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Abstract 

During the first half of the XVIIIth century in Russia, 

deep social and cultural changes led to a chaotic linguistic 

situation. The Russian scholar Michail Lomonosov played a 

key role in the grammatical and lexical organization of the 

Russian literary language around the middle of the century. 

His contributions are reviewed and their importance analyzed 

in the present thesis. 

C h a p t e r  One provides an analysis of the linguistic 
situation during the first half of the XVIIIth century. The 

role and the functions of different linguistic elements are 

examined, including W e s t  European lexical borrowings, the 

native Russian, the Church Slavonie, and their mutual 

interactions. 

C h a p t e r s  t w o  and three analyze M. Lomonosovfs role in 

the standardization of Russian grammar and vocabulary by 

examining his two major philological works: the P O C C H ~ C K ~ ~ E  
rpamiarma and the article ~~IIpenwcmslte O nonme KHUr 
I lepKOBHKX B ~OCCABCKOM R3hlKe.  " 

Although Lomonosovfs merit is widely acknowledged among 

scholars, the importance of his stylistic theory has been 

challenged lately. In C h a p t e r  Four, Lomonosovfs linguistic 

contributions. to the development of the modern Russian 

litsrary language are weighed and assessed against these 

critical arguments. 



Les changements socio-culturels profonds que la Russie 

a connu durant la première moitié du XVIIIe siècle ont eu 

pour conséquence un chaos linguistique. Une réorganisation 

de la langue littéraire russe, notamment de la grammaire e t  
du vocabulaire, était devenue impérative, et c'est 

précisément dans ce domaine que Michail Lomonosov, écrivain 

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

linguistique au développement de la langue littéraire russe 

moderne est examiné dans le présent travail. 
Le premier chapitre analyse la situation linguistique de 

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

de différentes entitées linguistiques (les emprunts lexicals 

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

leur interaction mutuelle, sont examinés. 

Le deuxième et l e  troisième chapitre examinent le  rôle 

de Lomonosov dans la standardisation de la grammaire et du 

vocabulaire en analysant deux de ses oeuvres majeures: la 

POCCHI~CK~R rpaMMaTmca et son article ~lnpenwcrrosrre O norrb~e 
KHWr UePXOBHWX B P O C C W ~ ~ C K O M  R 3 H K e .  " 

L'importance de la contribution linguistique de 

Lomonosov est largement reconnue parmi les investigateurs. 

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

théorie des styles. Dans le quatrième chapitre, cette 

question contestée est re-examinée au moyen drune 

confrontation des opinions différentes. 



Preface 

My decision to undertake the present thesis work was 

influenced by G.H.Worthrs article fgThoughts on the turning 

point in the history of literary Russian: eighteenth 

centurywl which greatly stimulated my already existing 

interest in M. Lomonosovrs philological work. As my readLgs 

and my research progressed, so grew my admiration and my 

respect for this truly universal scholar. As Prof. Paul 

Austin once said during one of our conversations, Lomonosov 

was a true Renaissance Man. Al1 the acknowledgements he 

received as scientist, linguist and miter - during his own 
tirne and ever since - result from thorough research and 
scholarly assessments of this exceptional and universal 

mind. In contrast, the recent controversies surrounding 

Lornonosovfs stylistic theory are due, in my opinion, to the 

tendency of some scholars to examine Lomonosovfs theory from 

a narrow and one-sided perspective. His stylistic theory 

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

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

provide insights into the important role that Lomonosov 

played in the development of the modern Russian literary 

language. 

Due to difficulties in obtaining some literary sources, 

references to these sources have been made by means of 

indirect quotations. As a result, some of the 

bibliographical references have remained incomplete, since 

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

I would like to take this opportunity to thank Prof. 

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

Linda Bastien for her kind assistance. 1 am particulary 

l G.H. Worth, "Thoughtç on the turning point in the history of 
literary Russian: eighteenth centuryl' International Journal of 
S l a v i c  Linguistics, 13 (The Hague: Mouton, 1970) 125-135. 
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indebted to my husband for his (very precious) t i m e  he so 

generously and lovingly  gave to help me w i t h  technical 
aspects and the final editing of this work as w e l l  a s  h i s  

patience and his moral support throughout the preparation of 

t h i s  thesis. 

Olgica Zingg-Jerotic 

v i i  



Introduction 

It is generally accepted among scholars that the 

history of the written language and written literature 

( I I H c ~ M ~ H H O C T ~ )  in Russia begins towards the end of the tenth 

century with the introduction of Christianity from the 

Byzantine Empire into the Russian landso2 At the time of the 

conversion of Prince Vladimir in 988 and the official 

acceptance of the Christian religion by Kievan Rus', the 

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

texts emerged. The language in which they were written is 

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

a Macedonean dialect t ha t  was probably spoken in the region 

of Salonica and was used by the brothers Cyril and 

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

translation of liturgical books from Greek. This O l d  Church 

Slavonic language was greatly influenced by Greek, from 

which it borrowed large amount of vocabulary, phraseology 

and syntax. Originally, Old Church ~lavonic was conceived 

and used for ecclesiastical purposes only. However, as the 

church became the center of learning and culture, and al1 

intellectual activities became connected - in one w a y  or 

another - to the religious activities, Church Slavonic 
rapidly emerged as the language of culture among the 

Russians and the Balkan Slavs. Consequently, Church slavonic 

acquired the status of the literary language and served 

exclusively as the written language. Nevertheless, it was 

not the only written language in medieval Russia. The native 

Russian, which w a s  the every-day spoken language, was used 

There is a theory, supported among others by S. ~bnorskii, 
which claims that a written Russian language existed well 
before the introduction of Christianity. However, there are no 
surviving original texts dating before the eleventh century 
that would support such a theory. 



for the oral literature, including epic poetry, lyric songs 

and fairy tales. Occasionally, it was used as the written 
language as well, specifically for administrative and legal 

documents, business correspondence and other non-literary 

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

of them had a specific function. Literature was composed in 

Church Slavonic, and non-literary texts were written in 

coïïoquiaï Russian, known as the I I P E K ~ S H I I ~ ~  R ~ ~ I I ( . ~  These two 

separate linguistic entities coexisted throughout the Middle 

Ages. Although Church Slavonic must have been relatively 

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

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

languages became ever larger. There were, to a certain 

degree, mutual interference and influence between the two 

languages throughout the centuries, but their dualism 

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

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

The phenomenon that occurred in Russia in the fifteenth 

century, known as the Second South Slav ic  Influence, did not 

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

sixteenth century, the situation began slowly to change, and 

the Lay language started to infiltrate the literary 

writings. This process was well underway during the 

seventeenth century, due to the development and the 

expansion of the secular literature. With the appearance of 

Tt can be argued whether or not Church slavonic was the only 
language used for literary purposes. This depends on the 
definition we give to the word literature. In Our times, 
argues B. O. Unbegaun ( Volloquial and Literary Russian, " 
Oxford Slavonic papers, Vol. 1 [1950] : 126-136) , the notion of 
literature has been expanded. For example, texts of general 
interest such as the treatise on domestic economy ( ~ ~ o M o c T ~ o ~ ) ,  
which was written in colloquial Russian, was not considered as 
literature in ancient Russia. Thus, if we accept this kind of 
writings into the domain of literature, we can state that the 
colloquial Russian was also used for literary purposes, that 
is to Say, for the lay literature. 



new literary genres - stories, tales, legends, different 
genres of plebeian literature - the contiguity of the two 
languages became ever stronger. In this respect, the 

literary work of Avakum is a good example for the bold 

combination of Russian popular speech and Church Slavonic 

lang~age.~ At the same time, Church Slavonic gradually 

penetrated the business language as well. Hence, in the 

seventeenth century, Church Slavonic had lost its homogenous 

character due to the infiltration of the elements from the 

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

"MOCKOBCK~R N I),XHOCJIaBFIHCKaR PenaKUHH C K p e n i K B a J I H C b  C 

penaxs~eg mro-sananaoK (y~paw~cxo-6e~1opycc~ok)  on the 
other hand. At the same time, the Church Slavonic started to 

lose its prestigious position of being the language of 

literature. The area of its use narrowed considerably, its 

application being reserved for religious and liturgical 

purposes. But far from disappearing from the general 

literary scene, Church Slavonic linguistic elements, Le., 

Church Slavonicisms, became incorporated into the lay 

literature, in which the everyday   us si an language 

prevailed. 

While the native Russian and the Church Slavonic 

continued to coexist, during the Time of Troubles (1584- 

1613) and onwards, throughout the seventeenth century, an 
additional phenomenon occurred - the borrowing of West 
European lexical elements. West European influence first 

penetrated into Russia via Ukraine. Due to the annexation of 

Ukraine into the Moscovite State in 1654, a powerful 

Ukrainian influence was felt on   us si an cultural and social 

life during the second half of the seventeenth century. Both 



Moscow and Kiev continued to be two most important centers 

of the Church Slavonic tradition during thae t i m e .  Kiev, 
being historically the cradle of the East European 

(Byzantine) culture, preserved the Church Slavonic 

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

Smotrickii published, in 1619, the first Church Slavonic 

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

of the use of Church Slavonic in the secular literature can 

be found. Being in direct geographical contact with Poland, 

Ukraine was exposed to the West European scholastic 

tradition, whose influence reached Moscow in the seventeenth 

century, mainly through Kiev. With the West European 

scholastic tradition came the infiltration of foreign 

vocabulary, ~ o l i s h  and Latin in the first place, affecting 

not only the Russian but the Church slavonic language as 

well. This intensified the already problematic interrelation 

between the Russian and the Church ~lavonic. Al1 these 

literary and linguistic changes disturbed the hierarchy that 

existed since the Middle Ages between the two languages, and 

greatly challenged the supremacy and the prestige of Church 

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

Russia, there was neither a well defined f o m  for the 

literary writing, nor an established literary n o m  in which 

literature could be composed. It was the beginning of a 

Linguistic and literary crisis. 

The linguistic situation was further complicated and the 

crisis accentuated during the first quarter of the 

eighteenth century, when the so-called westernkation of 

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

brought profound and rapid reforms in al1 fields of human 

activities, and this led to massive lexical borrowings from 

West European countries: a flood of Dutch, German, English 

and, to a lesser degree, French words, came pouring into 

Russia. This complex linguistic situation resulted in a 

quasi-total absence of rules and regulations, often 



described as a linguistic c h a o d  The need for lexical, 

grammatical and stylistic regulations was urgent, if there 

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

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

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

language . 
The eighteenth century is generally considered as a 

turning point in the development of modern Russian literary 

languagel7 and therefore, is regarded as crucial for its 

formation. The grammatical n o m s  were established around the 

middle, and its lexical and stylistic structure towards the 

end of the century. Although it could be argued whether 

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

emerged, the fact remains that the development of the 

modern Russian literary language did not undergo a long, 

gradual, diachronie process as was the case with most West 

European languages, but was greatly affected and rapidly 

altered by the profound social changes that took place 

during the reign of Peter the Great. During t h i s  formative 

period, the foundations of contemporary Russian were laid. 

An important number of scholars, writers, translators - 
in one word, 'men of learningf - participated in, and 
contributed t o  the formation of what we now cal1 modern 

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

Some scholars, including F.P. Filin, are opposed to the 
def inition of this period as linguistic and literary chaos and 
anarchy. They prefer instead a word neCrpuTa. Whatever term we 
may choose, the fact remains: there was a linguistic disorder 
and considerable confusion due to the lack of rules and 
regulations . 
' See Worth, uThoughtslî 125. This point of view is shared 
arnong majority of authors: V.V. Vinogradov, A.I. Efimof, F.P. 
Filin, V.D. Levin, A.V. Isachenko, V.P. Vomperskii, A.I. 
Gorshkov, are some of them. 

Worth , tlThoughtsll 125. 



1765) stands apart, and in our opinion, deserves special 
attention. Lomonosov can be considered the first to have 

influenced the course of events by establishing some basic 

rules and criteria, and by giving some important grammatical 

and stylistic guidelines within the linguistic and literary 

field. Anong his numerous achievements in various fields of 

human activities, his contribution in the sphere of language 

is certainly among the most important. If we accept the 

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

Russian had to have two fundamental qualifications: 1) 

Complete familiarity with the ~hurch slavic language, with 

Church Slavic literature and culture in the broad sense, 

plus a knowledge of Greek . . . [and], 2) a similar famiïiarity 
with West European languages, literature and culture.. . , mi 9 

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

Worth points out, in order to have a unified literary 

language, the most important prerequisites are: a 

standardized grammar, and a regulated vo~abulary.'~ Indeed, 

Lomonosov~s most important contribution lies in the 

achievement of both these tasks. 

H i s  POCCNNCK~T rpaMMaTma was a f irst comprehensive 
grammar of the Russian language. It was published £ive times 

between its first appearance in 

eighties, each edition carrying 

1755 and the end of the 

the notice: "C H ~ ~ ~ C K O ~ ~ ~ I ~ H M  

Worth, wThoughtsml 12 9. 

'O In the article cited above, p. 13 0, Gerta H. Worth considers 
the formation of a new vocabular$ to be the second most 
important task in creating a unif ied literary language. In our 
opinion, a regulation of vocabulary, concerning the case in 
point, was of a much greater importance than the creation of 
a new vocabulary. For there was no shortage of words in the 
mid-eighteenth century Russian literary language. Words were 
borrowed, coined or translated, and neologisms were created, 
whether or not there was a need for them. But the absence of 
n o m s  and rules was total, and the confusion and 
contradictions reigned. Hence, the need for a regulation of 
vocabulary was urgent. 



nocnemameM.ll It remains an indisputable fact among scholars 

that Lomonosovfs contribution in the field of grammar was of 

paramount importance. However, the importance of his 

contribution regarding the vocabulary has been seriously 

challenged during the last four decades. Until the end of 

the 1950s, it was taken for granted by scholars that 
Lomonosovrs T h e o r y  of T h r e e  S t y l e s  had a rapid and long 

lasting success, and had played an important role in the 

subsequent development of the Russian literary language. 

V.D. Levin's statement that the system of Three S t y l e s  had 

lost its significance as soon as the Russian literature 

started breaking off with the classical tradition1'\ was 

supported and further examined by A.V. ~sachenko . '* In his 
view, the Theory of T h r e e  Styles  was only an episode which, 

in practice, had no impact on the subsequent development of 

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

goes Eurther by examining Lomonosovrs role as the regulator 

and the innovator of the vocabulary." In her opinion, al1 

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

Among the philological works that bear witness to 

Lomonosov~s achievements, we consider that two of thern: the 

Pocc&c~aa rpaMMamiKa and his short article m@llpemcrrosue O 
I IOJlb3e  KHWï IlePKOBHEIX B POCCHBCKOM R ~ H K ~ , "  OCCUPY a central 

position regarding their importance in the process of 

formation and development of the new Russian literary 

language. Therefore, the purpose of the present thesis is 

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

l2 A. B. Ilcaqea~o , UJIOMOHOCOB H TeopuR c ~ ~ i n e i i ~ ,  ~eskoslovenska 
rusistika 13 (1968) : 147-150- 

l3 Worth, ttThoughtsfl 131. 



determine, against the background of controversial arguments 

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

work was important for his own time and for posterity. 



Chapter I 

THE: SITUATION OF THE RUSSIAN LITERARY LANGUAGE DURING THE 

FIRST aAfrF OF THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY 

Whatever the differences in opinion concerning the 

process of the formation and development of the modern 

Russian literary language, scholars agree that this language 

represents a synthesis of three main components: Church 

Slavonic, variouç styles of written and spoken Russian, and 

an importarit nnumbr of foreign, primarily West European, 

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

the period of reign of Peter the Great, is generally 

considered as the beginning of the formation of modern 

Russian literary language. ~uring this period, and 

throughout the first half of the eighteenth century, the 

Russian literary language underwent an intensive development 

and deep structural changes. These changes affected, in the 

first place, its lexical and phraseological structure. 

