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A Linguistic Analysis of Ivan Mazepa’s
Universals and Letters

MICHAEL A. MOSER

UKRAINIAN AS THE OFFICIAL LANGUAGE OF THE HETMANATE
UNDER HETMAN IVAN MAZEPA

IN TERMS OF BOTH FUNCTIONALITY AND LANGUAGE STATUS, it is obvious
that the sphere of administration is a particularly important domain of any
written language. Studies on the history of languages, however, often pay scarce
attention to administrative documents, especially if they deal with periods when
other domains, in particular those of belles-lettres, are already represented in
the corpus quite well. As for the Ukrainian case, earlier documents, such as the
charters of the late fourteenth century and early part of the fifteenth, have been
rather thoroughly analyzed by linguists, and their significance for the study
of the Ukrainian language is widely acknowledged. Philological and linguistic
research on the language of later official documents, including those of the
Hetmanate in Left-Bank Ukraine, has been much less intense, though, and
information on this topic is usually reduced to a few remarks in textbooks.!

As a result, little is known about Ukrainian as a chancery language dur-
ing the Hetmanate. However, a general look at the Ukrainian situation in the
eighteenth century makes it plausible to assume that it was not a new forma-
tion, but a continuation of earlier Ruthenian traditions. Like other varieties
of Ukrainian, the language of administration was still exposed to the rather
strong impact of the Polish language despite the political divide, while the role
of Russian as a contact language gradually became more important during
that period, too.?

Although we are not dealing with Ivan Mazepa’s personal language but with
that of his chancery, a brief look at Mazepa’s own linguistic profile is apropos
here. Born on 20 March 1639 in Mazepyntsi near Bila Tserkva, Mazepa, a
descendant of émigrés from the more western parts of Ukraine, studied at
the Kyivan Mohyla College in Kyiv and the Jesuit College in Warsaw. After
spending some time in the German and Italian lands, the Netherlands, and
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France, he became a royal courtier in Warsaw before returning to Ukraine in
1663. Based on these biographical data, it is safe to assume that Mazepa was
fluent in both Ukrainian and Polish and that he knew Church Slavonic and
Latin well; his excellent command of Latin was praised by his contemporaries.?
Back in Ukraine, Mazepa forged an impressive career. After being captured
during one of his many diplomatic missions to the Crimean Tatars by the
Zaporozhian Cossacks in 1674, he was handed over to the Left-Bank hetman,
Ivan Samoilovych. From that time onward he “quickly gained the confidence
of Samoilovych and Tsar Peter I, was made a ‘courtier of the hetman, and
was sent on numerous missions to Moscow.... In 1682 Mazepa was appointed
Samoilovych’s general osaul, and in July 1687 he was elected the new hetman.
From then on, Mazepa was in continuous contact with Muscovite officials and
their Russian language, but this does not necessarily mean that Mazepa had a
very good active command of Russian. If Oleksander Ohloblyn maintained in
his fundamental book that, “along with Polish, Muscovite, and Tatar, he had a
command of Latin, Italian, and German, and knew French,” this might seem to
be too bold an assumption. However, Tatiana Tairova-Iakovleva, obviously rely-
ing on the memoirs of Mazepa’s French contemporary, Jean Casimir de Baluze,
partly agrees that Mazepa, “along with Ukrainian, Russian, and Polish, knew
Latin perfectly...and spoke Italian and German,” adding that it was Pylyp Orlyk
who maintained that Mazepa also knew the Tatar language “very well”¢

THE SOURCES

One of the crucial problems of studying the language of Ivan Mazepa’s chancery
becomes evident very quickly: Only a few texts have been edited in a way that
can be called more or less satisfactory from a philological or linguistic perspec-
tive. As for the many editions of Mazepa’s letters, for example, even the most
fundamental matters of text tradition often remain unclear. Time and again one
cannot be certain whether the edited text is based on an original manuscript
from the Hetmanate’s chancery, a copy, or simply another edition, and very
often it is not even clear if the edition is based on the version that was issued
in the hetman’s chancery or on a translation made for Russian addressees.
Fortunately, questions like these have not been neglected by Ivan Butych in
his editions of Mazepa’s universals (MU, MU II) or by V’iacheslav Stanislavs’kyi
in his edition of Mazepa’s letters of 1687—91 (ML). Since a number of important
documents from the Hetmanate, particularly the universals, have been recently
edited more carefully than ever (XU, HU), one might be quite optimistic.” New
studies could significantly deepen our knowledge of the official Ukrainian lan-
guage of the Hetmanate in the second half of the seventeenth century and the
beginning of the eighteenth (although, admittedly, a closer look soon reveals
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a considerable amount of dubious or clearly erroneous renderings in some of
these recent editions, too). After all, the importance of this topic for Ukrainian
historical sociolinguistics is obvious. In the end, we are dealing with an idiom
that represents the last historical variety of Ukrainian functioning as a vital
official language prior to the first new steps that were taken in the Austrian
Empire after the Revolution of 1848.8

My present small contribution focuses on one major question: To what
extent did the Muscovite official language already exert an influence on the
language of the Hetmanate’s chancery under Ivan Mazepa? My tentative answer
will be based on an analysis of two universals from Mazepa’s chancery, dating
from different periods of his hetmancy, and a comparison with the language
of some official letters to Muscovite addressees. While Mazepa’s universals
represent the internal official written language of the Hetmanate at the turn
of the eighteenth century and offer an answer to the question of whether the
Hetmanate’s linguistic traditions remained intact, Mazepa’s external corre-
spondence with Muscovite addressees is situated in a rather different context
because this communication constellation is multilingual from the very outset.
Against the background of upcoming developments it is the factors of Russian-
Ukrainian linguistic adaptation and comprehension that are of significant
interest: Was the language of the hetman’s letters to Muscovite addressees
basically identical to the internal official language of the Hetmanate, and was
it understood as such in Muscovy? Or was the Hetmanate’s official language
maintained on the Ukrainian side, but translated in order to be understood by
the Russian side? Or did the Hetmanate’s chancellery adapt its correspondence
with Muscovites to Russian linguistic traditions already at this rather early
stage?®

Two UNIVERSALS

In Butych’s edition one of the first universals, which is based on an original
manuscript, was issued by Ivan Mazepa on 9 October 1687 in Baturyn:

Ioans Masena, rerMaH® 3 Bo#cKOoMD MXP LZPCKOro HpecBBTAOro
BeAUYeCTBa 3alOPO3CKIM.

Bceii crapmmnb u yepHb Boricka uxb Ligpckoro mnpecsbTaoro
BeAUYeCTBa 3allOpO3CKOTO, a4 MEHOBUTE TN4HY IOAKOBHMKOBU
MPUAYLIKOMY, OOO3HOMY, CyOM M OCayAOM TOAKOBBIM, COTHMKOM
[sic] arTamaHOM, BOHTOMD M KOXAOMY, KOMy KOABEK> O TOM BbpaTU
HaAA€XMM, O3HalIMyeM: JDKb 3aXOBYIOYM Mbl NpaBa MAHACTUPEBU
Tyctuxckomy TIpuMAyLKOMY OT OBIBIIBIXD aHTELeCapOBb HAIUUXD
HapaHble CUMD HAIIMMD YHBBEpPCAaAOMD OHBlE CTBEPXXKaeMb U
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Mo3BOAsileM TipeBeAe6HOMY B bBory oruy ABkceHrilo fAxumoBuuio,
irymeHoBM MoHacTupa MeHewHoro IycTuuckoro Ilpuayukoro u 1o
HeMb OyAy4bIM OmiLieM iCyMeHOM UM BCBMb TOell 00MTeAM 3aKOHHUKOM
AASL yCTaBu4HOU Blawux] Muroctax'® moaeHHbIx xBaabl Boxoil u AAs
BCIIapTsi BCETAQILHBIX POCXOAOBD MAHACTBIPCKUX CeAOM AeliMaHOBKOIO
BAaABTU M 3 MABIHOBD AaBbIAEHKOBOTO O ABOX KaMeHsx B ceab Baikaxb
u mod mbcromp BapBowo IBaHa Touyenoro m IBaHa Asmka o ABOXb
KaMeHsx 3 CTYnaMu Ha peud Yaaio, a B ceab AeiimaHoBLB XBeCKOBOro
u KocTuHOro xureaesi TaMOIIHX, )Xe O ABOX> KaMeHsX 3 CTYIaMM Ha
pBuLs Aucoropiyh CTOSYMXb BIIEASIKUX PO3MBPOBUX U [Sic] IPUXOAAYDBLY
MOXUMKOBD 3b KO3ALKOTO BEJAYI's BOAHOCTEN KO3ALKUX MOAOBMHY, a
3 MYXXULIKOIO ABOXb YacTeli 3axuBaTu. Teant abbl eMy, omily irymeny,
U3 BCBM 3aKOHHMKOM MaHacTsipa [ycTeinckoro 3 [!, probably instead
of 8] AepxaHI0 OHOro ceaa M B OmOBpaHi0 3 NOMEHEHHBIX MAMHOBD
HaAeXaThlx [sic] MOXMMKOBD XadHass He ABsAacA HUM Om KOro 3
CTapIIMHBI Y YepHB IIEePEeLIKOAA U TPYAHOCHI, MBTH XO4YeM, a BOUTOBU U
Bceli rpoMaah ceaa AeriMaHOBKM IpbIKasye, xebbl 6e3 cripoTBeHCTBa
BILEASIKOE TIOMEHEHHOM OOBITEAB HaAeXNTOE 00AABAAM TIOCAYLIEHCTBO,
BapyeMb O0HaK®b, Xe0bl KO3aKu B TOM CeAb MellKaiouue IpU CBOMXD
KO3aLKUX'b BOAHOCTSX'D HEHAPYIUHE 30CTABaAM, He Y3HAIOYM XKA0OHOI om
NPEpeYoHOro OmLa iryMeHa 1 6paTuit AOAETAMBOCTM.
Aans B [!] BaTypuss, oKTOOpIs 9, POKY 1687.
3BuUIIrb MEHOBaHbIZ T€TMaH, PYKOIO BAACHO10.!

