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Abstract

During the first half of the XVIIIth century in Russia,
deep social and cultural changes led to a chaotic linguistic
situation. The Russian scholar Michail Lomonosov played a
key role in the grammatical and lexical organization 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
role and the functions of different linguistic elements are
examined, including West European lexical borrowings, the
native Russian, the Church Slavonic, and their mutual
interactions.

Chapters two and three analyze M. Lomonosov’s role in
the standardization of Russian grammar and vocabulary by
examining his two major philological works: the PoccrHHckas
rpaMMaTHka and the article “[I[pemucnoBUe O IOIb3€ KHHI
IEePKOBHUX B POCCHHCKOM H3HKe."

Although Lomonosov’s merit is widely acknowledged among
scholars, the importance of his stylistic theory has been
challenged 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 premiére moitié Qu XVIIIe siécle 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
linquistique au développement de la langue littéraire russe
moderne est examiné dans le présent travail.

Le premier chapitre analyse la situation linguistique de
la premiére moitié du XVIIIe siécle. Le rdéle 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 deuxiéme et le troisiéme chapitre examinent le réle
de Lomonosov dans la standardisation de la grammaire et du
vocabulaire en analysant deux de ses oeuvres majeures: la
Poccriickass rpaumaTtnka et son article "[[pedHcrmoBHE O MOIb3e
KHHAI" IEePDKOBHHX B pOCCHf{CKOM d3HKe . "

L’importance de la contribution linguistique de
Lomonosov est largement reconnue parmi les investigateurs.
Or, certains parmi eux ont remis en guestion la portée de sa
théorie des styles. Dans le quatriéme chapitre, cette
question contestée est re-examinée au moyen d/une

confrontation des opinions différentes.



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"! 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. All 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 to difficulties in obtaining some literary sources,
references to these sources have been made by means of
indirect quotations. As a result, some of the
bibliographical references have remained incomplete, since
they appear as such in the texts from which they were taken.

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Prof.
Austin for his helpful guidance and advice as well as Ms.
Linda Bastien for her kind assistance. I am particulary

! G.H. 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 to my husband for his (very precious) time he so
generously and lovingly gave to help me with technical
aspects and the final editing of this work as well as his
patience and his moral support throughout the preparation of

this thesis.

Olgica Zingg-Jerotic
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Introduction

It is generally accepted among scholars that the
history of the written language and written literature
(MTHCbMEHHOCTH) in Russia begins towards the end of the tenth
century with the introduction of Christianity from the
Byzantine Empire into the Russian lands.? 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 0ld Church Slavonic. By this term we understand
a Macedonean dialect that was probably spoken in the region
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 0ld Church
Slavonic language was greatly influenced by Greek, from
which it borrowed large amount of vocabulary, phraseology
and syntax. Originally, 0l1d Church Slavonic was conceived
and used for ecclesiastical purposes only. However, as the
church became the center of learning and culture, and all
intellectual activities became connected - in one way or
another - to the religious activities, Church Slavonic
rapidly emerged as the language of culture among the
Russians and the Balkan Slavs. Consequently, Church Slavonic
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

? There is a theory, supported among others by S. Obnorskii,
which claims that a written Russian language existed well
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 well, specifically for administrative and legal
documents, business correspondence and other non-literary
purposes. Thus, there were two written lanquages, and each
of them had a specific function. Literature was composed in
Church Slavonic, and non-literary texts were written in
colloquial Russian, known as the NIpHKka3HHE 43HK.’ These two
separate linquistic entities coexisted throughout the Middle
Ages. Although Church Slavonic must have been relatively
close to 0ld 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-XIIIc.) and the
Moscovite periods (XIV~-XVIIc.) up to the eighteenth century.
The phenomenon that occurred in Russia in the fifteenth
century, known as the Second South Slavic Influence, did not
help bridge the gap between the two langquages. Only in the
sixteenth century, the situation began slowly to change, and
the lay language started to infiltrate the literary
writings. This process was well 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 Slavonic was the only
language used for literary purposes. This depends on the
definition we give to the word Iliterature. In our times,
argues B.O. Unbegaun ("Colloquial and Literary Russian,"
Oxford Slavonic 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 (JomocTpoit),
which was written in colloquial Russian, was not considered as
literature in ancient Russia. Thus, if we accept this kind of
writings into the domain of literature, we can state that the
colloquial Russian was also used for literary purposes, that
is to say, for the lay literature.

2



new literary genres - stories, tales, legends, different
genres of plebeian literature - the contiquity of the two
languages became ever stronger. In this respect, the
literary work of Avakum is a good example for the bold
combination of Russian popular speech and Church Slavonic
language.* At the same time, Church Slavonic gradually
penetrated the business language as well. Hence, in the
seventeenth century, Church Slavonic had lost its homogenous
character due to the infiltration of the elements from the
living Russian speech on the one hand, and, because the
"MOCKOBCKAad H D_XHOCJIAaBAHCKAad pemaKIHH CKpelHBalHCh C
pemaxnuei oro-sanamgHOX (yKpauHCKO-Oemopycckoit),"® on the
other hand. At the same time, the Church Slavonic started to
lose its prestigious position of being the language of
literature. The area of its use narrowed considerably, its
application being reserved for religious and liturgical
purposes. But far from disappearing from the general
literary scene, Church Slavonic linguistic elements, i.e.,
Church Slavonicisms, became incorporated into the lay
literature, in which the everyday Russian language
prevailed. :

While the native Russian and the Church Slavonic
continued to coexist, during the Time of Troubles (1584-
1613) and onwards, throughout the seventeenth century, 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

* see ®.[I. dunur, Hcroxwm # CynbbH pyCCKOro IHTEpaTypPHOIO SI3HKA
(MocxBa: Haykxa, 1981) 111-113.

> dunur, HcToxw H CymbpbH 108.
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Moscow and Kiev continued to be two most important centers
of the Church Slavonic tradition during that time. Kiev,
being historically the cradle of the East European
(Byzantine) culture, preserved the Church Slavonic
tradition, and it was there that the Ukraihian scholar M.
Smotrickii published, in 1619, the first Church Slavonic
normative grammar. It was also in Kiev that the first traces
of the use of Church Slavonic 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, affecting
not only the Russian but the Church Slavonic language as
well. This intensified the already problematic interrelation
between the Russian and the Church Slavonic. All these
literary and linguistic changes disturbed the hierarchy that
existed since the Middle Ages between the two languages, and
greatly challenged the supremacy and the prestige of Church
Slavonic. Thus, at the end of the seventeenth century in
Russia, there was neither a well defined form for the
literary writing, nor an established literary norm in which
literature could be composed. It was the beginning of a
linguistic ana 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 borrowings from
West European countries: a flood of Dutch, German, English
and, to a lesser degree, French words, came pouring into
Russia. This complex linguistic situation resulted in a
quasi-total absence of rules and regulations, often

4



described as a linguistic chaos.® The need for lexical,
grammatical and stylistic requlations 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
turning point in the development of modern Russian literary
language,’ and therefore, is regarded 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,"® the fact remains that the development of the
modern Russian literary langquage did not undergo a long,
gradual, diachronic 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 call modern
Literary Russian. However, the name of M.V. Lomonosov (1711-

6 Some scholars, including F.P. Filin, are opposed to the
definition of this period as linguistic and literary chaos and
anarchy. They prefer instead a word mectTpoTa. 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.I. Efimof, F.P.
Filin, V.D. Levin, A.V. Isachenko, V.P. Vomperskii, A.I.
Gorshkov, are some of them.

8 Worth, "Thoughts" 125.



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 of 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 knowledge of Greek ...[{and], 2) a similar familiarity
with West European languages, literature and culture..., "’
then Lomonosov certainly fulfils these criteria. As G.H.
Worth points out, in order to have a unified literary
language, the most important prerequisites are: a
standardized grammar, and a reqgulated vocabulary.!® Indeed,
Lomonosov’s most important contribution lies in the
achievement of both these tasks.

His Poccrickas rpaMmaTHka 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, each edition carrying the notice: "C HaiCKOpeHUHM

® Worth, “Thoughts" 129.

1 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. Hence, the need for a regulation of
vocabulary was urgent.



nMocrnemaseM." 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.D. 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 tradition!'‘ was
supported and further examined by A.V. Isachenko.!? 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 requlator
and the innovator of the vocabulary.® In her opinion, all
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
Poccuriickas rpaumatrka and his short article "llpenucnoBue O
MOJIb3€ KHUI HNEepPKOBHUX B POCCHHCKOM 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

1 B.I. JleBur, KpaTk##d ouepk HCTOpHH DYCCKOIO IHTEPAaTYPHOI'O
sa3uka (MockBa: 1958) 132.

2 A.B. Hcauermkxo, "JJOMOHOCOB H TEOpHS CTHIEH", Ceskoslovenska
rusistika 13 (1968): 147-150.

B Worth, "Thoughts" 131.



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.



Chapter I

THE SITUATION OF THE RUSSIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE DURING THE
FIRST HALF 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: Church
Slaveonic, 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. During this period, and
throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, the
Russian literary language underwent an intensive development
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 semantic changes occurred within
the two linguistic groups, the Church Slavonic and the
Russian, as well as an intensive interaction between them.
Third, a considerable number of neoclogisms was created. The
last, but not the least, phenomenon that occurred was an
important influx of West European vocabulary.

The very specific 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.H. Worth
calls: "the turning point in the history of literary



Russian. "

In this chapter, we will examine some, in our opinion, most
important and decisive factors which contributed to these
important changes and consequently, to the formation and the
development of the new Russian literary language.!” 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 Slavonic, and the survival
of many lexical and grammatical Slavonicisms within the
literary language.

All 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’étre

of Lomonosov’s grammatical and stylistic reforms.

West European lexical and phraseological borrowings

The beginning of West European cultural influence on
Russia took 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.

¥ Worth, "Thoughts" 125.

Y Three literary sources were mainly used for this chapter:
B.B. Bumorpamos, Ouepkw mO HCTOPHH pYCCKOIO IJHTEPaTypPHOIO
fIBNKka XVII-XIX BB. (lleimer: E.W. DBpunm, 1950); &¢.lI. Pumnms,
Hctoxw # cynpbr pycckoro murepaTyproro s3wka (Mockxsa: Hayxa,
1981); $.Il dunun, ed., HcToOpHs NEKCHKH DYCCKOIrO ITHTEPATYDHOI'O
fA3RKa KOHNa XVII Hayala XIX Beka (Mocxsa: Hayxa, 1981).
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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 during 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 during the reign of Peter the Great when
massive translations took place, and, at the same time, the
inadequacies of the Russian literary language became
evident. 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.!® Some of the foreign vocabulary which
penetrated the Russian language through translations were
assimilated, but many died out.