First, a considerable expansion of the vocabulary took 

place. Second, important semantic changes occurred within 

the two linguistic groups, the Church Slavonic and the 

Russian, as well as an intensive interaction between them. 

Third, a considerable number of neologisms was created. The 

last, but not the least, phenornenon that occurred was an 

important influx of West European vocabulary. 

The very specific social, political and cultural 

circumstances in Russia in the first quarter of the 

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

Great, triggered this important change in the course of the 

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

calls: "the turning point in the history of literary 



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

important and decisive factors which contributed to these 

important changes and consequently, to the formation and the 

development of the new Russian literary language." These are 

f ollowing: 

a) A growing number of West European lexical borrowings. 

b) A considerable expansion of the governmental-business 

language . 
c) A growing infiltration of the popular speech into the 

literary language. 

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

of many lexical and grammatical Slavonicisms within the 

literary language. 

Al1 these factors were closely interconnected, mutually 

influenced each other, and eventually created a fairly 

chaotic linguistic situation. Examining them will help us 
understand how and why this linguistic anarchy came into 

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

of Lomonosovrs grammatical and stylistic reforms. 

W e s t  European 1 exical and phraseological borrowings 

The beginning of West European cultural influence on 

Russia took place during the seventeenth century. Its first 

manifestation came via Ukraine and Poland, due to Russiafs 

close and more intensive contact with these two countries. 

l4 Worth, "Tho~ghts~~ 125. 



Consequently, the influence of Polish became very strong 
during the second half of the seventeenth century, and with 

Polish was introduced the Latin language. Both languages 

continued to play an important role during the first half of 
the eighteenth cent-, particulary in the development of 

abstract, scholarly, philosophical and political 

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

German and Dutch became the most widely used European 

languages. 

An important number of West European vocabulary entered 

the Russian language through translated literature. This was 

particulary true during the reign of Peter the Great when 

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

inadequacies of the Russian literary language became 

evident. According to E. Birzhakova, during the t h e  of 

Peter the Great, translations from Latin occupy the first 

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

the third place.16 Some of the foreign vocabulary which 

penetrated the Russian language through translations were 

assimilated, but many died out. 

It is well known that the reign of Peter the G r e a t  was 

marked by profound reformç which affected every field of 

human activity and to which we comrnonly refer as the 

westernization of Russia. This process of westernization 

meant, f irçt of all, the importation of West European 

knowledge, achievements and practice, with the goal of 

l6 E ,3 ~ K P X ~ K O B ~ ,  n . A .  ~ B H o B ~ ,  . H .fi. KYTHH~, Q P ~ P K X H  IIO 
EICTOPHY~CKO& JïeKCEKOJIOrHH JJyCCKOrO g3HKB B[VIIT BeKa, , 
(1972) 56-58, in m. @H~HH, Nc~oacir 77.  ili in emphasizes the 
fact that the influence of French language was relatively 
small during the first half of the eighteenth century, and 
particulary during the time of Peter the Great. Only during 
the second half of the century, the importance of French 
increased considerably, and consequentlythetranslations from 
French took a leading position. The period of French 
Enlightenment triggered massive translation from Voltaire, 
Rousseau, Didérot and many others. 



building up Russian industry, trade, science, education, 

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

pressing task was to have the corresponding literary 

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

practical utility (handbooks of navigation and mathematics, 

manuals of geography, treatises on laws), translated into 

Russian. Al1 the changes and re-organization, and the 

febrile and almost frenetic activity at the govermental 

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

contributed to the appearance of new linguistic means 

capable of satisfying the new literary demands. 

The need for translations was urgent, but there was one 

major problem: the Russian language did not possess the 

necessary resources for al1 the required abstract, 

scientific and technological terms. The translators were at 

a loss when confronted with the task of translating into 

Russian the huge linguistic material from West European 

literature. They realized that they were lacking one 

instrument indispensable for their work: an adequate lexical 

body and a well structured and regulated literary language. 

This resulted in massive borrowings of West European 

vocabulary, and consequently, the Russian language became 

loaded with foreign terminology. The appearance of West 

European lexical borrowings altered the Russian language and 

the vocabulary not only quantitatively but also 

qualitatively. Borrowed words, as they were entering 

Russian, started to interact with Russian and Church 

Slavonic vocabulary by altering them semantically, and in 

this process, some of the foreign words also underwent 

semantic and morphological changes, 

The West European vocabulary and phraseology entered the 

Russian language under different forms and in different 

ways. The most direct and straightfcrward was the adoption 

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

most terms came from Germany, for example: I ; raTeHT,  KOHTP~KT,  



mrpa@, apxm3, acceccop, G a ~ y r r b ~ e ~ .  such was the case with 

many mi 1 itary terms : mwep, reHepamireT, n o ~ y ~ r ,  mreph, 
mT'phf. In the military field, there was also a strong French 
influence: 6apsep, 6 a ~ a m o ~ ,  ~ ~ C T H O H , ~ ~ P H N ~ U E ,  ~ O J T ~ ,  

MaEex, ~ a p i ~ . "  The Dutch and English influence was strongest 

in the maritime technology. In the fields of urban 

architecture, engineering, mining, agriculture, Polish and 

Gennan terminology were used most, though some architectural 

terms were borrowed from Italian. The fields of learning 

\ such as mathematics, natural history, geography, anatomy, 

political science, economics, jurisprudence etc., were also 

filled with foreign terminology, as well as the fields of 

social and artistic activities. Many of these foreign words 

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

receiving various Church Slavonic and Russian suffixes: 

a .üMWpaJI  -CTBO, repuor -CTBO, 6 a p o ~  -CTBO, PelTOPT -0BZZTb , 
W K T  -HPOBaHHe, l?YHKTHp - O s a T b ,  XOMaHIINP -OBaHMe, KOMaHZHp 

- O B a T b ,  BHKTOBKâ,  JlHXT -0BZZ T b ,  B B - K T T  -OBa Tb,  TPOE -HK~, 

rHnC - O B H ~ ,  rZ?PaETH$7 - O s a T b ,  ~ ~ J X ~ H T H N B  OH&, etc. 

There were other forms of borrowings, with more subtle 

and convoluted manifestations, that entered the  uss si an 

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

influence, received a secondary, and often abstract, 

meaning. This was particulary evident towards the middle of 

the century, when the influence of French became more 

important. For example, the words ~ p o a y ~ b  and H B O ~  were 

used in the sense of "to gain sympathy, cornpa~sion,~~ and 

ltlively, animatedtt respectively, coming from the French 

woxds toucher and vif .  Furthermore, Russian words were 
coined in order to receive a new semantic level, and 

" Al1 the examples from this paragraph were taken from: V.V. 
Vinogradov, The History of the Russian Literary Lanvage from 
the Seventeenth Century to the Nineteenth, trans . L. L. Thomas 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969) and from 9.n 
@H~HH, ed . , NCTOPHEI JEKCNKN. 



syntactical construction were made on the imitation of 

French, such as XOJIOZHH@ npzeu (froid accuei.2) ; I I p ~ e 3 ~ a & ~ e  
M e H g  nocemaTb (venez me voir); n Henan 6 ~ ~ 5  HaenEHe c CO~OJ? 

(je desire df8tre seul avec m o i - m e m e )  . l a  

A characteristic feature of West European lexical 

borrowings was their variable character and instability 

which aff ected their orthography ( n o m ~ p a - n a m ~ p a )  , their 
phonetics (sana-cana , q e ~ e m - c e ~ e ~ ~ ,  sam-cam ) , and their 
morphology (~y3eyia-~y~ei t-q3esr ,  n a 6 o p a ~ o p ~ - r r a 6 0 p a ~ o p k 1 ~ -  
na60pa~opwii, T ~ o $ ~ ~ M - T ~ o $ ~ R - T ~ o $ ~ B ) .  

In parallel with the adoption of foreign vocabulary, 

there vas an effort to translate the foreign terms into 

Russian or Church Slavonic. This represented a major 

difficulty, since finding a Russian or Church Slavonic 

equivalent was sometimes next  to impossible. Even if one of 
them was available, (or in some cases both) , the two, or 
the three could coexist. For example, the borrowed word 

peBOm4HR had its Russian synonym nepeBopoT and the Church 
Slavonic npeBpamenwe. This created an abundance of synonyms 

within the same, as well as between different lexical 

groups. Doublets were commonly found in the literature of 

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

its Russian equivalent or by a new lexical definition. They 

were frequently used in translations and in the official 

documents from the beginning of the eighteenth century up to 

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

various levels of synonyms, and numerous doublets were 

useful for the creation of neologisms and for possible 

semantic changes. 

In addition to West European lexical borrowings that 

entered the Russian language through translations, there was 

an equally important impact of West European vocabulary on 

l8 These examples were taken from @HJIHH, NCTOKW ~ y n b 6 ~  80-81. 
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the � us si an language on a professional and social level. 
Foreign words and phraseology entered the urban colloquial 

language due to the influx of foreign, particulary German, 

settlers. These foreign craftsmen and artisans started to 

establish their shoemaking, cabinetmaking, blacksmith and 

other businesses in Moscow during the seventeenth century. 

As the middle-class city social structure continued to 

expand, the various professional jargons developed and 

became established among the middle-class urban population. 

As the upper classes of the Russian society became 

increasingly westernized, the n o m s  of social behavior 

changed, new objects and new concepts emerged and 

consequently, new words were adopted. Another, no less 

important, aspect of these westernizing tendencies was the 

fashion for foreign vocabulary among  uss si an upper classes. 
This fashion of using Eoreign words and foreign phraseology 

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

Much of the foreign vocabulary penetrated the everyday 

language of the Russian upper classes before the Petrine era 

when the Polish influence was predominant. Polish, which at 

the beginning of the eighteenth century still preserved its 

status as a noble, aristocratie language, played an 

important role, not only as a direct source of borrowings 

but also as an intermediary source. It was through Poland 

that many Latin, French and Geman words found their way 

into the Russian language. Even though an important amount 

of foreign vocabulary penetrated the Russian language and 

was adopted by the Russian upper classes before the Petrine 

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

beginning of the eighteenth century. Not only the words but 

a new ftEuropean'f phraseology was adopted. The influence of 

French and German was strengthened by the fact that the 

Russian aristocracy became aware of the educational 

importance of these two languages, and the merchants and the 

landowners realized their practical value. However, up to 



the 1740s, German influence was predominant, and thereafter 

French took the lead. 

The expansion of the governmental-business language 

(zeno~oil ~ H X )  

The role and the functions of Russian "business 

languageIf considerably expanded during the seventeenth 

century, and even more so during the Petrine time. In 
addition to its use for various public and private 

agreements, for legal and juridical acts and treatises, and 

for administrative, official correspondence, the use of the 

ifbusiness language" expanded, during the seventeenth 

century, to geographical and historical textbooks, for 

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

growing importance and diversity of official, governmental 

activities during the time of Peter the Great, the functions 

of the wbusiness languagel' expanded even further. Its 

lexical foundation originally consisted of Russian 

colloquial speech and the use of Church Slavonic vocabulary 

was sporadic. Restricted to practical use, the I1business 

language" developed inevitably in conjunction with Russian 

spoken language, but the amount of Church ~lavonicisms rose 

with the expansion of its functions and the increased need 

for new vocabulary. In addition to the larger amount of 

Church Slavonicisms, foreign vocabulary started to enter 

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

translations during the Petrine time, the infiltration of 

West European vocabulary into the "business language" 

reached its climax. Not al1 of the foreign terminology 

survived, but a large number of foreign words was adopted 
and became an integral part of Russian "aeno~ofi SIJHK."  

Consequently this language became fairly heterogenous with 

important phonetic, morphological and lexical variations and 



fluctuations. The mixture and the juxtapositions of vulgar, 

coarse vocabulary from the Russian popular speech with the 

high, solemn Church Slavonic words and the West European 

lexical elements became a common practice. This expanded and 

multifunctional "business languagetn became increasingly 

influential, slowly started to penetrate into the literary 

language, and eventually played a significant role in its 

further development. 

Russian p o p u l a r  speech; its intraduction i n to  the literary 
language 

With the development of secular literature ir? the 

seventeenth century there was a first visible tendency to 

introduce the elements of Russian spoken, everyday language 

into the new, developing literary genres: tales, satires 

etc. This tendency became much more evident during the reign 

of Peter the Great when the Russian colloquial speech, in 

addition of being widely used in popular literature, started 

to penetrate various official, govermental documents within 

the new expanded flbusiness language," and became 

increasingly employed in different types of translated 

literature. While the elements from the spoken language had 

a restricted use and were relatively scarce in higher 

literary genres during the seventeenth century, their 

presence became a much more common occurrence during the 

first half of the eighteenth century. The elements of the 

n$mcTope=uie were occasionally used even in the high 
oratorical genres. Here is one example of a translated work 

of drama from the beginning of the eighteenth century, "AKT 

O Konea~rrpe H Heo~wnrre~~ : 

[ A T W ~ P U H ]  J [ O C O ~ H  HBM HHHe / OT 3 M W R  W ~ ~ H T W ,  

3 n e  ero y 6 ~ ~ a  
II3 MOPR BHXODHT, / rime n o m a e T ,  



~ O P K O  p e p u B n R e T -  / 
OT cero B n e r I a n i r  / secma o ~ a r u e ~ ~ m r i t  

YM Ham noqaue~mzg 
Bamezq serrwecmy / cxie a3 cxasyn, 
~ T O  BYepZiCR CJIHiiIaX, / TO B a M  B03BeCTBYXl.  

Ca~man a3 qpe3 K ~ P ~ H T H ,  / PTO D ï a ~ n a  eneT, 
Hanezxb, ceroma / oaa K B a M  npHeneT 
P e p b ~  m TBOH cnymeT / r n y m  pasroaoprr, 
H x ~  TH 6 u n ~ a e m  / CHR 386a6oa~. 
Ilaem, K ~ K  co6a~a / H a  M e m  ~ a n p a c ~ a ,  
K ~ K  60 ymmrraca / T a K o B a  TH B I I a C H a -  

¶TO ce 3a Vqem / K a y p a g  poxa 
BOT K a K a x  x q x ,  / 3 ~ a x  npmoxa 
X O T ~  C M e P T b  IIPHMY, / He XOmY aC ~ H T H ~  

PTO~H rrcy c M e p n m e M y  / X e H o n  MHe CJrHTK. 19 

Such an arbitrary mixture of Russian colloquial and 

Church Çlavonic vocabulary was typical for the first half of 

the eighteenth century. It indicates that the stylistic 

boundaries separating the high literary genres, where the 

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

respected any more. The Russian everyday speech was gaining 

more and more ground within the literary language during the 

course of the eighteenth century, and its position and r o l e  

was upgraded from the marginal and peripheral to the legal, 

acknowledged, and well anchored. But during the first half 

of the century, the elements from the colloquial Russian, 

including different dialects and regional variations, were 

not stylistically differentiated, and their function was not 

clearly defined yet. Therefore they were employed 

arbitrarily, without stylistic and contextual consideration. 

This process of functional and stylistic differentiation 

I9 (PWJIWH, ed., Nc~opki.  JIeKCHKW 39-40. 



will start with Lomonosov~s stylistic thecry and will 

continue throughout the second half of the century. 

The role of Church Slavonic l i n g u i s t i c  e l e m e n t s  

Church Slavonic performed the function of the literary 

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

considered higher, noble levels of writing) was associated 

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

during the Middle Ages and the Moscovite period. During the 

seventeenth centuïy, with the development of secular 

literature and the increased tendency to introduce Russian 

everyday language into the literary writings, the supremacy 

of Church Slavonic started to decrease, and, by the 

beginning of the eighteenth century, w a s  practically lost. 