At a time much closer to the Battle of Poltava, on 20 April 1708, Mazepa
issued another brief universal in Bila Tserkva, close to his original home-
stead:

ITpecBBTABIMIIOro U AepXXaBHBHII020 BEAUKOTO FOCYAAPS €ro LIapCKOro
[sic] BeAuyecTBa Bolickb ZanmoOpoXXCKMXDb IeTMaHb CAABHOTO 4YMHA
caaToro anocroaa AHapest v Bbaoro Opaa KaBaaepsb loans Masena.
ITaHy TOAKOBHMKOBM TepesICAABKOMY, CTapuiMHB IOAKOBOIA,
COTHMKOMD ¥ BCBMD CTapIIMMb ¥ MEHLIUMD BOVICKOBOT'O ¥ TIOCTIOAMTOTO
YMHY B MOAKY TOMD 3HAMAYIOUMMBCS OObIBaTeAEMD M KOXKAOMY, KOMY
6bI KOABEKD O TOMb BBAATH HAAEXKAAO, CUMDb YHBBEPCAaAOMD HAlIMMb
o3maitMyeMs [sic], kb maHbp AeHuch Aepkayb, COTHUKD HOOHOBCKIM
NPOCUAD HAIOTO TAaKOrO PeCHeKTy, abMCMO Kb BCHAapTIO AOMOBMXb
ero noTpe6d Hapaau emy ceao CywKy B moAky IlepesicaaBKoMb B
coTHb ByOHOBCKOII 3HaiiAylouoecs. Mbl NpeTO reTMaHb M KaBaAepb
PeCIeKTyIoYM Ha PpOHeHble ero M Temepb poHAdiecs B Boiicky
ZanopoXXCKOMDb YCAYTH, @ U BIIPEAD AO OHBIXD 3a0X0YYIOUM, 2 AO TOTO
YIASIAQIOYM U Ha TO€, YTO OHb ITaHb COMHUKD OYOHOBCKI Upe3db IeBHOE
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BpeMs HEBOAIO LIBELIKYIO TepI’BAD M THIMB CaMBIMb AO KpaifHero Ha
cyOCTaHLIiM CBOeit NPUILOAD 3HMILEHs, HapaeMb eMy, MaHy AeHucy,
COTHMKOBY OYOHOBCKOMY NpepeyoHoe ceAo CyILKHM B 3YTIOAHYIO TOCCECi0
3b BCBMM KTPYHTaMy, AOOPaMM U YIOAISIMM 3AaBHa M Tenep [sic] Tyaa
MPMHAAEXAYMMH, TIO3BOASIIOUM OM1 AIOAEI TTOCIOAUTHX [sic] HaaeXuTOe
MOCAYIIEHCTBO U NOBMHHOCTH a3 [sic] IPyHTOBD M AOGDPD TaMOLIHMBIX
[sic] xopucTu Beskie M MOXMUTKM ombOupaty, 3a 4MMD abbl MaHD
MOAKOBHMKD TIE€PESICAABCKIi, Telep HaKasHbI, a BIped COBEpILEHHBIN,
CTapLIMHA TIOAKOBasl, COMHUKM Y HUXTO 3T0AQ, He BAXMUACH, €My MaHy
Aepkady, B TOM >XapHOM UMHUTU MEPELIKOABI, NUAHO TPUKa3yeM U
I'PO3HO BapyeM, BOUT 3aC’h TAMOLIHI Cb IIOCOACTBOMb, ONIPOYD CaMUX
K03aKoBb (?),12
Aepxauy, omaaBatd [sic].

Aanb B BBaoit LiepkBy, anpeast 20, poxy 1708.

3BUIIPMEHOBAHHMI FTETMaH'b M KaBaAep, PYKOIO BAACHOW0."

TMIOBUHHBI BbCEN NMOCAYIIEHCTBO U NOBMHHOCTU €MY, II.

395

Basically, the two documents—both editions are based on original docu-
ments—are written in the same language. It is the typical Ukrainian chancery
language of the period, with its significant amount of genuinely Polish elements
and lexical loans from Latin (mostly via Polish), but still almost no loans from
Russian. The substance of this language is clearly Ukrainian with some ele-
ments of a North Ukrainian dialectal character, both in terms of phonology
and inflectional morphology.

The following phonological and orthographic features make the text typi-
cally Ukrainian:

3

The treatment of etymological é, which is usually used etymologically
correctly, but is sometimes confused with y: cf. 1687: cyou (dative singular)
or & for etymological i in ynBepcasom®s; as is typical of North Ukrainian
dialects, & appears as e only in unstressed syllables, as in Ha peirs along
with Ha pBuus // 1708: yubBepcaaoms; see also B Baoit Liepxsu (the noun
is probably formed from the nominative form Lepxksa, so -u is likely to be
the reflex of 5 here);

The mixing of u and bI: MABIHOB®D, 00bITEA, 3BULIB, [ycTUHCKOMY along
with TycTeiHCKOrO, npbIKasyem, posMbpoBux, ObIBLIBIXD, OYAYYbLM,
MPUXOASYBLX; 1708: KOPUCTH, 3BMLIbMEHOBAHHMIA, a6MCMO, AOMOBUXD,
MOCIIOAUTHX;

The reflex C(C)’V < *CpjV: 1687: Bciiaprs (genitive singular); 1708: BcrapTio
(dative singular), summens (genitive singular), but 1708 with the Church
Slavonic reflex: yroaismu;

The treatment of *jbzs and s: 1687: 3 MABIHOB, 3 MY>KMLIKOTO, 3 CTYTIaMU,
u3 [=i3 or i 37 —MM)] BC’bM 3aKOHHIKOM, 3 CTApLIMHbI M 4epHb, 30CTaBaAK;
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1708: 3b BCBMU KIpyHTaM¥, 3HUILeH (genitive singular), 3HaiAylouumbCs,
3HAMAYI0Y0€ECS], 3T0AQ, 3YTIOAHYIO;

+ Theloss of *jb-: 1687: MBTH, MEHEHHOTO, 3 TOMEHEHHBIX, MEHOBaHHbIit; 1708:
3BULIbMEHOBaHHUI;

« The spelling “o” after sibilants: 1687: Boxoii (genitive singular feminine);
1708: [IpecBbTAaBitIIOro, Aep>KaBHb111020, HAILIOTO, 3HAMAYIOHOECS;

+ The hardening of r, which is typical of North Ukrainian (and partially
Southwest Ukrainian), but not Southeast Ukrainian dialects: 1687:
MJHACTbLPA, 1708: Teneps, but: 1708: rocyaaps;

«+ The spelling “mj0”: 1687: moaeHHbIx; but 1708: uro;

« The spelling “0aA-": 1687: odaaBaau (in this case the Russian pronunciation
rules could also have yielded the spelling “A” due to the regressive assimila-
tion of pAaB-;

+ The spelling “meHu-" (not MeHbIL-): 1708: MEHILVMb;

« The spelling “kr-": 1708: krpyHTamy; but 1708: rpyHTOBD;

«+ The spelling “3anopoackum, sanopo3ckoro” instead of etymologically ori-
ented 3anopoxxckoro, which would have been preferred in the Russian
documents of the time. )

As for morphology, the following elements are noteworthy:

» The frequent use of the dative ending -oBu with masculine nouns: 1687:
MOAKOBHUKOBY, MAHACTUPEBH, BOATOBH, et al.; 1708: MOAKOBHUKOBH,
COTHMKOBUY;

+ The hard stem in BcerpamHsix;

+ The soft-stem masculine locative ending -[u] in B om6BpaHio;

+ The conjugation of xoTBTH: 1687: X0uem;

« The personal endings in past tense and conditional forms of the verb: 1708:
abucmo [...] HapaAm;

+ The instrumental singular form TeIM®B: 1708: ThIM'b;

+ The instrumental singular form unms: 1708: unMB;

+ The inflectional form ABoxb: 1687: 0 ABOX KaMeHsX, O ABOXb KaMEHX,
ABOXb YacTel.

