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One people, One Language, One Literature? 
Changing Constructions of the History of Old 
Belarusian Literature (1956–2010)
Jeden naród, jeden język, jedna literatura? Zmieniające się konstrukcje historii literatury 
starobiałoruskiej (1956–2010)

Адзін народ, адна мова, адна літаратура? Змены ў рэканструкцыі гісторыі беларускай 
літаратуры (1956–2010)

Abstract

Histories of literature mirror views and experiences of their own age and thus are
constantlybeingrewritten This is truealso for thehistoryofOldBelarusian literature The
shortintroductionsandcomprehensiveoverviews,writtenintheperiodbetweentheThawand
theLukashenkoera(1956–2010),containastonishinglydifferentconstructionsoftheliterary
past ThearticleanalysesadozenbooksinBelarusian,RussianandEnglishanditsinglesout
themost import changes, such as the roleof the literatureofKyivanRusʹ or periodization 
However,themostprominentdevelopmentisthestep-by-steprecognitionofthemultilingual
natureoftheliteraryheritage ThisconcernstheexistenceoftextsnotonlyinEasternSlavonic
varieties,butalsoin(Old)ChurchSlavonic,thediscoveryofNeo-Latinauthors,andfinally,the
rehabilitationofPolishasalanguageofBelarusianliterature AlthoughOldBelarusianstudies
inthepost-Sovietyearshavebeenafieldofinnovationandreevaluation,eventhemostactual
synthesescontainblindspots TheexistenceoftextsinLithuanianandtheliteraryproduction
ofethno-culturalminoritiesarehardlyeverevenmentioned Theideaofonecommonlanguage
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hasbeengivenup,butthehistoryofliteraturestilldealswithtextsbyrepresentativesofone
ethnosthatinhabitoneterritory 

Keywords: history of literature, old Belarusian literature,multilingualism, Grand Duchy of
Lithuania,nationalnarratives

Abstrakt

Historia literatury odzwierciedla system światopoglądowy swoich czasów, dlatego jest nie-
zmiennieaktualizowana Dotyczytotakżehistoriiliteraturystarobiałoruskiej Zarównowkrótkich
szkicach,jakiszczegółowychprzeglądachliterackich,powstałychododwilżydoeryAleksandra
Łukaszenki (1956–2010), odnajdujemy zadziwiająco różne rekonstrukcje twórczości literackiej 
W artykule przeanalizowano kilkanaście książek napisanych w języku białoruskim, rosyjskim
iangielskim,przedstawionoichperiodyzacjęorazrolę,jakąprzyichpowstaniuodegrałaspuści-
znaliterackaokresuRusiKijowskiej Celembadaniabyłoomówieniewielojęzycznegocharakteru
starobiałoruskiegodziedzictwaliterackiego Jakoobiektanalizyautorobrałtekstywschodniosło-
wiańskie,(staro)cerkiewnosłowiańskie,nowołacińskie,jakrównieżnależącedoliteraturybiałoru-
skiejutworypolskojęzyczne Chociażwlatachpostradzieckichstudiastarobiałoruskieuważanoza
innowacyjne,nawetnajbardziejaktualnesyntezyzawierająlukibadawcze Wliteraturzeprzedmiotu
oistnieniutekstówwjęzykulitewskimitwórczościliterackiejmniejszościetniczno-kulturowych
prawiewogólesięniewspomina Zrezygnowanozideiwspólnegojęzyka,alehistorialiteratury
wciążzajmujesiętekstamiprzedstawicielijednegoetnosuzamieszkującegojednoterytorium 

Słowa kluczowe: historia literatury, dawna literatura białoruska, wielojęzyczność, Wielkie
KsięstwoLitewskie,narracjenarodowe

Анатацыя

Гісторыялітаратурыадлюстроўваесветапоглядідосведсвайгочасуітамупастаянна
перапісваецца Гэтадатычыцьігісторыістарабеларускайлітаратуры Кароткіяагляды,як
ігрунтоўныядаследванні,створаныяўперыядпаміжадлігайіэпохайЛукашэнкі(1956–
2010),утрымліваюцьнадзіварозныякарцінылітаратурнагамінулага Уартыкулеразгля-
даеццашэрагпрацнабеларускай,рускай і англійскаймовах,прасочваюццанайбольш
істотныязмены:упадыходзедаперыядызацыіальбоўразуменніролілітаратурыКіеўс-
кайРусі Аднакнайбольшпрыкметнымз'яўляеццапаступоваепрызнаннешматмоўнасці
літаратурнай спадчыны  У даследаваннях пачынаюць разглядацца тэксты не толькі на
ўсходнеславянскіхмовах,алеіна(стара)царкоўнаславянскай,адбываеццаадкрыццёнеа-
лацінскіхаўтараўі,нарэшце,рэабілітацыяпольскаймовыякмовыбеларускайлітарату-
ры Нягледзячынатое,штодаследаванністаражытнайБеларусіўпостсавецкіягадымелі
інавацыйныхарактарішматштопераасэнсавана,белыяплямыёсцьнаватунайноўшых
працах  Амаль не згадваецца пра існаванне тэкстаў на літоўскай мове і літаратурную
творчасцьэтнічныхменшасцей Ад ідэіаднойагульнаймовыадмовіліся,алегісторыя
літаратуры ўсё яшчэ займаецца тэкстамі прадстаўнікоў аднаго этнасу, якія насяляюць
аднутэрыторыю 



121OnePeople,OneLanguage,OneLiterature?   

Belarusian Studies 14/2020

Ключавыя словы: гісторыя літаратуры, старабеларуская літаратура, полілінгвізм,
ВялікаеКнястваЛітоўскае,нацыянальныянаратывы

ApunchlinebyUladzìmìrKaratkevìč,asreferredtobyLewis(Lewis,2019a,pp 
120–127),isanexcellentillustrationofthesubjectofthepresentstudy Inhis
novelHrystospryzâmlìǔsâǔGarodnì(ChristLandedinHrodna),thefatherof

theBelarusianhistoricalnovelsubjectedthe16th-centurysettingtoacomprehensive
Belarusification(Lewis,2019a,pp 121–122) Themottoatthebeginningofthefirst
chapter,however,revealsthisstrategyofthenationaloverwritingofamulti-ethnicand
multilingualpast Thenovelreferstoa„КронікаБелайРусі...”канонікажмойскага
МацеяСтрыкоўскага (‘Chronicle of the White Rusʹ…’ of the Samogitian Canon
MacejStryjkoǔskì)asthesourceofthisquotation YettheactualbookthatStryjkoŭskì
(orMaciejStryjkowski)1publishedinKönigsbergin1582wasentitledKronikapol-
ska,litewska,żmudzkaiwszystkiejRusi(ChronicleofPoland,Lithuania,Samogitian,
andallRusʹ) And,aboveallelse,itwaswritteninPolish Themotto–afictitiousone
accordingtoLewis(Lewis,2019a,p 122)–seemstocutasegmentoutofthescope
ofthegenuinechronicle,asindicatedbythetripledots,andrenamesitinthenational
terminologyofthe20thcentury This(self-)parodyexacerbatesthecoreproblemof
OldBelarusianstudies Thenationalliteraryhistoryconsistentlyreferstothenotion
ofBelarus,which,comparedtotermssuchasLithuaniaorRuthenia/Russia/Rusʹ
alongwiththeircorrespondingderivatives,playedanat-bestsubordinaterolepriorto
the19thcentury Additionally,languagefunctionsasacommondenominatoronlyto
alimitedextentsincenumeroustextsofvalueforthehistoryofliteratureandculture
(suchasStryjkowski’sactualchronicle)wereoftenwrittenorprintedinPolish,Latin,
andChurchSlavonic Theoverviewsofliteraryhistory,therefore,searchforsolutions
tothevirtuallyinsolubleproblemofcompilingaliteraryhistoryoftheearliercenturies
thatwouldconcernBelarusianworksexclusively2 Furthermore,politicalandsocial
discoursesleadtoconsiderabledifferencesbetweenthedifferentsyntheses,whichcan
beobservedincomparison ‘Everyliteraryhistoryisachildofitstime’,asacolleague
fromMinsksummarisedsententiously 

The methodological approach to history as a construction, dictated by the
respectivepresent,has become a major subject of cultural studies under the key
conceptof ‘memory’or ‘memory studies’ (a thematically relatedexample:Lewis
2019b and the collective volume to which it belongs)  Constructions of literary

1 Asfarasnamesofauthorsortextsareconcerned,thisarticlegenerallyusesthevariantsemployed
intherespectiveoverviewstudy Inadditiontothese(notalwaysconsistent)variantsthataresimi-
lartomodernBelarusian,IprovideLatin,Polish,Russian,orLithuanianvariantsinbracketsfor
thesakeoffacilitatedidentification ThetransliterationfromCyrillicfollowstheISO9standard
asselectedbythejournal Quotesaregivenintheoriginalalphabet 

2 This issue remains relevant with regard to the literature of the 19th century  See Nekrašèvìč-
Karotkaâ(Nekrašèvìč-Karotkaâ,2017) 
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history,however,havebeenexaminedlessoften InSlavonicstudies,therewassome
researchontherevisionsoftheliterarycanonuponthecollapseofthecommunist
system,but this concernedprimarily the literatureof the20th century (inRussian
studiese g Grübel,2012;Hodgson,SheltonandSmith,2017;overviewofresearch:
Rutz,2013) Theolderliteraturehardlycameintoview Thisarticlewillexaminethe
turningpointsintheconceptionsofOldBelarusianliterature,fromtheThawtothe
Lukašènkaera Choosingsynthesesofthehistoryof(Old)Belarusianliteratureas
materialforanalysis,Iassembledacorpusofsimilarworksinwhichthedifferences
aremostobvious 

Critical analyses of such fundamental introductions and companions are
rarely found  The majority of studies refers to them in the overview of the
existing research at the most  Over the recent years, Sârgej Kavalëŭ has dealt
more intensively with the history of Old Belarusian Studies and with concepts
ofliteraryhistoryingeneral(e g Kawalou,2009(inpolish)andKavalëŭ,2010,
pp 5–17 (inBelarusian)) His investigationof thestatusof thecurrentmanuals
and textbooks for schoolsanduniversities (Kavalëŭ,2016)comesveryclose to
the question discussed in the present article, yet with a different objective and
choiceofmaterials Certainly,thecurrentarticlebearswitnesstosomeextentof
myresearchinterestsinmultilingualismandtheGrandDuchyofLithuania(GDL) 
However, the question which concepts and details have changed as well as the
reasonsforthesemodificationshastakenprecedenceoverthelegitimationofmy
ownresearchagenda, leading toasubsequentstepofself-reflection: thecurrent
multilingual narrative or ideas of a transcultural and entangled history are only
childrenoftheirtimeaswell 

Theanalysisfocusesonthefollowingkeyquestions:
1.Whatisthesubjectofliteraryhistoryandisthisissueraisedatall?(Kavalëŭ,

2016,p 247)stressestheterminologicaldifferentiationbetweenbelaruskaâlìtaratura
(literatureinBelarusian)andlìtaraturaBelarusì(literatureofBelarus),whichproves
extremelyhelpfulbuthasnotyetbecomegenerallyaccepted 

2.Whatprinciplesunderliethedivisionofliteraturehistoryintoparticularepochs?
3.Areworksnotwritteninthenationallanguagealsotakenintoaccount?
4. What information is provided as to the written languages, especially

ChurchSlavonicand theso-calledOldBelarusian?3Towhatextent is the language
(Sprachigkeit)oftextsaddressedand/orillustrated?

5.Howdothesynthesesmodeltherelationshiptowardsotherethnicgroupsand
theirliteratures?

The corpus comprises eleven books listed chronologically in the bibliography 
Itis,however,notanexhaustivelist Thefirststudythatappearedaftertheoverviews
compiled in the1920s,namelyM K Dabrynìn’s literaryhistory from theStalinera

3 Iusetheterminologyemployedintheoverviewliterature,thoughIconsiderthetermOldBelaru-
sianaswellasprojectingthenotionofBelarusonthepastproblematic 
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(Belaruskaâlìtaratura:staražytnyperyâd,Minsk1952),wasunfortunatelynotavailable
inGermanlibraries Theremaybeotheruniversitytextbooksdistributedlocally School
bookswerenottakenintoaccount InadditiontothesynthesesprintedintheBelarusian
SovietRepublicandinpost-SovietBelarus,IalsoincludedArthurMcMillin’s History
ofByelorussian(sic!)Literaturefrom1977 Untiltoday,itisthemostcurrentoverview
accessible to a reader without knowledge of Slavonic languages  McMillin offers
avaluablecontrasttotheSovietBelarusianresearch Whilehereliesingeneralonthe
literaryhistorypublishedbytheAcademyofSciencesoftheBSSRin1968(p 334),
severalvitalpointsofhisworkarestructuredalongthesynthesisofGarèckìfromthe
1920s(‘thebestgeneralsurvey’,p 9) Myoriginal ideawas toalso include thefirst
synthesesbyGarèckì,Karskì (Vol  III, 2ofBelarusy) andÂnčuk,but I dismissed it
eventuallyduetotheconceptualdifferencesbetweenthevariouseditionsofGarèckì's
Gìstoryâbelaruskae lìtaratury For instance, the4theditionof thework,published in
MoscowandLeningrad,deliberatelyavoidsthetermBelarusianforolderliterature4 The
contemporaryedition(Garèckì,1992)followsthe‘debelarusified’versionof1924and
doesnotcommentonthishighlysignificantdifferenceinrespecttotheeditionsof1921
and1926,whichIconsultedforcomparison Thistopicclearlyrequiresadetailedstudy 

Although many aspects have changed over the period examined here, it is
astonishingthatthecoreofauthorsofthismostauthoritativeliterarycanonremains
virtuallyunchangedoverdecades VâčaslaǔČamâryckì,whowasthemaineditorof
themostrecentliteraryhistorypublishedbytheAcademyofScience,contributedto
thesynthesespublishedin1968,1977,1985(41998)and2006(22007) Heauthored
allchaptersregardingthe14th–16thcenturiesaswellasthechaptersontheliterature
ofRusʹandtranslationliteraturesince1977 AlâksandrKoršunaŭ,inturn,wrotethe
chaptersontheReformationandthedenominationalpolemicsofthe16th–17thcenturies)
between 1968 and 1985 (respectively 1998, in 4th ed )  From 1977 to 2006,Adam
Malʹdzìs wrote on the Enlightenment and since 1985 (41998) also on the Baroque 
TheuniversitytextbookbyÌgarKlìmaŭ(2010)standsoutashighlyinnovativeagainst
thisratherconservativebackground Itmayhavelessauthority,distribution,andthus
impact than the collectivemonographspublishedby theAcademyofSciences, yet
Klìmaŭ asks fundamental questions and advocates alternative arguments that are
worthconsidering 