It is well 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
westernization of Russia. This process of westernization
meant, first of all, the importation of West European
knowledge, achievements and practice, with the goal of

6 E.D DPupxaxosa, Jl.A. Boi#isoBa, .uw J.JI. Kyruma, Ouepxkr mo
HCTOpDHYECKOH IEeKCHKOIOrHH pYCCKOro #A3Hka XVIII Bexa, .,
(1972) 56-58, in ®.Il. dunun, HcToxHm 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 took a leading position. The period of French
Enlightenment triggered massive translation from Voltaire,
Rousseau, Didérot and many others.
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building up Russian industry, trade, science, education,
legal system, etc. In order to achieve this, the first
pressing task was to 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. All the changes and re-organization, and the
febrile and almost frenetic activity at the governmental
level, as well 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 all 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 well structured and regulated 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 lexical 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
Slavonic vocabulary by altering them semantically, and in
this process, some of the foreign words also underwent
semantic and morphological changes.

The West European vocabulary and phraseology entered the
Russian language under different forms and in different
ways. The most direct and straightforward was the adoption
of a foreign word as such. In the domain of administration,
most terms came from Germany, for example: rmaTeHT, KOHTPakxrT,

12



urpag, apxmB, acceccop, @akKympTeT. Such was the case with
many military terms: DHKEp, resepailHTeT, NO3YHI, Jareps,
uTypM. In the military field, there was also a strong French
influence: b6aprep, bartarbon, 6acTHOH, rapHH30H, NIapoib,
MaHex, Mapm.'7 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 terminoclogy, as well 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 Slavonic and Russian suffixes:
aaMHpall -cTBo, repuor -crso, 6apoH -CTBO, pernopT -oBaThb,
IIyHKT —HPOBaHHE, HOYHKTHD —-0BaTh, KOMaHOHpD —-OBaHHE, KOMaHIHD
-oBaTbh, INHKTOBKa, IOHKT —-0BaTb, I[HKTHD —-OBaTh, NAaTPOH —HHH,
THIIC -~OBHH, rapadTHp ~0BaTh, rapadTHHH —HHH, 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 TpPOHYyTHh 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

7 A1l the examples from this paragraph were taken from: V.V.
Vinogradov, The History of the Russian Literary Language from
the Seventeenth Century to the Nineteenth, trans. L.L.Thomas
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969) and from @.II
bununr, ed., HCTOpHS IEKCHKH.
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syntactical construction were made on the imitation of
French, such as XOJNOOHHH IpHEM (froid accueil); IpHE3XaHTe
MeHd nocemaTh (venez me voir); g xemap 6HTH HacelOHHE C coboH
(je desire d’étre seul avec moi-meme) .'®

A characteristic feature of West European lexical
borrowings was their variable character and instability
which affected their orthography (IlondaTpa-malHTpa), their
phonetics (3ana=-cana, HeMeHT-~-CEMEHT, 3alll-calB), and their
morphology (My3eyM-My3eii-umy3esi, TabopaTopryM-TabopaTopHs-
nabopaTopu#, Tpodpeyum-Tpodesa-Tpodeit) .

In parallel with the adoption of foreign vocabulary,
there was an effort to translate the foreign terms into
Russian or Church Slavonic. This represented a major
difficulty, since finding a Russian or Church Slavonic
equivalent was sometimes next to impossible. Even if one of
them was available, (or in some cases both), the two, or
the three could coexist. For example, the borrowed word
peporouAa had its Russian synonym mepeBopoT and the Church
Slavonic npeppamerde. This created an abundance of synonyms
within the same, as well as between different lexical
groups. Doublets were commonly found in the literature of
that time, i.e., foreign word was immediately followed by
its Russian equivalent or by a new lexical definition. They
were frequently used in translations and in the official
documents from the beginning of the eighteenth century up to
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 to West European lexical borrowings that
entered the Russian language through translations, there was
an equally important impact of West European vocabulary on

¥ These examples were taken from ®unuu, HcTox# # CcyabOH 80-81.
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the Russian language on a professional and social level.
Foreign words and phraseoclogy entered the urban colloquial
language due to the influx of foreign, particulary German,
settlers. These foreign craftsmen and artisans started to
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 so 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, aristocratic 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 aristocracy became aware of the educational
importance of these two languages, and the merchants and the
landowners realized their practical value. However, up to
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the 1740s, German influence was predominant, and thereafter

French took the lead.

The expansion of the governmental-business language
(IeITOBOH A3HK)

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 to 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 Russian
colloquial speech and the use of Church Slavonic vocabulary
was sporadic. Restricted to practical use, the "business
language" developed inevitably in conjunction with Russian
spoken language, 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 to 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 all of the foreign terminology
survived, but a large number of foreign words was adopted
and became an integral part of Russian "I€IOBOH H3HK."
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 Slavonic words and the West European
lexical elements became a common practice. This expanded and
multifunctional "business language" became increasingly
influential, slowly started to penetrate into the literary
language, and eventually played a significant role in its

further development.

Russian popular speech; its introduction into the literary
language

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
to 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
IpocTopeyHe 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, "AKT
o Koneamnpe u Heomunpme":

(Aturpur] [loco6y Hau HHHE [ OT 3MHS H3OHTH,
3ne ero ybutu
U3 Mops BHXOOHT, / nIpIe’ NOANBET,
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'opko yMepmBusgieT. /
OT cero B meuanx / BeCbMa OTSAI'YEHHHH
YM Ham IoMpadeHHHH
(CemaTop ] Bameuy BemwuecTBY / cHe a3 CKa3yD,
Uro Byepacs ciHmain, / TO BaM BO3BECTBYD.
Cinaiman a3 upes xypaHTH, / uTo [lRamna egper,
Hamepcw, ceromEsg / oEa X BaM IpHENET
(Hemonop] UYeppT 5nH TBOH ciaymeT / CIyIH PasrOBODH,
dxe TH Gontaeww | cug 3ababOHH.
Jllaemb, xax cobaxka [ Ha MeHS HaIpacHa,
Kax 60 yummmmacsg / TaxoBa TH BIACHA.
(Turpura] UTo ce 3a uyuerma [ W OypHas poxa
BoT xaxaa xaps, [/ 3xasg NpHErOxXa
XoTh cMepTh NmpEMy, / He xomy ac OHTH,
UToOH mCy cumeposameMy / XeHOD MHEe CIHTH.Y

Such an arbitrary mixture of Russian collogquial and
Church Slavonic vocabulary was typical for the first half of
the eighteenth century. It indicates that the stylistic
boundaries separating the high literary genres, where the
Church Slavonic 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 century, and its position and role
was upgraded from the marginal and peripheral to the legal,
acknowledged, and well anchored. But during the first half
of the century, the elements from the colloquial Russian,
including different dialects and regional variations, were
not stylistically differentiated, and their function was not
clearly defined yet. Therefore they were employed
arbitrarily, without stylistic and contextual consideration.
This process of functional and stylistic differentiation

9 dunuH, ed., HCTOpHSI NEKCHKH 39-40.
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will start with Lomonosov’s stylistic thecry and will
continue throughout the second half of the century.

The role of Church Slavonic linguistic elements

Church Slavonic 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 supremacy
of Church Slavonic started to decrease, and, by the
beginning of the eighteenth century, was practically lost.
Nevertheless, Church Slavonic linguistic 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, publicistic,
scientific, epistolary writings, as well 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 various literary genres and were familiar to
educated people (OTBEp3ab, [OCNOOEHBH, HACAXIEHHH{, B3HBAD
etc.). On the other hand, there was an obsolete vocabulary
of a high, bookish strata, rarely, if at all, employed in
the contemporary writings and not understandable anymore to
an average Russian (ofaBab, pdCHH, OBOr'I&, CBeHe). Both
types of Slavonicisms were employed freely and were not
subject 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 Slavonic words was their
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remarkable semantic capacity. Many of them had a wide
spectre of meanings, ranging from the concrete tc a variety
of abstract meanings. This semantic characteristic of Church
Slavonic was well exploited during the first half of the
eighteenth century - a time of intensive search for new
linguistic resources. Due to the new linguistic demands,
many Church Slavonic words were employed in new literary
contexts. Within these new contexts, they underwent semantic
changes and received new lexical functions. In many cases,
they were liberated from their narrow religious context and
underwent a process of "secularization", that is, they were
adapted to the new social needs. For example, the word
COrpaXOaHHH received its secular meaning ‘fellow-citizen,”’
but originally it meant ‘companion of a saint or an angel,’
i.e., ’cohabitant in haven.’ The Church Slavonic word 3aKOH
underwent a semantic change in the begining of the
eighteenth century; 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 Slavonic words were also employed for the
denomination of new, foreign, lexically still undefined
concepts. Within that (more complex} semantic process, many
of these words received several additional meanings as the
result of a continucus need to translate these new, foreign
concepts. The Church Slavonic word 0OOBmBCTBO for example,
which originally meant obmEOCTH ‘community,’ started being
used during the time of Peter the Great in all the different
connotations of the Latin word ’societas.’ Later on, under
the influence of French ’‘société,’ such expressions were
used as B obmecTBe ’‘en société’; cnHBKH obmecTBa ‘créme de
la société’; nyma obmecTBa ‘l/ame de la société’, which
consequently gave birth to new derivatives: oOmecTBeHHHH,
obmecTBEeHHOCThb. The word uyBCTBO underwent similar semantic
transformations. The Church Slavonic UyBBCTBHE, UYBBCTBO
were originally used only in religious contexts in the sense
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of CINOCOOHOCTH YYBCTBOBATb, CO3HAHHE, BHENHEE UYYBCTBO, OpraH
YyBCTBa and UYBbCTBHHHH meant BHEUWHEMY UYYBCTBY...[IOONEeXalui,
4YYBCTBHUTEIbHHA. During the eighteenth century the word
4yyBCTBO and its derivates YyyBCTBeHHHHA, UyBCTBEHHOCTD,
YYBCTBHTENBbHHA, YYBCTBHTEIBHOCTH, again under the influence
of French (sentiment, sensuel, sensible, sentimental etc.)
and Latin (sensualiter, sensibilis, sensatio etc.) were used
in many different connotations.?