Nevertheless, Church Slavonic linguistic components, i.e., 

Slavonicisms, were widely used in different genres of the 

secular literature and in different fields of the written 

language, including narrative genres, publicistic, 

scientific, epistolary writings, as well as translated 

literature. Two types of ~lavonicisms were found: on one 

hand, there was a group of words which were regularly 

employed (even though not necessarily on a wide scale) 

within the various literary genres and were familiar to 

educated people (omepsaio, rocrroneh-b, ~ a c a x n e ~ ~ ~ B ,  s s ~ i a a ~  
etc.). On the other hand, there was an obsolete vocabulary 

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

the contemporary writings and not understandable anymore to 

an average Russian (06asa~7, pacm, oaorna, caese). Both 
types of Slavonicisms were employed freely and were not 

subject to any lexical or stylistic restrictions or 

regulationç. (This problem will be examined and examples 

will be given in the next section [pp. 23-25] ) . 
A characteristic of Church Slavonic words was their 



remarkable semantic capacity. Many of them had a wide 

spectre of meanings, ranging from the concrete to a variety 

of abstract meanings. This sernaniic characteristic of Church 

Slavonic was well exploited during the first half of the 

eighteenth century - a time of intensive search for new 
linguistic resources. Due to the new linguistic demands, 

many Church Slavonic words were employed in new literary 

contexts. ~ithin these new contexts, they underwent semantic 

changes and received new lexical functions. In many cases, 

they were liberated from their narrow religious context and 

underwent a process of l%ecularization", that is, they were 

adapted to the new social needs. For example, the word 

corpaxnamn received its secular meaning ffellow-citizen,f 
but originally it meant 'cornpanion of a saint or an angel,, 

i.e., 'cohabitant in haven.' The Church Slavonic word 3 a K O H  

underwent a semantic change in the begining of the 

eighteenth century; its original meaning 'divine law, faithr 

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

aptitude to express a variety of abstrict notions and ideas, 

Church Slavonic words were also employed for the 

denomination of new, foreign, lexically still undefined 

concepts. Within that (more complex) semantic process, many 

of these words received several additional rneanings as the 

result of a continucus need to translate these new, foreign 
concepts. The Church Slavonic word O ~ ~ ~ ~ C T B O  for example, 

which originally meant 0 6 l g ~ o c ~ b  fcommunity,f started being 

used during the time of Peter the Great in al1 the different 

connotations of the Latin word rsocietas.r Later on, under 

the influence of Fïench fsociété,' such expressions were 

used as B 06rqec~se 'en sociétéf; cnmxEi 06mec~sa 'crème de 
la sociétéf; nyyuia o 6 ~ e c ~ s a  'ifâme de la sociétéf, which 

consequently gave birth to new derivatives: o ~ I I I ~ C T B ~ H H H ~ ,  

O ~ Q ~ C T B ~ H H O C T ~ .  The word ~ Y B C T B O  underwent similar semantic 

transformations. The Church Slavonic n y B b C T B M e ,  sYBbCTB0 

were originally used only in religious contexts in the sense 



of CIIOCO~HOCTEI rIYBCTBOBaTb, C03EaHHe8 BHeiiiHee rIyBCTBO, O p î a H  

4yBcTBa  and ~ ~ B ~ C T B ~ E B K  meant meuneMy s y ~ c ~ ~ y  ... nonnexat~wR, 
~ ~ B C T B H T ~ ~ ~ H H ~ .  During the eighteenth century the word 

rIYBCTB0 and its derivates ~ I Y B C T B ~ H H H ~ ,  rlyBCTBeHHOCTb8 

~ Y B C T B R T ~ J I ~ H H ~ ,  9YBCTBNTeJIbHOCTb8 again under t h e  influence 

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

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

in many different  connotation^.^^ 
Witkiin the interaction between Russian and Church 

Slavonic, there were many synonyms and doublets, and they 

were often used alternatively and in a arbitrary way within 

the same ~ontext.~~ Gradually, they started to be 

semantically differentiated and consequently started to be 

used in more specific contexts. Often  Slavonic words would 

loose their concrete meaning analogous to the Russian word 

and retain their secondary, abstract meanings. But this 

semantic differentiation was a long process which lasted al1 

through the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth 

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

this problem of semantic differentiation and organization 

with a systematic approach. 

The three l i n g u i s t i c  ent i t ies  and the i r  convergence : 

c o n f l i c t i n g  tendencies and a state of disorder 

The intensified interaction between Church Slavonic and 

Russian linguistic elements during the first half of the 

20 Al1 the above examples were taken from G.H. Worth l l P ~ n b  
LIepKOBHOCJIaBRECKOrO R3HXa B Pa3BUTHH PYCCKOrO JIKTepâTypHOl?O 
R361Xa1' American C o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  the S i x t h  International 
Congress of S l a v i s t s .  1 (The Hague-Paris: Mouton, 1968) 95- 
125. 

2' See examples on p. 25. 



eighteenth century, and the influence of West European 

vocabulary, resulted in an extremely cornplex and multiform 

lexical mixture. This was particulary evident in narrative 

styles, where strong morphological, phonetic and lexical 

irregularities often led to stylistic awkwardness. We have 

seen that one characteristic feature of that period was a 

frequent mixture and juxtaposition of the colloquial, and 

even the vulgar Russian with the bookish, solemn words of 

Slavonic origin. Out of that linguistic amalgam composed of 

many different lexical and grammatical elements, and under 

the influence of West European translated workç, new 

literary styles were emerging through publicistic, 

narrative, diplornatic, bureaucratie and technical 

literature. 

Through the interaction of these different linguistic 

entities, a middle linguistic layer - which will later be 
defined by Lomonosov as the "rniddle stylew - was gradually 
taking shape. But there was an absence of any normative 

character, not only within this middle linguistic layer, but 

within the literary language in general. Without well 

defined linguistic n o m s  and codified rules, the situation 

became problematic. Orders and advices, criticisms and 

recommendations were given to writers and translators by the 

government of Peter the Great. In these official papers as 

well as in different polemical writings of this period, 

there was a clear tendency to free the Russian literary 

language from the heavy influence of Church ~lavonic and to 

stimulate the use of the common, spoken  uss si an. 
F.Polikarpov, for example, was criticized by the goverment 

of Peter the Great for h i s  excessive use of Church Slavonic 

and was asked to correct his translations by using simple 

Russian words and the words of the ~oreign office instead of 

the elevated Church Slavonic. Polikarpovrs T ~ ~ ~ H Y B H ~  
IIeKCHKOH was not well received by the government and 

apparently it greatly displeased Peter because of its heavy 



load of Church Slavonicisms and its insufficient use of 

everyday expressions and foreign borrowings. Nevertheless, 

an excessive use of foreign vocabulary was not tolerated 

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

Great to Rudakovskii, one of his emissaries: "B pensrqasrx 
TBOWX Y I [ O T ~ ~ ~ J I R ~ ~ I ~ ~  T H  3eJIO MHOrO IIOJIbCKHe K A p y T H e  

KHOCTPaHHHe CJIOBa K TePMMEH, 38 KOTOPHMEZ CâMCrO LTeJIa 
B H p a J y M e T b  HeB03MOXHO; Tor0 palIl3 B I I p e i r b  ~ e 6 e  P e J I a n H H  CBOK K 

H a M  I I H C a T b  B C e  ~ O C C H ~ C K H M  RJHKOM, H e  y n o ~ p e 6 n ~ s  AHOCTPaHHPX 

CJIOB H T ~ P M E I H O B . ~ ~ ~  Here are two more exampies of Peterfs 

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

ZO~OV: t t H a m e l r c l r ~  BaM B TOB KHHXKB, KOTOPYD HHHe lTePeBOEEiTe8 

ocTeperaTbccr B TOM n a 6 ~  B H m H e e  n e p e B e c m  H H e  H a n n e x m  p e m  
O T  PeWI XpaHEiTb B H e p e B O n e ,  HO TOsEïl, CHH B H p a s y M e B ,  H a  C B O ~  

R 3 H K  yX T a K  ITEICâTb, KâK BERTH€?e."z The second citation is 

from Peterfs instructions to the Synoid in relation to the 

composition of the catechism, from 1724: " s ~ 0 6  n p O C T 0  

HaI I I ICaTb  T a K ,  q ~ 0 6  Ii IIOCeJMHHH 3HaJ18 MJIB H a  A B e :  IiOCeJIRHOM 

npocme, a B roponax E o K p a c m e e  n m  cnanocm cnamaBwix, KaK 

BaM y n o 6 ~ e e  n o K a x e T c R .  1124 

Among the advocates for a wider use of the Russian 

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

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

vigorously rejected and condemned the use of Church 

Slavonic. Tredikovskiifs attempt to free the Russian 

literary language from the Church Slavonic elements was 
symptomatic of the undergoing linguistic and literary 

crisis. It was also an indication of the need for ~i new, 

modern and more wesiernized literary language and the 

Y I I e ~ a p c m i i ,  HayICa ii miTepa rypa ITPH f l e ~ p e  Bem~ohi, T . I , 2 O 6, 
cited in: B u ~ o r p a r r o ~ ,  ~ Y ~ P K N  74. 



necessity for its rapprochement "c IIpOCTIIM PYCCKEM CJïOBOM, 

TO e c n  K a K o B a  MH Mex C O ~ O D  ~ O B O P H M . ~ ~ ~  Under the influence 

of West European literary movements, Trediakovskiirs 

translation, (published in 1730) , of Paul Tallement's 
allegorical novel Voyage a I 'f le d 'amour, (Paris, 1713) , and 
the preface he wrote to the translation, indicates clearly 

the desire to reform the secular literary styles and create 

a non-Slavonic literary language. In his  preface to the 

translation Trediakovskii exposed his linguistic views by 

explaining why he choose to translate the work into the 

simple Russian: "Tlep~as pqxmnaa 1 : RJHK C ~ ~ B ~ H C K O ~ I  y H a c  

e C T b  R3HX Q ~ P K O B H O ~ ~ ;  a CHçI KHHra MApCKaR. I[pyraa: R3KK 

cnase~c~oi r  B H m r e m e M  B e K e  y Eac O ~ D H ~  (sic) TeMeH;  K moriiR 
er0 HaliiH 4KTaR H e P â 3 Y M e D T ;  a CRR K H N r a  eCTb CXâPKHR J ID~BH,  

Tor0 PallH BCeM fiOJIXHa 6 ~ ~ b  BPa333jWHHTeJIbHa. TP~THR;  KOTOpaR 

BaM IiOXaXeTCR CaMaR J I e r K a R ,  HO KOTOPaR Y MeHZi HDeT 3â CaMyQ 

BâXEYD,TO e C T b r  q T O  83HK C J I ~ B ~ H C K O ~  HHHe XeCTOK MOHM Y m a M  
CIIHURTCR, XOTR npexne cero He T O J I ~ K O  R HM ~ H C H B ~ J I ,  HO R 

pa3rosapwsan CO BceMw: HO J ~ T O  y Bcex R npouiy n p o m e m R ,  npu 
KOTOPKX SI C TJIYIIOCJIOBEfeM MOKM CJIaBeHCKHM 0 ~ 0 6 6 1 ~  peqeT049eM 
xoTen c e 6 ~  n o ~ a 3 a s a ~ b . ~ ~ ~ ~  Despi te  ~rediakovskii~s desire, and 

more importantly, despite his atternpt to eliminate the 

Church ~lavonic from the secular literature, his own 

translation E3na B OCTPOB ~ K ) ~ B W ,  like most other translated 

and original works from the first half of the eighteenth 

century, represent an awkward and clurnsy mixture of  uss si an, 

Church Slavonic and West European elements. By looking 

carefully at the translation, it becomes obvious that the 

Russian and the Church Slavonic language are al1 but 

intermingled with the utmost inconsistency. Next to oT 

25 V.K. Trediakovskiifs own words in h i s  @lPasro~op 06 
~ p ~ o r p a f # m i ~ ~  C O Z ~ N H ~ H N ~ ~ ,  T. III, 2 15 , cited in : B a ~ o r p a n o ~  , 
~ W P K N  85. 

26 Cited in B a ~ o r p a n o ~ ,  &epm 85. 



6epery one can read the nominative 6per ;  ropona and rrrac; 
~mrc~sy  and THC~NH; Haxoxy and xoay, xoqem.; HOU@; qe3,  
npen, cHe, O=&, n a m  and then KOJIR, Mex, etcon It just 

shows how easy it was for the Slavonic words to slip into 
the If language of conversationw as possible doublets. 

However, this tendency to make a clear division between 

the native Russian and the Church Slavonic, which was very 

apparent during the first third of the eighteenth century, 

did not mean a break between the two languages and the 

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

been impossible anyhow, for, at that point in Russian 

history, the two languages were already well intertwined, 

and part of the Church Slavonic became integrated into 

Russian. There was rather a pressing need for lexical and 

stylistic reorganization, as well as a necessity to 

eliminate al1 the obscure liturgical elements from the 

literary language and retain only the Living parts of the 

Church Slavonic which were already integrated into Russian. 

What was about to take place, was a restructuring and 

reorganizing of the literary language, which at that point, 

w a s  composed of Russian, Church Slavonic, and West European 

elements. The obsolete forms of Church Slavonic, grammatical 

and lexical, (archaic f o m s  of participles, the aorist, the 

lexical elements such as a 6 ~ e ,  a6ase), which were often 

found next to conversational words of the secular language, 

w i l l  be gradually eliminated during the second half of the 
eighteenth century, and replaced by the everyday Russian or 

West European elements. 

The tendency to eliminate the ~kumbersomeU Slavonic from 

the Russian literary language and replace it by l'the simple 

Russian word, the one we use when w e  speak to each other," 

to use Trediakovskiirs own words, was followed by an 

See A. Martel, Michel Lomonosov et la langue littéraire 
russe, (paris: Imprimérie nationale, 1933) 35. 



opposite tendency towards the middle of the eighteenth 

century. D u r i n g  the 1740s, a kind of rehabilitation of 

Church Slavonic came as a counter-reaction to an 

overwhelming West European influence. The importance of the 

historical role of Church Slavonic became overvalued, 

particulary in the connection to the high literary styles 

where the literary function of Church Slavonic was restored 

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

of the most zealous de£enders of the revival of Church 

Slavonic. He was one of the leading characters of the 

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

Slavonic and ~lavono-Russian words within the Russian 

literary language, and, at the same tirne, he favoured the 

elhination of foreign vocabulary. Not having any guidance 

to follow and no rules to rely on, ~redikovskii was 

"oscillatingl~ from one extreme to the other. What he wrote 

in h i s  preface to the E3.m B UCT'OB ~ D ~ B N  is in sharp 

contrast, if not contradiction, with his objection to 

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

Sumarokov forgotten that in Russia one language is spoken 

and another written: 

113a o6pa3es  eMy B nacme ~ a p o n ~ ~ k  p ~ a ,  
Ha nrromanw 6 e p e ~ b  npemycm CBOR ~ a p m ,  
He 3 H a R 8  rITO naCaTb Y HâC Ha C B e T e  eCTb WHOe8 

A npocTo roBopmb no npyxecru npyroe. 



There were endlesç discussions, mutual criticism, 

objections and written parodies, among writers of that 

period, and Trediakovskii's and Sumarokov% antagonism is 
quite representative. Sumarokov, while using the popular 

language in some of h i s  comedies, showed a deep regret for 

the loss in the Russian lanwage of some of "itç old 

beautiesIf like the use of the Slavonic aorist and the 

imperfect, and the spoilage by contemporary writers of the 

good old written l a n g ~ a g e . ~ ~  

In the midst of these conflicting tendencles and the 

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

foreign, the religious and the secular, new literary 

currants in prose and in poetry were slowly taking shape 

under the influence of an important number of translations 

of West European narrative and lyric literature. But, the 

new westernized forms of prose and poetry retained, to a 

large extent, the Church Slavonic lexical base, and the 

obsolete grammatical forms were still to be found. 