4 Comparisonoftwoexamples:ontheleft–Garèckì(1992/1924);ontheright–Garèckì(1926) 
ItalicisedbyMR 
„Мовапрывезеныхкнамславяна-
балгарскіхкніжакбылатадыблізкадамовы
крывічоў,быўшыхасноваюнашаенацыі”
(p 95) 

„(…]дамовыславянскіхпляменьняў,
увайшоўшыхускладбеларускаенацыі” 
(p 46) 

„Ілітоўскіякнязісталікарыстаццаўсваіх
канцылярскіхсправахнашаюкніжнаю
моваю(…]”(p 100) 

„(…]беларускаюкніжнаюмоваю”(p 50) 
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1. Belarusian Particularity vs. East Slavonic Community

WhiletheexaminedSovietBelarusiansynthesesignorethequestionoftheirsubject
areaandassumetherebeaconsensus,McMillinexplainsinhisbriefintroductionwhat
hehasandhasnotincludedinhishistoryofBelarusianliterature:

A word on selection may be appropriate: works from the earliest period were selected
according to linguistic and geographic criteria; from the fifteenth century onwardsonly
worksinByelorussian,orlinguisticallymixedbutwithastrongByelorussianelement,have
beenincluded(McMillin,1977,p 10;italicisedbyMR) 

The languagecriterionexcludesallauthors from the15th centuryonwardswho
wroteinLatin,Polish,Russian,andChurchSlavonic Thegeographicalrestrictionfor
theearlierworkshasaparticularobjective,asdisclosedinthefollowingquote:

Thepresentstudy,principallyforreasonsofspace,departsfromtheusualpracticeoftreating
allearlyEastSlavliteratureastheheritageofallthreecountriesconcernedanddealsdirectly
onlywithworksthataroseintheethnicallyByelorussianterritory(McMillin,1977,p 13;
italicisedbyMR) 

McMillinstressestheBelarusianparticularityandthus,inthemiddleoftheCold
War,implicitlydistanceshimselffromtheSovietnarrativeofinclusionthatsupposes
anEastSlavonic(‘All-Russian’)unity Thelackofspaceasanexcuseaswellasthe
affirmative formulation ‘usual practice’ thatMcMillinuses are, however, irritating:
wouldhereallyhavepreferredtocoverthecommonliteraryheritage?Bydistinguishing
the subject area from the common literature of Rusʹ, McMillin follows Garèckì’s
historyofBelarusianliteraturefrom1920andthesubsequentyears Asthecountry
hadgainedindependencein1918,Garèckìprojectedculturalautonomyandlinguistic
differenceontheearliercenturies(e g Garèckì,1992,pp 95–96) 

By contrast, the Soviet syntheses emphasise the original cultural unity of all
EasternSlavs,startingwithVolʹskì’spublicationsfrom1956and1958 Volʹskìbegins
bycontendingthattheliteratureofKyivanRusʹwastherootofallthreebrothernations
(‘трохбратніхнародаў’,Volʹskì,1956,p 5;1958,p 7)andthatthestate,language
andliteraturewerecommontoallofthem(1956,pp 20–21;1958,p 12etc ) Someof
theworkswhichwerecreatedinKyivandrepresentthisEasternSlavoniccommunity
are combined, however, with north-western counterparts, representing a proto-
Belarusianparticularity Suchpairs are, for instance, theOstromirGospels and the
TuraŭGospels(1956,p 7;1958,p 17),orÌlaryёn’s(Ilarion’s)SermononLawand
GraceandthehomileticsofKirylofTuraŭ(1956,pp 10–11;1958,pp 24–25) Volʹskì
devotesmuchspacetotheTaleofIgor’sCampaign(1956,pp 14–18;1958,pp 34–54),
thatisreferredtoascommonheritageoftheRussians,Ukrainians,andBelarusians
(‘агульный здабытак рускага, украінскага і беларускага народаў, агульная іх
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спадчына’1956,p 14;1958,p 34) Volʹskì’sfollowingchapteronBelarusianliterature
intimesoftheGDLemphasisesthecontinuityoftheculturalconnectionamongthe
EasternSlavs Textsthatdeviatefromthisassumptionarediscredited Forinstance,
the subchapter regarding the three Lithuanian Statutes contains a general criticism
of the Belarusian bourgeois nationalists (‘Беларускія буржуазныя нацыялісты,
спрабуючыфальсіфікавацьгісторыю(…)’Volʹskì,1956,pp 27–28)who,according
toVolʹskì,falselypresentedthe16thcenturyastheGoldenAge Thiscritiqueisprobably
directedagainstGarèckì,whoentitledhischapteronthe16thcenturyZalataâpara5 
Thepolemicalargumentused therein,whereby thenationalistenemiesopposed the
pastandthepresentagainsteachotherinordertoseparatetheBelarusiansfromthe
greatRussiannation(1956,p 28:‘адарвацьбеларускінародадвялікагарускага
народа’),remainssoundandapplicabletoday,albeitalreadywithanreverse,positive
evaluation ThispassageismissingfromVolʹskì'smoreextensivemonograph(1958,
p  82), which indicates that the Statutes in the meantime had been upgraded to an
elementofBelarusianculturalheritage 

Inthe1950s,theroleoftheGrandDuchyofMuscovy,respectivelytheTsardom
ofRussiawasportrayedverypositively AccordingtoVolʹskì,Muscovy’spoliticsof
‘gatheringtheterritoriesofRusʹ’allegedlyarousedadeepdesireforreunificationin
theBelarusiansandUkrainians (1956,p 28,33;1958,p 83,similar to96)  In the
warbetweenMuscovyandPolandin1654/55,theBelarusianpopulationwelcomed
theRussianarmiesandreportedlysurrenderedtheircitieswithoutafight This,along
withtheso-calledstruggleoftheUkrainianpeopleforindependence(1648–1654),is
regardedasanexampleofRussian-Belarusian-Ukrainianmilitarycooperation(1956,
p 42f ;1958,p 117) Volʹskìconcludeshisoverview(1956,p 57;1958,p 163)with
an impassionate appreciation of Russian hegemony: ‘У зацятай барацьбе за сваё
гістарычнаеіснаваннебеларускінародзаўсёдызнаходзіўмаральнуюпадтрымку
інязменнуюдапамогузбокусвайгостарэйшагабрата,вялікагарускаганарода’6 

Thetoposofthebrothernationsandthesharedculturecanbealsofoundinthe
academic synthesesof1968and1977 (e g Barysenka et al  1968,p  6;Borisenko
et al  1977,p  14) The correspondingchapter is no longer calledThe literatureof
KyivanRusʹbutofAncientRusʹ(Bel :LìtaraturaStaražytnajRusì,Rus :Literatura
drevnejRusi) Thisreinforcesthenarrativeofunityandlevelstheregionaldifferences
inliterarydevelopment However,KyivvanRusʹisstillusedasasynonym 

LazarukandSemânovìč(41998/1985),Lojka(2001)andČamâryckìetal (22007/2006)
devoteextensivebookchapterstotheliteratureofRusʹ,yettheytendtopresentthisperiod
asapreludetotheactualBelarusianliteraryhistory LazarukandSemânovìč(41998,p 53)

5 Thisdesignationoftheepoch,givenintheeditionsof1921and1926,isnotadoptedinthetableof
contentsofthereprint(Garèckì,1992,pp 477–478),butitcanbefoundasaheadingintheactual
text(Garèckì,1992,p 103) 

6 ‘Inthefiercestruggleforitshistoricalexistence,theBelarusianpeoplehavealwaysfoundmoral
supportandconstanthelponthesideoftheirolderbrother,thegreatRussianpeople’ 
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openthesecondepochwithasubchapterontheoriginofgenuinelyBelarusianliterature
(Stanaŭlenne belaruskaj lìtaratury)  Lojka (2001) entitles the large chapter devoted to
RusʹPeradgìstoryâ.Vytokì(Prehistory Origins) InČamâryckìetal (22007),theepoch
nowidentifiedastheMiddleAgesislessradicallydividedintothesub-chaptersrannâe
andpoznâesârèdnâvečča Klìmaǔ(2010)alsoreferstotheliteratureofRusʹastheearly
MiddleAgesanddedicatesaspecialsub-chapter(1 7)tothefirstliteraryartefactsfrom
Belarus,emphasisingthedivisioninto‘common’and‘own’texts 

Inthenewmillennium,thefirstepochofRusʹliteraryhistoryisstillrelevantand
regardedasaculturalformationcommontoallEasternSlavs Yetthedeclarationsof
an‘All-Russian’unityaswellaspro-Russianstatementsarefarlessfrequent Russian
(Muscovite)policyisviewedfromthevictim’sperspective,especiallyinČamâryckì
et al  (22007),where thedescriptionof theconquestofPolotsk in1563 focuseson
thelootinganddestructionoftheculturalandspiritualcapital(p 383)andthewars
oftheRzeczpospolitawithMoscowandPolandwithSweden(1654–1667)arecalled
a demographic disaster (p  494)  However, only Majhrovìč’s synthesis from 1980
doesnotincludeachapteronKyivanRusʹ7 Thisisanintriguingexceptionfromthe
rule,thoughitisdifficulttounderstandifitwasaconceptualdecision,asMajhrovìč
doesnotprovideanyjustificationandthetoposofRusʹasthecradleofthethreeEast
Slavonicnationsassuchremains(Majhrovìč,1980,p 4) 

2. Periodisation: Connection to Europe

ThesubdivisionofliteraryhistoryisequallyimportantwithregardtoSovietmeta-
narratives8 McMillinarrangeschaptersaccording togenreandoutstandingwriters 
Garèckìoriginallyusedanorganicmodel,discreditingthe10th–12thcenturiesasrule
of Church Slavonic (carkoŭna-slavânščyna) and the 13th–14th centuries as (time of
preparation(padgatavaŭčaâpara) TheGoldenAge(16thcentury)isfollowedbythe
gathering(shod)ofthe17thcenturyanddecay(zanâpad)inthe18thcentury9 

Volʹskì’s overviews from 1956 and 1958 are based on political formations and
usesignalwordsreferringtotheideaofclassstruggle(thoughnotregardingtheRusʹ
period):

I ЛітаратураКіеўскайРусі
II  Літаратура перыяду ўмацавання феадалізма і знаходжання Беларусі ў складзе
літоўскагакняства

7 Accordingtothepreface,themanuscriptwascompletedin1962,buthasbeenupdatedsincethen
(Majhrovìč1980,p 14) However,itisunclearwhethertheauthorhadrevisedhisbookfunda-
mentallybeforehediedin1981 

8 Kavalёŭobservescertainodditiesappearinginthesynthesescurrentlyusedinteaching(2016,
p 249–252) 

9 Alsointhesecondedition(Garèckì1921) Someheadingschangeinthelatereditions 
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III  Беларуская літаратура ў перыяд барацьбы беларускага народа супраць улады
польскихмагнатаў10 

Thecollectivesynthesesof1968,1977and1985(41998)nolongercontainsignsof
classconflictintheirheadings Thesewerereplacedbyneutraldesignations,referring
tospecificcenturies(cf table1) 

Ahrymenkaand
Larčanka(1968)

Barysenka,Berkau,
Pšyrkoŭand
Čamâryckì(1968)

Borisenko,Pširkov
andČemerickij(1977)

Lazarukand
Semânovìč
(1985/41998)

1 ЛітаратураКіеўскай
Русі(зXIда
сярэдзіныXIIIст )

Літаратура
СтаражытнайРусі

Литературадревней
Руси

Літаратура
СтаражытнайРусі

LiteratureofKyivan
Rusʹ(11th–middleof
13thcentury)

LiteratureofOldRusʹ LiteratureofOldRusʹ LiteratureofOldRusʹ

2 Літаратурасярэдзіны
XIII–пачаткуXVIст 

ЛітаратураXIV–
першай палавіны
XVIст 

ЛитератураXIV–
начала XVIв 

ЛітаратураXIV–
пачаткуXVIст 

…middleofthe13th
tothebeginningofthe
14thcentury

…15th–first halfof
the16thcentury

…14th–beginningof
the16thcentury

…14th–beginningof
the16thcentury

3 ЛітаратураXVIст 
…16thcentury

Літаратурадругой 
палавіныXVI–
першайпалавіны
XVIIст 

ЛитератураXVI–
первой половины 
XVIIв 

ЛітаратураXVI–
першай паловы
XVIIст 

Літаратураканца
XVI–першай
паловыXVIIст 
…endofthe16th–first
halfofthe17thcentury

…second half of the 
16th –firsthalfofthe
17thcentury

…16th – first half of 
the 17thcentury

…16th–first half of 
the 17thcentury

4 Літаратурадругой
паловыXVII–XVIII
ст 

Перакладная
літаратураXV–XVII
ст 

Переводная
литератураXV–XVII
вв 

Перакладная
літаратураXV–XVII
ст 

…secondhalfofthe
17th–18thcentury

Translationliterature
15th–17thcentury

Translationliterature
15th–17thcentury

Translationliterature
15th–17thcentury

10 ‘I LiteratureoftheKyivanRus’ 
 II Literature of theperiodof the strengtheningof feudalismandofBelarusbeingpart of the

Lithuanianprincedom 
 III BelarusianliteratureintheperiodofthestruggleoftheBelarusianpeopleagainstthemightof

thePolishmagnates’ 
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5 Перакладная
літаратура
старажытнай
Беларусі