At the syntactic level, the noun phrase o + locative case with a qualitative
meaning, which is typical of older Ukrainian (and Polish) sources, is notewor-
thy (o ABox xameHsix).

Only a few elements come into play if the question of a possible impact
of the Russian tradition is raised. In the universal of 1687 it is virtually only
the Church Slavonic form Baapgbtu, which is not typical of older Ukrainian
chancery texts,™ but is widespread in Middle Russian secular sources; in the
universal of 1708 it is the Church Slavonic form Bpems (which is combined
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in one nominal phrase with the Polonism neBHoe) and, as another Church
Slavonic form, coBepurenneiit. None of these elements is genuinely Russian,'s
and all of them were well known from the Ukrainian Church Slavonic tradi-
tions. Still, Church Slavonic does not play a particularly important rule in these
or any other universals from Mazepa’s chancery. Even in the tsar’s epithets
the adjectival ending of the genitive masculine singular quite consistently
reads -oro in the original documents, not -aro (¥x® Ligpckoro npecBbTAOrO
BeAudecTBa, [IpecBBTABIMILOrO 1 Aep)XaBHBH11I020 BEAMKOTO TOCYAADS €ro
LIAPCKOTO BEAUYECTBA).

On the other hand, genuinely Polish elements occur in both texts rather
frequently. To name only those that are phonologically marked (markers are
emphasized without comments):

1687: KOAB€K’b, BCIIApPTsi, BAPYeMD, BHIEASKOE, BIIEASIKUX, BEOAYI'b, TEADI,
HepemKkoAa, mpepevyoHoro, BaacHomwo [from Czech]; adverbs in -e:
MEHOBMTE, HEHapyLIHe.

1708: KOABEK'b, BCIIAPTIO, BapyeM, MeBHOe, epelKoAbl, Bipeas (cf. Polish
wprzéd), npepedoHoe, BAacHow [via Polish from Czech], krpyHramu.

Functional words often coincide with their Polish equivalents, too: the conjunc-
tions 1x®, xe, xe6bl, and the negative pronoun >xadHas in the document of
1687 or the conjunction wxp (along with uro), the coordinative causal con-
junction mpeTo, the negative pronoun apHoit and the particle sacs in the
universal of 1708.

Both universals are, to wit, perfectly representative for the whole corpus of
Ivan Mazepa’s universals, which continued the Hetmanate’s linguistic traditions
without any disruption.

Two EARLY LETTERS TO MUSCOVITE ADDRESSEES

The status of the Hetmanate as a Muscovite protectorate had already been
established for more than three decades when Ivan Mazepa became hetman,
but the Hetmanate’s chancery still did not compose its letters to Muscovites
in Russian. In fact, a crucial caveat must be added here. Both earlier and more
recent editions contain a lot of Russian documents that were issued by Mazepa,
but a closer look reveals that virtually all these texts are mere translations. Very
often they are introduced by remarks, such as “Bo , B-M“ KBeAMKUMb FCAPEMB
/ reTMaHCKOMb AMCTY NMOMMSA /HOBAaHMI ITUTAaX'h HAaMMUCaHO™® or “crmcok ¢
AucTa 6eaopyckoro nucbMma,’” and a comparative look at the language of these
“crimckn” and other documents makes it clear that “cincox” does not mean
“copy” here but “translation®
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The following two letters to Muscovite addressees are apparently based on
original documents.? The first letter was written by Mazepa to Count Vasilii
Golitsyn in Baturyn on 10 January 1689:

Boxielo MuAocTiio nNpecBBTABAIINXD U AEPKABHBUIINX BEAUKUX
rocyaapei uapeii u BeAukux KHsase# loanHa AaexchbeBuuya Iletpa
AAekcbeBUYa U BeAUKia rocyAapuHU GAAroBBbpHia LigpeBHbI M BEAMKia
kHDkHbl Codint AaekchbeBHbl, Bcest Beaukis u Maais u Bbabia Poccin
CaMOAEPXKLIEBb, U MHOTMX TOCYAAPCTBD U 3€MeA BOCTOYHBIXD U
3aMadHbIXb M CHBBEPHBIXD Omumuder U AbAMYeH M HacABOHUKOB® U
rocyaapeii u obAaapaTeAell MXb LiAPCKOIO IPECB/LTAOTO BEAMYECTBA
6AKHOMY 6osipyHy M Boamoro moAKy ABOPOBOMY BOe€BOAS,
sICHeBeAMOXXHOMY KHs310 Bacuailo Bacuaiesuuy foanuuny, ugpcreeHHia
601U Me4yaTsl M TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX BEAMKMXD M TNOCOACKUX ABAD
obeperarealo, 1 HAM’BCHTHUKY HOBIOPOOCKOMY, MOEMY BeAlle AaCKaBOMY
FOCHOAUHY, TIDUSITEAEBU M MUAOCTMBOMY OAArOABTEAEBM, HU3KOE MOe
3aCBIAQIO YOAOOUTBe.

Toamaua cbackoro AuHuca AMXMHMHMA N0 YKa3y BEAUKUX TOCyAapel
Y BEAUKOE TOCYAGPVIHY, CITOAHE 3 TOAMAa4OM5 Orns MeHe 3 [lepeBorouHOU
BBIHAlIAEHBIMD A0 KpuMy moceiaaHoro, 1 B KasukepmeHb uepe3 bes
Ka3MKEpMaHCKOTO0 HaCUAHO Ha3ald 3aBepHEHOro, u Ko MHb B Barypuns
reHBapa 8 NpHUOBIAOTO OTNMYCTMAEM® 51 K LIapCTBYIOLIOMY BEAMKOMY
rpapy MockBb 3 AMCTOM MOWMM® AO MX LGDCKOTO TNPECBITAOIO
BEAUYECTBA, O HACUAHOMD 3aBEPHEHIO UX NMCAHOM®, 3 KOTOPOTO AUCTA
BCe MO€e AOHECEHbe BalIOZ KHSKOU BEAMOXXHOCTU BBAOMO byaem. A xe
TOM ToAMa¥ AeHUCh AUXMHUHD 2 3 HUM U O MeHe BbIPaBOBaHbIL
ApPyrui Toamay B Kpums mpobxaru He BO3MOTAM, M cnocobs Tom o
NPOBBAOBaHHIM [sic] KPUMBCKOTO MOBeAEHIa He BOCTIPUSAAD )KEAAEMOTO
COBEpPIIEHBCTBA; TEAbl pasBb 3 SA3bIKOBB, siKMX I'ocnioab Borb moaatu
HaM® M3BOAMA® TOBEeAeHie M HambpeHie HempusaTeickoe BBAOMO
6yAems, o sKie sA3bIKM g BaTary noaeBoMy locumny KyAukoBu 3 BeAMknm
NPMAEXaHIEMD CTapaTUCs NPUKa3aAeMDb; M BIieped BCAKO KOMY TOOHO
npukaxy. [Tpyu cem 00pa10Ccsi MUAOCTMBOZ BaLIOZ KHSDKOL BEAMOXHOCTH
6AaroaBTeackoit Aaclie.

3 BarypuHa re#Bapa 10 pOKy 1689.

Baios KHsKOI BEAMOXXHOCTM 3BI¥AMBBIL BCero Aobpa mpusTes u
HU3KMI CAYTa

IBanp Masena rermax Boiicka uxb napckoro [sic] mpecBBTAO20
BeAndecmBa 3anoposkoro.?’

The second letter is dated the very same day and was addressed to the Rus-
sian tsars, Ivan and Peter Alekseevich, and Tsarina Sophia Alekseevna:
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Boxielo Muaoctiio mpecBBTABAIINMS U AepXXaBHBUIUVMS BEAUKUMD
rOCYAAPEMb LiAPeMb M BeAMKUM® KHA3eMb loaHHy AaekcheBudio,
IMeTpy AAekcbeBUYIO, ¥ BEAUKOL TOCYAAPbIHE OAGTrOBEpHOL LapeBHs, U
Beaukoy KHDKHB Codin AaexcheBHb, Bcea Beauxis u Maabist u Bbabis
Pocciu camopepxuieMb, MOCKOBCKMMD, KUEBCKUMB, BAAAMMEPCKUMD,
HOBIODOOCKMMbD, LdPEMDb Ka3aHbCKUM®, LAPeMs aCTPaXaHbCKUMD,
uapeMb CcMOBpCKMMB, TOCYAAPEMD IICKOBCKUMbB, M  BEAUKUMS
KHA3€Mb AMTOBCKMMB, CMOAEHBCKUM®, TBEPCKUM®B, BOABIHBCKUMD,
MOAOACKUMbD, IOTOPCKUM®, TIEPMCKUMb, BAMILKUMB, OOATapCKUMB U
MHBIXD, TOCYAAPEMD M BEAMKUM® KHA3eMb HoBaropopa HU3OBCKie
3€MAM, 4epHBrosckuMs, pe3aHsCKUMDb, NOAOMLKUMbD, POCTOBCKUMS,
SAPOCAABCKMMb, 6eA003epCKUMB, YAOPCKUM®D, 00AOPCKUMB,
KOHBAUICKUMD, BUTENB5CUMD, MCTUCAABCKMM® U BCesl CBBEPHBIA
CTpaHbl OBEAUTEAEMD U TOCYAAPEMD UBEPCKisl 3eMAM, KAPTAAMHBCKUX
U KTPY3UHBCKUXD Lidpeli M KabapAMHBCKOE 3eMAM, YePKaCKUX Y TOPCKUX
KHA3€l{ ¥ MUHbLX MHOI'MX TOCYAAPCTBD U 3eMeA BOCTOYHBIX, Y 3alladHbIX,
¥ CBBEPHBIX OmYMdeMs U ABAMYEMD, U HACABAHUKOM®, ¥ TOCYAAPEMD, U
obAaapaTerems, BallleMy LIapCKOMY TIPECBLTAOMY BEAUYECTBY.

