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FOREWORD

his book contains texts of reports read at the international conference

Scotland and Russia in the Enlightenment organised in Edinburgh, 1-3

September 2000. The idea to study the links between Russian and Scot-

tish cultures was not a random choice of the organisers, but was a re-
sult of a considerable spadework and the evolution of the participants’ research
interests. The first meeting of the Russian-British ‘team’ took place in May
1998 at the international conference The Science of Morality dedicated to the
250th anniversary of Jeremy Bentham held by St Petersburg Centre for History
of ldeas, St Petersburg Branch of Institute of Human Studies RAS, St Peters-
burg Branch of Institute for History of Science and Technology RAS. This con-
ference was in fact the first one in Russian-British comparativistics. During the
discussion it turned out that this field had not actually been studied and would
be very promising for both Russian and British historians of ideas, would enrich
their conceptions of ideas’ interaction and movement mechanisms and of their
cultures' specificities.

The history of ideas cannot exist out and above the history of human rela
tions. That is why the problem of personal contacts— correspondence, voy-
ages, high society — occupies the proper place in the discussion. Moreover, it is
important how an alien culture is perceived, the very sensitivity to everyday de-
tailsthat istypical for aforeigner and often escapes the natives.



8 Foreword

There are enough reasons for the Scottish-Russian cultural interactions to
have a special place in the British-Russian studies. Scottish culture attracted
Russians by its historism, search for national identity, and moral pursuits. This
answered to certain intentions of Russian mentality which had been formed in
the Enlightenment and are till actual today. That was why in Russia there
emerged so many trandators, followers, and commentators of Ossian, Walter
Scott, David Hume, Adam Ferguson, Adam Smith, and others.

Researches in various philosophical conceptions enrich both historico-
philosophical thought, making it essentialy full, and general philosophical one,
introducing in it new problems, revealing new aspects of “eternal philosophical
questions’.

Studying Scottish philosophy and itsimpact upon Russian one is actual now,
because moral and historical Scottish thought and social philosophy, for in-
stance, Adam Ferguson’s Civil Society or Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations,
serve the urgent needs of the present. The thinkers' philosophy has strongly in-
fluenced European and American democracy, and this intensifies the interest to
their ideas in Russian society.

The conference and the publication of its proceedings is only the starting
point of the project in Russian-Scottish comparativistics that includes joint theo-
retical researches and further meetings of colleagues to discuss them in Scotland
and Russia.

The International Project is organised by The Institute for Advanced Studies
in the Humanities, The University of Edinburgh, in association with: The Centre
for the History of Ideas in Scotland, The University of Edinburgh; The National
Library of Scotland; The Research Institute of Irish and Scottish Studies, The
University of Aberdeen; and The St. Petersburg Institute for History of Science
and Technology, The Russian Academy of Sciences, The St. Petersburg Centre
for History of Ideas, RAS.



ADAM FERGUSON’'SPHILOSOPHY IN RUSSIA

Tatiana V. Artemieva
(St Petersburg Branch, Institute of Human Studies, RAS)

he title of my essay may seem to announce a clear and simple topic,
and my intention is, indeed, to show how, when and why Adam Fergu-
son’s ideas arrived in Russia. But to address these questions of inter-
cultural influence we must first tackle some more general problems,
which have so far not even been formulated. They are:
1. The nature of British philosophical influence on Russian thought in general;
2. the theoretical and personal mechanisms of those influences and particular
mediators;
3. the special character of the Scottish dimension in British culture and phi-
losophy;
4. the reasons why Adam Ferguson’s Philosophy was influential in Russia.
A famous Russian thinker, Michael Shcherbatov, wrote in his essay The
Corruption of Morals in Russia that Tsarina Elizabeth Petrovna did not think
that “Great Britain is an island”. The “philosophical’ geography of the time was

© T. Artemieva (T.B. Apremsena), 2001. The research is supported by the Caledonian Research
Foundation and the Royal Society of Edinburgh. Mccreoosanue noooepacano Poccutickum eyma-
Humapnvim nayunvim gondom, epanm 01-03-00260.



10 T. Artemieva

equally poorly known. For if links between Russian and French or German phi-
losophy were relatively clear, those between Russian and British thinkers were
not. And yet works by Bacon, Locke, Newton, Robert Fludd, Bentham, Hume,
Adam Smith, Dugald Stewart, Adam Ferguson, Berkeley, William Blackstone
and others, were translated and printed in Russia: some Russians also read them
in English, or in French and German translations. It was a distinctive feature of
the enlightened minority that they used French for communication, German for
intellectual studies, English as a sign of intellectual snobbery (and for bringing
up young children) — and Russian for giving orders. It is interesting to note
that almost all the British authors mentioned were either political, moral or so-
cial thinkers or, at least, were represented as such in Russia. So Francis Bacon,
Locke and Hume were known in Russia as representatives of philosophia mor-
alisrather than of philosophia rationalis.

One of the most authoritative British authors in the political and historical
thought of 18-century Russia was David Hume. Russian thinkers liked his ‘sci-
entific’ method. Many of them thought that “Politics could become a science”.
But in Russia Hume was known as the author of The History of England rather
than of A Treatise of Human Nature. His emphasis on the ‘science of causes’ in-
fluenced Russian philosophy of history. His omission of conceptions of divine
power as well as of the too ‘bourgeois’ Contrat Social, his ideas about the natu-
ral evolution of the state and the origins of society in the family, and his view
that political power had its origins in the institutions of warrior chiefs, were
shared by almost all Russian historians, and above all, by Michael Shcherbatov.
In his History of Russia from Ancient Times (Mcmopuu poccuiickoti om Opes-
netimux epemen) he referred to “the erudite mister Hume” (“yuenoro r-ua
I'oma”). Following Hume, Shcherbatov tried to find in the historical process the
causes and “secret mainsprings” (“npy»xunst cokposernnie”) of political events.
He was sure that a study of the “science of causes” could give power over the
present and the future, because such knowledge revealed both how society was
established, and how the state might subsequently be governed.

At the beginning of the 19th century, Russian thinkers ‘discovered’ Scottish
moral philosophy. The Russian nobleman Dmitrii Severin wrote: “One branch
of human knowledge, it seems to me, has been developed to perfection: the part
known as moral philosophy. We know it as metaphysics. Scottish philosophers
adopt a broad definition of moral philosophy. They deduce common rules for
rational and virtuous conduct from the nature of human beings and a concrete
situation. Following this method they avoid the speculative discourse of the
German philosophers. They discuss matters they understand, and stop where
human reason is unable to penetrate. That is why they despise the metaphysical
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ravings of Kant, Fichte and others™. Russian thinkers contrasted “clear Scot-

tish” and “foggy German” moral philosophy. Alexander Turgenev, for example,
compared Dugald Stewart with Kant. He wrote: “I read Dugald Steward and |
am glad for the clarity of his ideas and language™.

Incidentally, his father Ivan Turgenev was a director of Moscow University
and an eminent mason. His translation from German of Metaphysica vera et di-
vina by J. Pordage, was printed in Russia in 1787 by a secret masonic publish-
ing house.

The three main philosophical influences in the Enlightenment come from
France, Germany and Britain. French philosophy was brought to Russia along
with French fashion and their style of court life. In Russia, where monarchs
asked thinkers such as Voltaire, Diderot, Montesquieu for advice, sent them
kind letters and invited them to join their service, to be a philosopher was not
only of a matter of prestige but was even essential for one’s reputation in soci-
ety. To meet these thinkers, to know their texts, or at least to consider them as
authorities, demonstrated one’s proximity to the highest spheres, and signalled
one’s participation in the caste system of values. This situation explains the
identity of such notions as ‘philosopher’ and ‘great noble’ or ‘grandee’, which
is characteristic of the 18th century. In one of his stories, V.F. Odoevskii de-
scribes a man “who was called a philosopher at that time”. He “was a ladies’
man to a dreadful degree, wrote rhymes in French, did not go to mass, did not
believe in anything, gave extensive alms to anybody and everybody; in his head,
strangely, great philanthropy lived side by side with total carelessness about his
children, and the most crude royal arrogance with the most determined Jacobin-
ism”®. Thus, common sense distinguished ‘philosophers’ as the group among
the nobility who behaved strangely, had an uncommon way of thought, were
oriented towards Western culture — mainly French, more rarely English — and
were obviously anticlerical or “Voltairian’. German philosophy was associated
with philosophia naturalis in the St.Petersburg Academy of Sciences and the
Academic University, both established in 1724. To create them, Peter | had lis-
tened carefully to the opinions of Leibniz and Wolff, who were then recognized
authorities and who cooperated with the Russian monarch on enlightenment is-
sues.

Leibniz believed that Russia could avoid Western mistakes and put the
Enlightenment ideals into practice, by creating a society ruled by scholars, as in

! Lur. no: Anexcees M.II. Pyccko-anrnuiickue muTeparypHbie cBsasu / JInTepaTypHOE HACIEICTBO.
T. 91. M.: Hayka, 1982. C. 374.

2 Typrenes A.J. Xpouuku pycckoro. Jluesnukn. M.-JI, 1964. C. 10.

3 Onoesckuii B.®. Karst, wiu ucropust Bocnuranuuipl. // [oBectn u pacckasst. M, 1959. C. 130.
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Bacon’s New Atlantis. In his opinion, an Academy of Sciences ought to be
vested with more power that it used to have, and to be independent of the state.
Wolff recommended the establishment of “‘a regular university’ to educate local
intellectuals, not an academy; in this way Russia would be able to survive with-
out intellectual aid from the West. The autocrat listened but made up his own
mind. Naturally, he was not going to make the Academy independent of the
government, nor establish ‘a regular university” with its own regulations, inter-
nal life and autonomous educational practice. Both would create independent
and uncontrollable educational results and generate a new social group of intel-
lectuals. Instead, Peter | established the Academy, which became a kind of a
‘ministry of sciences’, with Russian academicians as ‘intellectual officials’ —
exactly like professors of Moscow University later (established 1755). The Of-
ficial Manifesto On the Establishment of Moscow University stated clearly that
“no professor may freely choose the method” by which he proposed to teach his
discipline, nor the authors to be studied. The curriculum became the responsibil-
ity of the highest administration, and Wolff’s philosophical system was offi-
cially adopted as the only one. The same was true of the St. Petersburg Aca-
demic University. That curriculum lasted until the middle of the 19th century
and, with a “Marxist’ colouring, essentially up to the end of the 20th century.

British philosophy was not associated with intellectual high fashion. It was
something both more fundamental and functional. ‘How?’ was the most fre-
quently asked question to Britain. To Russians, British culture looked like ‘an
instrument’, well made and useful for solving practical tasks. Britain gave Rus-
sia the best gardeners, ships’ carpenters, agricultural tools. The same was asked
of British philosophy — ‘good quality’, functionality, practicality. Russian cul-
ture appealed to such British thinkers as Bacon, Hobbes, Locke, Ferguson,
Hume when it was necessary to understand how some ‘mechanism’ was made
and worked — whether it be a cognitive, political or educational problem.

One of the most important channels for the transfer of British ideas was ma-
sonry. It was an important social institution, bonding together representatives of
the ‘enlightened minority” who were trying to create a refined form of spiritual-
ity. Masonry came to Russia, as to many other countries, from Britain. At first it
was an organization addressing the spiritual needs of the small British Diaspora,
but it was later integrated into Russian life, adapting to the needs of Russian so-
ciety and mentality. English masonry had a moral character and a simple or-
ganization, and usually it had only three degrees. Later, Scottish Masonry added
the degree of “Scottish master’. The leader of so-called ‘English masonry’ in
Russia was lvan Elagin, Directeur des Plaisirs at the court of Catherine the
Great, a historian and a mystical writer. He thought that only in England and
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Scotland were the original Mason’s Doctrines kept pure. He approved the de-
grees of Scottish masonry as the highest in all systems, and believed that only
the best persons qualified for them. A translation of fundamental works of R.
Fludd, J. Pordage and other British mystics was made in the Elagin’s circle. In
such ways was Russian masonry an important route for the dissemination of
British philosophy™.

British philosophical ideas came to Russia by a common, but not com-
monlyunderstood way: not by means of treatises but by means of ‘cultural
texts’.

The Oxford Russian Dictionary (Oxford-New York, 1997) states that the
term ‘England’ is translated into Russian as “1. England, 2. Britain”. It is true.
From the eighteenth century until today, Russians have used English to mean
British, not because of lexical, but because of sociocultural reasons. British cul-
ture was not differentiated, and was perceived as both homogeneous and con-
cordant. To be logically correct ‘Englishness’ did not mean Britishness, but the
identity became embodied in Russian cultural consciousness. That is why the
reception of British culture on Russian soil was simplified, since it overlooked
several features of Scottish and Irish culture. In literature and art, ‘Scottish’ pe-
culiarity as it appeared in the picturesque rhymes of Ossian or the romantic nov-
els of Walter Scott, was an object of some interest, and even imitation. But in
philosophy, such features were never mentioned and David Hume, for example,
was represented as an English, but not Scottish philosopher in many editions,
including Philosophical Dictionaries. This itself is graphic evidence of the over-
sight of distinctive features of Scottish culture.

And yet the Russian Enlightenment was much more like the Scottish, than
the English one. Both exploded onto the scene in the opening decades of the
18th century — St. Petersburg was founded in 1703: in 1707 the Union was de-
clared between England and Scotland — and the agents of enlightenment were
the intellectual noblemen philosophers in Russia and the literati in Scotland.
Both nations were very sensitive to problems of language, and used in the pur-
suit of their enlightenment goals not their native languages but the intellectual
lingua franca: French for Russians, English for Scots. Both nations had ‘discov-
ered’ their own history during the Enlightenment and began to study it, and at
the same time to mythologize it, very actively. So the ‘long” 18 century was
equally important for Scotland and for Russia, as a time when new philosophi-
cal models, metaphysical archetypes and key problems in the social sciences

! Aprembesa T.B. ®uiocodus HCTOPHHM 10 «eJIarHHCKOM cucteme». // Aprembesa T.B. Hes ucto-
puu B Poccun XVIII Beka. CII6., 1998. C. 94-134.
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were formulated. Russians could happily echo David Hume: “This is the his-
torical age and we are the historical people™.

Scottish history, literature and education were of great interest to Russians,
and what they learned at Scottish Universities they subsequently disseminated
throughout their own land. For example, Russian students of Adam Smith in
Glasgow, I. Tretiakov and S. Desnickii, taught the main ideas of his Wealth of
Nations in Moscow University twelve years before the book was published in
Britain?. The Russian nobility tried to educate its children at Scottish universities.

The best known was Princess Catherine Dashkova, who brought her son
Pavel to Edinburgh, spent considerable time in the “Athens of the North” (1776-
1779), and organized an intellectual salon at which visitors included William
Robertson, Adam Ferguson, Adam Smith, Hugh Blair.

Personal contacts with people like Princess Dashkova (Catherine the Small)
or Catherine the Great were important for intercultural relations, and thinkers
tried to dedicate or present their works to them. In the Russian National Library
(St. Petersburg) there is a copy of “Ancient Metaphysics” by James Burnett
(Lord Monboddo) with a dedication to Catherine the Great. It was sent by V.
Zinov’ev, a relative of Semen Vorontsov, the Russian ambassador in London.
Unfortunately, Lord Monboddo’s work has never been translated and conse-
quently did not become known in Russia.

Although some Scottish works were read only in their French translations,
more socially or historically oriented works of Scottish scholars were translated
into Russian, for example works by William Robertson History of America’
(first two books of Vol. 1, from the English), L histoire du regne de I’ empereur
Charles-Quint (Maestricht, 1775 from the French)*, by David Hume The Life of
David Hume, esq., the philosopher and historian, written by himself (Edin-
burgh, 1781)°, and others.

! Cited in: Daiches D. The Scottish Enlightenment. // The Scottish Enlightenment 1730-1790. A
Hotbed of Genius, 1996. P. 8.

2 Anexcees MLII. Pyccko-anrmmiickue nurepaTypubie cBssu. / Juteparypuoe nacienctso. T. 91. M.:
Hayka, 1982. C. 114.

8 HUcropust o Amepuke Buiuama PoGeprcona, nmepBeHCTBYIONIEro podeccopa B YHUBEPCUTETE B
EnunGypre, u xoposesckoro ucropuorpada no lornanauu. [lep. ¢ anrn. A.U. Jlyxkoseim Y. 1.
CII6., 1784.

* PoGeprcon, Yumpsam. Mcropus o rocynapcTBoanuy umil. Kapia ITATOTo, ¢ IPHIOKEHHEM Hare-
peln KpaTKoro HadepTaHMs O IpUpanieHnsx coodmecTsa B EBporte, ot paspymenus Pumckoit ume-
pMH JI0 Hadaja IIecTOroHaaecsith Beka. CounHeHHas r. PoGepTcoHOM, JOKTOpOM 6OrocioBws,
EnumOyprckaro yHHBepcUTeTa CEHHOPOM, H INOTIAHICKAM HCTOPHOTPa(oM ero GpHTaHHUYECKOTO
Bermuaectsa. [lep. ¢ ¢p. C. Cmupnos T. 1-2. CII6., 1775-1778.

% 1OMm JI. Kusus JlaBbia T'ymMa, onrcaHHasi UM caMuM, MIEPEBEICHa C arjIMHCKAro si3blka Ha (paH-
LIy3CKOH, a ¢ (paHIry3ckaro Ha poccuiickoit Banom MopkoBsiM. M., 1781.
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Works by Ferguson were published in Russian on several occasions. They
included Essay on the History of Civil Society", and Institutes of Moral Philoso-
phy (from English and German)?. In the Manuscript Department of the Russian
National Library I found an almost complete translation of Principles of moral
and political science, made by Vasilii Sozonovich?®, the author of translations of
Institutes of Moral Philosophy.

Let us consider examples of authors familiar with Ferguson’s work.

Mikhail Muraviev (1757-1807) was a historian, poet and high level official.
He knew German, French, Italian, Latin, Greek and English, and worked exten-
sively as a translator. From 1785 he was a teacher of Catherine the Great’s
grandsons, Grand Dukes Alexander (the future Alexander 1) and Constantine.
He taught them Russian literature, Russian history and moral philosophy and
later, in 1792, taught Russian to the future Empress Elizaveta Alekseevna. His
interest in Scottish culture is indicated by his translations of fragments by Os-
sian, for the Masonic magazine “Morning Light™*, and Romance, translated
from Caledonian (Pomarc ¢ kanedonckozo sizbika nepenodicennuiii). His work
Some features of morals (Yepmer npasoyuenus) influenced by Ferguson’s Insti-
tutes of moral philosophy. A manuscript variant of that essay has a subtitle “Fol-
lowing Ferguson” (“Ilocenys ®epriocony”)°.

We can detect knowledge of Ferguson in P. Chaadaev’s works. Petr lakov-
levich Chaadaev (1794-1856) was a major figure in the development of Russian
intellectual history in the first half of the nineteenth century. He was a genuine
noblemen philosopher, a grandson of Prince Shcherbatov. In his Philosophical
Letters published in the Moscow journal, Telescope in 1836, he raised the ques-
tion of Russia’s relationship to the West, and its role in human culture and pro-
gress. Alexander Herzen (1812-70) compared the effect of those letters on Rus-
sian intellectual life to that of “a pistol shot in the silence of night”. Chaadaev
wrote about Russia’s cultural isolation and backwardness, arguing that Russia
had no past, present or future and had contributed nothing to world culture. Ac-
cording to Chaadaev, Russia had been shut out of the mainstream of history by

! Depriocon A. OmbIT cTopHu rpaxkaanckoro obuecta. C anri. nepesen MBan Tumkosckuit. . 1-
3. CII6, 1817-1818.

2 ®epriocon A. Hacrapnenns upaBcTBeHHo# duaocoduu. Ilep. ¢ anrt. Bacumuit Cazonosuu. CII6.,
1804; deprrocon A. HavanbHble OCHOBaHHS HpaBCTBeHHOH (uiocoduu. Iep. ¢ Hem. A. BpsHie-
BbIM. M., 1804,

% Mepriocon, Anam. Hauana HPaBCTBEHHBIX H FOCY/APCTBEHHBIX Mo3HaHwmii... XIX B. PO PHB, ®.
550. OCPK 3972. Flll-44. 1-2.

* 3amanoB B.A. Mypasses Ciosaps pycckux mmucateneit XV sexa. Beim. 2. «K—II». CII6, 1999.
C. 308.

® domenxo N.10. Ucropuueckue B3rmsast M.H. Mypasbea. XVIII sex. JI., 1981. C. 170, npum.
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the Russian Orthodox religion, which encouraged a retreat from the world.
Western culture, meanwhile, had benefited from the spirit of Western churches,
which encouraged involvement in ethical and social issues of the time.

In Chaadaev’s library there is an edition of Essai sur I’ histoire de la societé
civile by A. Ferguson. Both volumes contain notes by Chaadaev’. The Russian
thinker tried to find in the work of the Scottish philosopher answers to impor-
tant questions, one of which was the problem of intercultural relations. Very of-
ten Russian culture was considered unable to create anything original, and was
represented as a self-sufficient and society. Ferguson had written: “The Rus-
sians, before the reign of Peter the Great, thought themselves possessed of every
national honour, and held the Nenei, or dumb nations, (the name which they be-
stowed on their western neighbours of Europe), in a proportional degree of con-
tempt™2. Ferguson found this information in the book Russia, Sberia, and Great
Tartary (London, 1738) by Philip John von Strahlenberg (1676-1747).
Strahlenberg was a Swedish army officer captured at the Battle of Poltava in
1709, and relegated to Siberia, where he remained for 13 years. His book covers
practically every aspect of life in the Russian Empire: the geographical bounda-
ries, languages, religions, resources and manufactures, chief mercantile centres,
armed forces, and so on, together with a history of Peter the Great’s reign. He
compared Russia before Peter with China. “The map of the world, in China, was
a square plate, the greater part of which was occupied by the provinces of this
great empire, leaving on its skirts a few obscure corners, into which the
wretched remainder of mankind were supposed to be driven. ‘If you have not
the use of our letters, nor the knowledge of our books,’ said the learned Chinese
to the European missionary, ‘what literature, or what science, can you have?””

After Peter the Great the situation reversed. Russians not only began to be
interested in new contacts, but frequently underlined and even exaggerated the
importance of western knowledge for Russia. As a result an image about Russia
as an ignorant and rude country, or tabula rasa— a pupil of Western civiliza-
tion and an passive object of European influence — appeared. Chaadaev was
not sure that interest in Western achievement was an indicator of intellectual
weakness and cultural backwardness. He found support in Ferguson’s text and
marked the following: “When nations succeed one another in the career of dis-
coveries and inquires, the last is always the most knowing. Systems of science
are gradually formed. The globe itself is traversed by degrees, and the history of
every age, when past, is an accession of knowledge to those who succeed. The

! Yaanaes I1.5. monuoe cobpanue cou. M., 1991. T. 1. C. 604.
2 Ferguson A. An Essay on the History of Civil Society. Cambridge, 1996. P. 194.
3

Ibid.
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Romans were more knowing than the Greeks; and every scholar of modern
Europe is, in this sense, more learned than the most accomplished person that
ever bore either of those celebrated names. But is he on that account their supe-
rior?”t — “Undoubtedly”?. Chaadaev noted, against this passage. He underlined
the passage “It is impossible for ever to maintain the tone of speculation; it is
impossible not sometimes to feel that we live among men™*.

He wrote out: “To the benevolent, the satisfaction of others is a ground of
enjoyment; and existence itself, in a world that is governed by the wisdom of
God, is a blessing. The mind, freed from cares that lead to pusillanimity and
meanness, becomes calm, active, fearless, and bold; capable of every enterprise,
and vigorous in the exercise of every talent, by which the nature of man is
adorned. On this foundation was raised the admirable character, which, during a
certain period of their story, distinguished the celebrated nations of antiquity™.
The note reads: “O altitudo™. It is significant that the same words were chosen
by the Adam Ferguson Institute®, an American private non-profit and non-
partisan educational organization as an explanation of its aims.

“We may expect, therefore, — wrote Ferguson, — to find among states the
bias to a particular policy, taken from the regards to public safety; from the de-
sire of securing personal freedom, or private property; seldom from the consid-
eration of moral effects, or from a view to the genius of mankind”’. Chaadaev
noted that similar ideas were expressed by St. Augustine and Plato. In his Phi-
losophical Letters he explored the idea that social institutions might be bad from
the moral point of view and even echoed Rousseau when quoting from Fergu-
son again: “The mighty engine which we suppose to have formed society, only
tends to set its members at variance, or to continue their intercourse after the
bands of affection are broken™. It is very possible that Chaadaev borrowed
from Ferguson the idea of civilization as “civil society”.

Ferguson was not the only Scottish philosopher who was an object of
Chaadaev’s attentive studies. A French edition of Elemens de la philosophie de
I"Esprit Humain (Geneva, 1808-1825) by Dugald Stewart, with many notes and
marginalia, was in his library, testifying to the Russian thinker’s interest.

! Ibid. P. 33.

2 Yaanaes I1.51. [Tonuoe cobpanue cou. M., 1991. T. 1. C. 604.
® Ferguson A. Op. cit. P. 35.

* Ibid. P. 57.

5 Yaanaes I1.51. [Tonuoe cobpanue coud. M., 1991. T. 1. C. 604.
© See: http://www.logan.com/afi/index.html

" Ferguson A. Op. cit. P. 133.

8 Ibid. P. 24.
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It is curious that Ferguson’s ideas only became really popular when his
name had been already forgotten, because they were disseminated by Marxist
philosophy. In Capital, The Poverty of Philosophy Marx referred to Ferguson
and Smith many times when he spoke of the “division of labour’ and the ‘sepa-
ration of men’ in ‘commercial society’. Sometimes Marxists interpreted Fergu-
son as an ideologist of “class struggle’*.

The most important of Ferguson’s ideas concerned philosophy of history.
Ferguson studied human beings via their life in society. The basis of human his-
tory is the ‘mode of existence’. For Ferguson, the history of society moves from
a ‘rude’ to a “‘polished’ state. He explains the latter notion: “The term polished,
if we may judge from its etymology, originally referred to the state of nations in
respect to their laws and government. In its later applications, it refers no less to
their proficiency in the liberal and mechanical arts, in literature, and in com-
merce”?. The development of society can be divided into three phases: sav-
agery, barbarism and civility, the criteria for which lie in the economy®. The
savage stage is characterized by fishing, hunting and collecting, that of barba-
rism by cattle culture and agriculture: the third stage is one of commerce and
manufacture. At that stage, property and political institutions appear, in the form
of ranks and subordinations. Whereas the first two stages are temporal, the third
is special and is subject to permanent change.

Ferguson’s triad influenced the American anthropologist Lewis Henry Mor-
gan (1818-1881) whose books Systems of Consanguinity and Affinity of the
Human Family (1871) and Ancient Society (1877) were attentively studied by
both Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. Morgan’s books were the main sources
for Friedrich Engels” work The Origin of the Family, Private Property, and the
Sate (1884). That book was called “one of the basic works of modern social-
ism” by Vladimir Lenin®. In Soviet times Engels’ work was a theoretical foun-
dation for so-called historical materialism, and was included in the obligatory
set of books for high school students. Everybody who studied society ritually
referred to it.

So two principal aspects of Marxists philosophy, dialectical materialism
and historical materialism, were based upon two philosophers of the Enlight-
enment: Christian Wolff and Adam Ferguson.

! Pener E.I'. Mcroprocodckas ¥ CONHaNbHO-NIOTUTHYECKAs MbICTh Anama Depriocona. Illotnans-
ckoe npocsettenne (40-60 rr. XVIII B.). Asroped. muce. M, 1990.

2 Ferguson A. Op. cit. P. 195.

% See: Lehmann W.C. Adam Ferguson and the Beginning of Modern Sociology New York, 1930.

* Jlennu B.J. TTonx. co6p. cou. T. 39. C. 67.
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This excursion demonstrates how ideas move. Sometimes they were trans-
formed and changed their meanings to their opposites. This was typical in Rus-
sia. D. Diderot once noted that ideas changed their colours when they moved
from Paris to St. Petersburg. This was because they begin to work in another
mental, cultural and social tradition.

Only by investigating all these phenomena can we understand how and why
ideas move.

The philosophy of Adam Ferguson had its own history in my country. Some
of his ideas became a part of Russian history. We should restore interest in his
name because his notion of civil society is of very real significance for modern
Russia. To see how metaphysical and other philosophical ideas work in differ-
ent intellectual and social systems, comparative studies are invaluable. So, by an
investigation in Scottish and Russian contexts, of their philosophical traditions
and their interrelations, we can come to understand some of the varied roles of
the intellect in European culture more generally.
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JOHN MILLAR,
IVAN ANDREYEVICH TRET'YAKOV,
AND SEMYON EFIMOVICH DESNITSKY:
A LEGAL EDUCATION IN SCOTLAND, 1761-1767

John W. Cairns
(University of Edinburgh)

n 15 July 1761, after delivering a discourse ‘de testamentis ordinan-
dis’, John Millar was admitted as Regius Professor of Civil Law in the
University of Glasgow.! His appointment was to bring a sea-change to
the law school at Glasgow, which had languished somewhat in the
past few years.? The professors of Glasgow, having successfully vanquished the
sinecurist William Crosse just afew years before, wished for an active and suc-

© J. Cairns (k. Keiipuc), 2001. | am grateful to the Librarians of Glasgow University Library, Ed-
inburgh University Library, and the Mitchell Library, Glasgow, the Archivist of Glasgow University,
and the Trustees of the National Library of Scotland for permission to cite and quote from the un-
published MSSin their care and to Mr Angus Stewart, Q.C. Keeper of the Advocates' Library for a
similar permission with respect to the Advocates MSS.

! Glasgow University Archives [hereafter GUA] 26642, Minutes of University Meetings 1760-1763, 65.

2 The following discussion of the early years of the Glasgow chair is drawn from JW. Cairns, ‘ The
Qrigins of the Glasgow Law School: The Professors of Civil Law, 1714-61’, in The Life of the Law:



J.Cairns 21

cessful teacher of law and they were determined to have one* in Millar they
gained just what they sought and he turned Glasgow into the premier school of
law in the United Kingdom.? The year of Millar's arrival in Glasgow is signifi-
cant. It is also the year that two young Russian students, Semyon Efimovich
Desnitsky and Ivan Andreyevich Tret'yakov, arrived to study in that university,
where they were to stay until 1767.2

1. Semyon Efimovich Desnitsky and Ivan Andreyevich Tret’yakov

While Desnitsky and Tret'yakov attended the lectures of other professors,
we know for certain that they attended ‘Dr Smith’s class of Ethicks and Juris-
prudence’ and ‘Mr Millar's classes of civil law’; indeed they had attended the
last for three years by December 1765.* Millar’ s teaching had thus been of great
importance for the two Russians. On 31 December 1765, the two petitioned to
be allowed to offer themselves as candidates for the degree of ‘Doctor in Laws
and Millar was appointed to examine them privately.> On 9 January 1766, Mil-
lar was able to report that he had examined them privately and found them
‘qualified to undergo a publick examination’.® This took place on 16 January,
when the professors ‘ approved the specimen they had given of their knowledge
in Law’ and alocated to Tret'yakov the title de in ius vocando of Justinian’s
Digest (D.4.2) and to Desnitsky that de testamentis ordinandis (D. 28.1).” On 8
February, the two students read their theses to the Faculty at Glasgow and left
them to be examined: a duty devolved to Millar and George Muirhead, then
Dean of Faculty.® On 8 April, on Muirhead and Millar’s favourable report upon
the theses, the two Russians were given permission to print them.? There was no
further progress in the examination process for a year; the reasons for this are

Proceedings of the Tenth British Legal History Conference, ed. Peter Birks (London, 1993), 151-
194, and idem, ‘William Crosse, Regius Professor of Civil Law in the University of Glasgow, 1746-
1749: A Failure of Enlightened Patronage’, History of Universities 12 (1993), 159-196.

 Cairns, ‘William Crosse’ (note 2 above), passim.

2 JW. Cairns, *“Famous as a School for Law, as Edinburgh ... for medicine’: Legal Education in
Glasgow, 1761-1801', in The Glasgow Enlightenment, ed. Andrew Hook and R.B. Sher (East Lin-
ton, 1995), 133-159.

% See A.H. Brown, ‘Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers’, in Essays on Adam Smith, ed. A.S.
Skinner and Thomas Wilson (Oxford, 1975), 247-273 at 247, A.G. Cross, ‘By The Banks of the
Thames': Russians in Eighteenth Century Britain (Newtonville, Mass., 1980), 122-128.

“1bid., 252.

® GUA 26645, Minutes of Meetings of Faculty and Dean of Faculty’s Meetings 1732-1768, 141.
®1bid., 143.

" 1bid., 144.

®1bid., 145.

°bid., 148.
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unclear but, as Brown points out, they cannot exclusively be because of the
quarrel of Desnitsky with the famously irascible and difficult — if talented —
John Anderson. Desnitsky had pulled off Anderson’s wig in the quadrangle of
the College, after he had considered himself insulted by the Professor.* Desnit-
sky’s delicate position was considered and he was given the light punishment of
making appropriate public apologies, rather than being expelled.? Why this can-
not explain the long delay is that the quarrel took place on 8 December 1766.
Whatever the explanation, the public defence of the theses was dispensed with
on 20 April 1767, because Tret’ yakov and Desnitsky had ‘received ordersto go
home with all convenient speed’, and the Faculty ‘being satisfied with the
specimens given of their knowledge in the Civil Law, appoint[ed] the Degree of
Doctor to be conferred upon them by the Vice Chancellor’ .2

The two men returned to Russia to face problems at Moscow University,
where there was a reluctance to recognise their qualifications. They had to un-
dertake oral examinations; Tret'yakov failed an examination in mathematics
(which they had studied at Glasgow) that Desnitsky, sensibly, had refused to
take. It is good to note, however, that these two possessors of a doctoral degree
in law from the University of Glasgow ‘distinguished themselves' in the oral
examination in law.? In 1768, they were both appointed as Professors of Law in
Moscow University. Tret'yakov resigned his chair in 1773 and the two men’s
experiences as professors in Moscow were not entirely happy.®

This said, it is worth considering briefly the work of these two pupils of
John Millar. Any scholar interested in Millar will note Desnitsky’s A Legal Dis-
course on the Beginning and Origin of Matrimony among the Earliest Peoples
and on the Perfection to which it would appear to have been brought by Subse-
quent Enlightened Peoples of 1775. The correspondence with a large part of the
Glasgow professor’s Observations Concerning the Distinction of Ranks in Soci-
ety of 1771 is evident.® By 1783, Desnitsky was teaching a course on the His-
tory of Russian Law; one on Justinian’s Digest, using the compend of Johann
Gottlieb Heineccius, and a comparison of Roman and Russian Law. Moreover,

1 GUA 26643, Minutes of University Meetings 1763-1768, 176 (9 Dec. 1766). For further details, sce
Brown, ‘Adam Smith’'s First Russian Followers' (note 5 above), 256-258. On Anderson, see, above all,
Paul Wood, ‘Jolly Jack Phosphorous in the Venice of the North; or, Who was John Anderson?, in The
Glasgow Enlightenment, ed. Andrew Hook and R.B. Sher (East Linton, 1995), 111-132.
2 GUA 26643 (note 12 above), 193 (6 Jan. 1767).
% GUA 26645 (note 7 above), 163.
4 All of thisis from Brown, * Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers' (note 5 above), 259; Cross, ‘ By
The Banks of the Thames' (note 5 above), 126.
Z Brown, ‘ Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers' (note 5 above), 249-250, 259-260.

Ibid., 269.
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among the problems they faced were disagreements with their (mainly German
colleagues) over their teaching in Russian rather than in Latin.* The influence of
Smith on these two men has often been noted and indeed some attention has
been paid to Millar's influence on them; yet, these remarks drawn from
Brown's research make it worth considering the nature of the legal education
these men acquired in Glasgow and its likely effect on them. Brown has pointed
out that the two Russians only mentioned studying Civil (that is Roman) Law
with Millar, but suggests, on the basis of their published works, that they also
attended his classes on Scots Law and Government.? All of this opens up the is-
sue of Millar’sfirst yearsin occupation of the chair in Glasgow.

2. Desnitsky, Tret'yakov and Millar’s Early Years as Professor of Law

The first holder of the regius chair of Civil Law in Glasgow had at one time
taught some Scots law; but, by the time of Millar'simmediate predecessor, Her-
cules Lindesay, the duties of the chair had come to be defined as offering
courses on Justinian’s Digest and courses on Justinian’s Institutes.® By the mid-
dle years of the century these were considered ‘the proper business of Profes-
sorship’.* The course on the Institutes was much shorter and was given twice
each year.® Lindesay had at some stage started to teach the course on the Insti-
tutes in English, reflecting the general trend away from teaching in Latin in the
Scottish universities.®

One of the evident features of Millar’'s occupancy of the chair is his expan-
sion of this curriculum.” Millar’s biographer John Craig suggested that Millar
found he till had some leisure after teaching each of these courses five days a
week, and added a class on government three days a week and, in alternate
years, a class on Scots law on the other two days, adding that ‘a few years be-
fore his death, Mr Millar was led ... to prepare and deliver a course of Lectures
on English Law’ .2 Can Brown’s speculation that Tret’yakov and Desnitsky at-

! 1bid., 250, 259.

?1bid., 253.

3 Cairns, ‘ Origins of the Glasgow Law School’ (note 2 above), 174-183, 185.

4 John Craig, ‘ Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar, Esg.’, prefixed to John Millar, The
Origin of the Distinction of Ranks: or, an Inquiry into the Circumstances which give rise to Influ-
ence and Authority, in the different Members of Society, 4™ ed. (Edinburgh, 1806), Xix.

® See Lockhart Gordon and David Ross to the Rector, 17 Nov. 1748, GUA 30222,

€ JW. Cairns, ‘Rhetoric, Language, and Roman Law: Legal Education and Improvement in Eight-
eenth-Century Scotland’, Law and History Review, 9 (1991), 31-58 at 35-46

7 See Cairns, ‘“Famous as a School for Law, as Edinburgh ... for medicing”’, (note 4 above), 136-
139 has afull discussion of this.

8 Craig, ‘ Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar' (note 21 above), xxi.
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tended Millar’s classes, not only in Civil Law, which is certain, but also in Gov-
ernment and Scots Law be supported by any evidence? Was it possible for the
Russians to have attended Millar’s classesin Scots Law and Government?

When the students petitioned for examination for the degree of LL.D. in
December 1765, they stated that they had given ‘attendance for three years on
Mr Millar's classes of civil law’.! Given that the degree was awarded by
examination in Civil Law, it is conceivable that they did not mention attendance
at other law classes simply as irrelevant; they might have attended classes in
Scots law, but considered it unnecessary to mention them. This is not entirely
plausible, however, since they mention attendance at ‘Dr Smith's class of
Ethicks and Jurisprudence’ as qualifying them for examination.? One might
have expected them to mention attendance at any law classes as relevant.

Newspaper advertisements give some assistance. Millar first inserted notices
about his classes in the Edinburgh newspapers in 1763, when he advertised lec-
tures on the I nstitutes and Digest, beginning on 1 November.® In 1764, he again
advertised that his lectures on the Institutes and Digest would begin on 1 No-
vember.* In 1765, he advertised (in both Glasgow and Edinburgh newspapers)
that his prelections on the Institutes and Digest would begin on 4 November and
his lectures on the law of Scotland on 11 November.> This means that it was
certainly feasible for Tret'yakov and Desnitsky to attend the classes on Scots
Law over the academic year from 1765-1766 when they were undergoing the
rather drawn-out process of examination for the degree of LL.D. Indeed, they
could aso have attended them in part over 1766-1767, as Millar advertised in
October 1766 prelections on the Institutes and Digest beginning on 4 November
and lectures on Scots law on 10 November.®

Millar did not advertise lectures on Government (as such) until 1771.” This
does not mean, however, that Tret’yakov and Desnitsky could not have attended
classes on this topic from Millar. We have noted that in October 1766 Millar
advertised lectures on Scots law beginning on 10 November.? In January 1767,
however, he advertised that lectures on ‘the Private Law of Scotland’ would be-
gin on 3 February.® Was Millar giving the same course of lectures on Scots law

* Found quoted in Brown, ‘ Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers' (note 5 above), 252.
2 1bid.