Літаратурадругой
палавіныXVII–XVIII
ст 

Литературавторой
половиныXVII–
XVIIIв 

Літаратурадругой
палавіныXVII–XVIII
ст 

Translationliterature
fromOldBelarus

… secondhalfofthe
17th–18thcentury

…secondhalfofthe
17th–18thcentury

…secondhalfofthe
17th–18thcentury

Table:Subdivisioninliteraryepochs

The Baroque and Enlightenment are established epoch names in the history of
European literature and art They appear in Borisenko et al  (1977) in the titles of
sub-chaptersofthefifthliteraryperiod ThisalsoappliestoLazarukandSemânovìč
(1985/41998),whoemploythe‘western’termsMiddleAges,Renaissance,andBaroque
intheintroductoryremarks However,thesedesignationscollidewiththetraditional
periodizationwith thehelpofcenturies (e g  theperiod ‘16th tomid–17thcentury’
containsRenaissanceandearlyBaroque,cf LazarukandSemânovìč(41998,p 18)) 

ThelateintroductionofthetermRenaissanceintothesynthesesisprobablydueto
thefactthatRussianliteraturedidnotcompletethisdevelopmentstageandBelarusian
studiescompliedwiththismodelforalongtime InBarysenkaetal (1968,e g p 140),
Borisenkoetal (1977,e g pp 92–93),aswellasLazarukandSemânovìč(41998,pp 
85–86, 91), ‘Renaissance’ appears only in the text A corpus of works and authors
whichcouldconstitute aBelarusianAdradžènnewas, in fact, established relatively
late The Latin-speaking poets (discussed later in the article) eventually tipped the
scales 

The ground for the Belarusian Renaissance was prepared by an inconspicuous
shiftofanepochboundaryintheacademicsyntheses(cf table1,emphasisbybold
types) InBarysenkaetal (1968),thesecondmajorepochcoversthe14th,15thandfirst
halfofthe16thcentury Thelastsub-chaptersaddresstherequirementsforHumanism
inBelarus(‘перадумовыгуманізмунаБеларусі’)andFrancyskSkaryna(Francisk
Skorina)asphenomenaattheveryendofaculturalperiod InBorisenkoetal (1977),
thesecondmajorepochextendsonlytothebeginningofthe16thcenturyandendswith
chroniclesastypicalgenresofmedievalliterature HumanismandFrancyskSkaryna
werethusmovedtothethirdepoch,markingthebeginningofanewera 

Čamâryckì et al  (22007) and Klìmaǔ (2010) renounce the Soviet division into
centuriesandsubdivideliteraryhistoryinto(earlyandlate)MiddleAges,Renaissance
and Baroque11  Currently, Belarusian Studies favour a pan-European model that
focusesonartisticdevelopments 

11 Lojka(2001)employsthesametermsbutisunabletoestablishafactuallycorrectandconceptu-
allycoherentconnection 
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3. The Advance of Multilingualism

Themostimportantchange,however,hasbeenobservedastotheunderstanding
ofwhatbelongstoBelarus’ownliteraryhistory Theideaofamultilingualcanonhas
been gaining in importance, thus sparking the shift from the history ofBelarusian
literaturetowardstheliteratureofBelarus(lìtaraturaBelarusì) 

Inthe1950s,VolʹskìwritesaclearlymonolingualhistoryofBelarusianliterature,
asheconcentratesonthedevelopmentofliteraturein(Old)Belarusianandthestruggle
forthenation’sownlanguage However,notalltextsdiscussedthereinwerewritten
inanEasternSlavicvernacular Accordingtothemonographof1958,thefirstwritten
languageusedintheareawasChurchSlavonic(ChSl)andthemajorityoftheearly
textswerewritteninit(Volʹskì1958,pp 13–14;fragmentmissingin1956) ChSlwas
alsothelanguageofmajorbookprojectsofthe16thcentury,e g Skaryna'sПсалтыр’
(Psalter) andАпостал (Apostol) (Volʹskì 1956, p  30; Volʹskì 1958, p  85) or the
Учительное Евангелие (Didactic Gospels), funded by Rygor Hadkevìč (Grzegorz
Chodkiewicz) (1956, p  35; 1958, p  98) As far as other languages are concerned,
Volʹskì mentions that Symon (Szymon) Budny also published in Latin and Polish
(1956, p  36; 1958, p  102) andAndrèj Rymša (Andrzej Rymsza) also composed
Polishverses(1956,p 39;1958,p 109) Wereadthattheanti-UniatetextАпокрысіс
(aGreekterm,meaning‘answer’)wasallegedlytranslatedfromPolishintoBelarusian;
Катэхізіс(Catechism)byScâpan(Stefan)ZìzanìjwasprintedbothinBelarusianand
Polish,aswasГармонія(Harmony)byÌpacìPacej(HipacyPociej)(1956,pp 45–46;
1958,p 125,130) TheinformationonФрынос(Threnos,i e Lament)byMelecìj12
Smatrycki (Meletij Smotrickij) in Volʹskì’s publications is rather ambiguous, as
Volʹskì’s earlier sketch (1956, p  47) claims that this anti-Uniate work was printed
inBelarusianandPolish,but the latermonograph(1958,p 134)says: ‘дайшлана
польскаймове’13,favouringthenon-nationallanguage Thesameoverallpicture,i e 
alargeproportionofChSltextsalongwithseveraltextsinLatinandPolish,canbe
foundinthecollectiveacademicsyntheses–Barysenkaetal (1968),Borisenkoetal 
(1977)–andinAhrymenkaandLarčanka(1968) 

In Majhrovìč (1980), there are very few references to the issue at hand  Since
heexcludestheentireliteratureofRusʹ,therearenoworksinOldChurchSlavonic
mentionedwhatsoever Thebookpursuesaratherpatriotic-nationalliteraryideal:

Ужопершыябеларускіяпісьменнікі,паслядоўнапрытрымліваючысястаражытнарускай
патрыятычнайтрадыцыі,імкнулісяўмеруздольнасцейсваіхпісацьнавыпрацаванай
імілітаратурнаймове,блізкайдапростанароднайгаворкі Ігэтатады,калісуседняя

12 TheformMâlecìjismorecommon 
13 ‘hasbeenhandeddowninPolish’ 
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Польшчаваўсіхсферахдзяржаўнагаілітаратурнагажыццяскрозь«квітнелалацінаю»
(…)14(Majhrovìč1980,p 94) 

However,publishinghisbookin1980,hedidmakeanexceptionfortheemerging
classicMìkolaGusoŭskì(NicolausHussovianus)andhisLatin-languageCarmende
bisonte,aswillbedescribedbelow 

Insomeofthesyntheses,multilingualismmanifestsitselfimplicitlybymeansof
thegraphemesystemsusedtoreproducetitlesorquotations Therefore,Iwillrender
thetitlesgivenbyVolʹskìasquotesandreproducedthemintheCyrillicspellinghe
suggested,i e inmostcasessimilartomodernBelarusian Thereisoneexceptionin
the16th-century;УчительноеЕвангелие(DidacticGospels)isrenderedinadifferent
variantofCyrillic AstothetitlesfromtheRusʹperiod,thesedeviationsfromtherule
haveasystematiccharacter Belarusifiedtitlevariantsaregivenfortextsthatcanbe
classified as vernacular, e g Слова аб палку Ігаравым (Tale of Igor’s Campaign)
(Volʹskì1956,pp 6,14–18)orЖыццёАлексея,чалавекабожыя(LifeoftheBlessed
Aleksei) (p  9) The other titles are spelt differently, using the grapheme inventory
of modern Russian These are, apparently, texts in (Old) Church Slavonic, such as
ОстромировоЕвангелие(OstromirGospels)(p 7),Патерик(Paterikon),Сказаніе
(sic)истрастьипохваласвятуюмученикуБорисаиГлеба(LegendandMartyrdom
andPraiseoftheSaintlyMartyrBorisandGleb)(p 8),Повестьвременныхлет(in
English:PrimaryChronicle)andmanymore(p 13) Volʹskì’smonographfollowsthe
samesystem,whilethecorrectionsintroducedinitarequiteinsightful,asthename
ofthelawcodificationРусскаяправда(Volʹskì1956,p 5)iscorrectedtovernacular
Русскаяпраўда(1958,p 12);ОстромировоЕвангелие(1956,p 7)isreplacedwith
BelarusifiedАстраміраваЕвангелле(1958,p 17) Thelanguagequalityoftextsis
markedinasimilarwayintheacademicsynthesisof1968,wheredifferentvariantsof
theCyrillicalphabetsareemployed Again,thesystematiccharacterofthisdistinction
bymeansoforthographyisnotdiscussed 

In the Russian-language academic literary history by Borisenko et al  (1977),
alltitlesarespeltinRussianCyrillicortranslated,thuseliminatingadifferentiation
between ChSl and Eastern Slavic vernaculars  Lazaruk and Semânovìč (41998), as
wellasČamâryckìetal  (22007), standardise thespelling theyuse towardsmodern
Belarusian  In most cases, therefore, it is impossible for an uninformed reader to
determinethelanguageorlanguagevarietyinwhichagiventextwaswritten,especially
inthechapterdevotedtoRusʹ 

With regard to languages using Latin script, Barysenka et al  (1968, pp  242,
270-271,282,286–287,295,311,313,366–367,373)includesomePolishorLatin

14 ‘AlreadythefirstBelarusianwriters,constantlyfollowingtheOldRussianpatriotictradition,tried
theirbesttowriteintheliterarylanguagecreatedbythem,whichwasclosetotheorallanguage
ofthecommonfolk Andthisatatime,whentheneighbouringPolandinallspheresofthestate
andliterarylife“flourishedwithLatin”(…]’ 
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titlesandquotations InAhrymenkaandLarčanka,suchexamplesarerare(1968,pp 
94,126,153) Theliteraryhistoryof1977favoursmonolingualstandardisationand
renderseverythinginRussian,butthereisoneinterestingexception Asinglefootnote
(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 279)indicatesthatBelarusian-languagetextsfromthe17th
to18thcenturieswerepartlywritten inLatinscript Thisbiscriptuality ismarkedin
the given quotations through the use of the Russian alphabet for texts which were
originallyCyrillicandtheBelarusianalphabet(!)forthoseinłacinka Additionally,
page 280 features a Latin-Belarusian macaronic poem  In Lazaruk and Semânovìč
(41998),theLatinscriptemphasisesthetitleofCarmendestaturaferitateacvenatione
bisontis(p 143)aswellasthehumanisticpseudonym‘Vitellius’ofErazmCiołek(p 
146),whereasquotationsareprovidedonly in translations (pp 145,154–155etc ) 
ThePolishalphabetisusedasanexceptioninthechapteronSimâonPolackì(Simeon
Polockij)(p 280ff ) InČamâryckìetal (22007),theuseofLatinandPolishlanguages
is equally inconsistent The majority of titles and quotes is translated, whereas the
chapteronHussovianuscontains(selective)quotesfromtheLatinoriginal(pp 310,
316,324) Klìmaǔ(2010)alonetakesasystematicapproach:bothLatinandPolish
titles,aswellasindividualterms,arealwaysrenderedintheiroriginallanguage 

Itcanbe inferredfromall literaryhistories thatseveralwritten languageswere
used in the area now called Belarus  But what about explicit statements? Despite
standardisedlanguageandalphabet,Borisenkoetal (1977)indicatesthatthecanon
ismultilingual ThechapteronreligiousandpolemicalliteratureclaimsthatOrthodox
ChurchmemberswouldwriteprimarilyinChSl,PolishorLatin,yetthesetextsbelong
toBelarusianliteraturenevertheless(p 148;thesamepassageinBelarusiancanbe
foundinLazarukandSemânovìč41998,p 209) Thechapteronpoetryasserts that
thereweresomepoetswhowrotepoetryinbothBelarusianandPolishoreveninPolish
only(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 220) Similarinformationcanbefoundinthechapteron
translationliteratureofthe15th–17thcenturies,whicharguesthattextswrittenin‘Old
Slavonic’ (i e ChSl),Latin,Polishetc arenot toberegardedaspartofBelarusian
literature,with the exception of those written by local authors (‘за исключениме
произведенийместныхавторов’,p 234)  Ina reverseconclusion, therefore, such
textsdobelongtoBelarusianliterature 

The chapters on the later centuries of the older literary history prove to be of
particularconceptual importance Theacademicsynthesisof1968devotedmere20
pagestotheperiodcoveringthesecondhalfofthe17thandthe18thcentury Thereis
littlethatcanbediscussed,astheBelarusianlanguagewasexcludedfromthesphere
of literature (‘прымусоваезвужэннесферыўжывання’,Barysenkaetal 1968,p 
411) What remains are anonymous texts (pp  416–421), as well as school dramas
andnativity plays (batlejka) (pp  421–432) Ahrymenka andLarčanka (1968, p  9)
suggestatleastintheintroductionthatseveralworkswerewritteninotherlanguages
ontheterritoryoftoday’sBelarusduringthetimeinquestionthatare,indeed,partof
Belarusianliterature However,theauthorsdonotgofurtherthanthis Intheacademic
synthesisbyBorisenkoetal (1977),thechapterdevotedtothesecondhalfofthe17th
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andthe18thcenturyspansalreadyover50pages(pp 259–312)andthereferencesto
otherwrittenlanguagesaremoreabundant Theauthorsexplainthatthebaroquebook
marketwasdominatedbyreligiousliteratureinLatin,PolishandChSl;secularbooks
wereexpensiveandnotpublishedinBelarusian(p 263) Withinthestylehierarchy,
Belarusianwasonlytobefoundonthemiddleandlowerlevels(p 268)–textsofhigh-
browgenreswerewritteninother languages Latin,PolishandChSlalsodominate
theschooldrama(p 275) Inthesecondhalfofthe18thcentury,textswereprinted
in various languages (p  295)  Chapter author Malʹdzìs aptly concludes this whole
issueinthefollowingpassage,towhichKavalёŭ(seeabove,introduction)probably
referred  Malʹdzìs namely draws a distinction between a mono- and a multilingual
conceptofliterature:

ЧастоидеиПросвещениянаиболееотчетливовыражалисьневсобственнобелорусской
литературе, а в литературе Белоруссии, многоязычной по своему характеру 
Белорусскиепроизведениязанималивнейдалеконеведущееместо Литературными,
письменными языками Белоруссии тогда были польский, русский, латинский,
старославянский, французский языки и только в незначительной степени старый и
новыйбелорусский15(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 299,italicisedbyMR;cf p 301) 