Ipans Masena rermand 3 BozickoM Balero gpcKoro npecB#wTAO20
BeAUYecTBa 3amOpO¥CKUM® MaAb AO AULIA 3eMHOT'O Npeod NpecBBTABIMS
Balllero 1igpPCKO20 BEAKYECTBA MAaeCTaTOMDb, Y CTOMBI HOI'b MOHApIINXD
CMUPEHHO YeAOM’ 610. ITo IpeMO)XHOM'b BaILIOMb LigPCKOT'O [IPECBITAO20
BeAUYECTBA YKasy, SIKO 5 NepBhe Mo NpedAOXKeHbIo OAMKHero bosipuna
1 Boa1oro moAKy ABOpOBOTO BOEBOABI SICHEBEAMOXXHOTO €0 MMAOCTH
kHa38 Bacuaisn BacuaieBuua ToamipiHa, IjapcTBeH®HBIE 6olMe
NeYaT U TOCYAAPCTBEHBHBIX BEAUKUX U TIOCeACKMX ABAD obeperaTeas
U HaMBCTHMKa HOBrOpOOCKOro, Mo BBpHOI MoOel Ky BaMb BEAUKUMB
TOCYAAPEMD M BEAMKOU TocyaapbiHh cAyx6b npuabxHoe Moe
TIPUKAAAAAEMb CTAPaHBbe, O BbICAAHDIO B KphIMDb TaKOBOro MOCHLALIMKA,
KOTOPBIZZ OB O BCAKOM® TaMOLIHEMDb ITOBOXXEH'BIO BBIBBAATUCS MOIAD:
SIKOXX'> TUMD MOMM'b NIPUABKHBIM® CTaDAaHbEMDb Y BBIHALLOA Y BBICAAAD
6bIAD TOAMa4a AaHMAA MEPEBOAOYAHBCKOTO KOTOPBIE AO TAaKOro Abaa
6bIAD CIIOCOOEHD; TaKb M IMOTOMB 110 MMAOCTMBOZ BalUOZ LZPCKOTO
TIPECB/bTAOTO BeAUYeCTBa rpaMoTh 3 NpUCAaHHbIMS 3 CBBCKa TOAMauYeMb
AeHncoMd AVXMHUHBIMB, TO©XD MOE AOXKMAEMDb NPUABKHOE CTapaHbe:
e OHOrO IEepPeBOAOYAHBCK020 TOAMAada B OCHOCTAWHYI0 MOCBLAKY
COBOKYNMBIIY BHIIIPaBUAEMB OBIAD 060MX'b OHBIXD A0 CBuM 3anoposKoi,
AKOXD BAacHe Ha Chyb a HeKyAa MHYAQ TOTD NYTb HAOAKUTD, U
MMCaAeMDb AO aTaMaHa KOLIOBOro, ¥ A0 Bcero Husosoro Boiicka, muano
BallMM’b 1JAPCKOTO BEAUYECTBA MOHAPIIMMD YKa30Mb [IPUKa3yI0uy, abbl
ony 3 Chuy 1xb 060MXb TOAMaUYOBD BbicAaAM A0 KasukepMeHa, 1 skeObl
om cebe mucaau A0 Oest Ka3MKepMEHDBCKOTO, YT0O Oel ¥Xb TOAMAYOBDb
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He 3apepkaiouy, nponycTtuab A0 Ilepexonmy u BHyTpb Kpbimy. Tae
aTaMaHb KoloBbi ¥ Boicko HusoBoe (:A0060 HBKOTOpBIM TaMb e
YHOPHMMM TOAOCaMM CBOMMM B TOMD IEPELIKOXKAAM:) XD TOAMAYOBD
3 Cbuu 3anoposkoi A0 KasukepmeHy mopsioHe mpyM HPOBOXATBIXD
OMITYCTUAU U AO Oest Ka3MKEPMEHBCKOTO O OMITYCKb OHbIX A0 Kpbimy
mucaau. Kotopein Toamayb koraa npubbiau poo KasmkepMeny, u Abao
CBO€ O MCKY M po3MBHe U OKYIy HEBOAHMKOBD OOSIBUAM, TEABI TOTH
Oeli Ka3MKePMEH'bCKMI CIMCABIINCA O TOMD 3 0eeMb MEepPeKOHCKUMB,
He AONYCTMAD UMb TOAMayaMb exaTu B KpuMb HO HacuiHoO uXDb
3aBepHyAb Hazapb A0 ChbuM, omKOAb aTamaHb KowoBblZ M HusoBoe
Boiicko omIyCTMAM MXD B TOPOABI MAaAOPOCHUCKie M TPUOBIAM OHM
ToaMayb B BaTypunb renBaps 8 umcaa, rAe o cBoeMDb noespb M o
HacuiHOMD 3 KasukepMmeHa moBOpOTH Takb CAOBECHO CKa3aAM, SIKO
BbIIIel TYTh HAIUCAAOCH. S TepAbl ToAMaya cBBckoro AeHnca AMKOHMHA
3 CUM® AUCTOMB MOMM® AASl IOBHBHILOrO M OOWIMPHBIIIOTO O TOMb
AOHeCeH®s1 K BaMb BEAMKUM® TOCYAAPEMD M BEAUKOU TOCyAApbiHB
OMITyCKalouM AUCTD O aTaMaHa KOIIOBOro KO MHB O MOBOpPOTH uXb
TOAMAaYOBDb MMCAHBI, U AUICTD Oest Ka3MKepMEeHDbCKOTO Ha 3aropoXbe
NMCaHbll, U 3 3aNOpoXsi 3 HUMM »# TOAMadamy KO MHB NMPUCAaHbI, B
npuka3s Maabig Pocciu nocbiaaio: ¥ npyu cems sSKO HaMOKOpHbit omaaio
MEHe NPEMMAOCEPAHOI Balller0 LiZPCKOTO NPECB/LTAOTO BEAUYECTBA
6Aaroctun’s. 3 BarypuHa reHBaps 10 poky 1689.

Baiirero 1{apcKoro mpecB/»TAOTO BeAudecTBA BBPHBIA NMOOAAHBIE U
HallHWKai1umi CAyra,

IBanp Masena rermaHd Boilicka Ballero uapckoro npecBbTA020
BeAMyecTBa 3anoposkoro.?!

It is immediately clear that the language of both documents is still very
different from the Russian chancery language of the time. But what makes
these documents typically Ukrainian?

In trying to answer this question, one should certainly not focus on the
introductory or closing parts, with their Church Slavonic—based official epi-
thets and titles of the tsars, which were clearly adopted from Russian. It is
noteworthy, however, that typically Ukrainian traits can be found even in these
formulae. Thus, the letter to Golitsyn features the spelling i and u instead of
BI in rocyaapuny, 6aaroBbpHia, Maais; in the remainder of the address, the
spelling b1 instead of u in neuartsy; the spelling o after the sibilant in yoAo6uTbe;
the hard stem in 6amxHoMmy, the dative singular ending in npusreaeBu and
6aaropbTeaeBy; and the typically Ukrainian epithets sicneBeamoxxHoMy (with
the interfix -e-, not -0-), Beaue AackaBomy (in combination with the Russian
form of address rocnoauny), and MuaoctuBomy (in the secular sense, in com-
bination with the lexical neutral noun, npusiteaesy, and the Church Slavonic
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form 6aaroabreaesn). In the address of the letter to the tsars and the tsarina,
toponyms are spelled with an e instead of an u in BAapMepckuM®b, b instead of
u in cubbpckums and yepHBrosckums, and Kr in KrpysMHscKuxs, whereas the
spelling of e and not o after the sibilant in Bamemy, yeaoms (610) and Baiero
and particularly the adjectival ending of the genitive singular feminine -pist
confirm the considerable Slavonicization of this part (cf. also the etymological
spelling of 3anopoxckums).