Within the interaction between Russian and Church
Slavonic, there were many synonyms and doublets, and they
were often used alternatively and in a arbitrary way within
the same context.? Gradually, they started to be
semantically differentiated and consequently started to be
used in more specific contexts. Often Slavonic words would
loose their concrete meaning analogous to the Russian word
and retain their secondary, abstract meanings. But this
semantic differentiation was a long process which lasted all
through the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth
century, and Lomonosov will be the first to try to solve
this problem of semantic differentiation and organization

with a systematic approach.
The three linguistic entities and their convergence:
conflicting tendencies and a state of disorder

The intensified interaction between Church Slavonic and

Russian linguistic elements during the first half of the

% All the above examples were taken from G.H. Worth "Poimp
OEPKOBHOCNIABAHCKOI'O $I3HK@ B pPA3BHTHH PYCCKOL'C IHTEPATYypPHOILO
SI3HKAa" American Contribution to the Sixth International
Congress of Slavists. 1 (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1968) 95-
125.

2l see examples on p. 25.
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eighteenth century, and the influence of West European
vocabulary, resulted in an extremely complek and multiform
lexical mixture. This was particulary evident in narrative
styles, where strong morphological, phonetic and lexical
irregularities often led to stylistic awkwardness. We have
seen that one characteristic feature of that period was a
frequent mixture and juxtaposition of the colloquial, and
even the vulgar Russian with the bookish, solemn words of
Slavonic origin. Out of that linquistic amalgam composed of
many different lexical and grammatical elements, and under
the influence of West European translated works, new
literary styles were emerging through publicistic,
narrative, diplomatic, bureaucratic and technical
literature.

Through the interaction of these different linguistic
entities, a middle linguistic layer - which will later be
defined by Lomonosov as the "middle style" - was gradually
taking shape. But there was an absence of any normative
character, not only within this middle linguistic layer, but
within the literary language in general. Without well
defined linguistic norms and codified rules, the situation
became problematic. Orders and advices, criticisms and
recommendations were given to writers and translators by the
government of Peter the Great. In these official papers as
well 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 Slavonic 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 Slavonic
and was asked to correct his translations by using simple
Russian words and the words of the Foreign Office instead of
the elevated Church Slavonic. Polikarpov’s Tpes3HUYHHH
JEeKCHKOH was not well 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 penamusax
TBOUX yhnorpebiseump TH 3€I0 MHOI'O INONBCKHE H ApPYyTHEe
HHOCTPAHHHE CJIOBA M TepPMHHH, 3a KOTOPHMH CaMCro QOeia
BHpa3yMeTb HEBO3MOXHO; TOr'O pald BIpedb TeOe pendoHd CBOH K
HaM MHCATh BCE POCCHHUCKHUM H3HKOM, HEe YNoTpebnasgs HHOCTPAHHHX
CJIOB H TEPMHHOB."? Here are two more examples of Peter’s
remarks. The first is from a letter, written in 1709 to Ivan
Zotov: "HamimexuT BaM B TOH KHHXKE, KOTOpDYD HHHE I€peBOIHTE,
ocTeperaTbCs B TOM NaOH BHATHEE MNEpPeBeCTb W HE HANIEXHUT peyb
OT peuyd XpaHUTHb B [epeBolle, HO TOUYHD CHH BHpa3yMeB, Ha CBOH
I3HK yX TaK NHCaTh, KaK BHATHee."? The second citation is
from Peter’s instructions to the Synoid in relation to the
composition of the catechism, from 1724: "yTo® NpPOCTO
HAamkdcaTh TakK, 4TOO H IOCEeNdHHH 3HAJl, HIH HA [IBe: IOCEeNSHOM
npocTde, a B ropolaxX MOKpacHBee [l CIAaJOCTH CIHUABMHX, Kak
BaM ymobHee moxaxeTcsd."?

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 rejected and condemned the use of Church
Slavonic. Tredikovskii’s attempt to free the Russian
literary language from the Church Slavonic elements was
symptomatic of the undergoing linguistic and literary
crisis. It was also an indication of the need for a new,
modern and more westernized literary language and the

2 BurorpamnoB, Ouepk# 60.

2 Jlexapcku#t, Haykxa # murepatypa npx [lerpe Bemuxom, T. I, 206,
cited in: Bumorpamos, Ouepkxwx 74.

% Bunorpanmos, Ouepkw 74.
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necessity for its rapprochement "C IIPOCTHM DYCCKHM CJIOBOM,
TO €CTh KAaKOBHM MH MEX CO60D roBOpHEM.*? Under the influence
of West European literary movements, Trediakovskii’s
translation, (published in 1730), of Paul Tallement’s
allegorical novel Voyage a 1’ile d’amour, (Paris, 1713), and
the preface he wrote to the translation, indicates clearly
the desire to reform the secular literary styles and create
a non-Slavonic literary language. In his preface to the
translation Trediakovskii exposed his linguistic views by
explaining why he choose to translate the work into the
simple Russian: "llepBag [IpwuwHA]: SA3HK CIa@BEHCKOHK Yy HAC
€CTb 93HK NepKOBHOW; a CHA KHHra MHpckad. [[pyrag: g3HK
CIIaBeHCKOH B HHHENHEM BeKe y HAaC OYDHb (sic) TeMeH; H MHOTUHA
ero Halld YHTasd Hepa3yMenT; a CHS KHHIra eCTb ClIaikusd NIoOBH,
TOTr'O pallH BCEM [IOIIXHa 6HTb'Bpa333YMHHTeHbHa. TpeTusa; xoropada
BaM M[OXaxXeTcd caMad Jlerxas, HO KoTopad Yy MEHd HIOET 3a CaMyD
BaXHYD,TO €CTb, UYTO A3HK CII@aBeHCKOH HHHE XEeCTOK MOHM YylaM
CHHUHUTCH, XOTHd IpeXme Cero He TOALKO d HM IIHCHBAlI, HO H
pa3ropapuBall CO BCEMH: HO 3aTO Yy Bcex 4 Npomy IIpOMEEHs, IIPH
KOTOPHX 9 C CIYNOCIOBHEM MOHM CJIABEHCKHM OCOOHM peueToulneM
xoTen cebd NMOKAa3HBATH."? Despite Trediakovskii’s desire, and
more importantly, despite his attempt to eliminate the
Church Slavonic from the secular literature, his own
translation E3ma B ocTpoB mobB#, like most other translated
and original works from the first half of the eighteenth
century, represent an awkward and clumsy mixture of Russian,
Church Slavonic and West European elements. By looking
carefully at the translation, it becomes obvious that the
Russian and the Church Slavonic language are all but
intermingled with the utmost inconsistency. Next to oOT

¥ V.K. Trediakovskii’s own words in his "Pasrosop o6
oprorpaduu" Coy#Eesws, T. III, 215, cited in: BuEOrpanos,
Ouepxwu 85.

% cited in Bunorpamos, Ouvepk# 85.
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BGepery one can read the nominative Oper; ropoma and ruac;
THCAYY and THCHMH; HAXOXYy and XOmMy, Xoyemb; HOmMbL; 4Ype3,
mpel, CHe, OHHH, IHakH and then xon#, Mex, etc.? It just
shows how easy it was for the Slavonic words to slip into
the "language of conversation" as possible doublets.

However, this tendency to make a clear division between
the native Russian and the Church Slavonic, which was very
apparent during the first third of the eighteenth century,
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 well intertwined,
and part of the Church Slavonic became integrated into
Russian. There was rather a pressing need for lexical and
stylistic reorganization, as well as a necessity to
eliminate all the obscure liturgical elements from the
literary language and retain only the living parts of the
Church Slavonic which were already integrated into Russian.
What was about to take place, was a restructuring and
reorganizing of the literary language, which at that point,
was composed of Russian, Church Slavonic, and West European
elements. The obsolete forms of Church Slavonic, grammatical
and lexical, (archaic forms of participles, the aorist, the
lexical elements such as abne, abaue), which were often
found next to'conversational words of the secular language,
will be gradually eliminated during the second half of the
eighteenth century, and replaced by the everyday Russian or
West European elements.

The tendency to eliminate the "cumbersome" Slavonic from
the Russian literary language and replace it by "the simple
Russian word, the one we use when we speak to each other,"
to use Trediakovskii’s own words, was followed by an

77 gee A. Martel, Michel Lomonosov et la langue littéraire
russe, (Paris: Imprimérie nationale, 1933) 35.
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opposite tendency towards the middle of the eighteenth
century. During the 1740s, a kind of rehabilitation of
Church Slavonic came as a counter-reaction to an
overwhelming West European influence. The importance of the
historical role of Church Slavonic became overvalued,
particulary in the connection to the high literary styles
where the literary function of Church Slavonic was restored
to its former leading role. Trediakovskii, then, became one
of the most zealous defenders of the revival of Church
Slavonic. He was one of the leading characters of the
movement in favour of re-establishing a much broader use of
Slavonic and Slavono-Russian words within the Russian
literary language, and, at the same time, he favoured the
elimination of foreign vocabulary. Not having any guidance
to follow and no rules to rely on, Tredikovskii was
"oscillating" from one extreme to the other. What he wrote
in his preface to the E3nma B ocTpoB mwbBH 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 obpasen emy B NHCbME HAPOOHHHU pSl,

Ha nnomanu ©GepeTh OpPerEyCHO CBOH HAPSN,

He sH@s, uTO IHCATBH y Hac Ha CBEeTe eCTb HHoe,
A TpOCTO TOBOPUTH MO IPYXECKH Ipyroe.

Y Hemnes To He Takx, HM y PpaHIYy30B TOX:
UM HEpaBeH TOT 93HK, KOX C ODmMHUM CAMHM CXOX;
Ho vawe# uyucTOTEe BCH Mepa eCTb CIOBEHCKHH,
He MmMerolbKOB, HUXe H rpyOHH IepeBeHCKHH.

He T'OJIOC urercs TaM, #O crnagmocTHewumu#k [JIAC;

yutapT OKO Bce, xoTb rosopar Bce ['JIA3;
He JIOb Tam, vo YEJO,; me MEKHU, mO JIAHHTH;

26



He I'YBH u me POT, YCTA Tau OarpsHHTH;
He HHHp TauM @ mEe BAJlp, HO ... ®: BOJHA:
CBAleHHA XKHHACAa BCH CHX HEeXHOCTEe# MnomxHa .?®

There were endless discussions, mutual criticism,
objections and written parodies, among writers of that
period, and Trediakovskii’s and Sumarockov’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,laﬁguage of some of "its old
beauties" like the use of the Slavonic aorist and the
imperfect, 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 o0ld 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 Slavonic 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 well defined functional differentiation between Church
Slavonic 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

®  bubmHorpapHuyeckHs 3anmHck#, II, col. 519, 1859, cited in:
Martel, Michel Lomonosov 45-46.