3 Edinburgh Evening Courant, 12 Oct. 1763.

4 Caledonian Mercury, 6 Oct. 1764.

® Glasgow Journal, 3/10 October, 1765; Caledonian Mercury, 12 Oct. 1765.

® Glasgow Journal, 2/9 October, 1766; Caledonian Mercury, 8 October 1766.

7 Glasgow Journal, 10/17 October, 1771.

8 Glasgow Journal, 2/9 October, 1766.

® Glasgow Journal, 15/22 Jan. 1767.
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twice in academic year 1766-1767, or was his first set of lectures something dif-
ferent? Here we can look at his advertisement in October 1767, after the two
Russians had returned home. This stated that he would begin his prelections on
the Ingtitutions and Digest on 2 November and *his Lectures on the Public Law
of Scotland’ on 8 November.! This strongly suggests that the lectures on Scots
Law he started on 10 November 1766 were also on the public law of Scotland,
to be followed by those on the private law of Scotland on 3 February 1767. In-
deed, it may even be that his class on Scots Law in 1765 also started with an ac-
count of public law. When in 1771 Millar first offered a course described as on
Government, thiswas in fact carrying on his lectures on the Public Law of Scot-
land (which he advertised in 1768, 1769, and 1770), under another name.? One
may speculate that, as his popularity as a teacher grew, he realised that a course
called Government or Public Law was more marketable to students than one
called the Public Law of Scotland.

This means that it was clearly possible for Tret’ yakov and Desnitsky to have
attended Millar’'s class on Scots Law and probably aso his class on Govern-
ment, in its earlier guise as a class on Scots public law. Brown’s speculation
based on the works of the two Russians seems likely to be correct. It may also
be possible to work out the probable sequence of the two men's studies. It was
normal to take a course on the Institutes before a course on the Digest. It is al-
ways possible that they attended Millar’s two courses on the Institutes over
1761-1762; but this seems unlikely, as they had extremely weak English on ar-
rival and Millar taught this course in English. If this be correct, then the next
year, 1762-1763, would have been when they attended Millar’s two courses on
the Institutes. One can then suppose that they took the course on the Digest
twice in 1763-1764, and 1764-1765, making in all the three years of study of
Civil Law mentioned in the petition of December 1765.% In 1765-1766, they
could then have attended the course on Scots law, starting off perhaps with a se-
ries of lectures on Scots Public Law (or Government), although they could have
attended the course on the Public Law of Scotland almost certainly given over
the winter of 1766-1767 immediately prior to their departure. A measure of
support for this comes from a Russian source that reveals Desnitsky and

! Glasgow Journal, 15/22 October, 1767.

2 Glasgow Journal, 20/27 Oct. 1768; 26 Oct./2 Nov. 1769; 1/8 Nov. 1770 (in none of these aca-
demic years is there a special advertisement for the lectures in Scots private law, suggesting either
that the course continued on without notice to deal with it or that he did not teach it).

3 Found quoted in Brown, ‘ Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers (note 5 above), 252. Their weak
Englishisnoted inibid., 261, note 261.
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Tret'yakov in 1766 following Millar's classes in Roman Law as well as study-
ing ‘British’ Law.

If Desnitsky and Tret'yakov did attend Millar’s classes on Scots Law and
Government, it must have been in 1765-1767, because there is no evidence that
he gave them before that date. If absence of evidence is not conclusive, there is
agreat deal of supporting circumstantial evidence to suggest these classes were
a new departure in 1765. Thus, a university meeting of 11 May 1762 allocated
to Millar a classroom for lectures on Civil Law, making no provision for any
other classes.? Furthermore, in October 1762, the Glasgow Journal stated that
‘the professors of Medicine and Law will begin their Lectures upon the first of
November' .2 The lack of detail suggests that Millar was simply going to give
the ‘prelections on the Ingtitutes and Digest that were the well-recognised,
statutory, ‘public’ duties of his chair.* If so, the earliest he could have started to
teach Scots law and government would have been academic year 1763-1764.
This, however, seems very unlikely. First, the evidence of his advertisementsin
1763 and 1764 suggests that he only taught the courses in the Institutes and Di-
gest in those years. Secondly the content of his lectures on Scots Law also
strongly suggests that they dated from after 1764. This is because in them Mil-
lar's Smithian analysis and account of Scots criminal law is strongly influenced
by the tripartite division of crimes found for the first time in the third edition of
John Erskine’s Principles of the Law of Scotland of 1764.° This work, first pub-
lished in 1754, was the textbook he recommended to his students.® Given that
Millar, so far as we can tell, never recast his lectures drastically, this suggests
that his account of Scots Law dates from after the publication of the third edi-
tion of Erskine’s Principles.” This means that the earliest he could have lectured
on Scots Law would have been 1764-1765. While possible, his earlier practice
in advertising strongly suggests that the innovation of advertising classes on
Scots Law in 1765 probably also marks an innovation in the classes offered.

! Cross, *By The Banks of the Thames' (note 5 above), 125.

2 GUA 26642, Minutes of University meetings 1760-1763, 147.

3 Glasgow Journal, 21/28 Oct. 1762.

4 Statistical Account of the University of Glasgow’ (1794), in Thomas Reid, Philosophical Works, 2
vols. (1895; rpt. Hildesheim, 1967), vol. ii, 734, states that ‘in his public department’ Millar lectured
daily for two hours; that is, two hours daily on Roman law, one hour on the Ingtitute, one on the Di-
gest. See also Cairns, ‘William Crosse’ (note 2 above), 177-178.

® For the detailed demonstration of this, see JW. Cairns, ‘John Millar’s Lectures on Scots Criminal
Law’, Oxford Journal of Legal Studies, 8 (1988), 364-400 at 388-391.

® Glasgow University Library (hereafter GUL), MS Gen. 347, 6-8; John Erskine, The Principles of the
Law of Scotland: Inthe Order of Sr George Mackenz€' s Ingtitutions of that Law (Edinburgh, 1754).

" See further below.
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3. What Desnitsky and Tret'yakov learn from Millar?

The earliest surviving sets of student notes of lectures given by Millar date
from the 1770s.* Thus, a set of lectures on Government is known from the class
of 1771-1772.2 An early set of lectures on the Institutes dates from around the
same period.® A set of lectures on Scots Law dates from the session of 1775-
1776.* There are no notes from classes on the Digest until 1790.° This raises the
question of whether we can have any sense of what Millar taught his Russian
pupils.

It seems likely, however, that we can be fairly certain that Millar's classes
were — perhaps with one exception — much as they were in the 1770s and that
we have reasonably good evidence of what he might have taught Desnitsky and
Tret'yakov. This is because, as pointed out above, he seems rarely to have
changed the content of his classes in aradical fashion. This means that, though
it is obvious his classes did develop through the years, there was a considerable
measure of continuity, even if new matter might be added in and old deleted.
The lectures on Government provide a good example. Study of student lecture
notes and published syllabuses shows that the only major change made to his
lectures on Government came between 1781 and 1783, when he increased the
number of lectures by introducing a new preliminary lecture and another four
on the government of Ireland, the national debt, the constitution of Parliament
with regard to its division into three branches and its period of duration, and the
royal prerogative, while reducing three lectures on the English courts to two.°
He later added new matter, without altering the course overall, such as alecture
on the French Revolution.” The basic nature of the lectures and the bulk of their

! For details of surviving notes (other than in private hands), see Cairns, ‘“Famous as a School for
Law, as Edinburgh ... for medicine”’, (note 4 above), 155-156 (note 31), 156 (notes 39-40), 157
(note 48). The one set of notes surviving from the class on English law is GUL, MS Gen. 243.

2 Glasgow, Mitchell Library, MS 99. There is also an outline syllabus: A Course of Lectures on Gov-
ernment; Given Annually in the University (Glasgow 1771) (National Library of Scotland (hereafter
NLS), Pressmark RB.s.402).

*NLS, MS 2743

4 GUL, MS Gen. 347.

® GUL, MSS Murray 91-92 and 93-94.

® NLS, MS 3931 consists of lectures on Government dating from 1780-1781, conforming to the ear-
lier syllabus set out in A Course of Lectures on Government; Given Annually in the University
(Glasgow, 1778), while the new syllabus is found in A Course of Lectures on Government; Given
Annually in the University (Glasgow, 1783).

7 See A Course of Lectures on government; given Annually in the University of Glasgow (Glasgow,
1787) (bound into GUL, MS Gen. 180/1); GUL MSHamilton 116 (1798); GUL, MS Gen. 290, 34-44.
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content did not change, however, between 1771 and the late 1790s. It seems a
fair supposition that the core content of the later lectures on Government was
found in the earlier lectures on Scots Public Law. Indeed, given the strong de-
pendence of Millar's thinking on that of Adam Smith, his basic thinking is
unlikely to have changed, even if the details, illustrations and examples in the
lectures were altered and perhaps even greatly elaborated. One question which
cannot be answered is the length of these classes on Scots Public Law and Scots
Private Law: we do not know if each was as long as the successor coursesin the
1770s, or if each was half the length of one of the successor courses.

It is as well to deal here with that one exception to general continuity. Mil-
lar's first biographer, Craig, remarked that Millar considered ‘the employment
of awhole winter in tracing ... the exact line of Roman Law ... a mere waste of
time and study. Whatever it was useful to know of the Institutes, he thought
might be sufficiently taught in the half of the session, or term; and he wished to
devote the rest of it to a course of Lectures on Jurisprudence.” Millar accord-
ingly divided his course on the Ingtitutes into two parts, covering, first, the Insti-
tutes itself and, secondly, Jurisprudence.* If Craig is implying that, before Mil-
lar's appointment, the whole of one academic year was taken to teach the Insti-
tutes in Glasgow, thisiswrong. Millar had replaced a second, identical class on
Institutes with the Lectures on Jurisprudence.? When did he do this? Craig sug-
gests that this development took place some time after Millar first occupied the
chair. A first point to make is that the content of Millar's class on Jurisprudence
(still usually referred to in student notes as the second course on the Institutes)
is very similar to that of Smith’s Lectures on Jurisprudence. If, for example,
Desnitsky and Tret'yakov, after attending Smith’s class on Ethics and Jurispru-
dence, attended Millar's, they would have found much duplication, athough
Millar's class would have had a greater focus on Roman Law.? It is easy to
demonstrate this.

Millar's second course on the Institutes opened with advice on reading and
then presented a discussion of moral theory, leading to an account of rights and
the progress of law.* Millar analysed law as concerning rights and actions, with
rights, in turn, concerning either persons or things. The rights of persons arose

! Craig, * Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), Xx.

2 John Erskine's letter to Lord Cardross, 24 Nov. 1762, Edinburgh University Library (hereafter
EUL), MS Lalll.238, confirms that Millar gave two courses on the Ingtitutes in 1762-63. It also im-
plies that they were identical or nearly identical, but Erskine was probably not well informed about
Millar’s practice in this respect.

3 Adam Smith, Lectures on Jurisprudence, ed. R.L. Meek, D.D. Raphael, and P.G. Stein (Oxford,
1978), 397-554

“ See, e.g., Advocates (hereafter Adv.) MS 20.4.7, fols. 2r-23r.
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from the relationships of husband and wife, parent and child, master and ser-
vant, guardian and ward. The rights of things were divided into real and per-
sonal. Real rights concerned property, servitude, pledge and exclusive privilege.
Personal rights arose by contract, delinquency or crime. Actions were the means
of asserting these rights.* This analysis is very familiar from Smith’s Lectures
on Jurisprudence.? The aim was:

It shall now be our chief employment to enquire into the principles of the
Roman law, and to compare them with those of other countries. The aim of Stu-
dents of Roman Law at this period, ought to be not merely to know what was the
Roman System. That would be of little consequence of itself. It has properly no
authority by the Law of this country, or of most of the other modern nations in
Europe. It has however aregard paid to it as the system of Lawiers and Judges of
great experience, and of a country which subsisted for such a long tract of time,
and where we may consequently expect to find the rules of Jurisprudence of the
most perfect kind. As however in the most perfect of al human Systems, there
are numberless imperfections and Blemishes, it will certainly be proper in those
who study Roman Law at this period, to enquire into the justice or propriety of
these regulations. This can only be done by comparing it with the Laws of other
countries, and with our own natural feelings of right and wrong. Thisis certainly
avery useful exercise, asit enlarges our experience.

Craig aptly characterised this second class as one ‘in which [Millar] treated of
such genera principles of Law as pervade the codes of al nations, and have their
origin in those sentiments of justice which areimprinted on the human heart’ .4

This content, analytical approach, and philosophical foundation in the theory
of moral sentiments all suggest that it was unlikely that Millar taught a coursein
rivalry to that of Adam Smith (whom he revered sufficiently, after all, to use his
image on his seal).> A plausible — but no more than plausible — explanation is
that it was after Smith’s resignation from the chair of Moral Philosophy in 1764
that Millar introduced his own Lectures on Jurisprudence. Secondly, Smith’s
successor was Thomas Reid. Millar had strongly opposed Reid's appointment

! For auseful analytical breakdown of the second course, see NLS, MS 3930, 299-301. All surviving
manuscripts of the second course follow this structure.

2 0n Smith’s analytical jurisprudence, see above all Knud Haakonssen, The Science of a Legislator:
The Natural Jurisprudence of David Hume and Adam Smith (Cambridge, 1981), 99-134.

® Adv. MS20.4.7, fols. 1r-2r

4 Craig, * Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), xx. On Millar’s jurispru-
dence see Knud Haakonssen, Natural Law and Moral Philosophy: From Grotius to the Scottish
Englisghtenment (Cambridge, 1996), 154-181.

® It survives very clearly on Millar's letter to David Douglas, 10 Aug. 1790, GUL, MS Gen.
1035/178.
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and in aletter of 2 February 1764 urged Smith to do the same.* Reid and Millar
were noted for their philosophical disagreements at meetings of the Glasgow
Literary Society.? Reid included jurisprudence in his moral philosophy classes,
which were commonly attended by law students because of the complementary
nature of the subject matter.? It is thus possible that Millar developed the juris-
prudence lectures to counteract Reid’s influence, wishing to teach a Smithian
jurisprudence to his students, which could hardly be expected of Reid.* At the
same time, Millar was probably conscious of a need to ensure his students had
an adequate grounding in jurisprudence, since the Faculty of Advocates had ex-
horted, in 1760 and 1762, young men proposing to join their body to attend the
classes of the Professor of Public Law and the Law of Nature and Nations in
Edinburgh, while also proposing that intrants be asked questions on the law of
nature and nations in their examinations.® Thirdly, there was by this time a defi-
nite demand for classes in jurisprudence. Robert Bruce, the Edinburgh Professor
of Public Law and the Law of Nature and Nations, had forty studentsin session
1763-1764, the last that he taught.®

If these arguments are correct, they suggest that Millar introduced his class
on Jurisprudence only after 1764; this means that if Desnitsky and Tret’yakov

! The Correspondence of Adam Smith, ed. E.C. Mossner and 1.S. Ross, 2™ ed. (Oxford, 1987), 99-
100. Millar wished Thomas Y oung to succeed Smith. It is unknown what Smith’s views were on his
potential successors, and there is no reason to believe he agreed with Millar. See Selections from the
Family Papers preserved at Caldwell, 2 vols. In 3 (Glasgow, 1854), val. ii, pt. |, 232-33.

2 Craig, ‘ Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar' (note 21 above), Ixi-Ixii.

% On the natural jurisprudence component of Reid’s moral philosophy course, see Thomas Reid,
Practical Ethics: Being Lectures and Papers on Natural Religion, Self-Government, Natural Juris-
prudence, and the Law of Nations, ed. Knud Haakonssen (Princeton, 1990). (Reid's assistant and
successor, Archibald Arthur, also taught natural jurisprudence; see ‘ Notes, Taken by James Neilson,
from Mr. Arthur’s Lectures on Natural Jurisprudence, given in the University of Glasgow. Glasgow.
From 19 march 1788 to [blank] 1788', GUL, MS Gen. 832.) On Millar's students attending Reid's
classes, see Reid to Andrew Skene, 14 Nov. 1764, in Reid, Works (note 41 above) vol. i, 40. On the
general relationship of law and moral philosophy, see John Erskine to Lord Cardross, 24 Nov. 1762,
EUL, MS Lall.238, where Erskine, obviously anxious that Cardross know Pufendorf, agrees that
Cardross should take Smith’s class on moral philosophy along with Millar’s on the Institutes.

* The speculation was first suggested to me by Nicholas Phillipson.

® The Minute Book of the Faculty of Advocates. Volume 3, 1751-1783, ed. Angus Stewart, Stair So-
ciety vol. 46 (Edinburgh, 1999), 94 (8 Jan. 1760), 112 (5 Jan. 1762). For discussion of this develop-
ment, see JW. Cairns, ‘ The Influence of Smith’s Jurisprudence on Legal Education in Scotland’, in
Adam Smith Reviewed, ed. Peter Jones and Andrew Skinner (Edinburgh, 1992), 168-89, and idem
‘The Formation of the Scottish Legal Mind in the Eighteenth Century: themes of Humanisation and
Enlightenment in the Admission of Advocates', in the Legal Mind: Essays for Tony Honoré, ed. Neil
MacCormick and Peter Birks (Oxford, 1968), 253-77, esp. 265-66.

® See Matriculation Roll of the University of Edinburgh. Arts-Law-Divinity' (transcribed by Alex-
ander Morgan), EUL, 3vals,, val. i, 262.
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studied the Institutes with him in 1762-1763, as argued above, they will not
have attended his second course when it dealt with jurisprudence. Of course,
they could always have attended it later: it may even have been the course of
Roman law they took with him in 1766.* In any case, the influence of Smith
would have meant that their philosophical outlook would have suited Millar's
classes.

Turning to classes that the two Russians certainly took, Millar's class on
Justinian’s Ingtitute was based on the textbook of Heineccius, according to
Craig.? This was the most popular textbook of the day.® Millar started, however,
with some lectures discussing vice and virtue and distinguishing law from eth-
ics.* He then raised the question of whether or not legal studies should start with
the law of one's own country. He pointed out that in most European countries
other than England the practice was to begin with the laws of other nations be-
fore concluding with the national law. If this practice were adopted, he com-
mented, then ‘the Roman law must attract particular notice. The Romans were a
great people, possessed extensive territories and therefore must have had much
experience as of necessity many private quarrels and disputes would come to be
decided in their wide empire’. There followed a survey of the history of Roman
law and its reception in Europe.® Thereafter Millar went through the text of
Heineccius, paragraph by paragraph. In later years, the first course did not reach
the end of Heineccius's compend; but it presumably did when taken by Desnit-
sky and Tret'yakov. In al, this class amounted to around seventy lectures.®

Paragraph references in the surviving notes of lectures on the Digest show
that Millar used Heineccius's compend as his textbook, the popular student
work of the day.” Craig commented that the ‘multifarious doctrines to be ex-
plained in the Pandects meant that Millar could not shorten the length of this
course and indeed he gave 116 lectures on the Digest, from the beginning of

1 Cross, ‘By The Banks of the Thames (note 5 above), 125.

2 Craig, * Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), xx. His claim is readily
verified from surviving student notes, e.g., NLS, MS 2743, fol. 18r.

3 J. G. Heineccius, Elementa juris civilis secundum ordinem ingtitutionum (Amsterdam 1725 and
numerous other editions). An edition of this work aimed at Scottish law students was published at
Edinburgh in 1780.

4E.g., Adv. MS 28.6.8, 1-11, first pagination sequence (lects. 1-3).

®Ibid., 12-19.

® See Cairns, *“Famous as a School for Law, as Edinburgh ... for medicing’”, (note 4 above), 140-141.

" J. G. Heineccius, Elementa juris secundum ordinem pandectarum (Amsterdam, 1727 and many
subsequent editions). See GUL, MSS Murray 91-92; GUL, MSS Murray 93-95. The first of these
consists of two volumes from an originally four-volume set of notes. The second is possibly a copy
of the complete version of thefirst; if so, both date from 1790-91.
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November and ending about the beginning of May.' He added, however, that
‘aware that the ordinary arrangement is confused, and almost unintelligible, he
soon published a new syllabus, following very nearly the order of the Institutes,
according to which he discussed the various and sometimes discordant laws of
Rome, and the still more discordant opinions of Roman lawyers.? No printed
syllabus has yet been discovered for Millar's lectures on the Digest. Study of
the surviving notes shows, however, that, as in the second course on the Insti-
tutes, he expounded the Digest, not according to the order of the Ingtitutes, but
according to the Smithian analysis of law into rights and actions, an approach
that involved a complete rearrangement of the sequence of the Digest.® Since
the surviving manuscripts contain only a detailed scheme, rather than a full re-
port of what Millar actually said in his class, it is difficult to assess this course.
The lectures assumed that students had already attended the course on the Insti-
tutes and obviously dealt with the Digest in considerable detail, raising the type
of historical issues that interested Millar.* He also seems to have made — at
least — occasional references to modern Scots law.”

The lectures on Scots law aso started from Millar's version of Smithian
analytical jurisprudence, using it as a scheme for exposition and classification.
Smith’s thinking in fact determined Millar's account of and entire approach to
Scots law.® He told his class:

The Law of any Country comprehends a Set of Rules which the Inhabitants
are bound to obey and wherever there is a Rule for performing an obligation
there must be a corresponding right to inforce the performance — To every Rule
therefore there is a corresponding Right — The enumeration of these Rights will
be the same thing as the enumeration of the Rules. — To enumerate the Rights
then isthefirst object of Law.

When it came to exposition of these rights, he stated:

The Lectures therefore proposed to be given on the Law of Scotland
naturally divide themselvesinto the consideration of

! Craig, ‘Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), xx. See, e.g., Glasgow
Journal, 3/10 Oct. 1765, starting 4 Nov.; Glasgow Mercury, 13/20 Oct. 1789, starting 3 Nov.; Glas-
gow Courier , 15 Oct. 1799, starting 5 Nov. GUL, MS Murray 92, fol. 55v shows he finished on 29
Apr. 1791, which fits with having started that year on 1 Nov. 1790 (Glasgow Mercury, 21/28 Sept.
1790), generaly lecturing five days per week and delivering 116 lecturesin all.

2 Craig, * Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), Xx.

3 Cairns, ‘John Millar's Lectures’ (note 42 above), 378, note 70.

4 W.C. Lehmann, ‘ Some Observations on the Law Lectures of Professor Millar at the University of
Glasgow (1761-1801)", Juridical Review, 15 (1970), 56-77 at 68-70. See GUL, MSS Murray 93, fol.
[1]r, and 94, fol. 48v, lect. 54 for the assumption that the students had taken the course on the Insti-
tutes.

® GUL, MS Murray 94, fol. [60]r, lect. 59.

€ Cairns, ‘John Millar's Lectures (note 42 above), 374-395.
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1% Rights and 2™ Actions.

Rights may be divided into two Grand divisions. vizt. Such as arise from the dis-

tinctions of persons and their Ranks in society — and such as are independent of

this distinction which is understood to comprehend every other Right — These

Rights are therefore distinguished into

1% Rights of Persons.

2" Rights of Things.

He followed this scheme rigorously in his account.

The close link with the lectures on government can easily be seen from Mil-
lar's remark in the class on Scots law that:

But as it is necessary that every Rule of conduct be promulgated to the peo-

ple that they may know how to observe them, So it is necessary that some provi-

sion be made for enforcing these Rules and compelling the people to observe

them — For this purpose Courts of Justice are established — The knowledge of

the different Courts — The Causes to which they are competent — and the legal

methods of obtaining redress of grievances before these Courts, constitute the

second great object of Law — But as the different Courts of Justice and the Ju-

risdiction of Judges fall properly to be considered in a political point of view

though no doubt connected with the Law of a Country — We have therefore re-

served these for part of a Course of Lectures on Government.2

Millar covered three broad topics in his lectures on government: first, the
origin and progress of government in society; secondly, illustrations of this
from particular governments, namely Athens, Sparta, Rome, France, Germany,
England, Scotland, Ireland (after 1781), and ecclesiastical jurisdiction; and
thirdly, the present state of the government in Great Britain, including discus-
sions of parliament, the royal prerogative, and English and Scottish courts.® The
lectures again not only show Millar's indebtedness to basic tenets of Smith's
thought, but also his historical and comparative approach.” The advantages of
such an approach were that ‘by comparing the Systems [of Government] in dif-
ferent Countries we may judge concerning the expediency of different institu-
tions and enlarge our views concerning the principles of Government’, while
this also meant that ‘we ought to examine each particular system historicaly,
tracing each regulation from the origins through al the subsequent changes .
The authority that was one of the ultimate foundations of government was based on
persona wedlth or qualities strengthened by the custom that created a habit of obe-

1 GUL, MS Gen. 178, 2-5, second pagination sequence.

2 1bid.

® For a.good account, see Craig, * Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), xli-
Ivii.

4 See Cairns, *“Famous as a School for Law, as Edinburgh ... for medicing””, (note 4 above), 145-146.

® GUL, MS Hamilton 116, 1-2.
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dience, while the progress of government was explained utilising Smith's stadia
andysis!

The content of the courses that Desnitsky and Tret’yakov took with Millar
will have taught them that laws were based on ‘the various rights acknowledged
and protected by society’. These rights were derived from the moral sentiments,
according to which actions were approved on the grounds of their propriety and
utility. When individuals were wronged, they felt resentment and spectators felt
indignation. Rules of justice thus rose spontaneously this way from individual
concrete situations. Individuals thus had rights not to be wronged. Spectators
would interfere in disputes in order to assist individuals with whose motives
they sympathised — not only disinterestedly in order to prevent an injustice, but
also out of self-interest, as they themselves might some day be in a similar pre-
dicament. Rights so established might vary from place to place and time to time
according to the character, history and manners of different societies, though
long-established customs were not readily abandoned and could continue to ex-
ist even if defective for a changed society.”

The courses on Civil Law, Scots Law, and Government followed by Desnit-
sky and Tret'yakov were al interrelated and put forward a coherent view dem-
onstrating how such rights were elaborated historically. The class on Govern-
ment showed how the legidlative power, national defence and the securing of
public tranquillity by the appointment of magistrates and the establishment of
courts of justice created the framework within which private rights arose, were
recognised and could be enforced. The classes on Scots Law and Civil Law
showed how this worked out in particular historical contexts. This was a rich
and detailed theory of legislation.

So far the focus has been on the content of Millar's classes. A further impor-
tant lesson learned by the two Russians would also have been that the manner of
teaching can dramatically affect the success of the learning of the students. Here
there are two linked points. It had been traditiona in teaching for the professor
to dictate notes on a set text to his students; in law, traditionally this had been
done using the Corpus iuris civilis, though from the later seventeenth century it
had become increasingly common for teachers to lecture on the basis of a com-
pend, such as that of Heineccius, rather than on the original texts. Moreover,
lectures had traditionally been delivered in Latin. (It is worth pointing out that
Scots law was always taught in English in the Scottish universities.)

Taking the language of instruction first, we have noted above that Millar's
predecessor in the chair, Hercules Lindesay, had started to teach the Institutesin

! See, eg., GUL, MS Gen. 289, 15-29, 31-33.
2 See Craig, ‘ Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar' (note 21 above), xxxii-xxxix.



J.Cairns 35

English. At some stage, Millar extended this innovation to the course on the Di-
gest.! When he did so is unclear. What is certain is that, after the departure of
Desnitsky and Tret’yakov, the Dean of the Faculty of Advocates in Edinburgh
(the Scottish bar) reported to the advocates in 1768 that * he understood that the
Professor of Civil Law in Glasgow lectured to his students in the English Lan-
guage'. He thought that it was ‘incumbent upon the Faculty’ to find a way to
put ‘an effectual Stop’ to this ‘unprecedented way of teaching the Civil Law'.
The Faculty recommended the Dean to communicate their worries to the Rector
of the University of Glasgow and request him to ‘use his authority in ordering
that the Lectures on the Civil Law be, for the future, in Latin and not in Eng-
lish’.2 This complaint was ineffective, though it stimulated a small pamphlet de-
bate, which does not seem to have been studied, but to which a return will be
made below.® There is no evidence to suggest that Millar’s innovation had just
taken place in 1768; indeed it may well be that Millar always lectured in Eng-
lish on the Digest. If so, then his two Russian students will have been taught the
Digest by himin English.*

Why this seems likely is that Millar did not read his lectures, but always lec-
tured extempore from detailed headings. His biographer commented that Millar
‘was not merely desirous to convey to his students just views and accurate in-
formation’, but also ‘to convey them in the manner most likely to seize the at-
tention, and to promote habits of original thought and philosophical investiga-
tion’. This meant that Millar ‘never wrote his Lectures’; any disadvantages en-

! *Statistical Account of the University of Glasgow’ (note 41 above), 734. For afuller discussion of
thisissue, see Cairns, ‘ Rhetoric, Language, and Roman Law’ (note 23 above).

2 Minute Book of the Faculty of Advocates. Volume 3, 1751-1783 (note 65 above), 184 (5 Mar. 1768).

% See, strongly in favour of Millar's approach, Considerations on the Practice of Teaching the Civil
Law in English (Edinburgh, 1768). A wider examination was given in Essays. Viz. I. On the Origin
of Colleges, Or Universities. I1. On the Origin of the Custom of Lecturing in Latin. I1l. On the Im-
propriety of this Custom, at Present (Glasgow, 1769) countered in An Inquiry Whether the Study of
the Ancient Languages be a Necessary Branch of Modern Education? Wherein, by the way, some
observations are made on a late Performance, intitled, Essays on the Origin of Colleges, of the cus-
tom of Lecturing in Latin, &c. (Edinburgh, 1769) (although accepting the fact of lecturing in Eng-
lish).

4 The Caledonian Mercury, 16 Dec. 1767 carried an advertisement for all ‘who studied Law under
Mr. Millar at Glasgow’ to meet at Fortune's tavern on Saturday 19 December. It is possible that this
reflects knowledge of the forthcoming complaint; on the other hand, it seems more likely that it may
be to do with the Faculty of Advocates' recent return to the issue of entails, a matter of earlier con-
troversy and in which Millar was deeply interested and that we discussed in his classes: see Minute
Book of the Faculty of Advocates. Volume 3, 1751-1783 (note 65 above), 177 (12 Dec. 1767); N.T.
Phillipson, ‘Lawyers, Landowners, and the Civic Leadership of Post-Union Scotland: An Essay on
the Social Role of the Faculty of Advocates 1661-1830 in 18" Century Scottish Society’, Juridical
Review, 21 (1976), 97-120.
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countered by not reading a full text were ‘much more than compensated by the
fullness of his illustrations, the energy of his manner, and that interest which is
excited, both in the hearer and speaker, by extemporaneous elogquence’. Millar
was indeed noted for his powerful lecturing and his ability to respond to the re-
actions of his auditors.* No doubt Millar's skills in teaching developed over his
tenure of the chair; but such abelief in how to communicate effectively with his
audience must have been held from the beginning. Lecturing in Latin would
have made any kind of extempore and responsive teaching impossible. The pro-
fessor would have had to read full notes slowly to the class.? All of this suggests
that Millar always taught the class on the Digest in Latin and that, as his classes
became increasingly popular, hisinnovation came to the attention of the Faculty
of Advocates.

4. Some Concluding Points

Desnitsky and Tret’yakov will have returned to Moscow with aview of law
that was rooted in a historical theory of society, in which government (neces-
sary for the protection of property that was the foundation of society) was based
on authority and utility, and which saw political obedience as based on habit,
custom, fear, and utility. Law was not derived from higher norms of divine law;
there was indeed a philosophical underpinning in the Smithian theory of the
moral sentiments, but rules of justice emerged from social life.

Others can discuss more fully the extent to which this teaching influenced
the two new doctors of law of Glasgow university on their return to Moscow; a
few remarks will suffice here. Brown has certainly claimed that Desnitsky’s
socio-political and legal views can be traced to Smith and Millar and that ‘a
great many of the ideas of a theoretical nature in the lectures of Desnitsky and
Tret'yakov, as well as numerous points of detail, can be traced back to the
Glasgow lectures of Smith and Millar'.> While Brown fully recognised the
importance of Millar’s teaching for the two men, he understandably does tend to
focus on Smith, undoubtedly the greater thinker. Y et, more courses were taken
with Millar than with Smith, so it is possible that many Smithian ideas in the
work of the two Russians came second-hand, so to speak, through Millar. Des-
nitsky has been described as ‘the founder of Russian jurisprudence’; the juris-

! Craig, ‘ Account of the Life and Writings of John Millar’ (note 21 above), xii, xiv-xvi; Francis Jef-
frey, review of Historical View of the English Government, in Edinburgh Review, 3 (1803), 155.

2 A point recognised in Considerations on the Practice of Teaching the Civil Law in English (note
89 above), 10, where it was also suggested that teaching in Latin encouraged professors to be con-
tent ‘with reading over the same written lecture from year to year’, ibid., 11.

% Brown, ‘ Adam Smith’'s First Russian Followers’ (note 5 above), 260.
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prudence he developed was based on that learned in Glasgow in the classes of
John Millar. For example, he utilised Millar's clearly developed version of
Smith’s theory of the four stages as his mgjor analytical tool in his comparative-
historical approach to law and society.® Even a cursory examination of Desnit-
sky’s Proposal for the Establishment of Legidlative, Judicial and Executive
Power in the Russian Empire reveals the influence on him of his experiencesin
Scotland.? Thus, his proposal for ajury of fifteen to assist judges and his sug-
gestion as to how such a jury should operate in criminal cases was distinctly
reminiscent of eighteenth-century Scottish criminal practice.® The aim to make
judges accountable through publishing their decisions reflected a strong theme
in the thinking of Smith.* The general curriculum for the studies to be under-
taken by judges also derived from legal education in Glasgow, with its emphasis
on moral philosophy, natural law, Roman law and then Russian law.> More
could be said on this.

Both Desnitsky and Tret’yakov were in favour of the change to lecturing in
Russian rather than in Latin in the University of Moscow; a change under-
standably strongly resisted by the Germans who composed the majority of the
professors.® It is fair to assume that the two Russians’ experience of education
in the University of Glasgow and, in particular, of Millar’s lectures on law, pre-
disposed them to this reform, directly contrary to current practice in the German
universities. It is therefore interesting to note that, in the debate started in 1768
over Millar'steaching of Civil Law in English, one pamphlet noted that ‘the law
is, a present, taught in the Russian language, in the university of Moscow’.”
The practice of Desnitsky and Tret'yakov in Moscow, reported to their alma
mater by the Clyde, could be prayed in aid of the general prevalence and good
sense of the methods of their former professor.

" 1bid., 269-272.

2 S.E. Desnitskii, Proposal for the Establishment of Legislative, Judicial and Executive Power in the
Russian Empire (1768), in Russia under Catherine the Great, ed. and trans. Paul Dukes, vol. 1
(Newtonville, Mass., 1978), 44-65.

% Ibid., 53; see JW. Cairns, ‘Hamesucken and the Major Premiss in the Libel, 1672-1770: Criminal
Law in the Age of Enlightenment’, in Justice and Crime: Essaysin Honour of the Right Honourable
The Lord Emdlie, ed. R.F. Hunter (Edinburgh, 1993), 138-179 at 142-145.

4 Desnitskii, Proposal (note 95 above), 53; see JW. Cairns, 1994 ‘Adam Smith and the Role of the
Courts in Securing Justice and Liberty’, in Adam Smith and the Philosophy of Law and Economics, ed.
R.P. Mdloy and J. Evensky (Dordrecht, 1994), 31-61.

® Desnitskii, Proposal (note 95 above), 54.

® Brown, ‘ Adam Smith’s First Russian Followers' (note 5 above), 250.

" Essays. Viz. |. On the Origin of Colleges, Or Universities. etc (note 89 above), vi.
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BRITAIN AND RUSSIAN CULTURE
INTHE MIDDLE AGES

Tatiana V. Chumakova
(St Petersburg State Univer sity)

pact of Britain on ancient Russian culture: works by M.P. Alekseev,

Prof. S. Konovalov, Prof. A. Cross, and many other scholars are well

known. As a result of their painstaking analysis of a great variety of
sources, we can conclude that various elements of British culture were known in
and were significant for medieval Russia.

Until the time of Peter the Great Western ideas played an amost negligible
role in the development of old Russian culture. There were some contacts in the
ancient period®, but it is likely that they were indirect, by way of Scandinavia.
Nevertheless, “we know beyond doubt that Scot must have met Slav during the
medieval period in a number of ways, both in peace and war”?. The last quarter
of the 15th century witnessed a marked increase in Russian diplomatic relations

There exists a vast and rapidly growing body of research about the im-

© T. Chumakova (T.B. Yymakosa), 2001.

! See: Anexcees MLIL. OuepKy W3 MCTOPHH AHTIHIACKO-PYCCKHX JTHTEPATypHBIX OTHOmIeHH (X|—
XVII BB.). Te3ucsl AuCCEpTALMHA Ha CTENCHb JOKTOpa (PHIIOJIOrHYecKHX HayK. Jlennurpax, 1937.

2 Dukes P. Scotland and the Slavic World: An Introduction, in: Coexistence. Val. 29. 2. June 1992. P. 107.
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with the West. Up to that time the most important exchange had been with
Romein 1469-72, over the marriage of Zoe Paleologa. Thereign of Ivan |11 saw
a marked turning towards the West. But direct contacts between Russia and
Britain in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were checked by the Hanseatic
League. Novgorod's trade in the Baltic especially with the Hansa, with the
northern lands forming part of her empire, and along the Volga to the Caspian
Seaq, flourished during that period. Active diplomatic and cultural contacts be-
tween Britain and Russia began in the middle sixteen hundreds. At that time
many Scottish commercial travellers arrived in Poland, which was then the main
route of western influence to Russia. Sir Jerome Horsey wrote about them as: “a
nation of strangers, remote, adventurous, and warlike people, ready to serve any
Christian prince for maintenance and pay” and in particular ready to fight for
Ivan the Terrible against his enemy the Crimean Tatars. Horsey claimed that
1200 of such Scottish mercenaries performed better services than 12,000 Rus-
sians’. We know that some of the Scottish soldiers of fortune became Russified.

To be sure, Russia’'s political and geographical situation did not encourage a
lively cultural exchange with Western Europe, and this helped to conserve old
customs; but it is equally true that political schemes in Western Europe frus-
trated such efforts as Ivan 111 did make towards closer cultural contact. In the
reign of Ivan the Terrible steady diplomatic and trade relations between Russia
and Britain were established?. ‘British’ doctors, mechanics and architects began
to work in Moscow. British merchants made frequent journeys to Russia and
rumours were bound to reach Moscow. These assumed fantastic forms in the
provinces. The Pskov chronicler wrote that a certain evil warlock, an English
heretic, told the tsar to Slay all the boyars and flee to Britain®. And in fact,
Ivan's plans concerning Britain were considerable. First, he was prepared to jet-

! Stuart Fr. Scottish influences in Russian history. Glasgow, 1913. Pp. 14.