Inaverysimilarway,Malʹdzìsdifferentiatesbetweenthemultilingualliterature
ofBelarus(šmatmoŭnaâlìtaraturaBelarusì)andBelarusianliteratureproper(ŭlasna
belaruskaâlìtaratura)inhiscontributiontoLazarukandSemânovìč(41998,p 338) 

While the idea of multilingualism in Borisenko et al  (1977) and Lazaruk and
Semânovìč(41998)becomesdistinctiveonlyinthelastchapters,bothLojka(Lojka,
2001,pp 5–6)andČamâryckìetal (22007)tacklethequestionwhethertextsinother
languagesbelong to (Old)Belarusian literature in amoreprominentplace,namely
intheintroduction ItwillprobablybesoonforgottenthatLojkapaidlipserviceto
polìlìnguìzm,but themost recentacademic literaryhistory isdefinitelyamilestone
defininganewconsensuson this topic ThecollectivevolumebyČamâryckìetal 
(22007, p  14) asserts that Belarusian literature was multilingual until the very end
ofthe19thcentury Moreover,thechapterontheBaroquefeaturestherevolutionary
statementthatlanguagewasnotadominantelementoftheethnic-nationalidentityup
to thatpoint  Itwasrather thedenominationalaffiliation thatwas thecriticalfactor
(p 499) InthechaptersonRenaissanceandBaroque,multilingualismissystematically
takenintoaccount Forinstance,therearestatisticaldataonthelanguagesofprinted
books (p  275), and in the chapter onpoetry (pp  425–471), theoverviewof verse

15 ‘TheideasoftheEnlightenmentwereexpressedoftenmostclearlynot inproperlyBelorusian
literature,butintheliteraturefrom/ofBelarus,whichismultilingualbynature Belarusianworks
occupybyfarnottheleadingposition Theliterary,writtenlanguagesofBelaruswerethenPolish,
Russian,Latin,OldSlavonic,FrenchandonlytoanunimportantdegreeOldandModernBelaru-
sian’ 
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textsinBelarusianisfollowedbycorrespondingsynthesesforLatinandPolish More
importantly, there are separate chapters on authors writing exclusively in Latin or
Polishaswellasmultilingualones 

Klìmaǔ(Klìmaǔ,2010),however,theideaofmultilingualliteraturecomestothe
foremostclearly Severalsub-chaptersnamealanguageintheirtitle:ChurchSlavonic
(2 3 ), Neo-Latin (3 2 ) and Polish-language literature (3 3 )  Klìmaǔ compares the
Belarusiancasewithotherliteraryhistoriesfortheveryfirsttime,pointingoutthat
thecoexistenceofwrittenlanguagesisgenerallytypicalforSlaviccultures(p 207) 
Intheintroduction,heasksforthecriteriafordeterminingthesubjectscopeoftheOld
Belarusianliteratureinsteadofprofessingsolutionsrightaway:

(…) літаратуру з якіх тэрыторый (…) (сучаснай Беларусі ці з этнічна беларускіх
зямель)адносіцьдабеларускай?

(…)творынаякоймовеадносіцьдабеларускайлітаратуры?16(p 5;answers:p 80)

Such questions open up a welcomenew veinof further scholarly research and
discussion 

4. Inner Slavonic Competition: Church Slavonic 
and Vernacular Language(s)

ThefirstwrittenlanguageoftheEasternSlavswasChurchSlavonic(ChSl) The
termcarkoŭnaslavânskaâmova isusedinalmostallpublicationsreferredtointhis
analysis – with the exceptionofVolʹskì’s synthesis of 1956 Volʹski’s chapter does
mention pieces of church literature (‘творы царкоўнай літаратуры’, pp  5; 12),
churchbooks(‘царкоўны(я)кніг(і)’,p 7)orelementsofchurchwriting(‘элементы
царкоўнай кніжнасці’, p  12) in the chapter on Rusʹ, but never acknowledges the
existence of a specific language  The introductory notes completely disregard the
SlavMissionariesCyril&MethodiosaswellasthesouthernSlavonicoriginofthe
translationlanguagetheyintroduced(incomparisonwith1958,pp 12–15,weseethat
thechapterPerapìskaknìgwasomitted) Itseems,therefore,asiftextshadbeenwritten
inanEastSlavoniclanguagefromtheverybeginning This(censorship)omissionwas,
asalreadymentioned,remedied in1958:Vol'skìexplains thatOldChurchSlavonic
akaOldBulgarian(1958,pp 13–14)wasalanguageadoptedfromtheSouthernSlavia
andusedforwriting(infact:copying)thefirst(religious)books 

16 ‘(…]literaturefromwhichterritories(…](contemporaryBelarusorfromethnicallyBelarusian
lands)shouldbeconsideredasBelarusian?

 (…]textsinwhichlanguageshouldbeconsideredasBelarusianliterature?’
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Inthefollowingcollectivesyntheses,theterminologyshiftsslightly Theterms
OldChurchSlavonicandChurchSlavonicareusedinterchangeablywithSlavonic
(slavânskaâ; Barysenka et al  1968, pp  57, 65, 69) or Old Slavonic language
(staraslavânskaâmova;LazarukundSemânovìč41998,pp 23–24,26) Thelatter
correspondstotheusualtermincorrespondingSovietRussianstudies,staroslavânskij
âzyk,whichappearsalsointheRussian-languagesynthesis(Borisenkoetal 1977,
pp 18,49–50,106,145) InthechapteronRusʹ,Čamâryckìetal (22007)favours
theterm‘OldSlavonic'(pp 19,21,57),butuse‘ChSl’inthelaterchapters(pp 152,
159–163etc ) 

Barysenkaetal (1968,p 57)seemratherambiguousinexplainingthatthebooks
translated into theSlavonic languagecametoRusʹ fromBulgaria Borisenkoetal 
(1977,p 18)andsimilarlyLazarukandSemânovìč(41998pp 23–24;26)aremore
precise ThelanguagewastakenfromtheBulgarians;beingsimilartothelanguage
used by East Slavs, it was easily adopted and ‘Russified’ (‘русифицировался’) 
LazarukandSemânovìč(41998,pp 23–24;26)offerasimilarnarrative Čamâryckìet
al (22007)addthattheidiomcreatedonthebasisoftheThessalonikidialect(p 19)
wasusednotonlyinEasternSlaviabutalsointheBalkans,Bohemia,andMoravia
(p 21) Moreover,ChSlhadnumerousregionalvariations(p 24;ontheBelarusian
‘redaction’: p  163)  While the term Old Slavonic highlights the closeness and
relatedness within the language family, Klìmaǔ (2010) employs the notion Church
Slavonicexclusively,thusstressingthedistinctionofthislanguageandultimatelyof
theentire literatureofRusʹ (seebelow)  Inhisopinion, itwasa relativelyartificial
sacredlanguage(‘дастатковаштучна(я)сакральна(я)мов(а)’(p 22)usedbyvarious
peoples,firstbytheWesternandSouthernandthenbytheEasternSlavs Majhrovìč
(1980,p 20),whocompletelyexcludestheRusʹperiodfromhiswork,referstothe
OldSlavonicorOldBulgarianlanguageasaforeignone,taughtinmonasticschools 

In principle, the idea of a linguistic development moving away from the Old
(Church)SlavonictowardsthesupposedlycorrectendpointoftheBelarusianliterary
history–whichwouldbethedominanceofthenationallanguage–liesatthecoreof
thereviewedsyntheses However,thiswishfulnarrativeisonlypartiallytrue Although
thetermChurchSlavonicisnotintroducedbyVolʹskì(1956),asdescribedabove,there
arenumeroustracesofittobefoundinthechaptersonBelarusianliteratureexisting
withintheGDL:ChSlinfluencesinaLithuanianchronicle(p 22),ChSlpeculiaritiesof
thelanguageusedbySkaryna(p 32)aswellashistwoprintedbookswritteninChSl17
(p 30),the(still)ChSlreligiousliteratureatthetimeofCâpìnskì(p 38)etc Atcertain
pointsofconceptualimportance,(censorship)gapsopenup:thereadermaylearnthat

17 ItisstillregardedascontroversialintheBelarusiansyntheseswhetherthereareonlytwobooksin
ChSlandintowhichlanguageSkarynatranslatedtheBible AccordingtoČamjaryckietal (2007,
p 290),itisthefirstEastSlavonicBibleinthevernacular,butKlìmaŭ(2010,p 112)maintains
thatitismerelyanadaptationofafundamentallyChSltextforEastSlavonicreaders (Research
tendstosupportthelatter )
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Laŭrencì(Lavrentij)ZìzanìjwroteaChurchSlavonic-Belarusianlexicon,butthefact
thathisGrammatìkaslovenska(SlavonicGrammar)dealswiththeparadigmsofChSl
languageismissing(p 47) EvenMelecìj(Mâlecìj)Smatrycki’sgrammar,whichwas
thefundamentalcoursebookinBelarusandUkraineforalongtime(p 50),isshortof
anotethatitwasusedtolearnChurchSlavonic 

InthechapteronRusʹ,Volʹskì’smonographexplainsthatphonetic-morphological
elements from the spoken language permeated ChSl, which suggests a gradual
disappearanceofthelanguagealtogether(1958,p 14;missinginthe1956version) 
Thepublicationsaysnothingonthelanguageofindividualtexts,withtheexception
oftheTaleofIgor’sCampaign AccordingtoVolʹskì,theepicwaswrittenintheold
All-Russian literary language (1958, p  52: staražytnaâ agulʹnaruskaâ lìtaraturnaâ
mova;missinginthe1956version) Itisnotclearwhetherthisinformationextendsto
alltexts Anattentivereadercanconcludefromthegraphemicdifferencesdiscussed
abovetheopposite–thattwoSlavonicidiomscoexisted Onceagain,thelongevity
oftheChSl,whichobviouslystilldominatedatthebeginningofthe16thcentury,is
confusingandcontradictsthewishfulnarrative:

Да часоў Скарыны і Цяпінскага беларуская народная мова ўжо выпрацавалася, але
яклітаратурнаямовакніжнагапісьменстваяшчэнеўжывалася Янакультывавалася
толькіякмовадзяржаўнайканцылярыі,мовадзяржаўныхактаўідакументаў Мовай
духоўнагапісьменствазаставаласяўсёяшчэўасноўноўнымцаркоўнаславянскаямова,
у якую ўсё больш і больш пранікалі элементы жывой беларускай народнай мовы18
(Volʹskì1956,p 38;Volʹskì1958,p 108) 

ThefactthattheuseofChSlwasadvocatedbythebrotherhoodmovementandpro-
Orthodoxwriterssincetheendofthe16thcenturyisomitted AccordingtoVolʹskì,the
brotherhoodsdefendedtheirmothertongueandculture(‘роднуюмовуікультур’”;
1958,p 119;thetopicismissingin1956,p 43)19 

The relationship between the idioms is not really evident either in the next
academicsynthesisexaminedhere Itremainsunclearwhatexactlywasthelanguage
of the translated literature in the territoryofmedievalRusʹ (Barysenkaetal 1968,
pp  64–65) and, more importantly of the original literature written there (p  71) 
Thesubsequentchapterisdevotedtotheliteratureofthe14thcenturyuptothefirst
halfofthe16thcenturyandjuxtaposesChSlandOldBelarusian Thelatterwasthe
languageofthechancellery(aktavaâmova),whichbecametheofficialstatelanguage

18 ‘BythetimesofSkarynaandCâpìnskì,theBelarusianvernacularlanguagehadalreadydevel-
oped,butwasnotusedasliterarylanguageofbookwriting Itfunctionedonlyaslanguageofthe
statechancellery, languageofstateactsanddocuments Thelanguageofreligiouswritingstill
remainedmainlyChurchSlavonic,intowhichmoreandmoreelementsofthelivingBelarusian
vernacularlanguagepenetrated’ 

19 WhiletheinformationgivenbyVol'skiremainsambiguous,Lojka(2001,p 153)explicitlyand
incorrectlydescribesthelanguageforwhichthebrotherhoodsfoughtasOldBelarusian 
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(agulʹnadzâržaŭnaâmova)undertheruleoftheGrandDukesofLithuania(pp 104,
107 et al )  It is obvious that ChSl did not disappear  In contrast to the overviews
written in the1950s, the synthesis from1968explicitlyclaims that theanti-Uniate
Orthodoxresistanceofthelate16thand17thcenturiesleaned,erroneously,ontheChSl:
‘дзеячыбрацкагарухумоцнатрымалісязастаруюкніжнуюцаркоўнаславянскую
мовуітымсамымперашкаджаліпрацэсудэмакратызацыілітаратурнаймовы’20
(Barysenka et al  1968, p  207)  By contrast, representatives of the Uniate Church
favouredthevernacular,whichattractedsupporters(p 324;alsoLazarukandSemânovìč
41998,p 228(missingin1985,p 213)) Theconceptofalineardevelopmentfrom
ChSltoBelarusianthusturnsintoasynchronousjuxtapositionofcompetingidioms 

The1977synthesis inRussianexplicitly recognises the functionalbilingualism
in Rusʹ Almost all of the ecclesiastical and religious literature was created in Old
ChurchSlavonic(inRussianredaction),writtenmostlybyclergy Insecularandabove
alladministrativewritings,a literaryversionof thevernacularof theEasternSlavs
wasused(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 18) Thisconceptprobablyreferstothediglossia
modelestablishedforRussianliteraryhistorysincethemid-1970sbyBorisUspenskij 
AccordingtothisRussian-languageacademicsynthesis,theformationoftheGrand
DuchyofLithuaniagreatly extended the areawhere, in contrast toChSl, the local
varietyofthecommonEastSlavoniclanguagewasused(‘такназываемый“руский”
вегоместномварианте’,Borisenkoetal 1977,p 49)– thelanguagewhichlater
developedintoBelarusianandUkrainian Thisidiommadesubstantialadvancesinall
spheresoflife,includingtheecclesiasticalandreligiousliterature(pp 49–50) Asfar
asthegenealogyoftheEastSlavoniclanguagesisconcerned,theauthorsputforward
amodelwhereRuthenian(‘такназываемый“руский”’)constitutesanintermediate
stagebetween thevernacular languageofRusʹ (designated in the syntheses asOld
Russian,drevnerusskij jazyk), andBelarusianandUkrainian However,despite this
theoreticalframework,thetraditionalterm(Old)Belarusianlanguageisusedinthe
restofthebook 