¥ polemical discussions between Sumarokov and Trediakovskii
are exposed in detail in Vinogradov, Ouepkw, 129-138, and in
Martel, M. Lomonosov 42~46.
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powerful influx of West European lexical borrowings. The
overall vocabulary of the literary language was
significantly expanded during this period, but at the same
time, it became extremely heterogeneous. The absence of
lexical and stylistic uniformity and the lack of well
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 proposals and some 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 Slavonic, 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 call the modern Russian literary language. Lomonosov
gave the Russians a normative grammar, and made the first
attempts to stylistically organize and orient the literary
language by regulating 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 IT

THE STANDARDIZATION OF GRAMMAR: POCCHUCKAA 'PAMMATHKA

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 period. 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 well as from the oral speech.¥®
Since a literary language is a linguistic system and its
norms are recorded and fixed in and by grammars and
dictionaries, the appearance of Lomonosov’s grammar was
extremely important for the further development of Russian
literary language. It gave the necessary normative character
to the newly forming morphological system by setting common
rules for all the forms of the written language. Lomonosov
understood the paramount importance of a grammar when he
wrote: "Tyma opaTopusi, KOCHOS3HUHA [1033HS, HEOCHOBATEIbHA
punu3Oodusd, HENpUATHA HCTOPHS, COMHHUTEIbHA DPUCIPYINSHNUS Oe3
rpaMMaTHKH.'!' But he was not the first to formulate the
urgent need for theoretical and practical manuals if there
was to be a Russian literary language worth of its name. It
was Trediakovskii, during his discourse at the first meeting

® E.I'. Kosamesckxasi, HcTopws pycckoro IJIHTEpaTypHOrO S3HKA,
(MockxBa: IlpocBemenne, 1978) 168-206.

' M.B.JloMmorocoB, H3bpamHWe mnpox3BeneHHs, ToM 2 (Mocxsa:
Axamemusa sayx CCCP, usnm. Haykxa, 1986) 196.
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of the Assembly of the Russian Academy of Sciences,® who
denounced all the deficiencies of the Russian literary
language and formulated the need for theoretical and
practical manuals. The goal of these manuals was to offer
the necessary gquidelines, 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 Rhetoric and a Poetic. 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 (rpaxmagka). Some years later, Lomonosov
took upon himself this enormous task. In 1755 he published
the first edition of his Poccrickas rpaMmaTHka, and in 1758
his article ~llpenucnosue 0 monb3e KHUTI OEepPKOBHHX B
POCCHHCKOM Hg3HKE." These two works cover the grammatical and
the stylistic, that is, lexical and phraseological aspect of

Russian literary language.

Russian grammars prior to Lomonosov

Towards the end of the sixteenth and during the
seventeenth century several grammars of Church Slavonic
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

2 on March 14, 1735, the "Poccuiickoe cobpaEHe" 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 to 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 CMOTPEOKOrOo HE SBHICH Pe3yIbTaTOM
HCCIIEIOBaHHSI CIAaBSHCKOIO A3HKa, a OHI TOIBKO
MONHTKOH BIHTH PYCCKOe CONEpXaHHe B [PEeUuecKyD
CpaMMATHKY, T.€. BOCIPOH3BECTH BCD CTPYKTYypPy - He
TONBKO B OCHOBHOM, HO H B IeTalsdX = [PeuecKoi
CpaMMaTHKHE H HAIIOIHHTH €€ CIaBHHCKHMH IIpHMEpaMH . "

There were, for example, six tenses in imitation of the
Greek, four of which were past tenses. These four he called:
npexondmee, npemeagumee, MHMomenmee, HENpelelbHoe. 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
(npuuyacToneTHe) . As for the gender definition, Smotritskii,
after having defined gender as a distinction of sexes by a
pronoun, affirms the existence of seven genders: MYXCKHH,
XeHCKHH, cpenHu#, obmuit, BCAKUH, HEOOYMEHH#, mpeobmuit.>*
These are few characteristics of Smotritskii’s grammar,
given as examples to demonstrate the enormous step forward
made by Lomonosov’s PoccHHckas rpaMMaTHKA.

Grammars of Russian language did not appear before the
end of the seventeenth century. This was quite
understandablé 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, legal and business
documents, did not yet have got during the seventeenth

¥ B.A. Jlapun, Jlexnwu 1mo HCTODHH DYCCKOI'O JHTEPATypDHOIO S3HKAa
(Mocksa: Bacmas mxoma, 1975) 302.

¥ Grammtika 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 Poccr#ckas rpauMaTHka 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 Slavonic
language from the Russian by giving them the equal status
while making an extra effort to give the thorough
descriptions of Russian linguistic norms.

All these grammars, though entitled as the Russian
grammars, occupy, to various degrees, an intermediate
position between a Church Slavonic 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; 1t served as
a framework and a guidance for all the future grammars which

were published in Russia.

M.V.Lomonosov‘’s PoccHiickas rpamMmaTHKa

There is unanimous agreement among scholars that
Lomonosov’s PoccHHckass rpaMMaThka is his most important
contribution to the development of the Modern Russian
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literary language, 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 order
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 all precedent grammars, including Smotritskii’s.
Lomonosov studied Smotritskii’s grammar extensively, all
through his life.® 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 calls
"HaOlpoeEne Hal ynoTpebnenueM." This is what probably helped
him form his own clear and precise idea concerning this
basic principle on which Poccurdckas rpaumaTHka was built. In
the preface of his grammar Lomonosov writes:

" xoTd oHa OT obmero ymnoTpebIeHUS SI3HKa

¥ Here is Lomonosov’s own account of this experience: "{
YBEpEeH, UTO HH OJWH U3 HAC He OHNojel OH 3TOro OrpOMHOIO TpYyIa,
no KpadHEed Mepe, OUEHb CKXOpo I[pU3HAD OH CBOD IIOIHYD
HECIIOCOOHOCTE IOHATH CONEPXaHHe I3TOH Npemyapod KHHTH. H Mory
TaK COBOPHTDH HAa TOM OCHOBAHHH, UTO UHTAN 3Ty KHHUI'Y YXE€ [OalleKO
HEe CTYIEeHTOM, H BCe-TakKd 3TO OHIO, mOxXalyif, camMoe MYyUHTEeIbHOE
YTeHHEe H3 BCell NpeBHEepPYyCCKOH NHCHBMEHHOCTH ¥ JHTepaTypH. [onxeH
CKa3aThb, YTO MHE H Tellepb NMPUXOMAUTCH HHOrAA TPHXIH H UYETHPEXIH
NEepPEeUYHTHBATb KakyD-HHOYIbP ¢pa3y CMOTpHOKOro, H f He Bcerma
yBEpEeH, UTO # ee OO KOHINA H KakK ClIefyeT IOHUMaDn. JTOT TPaKTaT
ropasgo nerue O6HIO OH uHTaTh, ©ClIKH OH OH OHI HAIHCAaH HA
IaTHHCKOM HUIIM CpeueckoM S3HKEe, NOTOMY 4TO UMOTDHIKHA H3 TexX
YUEHHX, KOTOpHE MHCIHIHY [O-NAaTHHH H IO-CPEUYECKH H IIePEBOMHIIH
ceba Ha CIABAHCKHE HA3HKH, [PHUYEM OOBONBHO INNOXO", cited in
Jlapun, Jekxuyua 302.
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ITPOHUCXOIHT, OMOHAKO IMPABHIIAMH IMOKa3HBACT IYTb

caMoMy YHOTpeOIeHHD. " '

Poccriickass rpaumaTrka consists of six chapters, or
"HAaCTaBI€HKHA," as he called them.

The first chapter, entitled U yeroBeyeckoM CIOBE
Boobme, 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.¥ According to Larin,® it was the
Grammalire raisonnée from Port-Royal that helped Lomonosov
set the general plan for his grammar, even though he went
far beyond in comparison with the French grammar. The French
linguistic theories, brought forward by the authors of Port-
Royal’s grammar, stipulate the existence of a common origin
in the structure of all the languages of mankind. 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 all 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 all mankind,
but its own distinctive traits which are equally important

% M. B. JlovorocoB: H36pannHe MpOH3BEOECHHS 196.

% Lomonosov was well acquainted with the Philosophia naturalis
and the Verninftige 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.
% Jlapur, Jexuwm 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 objects 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 linguistic reality which was well
anchored in the language.

In West European scholastic circles these theoretical
writings about the general knowledge of human speech were
well known and the subject had been dealt 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 all the material he considered pertinent,
from various philosophical works and various languages
(Greek, Latin; German, French), and put them together in a
coherent whole. Thus, different concepts, expressed by a
specific terminology, found their equivalent in the Russian
language.® This represented one more step forward in making

 For the definitions and the terminology, Lomonosov followed
the models of ancient grammarians, for example: what Priscian
called nomen appellativum and dictio became in Lomonosov’s
grammar HapuHoaTeJlbHOE HMA and peueHHe, respectively. Also,
the distinction Lomonosov makes between rojoc and Bil'OBOD came
from the distinction made by Marcus Victorinus and Donat
between vox articulata and vox confusa. It was also 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, all other chapters
deal with the specificity of the Russian language.

The second chapter, O yremmy H Hp&BOHEC&HZH p0CCHﬁCKOM,
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 mu;
the letters e, D, 4, at the beginning of a word have a
double sound, composed of ¥ and the vowel, but after
consonants they are pronounced as a simple vowel; the letter
e under stress is pronounced as €, and Lomonosov indicates
when this rule does not have to be observed.

The third chapter, O mMerH#, 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 IJIakca,
npgEHOa, OonTyuka, etc.

The fourth chapter O rmarome, 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, mood, number, person,
voice and gender. However, during Lomonosov’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 TIJIl@aBHHH (noun
and verb) and accessocires cCIyXebOHHS (pronoun, participle,
adverb, preposition, conjunction, interjection). In: Martel,
M. Lomonosov 30.
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Lomonosov’s grammar. Here, Lomonosov indicates the existence
of irreqular (xoTeTb) and incomplete (rusnb, 6psx) verbs.

The fifth chapter, 0 BcrmoMoraTembHREX HIH CIYXEOHHX
yacTsx croBa, 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
-pDuH, while reserving the formation of participles
exclusively for Church Slavonic verbs.