2 By the way, all researchers of Scottish-Russian connections note that the first Russian embassy in
Britain was in Edinburgh. As Professor Cross noted “the first Russian ambassador sent to England
by a Russian tsar was also by mischance the first to visit Scotland. The Tsar's ambassador, Ossip
Gregorievitch Nepeia was undoubtedly mightily glad to reach land when the ship taking him in 1556
from Kholmogory to London foundered off the Scottish north-east coast near Fraserburg”. (Cross A.
The History Road and the Low: Russian Students and Travellers in Eighteenth-Century Scotland //
Coexistence. Val. 29. 2. June 1992. P. 113) [Nov. 10, 1556, Pitsligo Bay, Aberdeen. — T. Ch.]. “It
was near Pitsigo Bay, — wrote Steuart, — the wreck took place, and all the Tsar's presents were
lost, with the English captain, Richard Chancellor, his son and seven Russians of the ambassadors
suite. Robert Best, interpreter of the embassy, escaped with the ambassador. The unfortunate refuges
left Edinburgh, whither they had a ‘ Talmatsch’ or ‘ speachman’ sent to them from London, on 14th
February, 1557, with but a few trifled saved from their wreck, to begin their embassy so long hin-
dered” (Steuart A. Scottish influences in Russian History. Glasgow, 1913. A. Scottish influences in
Russian History. Glasgow, 1913).

® Monsoe cobpanue pycckux neromuceii. T. 2. C. 262.
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tison his last wife to win the hand of an English princess. Secondly, at the
height of the Livonian war, Moscow tried to forge a military alliance with Eng-
land in order to use that country’s fleet in the Baltic, but without success, for
Elizabeth’s council refused to ratify the treaty, which had been struck in Vo-
logda. This provoked the tsar to criticize the English queen harshly: “We under-
stood you were sovereign in you realm and ruled it alone, but pretty traders,
which you continue to vaunt your maidenly state like a vulgar girl” (“Ms1 Ha-
ACAJINCH, YTO Thl B CBOCM T'OCYAApCTBC IOCyAapbiHd U CaMa BJIAJACCIIb U 3a00-
THIIBECS O CBOSH FOCYZ[apeBOfI YCCTHU U BbITOAAX HJISI TOCYAApCTBA, — IMMO3TOMY
MBI U 3aTesuid ¢ TOOOH 3TH neperoBopsl. Ho, BuaHO, y €051, momMuMo €051, Ipy-
rue Jroau BJIaJ€0T, U HE TOJIBLKO JIIOJU, a MY>KUKH TOPrOBbIC, U HE 3a00TATCS O
HallluX rocyJapCKux rojioBax u 0 4€CTU 1 O BbITOAax IJIA CTPAHbI, @ UIIYT CBO-
el ToproBoil mpuObLTH. THI ke MpeOBIBacIlb B CBOEM ACBHUYECKOM UYHHY, KaK
BCsiKast pocTast [morwas. — ap. pycck.] nesnma” ). This epistle is a very good
source for studying the concepts of royal authority in Britain and in Russia.
George Vernadsky has made a comparative analysis of old Slavonic common
law and the underlying principles of Anglo-Saxon law?.

In the reign of Ivan the Terrible Russia received from England the weapon
of medicines and from then on many of the tsar’s physicians were from Britain®.
Even Boris Godunov declared that he was under the strong influence of British
doctors, for between 1601-1603 eighteen Russian students had been sent to
France, Lubek and Britain (to London — “8 JIyaays”). The following persons
had been sent to London: “Mukudop Ondepres coin I'puropses. Jla Codon
MuzxaiinoB cein Koxyxos, na Kazapun [aBbiioB, na @enpka Kocromapos aiis
OTBO3a B AITIMHCKYIO 3EMJIIO IS HAYKHW JIATBIHCKOMY WM W AIJIMHCKOMY U MHBIX

! Yigan I'posusbiit. Counnenus. CII6., 2000.

2 See: Vernadsky G. Medieval Russian Laws. N.Y ., 1947.

® The physicians swore the following oath to the tsar: “$I3 ums pex. Llenyio cue cBATOE eBaHreNue
BEJIMKOMY TOCYJJapio Lapio ¥ Benukoi kHArune Esnokue JIykpsiHOBHE M MX HAPCKUM JIETEM IOCyaa-
pro OnaroBepHOMy HepeBudy KHs30 Osekcero MuxailjoBHYy M rocylapblHEe LAPEBHE U BEIUKON
KHSDKHE I/Iane MuxaitioBHue 1 TeM KOTOPBIX UMb I'OCyJapEM BIIPE€Ib Bor nacThb. Ha TOM, 4YTO MHE
TOCYZapIo CIIy’KMTH U NPSIMHUTH M 100pa XOTETH BO BCEMb Bb IIPaBy U J10 CBOEil cMepTH 6e30 BCs-
KHS XMTPOCTH, a JIUXa MHE €My roCyJapio CBOEMY Lapio U BelIUKOMy KHs310 Muxauiny ®@enopoBudy
BCEa Pyccne 1 €ro napune, u uX HapCKuM AE€TEM, HE XOTETU HU KaKOBa HE MBICIIUTH, HU JyMaTH HU
KOTOPBIMH I€JIbI U HA KOTOPBIFO XUTPOCTBIOU Bb €CTBE U Bb IIUTHE U B JICKAPCTBAX BO BCAKHUX U Bb
UHOM HU B YE€M JIMXa HU KaKOBa HE€ YUYMHUTH U HE UCIOPTUTH HHU KOTOPBIMU AEJIbI U HA KOTOPOIO
XUTPOCTHIO U 3€JIbA JIMXOBA U KOPCHBS HC 1aBAaTH U Cb JIMXUM HU C KAaKUM 3JIaM YMBIIUICHUEMB U Cb
IOp4Y€I0 Kb HUM IOCYyAapeM HU NPUXOOUTHU U Bb CBOEM JICKAPCTBE U Bb COCTABEX U BB HG‘IC6HLIX HHU
B YE€M HHKAKOI'O 3JIaro 3€jbs U KOPEHbS HE npnmemaTn..." — Ma‘repnanm JUIL UICTOPUU MEIAULMHBI
B Poccun. Bein. 1. CII6., 1881. C. 85.
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pasHBIX HEMEIKHX IOCYIapcTB s3bikoB i rpamote”l. But the Russian boys had
not returned — as they wrote — “by reason of the long troubles in our Country
of Russia’?. After long diplomatic negotiations in the reign of the Michael Fe-
dorovich Romanov, it was established that: “Not only were they detained and
kept in England against their wills. But one of them Mekepher Alphery, by rea-
son of his younger years hath forsaken our trew and undowghted religion and is
become a priest, whether urged thereto against his will or willingly is to us un-
known”? (“IToamuuuo BegoMo, uto Te aetr Gospekue Hukudop Ondepbes chH
I'puropses, na Codorko KoxyxoB ¢ TOBapHIIH YeTHIPE YEIOBEKA B aITIIMHCKON
3emiie 3ajepkaHbl HeBojiero, a Hukudopko OsdepseB U Bephbl Halies MpaBo-
craBHbIA OTCTymmin WM. HecBemomo mo kakoil mpesectd B mombl cran’ ). The
Russian envoy reported that the students had been sent to Britain “in bondage,
but not voluntarily” (“B meBomro, a e s Bonu™). Mekepher Alphery was by
then a graduate of Cambridge University, and was Rector of Woolley, in Hunt-
ingdonshire from 1618°.

In the seventeenth century contacts between Russian and Britain culture be-
came more intensive and distinctive. There began to be Russian-British fami-
lies. For example, the two sisters Hamilton, who lived in the Nemetskaia Slo-
boda (Moscow), married Russians, one the Tsar’'s favorite and chief Boyar, Ar-
tamon Sergeevich Matveev (1625-1682), and the other Fedor Poluektovich
Naryshkin. The Scottish wife of Matveev brought up and educated Natalya
Kirillovna Naryshkina according to the free manners of the Scots, allowing her
to receive male visitors, a practice quite horrible to those accustomed to the
cloistered seclusion of women. But on 21st January 1672, Tsar Aleksei
Michailovich Romanov wedded Natalia Naryshkina, and she became mother of
Peter the Great.

By looking carefully at historical material we can trace three ways in which
British culture penetrated Russia before the reign of Peter. First, there were con-
tacts with representatives of British culture. Second, there was the influence of
cultural monuments, such as architecture, art, scientific and technical achieve-
ment, including arms. Third, there were British books, which were read or even

! Apcennen A.B. lcTopust MOCHLIKY TIEPBBIX PYCCKHX CTYIEHTOB 3a rpaHuiry npu Bopuce [oxyHose.
CII6., 1887. C. 9.

2 Konovalov S. Anglo-Russian Relations, 1620-4. // Oxford Slavonic Papers, P. 80.

% Konovalov S. P. 80.

4 Apcennes A.B. C. 20.

5 See: Biographia Britannica on the Lives of the Most Eminent Persons who have flourished in Great
Britain and Ireland. Vol. 1. London, 1747. P. 129; Walker |. An attempt towards recovering an ac-
count on the suffering of the clergy of the Church of England in the late times of the Great Rebel-
lion. London, 1714. P. 183.
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translated by Russians. To illuminate this, it is necessary to study: 1) the repre-
sentation of foreigners in Russian culture; 2) Russian cultural monuments cre-
ated by foreigners'; 3) translated books, and Russian Libraries before the reign
of Peter?; 4) relevant parallels in the cultures of our countries.

Theimage of foreigners

The image of man, in medieval Russia, resulted from an interaction of
church ideas and Old Russian pagan culture. The Church was the foundation of
spiritual unity for Orthodox Russia, and national and patriotic feelings played
no part in medieval life’. But Russian chronicles of the Moscow period reveal a
considerably higher religio-historical self-consciousness than their precursors.
Not only had ‘Holy Russia developed a view of kingship as something quasi-
religious, with symbolic roots in biblical tradition; it had also begun to perceive
itself as a nation state with a role alongside others on the world stage. For ex-
ample, in the formal debates between Ivan IV, Tsar of Russia, and Jan Rokyta, a
minister of the Czech Brethren, or between the Tsar and the Pope’s envoy, the
Tsar betrays no ignorance of modern trends or the proverbial Russian ‘back-
wardness . Rather, he shows a deliberate cultivation of the tradition of author-
ity, and demonstrates strong ties between the church and daily life in Russia. He
wrote to Rokyta: “He xoten Tebe oTBe4aTh, MOCKOIBKY ThI 3asBISUT, 4mo npe-
HUA smu Julitb padu cnopa, a He e6epbl. Ho mbI Hay4CHBI XpHCTOM HE OaBaThb
CBATOC IICaM KW HE METaThb 6Hcep nepea CBUHbAMU, HE JaBaTb CBATOT'O CJIOBa
ncam HeepubiM”®. Russian culture was strongly shaped by the Orthodox
Church and by the Byzantine heritage that the church brought with it to Russia.
Stephen Baehr finds that “The imagery examined thus far often combined to
represent Russia as God's chosen country. Within this variant of the paradise
myth, the Russians, as a result of their ‘true belief’ (the etymology of ‘ Ortho-
doxy"), were often portrayed as having obtained the Promised Land, depicted as

! See: Howard J. The Scottish Kremlin Builder. Livingston, 1996.

2 See: bubnnoteka Msana I'po3oro. Pekoncrpykuus 1 6ubnuorpadudeckoe onucanue / Cocr. HH.
3apy6uH; noar. k meyatd A.A. Amocosa nox pen. C.O. Llmunara. J1., 1982; bubnuoreka A.A. Mat-
BeeBa (1666—1728). Karasor. M., 1985; Mcropuueckuii ouepk u 0630p houmoB PykomuicHoro otae-
na bubnmorekn Akagemuu Hayk. M.; JI., 1956. Bem. 1.; CiayxoBckuit M.J. bubianoreunoe aeno B
Poccun o XVIII B. M., 1968.; SInkoBckas JI.A. bubmanorexa Jmutpus Pocrosckoro. ABroped.
JICC. JOKT. (HI00T. Hayk. M., 1994.

% See: Pichio R. Questione della lingua e Slaviacirillometodiana // Studi sulla Questione dellalingua
presso gli Slavi. Ed. By R. Picchio. Rome, 1972. P. 7-120, esp. 10-13.

* Orser naps Meana Bacuibesuua T'possoro Stuy Poxute / Tep. T.B. Uymakosoii // Counnenus
Hgawna I'posuoro. CII6., 2000.
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the new Israel or new Zion"*. The construction of a New Jerusalem under Mos-

cow became a clear objective of the Russian church and government. But there
was a difficulty. On the one hand, in order to survive, the government had to
adopt Western science and technology; on the other hand, it had to take care not
to fall prey to the cultura hegemony of Europe. It had to maintain its cultural
identity by reference to its defining feature, the Orthodox Church, not European
Catholicism and Protestantism, which were considered sinful and heretical®.

Numerous sources confirm this account. In materials of the Aptekarskii pri-
kaz we read that apprentices of the watch-maker Kozel ask to be given payment
not defiled by the owner: “Jleno mo 4en06UTHO YaCOBBIX YIEHUKOB AmTeKap-
ckoro npukaza KomypuHa u MuiroTHHa: 0 Bbljaye UM XJI€OHOTO U JIEHEKHOTO
JKaJIOBAHbs, KOTOPOC MOJY4Ya€T HAa HUX U3 ABOPA XO3AHUH UX AHH KO3€J‘IL, JIMYHO
CaMHM, YTOOBI UM OT HETO HE OCKBepHI/ITLCHHS. We know that up to the end of
the seventeen hundreds Russians considered foreigners dirty, and after personal
contact with them washed their hands. In a cultura-typological sense, Russia
was characterized by the basic cultural antithesis * coii-uyxoit’ . The image of
the foreigner in Russia was formed mostly as a result of routine communication
with so called ‘nemtsy’ (memiter) abiding in towns. At different times, different
features of the image were emphasized, although, on the whole, it was never
that of an enemy. Watching the ‘nemets’ (aemeny), trying to appreciate them,
Russian common people based their ideas on their own concepts of life and life
style. The naive belief of Russians that they were in possession of values more
important than learning, skill and craft, than cunning and wealth, determined the
good-humoured mockery of the West in Russian mass culture. But the image of
a Russian in the minds of Western people combined contempt and respect,
good-humoured mockery and readiness to criticise. Samuel Collins, physician
to Tsar Aleksey of Russia for most of the 1660s, wrote: “In our clock-dials the
finger moves to the figure; in Russia on the contrary, the figures move to the
pointer. One Mr Holloway, a very ingenious man, contrived the first dial of that
fashion; saying, because they acted contrary to all men, ‘twas fitting their work
should be made suitable’ ">

! Stephen L. Baehr. Utopian Patterns in Early Secular Russian Literature and Culture. Stanford,
1991. P. 31.

2 See: Dujcev |. Slavia orthodoxa // Collected studies in the History of the Slavic Middle Ages, pref.
by I. Shevchenko. London, 1970.

® Marepuans! s neropun Meuiiae! B Pocenu. Bom. 1. CII6., 1881.

4 Jlorman FO.M. O momstiu reorpaduueckoro mpoCTPAHCTBA B PYCCKUX CPEIHEBEKOBBIX TEKCTaX //
Tpyns! mo 3naK0oBEIM cucTeMaM. Tapry, 1965. C. 210-216.

® Collins S. The present state of Russiain aletter to afriend in London. London, 1671. Chapter XV.
Cited from: Howard J. The Scottish Kremlin Builder. Edinburgh, 1997. P. 5.
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Books

During the Middle Ages, no major work of ancient Western or Greek phi-
losophy or science was trandlated in its entirety by Orthodox Slavs. As Igor
Shevchenko observed: “the earliest translation of a pseudoepigraphic text ...
which purported to contain Aristotle’s precepts, found its way into Muscovy
only in the sixteenth century and the earliest (and partial) translation from Greek
into Russian of the authentic Aristotle dates from the mid-eighteenth century”?.
In looking for an explanation, it is useful to use the theory of selective adapta-
tion, originally adopted by Russian scholars assessing the extent to which West-
ern or Byzantine culture had been assimilated in Kievan Rus'. According this
theory, the selection of cultural values and content taken over by a society is de-
termined by the needs of that society. It is important, therefore, to be as aware
of what was not assimilated, as of what was. It is necessary also to note, what
the Soviet scholar Rainov in his work Science in Russia in 11-17 Centuries’
called, not ‘needs or ‘interests’, but the ‘capabilities of Medieval Russian
thought in their selection and absorption of trandated texts. In spite of interest
in Britain, trandations of books written in Britain appeared in Russia only in the
seventeenth century. The first such book known to researchers is the treatise
Tractatus de sphere of Johannes de Sacrobosco, which was the clearest, most
elementary, and most used textbook in astronomy and cosmography from the
thirteenth to the seventeenth century. The appearance of this work in Russia is
not surprising. Interest in astrology, forbidden by the church, was intense. It is
no accident that one of the first British doctors to appear in Russia, originaly a
native of Westphalia, but also a graduate of Cambridge, one Elijah Bomel, was
author of the astrological work De utilitate astrologia. In this work he ex-
pounded a theory about the life of states. In Russia, Bomel was persona Physi-
cian to lvan the Terrible and rendered the Tsar services of a sinister nature, pre-
paring poison for courtiers fallen from grace. He was also the first roya as-
trologer, informing the tsar about the unfavourable position of the stars, foretell-
ing frightful disasters, and showing him how to escape his fate.

In the seventeenth century the fragment of Michagl Scot’s work De secretis
naturae sive de procreactione hominis et phisiognomia (O ecmecmeosanuu)
was transdlated from Hebrew or Polish, and the first tranglation from English ap-
peared in the 1620s. Zemlemerie (3emremepue) was the first Russian textbook

! Seveenko |. Byzantine scientific literature // Byzantium and the Slave in letters and culture. Napoli,
1991.

2 Paitnos T.B. Hayka B Poccun XI-XVII BB.: OuepKH M0 HCTOPHH JOHAYYHBIX M €CTECTBEHHOHAYY-
HBIX BO33peHHit Ha mpupoxy. M.; J1., 1940.
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on theoretical geometry, containing 47 definitions, 74 theorems. Scholars con-
sider that the translation was made from A. Rathborne’s The Surveyor in four
books (London, 1616), itself derived from the works of J. Speydel — Geometri-
cal Extraction (1616), and Sphaerical Triangle (1627).

Doubtless some British books were known in Russia not only in translations,
but also in the originals. It is known that Russian bookmen from the end of the
fifteen hundreds received books in their origina Western languages. We see
from correspondence between Rostov (1651-1709) and his book supplier
Isaacio Vanderburg, that to draw up Cell Chronicler (Kenreinwiii nemonuceu)
among other books Dmitrii Rostovskii ordered the works of Francis Bacon
(“Franc. Baconis de Verulamio”).

Parallels

Scholars working on medieval European culture have emphasized that the
cultural history of medieval Russia should be examined within the context of a
continuous line of parallel developmentsin Eastern and Western Europe. Mate-
rial for comparative research on British and Russian cultures can be found eve-
rywhere. We find tension between Russian and Scottish images and ideas, and
these ideas sometimes have a common source. For example, the legend of Pres-
byter John (known in Russia as A Legend of the Indian Kingdom — Ckasanue
06 Hnoutickom yapcemse) played an important part in Russian utopian traditions.
The legend was popular in Thomas More's family, and his son John translated
from Latin into English the book entitled The legacye or embassate of Prester
John unto Emanuell, kynge of Portugale, by More's friend Damian a Goes".
That text was itself based on an earlier Latin work?.

There are parallels in the religious life of Scotland and Russia. Both adopt
the sacred patron of St. Andrew, and in both an image of a‘Prophet’ has been
important — such as the Scottish and Russian ‘ Prophets’ Alexander Peden and
Archpriest Avvakum (1620/1621-1682). The latter was leader of the Old Be-
lievers, conservative clergy who were responsible for one of the most serious
crises in the history of the Russian church. They intended to separate from the
Orthodox Church in order to support the ‘old rite’, which consisted of many
purely local Russian traditions. As C. Cant observed: “To their own countrymen
of the present day, the names of Avvakum and Peden come immediately to
mind in connection with the Raskol or the Covenant. This would have surprised

1 Seel Anekcee M.II. CnassiHckue uctodsuky “ Vrormmu” Tomaca Mopa. M., 1955.
2 See: Taylor E.G. Tudor Geography. London, 1931. P. 10, 168.; Reed A.W. Early Tudor Drama.
London, 1926. P. 79-80.
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their contemporaries since, when the movements began, neither was of the first
importance. Each rose to the leadership through the death or defection of others
and their posthumous reputation is probably due to the fact that more is known
about them than about the other leaders. Avvakum had an exceptiona literary
gift and wrote his own Life (CKumue), while an outstanding writer, Patrick
Walker, was inspired to write that of Peden; thus the events of their remarkably
similar careers became widely known amongst Russians and Scots during the
18th and early 19th centuries".

It would be interesting to publish together in one book the texts of the Lives
of Peden and Avvakum, as an illustration of the ideas of their times.

! Cant C. The Archpriest Avvakum and his Scottish Contemporaries // The Slavonic Review. July,
1966. P. 381.
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“A SORT OF CONNEXION
WITH THAT COUNTRY”:
JOHN ROBISON’'SCONTRIBUTION
TO SCOTO-RUSSIAN CULTURAL RELATIONS

Anthony G. Cross
(University of Cambridge)

ish relations with Russia, particularly in the eighteenth century, | would
venture to suggest that John Robison (1739-1805) is an unsung hero.
He has been relegated too often to playing a bit-part or the role of mid-
dle-man or facilitator in other people’'s dramas and avoiding the spot-light
which the range of his endeavours and achievements in the Brito-Russian cause
would seem to merit. It is also wholly appropriate that he should be allowed to
take his solo bow at a conference both staged in Edinburgh and devoted to Scot-
land and Russiain the Age of the Enlightenment.
John Robison was born in 1739 near Glasgow and it was in Glasgow, first at
the grammar school and then, from 1750, at the university that he received his
education. He was to take his M.A. in 1756, fail, the following year, when still

F rom the Olympian heights from which | am accustomed to survey Brit-

© A. Cross (A. Kpocc), 2001.
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only eighteen, to be accepted as assistant to the aged Robert Dick, Professor of
Natural Philosophy (whose son with whom he shared the professorship had just
died), move south of the border for some six years, before returning to Glasgow
in 1764, where he became lecturer in chemistry in 1766, performing success-
fully in this post for the next four years until, unexpectedly, he decided to ac-
cept an offer to go to Russia. When the Russian episode in his life ended in
1774, it was to Edinburgh, and not to Glasgow, that he came to spend the last
thirty years of his life as a much respected professor in the university. If the
Russian and Edinburgh periods in his life command most attention, not least in
this paper, the preceding Glasgow and English periods are full of colourful in-
cident and intellectual import for his biography, even in its Russian configura-
tion.

Glasgow University was the place to be in the 1750s and early 1760s, not
Edinburgh or Oxbridge. Among the professoriate were Adam Smith, who was
appointed Professor of Moral Philosophy in 1752 and was to publish his Theory
of the Moral Sentiments by the end of the decade, John Anderson, Professor of
Natural Philosophy, Robert Simson, Professor of Mathematics, and William
Cullen, Professor of Medicine, who was succeeded in 1756 by Joseph Black.
Black and a man whose fame was to equal his own, James Watt, soon to be-
come the University’s instrument maker, were to be influential figures in the
young Robison’s life and, according to their own testimony, he in theirs. Robi-
son had made the acquaintance of Black while still an undergraduate but it was
only after his return that he began to study chemistry under the tutelage of the
discoverer of latent heat and with such success that Black felt confident to rec-
ommend Robison as his successor. As for Watt, he recalled, in a memorandum
written soon after Robison’s death in 1805, that “Our acquaintance began in
1756 or 57, when | was employed by the University of Glasgow to repair and
put in order some astronomical instruments [...] Mr. Robison was then a very
handsome young man, and rather younger than |. He introduced himself to me, and
| was happy to find in him a person who was so much better informed on mathe-
matical and philosophical subjects than | was, and who, while he was extremely
communicative, possessed a very clear method of explaining his ideas’. It was
Rohison, according to Watt, who “turned my attention to the steam-engine, a ma-
chine of which | was then very ignorant”. By the time Robison returned to Glas-
gow, Watt had worked out new principles for improving the steam-engine and he
did not recall Robison “being present or assisting me in any of my experimentsin

1 E. Robinson and D. McKie (eds.), Partners in Science: Letters of James Watt and Joseph Black
(London, 1970), pp. 410-13. (Robison is very much the ‘third man’ in this admirable edition.)
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steam”; they saw each other rarely but “our friendship, however, subsisted”, as did
their admiration of each other’ s abilities.

There was, of course, a Russian connection with Glasgow University in the
early 1760s, precisely during the years of Robison's second period there. In
1761 Semen Desnitskii and Ivan Tret'iakov, who believed, when they left Mos-
cow University, that they were on their way to Oxford or Cambridge, were for-
tunate to end up in Glasgow and enjoy the fruits of the broad-based course of
studies that took them to their M.A. degrees in 1765. They then proceeded to
their doctorates in law before their eventual departure for Russia in 1767. Al-
though there is no direct evidence of Robison's personal acquaintance with the
Russians there can be little doubt that he knew of their existence and activities,
not least in the latter case in connection with the unfortunate incident of Desnit-
skii’s brush with Professor Anderson which threatened to ruin his career. More
pertinently, among the professors under whom the Russians studied were Adam
Smith and James Millar, Professor of Civil Law from 1761 (lectures by both of
whom Robison himself said he had heard)' and they also attended Black’s lec-
tures on latent heat in 1764-5 and were acquainted with Watt.? Some awareness
of Catherine’s Russia may thus have lurked in Robison’s mind when in 1770 he
received the call to go to Russia and accepted. The call was a result, however,
of his London, rather than of his Glasgow, connections.

Robison had spent a number of years, dithering about his choice of career.
His father pressed for the cloth, but Robison looked for more active outlets for
his talents and knowledge. In 1758 he went to London to take the position of tu-
tor in mathematics and navigation to the young Duke of Y ork and to accompany
him to sea. In the event, that specific plan was aborted, but Robison agreed to
take on the same tasks with respect to Edward Knowles (1741-62), another
young man who had also been intended to accompany the duke. He was the
elder son of Sir Charles Knowles (1704?-77), Rear-Admiral of Great Britain,
whose own prowess in science and mechanics allowed him to appreciate the
quality of Robison and whose patronage was to play a decisive role in the de-
velopment of his career over the next fifteen years. Robison was plunged into a
life at sea, more full of incident and danger than he could ever have imagined,
and at a period of particular import for the Royal Navy. Robison was with
young Knowles on Admiral Saunders's flagship when the fleet set sail for North

! “the advantages | have enjoyed of studying under Drs Smith and Millar”: Letter from Robison to
William Robertson, undated [September-October 1776], Nationa Library of Scotland, Edinburgh,
Ms. 3942, f. 301v.

2 For afull account of the Russians stay in Glasgow, see A.G. Cross, By the Banks of the Thames:
Russians in Eighteenth-Century Britain (Newtonville, Mass., 1980), pp. 122-8 and footnote refer-
ences, pp. 291-2.
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America in February 1759; he was with General Wolfe the night before the
British stormed the Heights of Abraham; and he was on the Royal William that
brought the general’s body back to England. The following year, he was at sea
for six months on the same ship and suffered severely, like the majority of the
750-man crew, from scurvy. After a period of recuperation and collaboration
with Admiral Knowles, he went to sea once more on a ship commanded by his
pupil and friend, now Lt. Knowles, and visited a Lisbon recovering slowly from
the great earthquake that had already brought a famous response from Voltaire.
He then received, on the recommendation of Admiral Knowles, the prestigious
assignment from the Board of Longitude of monitoring the trials of John Harri-
son’s chronometer; accompanied by Harrison's son William, he set out for Ja-
maica on 18 November 1761 on what was to be his final, and on the return leg,
an almost fatal, voyage. (This voyage has been graphically described by Dava
Sobel in her acclaimed novel Longitude and given prominence in the subse-
quent TV series.) Despite his successes and Knowles's good offices, Robison
did not receive the rewards or placement that would have made a naval career
worth pursuing, athough he himself many years later was to suggest that “my
health suffered so much by a seafaring life that | was obliged to give it up, much
against my inclination, and return to my academica habits’.> Knowles never
lost touch, however, and Robison was entrusted with the tutoring of the admi-
ra’s remaining son, Charles Henry (1754-1831), Edward having perished at sea
in 1762. Thus, when Knowles, approaching seventy years of age, decided to
“make atender of his Services’ to Catherine the Great to effect the plan “for the
better Construction, Equipment, Discipline and future preservation of the Rus-
sian navy”,? he entreated Robison to accompany him as his amanuensis and
Robison consented. Whether this decision was a result of frustration in his uni-
versity position or an unsatisfied love of adventure or a sense of obligation and
gratitude to Knowles must remain a matter of speculation, but it was one that
was to earn Robison his niche in the history of Brito-Russian relations and bring
him into contact with the high and the mighty at the Russian court.

Accounts of Knowles's visit to Russia, beginning with contemporary news
snippets in the Scots Magazine and including the most recent studies, have natu-
raly concentrated on the admira’s activities, barely mentioning in afootnote, if
at all, the presence of Robison ® Indeed, when the Scots Magazine published in

! Robinson and McKie, Partnersin Science, p. 257.

2 National Maritime Museum, Greenwich, ‘Copy Notebook containing correspondence between
Admiral Sir Charles Knowles and Catherine the Great regarding the former’s review of the Russian
Navy, 1771-1774', [f.1].

3 See Scots Magazine, XXXI1 (1770), 675; XXXI11 (1771), 155, 264; ‘Biographical Memoir of the
Late Sir Charles Knowles', Naval Chronicle, | (1799), 89-124; 11, 365-82; Al. Sk. [Aleksandr Soko-
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July 1771 his graphic description of afire that had swept through the Russian
capital, it introduced it as ‘A letter from a gentleman late of Glasgow, how sec-
retary to Adm. Knowles at Petersburg’.* When, following Robison’s death, his
good friend and colleague John Playfair reluctantly took on the task of writing a
biographical memoir, he was very aware that there were so many gaps in his
knowledge that he consulted, as is the wont of good obituarists, with those who
had known him at various times and at various places, and especialy with those
who might know something of his Russian years. James Watt proved not par-
ticularly helpful, writing that “1 cannot recollect the date he went to Russia, nor
do | know much of his transactions there, only that in general he was much es-
teemed”;? but Playfair also turned to William Porter, a merchant who had been a
prominent and long-standing figure in the British community in the Russian
capital and was much respected in the Edinburgh social and academic world.?
Porter’s manuscript memoir, which is now in the archive of Glasgow Univer-
sity, provided most of the information Playfair incorporated, sometimes word-
for-word, sometimes in a very compressed form — for Porter loved his rhetoric
and stylistic flourishes — into his brief account of the Russia years, as first pub-
lished in The Transactions of the Royal Society of Edinburgh in 1815, and, in its
turn, serving as the basis for entries in subsequent biographical dictionaries.*
This previously unrecognized use apart, Porter’s memoir has remained an un-
tapped source.

It is Porter who suggested that Robison “readily embraced” the prospects
that Knowles laid before him of the position as “ Secretary to the Admiralty with
appointments & the chance of perquisites equal or superior to those enjoyed by
the person who holds that post in London”.> On their arrival in St Petersburg in

lov], ‘Admiral Noul's’, Morskoi shornik, Il (1849), 509-27; Philip H. Clendenning, ‘Admira Sir
Charles Knowles and Russia, 1771-1774', Mariner’s Mirror, LXI (1975), 39-49; Anthony Cross, By
the Banks of the Neva: Chapters from the Lives and Careers of the British in Eighteenth-Century
Russia (Cambridge, 1997), pp. 192-5.

! Scots Magazine, XXXI11 (1771), 374-5.

2 Robinson and McKie, Partnersin Science, p. 412.

8_.See Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 35-6, 233, 401, note 85.

4 John Playfair, ‘Biographical Account of the late John Robison, LL.D. F.R.S.E. and Professor of
Natural Philosophy in the University of Edinburgh’, Transactions of the Royal Society of Edinburgh,
VIl (1815), 495-540; Thomas Thomson, Biographical Dictionary of Eminent Scotsmen, 111 (London,
1875), 296-9; Dictionary of National Biography, XLIX (London, 1897), 57-9. (In the recent Cham-
bers Scottish Biographical Dictionary, ed. Rosemary Gowing (Edinburgh 1992), p. 373, there are
three mistakes in the three lines given to Robison’s stay in Russia.)

5 [William Porter], * Particulars respecting M". Robison from 1769 to the autumn of 1774 when here-
turned from Russia & settled as Professor of Natural Philosophy in Edinburgh’, Glasgow University
Library, Ms. Murray 503, ff. 5-6. Subsequent references are by folio number in the text.
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the January 1771, they discovered that no such position existed within the struc-
ture of the Russian Admiralty and Robison was to remain Knowles's private
secretary. Knowles, nonetheless, “carried him to court & introduced him there,
having previously contrived thus the Sovereign should be informed of his worth
and of his fair claim to consideration and encouragement as a person of distin-
guished talents & unusual acquirements’ (f. 6). For the next year or so, how-
ever, Robison had to be content to make an undoubtedly considerable but never-
theless anonymous input into the admiral’s attempts to introduce radical
changes into the way the Russian navy operated, incurring, as Porter notes, the
wrath and opposition of highly-placed Russians. In the specific and important
problem of supplying reliable cannon for the Russian ships to which Knowles
turned his mind Robison’s own contribution can be traced. In April 1771, he
wrote to his friend James Watt “in order to see how you would relish the
Scheme of coming here in quality of Master Founder of Iron Ordnance to Her
Imperial Majesty” and essentially introduce the processes employed by the Car-
ron Company at Falkirk;' but Watt declined. The following year, there is no in-
dication that Robison was a member of the party that accompanied Knowles on
his “secret expedition” to the Danube deltain February-July 1772; and the only
reference in Knowles's letterbook to Robison dates in fact from December
1773, when the admiral suggested sending him and a specialist to seek suitable
mast timbers in the forests around Smolensk and Novgorod.? However, by that
time Robison had moved out of the admiral’s shadow, for in April 1772 he had
been appointed to the vacant professorship in mathematics and navigation at the
Noble Naval Cadet Corps with double the salary of his predecessor and “a free
House, Wood &c 2 Servants & the rank of Colonel” (f. 9) and had moved to
Kronshtadt, which had become its new home after fire had destroyed its build-
ings on Vasilii Island the previous summer. Kronshtadt, however, had become a
particular target for Knowles's energetic reforms after his return from the south
and Robison was inevitably drawn into the plans to replace the antique wind-
mills that had been used to empty the dry docks by ‘fire-machines’ imported
from Britain. It was from Kronshtadt that Robison wrote in 1773 in a second at-
tempt to attract Watt to Russia, but received the diplomatic reply that “I think
you are fully able to conduct that project and it will do you credit in the country

you are”.® It was to Carron that Knowles next turned, but by the time its work-

* Robinson and McKie, Partners in Science, p. 24. See aso H.W. Dickinson and Rhys Jenkins,
James Watt and the Steam Engine (London, 1927), p. 35.

2 National Maritime Museum, ‘ Copybook’, [f.38].

3 Dickinson and Jenkins, James Watt, p. 35. As Watt himself put it many years later, he “ respectfully
declined” (Robinson and McKie, Partnersin Science, p. 412).
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men arrived to install a steam engine, Knowles, and Robison, had left Russia
and Admiral Samuel Greig had assumed responsibility as the new commandant
of Kronshtadt.

On her accession Catherine had looked to improve the state both of the Rus-
sian navy and of its ingtitutions. She immediately returned to the Noble Naval
Cadet Corps its independent status, which it had briefly lost when Peter 11|
merged it with the Noble Land Cadet Corps, and encouraged a fundamental re-
vision of its teaching programme. The reorganization of the Corps was com-
pleted in June 1764 and was largely the responsibility of its new director, lvan
Golenishchev-Kutuzov; its new teaching programme was in fact devised by
Grigorii Andreevich Poletika, the inspector of classes, and Nikolai Gavrilovich
Kurganov, teacher of mathematics and author to-be of the celebrated
Pis movnik (1769).? (Kurganov, incidentally, had good English and in 1768 had
produced a Russian version (unpublished) of John Harrison's treatise on his
chronometer.®) Robison’s appointment was, nevertheless, very much in accord
with the Corps’ British traditions, originating with Peter I’s recruitment of the
Liddell Mathematical Tutor at Marischall College, Henry Farquharson, and the
two young men from Christ’s Hospital, and continuing with Professor Thomas
Newberry at the end of the Empress Elizabeth’s reign.*

Robison was to occupy his post for only two years, during the second of
which, at the wish of the Director Golenishchev-Kutuzov, who seems to have
been very impressed by the Scot’s ahilities, he took on the duties of inspector of
classes during Poletika's extended absence. In addition to his lectures on
mathematics and mechanics, Robison was contracted to teach courses in ex-
perimental physics and in the construction and navigation of ships (for an addi-
tional 300 rubles on top of his 1200-ruble stipend).®> He began work on a primer
for the cadets entitted ‘A Naval Mathematicad Manual’ (Morskoe mate-
maticheskoe nastavienie), embracing the basics of geometry, trigonometry,
physical and mechanical sciences, shipbuilding and navigation,® but otherwise

1 P.P. Zabarinskii, Pervye “ ognevye’” mashiny v Kronshtadtskom portu (Moscow-Leningrad, 1936),
pp. 150-1; Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 194, 197.

2 See F. Veselago, Ocherk istorii morskogo kadetskogo korpusa (Spb., 1852).pp. 159-60.

% F. Veselago (ed.), Materialy dlia istorii russkogo flota, X| (Spb., 1886), 622. (Possibly, The Prin-
ciples of Mr Harrison's Timekeeper, with plates of the same, published by order of the Commission-
ers of Longitude (London, 1767))

4 See Anthony Cross, ‘Educating the Russian Navy: The British Contribution’, forthcoming in the
Proceedings of a conference held at Potsdam in 1997. See also on Newberry, Anthony Cross, ‘ Pro-
fessor Thomas Newberry’s Letter from Petersburg, 1766, on the Grand Carousel and Other Matters',
Savonic and East European Review, LXXV1 (1998), 484-93.

®Veselago, Materialy, IX, 73.

®Ibid., pp. 231.
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little is known of his activities at Kronshtadt. Accepting Porter’ s assurances that
“the difficulties overcome in ascending the steps by which the man of learning
mounts to the Temple of Fame are in most cases known only to himsalf” (f. 11),
we also have no evidence to contradict his statement that Robison was an effec-
tive teacher admired by his superiors, fellow teachers and pupils and “at once
the ornament & pride” of the Corps (f. 9).