This brings us to the following conclusion: the 

medieval dual system of the Russian literary language, based 

on a well defined functional differentiation between Church 

Slavonic and Russian, was definitely destroyed during the 

first half of the eighteenth century, and the balance which 

existed between the two languages was greatly disturbed. The 

Slavono-Russian correlation was further complicated by the 

'' ~ N ~ & ~ o ~ ~ ~ @ H W ~ C K N H  JâITHCKN, II, COI. 519, 1859, cited in: 
Martel, ~ i c h e l  Lomonosov 45-46. 

'' Polemical discussions between Sumarokov and Trediakovskii 
are exposed in detail in Vinogradov, O Y ~ P K W ,  129-138, and in 
Martel, M. Lomonosov 42-46. 



powerful influx of West European lexical borrowings. The 

overall vocabulary of the literary language-was 

significantly expanded during mis period, but at the same 
tirne, it became extremely heterogeneous. The absence of 

lexical and stylistic uniformity and the lack of well 

defined grammatical norms created a rather chaotic 

situation. The result of this situation was confusion, 

errancy and the quest for a unified, regulated and organized 

literary language. Different proposais and some extreme 

tendencies were brought forward. But the problem of how to 

achieve a structural unification and a harmonious synthesis 

of such various elements as were Church ~lavonic, national 

Russian and West European components, and how to create a 

national literary nom, was not resolved during the first 

half of the eighteenth century. In this atmosphere of 

febrile and heated polemical discussions, Lornonosov8s 

achievements represent an important contribution to what we 

now cal1 the modern Russian literary language. Lomonosov 

gave the Russians a normative grammar, and made the first 
attempts to stylistically organize and orient the literary 

language by regulating its lexical and phraseological 

structure. By setting the norms in these two fields 

precisely, grammatical an lexical, Lomonosov made a first 

important move to overcome the obstacles impeding further 

development of the literary language. 



Chapter II 

THE STANDARDIZATION OF GRAMMAR: POCCNZ~W r . . A h f m m  

As the new, unified Russian literary language was 

gradually developing during the eighteenth century, its 

morphological, syntactical and lexical norms were 

established at different times w i t h i n  that period. Around 
the middle of the century a new morphological system was in 

the process of formation, that is, the morphological aspects 

of literary texts of that time were diverging ever further 

from those in the past as well as from the oral speechm30 

Since a literary language is a linguistic system and its 

norms are recorded and Eixed in and by gr-ars and 

dictionaries, the appearance of Lomonosovrs grammar was 

extremely important for the further development of Russian 

literary language. It gave the necessary normative character 

to the newly forming morphological system by setting common 

rules for al1 the forms of the written language. Lomonosov 

understood the paramount importance of agrammar when he 

-0te: "Tyna OpaTOpHiT, KOCHOR3H9Ha n0332ïR8 HeOCHOBüTeJIbHâ 
@iJIA30@2i~, HenpHRTHa WCTOPAR, COMHWTeJIbHa IDPWCITPYIIeH4WR 6e3 
r p a v ~ a ~ w x ~ . ~ ~ '  But he was not the first to formulate the 

urgent need for theoretical and practical manuals if there 

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

was Trediakovskii, during his discourse at the first meeting 

" M. B. J~OMOHOCOB , h 6 p a ~ m e  i7pON3B€?.QeHNR, TOM 2 (MOCKB~ : 
A K ~ E ~ M H R  Eayx CCCP, ~ 3 n .  Hayxa, 1986) 196. 
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of the Assembly of the Russian Academy of Sciences,32 who 

denounced al1 the deficiencies of the d us si an literary 
language and formulated the need for theoretical and 

practical manuals. The goal of these manuals was to offer 

the necessary guidelines, a W n o w  howfil, and above all, they 

were to detennine clear rules for writing. Trediakovskii 
presented to the Assembly a whole program in which he 

appealed to his colleagues stressing the necessity and the 

urgency of having a good G r a m m a r ,  a complete and well 
elaborated Diction-, a ~hetoric and a P o e t i c .  This 

represented, Trediakovskii warned his colleagues, a 

difficult and painstaking task. Consequently, nothing of it 

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

the civic alphabet ( rpa lpna~~a) .  Some years later, Lomonosov 

took upon himself this enormous task. In 1755 he published 

the first edition of his PoccwÈic~a~ rpabiMaTEixa, and in 1758 
his article "IIpen~cnoswe O nonbse K m r  QepKoBHiIx B 

poccwiic~0~ R3XKe." These two works cover the grammatical and 

the stylistic, that is, lexical and phraseological aspect of 

Russian literary language. 

Towards the end of the sixteenth and during the 

seventeenth century several grammars of Church ~lavonic 

language were published in Belorussia and Ukraine. The most 

elaborate and the best known among them was written by the 

Ukrainian scholar Meletii ~motritskii and published in 

32 On March 14, 1735, the ~~Pocc~ikcxoe co6pa~well was set up as 
part of the Russian Academy of Sciences. The goal of the 
assembly was to improve and correct the   us si an language, to 
remedy to the problem of translation, and to create a gramar 
and a dictionary . However , the institution was short-lived and 
existed only until 1743, 



Vilnius in 1619. As B.A. Larin points out: 

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

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

npexorrçrmee, npemezmee, Mmomemuee, HerrpenemHoe. They were 
adapted to the archaic models of aorist and imperfect, but 

they were differentiated essentially by the verbal aspect. 

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

(npasacTone~~e) . As for the gender def inition, Smotritskii, 
after having defined gender as a distinction of sexes by a 

pronoun, affirms the existence of seven genders: MYXCKRB, 
X~HCKH~, cpeiI~ZIfi, 06r4wR, BCRKW~, H ~ E O Y M ~ H H ~ ,  npeo6q~8." 
These are few characteristics of ~motritskii's grammar, 

given as examples to demonstrate the enormous step forward 

made by Lomonosov ' s Pocc~Rc~aa rpaMMa THKa. 
Grammars of Russian language did not appear before the 

end of the seventeenth century. This was quite 

understandable if we bear in mind that grammars usually do 

not appear before a language has attained a literary status. 

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

the written form for administrative, legal and business 

documents, did not yet have got during the seventeenth 

" Grammtika slovenska 22-23, cited in: Martel, Michel 
Lomonosov 3 1. 



century a literary status. The first published granmiar of 

the Russian language was the Grammatica ~ussica, written in 

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

Oxford in 1696. Then came a very short edition written also 
in Latin by the Polish scholar Elias Kopievich, which was 

published in Stoltzenberg near Danzig in 1706. Following was 

Teodor Polikarpovfs grammar published in Moscow in 1721. 

Polikarpov made the first timid attempts to include the 

elements from the spoken language. Teodor Maksimovrs 

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

last grammar of Russian language printed in Russia before 

Lomonosov' s POCCA~CK~R rpairMaTwKa was W. E . Addodurov s 
grammar published in 1731 in St. Petersburg. It was written 

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

German-Latin dictionary. In his grammar Addodurov made the 

first steps to clearly distinguish the Church Slavonic 

language from the Russian by giving them the equal status 

while making an extra effort to give the thorough 

descriptions of Russian linguistic noms. 

Al1 these grammars, though entitled as the Russian 

grammars, occupy, to various degrees, an intermediate 

position between a Church Slavonic and a Russian grammar 

with one important new feature: the majority of them include 

elements and observations from the spoken Russian. But 

Smotritskii's grammar remained, until the publication of 

Lomonosov's Grammar, the mode1 to be followed; it served as 

a framework and a guidance for al1 the future grammars which 

were published in Russia. 

There is unanimous agreement among scholars that 

Lomonosovfs POCCW~CXB~ rpamiarHxa is his most important 
contribution to the development of the Modern Russian 



literary language, and it was one of the most dernanded 

philological works during the second half of the eighteenth 

century. With its normative character and its rigorous 

conception, Lomonosovfs grammar had no real antecedent. For 

the composition of his grammar Lomonosov used a new 

approach: by taking into consideration the fact that each 

particular language has its own intrinsic values, in order 

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

of the usage within the written and the spoken traditions of 

a given milieu. This represents, in our opinion, one of the 
most important features of Lomonosovfs grammar. This very 

feature is what distinguishes his grammar in the first 
place, from al1 precedent grammars, including Smotritskiifs. 

Lomonosov studied Smotritskiifs grammar extensively, al1 

through his lifem3' Despite his great respect for that work 

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

saw the single most important shortcoming of Smotritskiifs 

I1abstractu approach, that is, the lack of what he calls  

11~a6nrine~we H a n  y n o ~ p e 6 n e ~ w e u .  I1 This is what probably helped 
him form his own clear and precise idea concerning this 

basic principle on which Pocciiiic~a~ rpaMMaTm was built. In 
the preface of his grammar Lomonosov writes: 

"H XOTR o H a  OT o 6 i q e r o  y n o ~ p e 6 n e ~ m f  RJHKB 

35 Here is Lomonosovfs own account of this experience: 
y s e p e H ,  ~ I T O  H a  onaa ~3 H ~ C  He ononen 6n 3~01-O orpohmoro Tpyna, 
II0 ~ p a g ~ e i i  ~epe, OrIeHb  CKOpO n p H 3 H a J I  6~ CBQn llOJIHyD 
H ~ C I I O C O ~ H O C T ~  IiOHRTb C O I I e p l a H H e  3 ~ 0 8  npe~ynpoB KHIITH- MOrY 
T a X  r O B O P H T b  H a  TOM OCHOBaHREi, s T O  qHTaTI 3TY KHEIrY yXe lTaJIeK0 
H e  CTYEeHTOM, Ei BCE-TaKK 3T0 6un0, IIoxaJIyfi, C a M O e  MyQfTeJ IbHOe  
r I T e H H e  Fi3 B C ~ B  ~ ~ ~ B H ~ ~ ~ C G K O R  l lHCbMeEHOCTB Ji  J T H T e p a T y p K .  ~ ~ o J I x ~ E  
c ~ a 3 a ~ b ,  ~ I T O  M H ~  K ri ~PKXOJIITCR marna ~ p ~ i x n a  II ~e~xpeacn;n 
rrepeswmsam Qpa3y C ~ o ~ p ~ i a ~ o r o ,  H R H e  B c e r r r a  
ysepeE, ~ T O  ÇI ee no x o H a a  H xaK cnenyeT n o a m a i o .  N TOT TpaxTaT 
ropasno nerse  6 ~ n o  6ti sEiTaTb, ecm 613 OH ~ K J I  H a n R c a H  H a  
JIaTHHCKOM HJIH rPe r I eCKOM R 3 H K e ,  IIOTOMY s T 0  CMOTPHUKW~~ B 3  Tex 
yqemx, KcTopHe MBCJIH~H no-JI~THHH w no-rpesec~w A E e p e B o n w n w  
ce651 H a  CJIaBRHCKHe RJHKH, I iPHrIeM IIOBOJIbHO IIJIOXO", cited in 
~ P H H ,  ~ K U N H  302. 



PoccwEic~ail rpaMMEiTEKa consists of six chapters , or 
l@HacTaBnems, " as he called them. 

The f irst chapter, entitled 0 YenoBeqecKohi crime 

soo6mef deals with the questions concerning the development 

of human speech and its underlying general principles. 

This first, general part of Lomonosovrs grammar has no 

equivalent in the grammars of his predecessors. For its 

composition, Lomonosov used his thorough knowledge of 

various theoreticzl and philosophical works from West 

European scholars. 37 According to ~arin,~' it was the 

-nosov Grammaire raisonnée from Port-Royal that helped Lamb 

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

far beyond in comparison with the French grammar. The French 

linguistic theories, brought forward by the authors of Port- 

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

in the structure of al1 the languages of mankind. They tried 

to bring into the line logic with grammar, thought with 

speech, and to indicate the most correct, simple and 

rational way of expressing a thought by eliminating al1 that 

contradicts the logic and the rational approach. Lomonosov 

went further by pointing out that every language has, not 

only the characteristics which are common to al1 mankind, 

but its own distinctive traits which are equally important 

" Lomonosov was well acquainted with the Philosophia n a t u r a l i s  
and the Vernünftiqe Gedanken, written by the prominent German 
scientist and philosopher Christian von Wolff. Wolff was 
Lomonosov~s teacher and mentor during his studies at Marburg 
University. Also, Lomonosov was very familiar with the 
Grammaire raisonnée from Port-Royal (1660) and the G r a m m a t i c a  
philosophica by Scoppius. 



and should be given the same attention as the one given to 

the general, common noms. Lomonosov realized that a living 

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

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

modification of a given linguistic material just to suit the 

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

inanimate objects even though there is no logic to it. 

Lomonosov acknowledged the disparity between the logic and 

the grammar in this case, nevertheless he insisted on the 

necessity to accegt this linguistic reality which was well 

anchored in the language. 

In West European scholastic circles these theoretical 

writings about the general knowledge of human speech were 

well known and the subject had been dealt with since 
antiquity, but there was no precedent of such a work in 

 uss si a. Thus, the importance of this first chapter lies, not 
so much in the originality of Lomonosovrs own theory and his 

own ideas - even though Lomonosov did more (as shown above) 
than simply record theories from abroad - but rather in the 
fact that it was the first work of its kind to be written in 

Russia and in the Russian language. Lornonosov's erudition 

and the wide spectrum of h i s  knowledge permitted him to 

skilfully extract al1 the material he considered pertinent, 

from various philosophical works and various languages 

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

coherent whole. Thus, different concepts, expressed by a 

specific terminology, found their equivalent in the Russian 

lang~age.~' This represented one more step forward in making 

'' For the definitions and the terminology, Lomonosov followed 
the models of ancient grammarians, for example: what Priscian 
called nomen appellativum and d i c t i o  became in Lomonosovrs 
grammar HapwqaTenbHoe WMR and pe.reHwe, respectively. Also, 
the distinction Lomonosov makes between ronoc and BdrOBOp came 
from the distinction made by Marcus ~ictorinus and Donat 
between vox ar t i cu la ta  and vox confusa. It was also on the 
mode1 of Donat and Priscian that Lomonosov divided up the 



the Russian society, especially the intellectual circles, 

familiar with the West European scholastic thoughts. In our 

opinion, there lies the historical importance of this first 

chapter . 
As much as the first part of Lomonosovfs grammar relies 

on the foreign philosophical grammars, al1 other chapters 

deal with the specificity of the Russian language. 

The second chapter , 0 s ~ e m  a npasomcaHaH ~ O C C H ~ ? C K O M ,  

gives a short explanation of phonetics and rules of writing, 

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

and precise definitions. There, for example, Lomonosov 

indicates that the letter conveys the composite sound Jiïq; 

the letters e, n, R, at the beginning of a word have a 

double sound, composed of a and the vowel, but after 
consonants they are pronounced as a simple vowel; the letter 

e under stress is pronounced as ë, and Lomonosov indicates 

when this rule does not have to be observed. 

The third chapter, O mieaH, deals with the formation of 

words and the declension of substantives, adjectives and 

numerals. There, Lomonosov draws the attention to the 

existence and the development of a category of nouns that 

have common genders, for example, words such as nnaxca, 
nbçmWua, ~ O J I T Y U K ~ ,  etc.  

The fourth chapter 0 rmroxe, gives a classification of 
Russian verbs of the first and the second conjugation with 

numerous examples. Al1 the grammatical categories of the 

Russian verb are presented: tenses, mood, number, person, 

voice and gender. However, during Lomonosovfs tirne, the 

independent but interrelated categories of tense and aspect 

are not differentiated yet. Therefore, aspect, as an 

independent grammatical category, does not exist in 

eight parts of the discourse into: principales rJïaBHHR (noun 
and verb) and accessoires cny x e 6 ~ ~ x  (pronoun, participle , 
adverb, preposition, conjunction, interjection) . In: Martel, 
M. Lomonosov 30. 