In his sixth and the last chapter, 0 COYHHEHHH 4YacTeH
cioBa, Lomonosov deals with the problem of syntax and gives
the rules for word 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 norms; here the usage

(ymoTpebnerne) is the only guide.®
Lomonosov makes the transition from the first, general

part of his grammar to the rest of it by the following

statement:

"Obmasg rpaMMaTHKa ecTh (umocopckoe MOHATHE BCErO
YeJllOBEeYeCKoro CloBa; a ocobmusasi, KakoBa
poCCHHCKas rpamMMaTHka, ©CTb 3HAHHE KaK COBODHTH H
MHCATh UHCTO POCCHHCKHM F3HKOM IO NydlleMmy,

% TIn his polemical discussion with Trediakovskii, Lomonosov
writes in his “[I[pumeyadEug Ha [OpelIOXeHHE O MHOXECTBEHHOM
OKOHUEHHH MNpUNaraTelbHEHX HMeH": "H3 cero Bcero fBCTBYET YTO K
IIOCTABIEHAD OKOHUEHHH [pHIAraTelNbHHX MHOXSHCTBEHHX HMEH
HAKakKye TeopeTHUEeCKHe [OOBONH He [OBOIBHHH, HO Kak BO BceH
rpaMMaTHKe, TaK H B CeM Clydyae ONHOMYy YIOTpeOIeHHD
[IOBHHOBATBHCH NONXHO." In: [.A. I'yxoBcku#, "JIOMOHOCOB-KPHTHK"
Jureparypaoe TBopuecTTBOo M.B. Jlovosocosa, ed. II.H. Dbepxos,
H.3. Cepuar (Mocxsa-llerunrpam: Axamemus maykx CCCP, 1962) s8s.
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pacyoHTeIbHOMYy ero ynotpebimeHup."#

Here again the word "usage" comes forward: the best,
reasonable usage. What exactly did Lcmonosov mean by this?
Before examining Lomonosov’s approach to that question, let
us see what was generally considered as the "best usage."

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 among the upper classes, the
nobility and the court. Trediakovskii was one among the
first in Russia to raise that question. In his Pasrosop o6
oprorpagu#H he follows the same path: it is the language of
the court and the educated people, but certainly not "the
one from the public square"¥ that should be taken into
consideration when looking for the "best usage" and fixing
the national linguistic norm. 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 well defined
character and could not possibly serve as a model and an
example. Trediakovskii’s translation of E3ma B ocTpoB IUOBH
and the preface he wrote to it, is a case in point. In the
previous chapter, we have seen the contradiction and the
inconsistency between the preface to the translation and the
actual translation: by addressing himself to the reader,
Trediakovskii implores the latter not to condemn him for not
having translated the work into Slavonic but into simplest

‘. M.B. Jlomormocos, Poccriickas rpaumaTHka 86, cited in: A.H.
E¢umoB, Hcropusa pycckxoro murepaTypHOro ssuka (Mocxsa: BHCuasg
mKona, 1971) 110.

2 see B.B. Bumorpanos, HcTopws pyccxoro IHTEpaTyPDHOIO S3HKA
(MocxBa: Haykxa, 1978) 4s5.
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Russian language, "IOYUTH CAMHM IPDOCTHM PYCCKHM CIOBOM, TO
©CTb KaKOBHM MH MeX coboi roBOpDHM."* (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 Slavonic 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 to 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 mpocTopeuyHe to describe the way of saying among
ordinary people. When he speaks about MpoCTOH POCCHHCKHH
SI3HK, about the verbs OOHKHOBEHHE PDOCCHUCKHe or the CIOBa
OpPpOCTOHAPOMNHHS HOBHY HIHK CPAaXIaHCKHA - he employs all this
terms to merely distinguish some non-slavonic phenomena.

Lomonosov distinguishes three main dialects of the
Russian spoken language: the Northern dialect, the Moscow
dialect, and the Ukrainian dialect. When looking for the
"best usage", he turns to one specific geographical area: he
gives his preference to the Moscow and the northern dialect.
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 O as a, which 1is, according to Lomonosov much

¥ A.H. Koxur u A.A. Koxum, [lpakTwyecku#d KypC HCTODHH S3HKaZ
pyccko#d murepaTypr (Mocksa: Pycckui €3HK, 1990) 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 o as o 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 form 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 orthographic rules established in 1733 and proposes one
single ending -H. He supports his claim with the argument
that Ukrainians, Serbs and Poles all use the ending -H
according to the Church Slavonic 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 "nyumee pacCyOUTeNbHOe yrnotpebineHue" 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 -3 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 to the most common usage in a given

geographical area.

“ B.lI. Boumepckrit, CTHIHCTHYECKOE quezwe M.B. JlomorocoBa u
Teopua Tpex cTHne#  (Mocxsa: 30aTENbCTBO  MOCKOBCKOI'O
YHEHBEpcHTeTa, 1970) 159.

% M.B. JlomorOCOB, H36pamEHE NDOH3BENCHHS 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 forms
and their variation on the one hand, and the stylistic
aspect of the language on the other. Church Slavonic and
Russian phonetic, as well 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.

Morphological system: In the field of declensions of

nouns, for example, 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 -
y:; by opposition, the closer they are to Slavonic origin,
the ending -a is recommended (pa3Max, pa3Maxy; B3rIdld,
B3rudiny; BO3pacT, BO3pacTy, Bo3pacTa; BHI, BHILY, BHIOA;
TpeneTt, Tpenera).
Concerning the comparative endings of adjectives, in common
speech they are formed with the auxiliary word CaMHA (CamOH
CKBEpHOH, CaMOd TCUYHOH); in the high style they are formed
with the suffixes -eHmHHK, =-afHmHKi, =-HHH.

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
practice in Russia to form the hybrid words by using the
stem from a Russian word and add a suffix of Slavonic
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origin. In the eighteenth century, as the new Russian
literary language was developing, this combination of
genetically heterogenous morphems included the fusion of not
only Russian and Slavonic but also foreign morphemes.
Lomonosov categorically rejects this type of word formation
as "HENpHACTOXHO" and "IPOTHBHO CIyXYy."* Concerning the
formation of participles, Lomonosov writes:

"BecbMa He HANIEXUT IPOM3BONHTDH [PHUYACTHH OT TexX
rnarojloB, KOTOPHE HEUTO IOMIOE 3HAa4YaT H TOIBbKO B IPOCTHX
pasroBopax ynorpebHTelbHHHE, HOO NPHUYACTHS HMEDT B cebe
HEeKOTOPYDP BHCOKOCTbH, H NI TOr'O OUEHb IPHCTOHHO HX
ynoTpebidaTb B BHCOKOM pole CTHXOB. KOTODHE DOCCHHCKHE S3HK
HEe OYeHb TBepOO 3HAaDT, a [PHTOM MaJO HIH HHYEro CIaBEHCKHX
KHA He YHTald H 3aTeM Ipauoro ynoTtpebieHHs IpHYACTHH MOHATH
HEe MOr'yT, Te 6e30macHO INOCTYIAT, €Xelld BMECTO MPHUYACTHH
rarol ¢ BO3HOCHTENBHHMH NHCATh OymyT."!

Therefore, the participles formed from purely Russian
verbs such as: TpOraemHi, XKadyaeMmH#, are, according to
Lomonosov, "“BeCbMa IOHKH H CIYXy HECHOCHH." He recommends the
formation of participles only form verbs of Slavonic origin.

The same principle of stylistic 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 word. Thus, it is correct to say:
CBATOr'O IyxXa but po3cBaro OyxXy; uUejloBedYeckaro [moilra but
IIPOUNIOrONHAro HOJrY; aHrelbCKaro rypaca and INTHUYBS COIOCY .

4% G.H. Worth examines in her article "Thoughts on the Turning
point..." (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 well established.

47 Boumepckuit, CTHIHCTHYECKOE YUeHHEe 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 Slavonic
forms of the high style.

- Different accentuation of the same word depending on
the stylistic category in which the word is found. In
the high style it would be: mapH, BHCOKO, XeCTOK; in
the low style, the same words would have the accent on
the last syllable: pmapH, BHCOKO, XeCTOK, etc.

- The phonetic phenomenon of Hemongoruacue, (6per, rparm,
rmac), which is purely Slavonic in origin, is reserved
for the high style.

- Pronunciation of e under stress instead of O before
hard consonants is also a characteristic of the high
style.

~ The words containing composite sounds XI and @, which
are of Slavonic origin, are better suited for the high
style, while their Russian correspondents X and U4
belong to the low style.

- The tendency 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 also in their
morphological and phonetic features. Lomonosov was aware
that only a sensible juxtaposition of grammatical and
lexical elements could preserve the stylistic balance and
uniformity of a given literary work. In order to avoid
stylistic 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 some 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 some facts.
First, Lomonosov throughout his philological work clearly
distinguishes one lexical group composed of words common to
Russian and Church Slavonic, which he called "cloBa
obmeynoTpebuTeNnbHEHE, CIABEHOPOCCHUCKHE." Next to these
common, Slavono-Russian words, he distinguished two lateral
groups of words, "BHCOKHE CIOBa" and "HH3KHE CIIOBa" which
would form two styles respectively, high and low. From
there it seems obvious that the group of words which he
calls "o6meyHOTp86HTeanHe," and which occupy central
position between the "high'" and "low" words, form what
Lomonosov later would call 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:
"Poccuiickas CpaMMaTHKa, OMNUCHBAS U CHCTEMATHU3UPYH
foHeTHUeckHUe, MOpPPOIOTHUECKHE U OTYACTH
CHHTAKCHYECKHE HBIEHHUHS, CTPEMHIACEH [IPEICTaBHTH
obmyp CTPYKTYPHYP OCHOBY PyCCKOL'O §3HKA, KOTOpad B
OCHOBHOM COBIlala€T CO CpEeOHUM CTHIEM, @ HHOI'IAa
npubnrxaeTCd X NPOCTOMYy. JTA@ OCHOBA CIYXHT QOHOM H
BMECTE C TeM OPHEeHTHpOM [Nl NPOTHBOIOCTABIEHHUS
OTKJIOHADMUXCHA OT HEe §{BIEHHH BHCOKOI'O CJIABEHCKOI'O
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ITHIS CHCTEeMe IIPOCTOrO, Pa3TOBOPHOI'O CTHIL. ™"

Lomonosov in his Poccuiickas rpaumaTAka 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 to
improve the stylistic aspect of the Russian language by
grammatical requlations. Therefore, Lomonosov’s grammar is
unanimously considered, and fully deserves to be so, the
first Russian grammar "C HODMATHBHO-CTHIHCTHUYECKHM

XapaxTepouM."