Although he continually overwrites, Porter is, however, informative about
other aspects of Robison’s social life and activities. He stresses how Robison
immediately “assiduously applied himself to the acquiring a competent knowl-
edge of the beautiful but difficult language of the Country” with such success
that he impressed Count Chernyshev, the Vice-President of the Admiralty Col-
lege (f. 8), and possibly thereby ensured his appointment to the Corps, where
classes were taught in Russian. Evidence of Robison’s interest in the contempo-
rary Russian cultural and intellectual scene are some of the books which he col-
lected at the time and which are now in the Specia Collections Department of
the University of Glasgow: they include first editions of the satires of Antiokh
Kantemir (1762) and the spiritual odes of Aleksandr Sumarokov (1774), No-
vikov's Attempt at a Historical Dictionary of Russian Writers... (Opyt is
toricheskogo slovaria o rossiiskikh pisateliakh, 1772), the first part of Mikhail
Chulkov’s Collection of Various Songs (Collection of Various Songs, 1770) and
The Festivals of Note Singing (Prazdniki notnogo peniia, 1772).! The last item,
a festal menaion which gives the appropriate hymns, with music, for the
monthly Orthodox feasts, is revealing of Robison’s musical interests and exper-
tise. Porter in fact stressed that Robison had “made himself completely master
of the Theory of music”, played the German flute better than a professional, and
“he sang with taste, and the words as well as the air were frequently of his own
composing” (f. 13). The Robison who emerges from Porter’s memoir is a thor-
oughly engaging personality, who moved with ease from the study to the draw-
ing room, who made music, sang, wrote verse, was well-informed on every con-
ceivable subject, affable, urbane, relaxed, free from pedantry and as well as
from false modesty, welcome in Russian high society and among the British
merchants (of whose qualities Porter is amusingly eulogistic). In a phrase, “Mr
Robison was not the mere Philosopher & man of deep research; he was also a
Gentleman in the completest acceptation of the word” (f. 11).

In amemoir of this nature, written more than thirty years after the period it
describes, it is not unexpected that Porter inclined to general observation rather

! David Weston, Savica: An Exhibition of Books and Manuscripts from the University’s Collections
17 October — 30 November 1990 (Glasgow, 1990), items 19-22, 29. The exhibition also included as
item 12 Porter’s memoir.
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than the naming of individuals and events, but the period he was describing was
of particular import not only in the life of Robison but also of the British in the
Russian capital. Under Catherine the British came into their own as a commu-
nity with a strong identity, bolstered by a number of characteristic institutions
and enjoying the benevolent gaze of the empress.* Just months before Robison’s
arrival in St Petersburg, the famous English Club had been founded, which was
followed by the English Masonic Lodge of ‘Perfect Union’. Although Robi-
son’s hame does not appear in the membership lists of the former, he became an
active participant in the latter, firstly as a Visitor, being initiated into the degree
of Master in June 1771, and was accepted as a full member of the lodge on 27
October / 7 November.? It is an episode in his life in Russia which he chose
later to recall, uniquely if imperfectly, in the introduction to Proofs of a Con-
spiracy against all the Religions and Gover nments of Europe, Carried on in the
Secret Meetings of Free Masons, |lluminati, and Reading Societies , his notori-
ous denunciation of continental Freemasonry in the wake of the French Revolu-
tion which he first published in 1797.

Although the mgjority of masons attending ‘ Perfect Union’ were merchants,
there were others whose interests were more closely related to Robison's, pre-
eminently William Richardson (1743-1814) and the Rev. William Tooke (1744-
1820). Richardson, who had come to Russia in 1768 as tutor to the children of
the British ambassador, Charles, Lord Cathcart, was a shrewd observer of the
Russian scene; unlike Robison, he was to publish many years later his impres-
sions under the title Anecdotes of the Russian Empire (1784), but, like Robison,
he was to return to Scotland to occupy a university chair, the professorship of
humanity at the University of Glasgow from 1772.* Tooke had arrived in Russia
a few months after Robison to become chaplain to the British congregation at
Kronshtadt, where he remained al the time Robison was teaching at the Naval
Cadet Corps, before his election as chaplain in St Petersburg. Tooke (and his
predecessor in the Petersburg chaplaincy, the Rev. John Glen King (1732-87))
shared Robison’s interests in the humanities, if not his expertise in the sciences,
and enjoyed close links with the predominantly German scholars of the Russian

! See, in detail, Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 9-40.

2 See A.G. Cross, ‘British Freemasons in Russia during the Reign of Catherine the Great’, Oxford
Savonic Papers, NS 1V (1971), 49-58.

3 Proofs of a Conspiracy against all the Religions and Governments of Europe, Carried on in the
Secret Meetings of Free Masons, Illuminati, and Reading Societies (5 ed., Dublin, 1798), pp. 2-4.
(Robison writes that he was originally initiated into Freemasonry in Liege.)

4 Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 347-9. See also H.J. Pitcher, ‘A Scottish View of Cathering's
Russia: William Richardson’s Anecdotes of the Russian Empire (1784)’, Forum for Modern Lan-
guage Sudies, 111 (1967), 236-51.
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Academy of Sciences, among whom Porter lists Euler, Aepinus, Pallas, Gmelin
and Lexell as particularly appreciative of Robison’s abilities (f. 14)." Many
years later, in a letter to Watt of December 1796, Robison himself provided a
little cameo of his time in St Petersburg, conversing about Watt’'s and Black’s
discov«zari&s with members of the Academy, including Aepinus, J.G. Model and
Kruse.

It was also a period when severa of the Petersburg academicians were in-
volved in the momentous travels of exploration that took them east to Siberia
and south to the Caspian and the Black Sea and engaged the interest of the sci-
entific community throughout Europe. Tooke was to trandlate J.G. Georgi's
Beschreibung aller Nationen des Russischen Reiches in 1780-3 and after his re-
turn to England in 1792 was to incorporate much information from similar ac-
counts in the series of books that made him the most important British commen-
tator on Russia at the end of the eighteenth century. There were, however, many
who were curious to receive as much information as they could in the early
1770s and they included William Robertson, famed historian and Principal of
Edinburgh University, and two of the men who helped him to receive it were
John Rogerson (1741-1823), Edinburgh M.D., court physician since 1769, and
soon to be appointed body-physician to the Empress Catherine,® and Robison.
In aletter of August 10/21 1773 Rogerson told Robertson that he had presented
his History of the Reign of the Emperor Charles V (1769) to the empress and
had asked on his behalf for information relating to Russian exploration of the
American coast for possible use in The History of America (1777) he was then
writing.* The empress had in fact only the day before given Admiral Knowles,
who had made similar enquiries at the behest of Robison, “the original Journals
of the expeditions that had been undertaken under her Government [...] together
with the large Chart not hitherto published”. Rogerson received another chart
and everything was to be passed on to Raobertson by Robison “a Gentleman
every way qualified and well disposed to make the most of them”. A second let-
ter, dating from 20 September / 1 October 1776, is about the same matter but
ends with thanks for news about Robison, who was by then at Edinburgh Uni-

* Ibid., pp. 104-8 (King), 108-13 (Tooke). See also A.G. Cross, ‘ The Reverend William Tooke's
Contribution to British Knowledge of Russia at the End of the Eighteenth Century’, Canadian Savic
Studies, 111 (1969), 106-15.

2 Robinson and McKie, Partners in Science, p. 248. (Robison was recalling the evidence he had
given in the recent successful suit for plagiarism of patents of the steam engine that Watt and Boul-
ton brought against the Cornish firm of Hornblower and Maberley.)

3 Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 143-7. See also A.G. Cross, ‘John Rogerson: Physician to
Catherine the Great’, Canadian Savic Sudies, 1V (1970), 594-601.

4 National Library of Scotland, Mss 3942, ff. 137-41.
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versity, and for “the interest you took in his promotion and the essential Ser-
vices you rendered in ensuring its success [which] were very sensibly felt by me
and his other friends in this country”." The old friends were to meet again in
Edinburgh in 1786 and in aletter to Watt at that time, Robison said of Rogerson
that his “Saociety and friendship were the chief comforts of my Life while | was
in Russia’

Without in any sense exhausting the circle of Robison’'s close friends in St
Petersburg, mention should, nevertheless, be made of Dr Matthew Guthrie
(1743-1807). He was another Scots physician with wide-ranging scientific and
literary interests and was distantly related through his elder sister to Robison,
“my own relation and old Russian companion”, as Guthrie was later to describe
him to Joseph Black.® Guthrie, indeed, seems to have returned from a visit to
Scotland on the same ship as Knowles and Robison and to have accompanied
Knowles on his expedition to Moldavia.* In 1792, when Robison was nearing
the end of his second decade as an Edinburgh professor, Guthrie, under the
pseudonym ‘Arcticus’, began to supply the new Edinburgh journal The Bee
with all manner of communications on Russian folklore, ethnography, history,
science — and exploration. Guthrie was a full or corresponding member of nu-
merous Russian and British learned societies, including the Royal Society;
Tooke and Rogerson were also not only fellows of the Royal Society but corre-
sponding and honorary members respectively of the Russian Academy of Sci-
ences, seemingly the one such honour to elude Guthrie. Similar honours were to
come to Robison, the most original and profound scholar of the quartet, only
much later in his career.

Raobison was to resign from the Cadet Corps in May 1774 on accepting the
chair of Natural Philosophy at the University of Edinburgh. He succeeded the
late James Russell and was el ected despite the strong pretensions to the chair of
two eminent physicians, Drs Buchan and Lind, but with the strong support of
the Principal, Rabertson, who knew of him only by repute, and of Professors
Black and Cullen, who knew him from his Glasgow days. On leaving Russia,
Robison promised to finish his manual (which he never did) and undertook to
inform the Corps of all the latest developments in haval matters (about which,
unfortunately, there is no evidence), but, most important of all, to take with him

! 1bid., ff. 277-8.

2 Robinson & McKie, Partnersin Science, pp. 153-4.

% Edinburgh University Library, Correspondnece of Joseph Black, Gen 873?l1, ff. 276-7.

4 Cross, By the Banks of the Neva, pp. 147-52. See also Jessie M. Sweet, ‘Matthew Guthrie (1743-
1807): An Eighteenth-Century Gemmologist’, Annals of Science, XX (1964), 245-302; A.G. Cross,
‘Arcticus and The Bee (1792-4): An Episode in Anglo-Russian Cultural Relations’, Oxford Savonic
Papers, XI (1969), 172-81.
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two young cadets to be trained at Edinburgh., for which services he would re-
ceive an honorarium of 400 rubles a year.! In the event, he was accompanied by
three cadets, all about twelve years of age, Stepan Ivanovich Rachinskii, Nikolai
Ivanovich Beliaev and Ivan Shishukov, and they became the first Russians to
appear on the matriculation rolls of the University. Over the next three years
they took courses with Robison, Dugald Stewart in mathematics, and Adam
Ferguson in moral philosophy, before returning to Russia, where Rachinskii be-
came Admiral Greig's adjutant, while his companions began to teach at
Kronshtadt.? Porter suggested furthermore that “until his want of health made
such a charge [of supervising cadets] inconvenient, he had always two & some
times three such at atime living in his house & pursuing their studies under his
tuition” (f. 17).

It seems, nevertheless, that, despite its obvious success, the experiment of
sending naval cadets to Edinburgh was not continued; but Edinburgh had be-
come the Mecca for foreign students, in whose number over the next decade
were to be found a dozen or more Russians. Robison’s own move from Glas-
gow to Edinburgh was symbolic of the shift in significance between the two
universities, as were to an even greater degree the moves of Professors Black
and Cullen. Edinburgh thrived under the dynamic leadership of Robertson, who
had been appointed Principal in 1762, and its professoriate boasted such schol-
ars as Adam Ferguson, Dugald Stewart, John Pringle, Hugh Blair, John Hope
and Alexander Munro, in addition to Black and Cullen. It was pre-eminent in
medicine, which several of the young Russians were to study in the 1780s, but it
was a broad grounding in the arts and sciences that the formidable Princess
Ekaterina Dashkova considered necessary for the illustrious military career she
foresaw for her thirteen-year-old son Pavel, with whom she was to settle on or
near George Street in December 1776.

Not unexpectedly, Robertson turned for advice to Robison, who wrote at
great length, describing the Princess as “a very uncommon character both for
great natural parts, cultivated understanding and generous principles’ and sug-
gesting that “so far as | know the Russians in general, and the princess more
particularly, the subjects on which the stress must be laid are ethics and juris-
prudence. Their Gentry, with very shallow knowledge, are great dabblersin all
the french books of philosophy of this kind, and | know that the Lady would
wish that her Son should not only be well provided(?) in these branches of edu-

! Veselago, Materialy, 1X, 231-2. (Cf. Veselago, Ocherk, Appendices, pp. 141-2.) (Robison returned
to Britain in June 1774, at precisely the same time as his patron Admiral Knowles (although the two
resignations were apparently not connected), and as the Rev. King.)

2 Cross, By the Banks of the Thames, pp. 129-31.
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cation, but should also shine in such conversation”.* He agreed with Robertson

that the prince should stay in London for a further year under the care of a tutor
in order to improve his English, but that when he came to Edinburgh, he, Robi-
son, might take him under his care: “I can even now give him very genteel
apartments and decent accommodation for | believe | should at any rate have
placed two of my Russians in other houses with a tutor to attend them”. He was
coy about “acknowledgement for his trouble”, which might “rather be consid-
ered wholly as a reputable than as a profitable thing”. He then outlined propos-
asfor his course of studies over the various years, mentioning Blair and Fergu-
son as obvious teachers, before ending with a paragraph of hesitant self-
promotion:
Should you think of mentioning my name to Princess Dashkoff, it would be
of Service, if you can decently do it, to put her in mind of having seen me at Sir
Charles Knowles' while | was his Secretary, and of my having had the Charge of
the Marine Academy, under the direction of her intimate friend General Kutu-
zoff, who | know has frequently expressed to her his great regard for me. You
can easily conceive that | would not only be pleased in recommending myself to
one of whom | entertain so high an opinion, but that | should even fed dis-
agreeabzly if 1, who have a sort of connexion with that country, should be over-
looked.

Rabertson obviously did more than mention Robison to Dashkova; if we are
to judge from the princess's reply, in the absence of Robertson’s letter, he
passed on much that he had written. The princess, for her part, took particular
exception to the idea that her son might not live with her throughout his years at
the university; indeed she could only contemplate his staying with Robertson
and the prospect that he might be at Robison’s in the company of other young
men seemingly appalled her. As for Robison himself, “je le connois assez de
Reputation pour I’ estimer infiniment comme homme de Lettres, et pour etre
persuadée qu'il seroit d'une grande Utilité pour les Etudes de mon fils, car
j"espere qu'il seroit un des Professeurs dont le Prince de Daschkaw frequentera
les Colloques” .2

The princess duly arrived with her family and over the next three years her
son took courses with Black, Blair, John Bruce, Ferguson, Stewart — and Raobi-
son, and became the first Russian to graduate M.A. from Edinburgh.* In her
memoirs Dashkova waxed lyrical about their Edinburgh days, when “the im-
mortal Robertson, Blair, Smith and Ferguson came twice a week to spend the

! National Library of Scotland, Ms. 3942, ff. 301-301v.
2 1bid., f. 302v.

3 Ibid., f.281 (letter of 9 October 1776).

“ See Cross, By the Banks of the Thames, pp. 131-4.
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day with me” and although she described all the professors as “generaly es-
teemed for their intelligence, intellectual distinction and moral qualities’, she
nowhere mentioned Robison." On her departure in June 1779 she gave the uni-
versity a magnificent cabinet of Russian medals and it was Robison with his
command of the Russian language who was charged by the Senate to prepare a
“Catalogue of the Medals with a Trandation of the Inscriptions’, but at his
death some twenty-five years later two medals were missing and only two
sheets of paper were found which seemed “to be all that he performed in the
way of a Catalogue”.?

In 1778 Pavel Dashkov had been joined in his classes by another young
Russian, Ivan Sheshkovskii, the son of the notorious head of Catherine the
Great's Secret Chancellery. Sheshkovskii was to prove the least diligent of stu-
dents, a “brainless youth” in the words of Princess Dashkova, who had earlier
“recommended him to all the best people here, including the professors, whom |
consulted about his expenses and his plan of studies’.® He attended, or least, put
his name down for, classes by Robison, before finding himself in the debtor’s
prison, the Tolbooth, early the following year. In 1780 Blair, Ferguson and
Robison had in their lectures Vasilii Zybin, who was to achieve a reputation of
sorts on his eventua return to Russia for affecting to have forgotten his native
language and despising his fellow countrymen for their ignorance.* Finally, the
university’s matriculation roll for 1786 revedls that a certain Elijah Shdanoff
(I"ia Zhdanov) took classes with Robison and Playfair, but nothing further
about him is known other than that he had been personally recommended by
Dashkovato Black.”

It is difficult to be precise about the nature of the lectures the various Rus-
sians actually heard from Robison or of the benefits they might have derived,
given the probably rudimentary nature of their English and the complexity of
the subject matter. Playfair, nevertheless, provided an assessment of Robison as
alecturer which most subsequent biographers have been happy to repeat:

The sciences of mechanics, hydrodynamics, astronomy, and optics, together with

electricity and magnetism, were the subjects which his lectures embraced. They

! The Memoirs of Princess Dashkov, trandated and edited by Kyril Fitzlyon (London, 1958), pp. 147-9.

2 Edinburgh University Library, Ms. Da. 1 30/7. See A.G. Cross, ‘ Edinburgh University’s Cabinet of
Russian Medals', Study Group on eighteenth-Century Russia Newsletter, no 1 (1973), 27-8.

3 Ingtitute of Russian Literature, Russian Academy of Sciences, St Petersburg, Fond 620, Arkhiv
A.A. Samborskogo, ed. khr. 92, no. 7, f. 11.

4 M.l. Pyliaev, Zamechatel’ nye chudaki i originaly (Spb., 1898), pp. 225-6.

5 Matriculation Roll of the University of Edinburgh - Arts-Law-Divinity, transcribed by Dr Alexan-
der Morgan, University of Edinburgh Library, 11, 454, 456; Correspondence of Joseph Black, Gen
873/, ff. 274-5. (This Zhdanov is not to be confused with the Zhdanov (Prokhor Ivanovich) who
was at the Russian embassy in London and later taught English at the Naval Cadet Corps.)
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were given with great fluency and precision of language, and with the introduc-

tion of a great deal of mathematical demonstration. [...] His lectures, however,

were often complained of, as difficult and hard to be followed; and this did not,

in my opinion, arise from the depth of the mathematical demonstrations, as was

sometimes said, but rather from the rapidity of his discourse, which was in gen-

eral beyond the rate at which accurate reasoning can be easily followed. [...] To
understand his lectures completely was, on account of the rapidity and the uni-
form flow of his discourse, not avery easy task, even for men tolerably familiar with

the subject. On this account his lectures were less popular than might have been ex-

pected from such a combination of rare talents as the author of them possessed.!

It was probably all too much for the likes of at least Sheshkovskii and Zy-
bin.

Robison’s reputation within the university and beyond grew steadily during
the 1780s. Despite being plagued by a serious debilitating illness for the last
sixteen years of hislife, he was unflagging in his efforts as permanent secretary
of the Roya Society of Edinburgh from its inception in 1783 and contributed a
number of papers to its transactions. He is perhaps best known for the series of
articles he contributed to the third edition of Encyclopaedia Britannica (1797)
on such subjects as seamanship, the telescope, steam and the steam-engine’® His
most popular work was undoubtedly the most controversial and least scientific
of al his writings, the already mentioned Proofs of a Conspiracy, which went
through four editions in two years. Robison sought the reasons for the French
Revolution in the machinations of freemasons and illuminati, fulminating
against the philosophes in France, singling out for attack in Britain Dr Joseph
Priestley, and causing consternation in friends and admirers who saw it as an
unhappy aberration.? It is a book, however, which, had it been published during
the lifetime of the Empress Catherine, would undoubtedly have found in her a
most eager and appreciative reader.

During these years Robison does not seem to have maintained contacts with
scholars from the Russian Academy of Sciences, although friends from the St
Petersburg British community kept in touch during their periodic visits to Scot-
land. Robison was not, however, forgotten in Russia, although it was not until
the turn of the century that recognition of hisworth took tangible form.

! Quoted from the reprinting of Playfair's ‘Biographical Account, Annals of Philosophy, VII (March
1816), 180.

2 W.A. Smeaton, ‘ Some Comments on James Watt’s Published Account of His Work on Steam and
Steam Engines’, Notes and Records of the Royal Society of London, XX VI (1971), 35-42.

3 JB. Morrell, ‘ Professors Robison and Playfair, and the Theophobia Gallica: Natural Philosophy,
Religion and Politics in Edinburgh, 1789-1815’, Notes and Records of the Royal Society of London,
XXVI (1971), 43-63.
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It had been Robertson and Black, understandably, whose election as Honor-
ary Foreign Members Dashkova promoted when she became Director of the
Academy of Sciences in 1782; in 1795 it was the turn of Dugald Stewart
through the good offices of Pavel Petrovich Bakunin, a relative of the Princess
and her successor as Director, who had studied at Edinburgh in 1786-7, despite
being officially attached to the London embassy. Black died early in December
1799 and it was Robison who was elected in his stead to honorary foreign
membership of the Academy on 13 April 1800 on the proposal of its President,
Baron L.H. von Nikolay, the reigning Emperor Paul’s former tutor and an old
acquaintance of Robison. Robison conveyed the news to his friend Watt, adding
that

I was unanimously elected — without a single Solicit[at]ion. von Nicholay

named me as a Man well known to several of the Members Apinus seconded the

Motion — as did Euler the Secretary [...] The Emperor asked Dr. Rogerson about

me — he spoke favourably, but very artfully and kindly declined any more, re-

manding the Emperor to General Kutuzof under whom | had acted in the Marine

Cadet Corps four Y ears, and who Rogerson knew to love me like his own Son —

this clinched the Matter at once. Mr Kutuzof also reminded His Mgjesty of an

agreeable Anecdote which happened at a Masquerade at Peterhof the day | was
presented to him when Grand Duke — he smiled and said he was glad to hear so
well of an old Acquaintance. | have received my diploma with a fine gilt Silver

box holding the Seal .

In the same letter of 23 July Robison informed Watt of the progress he was
making with his scrupulous editing of Black’s lectures, which were for the
greater part “loose scraps of paper, patched and pasted over and over sending
the reader backward and forward thro’ several pages’.? Although Robison did
not believe the lectures showed Black at his best, it was an heroic labour of love
and devotion to an old friend, which he eventually finished early in 1803 and
which was in its turn to bring him further recognition from Russia. A copy of
Lectures on the Elements of Chemistry, delivered in the University of Edin-
burgh; by the late Joseph Black was presented by Dr Rogerson on his behalf to
the Emperor Alexander |, who rewarded Robison with a diamond ring and or-

! Robinson and McKie, Partners in Science, p. 347. In a letter of 9 September 1800 Robison ac-
knowledged receipt of the diploma, thanked Euler for his patronage during his Petersburg years, and
expressed his regret that illness now prvented him from being an active correspondent of the Acad-
emy: lu. Kh. Kopelevich, V.. Osipov and |.A. Shafran (comp.), Uchenaia korrespondentsiia
Akademii nauk XVI1I veka: nauchnoe opisanie 1783-1800 (Leningrad, 1987), p. 132.

2 Robinson and McKie, Partnersin Science, p. 343.
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dered that the work be translated immediately into Russian by his former pupil,
Nikolai Beliaev.*

There was a further Russian honour about which Robison was never to
know and which has never previously been mentioned: on 19 April 1805 (O.S)),
unaware of his death nearly three months previously, the noted Russian literary
figure Mikhail Murav’ev, in his new capacity as Curator of the University of
Moscow, wrote to inform Robison that the University’s “learned Council” had
elected him to honorary membership in recognition of one whose fame in the
“literary World” and earlier labours in Russia had given him “a right to the
gratitude of our Countrymen”.? He was awarded an annual pension of two hun-
dred rubles “for the trouble it may occasionaly give you as a corresponding
Member”. Murav’ev’s tribute may take its place as a fitting epitaph alongside
Watt's words on hearing of the death of his friend: “He was a man of the clear-

est head and the most science of anybody | have known” .2

* Ibid., pp. 382, 385. The news was conveyed from Russia by one of Robison’s three sons, Hugh (d.
1846).

2 The text of the letter is provided by Porter in his memoir, ffs. 10-10a. The whereabouts of the di-
ploma that was sent, as well as of the earlier diploma in the silver-gilt case from the Academy and
the diamond ring, are not known.

% Robinson and McKie, Partnersin Science, p. 389.



ADAM SMITH AND CATHERINE THE GREAT

Alexander B. Kamenskii
(Russian State University of the Humanities, M oscow)

may seem rather strange, or even ridiculous. The great scholar and the

great Empress never met and although Catherine is known to have cor-

responded with many celebrities of her age, she never corresponded
with Smith. Adam Smith, so far as | know, is not mentioned in any document or
letter written by Catherine, and there is no evidence that Catherine ever read
anything written by him. At first sight the only thing that connects these two
persons is that both of them lived in the second half of the 18th century. Still, a
link between the two did exist, and has long been known to students of 18th
century Russia. It even has a name: or rather, several names.

First, there is Semen Desnitsky, who attended Adam Smith’s lectures at the
University of Glasgow in 1762-1763. It is even possible that a draft copy of
Smith’s lectures, preserved now at Glasgow and published by Edwin Cannan in
1896, was written by Desnitsky®. On returning to Russiain 1767 Desnitsky be-
came a Professor of Law at Moscow University. He is considered to be the first

The combination of the names of Adam Smith and Catherine the Great

© A. Kamenskii (A. Kamenckwit), 2001.
! G. Sacke ‘ Die Moskauer Nachschrift der Vorlesungen von Adam Smith’, in: Zeitschrift fur Nation-
alokonomie (Vienna), Bd. 1X. (3), 351-356.
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Russian professional lawyer, and the true founder of the Department of Law at
Moscow University. In 1768 he wrote his most famous paper, Proposal con-
cerning the Establishment of Legidlative, Judicial and Executive Authorities in
the Russian Empire (Predstavienie o uchrezhdenii zakonodatel’ noi, suditel’ noi i
nakazatel' noi vlasti v Rossiiskoi imperii) which was addressed to Catherine the
Great, in response to her setting up a Legislative Commission ayear earlier. To
a great extent this paper was based on Adam Smith’s ideas. It is aso generally
agreed that many points from Desnitsky’s paper were incorporated, in turn, by
Catherine into the second supplement to her Grand Instruction (Nakaz) to the
Legislative Commission, issued in April 1768. The whole story has been thor-
oughly studied by several scholars, and especially by Archibald Brown®. His ar-
ticles published in the 1970s have since been widely cited by both Russian and
Western scholars. Brown argued that Catherine had read, if not the whole, at
least part of Desnitsky’s paper. But since the paper in question was only about
10 pages long, Catherine, to my mind, either read the whole of it or didn’t read
it at al. “It is evident”, added Brown, “that not only Desnitsky but (indirectly)
Adam Smith exercised influence over Catherine's famous Nakaz which was
published in Russian, French, German and English eight years before the publi-
cation of The Wealth of Nations”. But again: there is no strong, no documented
evidence that Catherine actually read Desnitsky’s paper, and the whole story has
been recently modified by the Russian historian Oleg Omel’ chenko. Against
Brown, he argues that Desnitsky’s influence on Catherine was indirect. The
Empress actually used papers prepared for her by Andrei Shuvalov, who had
been appointed Director of the Legislative Commission, and it was Shuvalov
who had used Desnitsky as his own adviser. Shuvalov was to prepare the so-
called “plan for the laws of the state”, and in this work he used drafts for the
Grand Instruction as well as Desnitsky’s paper. According to Omel’ chenko,
Catherine reworked this plan before it was issued under the title Directions for
Bringing the Legislative Commission Project to the End®. Archibald Brown had
argued that the implementation of Desnitsky’s proposals “would have set Russia
far along the path towards constitutional monarchy”. But to my mind thisis not
quite true. In fact, in their main points Desnitsky’s proposals were totally unre-
aistic: not only because Catherine had no intention of establishing a constitu-
tional monarchy, but also because it seems that, in the few

* A.H. Brown. S.E. Desnitsky, Adam Smith, and the Nakaz of Catherine |1, in: Oxford Slavonic Pa-
pers. N.S. Val. VII. Oxford. 1974. P. 42-59.

21bid. P. 49.

% Omel’ chenko O.A. "Zakonnaia monarkhiia" Ekateriny Vtoroi. M., 1993. S. 144-145.
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years that he spent abroad, Desnitsky had managed to forget what his native
country was like. For instance, he proposed to transform the Russian Senate into
a body consisting of six to eight hundred el ected members. But in no way did he
think of it as something similar to the British parliament. It was to create new
laws, not by its own will but only by the order from the tsar. Also, we know that
the Legislative Commission established by Catherine consisted of just 550 peo-
ple, and proved incapable of doing anything useful, due to lack of experience,
as well as controversy between different social groups. Desnitsky also proposed
a civic authority of seventy-three people in Russian capital cities, consisting of
eighteen noblemen and fifty-five merchants. But unfortunately there were not
enough merchants in Russia at that time to compose such authorities. Even
eighteen years later, when Catherine the Great issued her Charter to the Towns,
establishing authorities in the towns consisting of just seven elected merchants,
it appeared to be difficult in many towns to find the needed people. There is no
need to go into every detail of Desnitsky's proposals concerning judicial au-
thorities. His plan could be have been fulfilled only after he had himself edu-
cated at least several dozens of Russian professional lawyers. As far as judicial
authorities are concerned, it is worth mentioning that Desnitsky’s proposal was
to follow British examples, although he preferred the Scottish model, with its
jury of fifteen people, rather than the English model.

Soviet historians used to insist that in his paper Desnitsky appeared to be
very critical of serfdom. Indeed he was. But what he actually wrote, in its main
part, was simply a repetition of Catherine's words in her Grand Instruction.
Both of them insisted that it was impossible to give freedom to al serfs at once,
although it was possible to lessen their burden. Desnitsky proposed that a serf
who got freedom from his landlord shouldn’t be enserfed again. Several years
later Catherine made it alaw in her manifesto of March 17, 1775.

In genera 1'd say that Catherine knew Russia much better than Desnitsky
did. Still, she was certainly aware of his existence. It was she who permitted
him and another student of Adam Smith, Ivan or John Tretiakov as he was
called in Scotland, to deliver their lectures in Moscow University in Russian
and not in Latin. Also, it was by Catherine's initiative that in the early 1780s
Desnitsky’s Russian tranglation of the first volume of William Blackstone's
Commentaries was published. Desnitsky not only translated Blackstone’s book,
but also wrote his own commentariesto it. In one of these he mentioned Smith’s
book The Theory of Moral Sentiments, informing his readers that he was going
to publish it in Russian as well. Unfortunately this plan wasn't realized. Desnit-
sky published a few more papers on various legal issues. One of them, entitled
A Word on the Causes of Executionsin Criminal Cases, was in major part based
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on Smith’s ethical theory. The same may be said about Desnitsky’s paper enti-
tled A Word on the Ways to Sudy Law. In that paper he argued that the first and
important stage in studying law was mora philosophy. “To my mind,” he
added, “and, if | am not mistaken, Mr. Smith’s, Moral Philosophy is more com-
bined with the natural science of law than any other systems of this science”.

It should be added that in his Proposal concerning the Establishment of Leg-
idative, Judicial and Executive Authorities in the Russian Empire Desnitsky
mentioned the name of one more famous person that he met in Glasgow. And
that is James Watt. There is no doubt that the Russian student not only met him
personally, but also knew of his work. He proposed to invite Watt to Russia
with several of his aids and to ask him to produce special brass tubes for fire
fighting machines.

As I've already mentioned, Desnitsky wasn't the only Russian student of
Adam Smith at the University of Glasgow. The other was lvan or John Tretia-
kov. He also became a professor of Moscow University, and in 1772 published
a short paper whose title reminds us of the great book by Adam Smith. It was
called Discussion of the causes of abundance and slow enrichment of the na-
tions both ancient and modern. The paper was dedicated to Catherine the Great,
and was in fact the speech that Tretiakov delivered at the meeting of Moscow
University faculty in June, 1772 on the tenth anniversary celebration of Cath-
erine’s ascent to the throne. It is a short paper of just 15 pages, but it was cer-
tainly written under the influence of Adam Smith, and more generally of the
impressions that Tretiakov experienced during his visit to Scotland. The paper
begins with speculations about the importance of the division of labor and the
author’s example is of a clock master, whose work he could observe in Britain
but not in Russia. He then argued that the wealth of nations does not consist in
the accumulation of gold or silver but in the production of goods. Several more
pages of this paper are devoted to the importance of banks (again with examples
from Britain) and foreign trade.

Scholars who have thoroughly studied everything written by Desnitsky and
Tretiakov think that the influence of Adam Smith on them may be traced not
only in matters concerning law and economics but also in those concerning re-
ligion and the church. That doesn't seem to me very convincing, although it
goes without saying that Smith did make them believe that such issues were
closely connected with each other. On the topic of the church | would add that
although Catherine didn’t read Smith’s books, she would have certainly agreed
with him in considering the profits of the church as the nation’s losses: that is
why in 1764 she deprived the Russian Orthodox church of its land property.
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In A. Anikin's biography of Adam Smith, published in Moscow in 1968,
there is a description of a meeting between Smith and his former Russian stu-
dentsin London in 1767, when Desnitsky and Tretiakov were on their way back
home and Smith was returning from his voyage abroad. Anikin devoted several
pages to a description of the three of them walking around London discussing
al manner of topics, including the latest news from Russia. Unfortunately |
have failed to find the origins of this story, and it seems likely that it was simply
invented by a Soviet author wanting to prove that Smith, too, was critical of
despotism and serfdom in Russia. In fact, we know nothing about Smith dis-
cussing news from Russia with Desnitsky and Tretiakov in 1767, although we
can assume that they did five years earlier in 1762 when, after Catherine had as-
cended the throne, the Russian government temporally stopped sending money
to the students in Scotland. Since they had no other means for leaving, they ap-
plied to the administration of the University of Glasgow and the faculty decided
to lend them 40 pounds. From the university documents we know that it was
Adam Smith who personally handed the money to the Russians. Also, | have no
doubt that Smith discussed the latest events in Russia during his stay in Parisin
1765. Indeed, he made the acquaintance of many people with whom Catherine
corresponded. One of them was Madame Marie-Therese Geoffrin, whose salon
in Paris was very popular at that time. And it was precisely then that Catherine,
in her letters to Geoffrin, informed her of various details about her plans for re-
form in Russia, and about her work on the Grand Instruction. In every book on
Catherine we find speculations about her wishing not just to inform Madame
Geoffrin but, through her, the Western public in general. The Empress's letters
were certainly widely discussed in Madame Geoffrin’s salon, which Smith vis-
ited frequently during his stay in Paris. Another person whom Smith met was
Denis Diderot. Anikin noticed that features of the physiocrats in one of
Diderot’ s letters to Catherine, resemble Smith’sin his Wealth of Nations.

There is one more possible link between Catherine and Adam Smith, men-
tioned by Anthony Cross in his book By the Banks of the Thames. In 1786, the
Russian Ambassador in London, Count Semen Vorontsov, sent a copy of
Smith’s The Wealth of Nations, published ten years earlier, to his brother Alex-
ander in Petersburg. Semen Vorontsov was Smith’s admirer and met him per-
sonally. Later in 1801 he wrote to Catherine’'s grandson Emperor Alexander |
about Smith as the greatest authority in economics. Soon after that, in 1802-
1806, the first Russian trandation of The Wealth of Nations appeared. Earlier, in
1776, the year in which Smith’s most famous book was published, Semen and
Alexander Vorontsov's sister Princess Ekaterina Dashkova arrived in Edin-
burgh for several years with her son, who was a student at the University of Ed-
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inburgh. Dashkova was close to Catherine the Great, whom she had assisted in
her plot against her husband in 1762 and was even sometimes called Catherine
the Small. Dashkova described her visit to Edinburgh in her memoirs, mention-
ing that “the immortal Robertson, Blair, Smith and Ferguson came twice a week
to spend the day with me’. “I made the acquaintance of the University profes-
sors’, she wrote, “al of whom were generally esteemed for their intelligence,
intellectual distinction and moral qualities. Strangers alike to envy and to the
pretentiousness of smaller minds, they lived together in brotherly amity, their
mutual love and respect making of them a group of educated and intelligent
people whom it is always an immense pleasure to see and whose conversation
never failed to be instructive’*. Dashkova didn’t mention Smith’s The Wealth of
Nations, though she couldn’t but be aware of it, and it was probably one of the
topics she discussed with her guests. At the same time, however, | wonder
whether she could read it and, if she did, whether she read al of it. Probably she
did, as she was highly educated and after her return to Russia was appointed by
Catherine the Great to be the Director of the Russian Imperial Academy of Sci-
ences. In 1779 Dashkova's son got a degree of Master of Arts at the University
of Edinburgh, and in his Latin dissertation on tragedy managed to mention
Smith, calling him vir summi ingenii et singularis eloquentiae (a man of great
talent and remarkable eloquence). Later, the Provost [Lord-mayor] of Edin-
burgh made Prince Dashkov an honorary citizen of the city®

It is very important to note that Dashkova's brother Alexander V orontsov, to
whom Smith’s book was sent, was not just another educated Russian, merely
curious about popular trends of his time, but an important official, President of
the College of Commerce and one of Catherine the Great’s most respected eco-
nomic advisers. Unfortunately, his economic views and activities have not been
studied thoroughly yet. In the Russian State Archives of Ancient Records in
Moscow thereis very interesting correspondence between Vorontsov and Prince
Michael Scherbatov. Scherbatov is mostly known as an historian, but he was
also a prominent official and for many years member of the Commission of
Commerce. In 1782 Vorontsov sent Scherbatov a draft project for a new cus-
toms tariff, and asked for his opinion on it. That was the start of an argument
between the two, in which Vorontsov appeared to be more of a protectionist,
and Scherbatov an advocate of free trade. He thought that ruinous luxury should
not be fought by very high customs tariffs, because it would disappear in the

L A. Cross. “By the Banks of Thames’. Russians in Eighteenth Century Britain. Newtonville, Mass.
1980. P. 132, 144.

2 Kross A. Poezdki kniagini E.R. Dashkovoi v Velikobritaniiu (1770 | 1776-1780 gg.) i ee “ne-
bol’ shoe puteshestvie v gornuiu Shotlandiiu” (1777). // XV 111 vek. Sbornik 19. SPh., 1995. S. 233.
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same natural way that it had appeared. He also insisted that the best way to de-
velop Russian manufactured products was by means of free competition.
Another Russian politician who was an admirer of Adam Smith, was Admi-
ral Nikolai Mordvinov. Born in 1754, a few days before Catherine's son Paul,
he was taken by the Empress to the imperial court and spent several years there.
At the age of twelve he started to serve in the Russian navy. At the age of
twenty he was sent to Britain and later married an English women. As a navy
commander, Mordvinov participated in the Russian-Turkish war of 1787-1791,
but as a writer on economics he became more famous under Alexander | when
he chaired the Department of economy of the State Council. He considered
serfdom to be the main obstacle to the successful economic development of
Russia, and wrote that “Freedom, property, enlightenment and justice are the
main and only origins of wealth”. He also advocated free enterprise, principles
of private property and, like Vorontsov, defended a protectionist customs tariff™.
But what about Catherine? Even if she didn’t read Smith’s famous books is
it possible to find any similarities between their views? | think it is, because
their origins were the same. Like Smith, Catherine was confident that the fun-
damental premise of social order is the system of positive law, which must em-
body our perceptions of the rules of public behavior: those rules, in their turn,
are intimately linked with justice, and are managed by the state, or rather by
some institutions of power. As a disciple of the physiocrats, Catherine would
have gladly signed her name under Smith’s words in his Lectures on Poalice,
Justice, Revenue and Arms that “ Agriculture is of all other arts the most benefi-
cent to society and whatever tends to retard its improvement is extremely preju-
dicial to the public interest. The produce of agriculture is much greater than that
of any other manufacture’?. Like Smith, Catherine was the enemy of all kinds of
monopolies and fought them severely throughout her reign. She certainly real-
ized the importance of private property and freedom of enterprise, and did much
to lessen state control over entrepreneurs. She also thought it unjustifiable to
concentrate industry in capital cities: rather, industry should be distributed
among different cities of the nation. In one of her notes, Catherine wrote that it
would be good to establish a free industrial city in Russia, where native and for-
eign artisans could settle enjoying various freedoms and advantages, free both
to work and to sell their produce. “The very art”, she wrote, “has proved that
English cities like Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester, being established on the
basis of such freedom, achieved remarkable wealth in a short time, while other
English industrial cities even situated in a happier location though in spite of

! SemenovaA.V. Vremennoe revoliutsionnoe pravitel’ stvo v planakh dekabristov. M., 1982. S. 63-83.
2 A. Smith. Lectures on Police, Justice, Revenue and Arms (1763). N.Y ., 1964. P. 224,
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oppression and restrictions from above, still do produce some goods but are al-
ways in decline”. A few years ago, when | published this note in my book on
Catherine the Great, |sabel de Madariaga sent me a message asking where Cath-
erine could possibly have found his information. | replied | didn’t know and |
still don’t know. But if we compare Catherine's words with what Adam Smith
wrote about free trade cities in Book Five of his Wealth of Nations we find a
great similarity.
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SCOTTISH-RUSSIAN
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER:
Some Problems
in the Eighteenth-Century History of Ideas

Michael |. Mikeshin
(St Petersburg Branch,
Institute for History of Science & Technology, RAS)

During a test, three Carron guns exploded. Gen-
eral Demidov used the occasion to recommend
additional safety precautions for those present
against flying fragments of Scottish metal.