Lomonosov's grammar. Here, Lomonosov indicates t h e  existence 

of irregular (XoTeTb) and incomplete ( r J ï R D  ,' 6pm) verbs . 
The fifth chapter, O BcrroMoraTenoHax H m  c ~ r y x e 6 ~ ~ x  

q a c ~ ~ x  m o ~ a ,  covers of al1 the remaining parts of speech: 

pronouns , participles, adverbs , prepositions , con junctions 
etc. Were, for example, Lomonosov recommends the use O£ 

verbs of Russian origin only for the formation of gerunds in  

-Dm, while reserving the formation of participles 

exclusively for Church Slavonic verbs. 

In his sixth and the l a s t  chapter, 6' C O ' Z N X ~ H H H  Y ~ C T &  

CZOBa, Lomonosov deals with the problem of syntax and gives 
the rules for word combinations. 

Lomonosov repeats on several occasions that philosophy 
and reason can be very useful in clarifying certain 

linguistic phenornena, but they are useless when fixing the 
forms and setting up the noms; here the usage 

( Y I I O T ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ H H ~ )  is the only guide? 

Lomonosov makes the transition from the first, general 

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

statement: 

" In h i s  polemical discussion with Trediakovskii, Lomonosov 
writes in h i s  ~ t l l p a ~ e q a ~ ~ ~  ~a e n r o x e ~ ~ l e  O M H ~ X ~ C T B ~ H H O M  
O K O H ~ ~ ~ H H H  npwnara~enbmx mealf: cero ~ c e r o  ~ B C T B ~ ~ T  ~ T O  K 
ITOCTaBJIeHBKJ OKOH~eHHW I I p K J i a î a T e J I b K H X  MHOXeHCTBeHHX KMeH 
HWKâKBe T e O p e T H q e C K H e  JIOBOaH H e  ~ U B O J I b H I I K f  HO Ka9 BO ~ c e h  
r p a u M a T u K e ,  T a K  w B c e M  
IIOBWHOBaTbCR aOlIXE0.  
~ T ~ J E Z T ~ ~ H O ~  TBUpVeCTTBO M. B. 
H.3. C e p ~ a a  (Mocxsa-JIe~w~rpan : AKane~w~ a a y I c  CCCP, 1962)  85. 



pacynuTeJmEolay ero y n o ~ p e 6 n e m .  

Here again the word llusagelf cornes Eorward: the best, 

reasonable usage. What exactly did Lomonosov mean by this? 

Before examining Lomonosovfs approach to that question, let 

us see what was generally considered as the I1best usage.f1 

Throughout history, grammarians have in general 

considered the best usage of a language, and consequently 

the one which could serve as example for fixing a national 

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

nobility and the court. Trediakovskii was one among the 

first in ~ussia to raise that question. In his Pa3ro~op 06 
O ~ T U ~ ' ~ @ H R  he follows the same path: it is the language of 

the court and the educated people, but certainly not !*the 

one from the public squarem42 that should be taken into 

consideration when looking for the 'Ibest usageu and fixing 

the national linguistic norm. The only problern was that 

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

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

character and could not possibly serve as a mode1 and an 

example. Trediakovskii s translation of E 3 m  B O C T ~ U B  J I D ~ B H  

and the preface he wrote to it, is a case in point. In the 

previous chapter, we have seen the contradiction and the 

inconsistency between the preface to the translation and the 

actual translation: by addressing himself to the reader, 

~rediakovskii implores the latter not to 

having translated the work into ~lavonic 

condemn h i m  for not 

but into simplest 

86, cited in: A . H .  

42 See B. B. B K H O ~ ~ ~ E O B ,  NCTOPHJT pyCCKOrO JInTepaTypHOrO R3HKa 
(Mocxsa: H a y ~ a ,  1978) 45.  



Russian language, "rroq~~ c a m  nPocTm PYCCKHM CJIOBOM, TO 

ecTb KaKOB6IM MX MeX c06oB ~ O B O P K M . ~ ~ ~ ~  (The "wew meaning the 

upper classes Trdiakovskii himself belonged to.) 

~rediakovskii is very clear and preciçe in his explanation 

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

as in h i s  definition about what should be the new Russian 

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

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

the language of his translation iç far from being the 
%implest Russian." This is one of numerous examples of the 

tirne, of how di f f i cu l t  it was to find out where to look for 

the "best usaget1 s ince  the language of the gentry and the 

upper classes could hardly serve as example. 

Lomonosovfs approach to the problem is different. He 

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

particular, neither does he make any value judgement 

concerning different social groups. In his Grammar  he uses 
the word npocTopewe to describe the way of saying among 
ordinary people. When he speaks about npoc~okt poccaficawÈi 
RJBK, about the verbs O ~ H K H O B ~ E H ~  poccaRcxwe or the cnosa 
rrpocToEaponHHR EOBHR wnw rpaxrraHcKaR - he employs al1 this 
terms to merely distinguish some non-slavonic phenomena. 

Lomonosov distinguishes three main dialects of the 

Russian spoken language: the Northern dialect, the Moscow 

dialect, and the Ukrainian dialect. When looking for the 

"best  usagew, he turns to one specific geographical area: he 

gives his preference to the Moscow and the northern dialect. 

Lomonosov explains his choice not only because of the 

importance of the capital, but because of this dialectfs own 

beauty, and in particular because of its pronunciation of 

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



more pleasant." Even though Lomonosov records in his Grammar 

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

is, he acknowledges the legitimacy of the pronunciation of 

the unaccented o as O by other parts of Russian population. 

Another, controversial issue shows t h e  way Lomonosov 

apprcaches a problem and the criteria he uses in order to 

make a decision. The controversy was about which ending to 

give to the masculine form of adjectives in the nominative 

plural.4s In 1746 Trediakovskii submitted to the assembly of 

Russian Academy of Sciences a dissertation written in Latin 

De plurali nominum ad jec t i vorum in tegrorum R u s s i c a  l ingua  

scribendorum terminatione in which he demands a change of 

the orthographic rules established in 1733 and proposes one 

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

that Ukrainians, Serbs and Poles al1 use t h e  ending -K 

according to the Church Slavonic tradition, Lomonsov, who 

was against it, submitted a written statement to the Academy 

with the argument that one should not imitate Ukrainians or 

any other Slavic nation for that matter and disregard what 

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

examples give us an idea of what Lomonosov probably meant by 

the "nysuree pacynuTenbHoe y n o ~ p e 6 n e a ~ i e ~ ~  of the Russian 

language: some regional variation are to be respected and 

taken into consideration in certain circumstances (like 

Lomonosovrs decision not to alter the orthography, that is, 

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

pronounce the unaccented -O as -a). In other circumstances, 
like the case of masculine adjective ending, a n o m  has to 

be set according ta the most common usage in a given 

geographical area. 



In dealing with the standardization of the morphological 

and the phonetic system within the Russian literary 

language, Lomonosov devotes a great deal of attention to the 

stylistic aspects of these two grammatical categories. 

Throughout his Grammar, Lomonosov draws the attention to the 
stylistic character of various phonetic and morphological 

rules, by way of commentaries which follow each particular 

case, He rnakes the connection between the grammatical forms 

and their variation on the one hand, and the stylistic 

aspect of the language on the other. Church Slavonic and 

Russian phonetic, as well as the morphological elements, 

existed in parallel forms and multiple variations, and they 

were used arbitrarily. In his Grammar, Lomonosov takes care 

to regulate the use of the phonetic and the morphological 

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

and the tlloww style. Here are some examples of these 

regulations. 

Morphological system: In the field of declensions of 

nouns, for example, Lomonosov draws a special attention to 

the parallel forms of genitive endings of nouns of the 

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

are commonly used in the spoken fom, have genitive ending - 
y; by opposition, the closer they are to Slavonic origin, 
the ending -a is reconunended (pamax, pa3MaXy; B3l?JIRïI, 

B3rJIRlly; B 0 3 P a C T ,  B03pâCTY, B O 3 p a C T a ;  BKü,  BHiiy,  B H n a ;  

TperreT, T p e n e T a ) .  

Concerning t h e  comparative endings of adjectives, in cornmon 

speech they are formed with the auxiliary word cam8 ( C ~ M O ~  

casep~oii, camR T C ~ H O B ) ;  in the high style they are formed 

with the suffixes -efimsfi, -aMmaR, -mil. 

Lomonosov formulates the principle of stylistic unity 

between the form of a word and its meaning, i.e., between 
its morphology and its semantic. It was an established 

practice in Russia to form the hybrid words by using the 
stem from a Russian word and add a suffix of ~lavonic 



origin. In the eighteenth century, as the new Russian 

literary language was developing, this combination of 

genetically heterogenous morphems included the fusion of not 

only Russian and Slavonic but also foreign morphemes. 

Lomonosov categorically rejects this type of word formation 

as " H ~ ~ ~ K C T O ~ H O  and " r r p o ~ m ~ o  cxyxy. la' Concerning the 

formation of participles, Lomonosov mites: 

l t B e c b u a  He HanJremT I I P O H ~ B O W T ~  npmac~zdi OT Tex 
rJIaIIOJIOBp KOTOPHe He'lZTO TTOIUlOe 3Ha9aT H TOJIbKO B nPOCTHX 

pasronopax y r r o ~ p e 6 ~ ~ e n b m &  a60 npmacma  Elrem B ce6e 
HeKOTOPYD BHCOKOCTb, H lIlI5I Tor0 04eW IIPHCTOÈIHO HX 

Y ~ O T ~ ~ ~ J I R T ~  B BKCÛKOM pone CTKXOB. K O T O ~ H ~  ~ o c c H ~ C K E $ ~  8 3 H K  

He O q e E b  TBepnO 3HaX)TI a IIPHTOM Man0 KJIH HENerO CJZaBeHCKEiX 

KHWr He grrana A 3 a ~ e ~  npmoro y n o ~ p e 6 n e m ~  npaqac~ai i  ~IOHRTE 

H e  MoryTl Te 6e30rrac~o IIOCTYIIRT, exem BMecTo npmac~zdi 
rJIarOJI C BO3EOCHTeJIbHHMH EECaTb 6yw~. lg4' 

Therefore, the participles formed from purely Russian 

verbs such as: ~ p o r a e ~ ~ k ,  ~asaebmÈt, are, according to 
Lomonosov, 8 m ~ e C b M a  EWKR w cnyxy aecEocHHaW He recommends the 
formation of participles only form verbs of Slavonic origin. 

The same principle of stylistic unity between the 

morphological aspect of a word and its semantic, Lomonosov 

applies to word combinations. For example, in word 

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

one or the other inflexion according to the semantic unity 

of the whole composite word. Thus, it is correct to Say: 

cBRToro nyxa but posoaaro nyxy; qenoseqecKaro nonra but 
npounoromaro rronry; a H r e J r b c x a r o  rnaca and mwsaa ronocy. 

- 

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



phonetic system: Lomonosov chooses Moscow dialect in 

order to establish the a l e s  for the new phonetic system. 
The following examples show some phonetic niles established 

by Lomonosov such as exposed in his G r m a r  and his two 

R h e t o r i c s  . 

- Pronunciation of the fricative flru in the Slavonic 
forms of the high style. 

- Different accentuation of the same word depending on 
the stylistic category in which the word is found. In 

the high style it would be: r r a p ~ ,  a~coao, xeCToK; in 

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

the last syllable: EapH, BHCOKO, XeCTOK, etc. 
- The phonetic phenornenon of Henomornacze, (6per, rpan, 

rnac )  , which is purely Slavonic in origin, is reserved 
for the high style. 

- Pronunciation of e under stress instead of 0 before 
hard consonants is also a characteristic of the high 

style. 

- The words containing composite sounds ~ ï ï  and 4, which 

are of Slavonic origin, are better suited for the high 

style, while their Russian correspondents I and q 

belong to the low style, 

- The tendency of o K a H w e  in the high style. 

The low and the high style, being at opposite ends 

within the hierarchy of stylistic categories, contrasted 

sharply, not only in their lexical configuration (which w i l l  

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

rnorphological and phonetic features. Lomonosov was aware 

that only a sensible juxtaposition of grammatical and 

lexical elements could preserve the stylistic balance and 

uniformity of a given literary work, In order to avoid 

stylistic incongruities by juxtaposition and mixing of these 

elements Lomonosov determined the phonetical and the 



morphological characteristics of each of the two styles. 

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

conclude that Lornonosov, while working on his Grammar, 

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

simplistic conclusion does not take into account some facts. 

First, Lomonosov throughout his philological work clearly 

distinguishes one lexical group composed of words common to 

Russian and Church Slavonie, which he called %nosa 

0 6 r & e y n o ~ p e 6 ~ ~ e n b ~ ~ e ,  c n a s e ~ o p o c c a ~ c ~ i i e . ~ ~  Next to these 

common, Slavono-Russian words, he distinguished two lateral 

groups of words, H B ~ c o K E i e  c n o B a u  and " H H ~ K H ~  C J I O B ~ ~ ~  which 

would form two styles respectively, high and low. From 

there it seems obvious that the group of words which he 

calls wo6meyno~pe6w~enb~nre,wf and which occupy central 

position between the "highN and wwlowww words, form what 

Lomonosov later would cal1 the wwmiddle styleww in his theory 

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

use in literary language, and in its lexical, morphological 

and phonetic configuration contained the elements from both 

adjacent stylistic categories. Therefore, by virtue of its 

heterogenous nature, the lwmiddle style" was irrelevant 

within the context of grammatical regulation relative to the 

stylistic aspect of the Russian literary language. In this 

regard, Vinogradov rightly observes: 

" P O C C W ~ C K ~ R  r P a M M â T K K â 8  OI[KCHBâR B CHCTeMaTH3I IPYR 

@ o ~ e ~ ~ s e c ~ a e ,  ~opQonorwsec~we w owacm 
C B H T a K C H V e C K H e  RBneHHR, C T p e M K J I a C b  n p e l I C T a B H T b  

06my~1 CTPYXTYPHYKI OCEOBY PYCCXOrO R 3 H K a l  KOTOPaR B 

OCHOBHOM COBITâJIaeT CO CPeJIHEIM CTElJIeM, a K H O r i r a  

r r p ~ 6 ~ 1 ~ x a e ~ c ~  K IIpOCTOMy. 3 ~ a  OCHOBa CJiyXKT QOHOM Ei 
B M e C T e  C T e M  OpZieETKpOM .4JIR lTpOTHBOIIOCTaB~eHElR  

O T X J I O H ~ D ~ H X C R  OT H e e  R B ~ ~ H H H  BHCOKOCO C n a B e H c K o r o  



Lomonosov in h i s  POCCE~%K~R rpaMMaTnKa recorded and 
codified the n o m s  of Russian literary language, brought 

them into a system, made detailed description, inventory and 

selection of grammatical rules. Furthemore, he took care to 

improve the stylistic aspect of the Russian language by 

grammatical regulations. Therefore, Lomonosov~s grammar is 

unanimously considered, and fully deserves to be so, the 

f irst Russian grammar "C HOPMaTWBHO -CTHJIHCTKqeCXHM 

xapaKTepoM. Ir 



Chapter III 

THE STANDARDIZATION OF THE VOCABULARY: 

" I ipenucno~~e  O nonme mar QepsoBmx B POCCURCKOM R B H K ~ *  

The relationship between the   us si an and the Church 

Slavonic literary language during the XVI-XVIIc. was based 

on a clear stylistic opposition and a well defined 

functional differentiation. A s  shown in the first chapter, 

th i s  hierarchical linguistic organization started to 

disintegrate during the time of Peter the Great. Towards the 

middle of the eighteenth century it became evident that the 

roie of Church Slavonic had changed, as its field of use had 

narrowed. At the same time, the interaction between the 

native   us si an, the Church Slavonic and the foreign, West 

European linguistic elements intensified. As the result of 

th i s  complex process of interaction, the problem of 

stylistic differentiation among these various linguistic 

elements started to emerge. It became an important 

linguistic issue which had to be resolved by rneans of a 

regulation. The following questions had to be clarified: 