Similarly to Barysenka et al  (1968), the Russian-language synthesis of 1977
also explains that the anti-Uniate brotherhoods and patriotic magnates (‘видные
представители патриотически настроенной магнатской знати’; Borisenko et
al 1977,p 145)triedtoeducate‘themasses’withthehelpofChSl Thischoiceof
languageispresentedasaninherentlywrongendeavour Multilingualismisseenas
aproblembecauseitmakesitdifficulttodefineaBelarusiancanonandtodistinguish
itfromotherliteratures:

Пренебрежениебратствживымязыкомпростогонародавелоктому,чтопроизведения
белорусскойиукраинскойписьменноститоговременииздавалисьпреимущественно
на польском, церковнославянском и даже на латинском языках  Это обстоятельство

20 ‘theactivistsofthebrotherhoodmovementstronglyclungtotheoldbookishChurchSlavonicand
thushinderedtheprocessofdemocratisationoftheliterarylanguage” 
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в значительной степени усложняет, а порой и затрудняет определить тот круг
литературныхпамятников,которыебезоговорочноможнорассматриватькакявление
белорусскойкультуры Поэтомунеслучайномногиеизтакихиноязычныхпамятников
(   ) оказались приобщенными по признаку их языкового оформления к польской
литературе21(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 148;analogoustoLazarukandSemânovìč41998,
p 209) 

TheideaofdiglossiawasalsoadoptedbyLazarukandSemânovìč(41998,p 24):
ChSl in Common Eastern Slavonic redaction (‘рускаі рэдакці’) was meant for
ecclesiastic,religioustexts,whereasanadapted,literaryvariantoftheoralvernacular
language was used for secular administrative texts This conceptual framework for
theliteratureofRusʹ,however,stilldoesnotcomeintoeffectinthebookasawhole 
Forinstance,theadministrativedocumentsinvernacularlanguagearenotaddressed 
A well-known example would be the so-called Rusʹ Justice mentioned above, or
Novgorod birch bark documents  The subsequent chapter reiterates the linguistic
dualityforthe14th–16thcenturies,withtheemphasisshiftingintheoppositedirection:
‘ЗXIV–XVст уперыядфарміраваннябеларускайнароднасціібеларускаймовы
лiтаратурнаймовайнаБеларусісталастарабеларуская22(p 57) 

Asfarastherelationshipbetweensacralandvernacularlanguage(s)isconcerned,
Čamâryckì et al  (22007) do not mention the idea of diglossia  In fact, Uspenskij’s
concepthasbeencriticisedovertherecentyears,butwhatwouldbeabetteralternative?
WithregardtothelanguagesituationinthelateMiddleAges(i e theperiodofthe
independentGDL),thereisacasualremarkthatChSlandOldBelarusiancoexisted
(p 152) Shortlyafterwards,thestudymentionsamultitudeofstylevariants,ranging
from pure Old Slavonic (i e  ChSl) to the vernacular (p  160) Yet this stimulating
idea,whichprobablygoesbacktoViktorŽivov,isnotimplementedintheindividual
chapters 

ByclaimingthattheliteratureofRusʹ(11th–13thcentury)actuallyexistedinChSl,
thelinguistIgarKlìmaǔ(2010,pp 4–5)provocativelycutstheGordicknot Thereis
nomentionofacommonvernacular languageof theEastSlavonicbrothernations,
in which at least some important texts would have been produced  Klìmaǔ is also
theonlyone tochallenge theauthenticityof theso-calledTaleof Igor’sCampaign
(pp 62–75,especiallyp 72) Hestatesthatliteraturecoexistedinbothreligiousand
vernacularlanguageonlyinthe(late)medievalGDL Thewrittenlanguageusedin

21 ‘Duetothebrotherhoods’neglectof thelivinglanguageofthesimplefolk, textsbelongingto
theBelarusianandUkrainianliteratureofthattimewerepublishedmainlyinPolish,ChurchSla-
vonic,andevenLatin Thiscircumstancecomplicates,andsometimesmakesitextremelydifficult
todeterminetherangeofpiecesofliteraturethatcanbeunconditionallyconsideredasaphenom-
enonofBelarusianculture Itisnocoincidencethatmanyofthesetextsinotherlanguage(…]
havebeenincludedintoPolishliteratureaccordingtothelanguagedesign’ 

22 ‘Sincethe14th–15thcentury,duringtheperiodoftheformationoftheBelarusianpeopleandthe
Belarusianlanguage,OldBelarusianbecametheliterarylanguageinBelarus’ 
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chancellarieswasonlymarginally influencedbyChSl; itwasbasedoncomparable
legalandadministrativetextsofRusʹ(p 79) This,inturn,raisesthequestionwhether
itislegitimatethatKlìmaǔhasexcludedtheutilitarian,non-literarywritingsofRusʹ
fromhissynthesis(cf p 29)forthesakeofaclearerthesis 

Klìmaǔdarestoadvanceanotherquestion Althoughthebookcomplieswiththe
terminologicalhabitsinBelarusianstudiesasitreferstotheOldBelarusianlanguage,
the author advocates the idea of a common written language of Belarusians-and-
Ukrainians,existinginavarietyofspokendialects,aswellasacommonliterature:

Удадатак,старабеларускаямовабыланаддыялектнаймовай,янаабслугоўвалаякбеларускія,
такіўкраінскіярэгіёныібылааднолькавазразумелайякнаБеларусі,такінаУкраіне Таму
ўзнікае пытанне і наконт адмежавання старабеларускай літаратуры ад стараўкраінскай 
ПаколькідаЛюблінскайуніі1569г большасцьукраінскіхзямельзнаходзілісяўскладзеВКЛ
(…),тоіпісьменствабылоагульнымдляБеларусііУкраіны,яноразвіваласянасупольнай
мове Літаратурныятворынагэтоймовебесперашкоднараспаўсюджваліся зБеларусіна
Украіну(інаадварот),перапісвалісяічыталісяўрозныхцэнтрах;такуюжняўрымслівасць
выяўляліінекаторыяаўтары,якіявандравалізпоўднянапоўнач(інаадварот) Алеіпасля
Люблінскайуніі,увынікуякойусеўкраінскіяземлібылізалучаныўскладПольшчы,гэтая
сітуацыяадметнанезмянілася23(Klìmaǔ,2010,p 80) 

What Klìmaǔ means by this common supra-dialectal idiom is the Ruthenian
languageofinternationalSlavonicstudies Whetherthisconceptwillbeabletogain
acceptance in the Belarusian (and Ukrainian) scientific community and establish
a terminological equivalent is an exciting question  Is a history of Old Belarusian
literaturepossiblewithouttheconceptofanOldBelarusianlanguage?

5. The Discovery of the Latin Heritage

On closer inspection, the ‘other language’ that is furthest from the Slavonic
substratumistheleastproblematicandfitsmostsmoothlyintotheexistingnarratives 
AccordingtoKavalëŭ(2009,p 84),theideaofamultilingualliteratureinBelarusbegan
withtheneo-Latinpoets TheyareanintegralpartoftheBelarusiancanontoday 

23 ‘Inaddition,theOldBelarusianlanguagewasasupra-dialectallanguage,itwasusedinbothBela-
rusianandUkrainianregionsandwasequallyunderstoodinbothBelarusandUkraine Therefore,
thequestionoftheseparationofOldBelarusianfromOldUkrainianliteraturearises Asthema-
jorityoftheUkrainianlandswaspartoftheGDLuntiltheUnionofLublinin1569[…],thelitera-
turewasalsocommonforBelarusandUkraine,itdevelopedinacommonlanguage Thepieces
ofliteratureinthislanguagespreadfreelyfromBelarustoUkraine(andviceversa),theywere
copiedandreadindifferentcentres;thesamemobilitywasshownbysomeauthorswhotravelled
fromsouthtonorth(andviceversa) ButevenaftertheLublinUnion,asaresultofwhichall
UkrainianlandswereincorporatedintoPoland,thissituationdidnotchangesignificantly’ 
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This iscompletelydifferentfromwhatonemayreadinVolʹskì’sstudiesof1956
and1958 ThereisnothingmorethanthehintthatSymonBudny’streatieswerealso
publishedinLatin(1956,p 36;1958,p 102) Thesubsequentdecadesmarkagradual
discoveryandintegrationofBelarus’ownneo-Latinwriters AhrymenkaandLarčanka
(1968)recommendthattextswritteninLatin(orPolish)shouldnotbeexcluded,yetthey
donotaddressanyofsuchpiecesofliteraturethemselves Theacademicsynthesisfrom
thesameyearismoredetailed Thesubchapteronthepoetryfromthesecondhalfofthe
16thcenturyandthefirsthalfofthe17thcenturystatesthatLatinwaswidespreadinthe
BelarusianandUkrainianterritoryandwasusedbySymonBudny(SzymonBudny),
ÌgnacìjÌâŭlevìč(IgnacijIevlevič),SìmâonPolackì(SimeonPolockij),FeafanPrakapovìč
(FeofanProkopovič)andothers(Barysenkaetal 1968,p 354) Therewereevenpoets
whowroteonlyinLatin(p 354),includingfirstandforemost‘ЯнзВісліцы’(Ioannes
Vislicensis)and‘МіколазГусова’NicolausHussovianus),whoarediscussedbrieflyon
approximatelyonepage(pp 354–355) Theinformationthatprovestobeofparticular
conceptualrelevanceisthattheveryfirstversesinBelaruswerewritteninLatin(p 354) 

Theacademicsynthesisof1977writteninRussianalreadydevotesfourpagesto
HussovianusandhisCarmendebisonte(Borisenkoetal 1977,pp 87–92) Hussovianus
isalsomentioned in the introduction,on thefirstpageof thestudy(p 5),aswellas
listednexttotheabsoluteclassicsSkarynaandBudny(p 7) InLazarukandSemânovìč
(41998,pp 142–175),theneo-Latinpoetiscountedamongthesixmajorwriters,eachof
whomispresentedinaseparatechapter Thechapteronsyllabic(sic!)poetrymentionsin
additiontoHussovianus,BellumPruthenumbyVislicensis(onepage,pp 270–271)and
LatinversesbyBudny(p 272) Polishinfluencesseemtohavebeenofnoimportance,
despite thesyllabicmodelbeingundoubtedly importedfromPolandandnotadopted
directlyfrom(quantitative!)Latinpoetry ThestatusofHussovianusbytheendofthe
1970sisreflectedinthefactthatMajhrovìč(1980,pp 122–126)includeshiminhisbook
astheonlynon-Belarusian-languageauthordiscussedindetailandeveninaseparate
chapter Majhrovìčdoes,however,perceive thiscaseasadeviationfromtheoriginal
monolingualconcept,giventheassertionthatthetext,althoughnotwritteninthenative
language,isBelarusianneverthelessduetoitsverynature(p 123) 

As one would expect, the presence of neo-Latin writing is much stronger in the
multilingualacademicliteraturehistoryof2006/2007 Inadditiontoaveryextensive
chapter on Hussovianus (Čamâryckì et al 22007, pp  309–357), there is one devoted
to Salamon Rysìnskì (Solomon Rysinius), the most important neo-Latin writer of
the Belarusian Baroque (pp  642–657) 24 The chapter on Renaissance poetry briefly
introducessuchpoetsasPёtrRaìzìj(theSpaniardPetrusRoyzius),ÂnMylìj(Ioannes
Mylius von Liebenrode), Bazylì Gìâcynt (Basilius Hyacinthus), Symon (Szymon)
Budny,FrancìšakGradoŭskì(FranciscusGradovius),ÂanRadvan(IoannesRadvanus),

24 IoannesVislicensisismentionedbriefly(p 269–271),whileLojka(2001,pp 225–236 )describes
him inawholeseparatechapter For thecontentiousquestionof theplaceofbirthandethnic
origin,seeKavalëŭ(2010,p 52–73) 
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Âan Kazakovìč (Kozakowicz), Galʹâš Pelʹgrymoŭskì (Elias Pilgrimovius) (pp  437–
455) ThebroadspreadofLatinresultedfromJesuitactivitiesupontheestablishment
ofanacademyinVilniusin1579(pp 277,445) Apparently,itwasrelativelynormal
towriteinLatin,asseenfromthediaryofErasmusVitelliusfromthebeginningofthe
16thcentury(p 683),thememoirsofAlʹbryhtStanìslavRadziìvìl(AlbrychtStanisław
Radziwiłł)inthe17thcentury(p 724),andthefirstJesuitschooldramasstagedinVilnius
(p 758) Finally,Klìmaǔ(2010,pp 131–154)condensesallinformationinanindividual
sub-chapterdevotedtoneo-Latinliterature Thisoverviewalsoconsidersmaterialnot
takenintoaccountintheothersyntheses,namelyworkswrittenabroadorbyforeigners
(Guagnini’s Sarmatiae Europeae Descriptio; Adam Schroether’s De fluvio Memela
Lithunaniae;pp 132–133)aswellasthepoliticalpublicistsofthesecondhalfofthe16th
century(MihalonLìtvìn(Litwin),AndrèjVolan(AndrzejWolan),pp 150–153) 

6. The Ee-evaluation of Polish

The extension of the canon to Latin texts described above is part of a more
comprehensiverevisionofrelationswithneighbouringnationsandcultures Thisre-
evaluationis themostapparentwithregardtothePolish-Belarusianentanglements 
In the 1950–60s, the picture is rather bleak, and the historical reality sometimes
seemstobesuperimposedwiththeexperiencesofthe19thcentury Volʹskìdescribes
the16thand17thcenturiesasanagewhenBelaruswasbeingexploitedbythePolish
andPolonisedBelarusiannobility Since1386, he claims, thePolishmagnateshad
beenmakingefforts toPoloniseand transformtheGDLintoaperipheryofPoland
(‘ўпольскуюўскраіну’,Volʹskì1956,p 28;Volʹskì1958,p 83) In1697,thePolish
(sic!)Sejmprohibitedprintingbooks inBelarusianandusingthis languageinstate
affairs AllBelarusianprintingplantsaswellasschoolswereclosedasaresult Polish
became the language of administration, jurisdiction and schools, while Belarusian
survivedinthevillagesonly(1956,p 54;1958,pp 157–158) TheCatholicChurch
issaidtohaveservedasthemostimportanttoolofPolonisation(1956,p 28;1958,
p 83) VolʹskìexpressesscathingcriticismoftheJesuitsandtheirschools:

Усясістэманавучанняўезуіцкіхшколахбыланакіравананатое,кабсасваіхвыхаванцаў
падрыхтавацьлюдзей,фанатычнаадданыхкаталіцкайрэлігіііпольскайдзяржаве […]
Юнакі,праваслаўныяпарэлігііібеларусыпанацыянальнасці,якіявучылісяўгэтых
школах,зневажалісваюроднуюмовуінарод,зякогавышлі25(Volʹskì1956,p 34;1958,
pp 96–97) 

25 ‘ThewholesystemofteachingintheJesuitschoolsaimedatthetransformationofitspupilsinto
people fanatically devoted to the Catholic religion and the Polish state  […]The young men,
OrthodoxbyreligionandBelarusiansbynationality,whograduatedfromtheseschools,despised
theirnativelanguageandthepeopletheycamefrom’ 
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On the other side there are the heroic brotherhoods who organised their own
schools(1956,p 43;1958,p 119) Thisnarrativeisconstructedonthedoublebasis
ofthestrugglefornationalindependenceandclasswarfareofthepeopleagainstthe
BelarusianandPolishnobility(1956,p 42;1958,p 115) Ofcourse,theBelarusian
(andtheUkrainian)peoplestoodtogetherasonetofightfortheirculture(1956,p 28;
1958,pp 83–84) 

In the interpretation of the 1950s, suppression only inflamed the desire of the
populationtoallyandunitethemselveswithMoscow(e g Vol’skì1956pp 28–29,
33;1958,pp 83,95–96) TheparagraphsregardingtheconquestofPolotskin1563
evenimplythatthelocalpopulationnotonlywelcomedbutevenactivelysupported
theMuscovitetroops(1956,p 33;1958,p 96) Volʹskìclosesthewartopicwiththe
poignantappreciationoftheRussian‘olderbrother’,alreadyquotedabove(Section1) 
Thecollectivesynthesisof1956beginsthenextchapterbyclaimingthattheunionof
BelarusandRussiain1795(‘уз’яднаннеБеларусісРасіяйу1795г ’),i e thethird
partitionoftheRzeczpospolita,broughtsignificantprogress(Volʹskì1956,p 58) 26All
thesenegativepointsovershadowtheoccasionalindicationsthatBelarusianauthors
sometimeswroteinPolish 

Little has changed in respect of the assessment in Barysenka et al  (1968) 
The neighbour’s cultural influence is reduced to the use of the negative keywords
palanizacyâikatalizacyâ(e g ,pp 143,171) Thefactthatthearistocracyassumed
Polishcustomsisconsideredasdenationalizationandpolonisation(p 194),whereas
theJesuitpreachersarereferredtoasanamilitantarmyofreligiousfanatics(‘ваяўніча
настроенаяарміярэлігійныхфанатыкаў’,p 198) ComparedtoVolʹskì, thereare
selectivecorrectionswhichalleviatethesituationatsomepoints Thereis,forinstance,
nomentionofageneralbanonprinting inBelarusian,but ratheradecrease in the
numberofbooks(p 411) ThePolishSejm’sbanonBelarusianinallareashasturned
intothereplacingof thelanguageinthefieldofstateaffairs Theregulationof the
Sejm(supposedlythecommonSejm27)wherebythescribesshouldusePolishlanguage
only accelerated this process  The chapter on translated literature explores a more
positiveaspectoftheissue Amongthedifferentsourceliteraturesoftranslations,the
Polishoneseemstohavebeenthemost important(p 384) Thebookintroduction,
however,portraysthisdifferently Here,theparticipationofBelarusianliteratureinthe
Renaissance,Humanism,andReformationmovementsisnotconnectedwithPolandat
all(p 6) Afewpageslater,theintroductionmentionstheSouthSlavonic,Polishand
Czechcommunicationoftextsfrominternationalliterature(p 10) Accordingtothis
information,Polishculturedoesnotappeartohaveplayedacentralrole 

26 Cf  theexplanationinBorisenkoetal  (1977,p 289f ): ItwasMarxandEngelswhoalready
pointedoutthattheareahadnotbeenpopulatedbyPoles,unlikethepartoccupiedbyPrussiaand
Austria 

27 Intheintroduction(p 7),however,wereadaboutPolishSejms 
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Borisenko et al  (1977) present a similar equilibrium of negative and positive
judgementspertainingtotheissueofPolishinfluences Referringtotheperiodupon
theUnionofLublin,theintroductiondescribesaradicalshiftfromreligioustolerance
towardsmilitant(Catholic)fanaticismsupportedbythecentralgovernment,‘потому
чтоонополностьюсоответствовалоагрессивнымпланаминамерениямпольских
феодаловвотношениибелорусского,украинскогоилитовскогонародов’28(p 7) 
Yetthecollectivemonographalsoaddressesapositivedimensionofmutualcontacts 
ThePolescomelastinthelistofnations,aftertheLithuanians,buttheyarementioned
(p  9)  This juxtaposition of negatives and positives continues in the subsequent
chapters Ontheonehand,theauthorsfumeagainstthepremeditatedPolonisation,the
Catholicaggression,andtheJesuits(e g Borisenkoetal 1977pp 142–144,262–263) 
Ontheotherhand,thechapteronthefoundationsofhumanismstressesparticularly
close relationshipsbetween the twonationsandadmits thatPoland impartedmany
culturalachievementsonBelarus(p 82) 

Inadditiontothisgradualandsometimescontradictoryshiftintheevaluationof
the Polish influence, the voluminous collective academic syntheses have also seen
an increase in the number of Polish-language texts they mention  Barysenka et al 
(1968) name the following: the so-calledBrest Bible from 1563 (p  212), several
works by Symon Budny (pp  213, 219), books printed by the Mamonìčs (p  242),
publicationsontheBrestSynod(p 295),andworksbyMâlecìjSmatryckì(Meletij
Smotrickij)(p 311) Lâoncì(Leontij)KarpovìčwroteexclusivelyinPolish(p 325),
Simâon Polacki (Simeon Polockij) several poems (pp  366–367, 373–376)  Since
someof the titles are reproduced in their original language, thepresenceofPolish
becomestangible(seeabove,Section3) SimilarexamplescanbefoundinBorisenko
etal (1977),yetalwaystranslatedandrenderedinCyrillic,asalreadydiscussed One
paragraphstates(correctly)thatthemajorityoftheReformationliteraturewaswritten
inPolishandthatCâpìnskì’sandBudny’stranslationswereonlyexceptions(p 127) 
PolishwasalsopreferredintheOrthodoxandUniatepolemics(pp 148,176)29 Atthe
micro-level,someauthorsgainmoredistinctPolishtraits SymonBudnywasbornin
avillageinMazovia,whichwasthenpartoftheKingdomofPoland,hehadstudied
inCracowandabroadbeforehecametoVilnius(p 135) MâlecìjSmatryckìwrote
about20worksduringhistimeinVilnius,mostoftheminPolish(p 180) Thechapter
ontranslatedliteratureexplainsthatmanytextsweretranslatedfromLatinintoPolish
not in the territory of the Kingdom of Poland, but inVilnius and Belarusian cities
(“вВильноивбелорусскихгородах”,p 258) 

LazarukandSemânovìč(41998pp 59–60)interpret,ontheonehand,theUnionof
LublinastheexactmomentwhenthePolonisationanddenationalisationbegan Onthe

28 ‘as this completely corresponded the aggressive plans and intentions of the Polish feudals in
respecttotheBelarusian,Ukrainian,andLithuanianpeoples’ 

29 BothBarysenkaetal (1968)andLazarukandSemânovìč(41998)arguethattheUniatesusedthe
vernacularlanguage;seesection4above 
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otherhand,anotherchapterarguesthattheUnionbroughttheszlachtaoftheGDLpolitical
equalityandimprovedtheirpositionvis-à-visthemagnates(p 205) TheroleofPoland
asamediatorofcultureismentionedagainasanindisputablepositiveaspect(Lazaruk
andSemânovìč41998,p 92) EventheimageoftheJesuitshasbecomefriendlier:the
focusisnowonthefactthattheyestablishedanetworkofschoolsthatofferedeverybody
freeeducation Amongtheteacherswerewell-trainedtheologians,talentedpreachersand
writersdespitethefactthattheywereallloyaltotheVaticanandfoughtforCatholicism
withalltheirmight(p 205;onp 206asentencecriticaloftheJesuitswaserased,cf 
11985, p  190)  The opinions gathered here, along with the subsequent praise of the
Orthodoxbrotherhoodsascentresofpatrioticresistance,provetobecontradictory The
reasonfor thatmightbethat thechapterontheCounter-ReformationinLazarukand
Semânovìč(41998,pp 205–289,respectivelyinthe1stedition)aswellasinBorisenko
etal (1977pp 142–232)andBarysenkaetal (1968,pp 193–343,especially268–343)
allstemfromthesameauthor,AlâksandrKoršunaŭ Narrativesfromdifferentdecades
overlayeachother,anddespiteindividualassessmentsbeingadaptedtothenewsocio-
political circumstances and corrected, the text as a whole was not revisited, nor did
itsauthorcontributesomethingactuallynovel Thecomparisonoftheversionsshows
thattheanti-Polishfragmentshavebeenoftenmoderatedordeleted,assomeexamples
mentioned in this article illustrated Other fragmentshavebeenexpanded, e g  along
withthePolish-CatholicthreatthereisalsomentionofthewarsbetweenMuscovyand
theGrandDuchyofLithuaniaortheRzeczpospolita(LazarukandSemânovìč41998,pp 
227–228;missingin11985,p 213) Inrespecttoliteraryhistory,Polish-languageauthors
andtextshavenotyetobtainedsuchrecognitionasneo-Latinwritersandliterature,given
thefacttheyarecompletelymissingfromthesub-chapteronpoetry(seeabove,Section
5) AnexceptionisthechapteronSimâonPolackì,whichsometimesacknowledgesthe
existenceofPolish-languagepoemsinhisearlyworkinparentheses(p 279)orrenders
titlesinthePolishoriginal(pp 280–283) 

InČamâryckì et al  (22007),Polandand thePolish culture aregivena revised,
largelypositiveimage TheintroductorychapteronthelateMiddleAges,forexample,
describestheculturalboominPoland,followedbyaninfluxoftextstoBelarus,read
in theoriginalby themoreeducatedreaders(pp 195–196)  In the16thcenturyand
thefirsthalfofthe17thcentury,upto46%ofthebooksprintedintheGrandDuchy
ofLithuaniawerePolish(p 275) Itisarguedwithoutanynegativeimplicationthat
Polishwasmoreimportantinthe1550–1560sontheterritoryofBelarusandLithuania
thaninPoland,whereLatinplayedthedominantrole Polishbecamethelinguafranca
oftheRzeczpospolitaafter1569 EvenschoolsrunbyOrthodoxbrotherhoodstaught
ChSL,LatinandPolish(pp 277–279) 

AsfarastheJesuitsareconcerned,theirbattleagainstthe‘heretics’isputbetween
inverted commas and thus comes under only mild criticism while otherwise the
positive aspects of their cultural activities are emphasised (Čamâryckì et al 22007,
p 383) TheexpansionofthePolishlanguageispositivelyintegratedintothegeneral
openingtowardstheWest:
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Характэрная для культурнай прасторы Рэчы Паспалітай вестэрнізацыя культуры
выявіласятут(inBelarus;M R )уразвіццінавуковайілітаратурнайтворчасцінетолькі
наспецыфічнайдляЗаходняйЕўропылацінскай,алеінарэгіянальнайпольскаймове30
(Čamâryckì,2007,p 498) 

ThedisappearanceofOldBelarusianisnolongerexplainedintermsofrepression
but as a (natural) phenomenonofgivingway toPolish andLatin,whichprevailed
inthefieldofeducation(ibid ) IfthenotionofPolonisationappearswithanegative
connotation,thenextsentence,inturn,bringsupMuscovy’s‘all-Russian’ambitions 
ForBelarus,UkraineandLithuania,asthesynthesisnamestheareaconcerned,both
historical choices would have meant the loss of statehood, language and culture
(p 494,cf p 260) 

Furthermore,therearemanymorePolish-languageauthorsandworksdiscussed
thanintheearliersyntheses,wheretheyweremerelycasuallymentioned Thechapter
on the poetry of the Renaissance (Čamâryckì et al 22007, pp  455–471), considers
texts in Polish separately: verse compositions from Protestant song books, a poem
byAndrèjVolan,andProteusbyPёtrStaenskì(PetrusStatorius) Authorswhoused
Polish include Cypryân Bazylìk, Macej Stryjkoŭskì, as well as the polyglot Galʹâš
Pelʹgrymoŭskì Certainofthepoetsevenhaveseparatechapters,suchasthemultilingual
Rymša/Rymsza(pp 471–481)andPelʹhrymoŭskì/Pilgrimovius(pp 481–492) OrÂn
Pratasovìč (Protasowicz) (pp  627–642), who penned numerous volumes of poetry
inPolishandFrancìškaUršulaRadzìvìl(Radziwiłłowna)(pp 855–875),whowrote
intwolanguages Despitetheconceptualrelevanceofmultilingualism,itisnotvery
manifest in theactual text Titlesarealmostalways translated intoBelarusianwith
occasionalreferencestotheoriginallanguageoftheworks Forexample,thechapteron
theso-calledpublicistliterature(pp 382–406)doesnotdivulgethatRozmowaPolaka
zLitwinem(TheConversationofaPolewithaLithuanian)byAugustyn(Augustinus)
Rotundus,StanisławOrzechowski’sQuincunxor theBrestBibleare infactPolish-
languagetexts,whileDelibertatepoliticasivecivili(OnPoliticalandCivilFreedom)
andDeprincipeetpropriiseiusvirtutibus(OnthePrinceandHisVirtues)byAndrèj
VolanswerewritteninLatin(originaltitles:M R ) 