4 B.B. BunorpanoB, [[pob6ieMH CTHIHCTHKH DYyCCKOIO fI3HKa B Tpydax
JlomorocoBa (MocxBa: BHCmag mxona, 1981) 53.
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Chapter IIT

THE STANDARDIZATION OF THE VOCABULARY:
#[[pequcnoBHe O MONb3E€ KHHUI IHEPKOBHHX B POCCHHCKOM SI3HKE"

The relationship between the Russian and the Church
Slavonic literary language during the XVI-XVIIc. was based
on a clear stylistic opposition and a well defined
functional differentiation. As shown in the first chapter,
this hierarchical linguistic 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 Slavonic had changed, as its field of use had
narrowed. At the same time, the interaction between the
native Russian, the Church Slavonic and the foreign, West
European linguistic elements intensified. As the result of
this complex process of interaction, the problem of
stylistic differentiation among these various linguistic
elements started to emerge. It became an important
linguistic issue which had to be resolved by means of a
regulation. The following questions had to be clarified:
What should be the basic structure of this new literary
language? What place should be given to native Russian? To
what extent should the ties with the Church Slavonic written
tradition be preserved? What should be the correlation
between the "0ld" and the "new" within this new literary
language? What kind of foreign linguistic borrowings should
be accepted? All these questions were of primary importance
around the middle of the eighteenth century and Lomonosov’s
stylistic theory, developed in detail in his article

“[[penucioBue O MONb3e KHUI LEPKOBHHX B DOCCHHUCKOM sd3HKe"*

4 In the year 1758, thus came out the second edition of the
Cobpanne pa3HEHX COYHHEHHH B CTHXax H B I[pO3€ IOCIOINHHA
KOJIIEXCKOro COBeTHHKa H I[pogeccopa Muxanmna JlomorocoBa,
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came as a possible response to these questions.®

Slavono-Russian interaction: historical perspective

Lomonosov examines the problem of Slavono-Russian
interrelation and interaction from two different
standpoints. First, he analyzes the problem at the
historical-comparative level and comes to the conclusion
that the Russian and the Church Slavonic (as he calls it
"IpDEBHHHX MODPABCKHH H3HK") are closely related, but
nevertheless two different languages.’ In his article
*[[pequcioBHe O MONIb3€ KHAI NEePDKOBHHX B POCCHHCKOM S3HKE™ and
throughout his philological works, Lomonosov makes a clear
differentiation by systematically distinguishing the Russian
from the Church Slavonic 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 0l1ld Russian being used in Middle Ages
for secular writings, and the 014 Church Slavonic, into
which religious works were translated from Greek, as being
the oldest written language among Slavic people. Therefore,
Lomonosov concludes, the difference between the two
languages should be examined at different stages of their
historical development, and accordingly, against the actual

published by the Moscow University. To this second edition was
added Lomonosov’s article "[[pepucinoBHe O MONb3€ KHHUI IEPKOBHHX

B POCCHHCXOM fI3HKE."

0 Here and throughout this third chapter, we have relied
essentially on Bowunepckxuit, CTHIHCTHYECKOE ydYEHHE.

5l Nowadays, this is an accepted fact but, in the middle of the
eighteenth century, it was a matter of heated polemical
discussions among scholars and writers, namely between
Trediakovskii, Sumarokov and Lomonosov, whether Russian and
Church Slavonic should be considered as two different

languages.
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linguistic situation (the one of Lomonosov’s own time).

By taking into consideration the historical reality of
the past (the centuries-long coexistence between the Russian
and the Church Slavonic), and the linguistic situation of
his own time (the presence of the third linguistic element,
that is, the West European borrowings), Lomonosov comes to
the following conclusion: the new, standardized and
regulated 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 Slavonic elements. Such a
synthesis would provide a foundation on which the necessary
elements of West European langquages 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 decisive role in
Lomonosov’s choice of Church Slavonic 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 Slavonic. 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 domain.
Second, Lomonosov saw the historical significance of Church
Slavonic in the fact that it transmitted to Russians the
Classical and the Christian-Byzantine culture and provided
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the Russian langquage with numerous philosophical 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 Slavonic
throughout the history in a specific interrelationship:
Church Slavonic, while serving 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 artistic
enrichment. Hence, 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 not reject the
Church Slavonic but wisely use the elements of this language
that are still alive, understandable and semantically

meaningful.

Slavono-Russian interaction: stylistic differentiation

After having examined the problem of differentiation and
interaction between the Russian and the Church Slavonic
languages from the historical perspective, Lomonosov
approaches the existing problem of their stylistic
differentiation within the new Russian literary language.
For that purpose he conceives and brings forward his
stylistic theory, known today as the "Theory of three
styles, " by classifying the literary material within the
framework of three distinct stylistic categories which he
calls: high style, middle style and low style.

But Lomonosov’s stylistic theory was not a fundamentally

2. 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 during Lomonosov’s time this
classification of literary material into different stylistic
categories was a well 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
belonged to a specific 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: uber, gracilis,
mediocris, subtilis, grandis, robustus, medius, floridus.®
During 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 during 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 philological 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
MOJib3€e KHHUI NEePKOBHHX B POCCHHCKOM #3HKE" Lomonosov further
develops and exposes in detail his system of three styles
and defines their lexical norms. Within that system the role

3 gsee Martel, M. Lomonosov 40.

% The first Russian Rhetoric by Makarii (1617-1619) and the
Usachev’s Rhetoric (1699) both talk about "Tpex pooax

rIaronaHdd. "
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of Church-Slavonic was to provide a framework for
grammatical rules and serve as the source of new words.
. Lomonosov accepts and uses only these Church Slavonic words
which are already in general use. In his KpaTkxoe pyxoBomcTBo
k PraToprke Lomonosov recommends "yberaTb CTapHX H
HEYNOTPeOHTENbEHX CIABEHCKHX PEeUEHHH, KOTOPHX HAPOI He
pasyMeeT."” Therefore the books to be consulted as a source
of vocabulary are: The Psalter, The Act of the Apostles, The
Gospels and to a lesser degree The Proverbs and The Prayers.
Not only within the field of vocabulary but also when it
comes to grammatical structure, Lomonosov tries to eliminate
all the obsolete forms from the literary language.
Lomonosov starts by organizing the Slavonic and the
Russian vocabulary into three categories each. The following
three belong to Church Slavonic vocabulary:
1. The obsolete Church Slavonic words.
2. Church Slavonic words, familiar to educated people
even though they are not used in everyday speech.
. 3. Elevated words common to both, Russian and Church

Slavonic.

The Russian vocabulary is divided in a similar way:
1. Slavono-Russian words used in both Church Slavonic
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 both, "peueHHSA
obmeymoTpebUTeNbEHe Y IPEeBHHX CIAaBfiH H y DOCCHSIH," and he

5 BuporpanoB, HcTopws 45.
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calls them "CIaBHAaHOPOCCHHUCKHE pedYeHHd." This group of
words make the connection between the two lexical groups,
the Church Slavonic and the Russian. Hence, the vocabulary
of the new Russian literary language is classified into
three groups, "pOIOB pPEUYEHHH" as Lomonosov calls them. They
all have following stylistic qualities: frequency of use
(ynoTpeOuTenbHOCTE) ; intelligibility (NOHATHOCTB), and
propriety (IIpHCTOHHOCTH), that is, whether a word is
appropriate and properly chosen for that particular literary
material. To the first group belong Church Slavonic words
(CnaBeHCKHE pedYeHHf) regularly employed even though not on a
wide scale and familiar to educated Russians (OoTBep3ap,
COCIIOOIeHb, HACAXOEeHHHH, B3HBAD etc.). The second group
consists of Slavono-Russian words (CI@BEHOPOCCHHCKHE
peuennsi: Oor, cmasa, pyka, HHHE, [IOYHTAD etc.). To the third
group belong Russian words which do not figure in church
books, (Pocciicxue peueHHs: roBopp, pyue#d, XOTOpHH, [OKa,
IHLb etc.). What Lomonosov excludes from these three lexical
groups, and by consequence from the Russian literary
language, are obsolete Church Slavonic words, as he calls
them: "obeTwanHe pedyeHHA", (for example: obaBap, pACHH,
OoBOrma, cseeHe), and the low, indecent Russian words
("npe3peHHHe CloBa"), these two groups not corresponding to
the norms of the new literary language, since they do not
posses the three stylistic qualities; ynTpeOHTEIBHOCTB,
NMOHATHOCTD, HpHCTOﬁHOCTb .

From the above mentioned three groups, Lomonosov builds
his theory of three styles: "OT pacCCYIHTEIBHOr'O yHIoTpebneHHS
4 pa3bopy CHX TpeX pOHOB pEeUYeHHH PpOXOAapTCH TPA WTHILA:
BHCOKHH, [MOCPEIOCTBEHHH H HU3KHK. " The entire system, built
upon three stylistic categories, is based on the interaction

% M.B. JlomMormocom, '"llpenucioBde O MONb3€ KHUI LEpPKOBHHX B
poccuiickoM sI3HKe," Pycckas mHTepaTypHas KpHTHka XVIII Beka,
(MockxBa: CoseTckxas Poccus, 1978) 53.
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between the Church Slavonic and the Russian linguistic
elements. Each style is defined by the proportion of Church
Slavonic elements it contains in relation to Russian, but
the latter forms 1lexical foundation of each category. By
admitting Church Slavonic 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 Slavonic 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 recommends, for example, "HaOIDOATDH
paBHOCTBH ciora" in the high style, which means excluding any
"[IOOJIHE CIOoBa." Concerning the middle style, Lomonosov
writes: "B cpelHeM WTHIE OONXHO HaOIDAATH BCEBO3MOXHYD
paBHOCTb, KOTOpasi OCOOIHBO TeM TepdeTcs, KOr'Ia peueHHE
CIaBeHCKOe NONOXeHO OyleT momine pPOCCHHUCKOIrO
MPOCTOHAaPOMHOTO . "7

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 both Church Slavonic and
Russian languége; the Church Slavonic words known to
educated Russians even though they are not commonly used;
and these borrowings which were already well 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 common to
Church Slavonic and Russian, but can contain purely Slavonic

57 Bounepcku#t, CTHIHCTHYECKOe yueHHE 148.
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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 be taken that the
style does not become 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 be used in
comedies, humorous epigrams, songs, familiar correspondence
and the accounts of ordinary affairs.