What should be the basic structure of this new literary 

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

what extent should the ties with the Church Slavonic written 

tradition be preserved? What should be the correlation 

between the "oldff and the "newfV within this new literary 

language? What kind of foreign linguistic borrowings should 

be accepted? Al1 these questions were of primary importance 

around the middle of the eighteenth century and Lomonosovfs 

stylistic theory, developed in detail in his article 

~Tiperracrroskie O nonme mar UepKoBHIix B poccaZic~o~ R ~ H x ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

49 In the year 1758, thus came out the second edition of the 
Co6pame pasaarx C O ~ N B ~ H N ~  B CTi iXax li B npose rOCITO.ZINHZl 
KOlTJTeXCKOTO COBeTHNKa N L!PO@CCOP~ MNXakna ~ ~ O M O H U C O B ~ ,  

4 6  



came as a possible response to these questions.s0 

Slavono-Russian interaction: historical. perspective 
Lomonosov examines the problem of Slavono-Russian 

interrelation and interaction from two different 

standpoints. First, he analyzes the problem at the 

historical-comparative level and comes to the conclusion 

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

l t ~ p e ~ ~ ~ i i  M O P ~ B C X N ~  R ~ H K " )  are closely related, but 

nevertheless two different languages." In his article 

= l l p e n u c n o ~ ~ e  O n o n b ~ e  KHHr nepKoBmx B POCCHRCKOM I I ~ H K ~ ~  and 

throughout his philological works, Lomonosov makes a clear 

differentiation by systematically distinguishing the Russian 

from the Church Slavonic at different levels: phonetical, 

morphological, syntactical and lexical. He considers that 

each of these two languages, throughout itç historical 

development, has its own repertory of corresponding 

literary texts: the Old Russian being used in Middle Ages 

for secular writings, and the Old Church Slavonic, into 

which religious works were translated from Greek, as being 

the oldest written language among Slavic people. Therefore, 

Lomonosov concludes, the difference between the two 

languages should be examined at different stages of their 

historical development, and accordingly, against the actual 

published by the Moscow University. To this second edition was 
added Lomonosov's article ~ ~ f l p e ~ u c n o s a e  O nonme  KHHr IT~PKOBBHX 
B ~OCCNBCXOM R 3 H K e .  " 

Here and throughout this third chapter, we have relied 
essentially on Bo~nepcxwR , C T N ~ E ~ C T H ~ ~ C K O ~  y Y e H H e .  

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



linguistic situation (the one of Lomonosovfs own t h e ) .  

By taking into consideration the historical reality of 

the past (the centuries-long coexistence between the Russian 

and the Church Slavonic), and the linguistic situation of 

bis own tirne (the presence of the third linguistic element, 

that is, the West European borrowings), Lomonosov cornes to 

the following conclusion: the new, standardized and 

regulated Russian literary language, which could compete for 

the same status and prestige and even surpass the West 

European languages, should represent a synthesis between the 

native Russian and the Chuch Slavonic elements. Such a 

synthesis would provide a foundation on which the necessary 

elements of West European languages would be gradually 

assirnilated. Lomonosov fights against the indiscriminate and 

unrestricted use of West European vocabulary. However, he 

does not condemn altogether the use of foreign vocabulary 

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

denomination of an object or concept for which there was no 

Russian equivalent. This was particulary valid for the 

fields of science and technology. 

Nevertheless, two factors played a decisive role in 

Lomonosov~s choice of Church ~lavonic rather than West 

European elements as the integral part of the new  uss si an 
literary language. First, the influence of West European 

languages was a relatively new phenomenon and, hence, still 

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

compete for equal status with the Church Slavonic. During 

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

languages, mostly German and Dutch, was restricted mainly to 

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

half of the century that French became the most widely used 

foreign language and primarily in the literary domain. 
Second, Lomonosov saw the historical significance of Church 

Slavonic in the fact that it transmitted to Russians the 

Classical and the Christian-~yzantine culture and provided 



the Russian language with numerous philosophical terms. 

Lomonosov also pointed out that the development of the 

Russian literary language distinguishes itself from the 

development of other West European languages in the sense 

that it was closely connected with the Church Slavonic 

throughout the history in a specific interrelationship: 

Church slavonic, while serving as the "holyw language for 

religious purposes and the religious writings, at the same 

time exercised an influence on the Russian national 

language, serving as the source of its semantic and artistic 

enrichment. Hence, in Lomonosov~s opinion, this close 

relationship between these two languages is beneficial and 

should be exploited for the formation of the new literary 

language. Therefore, Russian society, while in the process 

of creating a new literary language, should no% reject the 

Church Slavonic but wisely use the elements of this language 

that are still alive, understandable and semantically 

meaningful. 

Slavono-Russian interaction: stylistic differentiation 

After having examined the problem of differentiation and 

interaction between the Russian and the Church Slavonic 

languages from the historical perspective, Lomonosov 

approaches the existing problem of their stylistic 

differentiation within the new Russian literary language. 

For that purpose he conceives and brings forward his 

stylistic theory, known today as the "Theory of three 

styles,1t52 by classifying the literary material within the 

framework of three distinct stylistic categories which he 

calls: high style, rniddle style and low style. 

But Lomonosov~s stylistic theory was not a fundamentally 

" Though Lomnosov used the tenu Three styles, he never 
referred to h i s  stylistic theory as the  Theory of three 
styles. This title was created by scholars later. 



new discovery, since during Lomonosovrs time this 

classification of literary material into different stylistic 

categories was a well established concept. It goes back to 

ancient Greek and Latin philosophers and writers: Aristotle, 

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

established between different literary genres and each genre 

belonged to a specific literary style. Tragedy, ep ic ,  ode, 

i d y l l ,  elegy, from the most noble to the most humble of 

genres, various epithets were given to describe the style in 
which they should be written. The epithets most frequently 

found among the Latin writers were: uber, gracilis, 

mediocris, subtilis, grandis, robustus, m e d i u s ,  floridus . 53 

~ u r i n g  the sixteenth, the seventeenth and the first half of 

the eighteenth century, many West European scholars wrote 

theoretical works concerning literary genres and their 

corresponding styles based on the ancient Greek and Latin 

works. In R h e t o r i c s  and Poetics written in Russia and 
Ukraine during the seventeenth and the beginning of the 

eighteenth century, the threefold stylistic differentiation 

was commonly found." 

Lomonosov became acquainted with these stylistic 

theories during the years of his education at the Slavono- 

~reco-Latin Academy in Moscow, and later in Kiev. Throughout 

his philological works Lomonosov deals with the stylistic 

problem of Slavono-Russian interaction. In his Grammar and 
in his two R h e t o r i c s  he examines the grammatical aspects of 

d i f  f erentiation between styles, while in his article "0 

noabse KHWr qepKoBHsx B ~ O C C W ~ I C X O M  83mcetf Lomonosov further 
develops and exposes in detail his system of three styles 

and defines their lexical noms. Witbin that system the role 

-- - 

53 See Martel, M. Lomonosov 4 0  . 
" The first Russian R h e t o r i c  by Makarii ( 1 6 1 7 - 1 6 1 9 )  and the 
Usachev's R h e t o r i c  (1699) both talk about " ~ p e x  ponax 
rnarmams. 



of Church-Slavonic was to provide a framework for 

grammatical rules and serve as the source of new words. 

Lomonosov accepts and uses only these Church ~lavonic words 

which are already in general use. In his K ~ ~ T K u ~  ~ ~ K O B O ~ C T B U  

K PHTOPKK~ Lomonosov recommends ' ~ y 6 e r a ~ h  cTapHx K 
H ~ ~ ~ o T ~ ~ ~ H T ~ J I ~ H H x  CJIaBeKCKEX pet-IeHHfi, KOTOPHX H a P O l l  He 

pa3pee.r."" Therefore the books to be consulted as a source 

of vocabulary are: T h e  Psa l t e r ,  The Act of the Apostles,The 

G o s p e l s  and to a lesser degree The P r o v e r b s  and The Prayers. 

Not only within the field of vocabulary but also when it 

comes to grammatical structure, Lomonosov tries to eliminate 

al1 the obsolete forms from the literary language. 

Lomonosov starts by organizing the Slavonic and the 

Russian vocabulary into three categories each. The following 

three belong to Church Slavonic vocabulary: 

1. The obsolete Church Slavonic words. 

2. Church Slavonic words, familiar to educated people 

even though they are not used in everyday speech. 

3. Elevated words common to both, Russian and Church 

~lavonic . 

The Russian vocabulary is divided in a similar way: 

1. Slavono-Russian words used in both Church Slavonic 

and Russian language. 

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

in Church books. 

3. Low Russian words which have no place in the 

literary language. 

From these different categories, Lomonosov extracts the 

groups of words which 

0 6 r n e y n o ~ p e 6 a ~ e n b ~ ~ e  y 
are common to both, "peseHwR 
DpeBHHX CJI~BRH B y pOCCHRHrM and he 



c a l l s  t h e m  w c n a ~ ~ a ~ o p o c c & c ~ e  peqem%w This group of 

words make the connection between t h e  two l e x i c a l  groups, 

the Church Slavonic and t h e  Russian,  Hence, the vocabulary 

of the new Russian l i t e r a r y  language is c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  

three groups, ttpoZOB peWHRiitt as Lomonosov c a l l s  them. They 

a l 1  have following s t y l i s t i c  q u a l i t i e s :  frequency of use 

( y n o ~ p e 6 ~ ~ e n b ~ ~ c ~ h  ) ; i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  (IIOHRTHOCTB ) , and 

propr ie ty  ( ~ I ~ K C T O B H O C T ~ ) ,  t h a t  is, whether a word is 

appropriate  and properly chosen for t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  l i t e r a r y  

mater ia l .  To  t h e  f i r s t  group belong Church Slavonic words 

(cnaseHcxHe pe?IemR) regu la r ly  employed even though not  on a 

w i d e  scale and fa in i l ia r  t o  educated Russians ( o m e p s a ~ ,  

rOCnOJIeHb, H ~ c ~ X I E H H I I ~ ~ ,  B3HBaD e t c . ) .  The  second group 

consists of Slavono-Russian words ( c n a s e ~ o p o c c ~  CLACKH~ 

peqemm: 60r, cnasa, p y ~ a ,  H m e ,  nosrraD etc . ) .  TO t h e  t h i r d  

group belong Russian words which do no t  f i gu re  i n  church 

books, (Poccfic~xie peseaaçr : roBopD, pyseB, HOTOPHB, n o ~ a ,  
~rwnib  e tc.) .  What Lomonosov excludes from these  t h r e e  l e x i c a l  

groups, and by consequence from the  Russian l i t e r a r y  

language, a r e  obsole te  Church Slavonic  words, a s  he c a l l s  

them: 1f06e~iua~~e peqeHwnu, (for example: 06aaa~, pacwr, 
o ~ o r n a ,  caerre), and t h e  low, indecent  Russian words 

(Vpe3peame caosaN)  , these two groups not  corresponding to 

t h e  noms of t h e  new literary language, s i nce  they do not  

posses t h e  t h r e e  s t y l i s t i c  q u a l i t i e s ;  ~ ~ I T ~ ~ ~ H T ~ J I ~ H O C T ~ ,  

~ O H R T H O C T ~ ,  ~ ~ ~ B C T O ~ ~ H O C T ~ .  

From t h e  above mentioned t h r e e  groups, Lomonosov bu i lds  

his theory of t h r e e  s ty les :  paCCYI[HTeJIbHOrO Y I [ O T P ~ ~ I I ~ H R R  

w pas6opy cirx Tpex ponoB pese~~f i  poxnamca Tpa mTHnR: 
BHCOKWÈI, I I O C P ~ ~ I C T B ~ H H R  H H H ~ K H ~ . " ~ ~  The  e n t i r e  system, b u i l t  

upon three stylistic categor ies ,  is based on the i n t e r a c t i o n  

56 M.B. JTOMOHOCOB, "IIpenacnoswe O nonbse mirr IEPKOBHHX B 
POCCK~~CKOM R J H K e , "  PYCCK~~R .IrwTepaTypHaB KPHTWKZ' XçTIII BeKB, 

. (Moc~sa: C o a e ~ c ~ a ~  Poccw~, 1978)  53. 



between the Church Slavonic and the Russian linguistic 

elements. Each style is defined by the proportion of Church 

~Lavonic elements it contains in relation to Russian, but 

the latter forms lexical foundation of each category. By 

adnitting Church Slavonic elements in various proportions 

into a particular stylistic category, Lomonosov defines the 

stylistic level of that category; the more Church 

Slavonicisms, the higher the stylistic level. Again, 

Lomonosov carefully selects Slavonic material, and admits 

only these  linguistic elements which have already entered, 

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

h i s  main concerns is to maintain the uniformity within each 

stylistic category . He recommends, for example, lt~a6rnaa~b 
PaBHOCTb c~rora'~ in the high style, which means excluding any 
IQonnHe cmBa." Concerning the middle style, Lomonosov 

mites : I'B cpenHeM m a n e  n o m 0  ~ a 6 n a n a ~ b  B C ~ B O ~ M O X H ~ I )  

PaBHOCTb, KOTOpaR OCO~JIWBO TeM TepReTCR, KOrna P e q e H K e  

cnapemxoe rronoxeHo 6 y n e ~  nonne pocc~ik~oro 

IIpOCTOHâ~OIIHO~O. lWn 

Lomonosov clearly defines the lexical structure of each 

style by the choice of particular lexical groups and their 

possible combinations. 

The high style contains the voeabulary from three 

lexical categories: words common to both Church Slavonic and 

Russian language; the Church Slavonic words known to 

educated Russians even though they are not commonly used; 

and these borrowings which were already well established in 

the Russian literary language. This style should be used 

when writing heroic poerns, odes, and ceremonial speeches on 

important subjects. 

The middle style consists mainly of words common to 

Church Slavonic and Russian, but can contain purely ~lavonic 



werds from the high style as well as the purely Russian 

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

vulgar. That is to Say, the care should be taken that the 

style does not become pompous or vulgar, respectively. The 

middle style was r e s e ~ e d  for theatrical works, satires, 

elegies , eclogues , simple poems etc. 
The low style contains simple words of Russian origin 

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

comedies, humorous epigrams, songs, familiar correspondence 

and the accounts of ordinary affairs. 

This lexical organization, evidently, does not leave 

much space for West European vocabulary. As mentioned 

earlier, Lomonosov tries to avoid as much as possible 

foreign borrowings by replacing them, particularly in the 

fields of abstract and scientific terminology, with 

neologisms created by coining Slavonic or Russian words or 

morphems, for example: s a 3 n y r n ~ ~ 8  Eacoc, 3 e m a ~  OCb,  

paBHoBecHe Tex, KwcnoTa, M a r m T H a R  cTpenxa etc. Other means 
Lomonosov uses to avoid adoption of a foreign word are by 

the introduction of some semantic changes of already 

existing Russian words such as onIrT, n s H x e H A e ,  ~ a 6 n ~ n e ~ w e ,  
RBI IeHHe ,  ZlaCTwUa etc. Nevertheless, he was in favour of 

adoption of a certain number of international scholarly 

terminology founded on Greek and Latin roots, for example: 

~ ~ O P W J O H T ~ J I ~ H H % ,  IIHaMeTp, KBaiIpaT, aT~oc@epa,  6 a p o ~ e ~ p ,  
Maxpocxon etc. A considerable number of words that were 

created, semantically changed or borrowed by Lomonosov, have 

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

vocabulary. 



Chapter IV 

THE ïMPORTANCE OF LOMON0S0Vf8 STYLISTIC THEORY 

There is no consensus among scholars regarding the 

importance of Lomonosov's stylistic theory. One group of 

scholars, including V.D. Levin, A.V. Isachenko and G,H. 