The closing paragraph of the letter to Vasilii Golitsyn is also written in
keeping with Ukrainian traditions: mpu cem odparocst MMAOCTUBOZ BalloO#
KHSDKOI BeAMOXXHOCTU 6Aaaroabreackoi Aacue (with the North Ukrainian -e
as a reflex of € in the unstressed ending). The rendering of place and time in
the subscription shows 3 < *jbz® in 3 Barypuna, again rexBapa with hardened
r and the markedly Ukrainian form poky, while in his signature Mazepa uses
the typically Ukrainian adjective sbi#aubizi and the phonetically oriented
spelling 3anoposkoro. In the closing paragraph of the letter to the tsars, the
e after the sibilant is again encountered in Baiero (Ligpckoro pecBwTAOTO
BeAuvectBa), while the Ukrainian background of the text is confirmed by the
spelling 6aaroctun’s (dative singular) with u instead of b1, although this is
again only an orthographic peculiarity, while place and time in the subscription
are also clearly rendered in Ukrainian with 3 < *j»z® in 3 Barypuna and the
Ukrainian form poxky (this time renBaps does not show hardened r). Instead of
3bIYAMBBIL BCETO AOOpa mpusiTea M HM3Kui cayra in the signature of the letter
to Golitsyn, whom Mazepa obviously regarded as an equal, one now finds
the particularly humble BbpHbizi moopausiz 1 HagHWKaZmi cayra, whereas
3anoposKoro is now surprisingly written according to phonetics, as opposed
to the above-mentioned spelling of 3anopoxckums in the address.

The narrative parts of the two letters are much less bound to formal pre-
scriptions. The letter to Golitsyn is characterized by numerous markedly
Ukrainian features. The following spellings are of interest: u instead of b1 in
rocypapvuu and Kpums, Kpumy, kpumasckoro, u instead of unstressed e in
Aunnca (along with Aenucs), o after sibilants in napcreylomomy, pamot,
KHsDKOL, 3 ToAMauoma, hardened r in renBapa, 3 (< *jbz?) in 3 s3bk08% and
3 KoToporo aucta as well as 3 (< ¢») in front of vowels, voiceless conso-
nants, or sonorants, as in 3 [lepeBoaoyHo# (c» + genitive case), 3 BeAUKUM
HpUAeXaHieMD, 3 AMCTOM, 3 Hum. As for inflectional morphology, the following
elements are noteworthy: the personal endings in the past tense forms as in
ormyctuaems and npukasasems; the dative ending in Kyauxosy; the locative
ending in -[u] with a soft-stem neuter noun, as in 0 HaCU1HOMD 3aBepPHEHIO;
and the genitive feminine singular ending of the adjective in Beauxoe and the
genitive form of the personal pronoun mene. Two prepositional phrases are
of syntactic interest: the Ukrainian oo with the genitive case in a directional,
non-terminative meaning, as in Ao KpuMy rmocbiAaHOTo or OTIyCTUAEMS. .. AO
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MX Li@PCKOTO MpecsmTAOro BeanyectBa, and the Ukrainian uyepess with the
accusative for the expression of agency, as in uepe3 6est Ka3MKepMaHCKOIO
HACUAHO Ha3ald 3aBepHEHOro.??

Several lexical elements, some of which are genuinely Polish, confirm the
Ukrainian character of the letter to Golitsyn, such as the form of address
BeamoxxHoctH (dative singular) and the lexemes crioaHe (note the adverbial
-e), BbIHAl/AEHBLM'D, BBIIIPAaBOBaHbIL, AUCT(Db) (3 AUCTOM, 3 KOTOPOIO AUCTA),
cnioco6w (which functioned as a quite recent loan from Polish and Ruthenian
also in the Russian language of the time), the relative pronoun ki (sixie, sikux),
and the conjunction xe and its markedly Polish correlative element Tepsr.

The letter to Golitsyn also contains a few elements that are likely to have
been adopted from Russian and Russian Church Slavonic. Apart from the
above-mentioned titles and epithets, it is the construction no yxasy Beanknx
rocyaapeli v BeAukoe rocypapviu with Russian yxass (the word is not attested
in SSUM or Tym) and the local adverbial k HapcTByIOILIOMYy BEeAMKOMY IPaAy
Mocksb with the Slavonic participle and the Slavonic metathesis in rpaay,
whereby it is noteworthy that both phrases immediately refer to elements of
Muscovite rule, either to the tsars themselves or to their residence. But more
Church Slavonic elements are encountered in the text: Bo3aMorAu, BOCpusiA®b,
and coBepuenscTBa, with the vowel in the prefix according to the rules of the
Second South Slavic Influence; the spelling -ia in moBeaesia, also according
to the rules of the Second South Slavic Influence; the form ussoamas with the
Church Slavonic prefix us- (which probably cannot be interpreted as 3 with a
prothetic i- here; cf. Polish zwolic); the present passive participle >xeaaemoro
(ending in -oro, not -aro, though); the form pases with Church Slavonic pas-
instead of the North Slavic (including East Slavic) pos-; and, finally, the spell-
ing forms with the Church Slavonic i from the *CsjV- group in noseaesie,
HamBpenie and npuaexaniemd. At the same time, no markedly Russian ele-
ments, such as the spelling eBo instead of ero, the adjectival ending -0 in the
nominative masculine singular, etc., occur in documents like these.

The narrative part of the letter to Ivan and Peter Alekseevich and to
Tsarina Sophia Alekseevna (ML, 271—73) is basically written in Ukrainian,
too, as attested by the following orthographic and phonological elements:
u for b1 in B Kpump, ynopuumu and tums (rather [tym] than [tim] < TBMB);
e for unstressed u in Hekyaa; b for i in Toamau’ (several times); and e for
only in an unstressed position, as in o [...] poambHe or after j, as in exatu, o
cBoeMb noespk;? o after sibilants, as in Bamomb, Balio#, KOIOBHI, KOLLOBOTO,
TOAMa4y0Bb, NOBHBHIIOrO ¥ 061MpHBiiIOro, BeiHaIoA (although o was often
written phonetically in this last position in Middle Russian, too), 3 < *j»zs in
3 CBbBcka, 3 Chuu (several times), 3 Kasukepmena, as well as 3 for ¢b in front
of voiceless vowels and sonorants, as in 3 npucAaHHbIM® [...] ToAMaueMD, 3
CUM®B AUCTOMD, 3 HUMY; finally, hardened r in BHyTp®D, but retained soft r’in
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renBaps. Even B for etymological / occurs in the spelling of nosubzmoro. East
Slavic continuants of the *CsjV- group are reflected in the spellings crapanbe,
3anopoxbe, AOHeceHss (genitive singular), o mpedAOXXeHBIO, O BHICAAHBIO, O
[...] noBoXeHBIO, cTapanbeMb; the typically Ukrainian spelling is encountered
in 3 3anopoxs1, while the Church Slavonic reflex i occurs exclusively in the
Russian name Bacuais BacuaieBuya. The word rae is written with -e, not -&.
The following morphological features are noteworthy: the locative ending -u
of the soft neuter stem in o BeicAaHbi0 and o...1moBoxxeHs10 (some hard-stem
masculine nouns show the locative singular ending -u; cf. o ucxy with a velar
consonant and o...okyny in the same syntagm);** the short adjectival form
criocobend in the predicate (which was in general already quite rarely used in
Late Middle Ukrainian texts); the comparative form Beiez;? the forms of the
personal pronouns mete and cebe; the long neuter form of the pronoun Toe(>x’n)
and its instrumental form Tump [tym]; the personal form in past tense verbs,
as in MPUKAAAAAEMD, AOKUAEMD, BBIIIPABUAEMD ObIAD, TUCAAEMD, etc.; and the
remote past tense form, as in BbIHaIIOA U BBICAAAD ObIAD and BeIIpaBUAEMD
6b1a6. Two prepositional constructions are noteworthy at the syntactic level:
the frequent non-limitative A0 + genitive, as encountered in Ao Takoro Abaa
6bIAD CLIOCOOEHD, TMCAAEMb A0 aTaMaHa KouoBoro and BbIpaBUAEM® OBIAD
060uxp OHBIXD A0 Chun 3anoposkoti, u Ao Bcero Husosoro Boiicka, as well as
o0 + accusative case with the meaning of topic, as in Ao 6es kasukepMeH»CKOro
0 ommyckb oHbix A0 Kpbimy mucaam.

A number of lexemes are characteristic of the Ukrainian (and often Pol-
ish) traditions, such as: npemoxxoms (locative singular masculine); the title
SICHEBEAMOXKHOT'O €0 MUAOCTH (genitive singular) and the epithet MuaocTBOZ
(genitive singular feminine); and o...MOBOXXeHDbIO, BHIBBAATUCS, BBIHALLOA,
cniocobens (cf. the remark for cnoco6s above), odHocTariHyio, BeIpaBuAems,
[IMAHO, HEPELIKOXAAY, HEBOAHUKOBD, AUCTD, OOIMPHBIILOIO, AOHECEHBSI.
Markedly Polish forms are moceackux (AbAb) (genitive plural, along with
HOCBLALIMKA, TOCBLIKY, cf. mocoackux ABAb in the letter to Vasilii Golitsyn),
teab], and ky. Along with the genuinely Czech Polonism Baache, nopsidue is
encountered as another adverb ending in -e. The conjunction siko(>kp) seems
to be rather based on the Polish jako(z) than on Church Slavonic siko (xe)
here, and the use of the conjunction Ar60 corresponds rather to that of the
older Polish form [ubo than with the older Russian ar060. The genuinely Pol-
ish conjunctions >xe and >xe65s1 occur along with a6w1, which was also used in
Polish, but not in Russian, and uto6, which was encountered in Ukrainian as
well as in Russian. Finally, the noun uck® as in o ucky might be a loan from
Russian (there is no entry for ucks or even noucks in SSUM or Tym).