An anecdote’.

... the Russian worked too hard, ate and drank
too little, and was desperately homesick; at one
point he simply decamped ...2

1

Petersburg was well established and it was to continue to grow
and flourish during her long reign. Catherine encouraged and in-
creased the traditional influx of naval officers, craftsmen, and
technical experts into her service <...> It was also a period of true interchange,

[ B y the time of Catherin€’s accession the British community in St

© M. Mikeshin (M.11. Mukenmn), 2001. The research is supported by the Caledonian Research
Foundation and the Royal Society of Edinburgh. Hccaeoosanue noooepacano Poccutickum 2yma-
Humapnvim nayunvim gondom, epanm 01-03-00260.

! Cited in: Bartlett R.P. Scottish Cannon-founders and the Russian Navy, 1768-85. // Oxford Sla-
vonic Papers, 1977. Vol. X. P. 58.

2 Doty R. The Soho Mint and the Industrialization of Money. L., 1998. P. 85-6.
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for not only was England visited by Russian aristocrats and gentry on their ver-
sion of the Grand Tour, many of them eager to imitate on their return aspects of
English life and to import products of English workmanship, but it also became
the destination for young Russians, who were to learn the famed methods of
English agriculture, become apprenticed to leading craftsmen and specialists,
enter English and Scottish universities, or study at the Royal Academy. Con-
tacts also increased between British and Russian scholarly bodies and societies
<.> E)etween the Royal Society and the St Petersburg Academy of Sciences
<.>"

Turning to 18th-century science and technology transfer, historians tell al-
most the same story over and over again: some sphere of industry, or branch of
technology, or military power, or arms production has fallen into decay, and is
in a run-down or ruined state: the skilled labour force has been dispersed for
decades. To raise it to the proper level, to oppose or even to rival Europe or the
world, foreign craftsmen and specialists are invited, both military and civil, to-
gether with their technologies. As matters of state survival are always con-
cerned, all the initiative, naturally, comes from the state or the monarch. Lack-
ing skilled labour at home, Russians search abroad for it, and seek for “not a
simpler master-founder, but an originator or entrepreneur”.

At this period Britain, and Scotland in particular, are important for Russia as
sources of the most skilled labour and the most advanced machinery. Russiais a
great source of raw materials vital for the British Navy and industry, but also a
wild place where a craftsman or entrepreneur can make his fortune. In aletter of
1785 from Boulton’s Archives in Birmingham, we read that “Britain consumes
only 90,000 tons of Bar Iron, of which she makes 30,000 tons, and buys 60,000
tons at a cost of £600,000. She is dependent on foreigners for this essential arti-
cle. Should Russia advance the price of iron <...> we should still have to buy,
for Sweden could not furnish a quarter what we want, and the priceis now <...>
above the Russian”?. This means that Russia furnished more that three quarters
of al imported iron, that is more than a half of al iron then needed by Britain.

Modern scholars of British-Russian 18th-century relations are very lucky to
have the results of brilliant research by Professor Cross now available in his pa-

! Cross A.G. ‘The Great Patroness of the North’: Catherine I1I’s Role in Fostering Anglo-Russian
Cultural Contacts. // Oxford Slavonic Papers, 1985, New Series, Vol. XVIII. P. 67.

2 Cited in: Industrial Revolution. A Documentary History. Industrial revolution: a documentary his-
tory. Ser. 1, The Boulton and Watt archive and the Matthew Boulton papers from the Birmingham
Central Library. Marlborough, 1993. P. 67.
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pers and books'. From these books we know the names of the majority of peo-
ple who played important roles in one or other of the two countries, and we can
now begin to examine the ideas transferred by them. But thisis not an easy task,
and special methods may be called for. In what follows | can only give some
examples of what | consider to be important.

2.

In 1776 the “Scots Magazine” informed readers that “[o]n the 8th of De-
cember, arrived at Edinburgh, from London, the Princess d’ Aschkow, a Russian
lady. She lives in a house which she has taken in the New Town; and has with
her a son and a daughter”2 The family spent about three years in Scotland, and
the same periodical reportsin July 1779:

On the 12th of June was deposited in the library of the university of Edin-
burgh, a cabinet of medals, presented to that learned body by the Russian Princes
Daschkau, Countess of Woronzow, & c. who, with a son and daughter has resided
in Edinburgh since December 1776. — This valuable collection contains,

1. A series of the Sovereigns of Russia, from the Grand Duke Rurick <...> to
the Empress Elizabeth <...>

2. The Medallic History of Russia, in a series of medals struck in commemo-
ration of the great events which have happened in that empire from the birth of
Peter the Great <...>

3. Medals struck under different sovereigns, in honour of illustrious persons,
who had distinguished themselvesin the service of their country <...>

The young Prince attended the university of Edinburgh three sessions, and
his proficiency was such as to entitle him to the degree of Master of Arts at the
early age of fifteen <...>°
All thisis well-known, but it is very difficult to establish precisely what ex-

change of ideas occurred. First, Dashkova presents a cabinet of medals that is an
engraved conception of the Russian history. The Princess and her son also add a
book of Mikhail Lomonosov’s selected essays in verse and prose (in Russian),
thus conveying to the university a concise version of the Russian humanities of
the time. Whether the set has been ever analysed from this point of view is un-
clear, though the first step was done by the Senatus Academicus. As mentioned
in the Memorandum of April 27, 1805, by the Librarian Andrew Dalzel,

1 See Cross A.G. ‘By the Banks of the Thames': Russians in Eighteenth- Century Britain. Newton-
ville, Mass., 1980 (Russian translation: SPb, 1996); Cross A.G. By the Banks of the Neva: Chapters
from the Lives and Careers of the British in Eighteenth-Century Russia. Cambridge, 1997; etc.

2 Scots Magazine, 1776. Vol. XXX VI11. December. P. 676.

% Scots Magazine. Vol. 41. July. P. 398.
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The Senatus [on receiving the Cabinet on 17th May 1779] requested Prof.

John Robison to make a Catalogue of the Medals with a Translation of the In-

scriptions from the Russian Language. The Cabinet, which was then delivered to

Prof. Robison, remained in his custody till his Death January 30, 1805. Soon af -

ter which it was returned to me as Keeper of the Library but wanting two of the

Medals <...> Whether these were lost while the Cabinet was in the custody of

Prof. Robison, | have not yet been able to discover. The two papers in this 2d

Drawer, in the handwriting of Prof. Robison seem to be all that he performed in

the way of a Catalogue®.

Second, Prince Dashkov, fully equipped with the best education of that time,
returns to Russia— and ideas he has encountered in Scotland go nowhere. He
becomes a military man, a marshal of nobility, but he never teaches and writes
no papers or books. One cannot tell whether he ever used the ideas or dissemi-
nated them.

3.

The next example is a problem of British-Russian scientific connections in
the last half of the 18th century. Some research makes no reference to them over
the sixty year period between the retirement of Sir Hans Sloane as President of
the Royal Society of London on 1741 and the end of the century?. Other re-
search suggests mutual influence in the form of the exchange of letters and
books between literati®. But it is also often silently assumed, especially in Rus-
Sig, that science at this time developed primarily through its institutions. Some
recent papers, however, have demonstrated the failure of scientific institutions
to collaborate efficiently even to the extent of corresponding or ensuring a regu-
lar exchange of journals’.

Princess Dashkova, having returned from abroad with her well-educated
son, was appointed Director of the St Petersburg Academy of Sciences by the
Imperial decree of 27 January 1783. The very next day she opened her first offi-
cial meeting at the Academy with an introductory speech, and straight away

! The Edinburgh University Library. Da-30/7. | thank Jean Jones for her most kind help during my
work with the Cabinet.

2 Radovskii M.I. Anglo-Russkie nauchnye sviazi. M.-L., 1961; Fedorov A.S. Russia and Britain in
the Eighteenth Century: A Survey of Economic and Scientific links. // Cross A.G. (ed.) Great Britain
and Russia in the Eighteenth Century: Contacts and Comparisons. Newtonwille, Mass., 1979.
P. 137-144.

% Home R.W. Scientific Links between Britain and Russia in the Second Half of the Eighteenth Cen-
tury. // Cross A.G. (ed.) Great Britain and Russia in the Eighteenth Century: Contacts and Compari-
sons. P. 212-224.

4 Ryan W.F. Chairman’s Afterword. // Cross A.G. (ed.) Great Britain and Russia in the Eighteenth
Century: Contacts and Comparisons. P. 225-227.
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proposed to affiliate to the Academy as foreign members two Scots: Dr. Wil-
liam Robertson and Dr. Joseph Black. Both these scholars are very well-known,
she says. The academicians unanimously voted for them. On the next day Prince
Dashkov writes a letter with the news to Black, and Dashkova herself forwards
him aletter, saying quite openly that:

Indeed | thought, | could not make a better use of the Power the Empress has

pleased to confer on me, than by proposing Y ou to be elected a member of that

Academy, for nobody better than You, whose abilities are well known in all

Europe could add a lustre to it. You will oblige me infinitely, and Y ou will ren-

der a great Service to the Academy, by taking the trouble to correspond with us

and communicate to us the many useful discoveries and interesting Experiments,

You may at times be making. The Secretary of the Scientific Conference will be

charged of this Correspondence.

Dr. Black wrote at last to Dashkova giving her the general principles of
James Hutton’ s theory of the Earth in aletter of 27 August 17872,

On 14 Jduly of the same year and aso at Dashkova's proposal, the academi-
cians had made Admiral Samuel Greig a honorary member of the Academy. In
such elections, obviously, there was as much politics as personal interest.

It istrue, therefore, that international scientific links were maintained by de-
termined, but not always disinterested, individuals. In fact, aimost all scientific
contacts between Britain and Russia at that time were through individuals, and
the level of official scientific exchange between institutions depended almost
entirely on the zeal of their secretaries. Studies in 18th-century international sci-
ence and scholarship thus need to move to the level of individuals.

4,

The Industrial Revolution in Britain was based on the payment of regular
wages, in the form of coinage. And since wages were uniformly low, what the
Industrial Revolution initially and most urgently required was a large number of
low-denomination coins. Matthew Boulton, one of the most important industri-
aists and entrepreneurs of the age, addressed the problem and created the first
industrial money with the aid of steam power that could create more and better
coins. It could also create them more cheaply®. Boulton’s machinery was so
radically new that nobody in Europe knew it.

! The Edinburgh University Library, Gen 873/11/102,103. | thank Jean Jones for giving a copy at my
disposal.

2 The Edinburgh University Library, Gen 873/111/36, 37a. | thank Jean Jones for giving a copy at my
disposal.

% Doty R. The Soho Mint and the Industrialization of Money. P. 15.
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The industrialist also had a plan to sell his mints created in Soho to other
countries, including Russia, where Boulton's wares had aready found a favour-
able reception with Catherine 1. The Empress was interested in his coinage, but
not because of the ormolu vases he had once sent her: the truth was that the St
Petersburg mint had become sadly outdated". Among the foreign adventures of
Boulton, Watt & Company, those in Russia were the most significant, and there
were a number of reasons for this. It was a very large project, and very wel-
come. This was the first modern mint that Boulton actually built specificaly for
export®. The cost of the mint came to £11,520, which Boulton admitted to be a
great deal of money, even for a Great Power. But he remained firm, refusing to
dismember the mint, since the entire, integrated package was, to use his favour-
ite word, ‘philosophical’ in construction. “This emphasis on philosophy was no
mere cant: Boulton saw mints in an essentially organic way”>. In March, 1806
Boulton wrote:

<..> for dthough an artist might make the finest organ in the World yet he

would not be able to play upon it unless he understood music & was in the habit

of playing. In order therefore that the Machine, when completed, should be able

to coin money (which it cannot do of itself) it must receive the aid of some intel-

ligent beings properly instructed for the purpose”.

Apart from rulers, Soho had dealings with another set of Russiansin London
over the years. The group consisted of the Russian Ambassador to the Court of
St James, Count Simon Vorontsov, his secretary, the Reverend Y akov Smirnov,
and Alexander Baxter, a transplanted Scotsman who was now serving as the
Russian Consul General in London®. The middiemen or intermediaries who
promoted the exchange of both ideas and people, were usually members of the
Russian Embassy and a small group associated with it.

The migration of good workers was not at all uncommon in 18th-century
Europe, and in this respect Russiawas in line with other industrial nations of the
time. It was often in Britain that the Russian government found what it was
looking for. But British law forbade both foreign recruitment of British work-
men, and the export of British industrial machinery. Russian diplomats seeking
workers for Russia thus had to move with caution, taking also into account spies
who penetrated everywhere in Europe at that time of Napoleonic wars.

One of the best examples of such an intermediary was Yakov Ivanovich
Smirnov (1754-1840), for sixty years Chaplain to the Russian Embassy, who

! Doty R. Op. cit. P. 79.

2 Doty R. Op. cit. P. 15.

3 Doty R. Op. cit. P. 87, 91.
“ Doty R. Op. cit.. P. 114.

® Doty R. Op. cit. P. 76, 79.
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“became over the years the repository of Russian knowledge about England”®.

As Professor Cross has observed, Smirnov’s services “might be termed the ‘in-
telligence sector’, the procuring of information useful for the Russian College
of Foreign Affairs through their large network of acquaintances’. It may be
added that such services were also aform of industrial reconnaissance.

The mint project, under the constant supervision of Smirnov, proceeded.
Mintaneers, as Boulton called them, that is four members of the ‘ Soho Corps’,
were sent to St Petersburg to establish the mint. The group’s leader was James
Duncan; he was constantly challenged by the three others, namely, James
Harley, James Walker and William Speedyman®. From beginning to end the
project was packed with professional Scotsmen, athough the Britons were
joined by several Russian apprentices. Some of these learned the new coining
methodology at Mr Boulton's knee*, others were sent to St Petersburg where
James Duncan, the most experienced of the mintaneers, was to teach them.
Duncan, by the way, never returned to Gresat Britain. He grew acclimatized to
the Russian environment, staying on as foreman at the mint he had done so
much to create®.

Unfortunately, the project encountered many difficulties, such as the once noto-
rious ‘Birmingham Memoria’. This was published on 21 June 1800, and was
signed by forty-seven merchants. The Memorial discussed the dire effects which
such export would surely have on both the city, and on the country. The sending of
machines and workmen to Russia “may be injurious to Birmingham, by enabling
Russians to execute most of our manufactures to the greatest advantage’®. A lucra-
tive trade would pass from Britain to Russia. Of even greater importance, talent and
genius, once resident in the Eastern country, might be persuaded to remain there,
sharing the secrets|earned at home, to the great detriment of British manufactures.

On the other hand, the Russian mint “was the only one of Matthew Boul-
ton’'s foreign adventures which changed the way he did business at home. The
Russians informed him that their mint would have to be arranged in a particular
fashion. Boulton panicked, then began tinkering with his invention. And he
shortly emerged with a new idea, not only about how to dispose the Russian
machinery in an acceptable manner, but how to arrange coin making at Soho in

! Cross A.G. Yakov Smirnov: A Russian Priest of Many Parts. // Oxford Slavonic Papers, 1975,
New Series, Vol. VIII. P. 37.

2 Cross A.G. Yakov Smirnov... P. 41.

% Doty R. The Soho Mint and the Industrialization of Money. P. 76.

“ Doty R. Op. cit. P. 81.

® Doty R. Op. cit. P. 118.

¢ Doty R. Op. cit. P. 94.
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a better manner too, and by extension any manufacturing process whatsoever”®.

This development may be the greatest single contribution made by Matthew
Boulton to the history of technology. He proposed that:

<...> new mint would be so arranged that every kind of work & every department

should be kept separate from each other and the people employd not permitted to

enter into each others apartments but the pieces [of money] pass through tubes

[from one place to another]?

Boulton's idea was that manufacturing should be a progressive activity, in
terms of the location of the various materials and movements which made it up.
He wrote:

It is a decided & leading principle with me in the arrangement of so great a

Manufactory of money 1st to appropriate an apartment for every distinct process

or operation & not mix one thing with another 2nd Never to permit the persons

who work in one apartment to enter or pass through another 3d To weight or tale

the pieces in one room & pass them through a proper sized hole in the Wall for-
ward into another 4th To arrange the rooms in such an order that the Metal & the

Money shall go forward progressively from one room to another untill it is com-

pleatly packed & ready to deliver for circulation & never go backward & for-

ward 5th That it shall proceed as above on the same horizontal ground floor &
never be carried up & down, that being expensive®,

It was a new way of thinking about the process of manufacturing itself.

In this Russian affair Boulton also received his greatest disappointment.
While he naturally wanted to sell mints abroad, his primary concern was that the
recipients take them as seriously, and see them in the same light, as he did him-
self. The Russians refused to do so. Matthew Boulton had assumed that the Rus-
sian monarchy desired his machinery for the same purposes for which he had
contrived it: to manufacture safe and abundant copper coinage for the labouring
poor. Russians had even encouraged him to such a conclusion®. But the monar-
chy had other ideas: it wanted a Boulton mint, not to provide secure money for
its people, but as a symbol of its enlightenment and modernity. Soho’sindustrial
writ did not extend beyond the shores of Great Britain®. From the Russian point
of view, the labour cost of creating the coinage, because of the system of serf-
dom, was non-existent and was thus more economical than Boulton's steam-
powered mint®.

! Doty R. Op. cit. P. 74.

2 Doty R. Op. cit. P. 83.

¥ MBP 414, Matthew Boulton to James Smirnov, 20 February 1798.
“ Doty R. The Soho Mint and the Industrialization of Money. P. 108.
® Doty R. Op. cit. P. 75.

¢ Doty R. Op. cit. P. 108.
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Zack Walker, Boulton’s nephew and aid, was far more realistic than his un-
cle, when he made the following observation:

the Russians in general may with propriety be still considered as great Babies,

who, when they hear of a novel & pretty thing cry after it, & must have [it]

‘coute qui coute’ [whatever the cost] whilst the fit lasts, but it is seldom of long

duration, & as soon as the attention is diverted by some fresh object, the former

is totally forgotten® <...> any thing requiring either accuracy or attention to its

use here will soon be destroyed?.

In time, the Russian Government would indeed begin coining copper coin-
age at Matthew Boulton’s mint, on Matthew Boulton’s model, but only because
aRussian Tsar decided that it would be so’.

5.

Regarded as one of “the most important persons to emigrate”* from Britain
to Russia, Charles Gascoigne nevertheless had a very bad reputation among his
compatriots from the Caledonian Phalanx, which was “the strongest and most
numerous’® in St Petersburg at that time. Everybody knew that he had run away
to Russia from his British creditors. “Much as he was envied and disliked by
British and Russian alike’, wrote Eric Robinson, “his energy and his technical
‘know-how’ were respected, and he was known to have a hand in every me-
chanical development worth mentioning during his twenty years in Russia’®.
Let us have a closer look at the impression Gascoigne had upon his colleague
and rival A. Yartsov, who wrote about the Scot’s activity in his unpublished
manuscript A Russian Mining History (1812).

Russia was in great need of good-quality cannons for the Navy and the
army. Gascoigne arrived in Petrozavodsk, at the Alexandrovsky factory, in 1786
and began his improvements and reforms. Yartsov writes. “<...> the govern-
ment decided to invite <...> director Gascoigne together with other craftsmen,
and his craft consisted only in re-melting and re-casting of cast iron from bad
cannons and other things into good guns, in self-blasting and coal-heated fur-
naces; but as to melting iron directly from the ore, asit had been arranged at the

' MBP 415, Zack W., Jr. to MB., 15 Feb. 1804 OS.

2 MBP 360, Walker Z. jr. box: Zacchaeus Walker, Sr., 12 June 1803.

% Doty R. The Soho Mint and the Industrialization of Money. P. 120.

4 Robinson E.H. The Transference of British Technology to Russia, 1760-1820: A Preliminary En-
quiry. // Ratcliffe B.M. (ed.) Great Britain and Her World, 1750-1914. Essays in Honour of W.O.
Henderson. Manchester, 1975. P. 12.

® Z. Walker to M. Boulton, 4 April 1805. Cited in: Robinson E.H. The Transference of British Tech-
nology to Russia, 1760-1820. P. 13.
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factory long before his arrival, Gascoigne did not know this craft at all <...>"*

One of Yartsov's main arguments concerns money: Gascoigne and his fellows
earned about five times more than Russian workers “making as good cannons as
these foreigners, as it was proved during the Russian-Turkish marine war"?.

Gascoigne also made experiments, trying to cast iron from various ores in
furnaces with various parameters. But here again his critic found that these ex-
periments had been done by Russians earlier, and Gascoigne, it turned out,
“used these first experiments as patterns, and that was why he then decided to
take the same ores, but Russians serve for their Fatherland not by contracts, so
they do not hide their works and results, but foreigners just use these resuilts,
adapting all that was established before to their only skill”>,

To refurbish the factory according to the Carron model, Gascoigne was radi-
cal enough to destroy the old dam and build a new spillway, “due only to his
enormous vanity”*. Next spring water crushed the arrangement and damaged
some factories. “To repair all this cost about 50,000 roubles; but this was done
by aforeigner, so he was pardoned, and from this event one may judge, how lit-
tle the foreigners worry about preservation of the Russian benefit, because their
harmful deeds are only explained by their speaking no Russian™®.

In Cronstadt the Scot built a foundry with two air furnaces, “mostly for his
own benefit”, in which he re-cast old cannons into shells, heating the furnaces
by very expensive coal imported from Britain, though Russian non-resinous
wood would have been as good. Gascoigne also introduced a new price policy,
but this, together with the factory’ simprovements, was interpreted as a specially
selfish scheme to impress ignorant Russian officials and finally, as all the for-
eigners always did, to extract money from them.

In such cases we see that Russians tried to deny that the Scots brought them
any essentialy new ideas: on the contrary, everything that was new was too ex-
pensive, not at all of better quality, and almost never took into account local
customs, traditions and skills. The arrivals management was considered unfair
and selfish, since they thought first of al of their own profit, vanity and com-
fort, not of the state treasury and of Russia s benefit.

| am afraid that this rank and file' s feeling of “the state treasury and Russia’ s
benefit” is still very much alive and is an essential component of the paint that
tinges al ideasin our country, be they native or imported.

! Yartsov A.S. A Russian Mining History. Part. I11. 1812. Manuscript. The St Petersburg Mining In-
stitute Library. V 19569. L. 630b (109).

2Yartsov A.S. Op. cit. L. 64 (110).

3 Yartsov A.S. Op. cit. L. 640b (112). Note.

4 Yartsov A.S. A Russian Mining History. L. 65 (112).

® Yartsov A.S. A Russian Mining History. L. 65 (113).
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FIELD MARSHAL PETER LACY: AN IRISHMAN
IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY RUSSIA

Patrick J. O'Meara
(Trinity College, Dublin)

before the reign of Peter the Great. However, the coinciding of that mod-

ernizing tsar's desire for Western military experts with the defeat by Wil-

liam of Orange of King James's outhnumbered and poorly equipped army
on the Boyne in July 1690, meant that of those 19,000 Irish men-at-arms who
fled to Europe, some at least found their way to Russia. It was much more the
usual pattern for such soldiers of fortune to join France’s Irish Brigade, or to en-
ter the Spanish or Austrian service. Indeed, it was not uncommon for officers to
seek and accept a series of commissions at a number of courts. The Russian ser-
vice, by contrast, was not a widely sought after career move. As one Irish histo-
rian put it earlier this century: “Russia has never attracted the Irish to any great
extent, partly on account of the climate. and partly on account of the repugnance
the Irish have always entertained towards despotism”. Nevertheless, in the same
writer's view, there are common national characteristics which would seem to
favour closer contacts. ‘Both races are dreamers and idealists; both believe in

I rishmen, abeit few in number entered the service of the Russian court well

© P. O'Meara (I1. O’ Mupa), 2001.
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fairies and ghosts; both are intensely religious ... both have a natural antipathy
to commerce and both are born fighters’.*

It is, certainly, difficult to establish even approximately the number of
Irishmen who made their way to the eighteenth-century Russian court. Any sys-
tematic search of officers’ service records in Russian military archives would be
likely to yield considerably more than the twenty or so Irish army and naval of-
ficersidentified to date. Three of the most outstanding of these were Field Mar-
shal Peter Lacy, Count John O’ Rourke, and General George Browne. Their ca
reers span the reigns of all Russia s eighteenth-century rulers with the exception
of Paul. It is the extraordinary contribution to Russian service made by the first
of these, Field Marshal Lacy, which isthe focus of this article.

Peter Lacy from Co. Limerick was at 22 year of age among the first group of
one hundred Western European officers recruited by Peter | in 1700, following
his first embassy to the West which is this year celebrating its bicentenary. Lacy
was presented to Peter during the Russian siege of the Swedish fortress of
Narva, which started in October 1700 and ended in disaster for the Russians.
The introduction was made by the hapless Duc de Croy, foreign commander of
the Russian troops overwhelmed by the sudden Swedish attack in November of
that year. The shock defeat underlined Peter’s need for experienced and battle-
hardened Western commanders to meet Russia' s needs in the Great Northern
War against the Swedes. It was in the earliest Russian campaign against Charles
X1l of Sweden that Peter Lacy saw hisfirst action on his new master’s behalf in
the Baltic territories of Livonia and Ingria. His obvious talent ensured him a
rapid rise: in 1706 the tsar entrusted him with the command of the Polotskii
regiment and the task of training three newly-raised regiments.?> An action he
undertook in December 1708 was to prove typical of his decisiveness and bold-
ness: as colonel at the head of three battalions of infantry, one company of
grenadiers, one regiment of dragoons and 500 Cossacks he attacked and cap-
tured the HQ of Charles XII at Rumna. The delighted tsar rewarded Lacy with
the prestigious command of a grenadier regiment.>

His next conspicuous action was in July the following year at the decisive
battle of Poltava, where the Swedes gambled and lost in taking on a Russian
army twice as large as its own, thereby marking the start of their eventual defeat
in the Great Northern War. Peter Lacy’s advice to the tsar on musketry methods

L E. O’'Donnell, The Irish Abroad: A Record of the Achievements of Wanderers from Ireland, Lon-
don, 1915, p. 306.

2M. O’ Callaghan, History of the Irish Brigade in the Service of France, London, 1870, p. 482.

3 J.E. McGee, Sketches of Irish Soldiersin Every Land, New York, 1881, p. 104.
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is said to have played a decisive role in Russia's celebrated and important vic-
tory, whose significance has been compared in this century with the Soviet vic-
tory at Stalingrad (1943). According to one source:

It was Marshal Lacy who taught the Russians to beat the King of Sweden’s army,

and, from being the worst, to become some of the best soldiers in Europe. The

Russians had been used to fighting in a very confused manner, and to discharg-

ing their musketry before they had advanced sufficiently near the enemy to do

execution. Before the famous battle of Poltava, Marshal Lacy advised the tsar to

send orders that every man should reserve his fire until he came within a few

yards of the enemy. The consequence was that Charles XII was totally defeated

and in one action lost the advantage of nine glorious campaigns.t

In spite of this victory, Russia’'s war with Sweden dragged on, and so did
Lacy’srole in the continuing action. By 1719 the necessity of invading Sweden
was generally recognized and reflected in adiary entry made by Lacy in June of
that year: ‘I know of no other way of forcing the Swedes to make peace,” he
wrote.? Accordingly, promoted to the rank of major-general, Lacy led araid on
the Swedish coastal towns of Osthammer and Oregrund as well as 135 villages
and smaller settlements. In a similar action two years later, Lacy, now lieuten-
ant-general in command of 5,000 troops, razed Sundsvall along with two other
towns and numerous villages in the locality.> Commenting on Lacy’s tactics, a
contemporary English observer noted that Lacy ‘aways commanded apart with
his division, and perpetrated numerous devastations .* The devastations visited
by Lacy on Sundsvall were, in the view of one authority, enough to prompt the
Swedish negotiators at Nystadt to yield Livonia to Russia, thereby providing her
with direct access to the Baltic Sea and so paving the way for the Treaty of Nys-
tadt which was at last concluded in September 1721.°

Although the Great Northern War was over, this was to be by no means the
last Sweden had seen of Peter Lacy. His career from this point went from
strength to strength. The high esteem, which he had enjoyed at court during the
last years of Peter’s reign, was marked by his appointment in 1723 to member-
ship of the College of War. Similar esteem was shown by Peter the Gresat’s suc-
cessors. Catherine | made Lacy a Knight of the Order of St Alexander Nevsky

 Ibid., pp. 104-105. McGee cites Ferrar; this is, presumably, M.L. Ferrar, the nineteenth-century
military historian.

2 R. Wittram, Peter |, Gottingen, 1964, vol. 2, p. 417.

3 E. Schuyler, Peter the Great, London, 1884, vol. 2, pp. 517, 533.

4 C.A.G. Bridge (ed.), History of the Russian Fleet during the Reign of Peter the Great, by a Con-
temporary Englishman (1724), Publication of the Navy Record Society, 1899.

® Schuyler, op. cit., p. 533.
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on the very day of its institution, 21 May 1725." In addition, he was appointed
General-in-Chief of Infantry, and commander of all forces garrisoned in Peters-
burg, Ingria and Novgorod.? In the general staff list for 1728, Lacy’s name
ranked third among the six full generalsin the Russian army. As aforeigner, his
annual salary was 3,600 rubles, whereas Russians received 3,120.3 A further in-
dication of Lacy’s standing at this time is the fact that his signature always oc-
cupied first place on War College reports to Catherine I. It is interesting to note
in this connection that he always signed his name in English as ‘C-te P. Lacy’,
even on official Russian documents. This perhaps lends support to the claim of
one commentator that Lacy’s command of written and spoken Russian was
never particularly good.*

From the time of Peter’s death in 1725, foreigners at the Russian court were
to play an even greater role in the execution of the country’s increasingly ambi-
tious foreign policy. Lacy’s own career is a clear illustration of this tendency.
There was a shift in emphasis, already apparent during the closing stages of the
Great Northern War, away from his training of troops and advising on tactics
and weaponry, to leading his men into action and planning and engaging in
front-line operations. Typical of these was his mission in 1727 to expel Maurice
de Saxe from the Duchy of Courland. Maurice, much to Russia’ s irritation, had
managed to have himself elected Duke of Courland. The duchess of Courland
was Anna, who became Empress of Russia when she succeeded Peter 11 to the
throne in 1730. Her request to marry Maurice de Saxe was rejected by Empress
Catherine | and led to the decision to expel him and his retinue from the duchy.
Lacy’s successful execution of this task fully justified the confidence placed in
him, and confirmed him as the most influential foreigner at the Russian court.
This position, however, was not without its dangers. Lacy was always careful
never to become embroiled in the notorious perils of court intrigue. Indeed, it is
to his studious avoidance of court cabals that his remarkable survival through-
out the ‘era of palace revolutions' is generally attributed. However, his evident
standing aroused the resentment and jealousy of the most ambitious of the many
Germans at court. The most powerful threat came from Burkhardt Munnich
(known in Russian as Minikh), one of Anna's Courland favourites, who from

! D.N. Bantysh-Kamenskii, Biografii russkikh generalissmusov, Moscow, 1840, pp. 203-15
(p. 204).

2O’ Callaghan, op. cit., vol. 9, p. 483.

3 “Protokoaly, zhurnaly i ukazy verkhovnogo taynogo soveta', (Jan-June, 1728); SIRIO (Sbornik Im-
peratorskogo Rossiiskogo Istoricheskogo Obshchestva), vol. v, St.Petersburg, 1891, p. 369.
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the start of her reign skilfully set about concentrating all authority over military
affairsinto his own hands.

The growing rivalry between Lacy and Munnich was intensified when they
saw action together in 1733 in the Russians' march on Warsaw in support of
Augustus of Saxony’s candidacy as King of Poland against that of Stanislas
Leszczynski, who was supported by France. The ensuing War of the Polish
Succession, which continued until 1735, gave both men an opportunity to dis-
play their military prowess. Of the two, it was Lacy who had the better war, in
the view of the military historian Maslovsky. After successfully raising the
siege of Gdansk in 1733, Lacy’'s action the following year at the Battle of
Wisiczin ‘showed him to be one of the best type of foreign generals of Peter’s
time who knew and loved the art of warfare.” Moreover, Lacy ‘essentially pre-
served the modus operandi of dragoon-type cavalry of Peter’s time, which was
extremely important at a time when Munnich was beginning to introduce for-
eign methods, which he did not really understand, without considering their
suitability for an army like ours.’? In addition, Lacy is credited with having
‘terminated the civil war in that distracted country by the battle of Busawitza
where, with only 1500 dragoons, 80 hussars and 500 Cossacks, he completely
routed 20,000 Stanislavites commanded by the Palatine of Lublin’ .

On the successful conclusion of the War of the Polish Succession, Augustus
created Lacy a Knight of the Order of the White Eagle of Poland. The next two
years he spent assisting Augustus consolidate his position as King of Poland,
fending off attacks from elements hostile to him in a series of remarkable feat of
arms. Lacy visited Vienna where he was warmly received by the Emperor and
Empress and presented with gifts. It was on his return from the Austrian capital
to Petersburg that he was met by an imperial courier bearing him a signal hon-
our: his patent as a Russian field marshal.* This was the first time in Russia's
history, and consistent with the general thrust of Anna Ivanovna s reign, that
there had been two foreigners serving as field marshals in imperial service. The
other was Munnich.

Lacy’s first mission in his new rank was to prepare for the siege of the for-
tress-town of Azov in anticipation of the long-expected war with Turkey, which
was waged from 1735 to 1739. During the ensuing siege he was wounded and

1 D. Maslovskii, ‘ Russkoye voyennoye delo pri Fel’dmarshale Graf Minikh', Voyennyy sbornik, 7,
1891, pp. 5-21 (p. 6).

2 Maslovskii, op. cit., 8. 169-87 (p.174).

3 McGee, Sketches of Irish Soldiersin Every Land, p. 107.

4 O Callaghan, op. cit., p. 484.
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lucky not to fall into Turkish hands. Azov capitulated to Lacy’s forces in July
1736, after which the field marshal was directed to join Munnich in the Crimea.

In 1737 Lacy was awarded the prestigious Order of St Andrew, and ap-
pointed commander of a new campaign to annexe the Crimea. Two previous at-
temptsto do so, Leontiev’sin 1735 and Munnich’'sin 1736 had ended in failure.
Lacy eagerly accepted this new challenge, and rose to it with characteristic bril-
liance and improvisation. To the considerable astonishment of the Crimean
khan, Lacy bridged the Azov Sea at a narrow point near Perekop. Within four
days, aided by favourable winds and tide, his entire army crossed it and began
marching on Arabat. As one commentator has wryly observed, ‘the parallel to a
well-known incident in the Book of Exodus was sufficiently striking to make an
immense impression upon the superstitious Russian soldiers'.* Then, on learn-
ing that the khan had reached Arabat before him, Lacy decided to spring a fur-
ther surprise by fording the sea separating him from the rest of the Crimea. His
amazed generals countered this audacious plan by proposing immediate retreat.
But to their further embarrassment, Lacy promptly ordered the protesting gener-
as to return to Russia without delay. It was three days before they managed to
persuade the angry field marshal to relent and to forgive them their presumption
in proposing a retreat to him.? By the use of characteristically imaginative and
novel strategy, Lacy made a great success of the expedition of which it has been
remarked that ‘without knowing why he had been sent into the country he quit-
ted it with very great glory to himself and very little sickness to his army.”® Al
the same, in spite of the success Lacy made of this operation, the Crimea was
not finally annexed to the Russian Empire until 1783, well into the reign of
Catherine the Great. Meanwhile Lacy’s relationship with Field marshal Mun-
nich deteriorated. The Irishman’s achievements in the field, together with the
high standing he enjoyed among his troops and at court, profoundly antagonized
the increasingly eclipsed Munnich. His jealously boiled over when, on one oc-
casion, he drew his sabre and launched himself at Lacy who promptly defended
himself until the timely intervention of athird party, General Levashev, brought
aboutAthe separation of the two field marshals before any serious damage was
done.

In the spring of 1741, Lacy was placed in command of Russian forces in
Finland mobilising for renewed war with Sweden. Following Sweden’s declara-

L F.T. Jane, The Imperial Russian Navy: its past, present, and future, London, 1904, p. 73.
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3 O’ Callaghan, op. cit., p. 489.

“ Ibid., p. 485.
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tion of war in July, Lacy advanced at the head of 30,000 troops on Villman-
strand and inflicted a defeat on the 11,000 Swedish defenders under General
Wrangel. Although the victory boosted morale in the Russian capital, Lacy was
prevented from continuing his advance into Sweden as far as Fredrikshamn by
the lack of reinforcements and supplies, and so returned to Petersburg.

Here, in December, ‘an incident occurred in the life of the marshal, which’,
as JE. McGee relates, ‘but for his ready wit, smacking somewhat of his race
and nation, might have been attended with very serious consequences’." Eliza-
beth, Peter the Great’s daughter, became empress literally overnight as a result
of a palace revolt. As aready mentioned, Lacy prudently avoided court intrigue
and generally played no part in it. Nevertheless, the coup was hardly over when,
in the account of Baron de Manstein, Lacy ‘was applied to at 3 o'clock in the
morning to say of what party he was — that of the Grand Duchess Anna, or the
Princess Elizabeth? Although suddenly awakened out of sleep, perceiving that
there was in fact an empress who had the reins, but not being equally satisfied if
it were the grand duchess or the Princess who had succeeded, he replied: “ of the
party of the reigning empress’.’? This answer apparently satisfied Elizabeth,
whose accession brought an end to the supremacy at court of the so-called ‘ Ger-
man’ party. Senior Courlanders, such as Ostermann, Biron, and Munnich, were
stripped of their high rank and office, and sent into Siberian exile. But Peter
Lacy survived this purge of foreigners to become the principal field marshal in
Russian service. An immediate consequence of Elizabeth’s policy of the russifi-
cation of the Russian court and armed forces was an outbreak of xenophobic
riots in the capital. For example, on Easter Sunday 1742, Lacy took prompt ac-
tion following a brawl between Russian and foreign serving officers by imple-
menting a policy of much stricter policing of army personnel in Petersburg. Asa
result, potentially much more dangerous disturbances in the capital were
averted. In fact, Lacy is credited by McGee with having ‘ saved Petersburg and,
perhaps, the Empire. Most certain it is, that, if it had not been for the good ar-
rangements made by Marshal Lacy, the disorders would have multiplied and
gone greater lengths’ .2

After the three-month truce with Sweden following Elizabeth’'s accession,
Lacy returned in June to Swedish Finland at the head of a large force. He took
Fredrikshamn, which had been torched and abandoned by the Swedes. There

1 McGeg, op. cit., p. 115.

2bid., p. 116.