This lexical organization, evidently, does not leave
much space for West European vocabulary. As mentioned
earlier, Lomonosov tries to avoid as much as possible
foreign borrowings by replacing them, particularly in the
fields of abstract and scientific terminology, with
neologisms created by coining Slavonic or Russian words or
morphems, for example: Ba3OoywHHH HACOC, 3€eMHAd OCBHb,
paBHOBECHE Tell, KHCIOTa, MarEHTHAd CTpellka etc. Other means
Lomonosov uses to avoid adoption of a foreign word are by
the introduction of some semantic changes of already
existing Russian words such as ONHT, NOBHXeHHe, HabOIDIeHHe,
sIBI€HHEe, YacTHoa etc. Nevertheless, he was in favour of
adoption of a certain number of international scholarly
terminology founded on Greek and Latin roots, for example:
ropﬂsoHTaanHﬁ, oHaMeTp, KBampaT, aTMochepa, GapomeTp,
MHKPOCKON 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 IMPORTANCE CF LOMONOSOV’8 STYLISTIC THEORY

There is no consensus among scholars regarding the
importance of Lomonosov’s stylistic theory. One group of
scholars, including V.D. 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 to 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
linguistic problem in Russia, in recognizing that there was
indeed a "CTHIHCTHUECKAd MECTPOTA,... KOToOpas GHIAa OCobeHo
XapaKTEepHa [UId CTHIEeH NHTEepaTypHOI'O f3HKA KOHOAa XVII -
HEpPBOX TpeTH XVIII Beka."® 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.

All the confusion, discussions and disagreements were
concentrated around one main question: how to find a common
national norm for the literary language. Hence, Lomonosov’s

% Burorpamos, Ovepkx# 100.
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stylistic theory - and obviously his Grammar - appear first
of all, as a response to that question; it came as a
necessary step to 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 setting the grammatical norms,
Lomonosov enabled a harmonious, logical and sensible
juxtaposition of two distinct linguistic traditions, the
Russian and the Church Slavonic.

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 some rehabilitation.

First, let us examine why Lomonosov opted for this
threefold stylistic division which eventually earned the
famous title: the Theory of three styles. By considering
from our present perspective, Lomnosov’s purely formal
divisicn 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."” This could explain why Lomonosov’s
stylistic theéry 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 approach.® 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

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

% We should not forget the fact that Lomonosov was a scientist
as much as a writer and linguist.
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aesthetics - a common feature for the eighteenth-century
Russian writers.® 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.% 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 JIOMOHOCOB H Teopwusi CTHIECH, while
acknowledging the necessity of this normative character in
Lomonosov’s Grammar, deplores its presence in his stylistic
theory. He writes:

"Ha moBecTke OHS CTOANO He pa3bueHHe S3HKa II0
CTHISIM, @ HHETEpOTranus NMHCHMEHHOI'O U Pa3TOBOPHOIO
g3HKa 0Opa30BaHHX CIIOeB OOmMEecCTBa Ha OCHOBE €IHHOMK
rpaMMaTHKH, ©OHHOH MPU3HOCHUTEINBHOM HODMH."®

8! Hcauernko, "JloMoHOCOB" 147.

I. Reyfman, Vasilii Trediakovsky, The Fool of the ’‘new’
Russian Literature (Stanford, California: Stanford University
Press, 1990) 67.

2 This is the conclusion that some scholars, including A.I.
Efimov, came to, after examining Lomonosov’s drafts for his
Poccuiickast 'pammaTrka and PaTOopHKka (see for example Efimov’s
Hcropuss pycckoro murepaTypHOrO si3ika 102-105). But, according
to Vomperskii, Crumucruueckoe yuemwe JlomorocoBa (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 all of
Lomonosov’s philological work.

8 Hcauernxo, "JoMOoHOCOB" 149.

57



No doubt, the grammar was of basic importance for the
integration of the written, i.e., Church Slavonic, and the
colloquial Russian. However, this integration could not
possibly have taken place on a grammatical basis uniquely
considering 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:

"YueEHe O CTHIIAX, 3aHMCTBOBAaHHOE JIOMOHOCOBHM ¥y
KIaCCHUECKHX PHTOPHK, OHIO NPHYPOUYEHO K IMO3THKE
POCCHHCKOI'O KIaccunu3Ma. KaxpHi H3 Tpex CTHIeH
CBa3HBalICH JIOMOHOCOBHM C OIpelelleHHHM IHTepaTypPHHM
XaHpoM ... Ho Oynymee He NpHHALIEXANO ONaM,
repoOHYEeCKHM IIO3MaM, JKioraMm # djierdad. C
pacriafaEMeM BeChbMa YCIOBHOH 3CTETHUECKOH CHCTEMH
KIaCCHIU3Ma pacralalach 4 CTHIHCTHUYECKAas
pernaMeHTaAnMsl SI3HKa."®

V.D. Levin shares the same point of view:
"CTAaHOBHTCSH SICHHM, 4YTO CHCTEMA TpPeX CTHIECH, ...
TepfgeT CBOe 3HAUEHHe B YCIOBHAX JalbHEHmIEro
Pa3BUTHA NHTEDATYPH, NOPHBADmEH MOCTEMNEeHHO C
TPaIHIHAMA KIACCHOHU3IMA . "%

Obviously, Isachenko and Levin consider the whole
matter through the prism of historical classification of
literary movements into different aesthetic categories. This

% Hcauernxo, "JIoMOHOCOB" 149.

¢ JleBun, KpaTkud ouepk 132. cited in Hcauenxo, "JloMoHoCOB"
149.
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would appear to be a narrow-sighted view since we all know
that linguistic norms can not be fixed once and for all and
applied indefinitely, due to the constant mutation of
language. Lomonosov himself must have been aware of the
temporary value and limited use of his stylistic theory.
Hence, his stylistic theory should be considered and its
importance examined from a different perspective, in a
broader, more general context.

The first important feature of Lomonosov’s stylistic
theory is that it legitimized and codified the use of the
everyday, collogquial Russian. By officially admitting
Ruzsian 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 "CTHIHCTHUYECKAs IecTpoTa"
of his own time and, by doing so, 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 wvalue and the
advantage of an organized use of the living parts of the
Church Slavonic and its incorporation into the literary
language. Considered from our present perspective, the
importance of the Church Slavonic seems overvalued by
Lomonosov. But we should keep in mind that 1) around the
middle of the eighteenth century, the presence of Church
Slavonic 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 Slavonic 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 circumstances the Church Slavonic
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language should be used - and he achieved this by means of
the stylistic differentiation. Here is one example in way of
demonstration. We have seen in the first chapter of the
present work that the use of Church Slavonic and Russian
doublets (maxH-onATHb; HXE—KOTODHH; TOKMO-TOJIBKO), were a
common practice during the first half of the century.
However, conflicts often arose (the guarrels between
Sumarokov and Trediakovskii concerning the use of the
Slavonic word makH are notorious), as to when and where each
of them should be employed. By means of his stylistic
differentiation, Lomonosov resolved the problem: the Russian
words were to be used in the middle and the low styles and
their Slavonic equivalents in the high style. By organizing
and stylistically 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 Slavonic
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 to the period of Classicism, were
replaced by new literary genres which came with
Sentimentalism, and where the Theory of three styles could
not be applied as such. If the Slavonic word max#d was
reserved for the high style, and the odes and elegies, and
accordingly the high style, went out of fashion -
consequently, the word mak#d also went out of use. And this
is exactly what happened, many of the Slavonicisms
disappeared as the high, solemn literary genres went out of
fashion. Therefore, it becomes equally irrelevant if there
were three or five stylistic 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 styles 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 to 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 literary language are: 1) the standardization
of grammar and 2) the requlation and the creation of a new
vocabulary. Although she acknowledges the importance of
Lomonosov’s contribution in the field of grammar, G.Worth
questions his role as regqulator and innovator of the
vocabulary. The fact that Lomonosov "shunned unnecessary
innovations whenever he had the possibility to take over
already existing terms,"® and preferred the use of
paraphrases and word combinations whenever an equivalent for
a Latin or German term did not yet exist in Russian, is
considered as a shortcoming by the author. By contrast, she

% See Worth, "Thoughts" 131.

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

® Worth, "Thoughts" 131.
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gives all 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 language."®
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 all 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 to the following
conclusion: if there was a need for a new vocabulary 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 hiétorical importance of the philological works
of two authors, Lomonosov and Trediakovskii. First she uses
as the standard of judging the fact that Lomonosov,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

® Worth, "Thoughts" 132.
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when judging Trediakovskii’s philological work, when she
writes: "Trediakovskii’s significance for the development of
the literary langquage does not lie in the number of his
neologisms that survived, but in the fact that his whole
linguistic and literary activity formed a bridge between old
and new."” In our opinion, this statement would do much
better justice to Lomonosov, for, if anybody from that
generation 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 including V.P. Vomperskii and
V.V. Vinogradov call it the solving of existing problem of
bilinguism within the new Russian literary language.”
Although many of Lomonosov’s contemporaries, A.D. Kantemir,
V.K. Trediakovskii, V.E. Addodurov, V.N. Tatishchev, tried
to find a solution but failed, according to Vomperskii,
Lomonsov was the only one to succeed in finding the answer
to this most important question of Russian linguistics
during the second half of the seventeenth and the first half
of the eighteenth century. Vomperskii, who extensively
studied not only Lemonosov’s stylistic theory but also
stylistic theories before Lomonosov, considers erroneous
the widely used expression among scholars: The theory of
three styles, since Lomonosov used the already existing
concept of three styles merely as a convenient framework for
the differentiation of various stylistic genres of Russian
literary language.’ But Lomonosov was aware that:

v, . .CTHIHCTHUECKHE 3adaud H3YUEHHHd PYCCKOroO IJIHTepPaTYPHOI'O
fI3HKAa HEe HCUYEPHHBADTCH OIIHCAaHHEeM H pa3rpaHHUYCHHEM €ro

0 worth, "Thoughts" 132.
' Bounepcxku#, CTHIHCTHUECKOE yYeHHe 180.
 This opinion is shared by V.V. Vinogradov and A.I. Gorshkov.
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GyHKOUOHAIbHEX PA3HOBHAHOCTEH."” A.I. Gorshkov shares the
same opinion: "CTHnHCcTHUeckxoe yueHHe JIOMOHOCOBA HeENpaBOMEDHO
CBOOUTCH K YUEHHD O TpeX cTuilsax. Ha caMom xe mene oHO OHIO
ropa3no mepe ® ruoybxe."’™ Both scholars consider Lomonosov’s
theory not only as the theory of three styles such as
exposed in his article "0 monb3e KHHI NEPKOBEHX B PoccHHCKOM
A3HKe", but as a much more complex work, which represents an
integral part of Lomonosov’s other two major works:
Poccrickass rpamMaTrka and KpaTkoe pyKOBOOCTBO K KDACHODEUHD.
They together form 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:

"Pa3feneHre d93HKa HA TPH CTHIH BHOCHIO [OPSNOK B
TY CTHIHCTHUECKYD IECTpOTYy, KoTopasg Ouna
XapakTepHa [Is NMHTepaTypHOr'o #3HKa [leTpoBCKOH
3MOXH. JTa CTHIMCTHYEeCKad pedopMa CHIpalla BHIADIYD
pONXb B CTAHOBIEHHH H HODMAIH3AOHH HOBOM CHCTEMH
PYCCKOro NuUTepaTypHOI'O f#3HKa M OXKa3alla CpoMamHoe
BO3[eHCTBHEe HA CYIBOH pYCCKOH IHTepaTypH H
JHTEPATYpPHOTr'O $I3HKA BIIJIOTH OO CEPeNHHH 70-X -
Hayala 80-X romoB."”