Russian and Church Slavonic elements occur sporadically in the narrative
part of the letters to the tsars. Along with the already encountered titles, the
syntagm uapctBeHsHbIe OoAmme nevaty from Vasilii Golitsyn’s title with the
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Slavonicizing adjectival ending -sie (but not -bis1) and B npuxa3z Maasis Poccin,
with the Church Slavonic ending -bis, are noteworthy, but these forms are quo-
tations of Russian terms. More interesting are the verb coBokynusuy, which
is marked as a Church Slavonic form by the vowels in the prefixes according to
the rules of the Second South Slavic Influence, and the form of the conjunction
koraa, which was (and still is) widely used in Russian, but not in Ukrainian.
The lexeme nocbiruka (genitive singular) is likely another genuinely Russian
form. Finally, not only the lexeme yxas(p), but also the prepositional phrase no
NPEMO>XXHOMD BallIOM'b LIZPCKOTO MPECBHTAO20 BeAUYeCTBa yKasy are probably
based on the model of Russian.?

Apart from the adoption of some ready-made formulae and isolated lexemes
of the Russian chancery practice both letters are, however, still virtually unaf-
fected by the official language varieties of their Muscovite addressees.

LATER LETTERS TO MUSCOVITE ADDRESSEES

As evidenced, e.g., by Tatiana Tairova-Iakovleva’s original-based edition of Ivan
Mazepa’s letters to Aleksandr Menshikov from the years 1704 and 1705, the
language of the letters to Muscovite addressees remained basically the same.?”
Elements of Russian or Church Slavonic still occur only sporadically in typically
Ukrainian texts of the time. Especially as regards the letters to the tsars—or,
since 1696, to Tsar Peter alone—most of the documents that can be found in
the editions are still not based on original texts from the Hetmanate but on
their translations into the Russian chancery language.?® This confirms, first and
foremost, that Mazepa’s letters to the tsars were still written in a language that
was alien to Muscovites and which usually had to be translated.

On the other hand, those few editions that seem to be based on the origi-
nal documents demonstrate that the language of Mazepa’s letters to the tsars
changed right on the eve of Poltava. The following letter, from a collection
of copies of originals that once belonged to the historian and writer Orest
Levyts’kyi, was written in September 1706. Although the edited version is thus
not immediately based on the original text, it is representative of a number of
Mazepa’s letters to Peter I from the latter years of his hetmancy:

IMpecbrabitmiin AepkaBubitiuiit / Beauxiit Tocyaaps.

Herouilo BeceAbIMM yCTaMH, HO ¥ CEepALIEeMD MAYIIEI0 / PaAOCTHO
1yBAyI0 60roMb YKpallleHHBIV, BOCBOSICH BO3/BpaTuBImiics, Baum L. TTp.
B. MoHap1iu cTornsl, / KOTOpiit paAu MPeAUAYILEi CAABBI M TOMHO>XEHUS
/ BCceMy IpaBOCAQBHOMY pOCCIliCKOMy TOCYAQpCTBY / HOXMTKY, M
AdAeydailiv CTpaHbl 3eMHBIMD / M BOAHBIMD ITYTEM' BAeiit [sic, for Beaiti?
—MM] noaama TpyAb, Bce/cepAedHOI0 YOO IOAAQHCKOIO BBPHOCTIIO,
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6aaronpushT/cTBYI0 BamMb BeAMK. rocapio B. L[. Ilp. B. mpemuaoc/
TUBBILIOMY MOeMy COOAAAATEAIO, TOTO LACAM/BOTO MOAArONOAYYHOTO,
Ha CBOM BBICOKiU MIPeCAQBHbIM /| MOHAPLIMM NPECTOAbI BO3BpalleHis; U
KeAalo Bce/L{BAO MCTMHHBIMD PabCKMMB XeAaHieMb AaObl BbI / BeAUKiit
rocyaapb 6aarocepablif Mnpemyapblit MoHapxa / BbIpeMHOriM AbTa,
6Aaaroaariro 6oxiero, A06pe 3ApaBcTBOBaAM // ¥ 6AArONOAYYHOE BOBCEMD
MPeCAAaBHOro M60roxpaHu/Moro CBOero LapCcTBis MMBAM NpaBAeHie.

IMokopcrBeHHo ocemb Bamb B. I. AoHomy, ke NMO/MMAOCTMBOMB
Baiems LI. TIp. B. ykasy, nocblraab / SHapOYHO YeAOBUKa [sic] cBOero Bb
MyaTsiHCKyio ¥ / BoAockylo 3eMAIo, AAst AoocMoTpBHist ipu 6pery Yop/
HOTO MOpSl MPUAMYHBIXD TNPUCTAHMUIND U CAAAKUXD BOAB, / KOTODBIN
4ype3b HeMaAoe ObITiA cBoero BpeMs, A0Ope / IOAOXeHA KpaeBb
TaMOIIHUXD AOCMOT/PBBIINCS, BO3BPAaTUACS Ha3aAb, M OTHOBBAAAD /
MHB, TAB ecTb OTD rMpAa AyHaifckoro, Ao ycTs pbku / AHbcTpa, a oTb
TOrO YCT A0 pBKM Bory u oo camoro / AnbrnipoBckoro AuMaHy, TaKOBbIM
yToro YopHOro Mo/psi IpUCTaHMIA U CAAAKiM BOABL Taioke U 3eM/HBIMB
IyTeMD 4Ype3b yBecb Byaxkakb Kb BoAockoi u / MyABTAHCKOI 3eMABMD,
rAB 06pBTAIOTCS BHIFOAHBIN / CTaHBI MHOYAErH. KoTOporo ueAoBbKa A1060
Ha/A€XaA0 MHB OCAATH Bb LIAPCTBYIOLLiit rpapgb / MOCKBY OAHAKO TYIO
OHOTO MOCBIAKY OTAOXXMAEMD // PAAUTOTO K€ BAAAUTEAb MYATAHCKIit 110
MoeMy / IPEAAOXKEHII0 TAMOILHMX'D CTPAH'b MCKYHOTO [sic, for uckycrozo?
—MM] 1 Bo BceMD / TOro MOPCKOTO COCTOsIHist BBAOMOro ksams B. I': /
BBINPaBUAD YeAOBEKA, KOTOPBI OTUXD BCEXD AO M3BBCTiA HAAOOHBIXD
Bellexb AocTaToyHbie BaMb / B. I. AOHECTH MOXeTD. A KM TOTDH MOI
HO/CBIAHBII 4eAOBBKD NPUHECAD MHB OT BAaaBTeAs MyA/TSHCKOTO
NMCbMa, THIM 51 TYTXKe MochbiAalo / kBaMb B. I. ero >xe npemmaoceppaHo
MOHapIoit / 6AarocTbIHG BCEMOKOPHO M5 BPY4aio.

B. LI Tlp. B. / BBpHbIit MOAAQHHBIA / ¥ HWKaiWin cayra / VBawb
Masena [eTman®.

3b Barypuna centemspiit.?’

It is obvious at first glance that this language is much closer to Late
Church Slavonic than the language of any other text that we have analyzed
up to now, as confirmed by the heavy use of forms like umBau (not mban),
Touilo, Bo3BpalyeHis (accusative plural), 6aaronpuBbT/CTBYIO, 3APaBCTBOBAAH,
6oroxpauu/moro (but still not -aro), o6pbraioTcs, Aabsl, the aorist moaaina,
etc. Owing to the archaic character of the language, it is reasonable to assume
that the prevailing conservative orthography of the edited text widely cor-
responds to the original. Some deviations are, perhaps, more questionable,
but the spelling mjacau/Boro is very well known from the East Slavic and, in
particular, the Ukrainian traditions. The spellings of yeaoBuka and BAapUTEAD
might be explained as a Ukrainian-based rendering of u for 5, and the spelling
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of yBecs is also well attested in Late Middle Ukrainian (cf. the Modern Standard
Ukrainian yBecb), while other spellings, such as npemuaoc/Tusbitmomy and
MOHapiuoi1 or moaoxeHs and ycrs (2x) have already been encountered in the
above-cited documents.** A number of word forms seem to confirm that we
are dealing with a text that was originally written by a Ukrainian: cf,, inter
alia, moxutky (genitive singular), Monapxa (nominative singular, cf. Polish
monarcha), BbIroaAHbIH, Haaexaao;™ the twice-occurring adverb po6pe (end-
ing in -e); the locative ending -u after the velar consonant in 6pery (instead
of 6pess); the pronominal forms Tbiu, Tyio and Tuxs; the pronoun sikuu; the
use of the non-limitative A0 in 0 BcBXb A0 U3BBCTisI HAAOOHBIXD BelleXb;
the twice-occurring conjunction (not particle!) xe and the past tense form
otAaoxkuaemd with the personal ending; and, finally, the rendering of the place
of origin in this letter as 3» Barypuna.