In an analogy to his chapter on Latin, Klìmaǔ collects all the Polish-language
examples in one place (2010, pp  155–182)  The rise of the Polish language is
viewedpositively,similarlytoČamâryckìetal (22007);henotesthatcontemporaries
considereditaprestigiousandperfectlanguage(‘прэстыжнаяідасканалаямова’,
Klìmaǔ,2010,p 155) Polishwas important for thenobility,whostrivedforequal
participationinpolitics Bythe17thcentury,ithadbecomethelanguageofeducated

30 ‘Thecharacteristicwesternisationofculture,whichwascharacteristicfor theculturalspaceof
theRzeczpospolita,here(inBelarus;MR]tookplaceintheemergenceofscientificandliterary
activitiesnotonlyinLatin,ascharacteristicforWesternEurope,butalsointheregionalPolish
language’ 
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Belarusians and Ukrainians  Moreover, it served the cultural exchange among the
elitesofthedifferentethno-confessionalcommunities Klìmaǔ’sconclusionwhereby
therewasactuallyoneliteratureinthePolishlanguageinthe17thcentury(p 156),
transgressesthenational,Belarusian,frame 

7. The Attitude Towards the Titular Nation: Lithuanians 
and Lithuanian-Language Literature

Most of the syntheses reviewed assume a defensive position, objecting to the
superiorityof thePolish languageandattempting toupvalue thevernacularagainst
theChSlpropagatedbytheanti-Uniateintellectuals Intheirstruggleforsafeguarding
Belarusianculture,thescholarspayscarcelyanyattentiontothefactthatsmallerethnic
groups, in turn, faced pressure towards assimilation on the part of the Ruthenians 
ThereisanenormousgapinrespecttotheBalticpopulation,towhosepresencethe
politonymGrandDuchy of Lithuania refers  Upon the decline of Rusʹ, the pagan
LithuaniansexpandedintotheareasinhabitedbyEastSlavonicpopulationandadopted
theirwrittenculture 

In the 1950s,Volʹskì wrote that the language of theWestern Russian literature
(atermadoptedfromtheimperialterminologyoftheTsaristempire)hadbecomethe
officiallanguageintheGrandDuchyofLithuania Thiswasthelanguagespokenat
courtandusedforwritingnumeroushistoricdocuments,andnotLithuanian(1956,
p 21) The latermonograph includesanadditionalparagraphon the lower levelof
cultureamongtheLithuaniansaswellastheirlackofawrittenculture(1958,pp 59–
60) Sincetheassimilationoccursonthepartoftheconquerors,neitherinVolʹskìnor
inthelatersynthesestheLithuanianruleispresentednegatively(e g Borisenkoetal 
1977,p 41:‘стало(…)историческойнеобходимостью’31,‘имелопрогрессивное
значение’32 

InBarysenkaetal (1968,p 104),theacculturationappearsmoreconfinedtothe
upperclass ThecollectivemonographnotesinthiscontextthattheLithuanianGrand
DukesconsideredthemselvesrulersofallRusʹjustliketheirMuscovitecompetitors,
andthuspursuedtheunificationofallEasternSlavic territory Ingeneral, thebook
emphasisesthecontributionoftheBelarusianstotheformationoftheGrandDuchy
of Lithuania (e g  pp  102–104), probably as an attempt to counteract the contrary
impression the name of the realm might give  The Grand Duchy is said to have
Lithuanian-East Slavonic foundations (p  104)  This apparently politically correct
statement, however, collides with claims found elsewhere in the book whereby an
exclusively Belarusian character is attributed to certain texts  The chronicles, for
instance, are explicitly calledBelarusian chronicles, as they had anall-Belarusian

31 ‘itbecameahistoricalnecessity’ 
32 ‘hadaprogressivemeaning’ 
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characterandcirculatedalloverBelarus Belarusianchronicles–andnotLithuanian,
Lithuanian-Russian or West Russian chronicles – is the only correct designation
accordingtothisinterpretationfromthe1960s,sincetheyareliterarymonumentsof
theBelarusianpeople (Barysenkaetal 1968,pp 109–110) 33Given thepostulated
Lithuanian-EastSlavonicintegration,thestudymakesanattempttoexplainwhythe
SecondBelarusianChronicleislimitedtoLithuanianhistoryinthenarrowersense The
objectivewas,according to theproposed interpretation, toemphasise independence
fromPolandandavertMuscovite claims (pp 129–131) Multipleotherpoints also
revealcracksinthepictureofapeacefulEastSlavonic-Lithuaniancoexistence The
remarkthatthemarriageofJagajla(Jogajla,WładysławJagielło)andtheacceptance
oftheCatholicfaithledtounequaltreatmentoftheOrthodox(p 144),forexample,
hintsatinter-denominationalfrictions Thequestionwhethertherewerealsotextsin
Lithuanianisnotaddressed Whatalsofeelsmissingisawordofregretthatanother
nationlostitslanguageandculture,oronlymanagedtopreserveitinthevillage 

While the academic synthesis of 1968 Belarusifies the Lithuanian Chronicles,
the older syntheses marginalise them altogether Ahrymenka and Larčanka (1968)
almost completely exclude these Lithuanian texts from their study The chapter on
Chroniclesdealsmainlywiththeso-calledAŭramkaChronicleandaBelarusianre-
workingoftheRussianKnigaopoboiŝiMamaâ(BookabouttheBattlewithMamaj)
(pp 49–57;p 55: ‘беларускаяперапрацоўка’) Both textsexemplify thecommon
EasternSlavonic,All-Russiandimension Volʹskìelaboratesonbothtextsaswell,yet
healsodevotesasectiontotheLithuanian(respectivelyBelarusian)chroniclesandthe
BarkalabavaChronicle(1956,pp 22–25;1958:pp 62–75) Thesituationissimilar
in thecaseof theLithuanianStatutes, asAhrymenkaandLarčanka leave themout
completely,whileVolʹskì (1956,pp 26–28;1958,pp 80–83;seeabove,section1)
reviewsthembrieflyandwithduecriticalevaluation 

InBorisenkoetal (1977,pp 64–65),thefocalpointofthecriticalevaluationofthe
LithuanianChronicles is the legendofPalemon,which in factconstitutesanarrative
oforiginexclusivefortheLithuaniansandchallengestheLithuanian-EasternSlavonic
coexistence Thechapteremphasisesthatthismythhasnothingtodowithrealhistory
andethnogenesis ComparedtoBarysenkaetal (1968),theRussian-languageacademic
historyofliteratureidentifiesinthelegendanadditionalmotif that indicatestensions
within the power elite, namely regarding the superiority of the Lithuanian over the
Belarusian-Ukrainiannobility(Borisenkoetal 1977,p 65) Onthewhole,thenotion
ofaBelarusian-LithuanianoraLithuanian-Slavoniccharacterofthestateandsocietyis
remarkablyfrequent(pp 41,61,64) Thesynthesisexplainsthat,duetocommonroots

33 InVolʹskì(1956,p 22-23),Volʹskì(1958,p 62-67),Borisenkoetal (1977,p 54,58-59),Lazaruk
andSemânovìč(41998,p 70,74),Lojka(2001,p 166-167)thechroniclesarereferredtoasBe-
larusian-Lithuanian McMillin(1977,p 24-30)usesthetermByelorussianChroniclessimilarly
toBarysenkaetal (1968),butconsidersinrespecttotheSecondRedactionthatitmightbelong
totheLithuanianliteraturesensustricto(p 28) 
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andlanguage,theBelarusianshavealotincommonwiththeLithuanians,whomadean
importantcontributiontotheethnogenesisoftheBelarusians(p 42) Asabove,theissue
ofthesubstantialparticipationandshareoftheBelarusiansappearsoften:Vilniusasthe
capitalcityiscalledtheculturalcentreoftheLithuaniansandBelarusians,halfofits
inhabitantsbeingBelarusiansinthe16thcentury(p 77) TheGrandDuchyofLithuania
intheperiodofthe14thto15thcenturyisdescribedasafederationofdifferentregions,
amongwhichthe largest,mostprogressiveandeconomicallypowerfuloneswere the
BelarusianandUkrainianterritories(p 41) 

Toputitmorebluntly,theLithuaniansaredescribedasabackwardandassimilated
minority inarealmthatshouldapparentlybecalled theGrandDuchyofLithuania
innameonly InLazarukandSemânovìč(41998,pp 55–56),Lithuaniansarealmost
exclusivelysupportingactors Theauthorsexplain that theunionwasahistorically
necessary step for thepurposesof defence rather than aLithuanian expansion into
Rusʹ TheyalsomentionaLithuanian-EastSlavonicintegration(pp 58–59) Theruler
is renamed the Lithuanian-Belarusian Grand Duke (pp  71–72: Jagajla / Jogajla,
80: Mìndaoŭga/Mindaugas)  In an astounding comment, the chronologically next
overviewbyLojka(2001,pp 144–145)equatestheBelarusianswiththeLithuani(in
histerminology:lìtvìnì,lìtvìncì)34appearinginthesourcetextsanddistinguishesthe
ethnicLithuaniansinagestureofotheringasSamogitians-Aukštaitijans 

ЛітвойколісьназываласятэрыторыясённяшнайБеларусі,аменавітарэгіёнКлецкаўш-
чыны, Ляхаўшчыны, часткова Случчыны  Насельнікамі сённяшняй Літвы былі не лі-
твіны, ці ліцвіны, а літоўцы, жмудзіны-жэмоты, аўкшты  Літвінамі пачынаючы з XV
стагоддзясталіназывацьуЕўропеіМасковіінашыхпродкаў,насельнікаўБеларусі,жы-
хароўВялікагокнястваЛітоўскага35(Lojka,2001,p 144) 

Inasimilarway,helimitsthetermRuthenianstotheUkrainians DividingtheGrand
Duchy into the components Lithuania (= Belarus), Samogitia (= ethnic Lithuania),
Ruthenia(=Ukraine),Lojkaadaptsthepasttothepoliticalmapofourdays 

Incontrasttothisnationalistsimplification,Čamâryckìetal (22007)supposean
ethnicallyheterogenouscharacteroftheGrandDuchyofLithuania Thisrealmemerged
inanareathathadbeenshapedbycontactsbetweenSlavonicandBalticpeoplesfor
alongtime ItwaspopulatedbyamixedoraslavicisedLithuanianpopulation The
synthesisagainemphasisestheSlavonicpreponderanceandintroducesathirdethnic
grouptotheequation,namelyamixtureofLithuanianandEastSlavoniccomponents

34 SeethecriticismofLojkainČamjaryckietal (22007,p 158):BothBelarusiansandethnicLithu-
anians(litovcy)calledthemselveslicvini 

35 ‘TheterritoryofcontemporaryBelaruswascalledLithuania,namelytheregionsaroundKleck,
Lâhavìčy,partlyofSluck Theinhabitantsoftoday’sLithuaniawerenotthelìtvìnì,lìtvìncì,butthe
lìtoǔcy,thežmudzìny-žèmoty(i e theSamogitians,M R ],aǔkšty(Aukštaitijans] Itisourances-
tors,theinhabitantsofBelarusandresidentsintheGrandDuchyofLithuania,thatwerereferred
toaslìtvìnìinEuropeandMuscovysincethe15thcentury’ 
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(pp 153–154) Wereadthatinthe14thcentury,theSlavonicandthemixedpopulation
were larger than thepurelyLithuanianone According to the informationgiven, in
the 1470s, the territory inhabited by genuine Lithuanians did not comprise more
than10%oftheDuchy,whereastheLithuanianupperclassunderwentslavicisation
(‘аславяньвалася’,p 155) 

TheculturalheterogeneityoftheGrandDuchyanditsnon-identitywithtoday’s
Belarus is pointed out more clearly than before, probably to be read against the
backgroundofLojka’scontributiondiscussedabove:

ВКЛ, па-першае, не ўяўляла з сябе адзінай культурна-гістарычнай зоны, падобнай
да колішняй старажытнай Русі  Нельга наўпрост атаясамляць усё Княства і яго
культуру зБеларуссю, а ліцьвінаў з беларусамі Па-другое, далёканеўсё створанае
або перапісанае ў Беларусі XV – пачатку XVI ст  можна лічыць уласнабеларускім36
(Čamâryckìetal 22007,p 158) 

The creation of a common state did not give rise to an ethnic or religious
homogenisationofthepopulation(p 159) InthechaptersonthelateMiddleAgesand
theRenaissance, theGDL’stwonationsoftencomeasapair:BelarusandLithuania,
Belarusians andLithuanians andonce evenpoets ofLithuania andBelarus (p  262) 
The boundaries between the two groups are, however, never explicitly drawn  The
multilingual-multicultural concept of the book is reflected in the idea of a peaceful
coexistenceof thedifferent languages Fromthisoptimisticperspective, theadoption
ofOldBelarusianasthestatelanguagedidnothinderthedevelopmentofLithuanianin
areaspopulatedmainlybyBalts(p 159) However,examplesofsuchadevelopmentare
extremelyrare Wereadonlycasually thatMarcinasMažvidas(MartynasMažvydas)
translatedreligioussongtextsintoLithuanianandprintedthefirstLithuanian-language
book, a catechism, in 1547 (p  372)37 There are no explicit examples of Lithuanian
worksinthemostcurrentsynthesisbyKlìmaǔ However,inthechapteronthePolish-
languageliteratureoftheRenaissanceandReformation,thestatisticaldataregardingthe
languagesofbooksprintedinVilniusovertheyears1525–1599suggeststhattherewere,
infact,suchtexts(Klìmaǔ2010,pp 155–156) Fromthe324booksprintedinVilnius
overtheyears1525–1599,threebookswereinLithuanianandoneinLatgalian 

Given the noticeable gap in the other syntheses, it comes as a surprise that
Majhrovìč (1980, pp  24–26) does provide some information on the Lithuanian-
languageliterature HeexpoundsonthefactthattheLithuaniansusedtowriteintheir

36 ‘First,theGDLwasnotauniformculturalandhistoricalzone,liketheformerRusʹ Wemustnot
identifythewholeDuchyanditscultureasBelarusandthelìtvìnìasBelarusians Second,byfar
noteverythingwrittenorcopiedinBelarusinthe15thto16thcenturycanbeclassifiedasBelaru-
sianproper’ 