3 Ibid., p. 117. For fuller details of such incidents, see Sergei M. Soloviev, History of Russia, vol. 37,
Empress Elizabeth’s Reign, 1741-1744, edited and translated by Patrick J. O'Meara, Academic In-
ternational Press, Gulf Breeze, 1996, pp. 62-4.



P.O'Meara 89

was jubilation at the capture of what was the only fortified town in Swedish
Finland without the loss of a single man. Lacy now, to quote from E. Cust,
‘obliged the Swedish army under Count Lowenhaupt to retire before him from
one place to another, until at length they were quite surrounded near Helsing-
fors'.> In fact, the instructions Lacy had received from Petersburg following the
capture of Fredrikshamn ordered the conclusion of the campaign once the en-
emy had been driven beyond the river Kymen. The Russian generals were ready
to comply, but the foreigners (Lacy, Keith and Lowendahl) were anxious to ex-
ploit the Russian advantage by pushing on to Helsingfors. Thus, in August,
Lacy caught up with the retreating Swedish army near Helsingfors and pre-
empted its further retreat to Abo by leading his forces along an unmapped road.
This had been built during the campaigns of Peter the Great and was now re-
vealed to the field marshal by aloca Finnish peasant. As aresult of this strata-
gem, the surprised Swedish army capitulated, leaving all Finland subject to the
Russian Empire. Lacy thus returned in triumph to the Russian court with whose
orders he had so judiciously dispensed.?

The empress's approval of Lacy’s actions was clearly indicated when, at the
start of Russia’'s operations against Sweden in 1743, Elizabeth boarded the field
marshal’s ship in Petersburg to present him with gifts and to bless his newest
enterprise. However, Lacy’s eagerness to match his success on land with a vic-
tory over the Swedes at sea was pre-empted by the Treaty of Abo, which was
signed in August 1743. Once more he returned in triumph to Petersburg, this
time aboard a yacht sent by the empress herself. After the peace celebrations,
which marked the culmination of his fifty years' active service, Lacy retired to
his estates in Livonia as governor of the province, a post to which Peter 11 had
originally appointed him back in 1729. There he resided until his death in May
1751 at the age of 72. John Cook, the doctor who attended Count Lacy in his
last months, recalled that the citizens of Riga so mourned the field marshal’s
death that ‘they tolled their bells eight days .> He left a large fortune (£60,000
sterling) and sizable estates, acquired as his will states by way of an epitaph,
‘through long and hard service and with much danger and uneasiness .*

Lacy was a popular commander combining qualities of unusual ability and
sound judgement. He had a notoriously quick temper, but, in the words of one
English historian of the early eighteenth century ‘ he was generous to afault, as
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brave as alion and incapable of committing a mean action.’* In the course of his
remarkable career he served five eighteenth-century sovereigns— six if one
counts the fact that he partnered the 16-year-old future Catherine Il at her wed-
ding dance in 1745. It was an incident which, as she describes in her memoirs,
almost drove her to tears, so painfully did her clumsy partner tread on her toes.?
Unquestionably, his most affectionate imperial patron was Elizabeth. This is
evident not only from the various attentions and favours she showed him, as a-
ready described, but also from the fact that other foreign officers regarded Lacy
as the best channel for reaching the Empress. For example, in 1747 General
Keith turned to Lacy begging him to petition Elizabeth on his behalf for an au-
dience.® The medic, John Cook, similarly secured Lacy’s assistance in returning
his wife and sons to Scotland. Moreover, when Elizabeth was told that Lacy’s
health was improving (during what was to be his final illness), Cook recalled
that ‘ she expressed as great satisfaction asif he had been her father’.* What par-
ticularly impressed Russians about Lacy was his loyalty to their country. ‘Ne-
cessity obliged him to sell his sword’, one commentator has rightly observed,
‘but he served his paymaster loyally and with honour. He differed markedly
from the other Russian commanders of foreign birth in that he always pursued
Russia’s interests, never his own’.®> The admiration he aroused was typically ex-
pressed in a common soldier’s view, as recorded by Sergei Soloviev: ‘Even
though he was a foreigner, he was a good man’, while Frederick the Great
dubbed him ‘the Prince Eugene of Muscovy’. In 1891, one hundred and forty
years after his death, this remarkable Irishman was commemorated by the nam-
ing after him of adivision of the Russian army.®
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egarded the stage primarily as a mirror of public emotions and events,
and only secondarily looked to it for artistic innovations. Consequently,
the adoption of European Renaissance genres and styles assumed a
uniquely Russian character, because innovatory stage practices were simply
equated with looking in the mirror, and treated as something familiar and ‘na-
tive'. At the same time, however, translators of drama and literature developed a
new method of so-called ‘moral interpretation’, as a result of which tranglations
of new works were adjusted to domestic perceptive and cognitive stereotypes.
The first “moral interpretations’ presented on the Russian stage to national audi-
ences were the dramatic works of Goethe, Shakespeare, Rousseau, etc.
Scottish themes and subjects occupied a specia niche in Russian theatre at
that time, and by the turn of the century the ‘Bard Ossian’ provided the emblem

Fom the beginning in 1756 until the mid-19th century, Russian audiences
r
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and symbol. There would be no sense in rehearsing the past literary mystifica-
tion of James MacPherson, particularly in view of itsimportant role in historical
and cultural contacts between Scotland and Russia: it should be considered sim-
ply asafact of art history.

Bolshoi (Kamennyi) Theatre in St Petersburg
Engraving by Dubois, drawing by Courvoisier. Thefirst quarter of the 19th century.

Russian readers of the poems of ‘Bard Ossian’, published in “Moskovsky
zhurnal” (Pt. 2. M., 1791) in the 1790s, were thrilled to discover a wonderful
and distant northern land, so like their own country and yet so full of secret
charm and mystery. Russians were fascinated with descriptions of grim rocks
and seas so similar to the Russian North. But their image of Scotland was far
more poetic than geographical. The easy adoption of Ossian’s poetic work
within the late 18th- and early 19th-century Russian cultural context was en-
hanced by an exceptionally quick artistic and stylistic response by domestic au-
thors. Interestingly, when initia ‘Ossianic’ sources were not explicitly ac-
knowledged by an author, they were nevertheless clearly implied by characteris-
tics of style. For instance, in the tale Oscold by M. Muraviev (1785-1796) with
a plot presumably motivated by “fragments from old Gothic scalds’, the ‘Ossi-
anic’ origin was evident in genre definitions. The whole description seemed a
piece of stern Northern landscape painting’. Repercussions of ‘Ossianic’ ex-

! Altshuller M. The Age of W. Scott in Russia. St. P., 1996. P. 33.
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pressiveness are felt in the metaphorically psychological scenery: “<...> fierceis
the breath of winds, fearful thy sight, ye Russian sea, with dark waves dying in
wrath on sharp rocks scattered in the bay of despair’®. The ‘Ossianic’ shadow
spread over many literary and dramatic works such as the pseudo-historical
prose of V. Narezhny (Rogvold), and V. Zhukovsky (Vadim of Novgorod).
There was a rapidly emerging and strengthening tradition for a certain ‘ Ossi-
anic’ remix, i.e. a sophisticated combination of Russian heroic names and Sla-
vonic-Ossianic scenery.

V.A. Ozerov

All this, however, was a mere prelude to a genuine Ossianic age in Russian cul-
ture, centra to which, of course, was the overal impact of MacPherson’s Ossianic
imagery and style. Keen interest in published poems and the Scottish theme was
further enhanced in literary circles by the increasingly popular idea of Nordic—
Varangian and Scandinavian — origins of the Russian state system itself, and of

* Muraviev M. Oscold / The Russian Historical Tae. M., 1986. P. 21.
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‘Varangians on the Russian throne. The Empress Catherine the Great was known
to regard hersdf as one, and she was the author of well-known ‘historical perform-
ances dedicated to the legendary Varangian rulers of Old Russia— Prince Rurik
and his descendants (Rurik, Early Years of Oleg’s Rule 1786-1790).

The most powerful catalyst of all artistic processes at the time, however, was
the gradually emerging Romanticism, or rather pre-Romanticism of the time,
which introduced emotional elegiac colouring into every aspect of the literary
process. The era of undisguised and emotional dialogue between Russian thea-
tre and Ossian started in 1805 and lasted for an exceptionally long period of
over 30 years. The main features of this intensive process were defined by a
work which was performed in St Petersburg throughout those years: V.A. Oze-
rov’s Fingal — “a tragedy in verse with choral and ballet pieces, and battles’.
Its success was itself paradoxical, since the decay of classicist style and the pro-
gress of Romanticism seemed to exclude the very possibility of such along life
on the metropolitan stage for a ‘second-rate’ work. And yet it appeared repeat-
edly, was regarded as a beneficial piece, and was often requested by actors keen
on box-office returns and the like.

Ozerov's Fingal® supplied the Russian audience with the characteristic im-
age of that faraway northern land, and while the reader’ s mind was excited with
vague scenes reminiscent of the Russian North, stage imagery integrated the
fragmented details. Mysterious scenes of distant Scotland were mixed in with
theatrical scenery, imagery, events, characters and stories of a different, national
culture. By 1805 there had emerged a memorable literary and theatrical image
of Scotland. Of course, scenes of Ossianic Scotland represented by such play-
wrights as Ozerov are invalid by modern historical and cultural criteria. The
land and heroes were presented in the elegiac tones and colours of early
Romanticism, and scenes of Scotland in the stage version of Fingal are
predominantly tragic. Compare the three grand scenes successively presented to
Russian theatre goersin Acts One, Two and Three.

First, the “stage represents a Hall with french windows, the Oden Temple
and Burial Mound visible in the distance”. The mystic temple and the warrior’s
burial place are the two poles determining both the events of the tragedy and,
presumably, the whole life of legendary Scotland. Additional romantic tones are
supplied by continuous Scottish chanting by “bards and Lochlin maids”.

Second Act scenery produced the effect of a visual approach to the secret
and fatal land where the fates of living and dead heroes become oddly entan-
gled, and the union of loving hearts is impeded by revenge and hatred of the

* Ozerov V.A. Fingal. A tragedy in 3 acts with choral and ballet pieces, and battles. St. P., 1807. Cit.
from manuscript copy in St.-P. Theatre Library.
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other world. “The stage represents the interior of the Oden Temple open up-
wards, the sacred idol resting in the centre with the burning altar in front. Over
the stairs of rough stone the burial mound and hall of Act | are visible”. In this
case, however, the grim surroundings are designed to celebrate the wedding of
Fingal and Moina. “While till singing, Lochlin youths and maids dance the bal-
let, bring flower wreaths and garlands; decorate Moina and Fingal and take
them to the altar and Oden idol”. Characteristically, the audience was to view
the symbolic image of future happiness doomed by an inevitable clash with
mystic evil, amidst nocturna scenery and to the tunes of orchestral music (‘ sce-
nic night’ according to stage directions).

A.S. lakovlev as Fingal in Ozerov’'s Fingal. 1805.
Engraving by G. Ivanov, drawing by V. Lukianov.

And finaly, Act Three opens with Scottish scenery designed to express the
utmost depths of emotional despair. Spectators observe: “awild forest with rock
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fragments and Toskar’ s burial mound in the centre. Following tradition, the bur-
ial is marked with four big corner stones, the tree planted on the barrel deco-
rated with the shield, sword and arrows of the dain prince [Moina s brother. —
M.Sch.]; the stone atar at the tree, the sea and Oden temple on the coast are
seen in the distance’. “Fingal sits down on the stone on one side of the stage,
Starn [Moina's father. — M.Sch]. also sits down on the other side”. As before,
action is supported with music: “Bards appear and sing in chorus without the
orchestra’. The characters go to pray for the dead prince Toskar.

Notice that Ozerov, acting both as playwright and stage designer, planned
every perspective of Scottish scenery for the audience. The first view is of a
“hall with french windows’, with the temple and burial mound only “visible in
the distance”. In Act |1 the spectator moves to the second viewpoint, the temple,
in order to see the familiar “burial mound and hall of Act I” from the inside.
And the last Act is centred around the third scenic point designed by the author,
the grim burial mound. This becomes the scene of terrible slaughter, with Moina
dying to save her beloved Fingal and her intriguing father Starn stabbing him-
self. In this way the spectator is both visually and psychologically involved with
the Scottish road to Golgotha trod by the characters. The stage design reflects
this in the route from the hall to the temple and then to the burial mound, where
death triumphs.

Such was the romantic image of Scotland, perceived by Russian audiences
in 1805, aland of mystic charm, of fierce and passionate romantic heroes, seas,
wild rocks and grim scenery. Along with it there emerged in the Russian mind a
certain subconscious feeling of inevitable Scottish doom.

But compare this with the general form of foreign themes in Russian theatre of
the period. In the age of Enlightenment there was assumed to be a universal map of
knowledge, embracing both the geographical and cultura world, and informed by a
universd logic. In this context, Russian theatrical audiences encountered a kaleido-
scope of impressions derived from the imaginative and stylistic forms of European
Classicism. For example, as early as the 1790s Russian theatre presented scenes of
Spain (Clavigo by Goethe), England (Sheridan’'s School for Scandal, von
Kotzebu's Indian Family in England), America (Lensa, or American Wilderness by
Plavilshchikov). Of speciad importance were French dramatic connections, both
origina and trandated (i.e. trandated from other languages and, in turn, trandated
material treated as origina French)™.

It is easy to see how the emergence of Scottish themes on the Russian stage
contrasted with existing traditions, generating, as they did, a new and romantic

! For more detail see: Scherbakova M.N. Music in Russian Drama. 1756 — 1st half of the 19th cen-
tury. St. P., 1997. P. 51-56.
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view of current national ideas. Indeed, when Russian theatre entered the ‘ Ossi-
anic’ age, in the wake of Ozerov's Fingal, Romanticism became a fact. Al-
though it was outwardly bound by classicistic canons, Fingal actually illustrated
a new performance type. Such multiple musical, poetic and choreoplastic (so-
called ‘mimic’) pieces transformed stage action as musical performance. And it
was probably this new stage genre, devised by Ozerov, as much as other things,
that attracted both stage professionals and the public during the next thirty years
or more. Ozerov’s tragedy was not the only work with a Scottish theme on the
Russian stage in the 1790s and 1800s. Among other works were von Kotzebu's
‘dramma Edward, or Night of Escape (1805) and Voltaire's play The Coffee-
house, or Scotswoman.

An illustration to Ozerov’s Fingal.
Engraving by A. Ukhtomskii, drawing by |. Ivanov.

The ‘dramma’ written by von Kotzebu, a late 18th- and early 19th-century
German author well known in Russia, at one time resident and intimate member
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of Russian Imperial Court circlesin the reign of Paul I, heightened the romantic
image of Scotland created by Ozerov. The complementary nature of his work
was quite in line with Kotzebu's own character as a pragmatist and a born
courtier. He transferred a general romantic interest in Scotland to the sphere of
particular historical and political concerns in contemporary Scotland. The
events of his ‘tearful’ ‘dramma were associated with claims for the Scottish
throne. The characters are “Edward or Charles, grandson of James 11", the com-
passionate “Malvina MacDonald” and Lord Atol’'s family. This was probably
the moment when Russian theatre and its public were first introduced to real
Scottish names and places (“the action takes place on a small island in southern
Scotland”, etc.), as well as to aspects of English-Scottish politics. Thus, officer
Argyll mentions 10.000 Scotsmen fighting for Stuart against England, and the
main character maintains with fervour: “If only | had won at Culloden, | would
have ruled England”, etc. Y et Kotzebu's general ideology and imagery are simi-
lar to Ozerov’'s: prevaent faith in better times for Scotland whose “wild scenic
chargns would win a loving heart”, “plunging it into sweet melancholy obliv-
ion”", etc.

Then in 1806 another scene of Scotland appeared in Saint Petersburg: “a
comedy in 5 acts’ by Voltaire, The Coffee-house, or Scotswoman, translated
from the French®. Among the characters is a certain “visitor from Scotland”,
Montrose, a“ Scotswoman Lindana’ and her servant girl Polly. The simple plot
involves the suffering father (Montrose) eventually finding his daughter (Lin-
dana), clearly distinguishing the characters sympathetic to the “hapless exiles’
from Scotland and their opponents. Some episodes made Russian spectators
both sympathize and, involuntarily, analyse causes of social injustice, as when
Montrose soliloquises. “A young girl taken in custody only because suspected
for Scottish and lonely”.

The Ossianic age, which began with the performance of Ozerov’s Fingal in
1805, was actively integrated into the romantic period of Russian stage history
during the first half of the 19th century. Two decades later in 1824, Fingal, with
his love and suffering, acquired a new literary and stage image in a play written
by aleading light of Russian theatre, A. Shakhovskoy: Fingal and Rosecrana,
or Caledonian Ways’. This “dramatic poem in free verse”, also “starting from
the tales of Ossian”, once more enabled the audience to experience the romantic

! Aug. von Kotzebu. Edward in Scotland, or Night of Escape. Dramma. M., 1805. P. 4, 18, 43, 8-9.

2 Voltaire. The Coffee-house, or Scotswoman. Manuscript copy of stage version (Saint-Petersburg
State Theatre Library, ORRK).

3 Shakhovskoy A. Fingal and Rosecrana, or Caledonian Ways. Manuscript copy of the stage version
(Saint-Petersburg State Theatre Library, ORRK). A fragment was published in Drama Almanac for
Theatre Loving Gentlemen and Ladies published for 1828. St. P., 1828.
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passions of violent Scots. This new Ossianic mixture again presented an appeal-
ing image of Scotland as a land of romantic Highlanders, in a stage play “with
songs, choral pieces, fights, Morvenic customs and splendid performance”.

Enthusiasm for Ossian extended until the 20th century, as interpretations of
the literary myth emerged as a specific theme in Russian theatrical culture.
Among the more interesting examples of the Fingal theme at the turn of the 20th
century, is the ‘tragic opera of Iu.V. Kurdiumov, entitted Fingal's Bride
(1913)*. Typically, for this moment of theatrical evolution, the work focuses
both on the legendary Ossian and on his Russian advocate playwright, V.A. Oz-
erov. Kurdiumov, rather than quoting the legendary Ossian, draws on “the plot
and afew verses from the three-act tragedy Fingal”.

Whether the Russian reading and theatre-going public of the late 18th- and
early 19th century gained any readlistic knowledge of Scotland as a land of
unique national culture and history is highly doubtful. However, the fine poetic
image so happily emerging on the Russian stage certainly influenced the con-
temporaries of Ozerov and Shakhovskoy, and this prolonged poetic ‘ deception’
suggests a voluntary illusion, whose loss in the Russian theatre was comparable
to lost dreams of beauty.

! Fingal's Bride. A tragic operain 1 act. Music and text by lu.V. Kurdiumov. St. P., A.N. Lavrov
press, 1913.
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ADAM SMITH: AN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
ON THE WEALTH OF NATIONS

Andrew S. Skinner
(University of Glasgow)

tion in Historical Perspective’. The lecture was delivered on the occasion

of the bicentenary conference held in Glasgow, and published in the same

year. Black recalled that his brief was to review the ways in which Smith
as an economist had been evaluated at various points in history, making the
valid, but disturbing, point, that economists had tended to see Smith in the light
generated by their own current pre-occupations, in terms of both policy and
analysis (1976, p. 62).

I n 1976 R.D.C. Black gave a lecture on the subject of ‘Smith’s Contribu-

The two pillars of Smith’s success may be represented by his contribution to
economic analysis and the advocacy of free trade. Richard Teichgraeber has

© A. Skinner (A. Cxunrep), 2001. Acknowledgements: This paper is an abbreviated and modified
version of Glasgow University Discussion Papers in Economics, 2001 and will be published in the
History of Economic Thought: Essays in Honour of R.D.C. Black (eds., Murphy and Prendergast,
Routledge, 2000).
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noted in this connection that there is ‘no evidence to suggest that many people
explored his arguments with great care before the first two decades of the nine-
teenth century’ (1987, p. 339).

Black’s judicious conclusion is also perceptive, suggesting that for Smith’s
early nineteenth century successors, the WN was ‘not so much a classical
monument to be inspected, but as a structure to be examined and improved
where necessary’ (op. cit., p. 44).

Black quoted Lord Robbins to this effect: ‘ There is a vast extent of analysis
and prescription which the generation of Malthus and Ricardo more or less take
for granted, the essential work having been done by Hume and Smith; and a
great deal of what they do themselvesisto be regarded, not as a series of propo-
sitions thought out in a void, but rather as an attempt to correct and improve
propositions and explanations which are already to be found in the Wealth of
Nations (Black, p. 44; Robbins (1958), p. 233).

Equally the authors of the new orthodoxy were able to identify important
criticisms of specific areas of anaysis, such as the theories of value, interest,
rent and population; criticisms which resulted in models of the economy which
represented it in terms of a series of (short-run) self-regulating mechanisms and
of atheory of growth; a theory which W.J. Baumol (and others) were able to
translate into mathematical terms (1962).

But if Smith’s successors found merit in the great ‘principia’, the deficien-
cies, which were identified in the treatment of particular topics, led to arising
tide of criticism. Interestingly, one focal point of criticism was macro-economic
in character, in that Malthus, Lauderdale and Sismondi all drew attention to the
importance of the distribution of income as it affected consumption and savings
and thus the performance of the economy. The theme was continued in J.S.
Mill's troubled Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of Political Economy
(1844).

The concern with the distribution of income and its effect on the contrast be-
tween the power to produce and the power to consume is of course very much
the province of that other great classical economist, Karl Marx. But if it is cor-
rect to state that Lauderdale and Sismondi challenged Smith’s authority, that
cannot be said of Marx.

At the time that Marx was about to publish Capital, with its attendant em-
phasis on impending crisis, technical economics in Europe was becoming pre-
occupied with a mathematical revolution — the Marginal Revolution. In Eng-
land this was announced in a famous paper written by W.S. Jevons and con-
firmed by the preface to his Theory of Political Economy, (1871).
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‘In this work | have attempted to treat Economy as a calculus of Pleasure
and Pain, and have sketched out, almost irrespective of previous opinions, the
form which the science, as it seems to me, must ultimately take. | have long
thought, that as it deals throughout with quantities, it must be a mathematical
science in matter if not in language.’

Jevons was attracted by the technique as it applied to the statics of the sub-
ject, and especially to the theory of value (op. cit. pp. vii-ix). Appreciation of
the potential of the ‘new’ technique led to a pre-occupation with the analytics of
Book | of WN and a negative re-appraisal of its content. Black records Bage-
hot’ s opinion that:

‘although...Adam Smith had the merit of teaching the world that the exchange-

able value of commodities is proportioned to the cost of their production, his

analysis of that cost was so very defective as to throw that part of Political Econ-
omy into great confusion for many years, and as quite to prevent his teaching be-

ing used as an authority upon it now’ (Black, p. 55).

Even more remarkable to modern eyes was the assessment offered by Edwin
Cannan, Smith’ s distinguished editor, who noted that:

‘Very little of Adam Smith’'s scheme of economics has been left standing by sub-

sequent inquirers. No one now holds his theory of value, his account of capital is

seen to be hopelessly confused, and his theory of distribution is explained as an
ill-assorted union between his own theory of prices and the Physiocrats fanciful

Economic Table' (Black, p. 57; Cannan (1926), p. 23; see O’ Brien, 1999).

The theme was repeated by Paul Douglas in his paper on Smith’s theory of
value and distribution; delivered on the occasion of the Chicago conference in
1926.

Why then should a modern student of political economy trouble to add, or
be recommended to add, Adam Smith to an expanded syllabus and reading list,
however philosophically circumscribed? The answer may lie in Smith’s concern
with system in the sense that he (and many others at the time) often sought to
provide a coherent and all-embracing account of the socia phenomena to be
studied.

There is a special aspect to this concept of ‘systen?’, duly noted by Black, in
adverting to the fact that the Theory of Moral Sentiments and the Wealth of Na-
tions should be ‘seen afresh as two parts of one system’ (op. cit., p. 62), thus
reminding at least one of the bicentennial congregations of Smith’s wider pur-
pose, while noting that Cliffe Leslie had been among the first to appreciate the
point in the previous century (op. cit., p. 53).
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Ethics, jurisprudence and economics were certainly subjects which Smith
treated as the separate but inter-related parts of a system of the moral or social
sciences. The point was clearly made in the concluding sentences of the first
edition of TMS and repeated in the advertisement of the sixth edition which was
published thirty-one years later. We also have the advantage of knowing that
Smith taught his students in a particular order: ethics, jurisprudence and eco-
nomics. It may well be that he encouraged his students to view aspects of the
human predicament through three distinct lenses— with the ultimate object of per-
suading them to view that predicament through dl three lenses a the sametime.

If thisistrue, we may vary the position of the lenses without damage to their
quality. For the student of Smith’s political economy, the most dramatic part of
the early analysis is the treatment of the origins, development, and breakdown,
of the feudal state. For Smith this was indeed the ‘ great revolution’.

The features of what Smith described as the ‘ great revolution’, and the rea-
sons for these features being of interest to the student of political economy,
were, for Smith, quite clear.

First, Smith suggests in effect that the economic structure which is consis-
tent with the fourth stage (of commerce) is not to be regarded as a model (al-
though it may be modelled) but as a structure with a history. The historical
process suggests the emergence of an economic system with interdependent sec-
tors of activity wherein all goods, services, and factors command a price.

Secondly, he argued that this new structure would feature new forms of
activity and sources of wealth; a development which would bring with it a shift
in the balance of economic and therefore of political power. The point owed
much to David Hume, who noted that in England ‘the lower house is the
support of our popular government, and al the world acknowledges, that it
owed its chief influence and consideration to the increase of commerce, which
threw such a balance into the hands of the commons' (Essays, p. 277-8).

Third, Smith confirmed that in the case described there must be a major
change in the pattern of dependence and subordination as compared to the feu-
dal period. Since all goods and services command a price, it follows that while
the farmer, tradesman or artificer must depend upon his customers, ‘though in
some measure obliged to them all... heis not absolutely dependent upon any one
of them’ (WN, Ill.iv. 12).

Finally it is suggested that the type of institutional structure described will
be associated with what Hume described as a particular set of ‘customs and
manners . The link here is once again with the analysis of the TMS and man’s
desire for socia approbation.
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For Smith, ‘power and riches appear... then to be, what they are, enormous
and operose machines contrived to produce a few trifling conveniences to the
body, consisting of springs the most nice and delicate’ (TMS, 1V. 1. 8). But
Smith continued to emphasise that the pursuit of wealth is related not only to the
desire to acquire the means of purchasing ‘utilities but also to the need for
status:

‘From whence, then, arises that emulation which runs through all the different

ranks of men, and what are the advantages which we propose by that great pur-

pose of human life which we call bettering our condition? To be observed, to be
attended to, to be taken notice of... are al the advantages which we can propose

to derivefromit’ (TMS, 1. iii. 2. 1).

Smith also suggested that in the modern economy, men tend to admire not
only those who have the capacity to enjoy the trappings of wealth, but also the
qualities which contribute to that end.

Smith recognised that the pursuit of wealth and ‘place’ was a basic human
drive which would involve sacrifices which are likely to be supported by the
approval of the spectator. The * habits of economy, industry, discretion, attention
and application of thought, are generally supposed to be cultivated from self-
interested motives, and at the same time are apprehended to be very praisewor-
thy qualities, which deserve the esteem and approbation of everybody’ (TMS,
V. 2. 8). Smith developed this theme in a passage which was added to the TMS
in 1790:

‘In the steadiness of hisindustry and frugality, in his steadily sacrificing the ease

and enjoyment of the present moment for the probable expectation of the still

greater ease and enjoyment of a more distant but more lasting period of time, the
prudent man is always both supported and rewarded by the entire approbation of

theimpartial spectator’ (TMS, VI. 1. 11).

But such values are specific to a particular type of culture, (Phillipson, 1983,
p. 179, 182; c.f. Dwyer, 1987).

Professor Pocock concludes that:

‘A crucia step in the emergence of Scottish socia theory is, of course, that elu-

sive phenomenon, the advent of the four-stages of history. The progression from

hunter to shepherd to farmer to merchant offered not only an account of increas-

ing plenty, but a series of stages of increasing division of labour, bringing about

in their turn an increasingly complex organisation of both society and personal-

ity’ (Pocock, 1983, 242).

Pocock associated these trends with the emergence of what has been de-
scribed by others as a‘bourgeois’ ideology.
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"
A Modd of Conceptualised Reality

If the Theory of Moral Sentiment provides an account of the way in which
men erect barriers against their own passions, thus meeting a basic precondition
for economic activity, it also provided an account of the psychological judge-
ments on which that activity depends. The historical argument on the other hand
explains the origins and nature of the modern state and provides the reader with
the means of understanding the essentia nature of the exchange economy. For
Smith:

‘the great commerce of every civilised society, is that carried on between the in-

habitants of the town and those of the country... The gains of both are mutual and

reciprocal, and the division of labour is in this, as in all other cases, advanta-
geous to all the different persons employed in the various occupations into which

it issubdivided’ (WN, II1.i. 1).

The concept of an economy involving a flow of goods and services, and the
appreciation of the importance of intersectoral dependencies, were familiar in
the eighteenth century. Such themes are dominant features of the work done, for
example, by Sir James Steuart and David Hume. But what is distinctive about
Smith’s work, at least as compared to his Scottish contemporaries, is the em-
phasis given to the importance of three distinct factors of production (land, la-
bour, capital) and to the three categories of return (rent, wages, profit) which
correspond to them. What is distinctive to the modern eye is the way in which
Smith deployed these concepts in providing an account of the flow of goods and
services between the sectors involved and between the different socio-economic
groups (proprietors of land, capitalists, and wage-labour). The approach is also
of interest in that Smith, following the lead of the French Economists, worked
in terms of period analysis - the year was typically chosen, so that the working
of the economy is examined within a significant time dimension as well as over
a series of time periods. Both versions of the argument emphasise the impor-
tance of capital, both fixed and circulating.

A Conceptual Analytical System

The *conceptual’ model which Smith had in mind when writing the Wealth
of Nationsisinstructive and also helps to illustrate the series of separate, but in-
ter-related problems, which economists must address if they are to attain the end
which Smith proposed, namely an understanding of the full range of problems
which have to be encountered. Smith in fact addressed a series of areas of
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analysis which began with the problem of value, before proceeding to the dis-
cussion of the determinants of price, the allocation of resources between com-
peting uses, and, finally, an analysis of the forces which determine the distribu-
tion of income in any one time period and over time.

The analysis offered in the first Book enabled Smith to proceed directly to
the treatment of macro-economic issues and especialy to a theory of growth
which provides one of the dominant features of the work as a whole (c.f. Skin-
ner, 1996, ch. 7). The idea of a single, al-embracing conceptual system, whose
parts should be mutually consistent is not an ideal which is so easily attainable
in an age where the division of labour has significantly increased the quantity of
science through specialisation. But Smith becomes even more informative when
we map the content of the ‘conceptua (analytical) system’ against a model of
the economy, which is essentially descriptive.

Perhaps the most significant feature of Smith's vision of the ‘economic
process’, to use Blaug's phrase, lies in the fact that it has a significant time
dimension. For example, in dealing with the problems of value in exchange,
Smith, following Hutcheson, made due allowance for the fact that the process
involves judgements with regard to the utility of the commodities to be re-
ceived, and the disutility involved in creating the commodities to be exchanged.
In the manner of his predecessors, Smith was aware of the distinction between
utility (and disutility) anticipated and realised, and, therefore, of the process of
adjustment which would take place though time. Jeffrey Young has recently
emphasised that the process of exchange may itself be a source of pleasure (utility):
(1997, p. 61).

In an argument which bears upon the analysis of the TMS, Smith also noted
that choices made by the ‘rationa’ individual may be constrained by the reac-
tion of the spectator of his conduct — a much more complex situation than that
which more modern approaches may suggest. Smith makes much of the point in
his discussion of Mandeville's ‘licentious' doctrine that private vices are public
benefits, in suggesting that the gratification of desire is perfectly consistent with
observance of the rules of propriety as defined by the ‘ spectator’, i.e. by an ex-
ternal agency. In an interesting variant on this theme, Etzioni has noted the need
to recognise ‘at least two irreducible sources of valuation or utility; pleasure and
morality’. He added that modern utility theory ‘does not recognise the distinct
standing of morality as a magjor, distinct, source of valuations and hence as an
explanation of ‘behaviour’ before going on to suggest that his own ‘ deontologi-
cal multi-utility model’ is closer to Smith (1988, p. 21-4) than other modern ap-
proaches.
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Smith’s theory of price, which allows for awide range of changesin taste is
aso distinctive in that it allows for competition among and between buyers and
sellers, while presenting the allocative mechanism as one which involves simul-
taneous and inter-related adjustments in both factor and commodity markets.

As befits awriter who was concerned to address the problems of change and
adjustment, Smith’s position was a so distinctive in that he was not directly con-
cerned with the problem of equilibrium. For him the ‘natural’ (supply) price was:

‘asit were, the central price, to which the prices of all commodities are continu-

aly gravitating....whatever may be the obstacles which hinder them from settling

in this center of repose and continuance, they are constantly tending towards it’

(WN, I. vii. 15).

The picture was further refined in the sense that Smith introduced into this
discussion the doctrine of ‘net advantages' (WN, |. x. a. 1). This technical area
is familiar to labour economists, but in Smith’s case it becomes even more in-
teresting in the sense that it provides a further link with the TMS, and with the
discussion of constrained choice. It was Smith’s contention that men would only
be prepared to embark on professions which attracted the disapprobation of the
spectator if they could be suitably compensated (Skinner, 1996, p. 155) in terms
of monetary reward.

But perhaps the most intriguing feature of the macro-economic model is to
be found in the way in which it was specified. As noted earlier, Smith argued
that incomes are generated as aresult of productive activity, thus making it pos-
sible for commaodities to be withdrawn from the ‘circulating’ capital of society.
As he pointed out, the consumption of goods withdrawn from the existing stock
may be used up in the present period, or added to the stock reserved for imme-
diate consumption, or used to replace more durable goods which had reached
the end of their lives in the current period. In a similar manner, undertakers and
merchants may add to their stock of materials, or to their holdings of fixed capi-
tal while replacing the plant which had reached the end of its operational life. It
is equally obvious that undertakers and merchants may add to, or reduce, their
inventories in ways which will reflect the changing patterns of demand for con-
sumption and investment goods, and their past and current levels of production.

Smith’s emphasis upon the point that different ‘goods have different life-
cycles means that the pattern of purchase and replacement may vary continu-
ously as the economy moves through different time periods, and in ways which
reflect the various age profiles of particular products as well as the pattern of
demand for them. If Smith’s model of the ‘circular flow’ is to be seen as a spi-
ral, rather than a circle, it soon becomes evident that this spiral is likely to ex-
pand (and contract) through time at variable rates.
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It is perhaps this total vision of the complex working of the economy that
led Mark Blaug to comment on Smith’'s sophisticated grasp of the economic
process and to distinguish this from his contribution to particular areas of eco-
nomic analysis (c.f. Jensen (1984), Jeck (1994), Randive (1984)).

Taking the model(s) as awhole, it is not difficult to see why Smith’'s succes-
sors could find, in his writings, the building blocks of a classical orthodoxy,
both static and dynamic (O’ Brien, 1975). Nor is it difficult to see why critics of
the orthodoxy could find materials which formed the basis of an alternative tradi-
tion.

AV
Conclusion

Adam Smith came to be regarded as the ‘founding father’ (Rothbard, p. 435;
Rashid, p. 140), of the discipline of political economy. If this was indeed the
classical perception of Smith then the results were to prove unfortunate, not
least because the history of the subject was seen to date from 1776. Rothbard
has claimed that Smith was believed ‘to have created the science of political
economy, de novo' (op. cit., p. 435). Donald Winch quotes an important pas-
sage from J.B. Say, a committed disciple, to the effect that:

‘whenever the Inquiry into the Wealth of Nations is perused with the attention it

so well merits, it will be perceived that until the epoch of its publication, the sci-

ence of political economy did not exist’ (Winch, 1994, p. 103).

Scant wonder that Dupont de Nemours, who edited Quesnay’s works under
the significant title of The Origin and Progress of a New Science (1767), should
have been moved to protest:

‘Thisideathat occursto you to reject us, and which you do not hid well, my dear

Say, does not do away with the fact that you are through the branch of Smith a

grandson of Quesnay, a nephew of the great Turgot’ (Winch, 1994, p. 103).

The perspective generated real problems.

Hutchison has argued that ‘the losses and exclusions which ensued after
1776, with the subsequent transformation of the subject and the rise to domi-
nance of the English classical orthodoxy were immense’ (1988, p. 370). One
such loss was the Physiocratic concept of the ‘circular flow’ (to which Smith
owed much). The use of the historical or ingtitutional method was a further loss
and so too was the concern (shared by Hume and Steuart) with structural unem-
ployment and the model of primitive accumulation. In addition, the classical or-
thodoxy showed little interest in the problems presented by differential rates of
growth in the context of international trade.
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Ironically, the new orthodoxy also made it possible to think of economics as
a discipline quite separate from ethics and jurisprudence, thus obscuring
Smith’s true purpose. In referring to the way in which Smith organised this
‘system of social science’ Hutchison has observed, in a telling passage, that
Smith was led as if by an Invisible Hand to promote an end which was no part
of this original intention, that of ‘establishing political economy as a separate
autonomous discipline’ (1988, p. 355). A.L. Macfie made a related point in ob-
serving that ‘It is a paradox of history that the analytics of Book I, in which
Smith took his own line, should have eclipsed the philosophica and historical
methods in which he so revelled, and which showed his Scots character’ (1967,
p. 21).

There is another paradox in the sense that it was a Marxist historian, the late
R.L. Meek, who did much (while not alone) to emphasise the importance of the
Scottish Contribution to a materialist interpretation of history (Skinner, 1996,
ch. 4), which was intended to be seen as an integral part of the study of political
economy.
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IOTJIAHJICKUE KHU)KHBIE COBPAHUSI
B ®OHJAX BUBJIMOTEKH
POCCHUHMCKOM AKAJIEMUN HAYK

E.A. CaBesbeBa
(BAH, Cankrt-IletepOypr)

SCOTTISH BOOK COLLECTIONS
AT THE RUSSIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCESLIBRARY
Elena A. Savelieva
(Russian Academy of SciencesLibrary, St Peter sburg)

Abstract

The Russian Academy of Sciences Library (BAN) is remarkable as the oldest
research library in Russia, founded in 1714, and one of the largest book collec-
tions in the Russian Federation. BAN was founded by Peter the Great in 1714,
based on three extant collections: Aptekarskii prikaz (the Apothecary Chancel-
lery, transferred from Moscow in 1712), the library of the Dukes of Courland
(given to the Library as a gift of future Empress Anna loannovna, d. 1740), and
the Gotthorp library. Readers were first served in 1718, making BAN the first
and (until 1814, when the Imperial Public Library opened, the only) public li-
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brary in Russia. At first BAN included some 2000 items, by 1725 it included
some 10,000 volumes, and in this year it was joined to the newly-established
Academy of Sciences.