Owing to the unfortunate fact that the history of this text is not entirely
clear, one might still be tempted to question its authenticity, and the fact
that Mazepa'’s later letters to Tsar Peter are still marked as translations (cf.
“KBEAMKOMY ICAPIO BAUCTY reTMaH ikaBaAepa / iBaHa CTelaHOBMYA Ma3erlbl
/ ...HanucaHo,” ES, 149) might even confirm these doubts. It should be noted,
however, that the language of this document is very far from the typical lan-
guage of the translations, which reveal only comparatively few residua from
the Ukrainian originals and are not characterized by such a strong and rather
archaic Church Slavonic layer. Moreover, the language of the September 1706
letter does not stand alone in the corpus of Ivan Mazepa’s official documents.
In Serhii Pavlenko’s collection of documents from the period of Ivan Mazepa’s
hetmancy (DM) one finds more letters with a similar language, both letters to
Muscovite officials of more or less equal status, e.g., letters to Gavriil Golovkin
(23 April 1706, etc.), Vasilii Dolgorukii (4 February 1707), or Aleksandr Men-
shikov (30 January 1708, etc.) (all in DM, 222—-48), and letters to Peter I dated
11 February 1706 (DM, 221—22), 22 April 1706 (DM, 223—24), 23 September
1706 (DM, 224~-25), 24 February 1708 (DM, 233-34), and 9 March 2008 (DM,
237). Some of the letters to Peter, particularly those dealing with the affair of
Vasyl’ Kochubei and Ivan Iskra, are written in an even more archaized Church
Slavonic language, as represented by a letter dated 30 April 1708 (DM, 238—39)
and another one bearing the date of 16 July 1708 (DM, 243—44). Although both
letters are based on clearly unreliable editions, the following fragments with
their particularly archaic forms, such as mosepr (as a past active participle),
yieapaemy, Hetpe6b, exe, BUABCTa, Bocnpisiia, etc. give a fairly good impres-
sion of the language that was actually used in these texts:

Boxielo muaocrito IlpecebrabitieMy u AepxxaBHbitieMy Beankomy
Tocyaapro, L]apio u Beauxomy Kussio ITetpy AaekcbeBudy, Bcea Beankis
u Maabig u Bbabisa Pocciu CaMopepxity, 1 mpovast.
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VBan Masena, retmaH u KaBaaep 3 Boitckom Bamero Llapckoro
BeanuectBa moBepr ce6b mpep IMpecBBrabitiuum Bamero Llapckoro
BeAnyecTBa MaeCTaToM, y CTOIIM HOT MOHaPILMX CMUPEHHO YeAoM biro. Ha
npaBeAeHOM MBpyuA’h BICOKOAEP)KaBHOIO CBOEIO AECHULIEIO COAEPLIMIID,
Bauwre Lfapckoe BeanuecTBo, MuAOCT® [sic] M cya, Koraa nmpaBaowo ced’b
CAyXalyX ¥ BBPHO paboTaoLMX MUAYEIUM 1 YLeAPAelI, HENpaBeAH'b
)Ke HAMaCTBYIOILMX U KAEBETYIMX AXY CYAMIIM M oTMmmaemu [...]
Herpe6b MHB 3A%, KO YTBEPXKAEHIIO TOrO, €Xe MuUly, UCKaTU MHOTUX
AOBOAOB, BupabcTa 60 oun Mou, Kako Bame llapckoe Beauyectso |...]
MpaBEeAHbIM CBOMUM CYAOM CMMDUA KAeBeTHMKOM Moux, KouyObsa u
Vickpy [...] Bocnpisiiua 1o ABAOM CBOMM CMEPTHYIO KOH4MHY [...].%

It can thus be observed that around 1706 the language of Ivan Mazepa’s
correspondence with Muscovites changed significantly, inasmuch as at least
in some letters it was increasingly Slavonicized. One might ask, therefore,
what happened in Mazepa’s chancery in 1706, and then find that something
substantial changed precisely that year, namely, that Pylyp Orlyk was appointed
as Ivan Mazepa'’s new general chancellor (heneral'nyj pysar).®® The later hetman,
who in this function was responsible for the hetman’s internal and external
correspondence as well as for the universals,** had not only studied at the Kyiv
Mohyla College, but also worked for some time as a secretary of the consistory
of the Kyiv metropoly, where he must have acquired considerable experience
in corresponding in Church Slavonic with the church authorities of Muscovy.
Obviously, Orlyk subsequently transferred this ecclesiastical practice into the
Hetmanate’s secular correspondence with Muscovites, whereas the internal
official language of the Hetmanate remained widely untouched by this develop-
ment. Orlyk’s famous letter to Stefan Iavors’kyi of 1 (12) June 1721, which was
written in a very similar, archaizing Church Slavonic language, substantially
supports our thesis.

CONCLUSIONS

As an analysis of Ivan Mazepa’s universals demonstrates (and as a study of his
letters to Ukrainian addressees would confirm), Ukrainian remained widely
intact as a language of internal administration until the end of Mazepa’s het-
mancy. Letters to Muscovites were usually written in essentially the same Late
Middle Ukrainian language and then translated into the Russian chancery
language of the period by translators on the Muscovite side. Although the
accessibility of reliable source materials is still not satisfactory and our picture
must therefore remain rather tentative, it seems that a shift occurred in the
practice of the Hetmanate’s correspondence with Muscovy only in 1706. At
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the time that Orlyk became Mazepa’s general chancellor, letters to Muscovite
authorities were increasingly composed in Late Church Slavonic, while other
documents were still written in a language that had to be translated in Muscovy
“from the Belarusian script”—that is, from Ukrainian. It thus appears that
not only in the sphere of ecclesiastically oriented high culture but also in the
sphere of official secular correspondence it was Late Church Slavonic—and
not the Russian chancery language—which Ukrainians initially regarded as the
primary source for a common language with the Muscovites, despite the fact
that numerous loans from Ukrainian and Belarusian, most of which were of
Polish or Western European origin, increasingly entered the Russian language
during the second half of the seventeenth century and the beginning of the
eighteenth.3¢

The Hetmanate and its linguistic practices underwent substantial changes
in the decades after the Battle of Poltava, when the Ukrainian language tem-
porarily lost its century-old functions as an official language, while Modern
Standard Russian evolved and spread throughout the elites of the empire,
including those of Ukraine. Generations later, however, when late nineteenth-
and early twentieth-century awakeners began to reestablish the functionality
of Ukrainian in the sphere of administration, they were able to do this in full
awareness of the former status of their language, a status that had been fully
granted for the last time during the hetmancy of Ivan Mazepa.

NoTES

1. See, e.g.,, V. M. Rusanivs’kyi, Istoriia ukrains’koi movy (Kyiv, 2001), 90; and the
scarce information in V. A. Peredriienko, Formuvannia ukraiins’koi literaturnoi
movy XVIII st. na narodnii osnovi (Kyiv, 1979), 55-56.

2. See George Y. Shevelov, A Historical Phonology of the Ukrainian Language (Heidel-
berg, 1979), 570: “The prestige of the P language in those areas which severed their
political ties with Poland was not undermined. P was continuously used in writing,
often even by the Orthodox high clergy (e.g., Lazar Baranovy¢, and Polonisms were
still fashionable in the language written and spoken by the educated. The main
novelties were twofold: the vernacular...was broadly reintroduced in the records
of the local and central government, often comprising features of local dialects....
The second novelty was increased contacts with R[ussian]”

3. Tat’iana Tairova-lakovleva, Mazepa (Moscow, 2007), 15-16. Orest Subtelny’s
edition of Ivan Mazepa’s letters to Adam Sieniawski gives a good impression of
Mazepa’s command of Polish and Latin. O. Subtelny, ed., On the Eve of Poltava:
The Letters of Mazepa to Adam Sieniawski, 1704-1708 (New York, 1975).

4. Oleksander Ohloblyn, “Mazepa, Ivan,” Encyclopedia of Ukraine: The Internet
Encyclopedia of Ukraine, http://www.encyclopediaofukraine.com/pages/M/A/
Mazepalvan.htm, updated 2008.
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“BiH 3HaB KiAbKa MOB (KpiM IOABCBKOI, MOCKOBCBKOI J1 TaTapCbKOI MOB, BiH
BOAOAiB AQTMHCBKOIO, iTaAiiCbKOI0, HiMeLIbKOIO 11 3HaB ¢paH1y3bKy).” Oleksander
Ohloblyn, Het'man Ivan Mazepa ta ioho doba (New York, Paris, Toronto, 1960), 19;
also available online: http://litopys.org.ua/coss3/0hl06.htm (accessed 23 February
2012); http://ukrainaforever.narod.ru/mazepa_ogloblinl.htm (accessed 23 Febru-
ary 2012).

Tairova-lakovleva, Mazepa, 15-16.