” B.ll. Bounepckuit, "O NOHATHH WTHIH B CTHIHCTHYECKOK TEODHH
M.B. JlomoHOCOBa," Bonpocw crtunucTHkH (MocxBa: HamaTenbcTBO
Mockxosckxoro yHHBepcHTeTa, 1966) 46. In this article,
Vomperskii discusses other aspects of Lomonosov’s approach
concerning stylistic differentiation.

%  AJM. Topumkos, TeopeTwueckHe OCEOBH HCTODHH pyCCKOIO
aurTepaTypHoro si3wka (Mockxsa: Haykxa, 1983) 140.

5 Boumepcku#t, CrumAacTHYeckoe yueHHe 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 Slavonic 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 origin.
More importantly, he was the first to determine that Church
Slavonic 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:

"['Oopa3oo MeHBUYD polb B CTAHOBICHUH U OQODMIIEHHH HOBOH
CHCTEMH pPYCCKOI'O HAIMXOHAJIBHOL'O JIHTEPATYHHOI'O A3HKAa
CHI'Palla JIOMOHOCOBCKas TeOpHS TpeX cTunei. UHa numb
3axpenidna TO, YTO ONpeleldIoCh B pe3ylbTaTe
[pefuecTBYDIero pa3BUTHSA CTHIEH XYyHOXECTBEHHOH
IUTEpaTypH, H HE yKa3HBalla MyTeH pa3BHTHSA HOBOH
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CTHAHCTHUYECKONH CHCTEMH COOTBETCTBYDEEH# MHOroo6pa3Hp
¢YEKOHOHANbHO-PEYEBHX CTHIEH{ HAOHOHAIHHOI'O
IHTEePaTYPHOrO g3HKa."’

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.” 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 to building up of the modern stylistic
system, since each of the three styles required a purposeful
selection of linguistic resources , as well 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, (3aMKHYTHMH CpaHHI3MH) ,
was very different from the stylistic system of Pushkin’s

S BuporpanoB, Hcropus 204.

7 E.I'w KoBamesckxas, "O cynpbe BHCOKOH INEeXCHKH B HCTODHH
PYCCKOr'O NHTEpPaTYpHOr'O f3HKa XVIII-XX BB," PyHKHHOHAIbHHE H
conHalbANE pa3HOBHOHOCTH DYCCKOIC IHTEepaTypHOrO fA3Wka XVIIT
Bexa. (JleguArpan: Hayxa, 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 stylistic theory belonged to the
period of Russian Classicism and was directly related to the
existing literary genres. The following generations of
writers who embraced the new literary movement of
Romanticism, could not use and put into practice Lomonosov’s
theory in its entity; the fashion of solemn odes was over
and the high style with its elevated Slavonic vocabulary had
lost its practical application, since the new types of
literature which developed with Romanticism did not need
that kind of high stylistic expression. But, as E.G.
Kovalevskaia points out:

vJlexcHueckoe SOpO BHCOKOT'O CTHHASL - CIABAHH3MH, HIL
BHCOKAs JEKCHKa, COXPAaHHIHCh B IEKHKO-
CEeMAaHTHUECKOH CHCTEeMe PYCCKOI'O NHTepaTypPHOI'O H3HKA
XIX-XXB., XOTd KDPyI' "“BHCOKOH JIEeKCHXU" 3HAUHTEIHHO
Cy3uicd. PoHETHUECKHE SIBICEHS H QOpPMH CIOB,
3aKpelleEHHe 3a BHCOKHM CTHIEM, OCTalUCh
OOCTOSHHEM 93HKAa XVIII Bekxa."”

As much as the answer concerning the high linguistic

 Kosanesckag, "O cynebe" 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 pa3BUTHE CpemHEero [eloBOTO CIOra HMEeNIO BaxXHOe
3HaUeHHe H [N [OalbHeiuero onpeeleHds €OHHOU
IHTEpaTyPHOH HODMH, H NN QOPMHPOBAHUS HOBHX
CTHIIe} TNOBECTBOBATEIbHOK IIHTEpPaTypPH."”

Sorokin emphasizes the fact that Lomonosov was the
first to 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 (XYIOXeCTBEHHA{ IHTEpaTypa) .
F.P, Filin holds a similar opinion:

"C TeyeHHEM BpDEMEHH DaMK# '“CpemHero' S3HKOBOLO
THIIA TO PACWHUPHAIHCH, TO CYXHBAJKCh, CPaHHIH ero
OHIE HEeUYeTKUMH, HODMH HEYCTOHUHBHMH, HO JHHHS €rO
pPa3BUTHS HHKOTU'IA He NMpEepHBallaChb. JTO OHI

¥ H.C. Copoxur, "O cnosape pycckoro ¢3HKka XVIII Bexa,"
Mateprana w# mHccmenoBaHHS 110 IJIEKCHKE pPYyCCKOro fA3HKka XVIII
Bekxa, ed. 0. C. Copoxur (MockBa-Jlemurrpan: Axamemuss Hayk CCCP,
Haykxa, 1965) 5-42.
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IpenqBO3BECTHHK COBPEMEHHOI'O PYCCKOr'O IHTEpPaTYypPHOI'O
sI3HKA . "8 ’

Filin’s argument is simple but plausible: writers of
the eighteenth century did not write in Church Slavonic,
neither did they write "momiHM CIOBOM." 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 npexme
BCero clienqyeT BHACHHTB, CYNEeCTBOBalla JIH pEeajIbHO CHCTeMa Tpex
CTHIefl pyCCKOI'O JIETEepaTypHOro a3Hka."! Though acknowledging
the existence of the high style in a certain number of texts
typical in 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 to 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:

“YTo OH COﬁOﬁ’HPEHCTaBHHH, Xax pa3BHBaliCcHd, KaKHMH
napaMeTpaM# obnamand OpeNCTaBIADNEE 3TOT CTHID TEKCTH. "™

In order to answer these questions, it is necessary,
Gorshkov considers, to make the link, first of all, between
the development of the Russian literary language and the
development of the literary tendencies of the second half of

8 Puymur, HcTOKH 119.
8 TopmkoB, TeopeTHUeCKHE 143.
2 TopmkoB, TeopeTwueckue 143.

69



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 practice of Lomonosov’s time. At the
same time, this is also hard to determine since 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 obmeEapommas,
obmeynoTpebHTenbHas HeKCHka and MPOCTOHAPOIHHE, HH3KHE CIOBa
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.®

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 to
the mere theory of three styles such as exposed in his short
article "0 mnonp3e KHUI' NEepPKOBHHX B POCCHHCKOM fI3HKe"; 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 eighteenth 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;

8 According to the authors of the project CroBapp XVIII Beka,
(legnETpPAam: 1977) 7, there were more than ten thousand
publications released during 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 ®unun, HcToxH

119-120.
70



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 generation of theoreticians and writers considered
this threefold stylistic division as the only possible and
the most important, and indeed, different approaches
regarding stylistic differentiations existed during and
after Lomonosov’s time. But these various stylistic
classifications, including 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 linguistic experimentation, much more so
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 role since
it was directly connected to the historical and cultural
need of the eighteenth century Russian literary society.

"B pedopme JloMorEOCOBa OHIIE NPABHIBHO OTpPAXeHH
TEeHOEHIHH PAa3BHTHS PYCCKOLO JIHTEPATYPHOI'O S3HKA,
IyTH €ro HOPMATH3ALNWH: Yepe3 YINOPAIOYeHHOe
pasgeleHEde K OObelHHEeHUD. JTO OHI HeOOXOOHMHHE 3Tamn
B HAlle KyIbTYPHO-I3HKOBOHA HCTODHH."H

8 Ounua, HcToxx 128.
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Conclusion

During the complex and intensive process of interaction
between the Church Slavonic and the Russian lingquistic
elements in the course of the eighteenth century, the
Russian literary language was thoroughly transformed from
its old, medieval dual system to one common literary
language with well defined grammatical norms and a new
stylistic structure, capable of satisfying the new literary
needs of a Westernized Russian society. Therefore, the
eighteenth century can rightly be considered 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 merging of three distinct lexical entities -
West European, Church Slavonic, 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
well 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 linguist. 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 Poccuiickas
rpaMMaTHka, was the first extensive grammar of the Russian
language, covering all of its grammatical aspects, and its
importance for the further development of the Russian

language remains unquestionable.

72



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 "llpemucioBHe O Monb3e KHATI HEePKOBHHX B POCCHUCKOM
A3HKe", Lomonosov created guidelines for a sensible and
selective interaction of Church Slavonic and native Russian
linguistic components with the goal of putting an end to the
prevailing linguistic anarchy of the time. By means of a
stylistic differentiation and orientation of the lexical
system, Lomonosov achieved a double goal:

a) He requlated the use of the Church Slavonic
vocabulary and helped eliminate the archaic and obsolete
words from the literary language.

b) He endorsed and actively 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 ﬁtility for Lomonosov’s own time. Definitely,
Lomonosov’s stylistic theory did not serve as the recipe to
be followed scrupulously and exclusively by future
generations of writers. By organizing and classifying
lexical material grammatically and stylistically, Lomonosov
enabled future generations to dispose of any particular
lexical and stylistic layer, according to, and depending on
specific literary requirements. A requlated use of different
lexical resources was an essential preparatory phase towards
the creation of a unique, common linguistic system.
Lomonosov’s organizational activity prepared the ground for
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the following stage of development of the Russian literary
language. Therefore, Lomonosov’s stylistic theory,
considered within a larger historical context, should be
given rightly 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 language." We would like to close
the present study by a small but significant quotation of

Lomonosov’s own words:

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

~

et le chemin sera plus facile & ceux qui me

suivront. "8

8% since the original Russian manuscript (Manuscrits de
17Académie des Science, No 12, 105-106) is not available, a
French translation is given (Martel, M. Lomonosov 1).
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