A Scot Dr. Robert Erskine (Areskin, 1677—1718) became the first director of
the Library. He nominated his secretary, Master of philosophy, 1.D. Schumacher,
German by birth, for organization of Library’s books. In that way, representa-
tives of different European countries organized work in the Library. A lot of for-
eigners, among them Scots, served in the Russian army by Peter | the Great
(1682—1725). One can remember names of general John Patrick Gordon (1635~
1699), who took part in Azov campaign of the Russian tsar, and personal physi-
cian of Peter |, above-mentioned Robert Areskin. The library of the latter was
one of the largest private scholarly collections of that time — at about 4000 vol-
umes. This collection was bought by the Library by order of Peter | in 1718.
Areskin was a real bibliophile and collected al rare books he could acquire. In
the same year the Library acquired Archibald Pitcairn’s collection (approxi-
mately 2000 vol.). Pitcairn was a Scot physician and philosopher, who collected
mainly classical literature. He never visited Russia, and his library was bought
abroad. One more collection belonged to Jacob Bruce (Jakov Vilimovich Brius,
1670-1735), a son of William Bruce, an immigrant from Scotland. Jacob Bruce
studied mathematics and astronomy in England. He was a general for Peter the
Gresat. His library was transferred to the Library in 1735-1737. This collection
consists of more than 1500 books on mathematics, astronomy, medicine and
other disciplines.

Areskin and Bruce marked their books with special book-plates. Besides, a
lot of Areskin's books have a distinguishing red leather binding, as they were
bound specially for him. As for Pitcairn’s collection, his books, unfortunately,
have no special bookplates. We can distinguish them only by not numerous pres-
entations to Pitcairn and by using a checklist of the collection. It was compiled in
the 1730s. In the same time checklists were compiled for Areskin and Bruce's
collections. Not all of mentioned collections have a scholar description. Descrip-
tion of the Bruce's library! was published in 1989. Nowadays books from Pit-
cairn and Areskin collections in the Russian Academy of Sciences Library are
being described by Galina N. Pitul’ko, Head of the Division for Rare books of
the Rare books Department, and research associate Anastasia A. Romanova.

In 1829, a part of Academician collection (some 4000 volumes, among them
books from Areskin's, Bruce's and Pitcairn’s collections) was donated to the
Helsinki University by the Imperia Academy of Sciences. Several Bruce's and
Areskin's books are now in the library of Moscow University and the Mining In-
stitute. An annotated catalogue Collections donated by the Academy of Sciences
of S Petershurg to the Alexander University of Finland in 1829 was compiled in
1980s by a research associate of the Russian Academy of Sciences Irina Lebe-
deva and Helsinki librarian Sirkka Havu (published in 1997). Unfortunately,

! Biblioteka Ya. V. Briusa. Sostavitel’ E. A. Savelieva.
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compilers did not recognize Pitcairn’s books among other books donated to the
Helsinki University.

The further research of these three collections could give a lot of interesting
observations concerning history of Russian-Scottish connections.

HUCTOPHUU TOCYIapCTBEHHBIX Oubmnorek Poccum bubmmorexke Akane-

MHUH HayK TIPHHAIESKHUT ocoboe MecTo. OHa sBIsIETCS poJOHaYaIbHU-

Lel BceX Y4peXkAeHHH NMOoJoOHOro poja B Halleld CTpaHe W OJHHUM M3

MEPBBIX WHCTUTYTOB OTKPBITOH B 1725 r. merepOyprckoit nmmepaTop-
CKOM AKaJeMHH HayK.

Hauano nepBoii o6mmenocTynHoi oubnuoreku B [letepOypre ObUTO TOT0XKE-
HO B 1714 r., xorna B Jlernuii asopen Ilerpa | ObutM CBE3EHBI TpH KPYITHBIX
KHIDKHBIX COOpaHus: OmbnmoTeka AmNTeKapcKoro mpukasa, [orroprckas Ouo-
JHOTeKa M 4acTh Ombmmoreku reproroB Kypmsanackux. OOImee 4uciao KHHUT B
nepsoM ¢ouae obuto mpumepHo 2000 enunwmi. s ux pa3dopa U OpraHU3auu
KaTaJjora IepBbIM AUPEKTOPOM OMOIIMOTEKH TIaBOH ANTEKapCKON KaHIEISPHH
BeixoaueM u3 [ornananu P.K. ApecknnbiM OBl HA3HAUCH €0 CEKpeTaph Dilb-
3acckuii Hemen Maructp puimocodpun U.J. Llymaxep. Takum obpazom, yxe y
MCTOKOB Hallleil OMOIMOTEKH CTOSUIN BBIXOJIBI U3 PAa3HBIX CTpaH EBpOIIbI.

B nepeeie pecatunerus XVIII B. uHaye He Morio ObiTh, MOCKONBKY [leTp
Benukuii, 3anHTEpeCOBaHHBIN B Pa3BUTHH HayK, U, IIPEXK/IE BCETo, MPUKIIAJHBIX
HayK, JOJDKEH ObUT co3/aTh B Poccuy HAIMOHAIBHBIA KOJUICKTHB yUYEHBIX, HC-
M0JIb3Ys IIPU 3TOM BCe HakomuBIIMecs B 3anagHoil EBporne HaydHbIE OTKPBITHSA
u goctmwxeHus. Bo Bpems Bennkoro moconbscTBa, nocne nocemenus ['omuian-
JIMH, 9TOOBI HAYYHUThCS TaM MCKYCCTBY MOpEIUIaBaHuS M cymoctpoenus, [letp,
HE MOJIy4YHB yAOBJIETBOPEHUS OT ['OJIaHACKOW CyJOCTPOUTENBHOM HAayKH, OT-
npaBuiics B AHIIIHIO. O COCTOSHHM B 3TOM T'OCYAapCTBE CYA0XO/CTBA €My ObI-
JIO U3BECTHO yXK€ IOTOMY, YTO OJHHMM U3 €ro MpUOJIMKEHHBIX T'eHepasioB ObUI
3HAMEHUTHIH YYaCTHHK a30BCKMX 1Mox0/0B moTiaanaen [larpuk ['oppoH, a npy-
ro#t Beixonen u3 Hlotnanamu Oyxymmit rpad S.B. Bproc compoBoxman ero Bo
BpeMsi Bemmkoro moconscTBa M OBUI OCTaBIEH B AHIVIMM Uil HONy4YCHHS
MaTeMaTH4ecKoro 00pa3oBaHusl.

Ces13u Oynymiero umreparopa ¢ Auriueii B enom u ¢ llomnanaueit, B ya-
CTHOCTH, HE MPEKPaTHINCh U MOCcJe BO3BpaIleHHs nocoibeTBa B Poccuro. Hc-
TOPUYECKU TaK CIOXKMIIOCH, YTO PsiJl BUIHBIX FOCYAApCTBEHHBIX AesTenei Poc-
cuu XVIII B. Ben cBoe npoucxoxaenue u3 lotnanauu. 310 yKe yIOMSIHYThIS
Jxon Iarpuk Topmon (1635-1699), npiHUMABIIHN y4acTHE B a30BCKUX MOXO-
nax Ilerpa |, neito-menuk uapsi, 6ubnmmodun u yuensiii P.K. Apeckun (16...—
1718), cobpaBmmii 0JJHy M3 CAMBIX KPYITHBIX OMOIMOTEK TOTO BPEMEHHU, MOHHU-
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MaBIIMH TOJK B XOpOLIEH KHWUre, U Ha3zBaHHbIM Bbimie S1.B. bproc, moTroMoxk
LIOTJIAHJICKMX KOPOJIEH.

Heo0xoauMo OTMETHTB, 4TO YK€ B IEpBbIE JECATHIICTUS CBOETO CYIECTBO-
Banms Oynymas bubnnorexka Akagemun Hayk, Torna butmmnoreka Ero Benmue-
CTBa — TNOJIyo(HIMATbHOE HAa3BaHWE HAIIETO YYPEXKACHHS B TO BpeMs, —
COXpaHsJla B CBOMX ()OHZAX TPH KpPYMHBIX [UII TOIO BPEMEHH KHWDKHBIX
coOpaHusi, MMEBIIUX HerocpeacTBeHHoe oTHoureHne k lornmanmuu. Otn
6ubmmoTexkn Bo3HMKIM Ha pyoeske XVII-XVIII BB. u Obuti B 00mieM U 1iesnoMm
TUIIMYHBIMU JUTs 3anagHoi EBpomsl u coBepineHHO HeoOBYHBIME Ui Poccun
Havana XVIII B. B 1718 r. no pacnopsokenuto Ilerpa Benmkoro mis
nerepOyprckoii budnuorexku Ero BenndectBa ObLIO KyIUICHO COOpaHHE KHUT
KPYITHOTO MIOTJIAHJICKOTO YYEHOro Meauka, ¢miocoda, UCToprka Apundanbia
[Murtkapra, HacumTeBaroniee okoiao 2000 ToMOB. 3HATOK I'PEYECKOW M PHMCKOH
KITaCCHYIECKOH JuTeparypsl [InTkapH coOupalr Takke M KHUTH 10 CBOCH TIIaBHOM
CHEIHATLHOCTH — MeauipHe. Kpome Toro, B ero OuOimoTeke ObLIM B OOJIBIIOM
YHCJIE COYMHEHUSI €r0 COBPEMEHHHMKOB — aHIIMHCKUX y4eHbIX KoHna XVII —
nayana XVIII BB. Hu cobcrBenHOro sxcnumbprica, HU BIAAEIBUECKOTO TMEperieTa
kaurn IInTkapHa He mMeroT. MX MOXHO ompenenuTs JHOO MO JapCTBEHHBIM
3aIUCsIM, KOTOPBIX CPaBHUTEIBHO HEMHOTO, JIHOO 110 OMHUCH, cocTaBieHHOH B 30-x
rr. XVIII B. u xpansiueiics B ApxuBe AkazemMun Hayk. OmnpeseneHue KHUT IO
OITHCSIM BCET/a TPOBOJUTCS C OONBIION JOJIeH BEpOSTHsl, MOCKOJBKY ITOJ00HbIE
9K3EMIUIAPEI MOTIIM OBITh U B IPYTMX KHIDKHBIX COOpaHMsX, mocTynaBmmx B BAH
Ha BCEM NIPOTSDKEHUH €€ CyliecTBoBaHMA. OTHAKO HU B OIHOM Ipyroid 4acTHOM
oubnmoteke, cocraBubiied (QoHmpl BAH He ObUTO Takoro 4Ymciia MamsSTHUKOB
KJTaCCHYECKOH JIMTepaTypbl IpeBHOCTH. bubmoreka A. [TutkapHa 10 HacrosIiero
BPEMEHH SIBISICTCS OTHAM U3 KPYITHEHIINX 3arpaHUIHbBIX IPHOOPETCHUH.

Bropeim o Bpemenu nocrymienns B pouasl bubmmorekn Ero Benngectsa
SBJISIETCSI KHIDKHOE coOpaHue TIepBOro ee HayalbHUKa, Jieio-Menuka [lerpa Be-
mukoro P.K. Apecknna. OHO ObUTO KyIUIeHa BMeCTE€ C KaOMHETOM pelKocTer
mocye ero cMepT B 1718 1.

I'maBa Antexapckoro npukasa ypoxernen Lllotmannun gokrop Pobept Kapn
(nmu PoGept KapioBua) ApeckuH ObLT IPHUHAT Ha pyccKyro ciyx0y B 1700 ro-
ny. B 1713 r. Obi1 npousBesieH B jel0-Menuky, a B 1716 r. Ha3HaueH apxuat-
poM u npesuaeHToM Meaumunackoi komerun. O ToM, kak [leTp onenuan ero
3aCJIyTH CBHIETENIECTBYET OTHOIICHUE Iaps K €TO 3aBEIIAHUIO U TO [EPEMOHH-
anpHOE MmorpedeHne, KoTopoe eMy ObUI0 ycTpoeHo B IlerepOypre mo pacmops-
skenuto I[letpa.

Jlo HacTosImero BpeMeHN HUKTO HE 3aHMMaJICS Cephe3HO Onorpadueit mep-
BOTO JIEHO-MeNKa eTo MapcKoro BeinmdecTBa. PobepT ApeckuH MPOUCXOINIT U3
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omaropoxuoit [otnarnckoit damunmuu. OH momydnmn oOpa3oBaHWE B DIIUH-
OyprckoMm yHuBepcutere, 3areM B Ilapmxe mon HaOmonenuem xupypra I'.JK.
Bepse, nocie — B YTpexTckoM yHHBepcHUTeTe B ['oimanauy, rae nocie 3aim-
ToI B 1700 rogy mosyuus crenens 10KTopa GUiIocohuu U MEJULUHEL, YTO CaMO
1o cebe CBUIETENBCTBYET O €r0 HAayYHbBIX yCIleXaxX. 3a ero 3HaHMS M JTOCTHKe-
HUs B Haykax bpuranckoe Koporiesckoe OO6mecTBo n30pajo ero cBOMM diie-
HOM, KaKoBasi 4eCTh OKa3bIBajach B TO BpeMs BeCbMa HEMHOTHM. 110 npuObITHH
B Poccuto on Obu1 cHavana BpayoMm y KHs3s A.J[. Menmmkosa. [lo ero peko-
menparuu [letp | B 1707 romy Ha3Haumin ApecKWHA TIIaBOH ANTEKapCcCKOTo
npukasa. MHOTHE U3 COBPEMEHHUKOB, 3HABIINE APECKHHA JINYHO, B YACTHOCTH,
anrnmyanuH J[xoH [leppu n miemsiaauk I1. Topaona Anexcanap ['opaoH, Ha-
3BIBAIOT €ro 0JaropasyMHBIM, 00XOIUTEIBHBIM, IPSMOAYIIHBIM M OJIaroBOCIH-
TaHHBIM 4enioBekoM. [losTtomy m He ymuButensHo, uto Iletp |, ymeBmmii me-
HUTh WCTHHHBIC 3aCIIyTH, ITOpy4al €My HE TOJbKO IOYETHBIE NOJDKHOCTH, HO
IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM Te, KOTOpble TpeOoBalld 0COObIX 3HaHU. TakuMm M sBUIACh
HoBas st Poccun nomkHocTh HavaneHuka bubnmuorekn n KyHcTkamepsl, ko-
Topyto oH 3aHsu1 B 1714 1. [locne cmeptn nmunoro Bpaua Ilerpa | moxrtopa [o-
Henst B 1713 r. ApeckuH ObUT POU3BE/ICH B JICHO-MEIUKHU €ro BEIUYECTBA, a B
1716 r. momydYws YUH HUMIIEPATOPCKOrO COBETHHKA, apXHaTpa M IpPE3uICHTa
MenunuHckoi komteruu Poccun.

Bynyun neiib-menukom Ilerpa Bemmkoro, ApeckuH COIPOBOXIAl €ro B
1716-1717 B myremectBusax no ['epmannu, ['ommananu n Opanmun. mMeHHO
ApecknH 00baBHI Ha 3acemanuu I[lapmxckoit Akagemun o >xenanuu lletpa |
ctath ee wieHoM. O0 y4eHBIX MO3HAHUSIX ApPECKHHA CBHIETEILCTBYET €ro Ouo-
nmoTeka, coctosiBiuas n3 4200 u3naTenbCKUX eIUHMUI], ¥ OOJBbIIONH KaOWHET pa-
KOBHMH M MuHepasoB. Oba coOpaHus B mociencTBuu noctynuin B IlerepOypr-
ckyto bubnmmorexy u KyHctkamepy, TiaBoit KOTOpoii OH OBUT ¢ MOMEHTa €€ BO3-
HukHOBeHus B [lerepOypre. [locne cmeptn ApecknHa 3Ty IOJDKHOCTB 3aHSUT
noktop bimomenTpocT, BriociencTBuM nepBbiit npe3uaeHT [letepOyprekoii Axa-
JeMUH HayK.

Apeckun ymep B konue 1718 r. B Osonue. CBuaereneM 3aBemianusi ObuI
NOJIKOBHUK apTuiuiepud u Ononenxuii komeHnant ['eopr Bunbrensm ¢on I'e-
kuHT. [1o cBoeMy 3aBemannio ApecKHH OTKa3an cBoe nMeHue [ abiesns co Bee-
MH KpecTbsiHaMu crapureil nouepu [letpa npuniecce Anne. Haxonusmmecs B
AHTIMM IEHBIH OTJA]l MaTePH M CECTPaM, UM K€ JOJDKHBI ObUTH TIEPEHTH ICHB-
ru oT npojaxu IletepOyprckoro noma u 6ubauorekn. Haxonusmmuecs mpu HeM
B [lerepOypre neHbIH U UMYIIECTBO OH Iepenall Ha OJIarOTBOPHUTENBHBIE HYXK-
Il JleHbIH, TOTyYeHHBIE OT MPOAAXH KaOMHeTa PEeAKOCTEH, IPOCHI 0TOCTIaTh
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B ToCIUTaNb 1 Oenupix B DnuHOypre. Llens 3acmyru Apeckuna, Iletp Ilep-
BBIH ITOBEJIEI IOXOPOHUTH €TI0 B TOJIBKO YTO OCHOBaHHOM HeBckoMm MOHacTeIpe.

bubnuorexka Apeckuna s Poccun navana XVIII B. npeacraBnser coGoit
SIBJICHUE YHUKAJIbHOE — B HEW HAXOAMIOCH TaKOEe KOJMYECTBO PEAKOCTEH, Kak
HU B OJIHOW JPYrodl coBpeMeHHOH el OmOmmorexe Poccum. ApeckuH uMmen u
COOCTBEHHBIN 3KCIMOpPHC — OAWH W3 PaHHMX KHIDKHBIX 3HakoB Poccnu, —
npencTaBisIBIIMA co00i pomoBoii repd Apeckuna. Kpome toro, ¢ 1716 (Bpems
nocrymienus B bubnunoreky Ero BenmuectBa mepemierunka X. buthepa) mo
1718 r. Bce xkHUTH ApeckuHa OO OBUTH TIEPEIUICTCHBI B XapaKTepHBIN Kpac-
HBII TMeperieT ¢ mMu(pPoM CHCTEMAaTHYECKOH pacCTaHOBKM Ha KOpPEIIKE, JIH00
TIOJTYYHITH HAKJIEHKY Ha KOPELIOK C YKa3aHHBIM HIH(POM.

Apeckun — mnepBblii 6nbmmodwun B Poccuu, koTopslii OyKBaJIbHO HE MOT
MIPOMTH MHUMO TIOHpaBHBLIEHCS eMy KHHUTH. [Ipndem ero HukomMm oOpazoMm He
OCTaHABJIMBAJIO TO, YTO KHWTA IIpeAHA3Hayanach Uil (JOHIOB BBEPEHHOH eMy
oubnuoreku. Hanpumep, 4acTh KHUT U3 ANITEKapCKOro MpHKasa ocena B coopa-
HUHM Jeli0-menuka u ronana B bubianorexy Ero Benmuuectsa yxe nocie cmeptu
ee Biasenbia. OO ATOM CBHUAETENBCTBYIOT KpacHbIE KOJKaHbIC HAKJIEHKH Ha KO-
pelIKax, HHOTAA 3aKPBIBAIONINE BECh KOPEIIOK, HHOTJA TOJIBKO €ro BEPXHIOK0
94acTh, KOTOPBIE MMEIOTCSI Ha KHUTaX, UMEIOIIUX BCE XapaKTepHbIE NMPU3HAKU
NPUHAUISKHOCTH K APYroMy YacTHOMY WIIM TOCYJIapCTBEHHOMY COOpPaHHIO.
[ToaTBepneHrEM TOMY CITy’KaT IOJIMCTHBIE 3allMCH Ha NMEPBBIX JICTaX, CBHIC-
TEJILCTBYIONIHE O MPONCXOKACHIH KHUTH, a MHOT/IA M COXPAaHUBINAsICS HAKIEH-
Ka Ha BEpXHEH KpHIIIKe NeperuieTa ¢ ykasanueM: “ M3 antexn” . K Takum KHATaM
oTHOcsiTcst counHenusi KnaBaus ["aneHa, KOHBOMIOT M3 3-X aJUIUTaTOB C COYM-
HeHusimu AGy6erpa, nockopuna, U. Kapaano u U. Jlonuuepa n MHOTHE 1pYy-
THE.

OcoOr1it mHTEpec mpeacrapiser counnenue Jlemppuo. Kaura mmeer mepe-
IUIET KOPUYHEBOW KOXXH C THCHEHBIMH 30JI0TOM JIWJIMSIMA U MOHOTPaMMaMu
Jlronosuka X1V mox kopoHamu. Ha 00enx KpBINIKax BBITUCHEH CYIEPIKCIHO-
puc rep6d dpaniy3ckoro kopoissi. Ha xopeke Hakieiika u3 xpacHol koxu (pa-
601el ButHepa) ¢ mmppom GubIHOTEKH ApecknHa. COXPaHUINCEH MTOJOBHHBI
¢dop3aueB u3 Oymaru “naBiuHbE 1epo”, NPUKpPEIVICHHbIE K Kpbimkam. O mpu-
HaJUIS)KHOCTH K OMOIMOTEeKe ANITEKapCKOTo MPHKa3a CBUIECTELCTBYIOT OCTaTKU
HaKJICHKN Ha PyCCKOM S3bIKE€ Ha BepXHeH Kpbimike. Ha TuTynpHOM sncte nme-
FOTCSl TIOMETHI, B TOM YHUCIIE TIEPBOHAYAIBHBIN IITaMII AKaIeMIYecKon Onbmmo-
Teku. OgHaKo cyapba pacmopsianiIack Tak, YTO MOCHE CMEPTH ApecKkuHa 3Ta
KHUTA, KaK ¥ MHOTHE JpYTrHe, CHOBAa BEPHYJIHCh B Ty OMOIMOTEKY, Il KOTOPO
OHa paHee MpeJHa3HavalIach.
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B xHmWKxHOM coOpanmn ApeckiHa OBUIO MHOTO W3JaHWM, HAlleYaTaHHBIX B
bpuranun, ¢ KoTopoll OH 10 MOCIHETHUX THEW HE Tepsl CBA3M, O YEM IPSAMO
CBHUJIETEIIBCTBYET €T0 3aBElIaHNuE.

Jlo koHIa >xu3HK OB cBs3aH ¢ bpuraHueil 1 Biasesnen TpeTbero KHWKHOTO
cobpanus reHepai-denpaneiixmeiicrep S.B. bproc. On Op1 chiHOM Brmmma
Bproca, Bexoana n3 UloTnananm, MOTOMKa IIOTIAHICKOTO Koposst PoGepra
Bproca, koTopsiii mpuexan B Poccuto 3anoiro o Hayana pegopm [lerpa Benu-
koro. S1.B. Bproc, Oonbmias 4acTs KU3HHA KOTOPOTO mponuia psgoMm ¢ [letpom,
OBIT YEITOBEKOM JHIIMKIIONIEANIECKH 0O0pa3oBaHHBIM. MaTeMaTHIECKyI0 HayKy
OH OCBaWBal B AHIVIMM U TEpBBIM B Poccuy BOCHPUHSIT HBIOTOHHAHCKYIO (H-
socoduro. OnHa U3 KPYMHBIX HaydyHbIX OHOIHOTeKk Hawaiga XVIII B., HacuUuThI-
Baromas Oosiee MOJyTOpa THICSY TOMOB, — KHIDKHOE coOpanue SlkoBa Bumu-
MoBn4a bproca nociie ero cmeptu ObUIO B3ATO B AKaAEMHIO HayK, MUHYS TIpsi-
MBIX HaCJIE€IHHWKOB. Bummmo, mo aHamornu ¢ OnOMMoTeKkoil ApecknHa JOJIroe
BpeMsl CUMTaJM, YTO CBOM KHHWTH M KaOWHET peaxoctel bproc 3aBeman Tomy
YUPEXJICHNIO, C KOTOPBIM OH OBUI CBs3aH B Iocieanue rojpl. Jleno obcrosio
nnave. Korna msBectue o cmepru bproca nocturio IlerepOypra, ObIBIIHiA B TO
BpeMs mpe3ugeHToM Akagemun Hayk Oapon M.A. Kopd, 3Has ero Oubmmorexy
U KaOMHEeT peIKOCTeH U pas3ziesisisi ero yBIEUCHUE OKKYJIbTHBIMH HayKaMH, J10-
Owics oT umIiepaTpuibl AHHBI M10aHHOBHBI PacHOpSHKEHUS] MOCKOBCKOMY T'e-
Hepan-TyOepHaTopy CanThIKOBY NepeBe3TH KHHTH M PEIKOCTH bproca m3 ero
MOcKoBckoro noma B IlerepOypr. ms cocraBmenus omwmceit B MockBy OBLIH
OTHpaBJIeHbI ciyXkaline AkageMun Hayk Tuneman u Ananeus. B nexadpe 1735
I'. KHUTU U KOJUJICKIIUS pe[lKOCTeﬁ BMCCTC C COCTaBJICHHBIMU OITMCAMU 6bIJ'II/l ne-
peBe3eHbl B AkaneMuio HayK. KHUTM mepenaBamich B OMONMOTEKY, a penKko-
cri — B KyHCTKaMepy B Tedenue aByx Jert, ¢ 1735 mo 1737 r.*

Coparnuk [lerpa |, renepain-¢enpaneiixmeiicrep, a B KOHIE XKH3HU TeHEpa-
¢enpamapmran S1.B. Bproc pomuncst B Mockse B 1669 r. Bee sHumknoneauye-
CKHE CIIPaBOYHMKHU BIUIOTH J0 HACTOSIIETO BPEMEHH YKA3bIBAIOT ATy €0 POXK-
nenus — 1670 r., 4To He cornacyercs co CBEISHUSMH, JaHHBIMH B JKaJIOBaH-
HOM rpamMoTe Ha JIBOPSIHCKOE JIOCTOWHCTBO, OJMH W3 JK3EMIUISIPOB KOTOpPOU
XpaHUTCcA B pykonucHoM otaene bAH.

1 Marepwuassl 1 ucropuu umi. Akagemuu Hayk. CII6., 1886. T. 2. C. 257; Tatues B.H. Ucropus
Poccuiickas. JI., 1968. T. 7. C. 437, npum. 3; Epodeea A.D.; Cungees B.H. SlkoB Bunnmosnu
Bproc (Marepuasl k Guorpaduu) // Marepuaisl 1 cooOlueHus o (OHAAM OT/EeNa PYKOIHCHON 1
pexnxoii kuurn bubnuorekn Poceniickoit Akagemun Hayk. CI16., 1994. C. 211-226.; CasenbeBa E.A.
Bbubnmotrexa S1.B. Bproca B cobpannun BAH CCCP // Pycckue 6ubanorexku u ux untarens (M3 ucro-
puH pycckoil KyisTypsl smoxu ¢eoxausma) / Tlox pen. b.b. ITnorposckoro u C.II. Jlymmosa. JI.:
Hayxka, 1983. C. 123-134.
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Bckope mocne poxxaenust S1.B. bproca cemps mepeexania Ha MECTO CITY>KOBI
ero orna Bunuma Bproca B I1ckos. Buum bproc mokunyn poauny okoso 1647
rojia B CBSI3M C ITPUX0J0M K Biactu KpomBens u Bckope obocHoBaicst B Poccun.
Ceoum netsm SlkoBy (Sko0y danuento) u Pomany (PoGepty) oH man xopormree
oOpa3zoBaHue #, 0e3yCIOBHO, OOYYMII WX aHTIUICKOMY W MIOTIAHACKOMY S3bI-
kaM. 3HaHne 3Tux sa3bIkoB B Poccum xonma XVII — wagana XVIII B., 1a u B
bonee mo3aHee Bpemsi, ObUTO OOJbIION penkocThio. B 1683 r. SIko6 u Poman
MOCTYIWIN B OTEIIHbIE BoWicka 1apeBnya [lerpa. C aToro BpeMeHH UX Cyap0bl
TecHO meperuienuck ¢ cyapbamu Ilerpa u Poccun. S.B. Bproc nmpuaMMan yda-
ctue B KpeiMCKkOM 1 A30BCKOM MOXO/aX PYCCKOTO BOWCKa, BXOIWJI B COCTaB
“Benukoro noconscta” 1697-1698 rr.

B suBape 1698 r. pycckoe noconscTBo Bo riase ¢ [letpom | mpuOsuto u3
Tonnanguu B Anrnuio. B ero 3amaum BXOAMIO HaMEpeHHE 3aBs3aTh CBS3HU C
aHIVIMIICKUMH yY€HbIMH, IJIABHBIM 00pa3oM ¢ MaTeMaTHKaMU M acCTPOHOMAaMH,
KOTOpBIE MOTJIM COJICHCTBOBATh 3aBe/IeHHI0 Mopckoro ¢uorta B Poceu, u ckito-
HHUTh X K Hepee3ly B ATy CTpaHy. BHINONHsAA posib mepeBoqYuKa (TonMmava)
IIPH TI0COIBbCTBE, BpIOC TOMKEH ObUT BECTH MEPErOBOPhI C STHMH yUCHBIMH-,
Korna B anpeie toro ke roza Ilerp BMecTe ¢ OCONBCTBOM HMOKUHYJ AHIJIHIO,
Bproc ocrancst TaM U 110 MOBENIEHUIO apst 00yYascsi TOYHBIM HayKaM M ITPaKTH-
YeCKOMY WX INPUMEHEHHIO, B YAaCTHOCTH, H3TOTOBJIEHHIO aCTPOHOMHYECKHX
mpudopos. IlepBeiMu yuntensmu bproca O0pumm matematuku [xoH Koicos, B
JIOME KOTOpOTO OH XM, U acTpoHOMHI J[xoH ®Pnemctun u OamyHa ['amneit.
3aech xe B AHTIMU bproc BrepBbie MO3HAKOMUIICS C 3aKOHOM BCEMUPHOTO Tsi-
roTeHus!, OTKpbITEIM M. HploTOHOM, ¥ cTan ero BepHbIM nocienosarenem. I1o
CJIOBaM OJHOTrO aHTIIMYaHWHA, MoObIBaBiero B Poccum mo 1715 r., mmeHHO
Gmaromapst bprocy B MockBe B TO BpeMs YK€ pacCyXKAaiH ‘o HOBOM cucTeme
BCEJICHHOMU, KOTOpYI0 n300pen cap Mcaak HeroTon” 3,

BosBpaTtuBmmics Ha poauny B 1699 r., Bproc mo nosenenwuto Ilerpa | mpunsin
ydacTre B opraHmzanun B Mockse “Hapuramkoid mIKoisl’, KOTOpas pacroio-
xuiack B CyxapeBoil OalrHe, TIe pa3Melanach TaKKe MepBas pycckas acTpo-
HOMHYeCKas obcepBaTopus’. 3aHMMas OIDKHOCTh reHepai-(enbaeiixmeiicre-

! Jiynnos C.I1. Bu6nuotexa 5. B. Bpioca. C. 249-250; CoeTckast HCTOpHUECKas SHIUKIIONEHs. M.,
1964, T. 2. C. 775; baursiu-Kamenckuii J[.H. Brorpadun pocCHiicKiux reHepatncCuMyCOB U TeHe-
pan-denpamapmanos. CII6., 1840. Y. 1. C. 147-148; Ilexapckuii ILI1. Hayka u auteparypa B Poc-
cun npu ITerpe Benmkom. CII6., 1862. T. 1. C. 290-291.

2 Anppees A.U. Ierp | 8 Aurium B 1698 . // Tletp Benuknii. M.; J1., 1947. C. 70-71; Boce B. Heto-
toH B Poccuu // Bonpocsr rctopuu ectecTBo3Hanmst u Texuuku. 1973. Bei. 3 (44). C. 1-32.

3 Boce B. Hetoton B Poccun. C. 32; Boss V. Newton and Russia. The Early Influences. 1698-1798.
Cambridge, 1972. P. 68-69.

4 Yenakan C.A. OuepKkH 110 HCTOPUHU pyccKoii acTporomuu. M.,1951. C. 68-69.
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pa pycckux BOHCK, yxe B 1701 r. Bproc BeIHYX/EH ObLT 0TKA3aThCsl OT PYKOBO-
JCTBA IIKOJION, TaK KaK JOJKEH ObUI BBICTYIIUTh B IIOXOJ MPOTUB IIBEAOB K I'0-
pony Hapse. B oOcepBaropun e OH NpoAOJKan BECTH HAOJIIONEHHUs, KOTIa
BO3Bparaics B MOCKBy.

S1.B. bproc ObUT HE TOJNEKO YYEHBIM-aCTPOHOMOM, OH KOMaHIOBAJl apTHLIe-
pueit u npu Hapse, u B IlontaBckom cpaxenu, yuactsosai B IIpyTrckom moxo-
Jie, nepeBoaAmI KHUry Ui MockoBckoii u [TetepOyprekoii Tunorpaguii. B 1717
roZy OH CTaJl CEHAaTOpOM M mpe3uaeHToM bepr- m ManydakTyp-Kojuieruu.
Bptoc obnanan He3aypsAHBIMH AWIUIOMATHIECKUMH CHOCOOHOCTSIMH, KOTOpBIE
Iletp | HEOOHOKPATHO HCIIOIB30BAIL. bproc Besl MEPETOBOPHI O 3aKIFOYEHIH MU-
pa co IlIserueii Ha Ananackom koHrpecce. [losxe, B aBrycte 1721 r., BMecTe ¢
A1 OcrepManHOM OH noOwmiIcs BeIroHOTO JUisi Poccnn Humranrckoro mupa.
o nmoesnxu B HumranT despane toro ke roxa bproc nomyuwnn rpadcekoe goc-
TOMHCTBO W COOCTBEHHBIN TepO ¢ opreHcKol eHToit AHapes IlepBo3BaHHOTO.
U3 ponoBoro rep0a moTiaHacKux 0apoHOB BprocoB oH COXpaHMIT TOJIBKO JAEBU3
“Fuimus’, T. e. “Mp1 6buti” . QUTYpBI, TONACPKUBAIOUINE IIUT TepOa, B3ATHI U3
AHTJIMACKOM TepalIbIuKU. DTO aHrUicKkuit JIeB U moTnanackui E}IHHOpOFl.

ITocne cmeptu Ilerpa | Bproc, HE *kenast ydacTBOBAThH B CIIOpax 3a BEPXOB-
HYIO BJIAaCTh B CTpaHe, BBIIIEN B OTCTaBKY B 3BaHHMHU T'eHepasia-(espaMapiiaia u
yIAIWICSL B CBOE ITOJMOCKOBHOE MMeHHE [ JHHKM. 3/1eCh OH IIOYTH BCE CBOE
BpEMs TIOCBSITWJI HAYYHBIM 3aHATHSIM — HM3YYEHHIO (DU3UKH, XUMHH, METEOPO-
JIOTHH M, KOHEYHO, acTpoHOMHH. OH pa3padoTai MpOoeKT COOCTBEHHOIO T0Ma B
I'muHKaX ¥ MPEeIyCMOTPES B HEM acCTPOHOMHUECKYHO 00CepBaToOpHIo, 000py10-
BaHHYIO 110 HOBEHIIMM JIOCTIIKEHUSIM €BPOICHCKON HayKH, NMOCKOJBKY MOJ-
JCP)KUBAJl CBS3M C YYEHBIMHM, OCOOCHHO C aHIJIMHCKHUMH (HU3MKaMH U
aCTp0HOMaMH2. ITocne cmeptu Bproca B 1735 r. oOcepBaropusi mpekpaTiia
CBOE CYIIECTBOBaHME W OblIa mepecTpoeHa. JIoM coxpaHmiCs 10 HACTOSIIEro
BpEMEHH, TpaBia B IiepecTpoeHHOM Buie. Bo Bpemena bproca oH wumen
ME30HHH C JByMsl TeppacaMi, Ha OJHOW M3 KOTOpPBIX M Oblta oOOpynoBaHa
obcepatopusi. [lo3aHee OH ObLT TIEPECTPOCH, U TEPpPachl ObUTH TIEpeIeIaHbl B
O6])I‘IHI)IC KOMHATBI TPETHEr'0 dTa)ka.

Haubonee BaxHbIM [yl Hayku B Poccnu B Hay4yHOW M ITPOCBETHTEIHCKON
JeaTeNnpHOCTH bproca sSBisieTcss TOT MEepHol, KOTJla OH HEMOCPEICTBEHHO TpH-
HEMAJl y4acTHe B COOBITHAX pycckoi sxxu3uu (¢ 1697 mo 1725 rr.) Bymyun B co-

! deiirnna C.A. Ananjckuii kourpecc: Bremmss nonuruka Poccun B xonne CeBepHoii BoiHEL M.,
1959. C. 200; bpuxkuep A.I'. Uctopust [Terpa Bemukoro. CII6., 1882. C. 545, 551.

2 Yenakan B.JI. Ouepku 1mo ucropuu pycckoil acrpouomuu. C. 78-79; Banrsun-Kamencknit JI.H.
JlestHUSI 3HAMEHUTHIX OJIKOBOALIEB M MUHUCTPOB, CIYKHBIIHMX B napcrBoBanue Ilerpa Bennkoro. 2-
e usn. M., 1821. C. 219.
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craBe “Bemmkoro moconscTBa”, bproc 3aBs3an HaydHbIe 3HAKOMCTBA B ["0mman-
JMU, HO 0COOCHHO Ba)KHBIMH JUIS1 HETO OKa3aluch CBs3H ¢ AHriuei u lllotnan-
JIMeH, MX OH COXPaHWII O KOHIA CBOMX JHEH. OO0 3TOM roBOPUT HAIMYUE B €TO
O6nOIMOTEKE MHOTOUYMCIIEHHBIX M3/IaHMS TPYAOB aHTIMHCKUX YYEHBIX, OIMyOiH-
KOBAHHBIX BIUIOTH N0 1733 1., B ToM uncie counnenus U. Herorona. Ho Tou-
Hble HAyKH M NIPUKJIAJHAs MeJULIIHA HEOOXOANMas B TO BpPeMsl, HE COCTABIIIIN
€JJMHCTBEHHBII KPYTI MHTEepecoB bproca.

C 1705 r. bproc no pacnopsbxenuro [letpa | Hag3mpan 3a MOCKOBCKHI THITO-
rpadueii B. Kunpuanopa. B ero 00s3aHHOCTH BXOJWIIO peJaKTHPOBAHUE H3/a-
HUH, BBIMYCKaeMBIX 3TOH THIorpaduelt, perymsapHas myonukanusa “Kanenna-
peil, uiaM MecsAIecaIoBOB” Ha KaXIbIH rofi, epeBo], peAaKTHPOBAHHE U COYU-
HEHUE KHUT 110 Pa3IMYHBIM 00JIacTsSM Haykd. B TO Bpems OH Hamwcal W Hame-
yarain Tpu KHUTH “O mpeBpameHnn GUryp IIOCKUX BO HHBIE TAKOBA JKe COJIep-
xauus” (M., 1708), “JIeKCHKOH PyCCKO-TOJUIAHICKHUA W TOJIIAHACKO-PYCCKHUi"
(M., 1717), “KOHocTtu vecTHOe 3epiano” (mepBoe M3aaHue BHIILIO B MOCKBE B
1717 r.) B coaBTopcTBe ¢ ['aBpumiom ByxuuckuMm u nepeBogurkom M.B. Tlay-
3¢,

O0a JexcHKoHa OBUIM COCTaBIICHBI JUIs paboTHI HaJl MEpeBOIOM KHUTH Bu-
muma Cesena “HckyccrBo muaepnaniackoro sizeika” (CII6., 1717), koropyro
Bptoc B 310 Bpems nepeBouII C roUIaHCKOrO s3bka. KHura He Oblia ero mnep-
BEIM TIepeBoxdeckuM onbiToM. B mepenmcke bproca ¢ [lerpom | u qpyrumu ro-
CYAapCTBEHHBIMH JSSATENIIMA HEOAHOKPATHO COOOLIASTCS, YTO BO BPEMsI BOCH-
HBIX 10X0J10B bproc 3aHuMascs nepeBogaMy MM PEJaKTHPOBAHUEM IIEPEBOJIOB
KHHT, HEOOXOIMMBIX Il HAYYHBIX 3QHATHIl, CICTAHHBIX HHBIMH JTIO{bMH’.