The abbreviations given here refer to the following sources: HU: Universaly
ukraiins’kykh het'maniv vid Ivana Vyhovs’'koho do Ivana Samoilovycha (1657-
1687), ed. I. Butych, V. Rynsevych, and I. Teslenko (Kyiv and Lviv, 2004); ML: Lysty
Ivana Mazepy 1687-1691, ed. V. Stanislavs kyi (Kyiv, 2002); MU: Universaly Ivana
Mazepy 1687-1709, ed. L. Butych (Kyiv and Lviv, 2002); MU II: Universaly Ivana
Mazepy 1687-1709, vol. 2, ed. I. Butych and V. Rynsevych (Kyiv and Lviv, 2006);
XU: Universaly Bohdana Khmel nyts koho, ed. V. Smolii et al. (Kyiv, 1998).

See Michael Moser [Mozer], “Ukrains’ka (‘rus’ka’) versija ‘Obshchoho Véstnyka
zakonov” derzhavnykh y pravytel'stva’ (1849-1852 rr.), ‘Véstnyka zakonov”
derzhavnykh dlja korolevstv” i kraév” v” derzhavndj dumé zastuplennykh’ (1870-
95/6 rr.) i ‘Vistnyka zakoniv derzhavnykh dlja korolivstv i kraiv zastuplenykh v radi
derzhavnij’ (1895/06-1918 rt.),” in Prychynky do istorii ukrains koi movy (Kharkiv,
2008), 667-83.

For a general outline of eighteenth-century developments, see Michael Moser
[Mozer], “Mova skhidnoukrains’kykh hramot i dilovykh paperiv u XVIII st.,” in
Prychynky do istorii ukrains kot movy, 280-302; and Michael Moser, “Russisch in
der Privatkorrespondenz ukrainischer Frauen aus dem 18. Jahrhundert,” in Die rus-
sische Sprache und Literatur im 18. Jahrhundert: Tradition und Innovation—Russkii
iazyk i literatura v XVIII veke: traditsiia i innovatsiia, Gedenkschrift fiir Gerta
Hiittl-Folter, ed. ]. Besters-Dilger and F. Poljakov (Frankfurt, 2009), 289-322. It
should not be forgotten at this point that the late seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries was a period of time when Ukrainian and Belarusian employees of the
Department of Foreign Affairs as well as leading clergymen fostered the spread
of numerous Ruthenian loan words, many of which were of Polish or Western
European origin, into Russian. At the same time, the Church Slavonic language of
the Muscovite recension was heavily influenced by the Church Slavonic language
of the Ukrainian recension (for a discussion of these developments, see Michael
Moser, Die polnische, ukrainische und weifSrussische Interferenzschicht im rus-
sischen Satzbau des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts (Frankfurt, 1998), 9-46, and the
literature cited there.

In the edition the word is rendered as muaocrBax, which seems to be a mistake.
MU, 97-98.

This bracketed question mark was introduced by the editor.

MU, 533.

See Slovnyk staroukrains koi movy XIV-XV st., vols.1-2, ed. L. L. Humets ka (Kyiv,
1977; hereafter abbreviated as SSUM); and Ie. Tymchenko, Materialy do slovnyka
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pysemnoi ta knyzhnoi ukrains koi movy XV-XVIII st., bks. 1-2 (Kyiv and New York,
2002; hereafter: Tym).

The form ypess from 1708, on the other hand, is not necessarily marked as a
Church Slavonic form. It is also sporadically encountered, perhaps as an allegro
form, in other Middle Ukrainian chancery documents (SSUM vol. 2, s.v. “upbcs”).
The prefix npe- with the metathesis may be of Church Slavonic (npecsbrAbiit) as
well as Polish origin in Ukrainian (Polish pre-adjectival prze- is again likely to be
an early loan from Church Slavonic).

Z epistoliarnoi spadshchyny het'mana Ivana Mazepy, ed. V. Stanislavs’kyi (Kyiv,
1996; hereafter abbreviated as ES), 122.

See ML, 248, 270, etc.

Izmail Sreznevs’'kyi, however, does not list the meaning of “translation,” “trans-
late,” etc., s.v. “cprucary,” “cbrucekb’ (L I Sreznevskii, Materialy dlia slovaria
drevnerusskogo iazyka, 3 vols. [Moscow, 1895-1903]). It should be noted that
Ukrainian was still consistently called Belarusian, while the term Little Russian
was applied as a toponym, but not yet as a glottonym in these texts.
Unfortunately, the editor is ambiguous here. He states: “€ kiabka yKpaiHOMOBHMX
xomiit i psia opuriHaais” (There are a few Ukrainian-language copies and a number
of originals) and lists the two cited documents among several others. It is thus not
entirely clear in each case if one is dealing with original documents or copies.
ML, 273-74. In his edition V’iacheslav Stanislavs'kyi underlines letters that are
clearly rendered as ligatures in the original. Owing to deviating rules in other
editions, I italicize both omitted letters and ligatures here as throughout.

ML, 271-73.

This construction was adopted into Russian at that time; see Moser, Polnische,
ukrainische und weifSrussische Interferenzschicht, 245-60.

This spelling is typical of North Ukrainian; see Shevelov, Historical Phonology,
432.

As for the locative of hard-stem masculine nouns, see V. Nimchuk, ed., Istoriia
ukrains koi movy: Morfolohiia (Kyiv, 1978), 98-101.

But not Beiute; see Nimchuk, Istoriia ukrains koi movy, 377; cf. Polish wyz-¢j.
The context is ambiguous, though, because Russian no yka3sy renders no + the
dative case, while the adjectival forms in the present Ukrainian context suggest
the interpretation as locative. The syntagm mo nmpedaoxeHblo KH:A3s1 Bacuais
BacuaieBuya Toauipina is less problematic; cf. Polish po przedtozeniu with an
unambiguous form of the locative case.

Getman Ivan Mazepa: Dokumenty iz arkhivnykh sobranii Sankt-Peterburga,
1687-1705, pt. 1, ed. T. Tairova-lakovleva (St. Petersburg, 2007), 129-58.
Usually this information is found at the beginning or end of documents. See the
edition of a letter to Peter I dated 13 October 1705 in Doba het'mana Ivana Ivana
Mazepy v dokumentakh, ed. S. Pavlenko (Kyiv, 2007; hereafter DM), 21618, where
a supplement to the document reads as follows: “B Bepxy nmucma Hammmcano: ‘K
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BEAMKOMY IOCYAQpIO B AUCTY reTMaHa 1 KaBaaepa ViBana CrenanoBnya Masernst,
KakoBo npuHATO B TukoTuHb, upe3 Kypiepa Kabpuxckoro, oxTs6ps B 18 AeHb [sic)
(ibid., 218). Obviously, this is a note by the translator.

e

1705-ro roay, HanucaHo
ES, 147-48.

The spellings Baeiit and uckycHoro are, however, likely to be mere typographical
errors.

These words were adopted into Russian at the turn of the eighteenth century from
Polish, Belarusian, and Ukrainian. There is, e.g., no entry for BBITOAbHD Or HaA€XaTH
with the present meaning in Sreznevskii, Materialy, but both words are included
in Wiestaw Witkowski’s dictionary of Polish loans in Russian; Wieslaw Witkowski,
Nowy stownik zapozyczeri polskich w jezyku rosyjskim (Cracow, 2006).

DM, 243.

Between 1687 and 1699 Vasyl’ Kochubei had been one of his best known predeces-
sors, while under his own hetmancy Semen Savych was to become one of his most
famous successors.

Based on Pylyp Orlyk’s diary, Tairova-Iakovleva describes how Orlyk wrote one
of Mazepa’s letters: “16 cenTs6pst 1707 ropa mponsomAo coosiTe, 0603HauMBLIEE
nepeaoM. Masemna no-npexxsemy 6biA B Kuese, HabAl0aasl 32 CTPOUTEABCTBOM
IMeyepckoit kpenocT. OPAUK, HAXOASICh B AOME T€TMaHa, 110 €T0 MPUKasy MACaA
AAMHHOe nocAaHue K ITeTpy. PaboTa aTa 3aTsaHyAach A0 HOuM. [eTMaH NpOSIBASIA
HeTepIIeHe HECKOABKO Pa3 BBIXOAMA U3 CBOEI BHYTPEHHel KOMHATBI, CIIpaliuBasi,
CKODO AM KOHell, 1 0OBbSICHSA, UTO eCTbh ele Apyroe pAeao...” (On 16 September
1707 an event took place that signified a turning-point. As before, Mazepa was
in Kyiv, overseeing the construction of the Pechers’k fortress. Orlyk, who was at
the hetman’s home, on his order wrote a lengthy letter to Peter. The work dragged
on into the night. The hetman showed impatience, left his inner chamber several
times asking whether it would be finished soon, and explained that there was still
another matter.) Tairova-lIakovleva, Mazepa, 195.

Pylyp Orlyk, “Istoricheskie akty. Pis'ma: Orlika k” Stefanu Iavorskomu [1721]” In
Osnova: Iuzhno-russkii literaturno-uchenyi véstnik, no. 10, 1862, 1-28.

See note 9 above.
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