Worth, hold the opinion that Lomonosov~s stylistic theory 

was merely an episode in the history of literary Russian and 

had little impact on its further development. Other 

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

Kovalevskaia, F . P .   ili in and V.V. Vinogradov, consider the 

Theory as an important contribution to the formation and the 

development of modern Russian literary language. 

As demonstrated in the first chapter of the present 

work, the linguistic situation of the first half of the 

eighteenth century was rather chaotic. There is a general 

agreement among scholars dealing with the eighteenth-century 

linguistic problern in Russia, in recognizing that there was 

indeed a w C ~ w n ~ c ~ w s e c ~ a ~  necTpoTa,... KoTopaR 6 ~ n a  O C O ~ ~ H O  

xapaKTepHa n m  c~aneil  nmepaTypEoro R J H K ~  xoma =II - 
n e p ~ o k  TPeTH XVIII ~ e ~ a .  The on-going polemical 

discussions and the antagonism between the three major 

literary figures of the tirne, ~rediakovskii, Sumarokov and 

Lomonosov, was symptomatic of the lack of a normative 

character within the literary language. considering the 

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

organization was an absolute necessity, acutely f e l t  around 

the middle of the century. 

Al1 the confusion, discussions and disagreements were 

concentrated around one main question: how to find a common 

national n o m  for the literary language. Hence, Lomonosov~s 



stylistic theory - and obviously his G r a m m a r  - appear first 
of all, as a response to that question; it came as a 

necessary step to remedy this indiscriminate and arbitrary 

mixture of vocabulary and grammatical forms that was common 

practice among writers of that time. By organizing the 

lexical material and by setting the grammatical noms, 
Lomonosov enabled a harmonious, logical and sensible 

juxtaposition of two distinct linguistic traditions, the 

Russian and the Church Slavonic. 

Regarding Lomonosovf s Grammar,  its importance for the 

further development of the literary Russian is evident and 

requires no further comments. His stylistic theory, however, 

needs some rehabilitation. 

First, let us examine why Lomonosov opted for this 

threefold stylistic division which eventually earned the 

famous title: the Theory of three styles. By considering 

from our present perspective, Lomnosovfs purely forma1 

division of Russian literary language into three stylistic 

categories appears rather rigid, artificial and somewhat 

hard to put into practice. 

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

scientific activities from his literary work. The poet never 

stopped being a scientist, while the scientist always 

remained a p o e t . ~ ' ~  This could explain why Lomonosov's 

stylistic theory is conceived in such a precise way and with 

such strict and rigid rules. There the linguist was dealing 

with the problem in a quasi-scientific approa~h.~ This is 

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

for the thoughts of the eighteenth century enlightenment 

period, and 1. Reyfman describes as a normative approach to 

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

" We should not forget the fact that Lomonosov was a scientist 
as much as a writer and linguist. 



aesthetics - a common feature for the eighteenth-century 
Russian writers . Obviously, no writer or poet, including 

Lomonosov himself, could strictly follow these rigid rules, 

since literature as a creative process has this arbitrary 

value which eludes any rigid and strict regulation - and 
Lomonosov certainly must have been aware of that. Lomonosov 

himself apparently hesitated before eventually deciding for 
this threefold division." Hence, the fact that Lomonosov 

choose to divide the literary language into three distinct 

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

importance than it deserves. Unfortunately, this is exactly 

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

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

for exampie, in his article f l o ~ o ~ u c o ~  w Teopiirr CTNJE& while 

acknowledging the necessity of this normative character in 

Lomonosovfs G r a m m a r ,  deplores its presence in his stylistic 

theory. He mites: 

" M c ~ ~ ~ H K o ,  " ~ ~ O M O E ~ O C O B ~ ~  147. 
1. Reyfman, Vasilii Trediakovsky; The Fool of the %ewf 

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

'* This is the conclusion that some scholars, including A. 1. 
Efimov, came to, after examining Lomonosovfs drafts for his 
P O C C N ~ K K ~ ~ ~  r p z i ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ a  and PHTOPEIIC~ (see for exampie Efimovrs 
N c ~ o p m  PyCCKOrO XFiTepaTypHOrO R3EiXZI 10 2 -1 0 5) . B u t ,  according 
to Vomperskii, C~mmcrwuec~oe yqeakie I o ~ o ~ o c o ~ a  (173-179)~ 
Lomonosov never hesitated when it came to defining the 
stylistic structure of the literary language; the idea of a 
threefold division can be found in practically al1 of 
Lomonosov~s philological work. 



No doubt, the grammar was of basic importance for the 

integration of the written, L e . ,  Church ~lavonic, and the 

colloquial Russian. However, this integration could not 

possibly have taken place on a grammatical basis uniquely 

considering t h e  particular linguistic situation in Russia 

during the first half of the eighteenth century. The lexical 

incongruities and the stylistic disorder of the time 

represented a problem which, in our opinion, due t o  its very 
nature could not have been resolved by mere grammatical 

regulation. Further in his article Isachenko mites: 

V.D. Levin sha re s  the same point of view: 

"CT~HOBWTCR RCHHM, rlTO CHCTeMa TPeX C T K Z ~ ~ , . .  

TepseT c B o e  ~ ~ a s e ~ w e  B ycnomax nanbaeamero 
p a ~ s a ~ w ~  nwTepaTypH, nop~sanmeii nocTeneaEo c 
TPâlIWUHRMA K J I ~ C C W Q K ~ M ~ .  "65 

Obviously, Isachenko and Levin consider the whole 

matter through t he  prism of historical classification of 

literary movements into d i f f e r e n t  aesthetic categories. This 

65 JI~BBH,  K ~ ~ T K H B  oyepK 13 2 .  Cited i n  Elcase~~o , ~ J T O M O H O ~ O B ~  
1 4 9 .  



would appear to be a narrow-sighted view since we al1 know 

that linguistic n o m s  can not be fixed once and for al1 and 
applied indefinitely, due to the constant mutation of 

language. Lomonosov himself must have been aware of the 

temporary value and limited use of his stylistic theory. 

Hence, his stylistic theory should be considered and its 

importance examined from a different perspective, in a 
broader, more general context. 

The first important feature of Lomonosov~s stylistic 

theory is that it legitimized and codified the use of the 

everyday, colloquial Russian. By officially admitting 

Rwsian spoken, everyday speech into the literary language, 

Lomonosov opened the possibilities for expansion and 

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

the century, the colloquial Russian started entering 

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

guidance as to how and when the colloquial Russian should be 

used, Lomonosov helped remedy the VTwniicTwqecxaR neCTpoTW1 
of his own time and, by doing so, he paved the road for 

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

ourselves: would we have Pushkin without Lomonosov? 

Furthemore, Lomonosov recognized the value and the 

advantage of an organized use of the living parts of the 

Church Slavonic and its incorporation into the literary 

language. Considered from our present perspective, the 

importance of the Church Slavonic seems overvalued by 

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

middle of the eighteenth century, the presence of Church 

Slavonic within the literary language was considerably 

stronger than was the presence West European vocabulary, 

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

Church Slavonic any more than his contemporaries 

Trediakovskii and Sumarokov, but he was the only one among 

them who clearly stipulated to what proportion, under what 

conditions and under what circumstances the Church Slavonic 



language should be used - and he achieved this by means of 
the stylistic differentiation. Here is one example in way of 

demonstration. We have seen in the first chapter of the 

present work that the use of Church Slavonic and Russian 

doublets (IT~KH-o~UzTb; ~xe-KOTOPH& TOKMO-Tonb~O)  , were a 
comrnon practice during the first half of the century. 

However, conflicts often arose (the quarrelç between 

Sumarokov and Trediakovskii concerning the use of the 

Slavonic word ~ K H  are notorious), as to when and where each 

of them should be employed. By means of his styliçtic 

differentiation, Lomonosov resolved the problem: the Russian 

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

their Slavonic equivalents in the high style. By organizing 

and stylistically orienting the elements from the spoken, as 

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

and logical selection and organization, Lomonosov made first 

important steps towards the creation of a new, unified 

literary language, By regulating the use of Church Slavonic 

and Russian linguistic elements and by orienting their 

mutual interaction, Lomonosov standardized the lexical 

system - and by doing so, he enabled the passage, that is, 
the transformation from the medieval, bilingual linguistic 

system towards one common, national literary language. 

Within this context it becomes irrelevant that the odes and 

the elegies belonging to the period of Classicism, were 

replaced by new literary genres which came wlth 

Sentimentalism, and where the Theory of three styles could 

not be applied as such. If the Slavonic word m K Z ï  was 

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

accordingly the high style, went out of fashion - 
consequently, the word ~ K H  also went out of use. And this 

is exactly what happened, many of the Slavonicisms 

disappeared as the high, solemn literary genres went out of 

Fashion. Therefore, it becomes equally irrelevant if there 

were three or five stylistic categories. The point is that 



the vocabulary needed and received, by mans of Lomonosovfs 

stylistic organization, a selection and a classification. 

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

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

nevertheless they are essential, and whatever form or shape 

may appear throughout the history, the groundwork remains. 

Hence, Isachenkors view, shared by G.H.  ort th^^ that the 
Theory of three styles was merely an episods in the history 

of literary Russian and had practically no impact on its 

subsequent development - and the importance of this theory 
belongs to the folklore of philology, could indeed be 

considered as heretical . 67 

One regrettable fact is the inconsistency in the 

standards of judgements among investigators in the 

assessment of Lomonosovfs philological work. Notably, 

G.H.Worth questions Lomonosovfs role as a central figure in 

the creation of the new Russian literary language. According 

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

new, unified literary language are: 1) the standardkation 

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

vocabulary. Although she acknawledges the importance of 

Lomonosovrs contribution in the field of grammar, GoWorth 

questions his role as regulator and innovator of the 

vocabulary. The fact that Lomonosov "shunned unnecessary 

innovations whenever he had the possibility to take over 

already existing term~,ll~~ and preferred the use of 

paraphrases and word combinations whenever an equivalent for 

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

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

See Worth, gcThoughtsw 13 1. 

67 In her article, Worth refers to her statement as 
Itheretical. t' 

68 Worth, I1Thoughtsw 13 1. 



gives al1 the credits to Trediakovskii for his numerous 

neologisms despite the fact that most of them were never 

adopted, no more by his contemporaries than by posterity. 
She mites: wDespite the fact that ~rediakovskii's own 

language is often barely comprehensible and was ridiculed 

during his own time, 1 believe that this writer is one of 

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

the higher lexical strata of the new literary language."@ 

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

the Russian literary, scientific and cultural life was in an 

ever closer connection with the Western world. There are 

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

a matter of judgement to determine which are more 

appropriate in given circumstances. The fact is that new 

vocabulary was created by al1 different means in eighteenth 

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

numerous synonyms and doublets creating stylistic and 

grammatical awkwardness within the newly forming Russian 

iiterary language. This bring us to the following 

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

the middle of the eighteenth century, there was an even 

greater need for its regulation, and Lomonosovrs stylistic 

theory was a first important move into that direction. It 

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

judges the historical importance of the philological works 

of two authors, Lomonosov and Trediakovskii. First she uses 

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

of three styles did not find any practical application in 

the literature of future generations and therefore had no 

impact on the subsequent development of the Russian literary 

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

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

" Worth, ttThoughtslt 1 3  2. 



when judging Trediakovskii's philological work, when she 

writes: wTrediakovskiirs significance for the development of 

the literary language does not lie in the number of his 

neologisms that survived, but in the fact that h i s  whole 

linguistic and literary activity formed a bridge between old 

and newOw7* In our opinion, this statement would do much 

better justice to Lomonosov, for, if anybody from that 

generation of writers and scholars had made the link between 

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

place. 

What G o H *  Worth refers to as the Vegulation of 

vocabularyff , other scholars including V. P. Vomperskii and 
V.V. Vinogradov cal1 it the solving of existing problem of 

bilinguism within the new Russian literary languageO7' 

Although many of Lomonosov's contemporaries, A.D. Kantemir, 

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

to find a solution but failed, according to Vomperskii, 

Lomonsov was the only one to succeed in finding the answer 

to this most important question of Russian linguistics 

during the second half of the seventeenth and the first half 

of the eighteenth century. Vomperskii, who extensively 

studied not only Lcmonosovfs stylistic theory but also 

stylistic theories before Lomonosov, considers erroneous 

the widely used expression among scholars: The theory of 

three styles, since Lomonosov used the already existing 

concept of three styles merely as a convenient framework for 

the differentiation of various stylistic genres of Russian 

literary language." But Lomonosov was aware that: 

"...CTWJIWCTW~~CKEI~ 3 a n a s K  H 3 y s e H H R  pyCCXOî0 JIHTepaTypHOrO 

R ~ H K ~  H e  LicrIepnHBamcR OnwcaHueu w p a 3 r p a ~ ~ s e ~ w e ~  ero 

70 Worth, flTho~ght~lf 13 2. 

7L Bo~nepc~ziii, C T ~ T N C T B ~ ~ C X O ~  ycreme 180. 

This opinion is shared by V.V. Vinogradov and A. 1. Gorshkov. 
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@IHKQUOH~JI~H~[X ~ ~ ~ H O B I I ~ H O C T ~ R . " "  A . I .  G O ~ S ~ ~ O V  shares the 

same opinion: ~ C ~ a n a c ~ ~ r ~ e c ~ o e  yqeHwe J I o ~ o ~ o c o s a  HenpaBoMepHo 
C B O ~ H T C R  K yrIeHm O Tpex CTEIJIRXo Ha caMoM xe rreae OHO 6 ~ x 0  
ropasao mwpe A r n y 6 x e . 1 * ~ ~  Both scholars consider Lomonosovrs 

theory not only as the éheory of three styles such as 

exposed in his article "0 nonbse KHWr nepKoBHHx B POCCH~~CKOM 
Ç I ~ H K ~ ~ ,  but as a much more complex work, which represents an 

integral part of Lomonosov~s other two major works: 

P O C C N ~ ~ : C K ~ R  r " p a M M a  TwKa and K ~ ~ T K U ~  PyKOBU.llCTB0 K K p C H U p e  YZD. 

They together form an entity, and, are converging towards 

the same goal: the resolution of the problem which appeared 

with the disintegration of Church Slavonie-Russian 

bilinguism during the first half of the eighteenth century, 

and the establishment of noms within the stylistic and 

grammatical field of the literary language: 

~ ~ P a s n e n e ~ w e  R ~ H K ~  Ha TPH CTKIIR BHOCUJIO IIOPSIIIOK B 

TY CTWJTACTWW2CKYD IIeCTPOTY, KOTOPaR 6ma 
xapaKTepHa nnn naTepaTypHoro R J H K ~  II~TPOBCKOZ~ 
Jnoxa. 3 ~ a  cTKnWcTEirIecKaR pe$op~a  cwpana  snnaDutyn 
POnb B CTaHOBJIeHBH K BOPMaJIW3a4UEI H O B O ~  CKCTeMH 

pyccKoro nsTepaTypHoro ~ 3 ~ x a  a oxa3ana rpoMamoe 
~ o ~ n e i i c ~ s w e  Ha cym61.i pyccxok naTepaTypH w 
JiHTepaTypHOrO R 3 a K a  BnJIOTb IiO CepeiMHH 70-X - 
Hanana 80-x  ronoB. uT5 

" B.n. Bour repc~~k ,  "0 IIOHSTKE iuTEIJIR B C T K ~ H C T K ~ ~ C K O ~  TeOPKEi 
M. B. ~ O M O H O C O B ~  , 'I Bunpoc~ CTNIINCTNKN (Mocxsa : M ~ ~ ~ ~ T ~ X ~ C T B O  
MOCKOBCKO~O YHHBepCKTeTa, 19 66) 46.  I n  this article, 
Vomperskii discusses other aspects of Lomonosov~s approach 
concerning stylistic differentiation. 