S1.B. bprocy npuHaaieXUT YECTh IEPEBOIA HA PYCCKUMN S3bIK IEPBOM KHUTH,
HareyaTaHHOW rpaxxaaHckum mmpudrom B Mockse B 1708 r. B Tunorpaduu Ba-
cunnst KunipuanoBa — counnenust bypkxapna ¢on ITiopkenmreiina “I'eomer-
pus, cnaBeHckun 3emsiemepue”’. HekoTopele uccienoBareny Nake Has3bIBaId
bproca ee aBTopoM. OHa 13 IepeBeIeHHBIX UM KHUT “KHUra MUpO3peHHs, Wi
MmHeHne 0 HebecHbIx Ti00ycax” X. Ioiirenca (CII6., 1717) monyuwna B odu-
IUATBHBIX Kpyrax Ha3BaHHUE “epeTHdecKoi”, MOCKOJIbKY B HEl H3narajach re-
nuonentpuueckas cucrema H. Koneprnka®.

OnHako M B TeX CIy4Yasx, Koraa Bproc BEICTyIal B poiu perakTopa nepeBo-
Jia, eMy NPUXOJUIOCh MHOTOE JOJeIbIBaTh CAMOMY, @ HHOT/A MOYTH LETHKOM
MePEBOJUTh KHUTY 3aHOBO. bproc pepakTupoBan nepeBobl CIECAYIOLUIUX KHUI:

! Jlymnos C.I1. 1) Kuura B Poccun. C. 187; 2) bubmuoreka 5.B. Bpioca. C. 253; brixosa T.A., I'y-
peend M.M. Onucanue u3nanuii rpaxxaanckoit nedatu. M.; JI., 1955. Ne 6, 18, 228, 232, 378.

2 Mexapckuii I1IT. Hayka u mutepatypa npu Ilerpe Bemixom. T. 1. C. 292-295,

% Jlyrmos C.II. 1) Kuura B Poccuu. C. 188; 2) Bu6nuorexa S1.B. Bproca. C. 252-253.
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“Hoseiimee ocHOBaHME W TIpakTHKa apTwiuiepun” Dpucra Bpayna (M., 1709);
“HoBoe KpernocTHOe CTpOeHHEe Ha MOKPOM MJIM HU3KOM ropu3onte” MuuHo Ky-
ropua (M., 1709); “ Vuenue u npaktuka aptuniepun” Moranxa 3urmynna Byx-
Hepa (M., 1711); “Tabauiel CHHYCOB, TAHTeHCOB U cekaHcoB” A. Biakka (M.,
1716); “3emHOoBOmHOTO Kpyra KpaTkoe ommcanue” Woranma I'oGuepa (M.,
1719)". Jlnst mocnenneii kHuru mo pacropspkermio Ilerpa | Bpioc mcmpaBmn
riaBy o PycckoM rocynapctse u 3aMeHMI TpaaulMoHHOE uist 3anaaHoi EBpo-
IIBI €ro Ha3BaHUe “MockoBus” Ha HOBOE, IPUHATOE B Halel crpaHe “Poccus”.
K »T0i1 e KHHTE OH IOJKEeH OBUT HallMCcaTh COBEPIICHHO HOBYIO TIaBy o Poc-
CH{, OCHOBAaHHYIO Ha JAHHBIX T'€OAE3MYECKHX CBHEMOK Pa3IMYHBIX OOnacTei
Pycckoro rocynapctea. Ho B To Bpemsi pe3ysibTaThl CheMOK €IIe He ObLIH I0-
JTyYeHBI U [71aBa OCTAIACH HEHAHCAHHOM .

[Mopyuenne Iletpa |, oTHOCAIICECS K Teorpaduu, HE OBUIO CIIyYaiHBIM, TO-
CKOJIbKY Bproc HEOIHOKpAaTHO NMPHUMEHSAT COOCTBEHHBIE aCTPOHOMMYECKUE Ha-
OJIFOJICHUS JIJIS IPAKTHYESCKUX I1EJICH, B YaCTHOCTH, JUIsS COCTaBJICHHS KaJCH/a-
peii. Kpome Toro, on eme B 1696 r. cocraBui xapty yacti EBponeiickoii Poc-
CHH K 0Ty OT MOCKBBHI /10 Y4epHOMOPCKOTO 1obepesxpst Typiun 1mo MaTepuanam
renepan-maiiopa hon Menrgena®. OHako MHTEpeC K HCTOPHMKO-reorpacmue-
CKUM HaykaM y bproca mociie coctaBiieHus 3ToW KapThl He mponain. B 1715 r.
oH npencrasua [lerpy | 3amucky o momb3e 1 HEOOXOJMMOCTH M3YUYEHUS T€0-
rpaduu. B TO e BpemMs OH momorain mepBoMy pycckomy uctopuorpady B.H.
TatuiueBy B ero 3aHATHAX MO TreorpadMu M KapTOBEACHHUIO, a BIIOCIEACTBHU
HEOJTHOKPATHO YKa3bIBAI €My, IJIC HAXOIUTCS HEOOXOIMMBIH JjIsl paOOThl HaJ
“Ucropueit Poccuiickoil” MCTOYHUK MO PYCCKOM MCTOPHM HAayajbHOTO IIEPUO-
;[a4. 06 sToMm cooburn Tarumes B cBoeit kaure: “bymyqan B Cenare, S1.B. bproc
TOBOPHWJI, YTO M3-3a OTCYTCTBHA reorpaduueckoro ommcanus Poccun u kapt
PyccKoro rocyapeTBa GONBIION Bpe IPHKIIOYaeTcs” .

O 3zamstusx S1.B. bproca maremaTnkoif, acrpoHomuei, ¢opruduxanmei,
(u3MKOH, XUMHEH N IPYyTIMU TOYHBIMH M TEXHUYECKHMMH HAayKaMH M UX MPaK-
THYECKUM IPHUMEHEHUEM CYILECTBYET JOCTATOYHO OOCTOSITENbHASI INTEPATypa,
IMoKa3hbIBaromas, 4To OH, Kak u 6OJ'leJl/IHCTBO €Tr0 YUCHBIX COBPEMCHHUKOB, 6bIJ'I

1 BeikoBa T.A.; T ypeBud M.M. Omucanue u3nanuii rpaxxaanckoit meuaru. Ne 22, 24, 51, 220, 336.

2 exapcxuit [1.I1. Hayka u murepatypa npu Ilerpe Bemmxom. T. 1. C. 300.

3 I'nyuesa B.®. eorpacduueckuii nenaprament Axagemun sayk XVIII 8. M.; JI., 1946. C. 17; npun.
Il. Ne 4. Kapra 6bi1a Haneyatana B AMcrepaame B tunorpaduu Sna Teccunra, ee MOUTMHHUK Xpa-
uutcs B PO BAH.

4 Aunpees A.1. Tpyast B.H. Tatumesa no reorpadun Poccun. // Tatumes B.H. M36panmsie Tpy !
o reorpadun Poccuu. M., 1950. C. 4.

® Tatummes B.H. Ucropus Poccuiickas. T. 1. C. 88-89.
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10 CBOMM CKJIOHHOCTSIM BH]_II/IKJIOHCﬂI/ICTOMl. U ero Gospiuas OnOIHOTEKA, Ha-
cunteiBaromas 6oee 1500 TOMOB, B COOTBETCTBHH C €r0 HAYYHBIMH MHTEpPECa-
MH TaKke HOCHJIa YHUBEpPCAJbHBIH XapakTep, ¢ SBHBIM NpeolnagaHueM (Gusm-
KO-MaTeMaTH4eCKNX M TEXHHYECKHX KHWT. Bropoe mecto B ero cobpanum 3a-
HIMAeT JINTEpaTypa [0 MEIMIMHE, HMEBIIAs IPUKIATHON XapaKTep?,

Kak mokasanu uccienoBaHusi coctaBa OuOimorekn bproca, mpoBeneHHbIE
C.I1. JIynmoBbIM, 3TO KHH)KHOE COOpaHHe HOCWIO pabo4Hii XapakTep U MOYTH
HE MMeJIO CITy4allHOH JuTeparypsl. Peku B HEM U ITOJHOCHBIE POCKOIIHBIE K-
3eMILISPBI, HE OTBEYAIOIINE HAYYHBIM UHTEpECaM Biajelblia. VckiioueHue co-
CTaBJISIOT JIBe KHUTH. [lepBasi 13 HUX — PYKOITUCH Ha JIATUHCKOM si3bike “ [Tuch-
Ma Maptuna [IumkoBckoro” — Oblia mogapena bprocy 6aponom I'. Troticce-
HOM TIOCNIe 3aKifoueHHss Hwumraarckoro mupa, O 4eM Ha KHHTE HMeeTcs
coOcTBeHHOpYYHast ToMeTa OapoHa: “Ero cuarenbcTBy rocmonuny rpady bpro-
Ccy, TeHepain-Qenpaneixmeincrepy, npe3uaeary bepr- m Manydaxtyp-Koyiersii
€ro LApCKOr0 BEJMYEeCTBA M €ro MOJHOMOYHOMY MHHUCTpY Ha KoHrpecce mis
3aKITIOYEHHS MEPA, KaBanepy opaeHa cB. Anzpes Ileppo3annoro””.

Bropas xaura Haneuarana B HiopaOepre Ha HemenkoM si3eike B 1682 r. OTo
“Teopus u npaktuka aptwuiepun’ W.3. byxuepa. Ha tutynsHOM sHcTe m0-
HeMelkH rnouepkoM bproca Hanmcano: “IlogapeHa ero napckuM BbICOYECTBOM
HacieausiM npuHneM. 1704 r. Hapea”. Ee Bproc momyunn ot napesuua Ajek-
cest [lerpoBuua, BUIMMO, mociie mobebl BO BTOPOU HAPBCKOW OUTBE, COCTOSIB-
mreiicst 8 1704 r.* Tlo sToMy sk3eMIusipy Bproc mpaBui pycckuii mepeBoy.

B Oubnuoreke bproca Taxke MOYTH HET KHUT Ha TeX sI3bIKaX, KOTOPBIMH OH
He BJIajiel, HApuMep, Ha (PaHIly3cKOM s3bIKke”. 110 COXpaHMBIIMMCS Hepea-
TOYHBIM OITUCIM OMOJIMOTEKH, OOJIBIINE BCETO B HEW OBLIO KHUT HA HEMEIKOM
s3pike — 658 k3. Ha BTOpOM MecTe ObLna JinTeparypa Ha aHTJIHMHACKOM SI3bI-

! Yenakan B.JI. Ouepku 10 ucTOpHH pycckoii actporomu. C. 65-89; IMexapckuit ILIT. Hayxa u -
teparypa npu Ilerpe Bemukom. C. 289-290; XmbipoB M. JI. ['1aBHbIC HaYaJIbHUKH PYCCKOW apTHII-
nepun. 2-i renepan-genbaueiixmeiicrep rpad Skos Buimmosuu bproc (1704-1726). // Apruie-
puiickuii xxypHai. 1866. Ne 2, heBpains, ota. Heod. cmecs. C. 81-84; Boss V. 1) Newton and Russia
P. 61-77; 2) Russia s first Newtonian: Newton and J. D. Bruce. // Archives internationales d’ histoire
des sciences. An. 15. Ne 60-61. P. 233-240.

2 Jlymmos C. I1. 1) Kaura B Poccunu. C. 192-203; 2) bubnuoreka S1.B. Bpioca. C. 260-272.

% Szyszkowski Martinus. Martini Szyszkowski primum Leuceoriensis, postea Polocensis episcopi...
Epistolae an. 1604. 5, 6, 7, 18, 19. Illudp: PO BAH 0. Ne 45.

4 Buchner J. S. Theoria et praxis artilleriae. Niirnberg, 1682. (Illucp: 5025.f./1756); Myp3anosa
M.H. IlepBbie (OH/IBI PYKOIUCHBIX KHUI AKaaeMUdYeckol Oubimoreku. // Ucropudeckuil 04epk 1
0030p ¢oumoB Pykomucuoro oraena bubmmorexn akamemun Hayk CCCP. M.; JI., 1956. Bom. 1.
C.127.

® Jlynnos C.I1. Kunra B Poccun. C. 195. TTo aaunemv C.I1. Jlynmosa B 6uGnuoreke bproca, Hacun-
TeiBatoreit 6onee 1500 Ha3BaHuii, Ha paHIly3CKOM si3bIKe ObUTO Beero 11 KHur.
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ke — 308 »k3. B MeHbeM yucie ObLIM KHUTM HA TOJUIAHICKOM si3bIke — 89
9Kk3. B HacTosiiee BpeMsi 3T0 COOTHOLICHHE W3MEHWIOCh. ECIiM KHUTH Ha aHr-
JIMHACKOM SI3BIKE COXPAHMIIMCh TIOUTH ITOJTHOCTHIO, MOCKOJIBKY aHTJIMICKAs KHUTA
B Poccun B To Bpemst Obl1a OOJIBIION PEAKOCTHIO, TO OONbBIIAs YacTh M3AaHUN
Ha HEMEIIKOM SI3bIKE B COCTaBe AKaJeMHUYECKOH OHOIMOTEKH 10 HAIIEro Bpe-
MEHH HE COXPaHHJIACh, YTO OOBSICHICTCS HCTOPUYUECKH CIIOKHMBIIMMUCS TPaIu-
musivu. Korma B 1735-1737 rr. 6ubnuoteka S1.B. Bproca Obuia npuseseHa B Ile-
TepOypr, AKaaeMHyecKas KaHIEISpHUs NPHHSIA PEelHIeHHE COXPAaHUTh ee Kak
MeMopHuanbHyio. Ho B CKOpOM BpeMeHH KHHUTH Pa3OlLIHCh MO Pa3HbIM (OH-
JaM — PYCCKOMY M MHOCTPaHHOMY, a 3aTeéM O CHCTEMATHYeCKHM pasjeiaM
Bubnuoreku. [Touru Bce nyOneThl, B TOM 4uciie ¥ OOJbIIas YacTh KHUT Ha pyc-
CKOM SI3bIKE, TIONaJIM B KHIDKHYIO JJaBKY W ObUTH IpojaHbl. Briociencreuu cie-
JTbI MHOTUX KHHT OTBICKHBAIOTCS B PAa3HBIX YUPEXKACHUSIX, OCHOBaHHEIX B XVII|
B., HampuMep, B OmbImoTexkax MOCKOBCKOTO yYHUBepcuTeTa. TakuM o0pazoMm,
yke B camMoM Hauane OuOnuoreka bproca moreprnena 3Ha4YMTENbHBIH YPOH.
IMo3nuee, nocine 1727 r., KHUTH U3 YACTHBIX OHMOJIMOTEK, COCTABISABIINX MEPBO-
OCHOBY AKaJeMHUYECKOil OMOJMOTEKH, BCE eIlle He CUUTAINCh PEIKUMH U LICH-
HBIMH, TIOCKOJIBKY TIOCIIE TOXKapa YHHWBEPCHUTETCKON OHMONMOTEKH B (PUHCKOM
ropozie AGo 1 OCHOBaHHMS yHHBepcuTeTa B Xenbcuuku (Toraa I'enscurrdopce)
nBa paszena mo “Kamepnomy karanory” Teonorus u FOpucnpyzaeHius, kak He
npoduiIbHEIE AT AKaJeMHH HayK, ObUIM OTIpaBJICHbI B HOBYIO YHHBEPCHUTET-
ckyro 6ubmmorexy. Cpean Hux Obuth U KHHUTH bproca, [TutkapHa ApeckuHa u
ap. Ilpu cocraBieHMH KaTajora HepBOHAYAIBHBIX (JOHAOB AKaJeMHUYECKON
OuOIMOTEeKH, XpaHSAIUXCs B XEIbCUHKH, ObLIO oOHapyxeHo okoso 30 KHHT
Bproca — ApecmHal. Kaurn IInTkapHa, TOCKONBKY MX ONpeNeNeHne TpedyeT
OOJIBIINX YCHIHH, T.K. HUKAKUMH XapaKTePHBIMHU MPU3HAKAMU dTa OUOIMOTEKa
He o0naiana, B KaTajor BKIIOUEHBI He OBbUIH.

B coOpanun Bproca aHrosi3blYHBIE KHUTH XPOHOJIOTMYECKH OXBATHIBAIOT
koHerm XVII — 30-e rr. XVIII B. OH 0b11 enuHCTBEeHHBIM B Poccuu Toro Bpe-
MeHH O0JiaiaTeNieM IOJHOTO KOMILUIEKTa HAyYHOTrO aHIVIMICKOro JKypHasa
“®unocodcekue Tpynsr’, neyarasierocs B Oxcdopae u Jlonmone, HaunHas c
1666 r. ITocnemHuit TOM 3TOrO XKypHalla, yKa3aHHBII B oricH bproca, natnpyercs
1730 .’ U3 KHUT, onyOnukoBaHHbIX B AHriauu B 20-x—30-x rr. XVIII B., B 6u6-
nuoTeke bproca HaXoAWIIKCh CIeyIOIIUe: TPy U3BECTHOI'O TOJUIAHCKOTO Me-

! Kyxymrkuna M.B. 1) Pefikue KHUTH U3 4aCTHBIX GuGIHOTEK H Bubnuorekn AkajgeMuy HayK B G16-
nroteke XenbCuHKCKoro yausepcurera // 2-s Beecorosnast koudepenuus “ Kaura B Poccun 1o ce-
penunbr X1X B. Yurarens. bubmuorexkn”. Tesucsr mokmamos. JI., 1981. C. 39. 2) To xe. // Pycckue
Oubsmorexn u ux unrarens (M3 ucropun pycckoit KynbTypsl anoxu ¢eonainsma). C. 22.

2 philosophical Transactions. Savoy—London, 1666-1736. VVol. 1-26.
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muka I'. BypraBe “Dnementsl xumun”, BeImeAmiil B JIoHnoHe B mepeBone Ha
aHrImitckuii s3pik’, “UckycerBo munmatiops” n “Illkoma pucyHka”, Hareua-
Taumbie B Jlonmone B 1732-1733 r. u ap.? Jlaxke nutepaTypHbie COUHHEHHS
Bproc mpeamounTar UMETh B CBOCH OMOJHMOTEKE B MEPEBOJC HA aHTIIMHACKUI
s3bIK. 71t mpuMepa MokHO Ha3BaTh “bacan” D3oma u “lon Kuxot” Cepsanre-
ca®. U3 xuur o Ilornannuu y Hero 6sum “Meropus [lotmanaun” JIx. Beioke-
Hena (Jlonmon, 1690) u WITFOCTPUPOBAHHBIN MyTeBOAUTENb Asekcanapa ['op-
noHa “ CeBepHblii myteBoautens” (Jlonmon, 1726).

MHorue KHUTH HOCAT Ha cebe cienpl uTeHus: bproca. Ha coumHeHmsIx mo
MaTreMaTuke, (PU3UKe, aCTPOHOMHU — 3TO Pa3IUYHBIE MaTEMaTU4ECKHE BBI-
KJIaJKH, pelIeHHs 3ajiad, pacueThl, cJejaHHble Ui padoThl HaJ KaKUM-ITH00
WHCTPYMEHTOM, HalpUMep, MOA30PHBIMH TpyOaMu, ONTHYECKUMH CTEKJIaMH
I 3epkanamu’. V3 pelenTypHbIX CIPaBOYHHKOB BPIOC 4acTo BBIMHCHIBAT HA
(op3ampl penenTsl, KOTOPIMU OH, BUJMMO, MOJIb30BaJICs caM. Ha HeKoTOpbIX
KHUTaX UMEETCs IIPOCTO €ro pelaKTopCKast IpaBKa.

Ecnu ¢ kHuramMm Ha MHOCTPAaHHBIX SI3BIKAX B COXPaHMBLIECHCS 4acTH OWO-
moTeku bproca meno obcrout Oonee MM MeHee ONaromoilydHo, TO cyAbda
KHHUT Ha PYyCCKOM SI3bIKE U3 3TOTO COOpaHMsI OKa3alach JOCTATOYHO IMEYATbHOM.
[To omucsiM B cocraBe OubnMoTekn yucnutes 38 pycckux uzgaHuil. B Hacros-
mee BpeMsl yaloch OOHApYXXHUTh TOJBKO IMSATh KHHI, KOTOPBIE MOXXHO C yBe-
PCHHOCTBIO OTHECTH K 3TOW OmbOnmoreke. J[Be M3 HUX HaledaTaHbl TpakaaH-
ckuM mpudToM. Ito “3eMHOBOAHOTO Kpyra kpatkoe omucanue” U. [tobnepa
(mdp: P.O. 171. 1. I) u “Cokpamienne matemarudeckoe” Y. 1-3. CII6., 1728
S. Tepmana u XK.H. Jemuns (wudp: 1728/8). Tpu u3naHus HaredaTaHbl Ku-
puwtuteit: “Tabnuusr norapudmos”. M., 1703 (wudp: 3574 cn.), “TopxecT-
Benusie Bpara” (M., 1703. Iludp: 5957 cm) u meyxromusiii “HoBeiii 3aBet” Ha
TOJIJIAHJCKOM M PYCCKOM $I3bIKax. [ OJUTaHICKHMI TEKCT KHUTY HaredartaH B ['aare,
pycckuii — B Cankt-IletepOyprekoit Tumorpaduu B 1717 r. (udp: 496-4988 cn).
B nocnenHem m3naHuM B TEKCTE MEpeBOJAa HAa PYCCKUM SI3BIK MMEETCSI pelaKTop-
ckas npaska bproca.

! Boerhaave H. A New Method of Chemistry. Trangl. ... by P. Shaw M. D. and E. Chambers. Lon-
don, 1727 (Wludp: 4347../4166.R.).

2 The Art of Drawing and Painting in Water-Colours. 3-e ed. London, 1732.; The School of Minia-
ture. London, 1733 (Ludp: 10860.0./32539-41.R.).

3 Aesopus. Fables of Aesop. London, 1714. (IlIugp: 6571.q./1377.R.); Cervantes de Saavedra M.
[The Delightful History of Don Quixot the most Renowned Baron of Mancha. London, 1689]
(Wndp: 15431.0./31692.R.).

4 Jlo nacrosmero BpeMeHH B ['ocy1apCTBEHHOM DpMHTaKE COXPAHUIIOCH BOTHYTOE 3€pKAajIo JUlsl OT-
paxaTeIbHOT'O TEJIECKOIIa, HA KOTOPOM UMEETCA HaITNCh. “ 3I[CJI8,H0 COOCTBEHHBIM THIAHHUECM rpa(ba
SlkoBa Bumumosuua Bproca 1733 roxy asrycra mecsia’. (Yenakan B.JI. Ouepku 1o uCTOpUH pyc-
ckoii acrponomun. C. 82-84; Boss V. Russia s first Newtonian. P. 256-257).
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Jly4mre, 4em nedaTHbIC PyCCKHE M3JIaHUS, COXPAHIINCH PYKOITUCH, TIPHHAM-
nexasiue bprocy. M3 53 pykonucHbIXx KHUT B QoHnax bubnuorekn Akagemun
HayK ynanoch oOHapyxuTh 4 pycckue u 20 WHOS3BIYHBIX. Pycckue pykomuicu
Bproca no cozpepxaHuio SBISIOTCS UCTOPUKO-TMHIBUCTHYEeCKUMHU. CaMoii paH-
Hel u3 Hux sBisiercs “ CTeneHHas KHUTa ¢ 100aBJICHNSMH BBIIHCOK M3 XPOHO-
rpadoB”, matupyemas tpetbeit uerBepthio XVII B. (Ha xHuTE cromT 1672 T.;
umdp: 32.8.4). Ero momb3osancs M.B. JIOMOHOCOB TIpy COCTaBJICHUH TEPBOM
neyaTHoW mctopuueckod kauru Poccum “Kparkoro poccuiickoro seronmcia’
JUTSL M3IIO’KEHUs COOBITHI BpeMeHn lBaHa Kamursr, Bropas pyxomnuce — co-
YUHEHHE TUPEKTOpa MOCKOBCKOW Tumorpaduu “IleuatHsiii gsop” Pemopa Ilo-
nmukaproBa-Opnoa “Mcropuss 0 BIaJCHUM POCCHUHCKUX BEIUKUX KHS3EH
BKparle O apCTBOBAHUM JIECATH POCCHICKUX Iapei, a Haumaue BCepOCCHiCKa-
rO MOHapXa [TeM WMeHeM]| MepBaro M ero BOMHe MPOTHB cBelickaro Kopoust Ka-
poJia BTOparo Ha JecSATh MPOCTpaHHee omucyromas — Hamucana B 1715, o
4eM CBHJCTEIbCTBYET MOCTABJICHHAs B KOHIe TekcTa mara (mudp: Cobp. I1. |,
4. 2. Ne 78); Tpetbs — “JICKCHKOH JIATHHCKHUIA C PYCCKUM TOJKOBaHUEM peueii”
(mmpp: 17.5.9). Ha kuure nMmeercst Takxke momera AKaJIeMHIECKON KaHIIENs-
pun. YerBeprast kumra — “JlatnHO-pycckuii cioBaps” (mmop: 17.7.42). Ha
TpeX PYKOITUCSX, UCKITIOYasi TPETh, UMetoTcsl aBTorpadsl bproca.

[lo cymiecTByIOIIMM ONMCSAM M3BECTHA TaKKe KHHWTAa I0J] Ha3BaHHEM
“Boxabyuner”, HarmucanHas M. MakcumosraeMm. OHa Haxoawinack B OHOIHOTEKE
eme B Havgaie 40-x r. XVIII B., 0 4eM CBHIETENbCTBYET 3alKCh B PYCCKOM
BapuanTe “KamepHoro katamora” M IoMeTa B €T0 3K3EMIULIPE, XPAHSIIIEMCS B
pykomucHoM otnenenun BAH, conenmaHHas cocraBuUTeneM 3TOro  Karajora
Annpeem boranaHoBeiM. ['1e oHa HaXOAWTCS B HACTOSAIIEE BpeMsl, OOHAPYKUThH HE
yaalpYKOMICHBIX MHOCTPAHHBIX KHHT HAMGOIee MHTEPECHBIMH SBIIAIOTCS Ca-
Masi cTapas W HanOoJiee M3BECTHAsI KHUTa B coOpanuu bproca — crucok ¢ “3o-
JIOTOH JIereHAbl” , COAEP KAl JKUTHS CBSTHIX Ha JIATHHCKOM SI3bIKE B H3JIOXKe-
uun Skono ne Bapario win ge Baparune (XV B.; mmdp: F. N 157); Heckombko
TeTpaJiell MaTeMaTUYECKUX 3aMETOK M pelIeHui 3a1a4, KoTopble bproc npuses
n3 AHrmu B 1699 r.; mepeBox Ha Hemelkui s3bIKk “Omnucanus pedpakiuu
conHIa, Habmromaemoii B 1695 r.” U. bunbepra, narneyatanHoro okosno 1695 .
B CTOKrojpMe mHapayiieNbHO HA JATHHCKOM W INBEACKOM s3bIKax. OpHruHai
mepeBo/ia Takke Haxonuics B oubimoreke bproca; “Onmcanue myses Illmene-
pa” (XVII B.); “Ilpuka3ssl npuana OpaHCKOro”, Takke B MEepeBOJe Ha HEMEII-

! Mowuceesa I'.H. JlomonocoB u apeBHepycckas nuteparypa. J1., 1971. C. 89; ITerpos B.A. Hcropus
pykorucHbx (GoumnoB bubmmorekn Axamemun nayk ¢ 1730 mo womma XVIII B./ Mcropuueckmit
o4epk 1 0030p Gpouos... Bem. 1. C. 207.

2 Tlerpos B.A. McTopus pykomucHbIX (oros... C. 207.
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kuit s3pIK (XVII1 B.). HecKoABKO KHHI OTHOCHUTCS K IOJEMHUKE, BHI3BAHHON Ha
3anane m3manueM kHuru Credana SBopckoro “Kamens Bepwr”. Ocobyto I1eH-
HOCTh TIPEJNICTABIISAET JIATUHCKUI BapHaHT >KaJIOBaHHOW I'paMoThl Ha rpadckoe
JIOCTOMHCTBO, BEIJaHHOU bprocy B ¢eBpane 1721 r. no 3akmouyenus Heimrart-
ckoro mupa mexnay Poccueit u IlIBenueil. MIHTepeceH Takke mepeBoj Ha He-
MEIKUI A3BIK JIATHHCKUX TUCCEPTAIlil O MPOUCXOKICHUH CIABSIHCKUX Hapo-
JIOB, B TOM YHCIIE H PYccKoro “O MPOHCXOKICHAN PyCCKOro Hapoaa” .

ITo mokymeHTaM HM3BECTHA eIlie OJJHa PYKOIUCh, TpUHauIexamas bprocy —
“C6opuuk npusercteennbiii S1.B. Bprocy” (XVIII 8.). B 1904 r. oHa 6si1a ot-
npasieHa B ['enbCHMHIQOpPCKH YHUBEPCUTET, HO, BUIUMO, HE BEPHYJach 00-
patHO, Tak Kak B buOnnoreke OoHa OTCYTCTBYeT, U O €€ BO3BpAILCHHUU HE
COXPAHHIIOCH HUKAKHX JOKYMEHTOB®.

[Mpunagnexasmue Bprocy pykomucHBIE W MEYaTHBIE KHUTH JIETKO OTpeie-
JSIOTCSA TI0 €Tr0 dKCIUOpHcaM, SBISIOMIMMCS TOBTOpeHHEM Tpadckoro repodba
pycckux BprocoB u aBrorpadam, He TOJIBKO €ro COOCTBEHHBIM, HO H Ha PYCCKHX
KHHUrax OoJbllei 9acThio OnOIMoTeKapckoro nomourHuka Aaapest bornanosa.
ITockomnpKy B rpadckoe 7ocTOMHCTBO bproc ObLT Bo3BeAeH TodbKO B 1721 1., TO
M DKCITUOPHC €r0 HE MOT MOSIBUTHCS PaHee 3TOTO cpoka. Takum o0pa3oM, KHUTH
u3 Oubauoteku bproca, Bomieaime B nepeIaTOYHbIC OMUCH, COCTABIISBIINCCS B
Mockse B 1735-1736 rr. AnansuabsiM 1 THIEMaHOM MO PACIOPSHKEHHIO TTPE3U-
JeHTa rmeTepOyprekoit Axkagemuu Hayk O6apona U.-A. Kopda, He Morim mocty-
UTHh B bUOIHOTEKy HUKaKUM HHBIM CIIOCOOOM, KaK TOJIBKO W3 AKaJIeMHIH HayK,
KyJa oHM ObutH TIepeBeseHbl B 1736-1737 rr. HekoTopblie KHUTH ¢ aBTOrpadamu
Bproca sxcnbpucos He nmeror. Ho u3BectHo, uto B 1717 . Bproc nepenan psin
CBOMX KHHUTI B bubmmorexy. Bumumo, kaurn 6e3 skcauOprcoB Honaiy Ciojaa B
3TO BpeMs°.

B nacrosimiee Bpemst HaiiieHo B bubnmorteke Axkanemuu Hayk, ['opHOM WH-
cTuTyTe, MOCKOBCKOM YHHMBEpCUTETE U B OMOIMmoTexe XenbCHHKCKOTO YHHUBEP-
curera okoio 1000 xuur bproca. bomee 800 u3 Hux Haxonsarcs B bubnnoreke
AxageMun HayK4. H3BecTHO, YTO B ONUCH, COCTAaBIEHHONH B MOCKBE JJOBOJIBHO
0OoJIBIIIOE YMCIIO Yallle aHTJIIMHCKUX KHUT JyONMpOBaHO MO JBa-TPU pasa, 4To

! lle6enesa M.H. Pykomnucu natunckoro andasuta XVI-XVII B. J1., 1979. C. 111 (mmdp: F N 127),
119 (umdp: F N 104), 121 (wudp: F N 105), 123 (umdp: F N 130); Bobposa E. 1. Cobpanie uHo-
cTpaHHBIX pykomuceil. // Vicropuueckuii odepk u 0630p ¢ormos... Bem. 2. M.; JI., 1958. C. 206
(wndp: Q N 24), 225 (mmdp: F N 20), 236 (mudp: F N 130, F N 127), 237 (undp: F N 103, FN
67), 246 (uudp: F N 132), 253 (umdpp: O N 72, O N 73), 256 (uudp: Q N 157, QN 77, Q N 58).

2 Konauer A.I1.; Ilerpos B.A. Hcropuueckuii ouepk PykomucHoro otaenenns buGnmorexn Akane-
mun Hayk. // Vicropudecknii odepk u 0630p ¢Goros... Beim. 2. C. 43.

3 Ucropus buGnuorekn Axanemuu Hayk. C. 17.

4 Bubnuoreka $.B. Bproca / Cocr. E.A. Casenbea, ots. pea. A.M. Konaunes. JI.: BAH, 1989.
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MOXET HalTH CBOE OOBSCHEHHE B TE€X YCIOBHSAX, IPU KOTOPBIX JIOBEIOCH pabo-
TaTh CIYXUTEIIM AKaJeMHUU HayK.

[TomeTs! Ha KHHUTax Bproca u3ydanuchk HEOAHOKPATHO, HO OOJIBIINI HHTEpEC
y aHrnuiickoro ydeHoro B. bocca BbI3Banu €ro 3amucy Ha aHTTIUMICKUX KHUTax.
Bocc o mepeBoaM B OMKCH 3ariaBHil 3TUX KHUT Ha PYCCKHH SI3BIK IBITAJICS
TaKXKe ONpENeNNTh, KaKhe M3IaHus B AeiicTBUTENnbHOCTH ObuM y bproca. Otn
M3BICKaHUS aHIJIMHACKOTO yYEHOro He BCerja yAadHbl, XOTS OH Npojenay or-
poMHYyI0 paboTy. MHOTrna okasbIBaeTcs, 4TO IOJ OINpPEIEICHHBIM IEPEBOJIOM
moJipa3yMeBajachk COBCEM HHAsl KHNTA, H&XEJN 3TO Ka3anock bocey.

B xommiexce u3zydenue noMeT bproca momMoraet onpeaenuTs He TOIBKO €ro
Hay4HbIE€ UHTEpPECHl, HO M MIPUMEHEHNE UM Ha MPAKTHKE CBEICHHH, MOYEPIHY-
THIX U3 UMEIOIIEICS Y HErO JIUTepaTyphI .

Ecnm xaraor gactu xKHKHOTO coOpanus Bproca y)ke Harme4aTaH W JIOTIOJHE-
HHEM K HEMy CIyXHT Kataior, u3nanusii coBmectHo BAH (.M. JleGeneBa) u
Hayunoii 6ubmiorexoit Xenbcunkckoro yuuepcutera (Cupka XaBy), TO KHUTH
ApeckuHa u [TutkapHa emie sxayT cBoero onucanusi. Hag kauramu Apeckuna pa-
6otaer cotpyauanna HIOPK A.A. Pomanosa, a 6ubnmoreka [TutkapHa mpuBiexia
BHUMAaHUE 3aB. ceKTOpoM penkor kuuru I'.H. IIurynsko. Bugumo, B ckopoM Bpe-
MEHH MOYKHO OYZIeT YBHIETh U Pe3yJIbTaThl UX PaOOTHI.

! Cwm., HampuMep, pacyeThl ONTHYECKHX NPHGOPOB B BbIBE3CHHON Bprocom m3 Amrimm B 1699 r.
kuure: Leybourn W. Dialing plain, concave, convex... L., 1682. (Ludp: 5121.f./1911), Beinucku
perienToB Ha (op3anax W BKICCHHBIX JIHCTaX B ciexyiommx usnanmsix: Fuller Th. Pharmacopoeia
extemporanea. L., 1714. (Iludp: 11675.9./39252.R.); Quincy J. Parmacopoeia officinalis et extem-
poranea. L., 1726. (ILudp: 11679.9./39256.R.); Alleye J. A. New English Dispensatory in 4 Parts.
L., 1733. (IlIndp: 11680.9./39257.R.).
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SCOTLAND AND RUSSIA
INTHE ENLIGHTENMENT
Conference Programme

Thelnstitute for Advanced Studiesin the Humanities
Hope Park Square, Edinburgh

Friday, 1st September

6.00 p.m. Reception at The Institute for Advanced Studiesin the
Humanities

7.00 p.m. Minibusto St. Cecilia' s Hall

7.30 p.m. Concert at St. Cecilia's

9.00 p.m. Return to Institute by minibus and buffet supper

Saturday, 2nd September

9.30-10.30 am. Professor Andrew Skinner: Adam Smith and his Modern
Relevance
Professor Aleksandr Kamenskii: Adam Smith and Cath-
erinell

10.30 Coffee

11am.—-12noon  Professor Tatiana Artemieva: Adam Ferguson’s Philoso-
phy in Russia
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12.15-1.15 p.m.

1.15p.m.
2.30-3.30 p.m.

3.30 p.m.
4.00-5.00 p.m.

5.15-6.15 p.m.

6.15 p.m.

Dr. Elena Savelieva: Scottish Books and Librariesin the
Collections of the Academy of Sciences

Dr. Elinor Shaffer: The Reception of British Authorsin
Europe

Lunch

Professor Anthony Cross: John Robison’s Contribution to
Scoto-Russian Cultural Relations

Dr. Michael Mikeshin: Scottish-Russian Science and
Technology Transfer

Tea

Dr. Tatiana Chumakova: Britain in the Russian Culture:
Middle Ages

Professor John Cairns. John Millar and Legal Education
in Scotland

Professor Maria Scherbakova: Ossian on the Russian
Theatrical Scene

Professor Cairns Craig: Sir Walter Scott

Buffet Supper

Sunday, 3rd September

10 am.—12 noon

12.15 p.m.

Planning Meeting
Lunch
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SCOTLAND AND RUSSIA
IN THE ENLIGHTENMENT
A Concert toinaugurate the I nter national Project

Programme

St. Cecilia'sHall, Cowgate, Edinburgh
Friday 1 September 2000

at 7.30 p.m.
ADMISSION FREE

Anna Poole soprano
Fiona Alexander violin
Christopher Field violin

Kevin McCrae cello

John Kitchen harpsichord
Georgy M natsakanian violin
Anna Thompson fortepiano
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Anna Poole soprano
Fiona Alexander, Christopher Field violins
Kevin McCrae cdlo
John Kitchen harpsichord

Two Airs for the Seasons James Oswald
The Marvel of Peru (1710-1769)
(i) Scocese (ii) Comic (iii) Musette

The Night-Shade
(i) Aria (ii) Sostenuto (iii) Hornpipe

Cello Sonatain E flat, Op. 4, no. 4 Johann Schetky
(i) Allegro (ii) Largo (1737-1824)
(iii) Minuetto: Cantabile

Cantata. Odo di mesti intorno (1698) Sir John Clerk of Penicuik
(1667-1755)

INTERVAL OF FIVE MINUTES

Georgy Mnatsakanian violin
Anna Thompson fortepiano

Grave from Violin Concerto Jan Benda
(1713-1752)

Sonata for violin and keyboard Maximus Berezovsky
(i) Allegro (ii) Grave (iii) Minuetto (1740-1777)
Adagio from Sonata for violin and continuo Ivan Khandoshkin

(1747-1804)

Sonatafor violin and keyboard Frantisek Benda
(i) Larghetto (ii) Allegro agitato (1709-1786)
(iii) Tempo di minuetto, ma un poco al-
legro
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After the concert, St. Cecilia’ s Hall (left to right):
Prof. Maria Scherbakova, Anna Thompson, Georgy Mnatsakanian, Prof. Peter Jones.