37 Kavalёŭ(2016,p 252)alsopointsoutthelackofLithuanian-languagetextsandtheKitabs(see
below,Section8) Kavalëŭ(2010,p 41-52)illustrateshow,forexample,Mažvidascanbelinked
toBelarusianliteraryhistory 
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own language by means of a runic alphabet in ancient times, before they adopted
theEasternSlavonicmovaruskaâ(unfortunately,hefailstoprovideanysourcesor
references) Majhrovìčisalsotheonlyauthortonoticethepotentialnegativeeffects
ofthischangeoflanguage:

Цяжка,мабыць,быломаладойлітоўскайпісьменнасці,якаяяшчэўXVIIст немела
сваёй дастаткова выпрацаванай навукова-філасофскай, юрыдычнай тэрміналогіі,
сапернічаць з мовай беларускай, угрунтаванай на шматвяковых літаратурных
традыцыях Кіеўскай Русі і яе сусветна вядомай культурнай спадчыне38 (Majhrovìč
1980,p 25) 

Majhrovìčcontributessomeotherpiecesofinformation,suchasthefirstbookin
Lithuanian,theintroductionofanoriginalalphabetandspellingbyDaukša,thefirst
dictionary,andthefirstgrammarbook 

8. Minorities and their Literatures

Lojka (2001, p  6) and Klìmaǔ (2010) casually suggest that the mixture of
ethnicities,cultures,andlanguagesmusthavebeenevenricherthanwasshowninthe
varioushistoriesofliterature:

У этнічных адносінах ВКЛ было стракатай дзяржавай, якую насялялі продкі
цяперашніхлітоўцаў,беларусаў,украінцаў,рускіх(наўсходнімпамежжы),некажучы
ўжопрашматлікіяменшасці:яўрэяў,татар,караімаў,цыган,армян,латгалаўі інш 39
(Klìmaǔ2010,p 78) 

It remains unclear, however, whether these Jews, Tatars, Karaites, Roma,
Armenians, Latgalians (and Germans) left behind any literature as well 40There is
onlyoneexception Klìmaǔ(2010,p 80)notesinthecontextofthemulti-scriptuality
ofBelarusianliteraturethatsometimesnotonlytheLatinalphabetbutalsotheArabic
script was used to write Old Belarusian texts  Borisenko et al  also mention these
Arabic-script texts, which were translations from Arabic or Turkish made by the

38 ‘ItprobablyhadbeendifficultfortheyoungLithuanianliterature,whichinthe17thcenturystill
didnothaveitssufficientlydevelopedscholarly-philosophicalandjuridicalterminology,tocom-
petewiththeBelarusianlanguage,basedonthecenturies-oldliterarytraditionsofKyivanRusʹ
anditsworld-famousculturalheritage’ 

39 ‘Ethnically,theGrandDuchyofLithuaniawasadiversestateinhabitedbytheancestorsofto-
day’sLithuanians,Belarusians,Ukrainians,andRussians(ontheeasternborder),nottomention
numerousminorities:Jews,Tatars,Karaites,Gypsies,Armenians,Latgalians,andothers’ 

40 SeeNiedźwiedź2014 
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MuslimTatars(1977,pp 244–245) ThisinformationcanbefoundinGarèckìaswell
(1995/1924,p 112),includingaphotographofoneoftheseKitabmanuscripts 

GiventheamplemodernJewishliteraturethatemergedinEasternEurope,itwould
bealsonaturaltoinquirewhetheranydocumentsinHebreworYiddishendured,but
noneofthesynthesesaddressesthisissue 

9. Summary: Lines of Future Research Development and Open Questions

Thewritingofthehistoryofliteraturerisesinseverallayers,likethescreeofages,
abovethelowestculturalstratum,andasitisobviouslyvulnerabletocorruptionand
alwaysexposedtodeformations,itmustberemoved,thoughcarefullyandmeticulously,
asitsachievementsaresignificantandalwaysincludecorrectandreasonableresults 

The words of Hans Rothe (Rothe, 2000, p  15; Rothe, 2014/2015, p  80) from
his well-known synthesisWas ist ‘altrussische Literatur’? (What is ‘Old Russian
Literature’?)arealsotruefortheOldBelarusiancase Myinvestigationventuredinto
acarefuldeconstructionofthesecorruption-pronenarrativesthroughcomparison 

Theevaluationofalmostadozensynthesesdevelopedovertheyears1956–2010
providedaninsightinvariousnarrativesandtopoi,whichcanbeusedasabackground
forpositioningindividualstudiesinthediscourseandidentifyingthetopicalcharacter
ofcertainstatements Asaresultofthecomparison,certainhotspotsemergewhich
havepromptedconceptualdecisionswithfar-reachingimplicationsoratleastcallfor
suchdecisionstobemade Whathastobetakenintoconsiderationisthegreatinfluence
oftherespectivesocio-politicaldiscourseatanygivenperiod Thecensorshippressure
is impossible to ignore, at least in respect of the Soviet era  The topos of Rusʹ as
thecommonoriginoftheEastSlavonicbrothernations,forexample,supportedthe
Sovietinclusionnarratives,whichadvancedandstilladvancetheRussianpursuitof
hegemony Itwascalledintoquestiononlytwiceduringtheperiodexamined;oneof
thesesyntheseswaswrittenbyaBritishslavistduringtheColdWar WhileBelarus
hasbeenstrivingforgreater independencefromRussia in thenewmillennium, the
syntheses present the common Rusʹ period as gradually downgraded to a prelude
to Belarusian literary history The assessment of the relations with theTsardom of
MuscovyandtheKingdomofPolandalsochangesdependingonthecurrentpolitical
situation Theanti-Polishandpro-Russianstancewhichappearedinthe1950sdoes
agradual180-degreeturn 

The class-struggle narratives lost their function in the post-Soviet period but,
in the words of Žanna Nekrašèvìč-Karotkaâ (Nekrašèvìč-Karotkaâ, 2017, p  297),
the ghost of communism has been replaced by the ghost of Belarusism  The idea
of national literary historiography that strives to portray the people, territory, and
literatureasonehomogenouscomplexhasnotbeenchallengedthusfar Almostall
ofthesynthesesexaminedarebasedontheessentialistassumptionthataBelarusian
ethnos,aBelarusianterritory,andaBelarusianidentityhavealwaysexisted(instead
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of following its genesis through the step-by-step delineation of different ‘others’) 
Inthenewmillennium,AlegLojkawentasfarastoexpeltheBalticLithuaniansfrom
aBelarusian-dominatedGDL Thesesynthesesdonotreflectonthefactthatthesource
textsdonotsupportnationalnarratives,butthisquestionresurfacesbetweenthelines,
forexamplediscussingtheLithuanian,Belarusian,orLithuanian-Belarusiannatureof
theChroniclesorwhatSkarynaortheSejmmeantwithruskaâmova Giventhatmost
literaryhistoriesdescribetheactorsofthe15thand16thcenturiesasBelarusiansand
Lithuanians(inthe17thcenturyasBelarusiansandUkrainians41),itbecomesapparent
that the projection of the present ethnopolitical boundaries on the past is reaching
its limits However,untilnow,theonlyperiodwithspecial,supra-nationalstatusin
literaryhistoryistheearlyMiddleAges;theareainquestionisreferredtoasOldRusʹ
inmostsynthesesandisthusnotconfinedtoBelarusianterritory 

DuetotheBelarusocentricperspectiveofBelarusianliteraryhistory,thequestion
regardingtheparticipationofotherethnicgroupsisdismissed BalticLithuaniansonly
playaroleaslongastheymixwiththeEasternSlavs,assimilateculturallyandshare
Belarusianculturalachievements Exceptforonestudythathighlightsthisdeficitof
reflection,mostauthorsdonotregardLithuanianachievementsorLithuanian-language
textsseriously Instead,theyeithernaivelyaffirmBelarusiandominanceorpropagate
anidealisticsituationofcoexistenceonequalfooting Theliteratureofminoritiesis
completelyoverlooked 

ThefactthattheemergenceoftheBelarusianidentityisnotscrutinisediscausedby
essentialistpremises TheliteraryhistoriesassumeadivisionbetweenBelarusiansand
Ukrainians,withthedisintegrationofRusʹasastartingpoint Attheconceptuallevel,
thetermOldBelarusianastheubiquitousdesignationusedforthevernacularlanguage
(which,likeitscounterpartOldUkrainian,cannotbefoundinthesources),supports
andendorsesthenationalviewpointontheliterarypast Itinhibitsanyquestionsthat
wouldseektosubstantiatetheactualbordersbetweenlanguagesintheexistingtext
material Onthewhole,thereisastrikingdeficitofinformationaboutthelinguistic
natureofthetexts(andnotonlytheircontent)andtheperceptionofdistinctnessof
particularidiomsandliteraturesinthevariousepochs 

FromtheperspectiveofSlavonicStudiesabroadand,mostimportantly,historic
researchofEasternEurope,severalpreconceptionsfoundin theoverviewliterature
needtobequestioned However, the lastyearshaveseenremarkabledevelopments
inOldBelarusianStudiesthatproverelevanttotheentirefieldofSlavonicStudies 
TheideathatthecanonofBelarusianliteratureisnotmonolingual(withLatinorChurch

41 ThequestionofconceptualisingtheBelarusian-Ukrainianrelationsisoneofthemostfascinating
anddifficult IsitpossibletoseparatethesetwoliteraryhistoriesintheEarlyModernperiod(e g 
inrespectofthedenominationalpolemicsintheBaroque)?Acorrespondingsectionhasnotbeen
includedinthisarticledueoftheusualeconomicconsiderationsbutalsoduetothefactthatthere
arehardlyanydifferencesordevelopmentsinthesynthesesreviewedinthisregard Asdiscussed
attheendofSection4,ÌgarKlìmaǔistheonlyexception 
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Slavonicplayingamarginalrole,propellingthedevelopmentofanationaltradition)
is,infact,ground-breaking Earliersynthesestendtodownplaythepresenceofother
written languages, starting with Church Slavonic  They also leave out information
whichwouldcontradictthenational-languagenarrative YetthemultilingualismofOld
Belarusianliteratureisstrikinglyevidentalreadyinthe1950s,whenonereadsbetween
the lines  Ithasbeencontinuouslygainingrelevanceandproves tobeconceptually
fundamentalintheoverviewspublishedin2006/2007and2010 

TheanalysedbooksshowindetailhowLatin-languageauthorsandtextsemerge
as marginal phenomena before gradually moving towards a more central position
and–withHussovianus’sCarmendebisonte–eventuallyconstituteafundamental
buildingblockinestablishingtheBelarusianRenaissance HavingitsownRenaissance
isadefiniteproofthatBelarusbelongstoEuropeandthatitscultureisdistinctfrom
Russian  Polish-speaking authors and works in Polish follow the same path into
Belarusianliteraryhistoryatalaterpoint Theyencounteredmoredifficultiesdueto
thepoliticalandculturaldominanceofthehistoricalneighbour,presentedasapolicyof
imposingCatholicismandPolishcultureandlanguage AlthoughtheChurchSlavonic
languageholdsafirmplaceinalmostallliteraryhistoriesasthefirstwrittenlanguage
oftheEasternSlavs,therearesurprisinglymanymaterialdiscrepanciesthatarisein
thisrespect Itisoftennotclearwhichtextswerewrittenin(Old)ChurchSlavonicand
whichwerewrittenintheEasternSlavonicvernacular,ifsuchamarkeddifferentiation
makesanysenseatall Someindividualcases,suchasSkaryna’stranslation(?)ofthe
Bible, are still controversial today  In theoverview literature, the languageofRusʹ
remainsanothermystery Atsomepoints,thereaderlearnsthatthevernacularreplaced
ChurchSlavonicrelativelyquickly,whereasotherparagraphsinthesamebookmay
claimthesetwoidiomscoexistedfunctionally(diglossia)uptothe17thcentury While
the academic literature history of 2006/2007 does not address this issue, Klìmaǔ
advancesthethesisthattheabsolutemajorityoftheearlytextswerewritteninChSl 
Texts invernacular language, therefore,eitherbelongin theextra-literarysphereor
aretheresultofmereinfluencesoforallanguage Itisactuallyurgentandnecessary
toquestionandchallengethemetanarratives,takenoverfromSoviettimes,aswellas
todiscussalternativeopinions(e g Rothe,2000;Belarusiantransl :Rote,2014-2015)
andtakeintoaccountthecurrentstateoflinguisticresearch 

FurtherchangesaretobeexpectedinthisdynamicareaofresearchonoldSlavonic
literatures Perhapssomenewvoiceswillputanend to the invariabilityofauthors
ofcollectivemonographsandbring further ideas into thediscourse  It isaburning
andhighlycontroversialquestionhowtodefinetheconceptualframeworkforliterary
historyandtodecidewhetherastrictlyBelarusianliteraryhistoryfortheolderepochs
isdesirableatall ShouldtheideaofamultilinguallìtaraturaBelarusìbeaccepted,
whichishighlyprobable,textsindifferentlanguagesmustbeconsideredequallyinall
periodsofliteraryhistory Ifsynthesesofliteraryhistoryweretowithdrawfromthe
conceptofBelarusasabasicunitandconsistentlyrefertohistoricalformationssuch
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astheliteratureoftheRusʹperiod,theGrandDuchyofLithuania,theRzeczpospolita
etc ,thecanonwouldhavetobefundamentallyexpanded 

ThemonographsofSârgejKavalëŭonRenaissanceliterature(Kavalёŭ,2010and
2011)alreadydefinetheirsubjectareaaspoetryorliteratureoftheGrandDuchyof
Lithuaniaandtheintroductionshighlightthecoexistenceandinterweavingofdifferent
written languagesand literatures Theanalyticalchapters follow inseveral respects
thetraditionalBelarusianconventions,42yetKavalёŭ(2009,p 92)putsforwardthe
ideaofaliteraryhistoryoftheGrandDuchyofLithuaniatobewrittenininternational
cooperation A consistent resignation from national categories must be considered
carefully,indeed Asaconsequence,itcouldbecomeimpossibletouseolderliterature
asabasisforstabilizingBelarusiannationalidentity–andtojustifythebenefitsof
one’sresearchforsociety 

TranslatedintoEnglishbyAnnaWośko43
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