74 A. II. ~OPIIIKOB , T ~ O P ~ T N Y ~ C K N ~  OCEOBX H C T O ~ H  PYCCKO~O 
JIHTepaTypHUrO R3HEa (Moc~sa :  H a y ~ a ,  1983)  140. 



Furthemore, Vomperskii rightly points out, Lomonosov 

with his stylistic theory led the foundations of the Russian 

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

history of the formation and developrnent of   us si an 

Linguistics as a science - at the time in Russian history 
when it became necessary to put under examination and 

analysis the rich and multiform linguistic material from the 

past. We can not but acknowledge Vomperskiifs statement if 

we take into consideration that the distinction between the 

Russian and the Church SLavonic was made rather intuitively 

during Lomonosovfs time. Lomonosov was the first to take a 

historical-linguistic approach to the problem by 

differentiating the two languages according to their origin. 

More importantly, he was the first to determine that Church 

Slavonic and Russian were two distinct languages. 

Although Vomperskii and Vinogradov both agree that 

Lomonosovfs threefold stylistic division was necessary for 

bringing order to the existing linguistic chaos, from the 

quotation above it is evident that Vomperskiifs point of 

view concerning the importance of Lomonosov~s theory for the 

further formation and development of the new Russian 

literary language, differs from Vinogradovrs. According to 

Vinogradov, as the ~lassicism was dying out and was being 

replaced by Sentimentalism, the new literary practice could 

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

the low style. Comparing the importance of Lomonosovrs 

Grammar with the importance of h i s  stylistic theory, 

Vinogradov mites : 



There are several reasons why it is hard to accept 

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

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

c~nsideration.~ First - Kovalevskaia argues - the connection 
of the system of three styles with the literary tradition of 

the past does not exclude its connection with the future 

literary traditions. Lomonosovfs Theory of three styles 

played an essential role in the process of establishment of 

lexical and stylistic noms, and was directly related to the 

formation of different lexical strata of the modern Russian 

literary language. The authors of the eighteenth century, 

while writing within the framework of the three styles, 

greatly contributed to building up of the modern stylistic 

system, since each of the three styles required a purposeful 

selection of linguistic resources , as well as a fair amount 
of consideration as to their possible combinations. It was 

in the literature of Classicism that the linguistic material 

underwent the type of Nprocessingtv and ggworking up" 

necessary for the formation of any literary language. The 

authors, with their active literary and theoretical 

participation, contributed to the establishment of 

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

its apparent exclusive character, (J~MXHYTHMH rpamiuam), 

was very different from the stylistic system of Pushkinfs 



time and from the modern stylistic system. Nevertheless, its 

basic principles had a perspective for development. 

Let us examine at this point what was the destiny of 

each of the three styles. ~ssuming that Lomonosovfs 

stylistic theory did have a practical application in 

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

of Classicism, and did consolidate the literary heritage 

from the past, it appears a t  least questionable whether the 

Theory of three styles survived as such and were applied on 

a wide scale by following generations. But what was the 

future of each of the three stylistic categories? 

Obviously, Lomonosov~s stylistic theory belonged to the 

period of Russian Classicism and was directly related to the 

existing literary genres, The following generations of 

writers who embraced t h e  new literary movement of 

Romanticisrn, could not use and put into practice Lomonosov~s 

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

and the high style with its elevated Slavonic vocabulary had 

lost its practical application, since the new t-ses of 

literature which developed with Romanticism did not need 

t h a t  kind of high stylistic expression. But, as E.G. 

Kovalevskaia points out: 

As much as t he  answer concerning the high linguistic 



strata seems rather straightforward, the destiny of the 

middle style appears to be much more controversial. There iç 

a widespread opinion among scholars, including Vinogradov, 

that the middle style, which started its formation with the 

development of the chancery and business language during the 

seventeenth century, served as the foundation for the 

further development of Russian literary language. Sorokin, 

while examining the period of Peter the Great, writes in 

this respect: 

Sorokin emphasizes the fact that Lomonosov was the 

first to indicate the importance and the special position of 

this middle lexical layer, its central place, and its 

standardized character within the stylistic system. Towards 

the end of the eighteenth century, the new literary 

language, built on the foundations of this middle lexical 

strata which Lomonosov defined as the middle style, became 

at the same time the business language and the language of 

literature in its narrow sense (xynoxecTsemaR n m e p a ~ y p a )  . 
F.P. Filin holds a similar opinion: 



Filinf s argument is simple but plausible: writers of 

the eighteenth century did not write in Church Slavonie, 

neither did they mite n~~~~ CIIOBOY.~ Their language, with 

different variations, was developing within the frame of the 
ever expanding middle lexical layer. This standpoint is 

generally accepted among scholars. However, it is challenged 
by A.I. Gorshkov who goes even further and questions the 

very existence of the system of three styles: "Ho npeane 
Bcero cnrenyeT BHZZCHET~, . c y Q e c m o s a r r a  mi peamHo c H c T e M a  Tpex 
C T H J E ~  PyCCKOrO JIHTepaTypHOrO R J H K ~ . " ~ ~  Th0ugh acknowledging 

the existence of the high style in  a certain number of texts 
typical in  their linguistic organization, he considers the 
frontiers between the middle and the low style blurred 

enough not to allow us to speak about two distinctive 

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

did the Russian literary language develop from the middle 

style?, becomes inelevant. Even if w e  accept the idea that 

the middle style, indeed, was the point departure for the  
further development of the Russian literary language, 

Gorshkov questions the  importance of that fact. Far more 

important, according to him, is to know: 

' * ~ T O  OH ~ 0 6 0 ~ '  I l p e i l C T a B I I R X I  K a I l  Pa3BHBaJIGICRI KaXHME 

napaMeTpami o6nananii nperrcTasnmnuïe aToT cTmb T ~ K C T H . " ~ ~  

In order to answer these questions, it is necessary, 
Gorshkov considers, to make the lin3c, first of all, between 
the development of the Russian literary language and the 

development of the literary tendencies of the second half of 



the eighteenth century. Gorshkovfs way of reasoning is 
probably the most pertinent. It supports o e  above made 

statement that is inelevant how rnany stylistic categories 
existed in literary practice of Lomonosovfs tirne. At the 

same time, this is also hard to determine since the 

boundaries between what Lonionosov defined as the middle and 

l ow  styles were indeed somewhat blurred and the distinction 
between what he referred to as 06nre~apon~ax, 
06~eyeyrro~pe6~~enb~as1 xeKcHga and npocToxaponHIze, m3me cnoBa 
etc. were not clearly defined. What is now important, in our 

opinion, is to analyze further the overwhelming quantity of 

literary material inherited from the eighteenth century that 

lies in the archives, waiting to be examined. 83 

Gorshkov's point of view is representative for the 

"defenders" of Lomonosovrs stylistic theory, and can be 

summarized as follows: 

1. Lomonosovrs stylistic theory can not be reduced to 

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

article "0 nonme K m r  ~ ~ P K O B H W X  B POCCW~~CKOM E I J H K ~ ~ ~ ;  it has 

a much deeper and wider implications within the development 

of the new Russian literary language and therefore should be 

considered beyond the narrow frame of three styles. 

2. The widely accepted consideration of the second half 

of the eighteenth century as the period of three s ty l e s  is 

based more on theories than on the real condition of the 

Russian literary language. We cannot fully understand and 

give an exact account of the new Russian literary language 

without leaving this narrow frame of three styles; 

83 According to the authors of the project Cno~apb XVIII BeKa,  
( J I e ~ ~ ~ r p a n :  1977) 7, there were more than ten thousand 
publications released during the eighteenth century. Many of 
the literary texts were published for the f irst time in the 
XIXth-XXth century, and there is a great number of st i l l  
unpublished manuscripts in the archives. See @H~HH, NCTUKH 
119-120. 



Lomonosovgs literary practice, and that of his fellow 

writers was much wider and richer than Lomonosov~s theory. 

3. Neither Lomonosov and his contemporaries, nor the 

future generation of theoreticians and writers considered 

this threefold stylistic division as the only possible and 

the most important, and indeed, different approaches 

regarding stylistic differentiations existed during and 

after Lomonosov~s tirne. But these various stylistic 

classifications, including Lomonosovgs, during the middle 

and the second half of the eighteenth century, were not 

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

practical applications of these principles were not always 

carried out with consistency and precision. 

To this can be added that the whole eighteenth century 

was a period of linguistic experimentation, much more so 
than was the seventeenth or the nineteenth century. During 

this transitional period in t h e  process of formation and 

development of the modern Russian literary language, 

Lomonosov's stylistic theory played an important role since 

it was directly connected to the historical and cultural 

need of the eighteenth century Russian literary society. 



During the complex and intensive process of interaction 

between the Church Slavonic and the Russian linguistic 

elements in the course of the eighteenth century, the 

Russian literary language was thoroughly transfonned from 

its old, medieval dual system to one common literary 

language with well defined grammatical norms and a new 

stylistic structure, capable of satisfying the new literary 

needs of a Westernized Russian society. Therefore, the 

eighteenth century can rightly be considered as the crucial 

period in the history of formation and development of the 

modern Russian literary language. 

The first half of the century was rather a period 

characterized by absorption of the new, and the mixing and 

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

foreign. The merging of three distinct lexical entities - 
West European, Church Slavonic, and national Russian - was 
the starting point of the creation of what will emerge, 

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

~bviously , this newly forming literary language required 

well defined morphological, phonetic, and stylistic norms, 

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

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

lies the importance of Lomonosov's role as a linguist. His 

achievements within the process of formation of a new 

 uss si an literary language may be summed up as follows. 

Lomonosov standardized the grammatical system by 

codifying the noms and fixing the rules of the w r i t t e n  
language; his major philological work, the P U C C N ~ C K ~ H  
rpaMMaTwxa, was the first extensive grammar of the Russian 
language, covering al1 of its grammatical aspects, and its 

importance for the further development of the Russian 

language remains unquestionable. 



Lomonosovfs role as the regulator of the vocabulary was 

equally important, perhaps in a less obvious and more 

indirect way. In his short but nevertheless important 

article " E p e m c n o ~ ~ e  O nomse q e P K o B m  B POCCF~GCKOM 

~3hnce l', Lomonosov created guidelines for a sensible and 

selective interaction of Church Slavonic and native Russian 

linguistic components w i t h  the goal of putting an end to the 
prevailing linguistic anarchy of the the. By means of a 

stylistic differentiation and orientation of the lexical 

system, Lomonosov achieved a double goal: 

a) He regulated the use of the Church Slavonic 

vacabulary and helped eliminate the archaic and obsolete 

words from the literary language. 

b) He endorsed and actively supported the presence of 

the spoken, vernacular Russian within the literary language. 

No doubt, Lomonosovfs stylistic theory, considered 

uniquely within the frame of its threefold division (high, 

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

does not undermine its importance. It was relevant for his 

own tirne, L e . ,  the period of Russian ~lassicism, for it 

brought into order the lexical and stylistic system. By 

means of a regulated use of the vocabulary, different 

stylistic levels were created and defined, and this was of 

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

Lomonosovfs stylistic theory did not serve as the recipe to 

be followed scrupulously and exclusively by future 

generations of writers. By organizing and classifying 

lexical material grammatically and stylistically, Lomonosov 

enabled future generations to dispose of any particular 

lexical and stylistic layer, according to, and depending on 

specific literary requirements. A regulated use of different 

lexical resources was an essential preparatory phase towards 

the creation of a unique, common linguistic system. 

- Lomonosovrs organizational activity prepared the ground for 



the following stage of development of the Russian literary 

language. Therefore, Lomonosovfs stylistic theory, 

considered within a larger historical conte*, should be 

given rightly deserved credit and due acknowledgment, for it 

remains unquestionably one of the major eighteenth century 

contributions to the formation of what is presently called 

Iwmodern Russian literary language." We would like to close 

the present study by a small but significant quotation of 

Lomonosov~s own words: 

"Je ne saurais terminer, mais jfouvrirai la route 

et le chemin sera plus facile à ceux qui me 

suivront. 

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



Bibliography 

Brown, W.E. A History of X V I I I t h  Cen tury  Russian ~iterature. 
Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1980. 

Grasshoff, H. Michail Lomonosow, Sprache und Literatur. 
Halle: 1962. 

Kudriatsev, B. B. Mikhail Vasilyevich Lomonosov. Moscow : 

Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1954. 

Martel, A. Michel Lomonosov et la langue litéraire russe. 

Paris: Imprimgrie nationale, 1933. 

Menshutkin, B. Russiars Lomonosov. Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 1952. 

Pavlova, G. E. and Fedorov, A. S. M .V. Lomonosov, H i s  Life and 

Work. Moscow: Mir Publishers, 1984. 

Reyfrnan, 1. Vasilii Trediakovsky: The Fool of the 'Newf 

Russian Literature. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 

1990. 

Unbegaun, B.O. Drei russische Grammatiken des 18. 

Jahrhunderts. München: Wilhelm Fink Verlag, 1969. 

--a . llColloquial and Literary Russian. u Oxford Slavonic 
Papers 1 (1950) : 26-35. 

--- . IfLe russe litéraire, est-il d'origine russe?" Selected 

Papers on Russian and Slavic  Philology. Oxford: 1969. 229- 

311. 



Worth, G.H. Die Bereicherung des Russischen Wortschatzes im 

W I I I .  Jahrhundert. Wien: Verlag Adolf ~ofzhausens Nfg., 

1956. 26-30. 

--O . "POJIB QePKOBHOCJIaBRHCKOïO R3bIKa B Pa3BHTHH PYCCKOrO 

mTepaTypHoro E I J H K ~ .  lm Anerican  ontr ri butions to the Sixth 

International Congress of Slavists. vol. 1. The Hague - 
Paris: Mouton, 1968. 95-125. 

-O- . I1Thoughts on the Turning Point in The History of 

Literary Russian: Eighteenth Centurym. International 

Journal of Slav ic  L i n g u i s t i c .  vol .  13. The Hague: Mouton, 
1970, 125-135. 

Vinogradov, V. V. The History of the  uss si an Literary 

Language from the Seventeenth Century to the Nineteenth. 
Trans. L.L. Thomas. Madison: ~niversity of Wisconsin 

Press, 1969- 



M.B. J I o u o ~ o c o ~ a . ~ ~  Bonpucar CTH~HCTHKEI.  Mocxsa: Ilsn. 
MOCKOBCKOrO yHHBep3EiTeTar 1966. 44-59. 

ropmoa , A. H . Teope~mec~zie  O~HOBH m z ~ o p m  pyccKoro 
IIJiTepaTypHorO m ~ ~ a .  Mocxsa: Hayxa, 1983. 

H c a s e ~ ~ o ,  A .  B. l t J I o ~ o ~ o c o ~  u TeopHg C T W J I ~ ~ ~ .  t1 Ceskoslovenska 

rus i s t ika  13 (1968) : 147-150. 



~ M O H O C O B  , M. B. N3a6parrire npow3~enea~~. T . 2 .  M o c ~ s a  : 
A x a n e m ~  HayK CCCP, ~ 3 n .  H a y ~ a ,  1986. 

COPOKWH , IO .C . 1 1 0  cnoBape pyccxoro R ~ H K ~  XVIII Bega. ri  

M?i~ep~iam H H C C J I e i I O B a H H R  ITO ZeKCIiKe pyCCKOr0 f l 3 H m  X v I I I  

~ e ~ a  . ed. m. C . COPOKWH , Moc~sa- f le~aarpan  : Axanema HayK 
CCCP, H31I. H a y ~ a ,  1965. 5-42. 



IMAGE EVALUATION 
TEST TARGET (QA-3) 

APPLIED - A IMAGE. lnc 
= 1653 East Main Street - 

-* - - Rochester, NY 14609 USA -- -- - - Phone: 7161482-0300 -- -- - - Fax: 71 a12884989 

O 1993. Applied Image. tnc.. All Rights Reserved 




