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tHe eNtHusiasms of youtH  
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The article is a continuation of an autobiography written by Daniel Waugh, 
an eminent American scholar and specialist in Old Russian literature; it gives 
an original perspective of how a person’s life can be combined with professional 
interest. The events of the author’s life are set against a background of Russian 
studies carried out both in Russia and abroad, as well as historical and cultural 
discussion. The reader gets acquainted with the Soviet and world humanities 
thought that intricately combines benevolence and academic objectivity 
with ideological confrontation and captious objections. The author’s perfect 
understanding of people and their achievements makes the memoirs a source 
of valuable information on the humanities during the Cold War and post-
Soviet years. The article demonstrates that respect for hard academic work 
and mutual respect among scholars is a key to the solution of conflicts and 
disagreement regardless of their nature. This is the first part of the autobiography,  
a continuation is to be published in the upcoming issue.

Keywords: Soviet humanities; Pushkin House; Soviet historians; 
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My interest in manuscripts and codicology perforce led me into fili- 
granology (the study of watermarks), concerning which I had no knowl-
edge prior to arriving in Leningrad in 1968. Of course my initial interest 
was purely practical, wanting to use paper evidence for dating, but then I at 
least began to edge into larger concerns about methodology. Not that I ever 
published much on the subject, beyond a good many reviews and notices 
on new Russian or Ukrainian publications (most of these for the bulletin of 
the International Association of Paper Historians). The major exception in 
substance was long article published in Kritika on my return from my first 
year in Leningrad. Arguably much more than a review, its fate illustrates 
how possibly good ideas can vanish almost without a trace if published in 
an obscure place and with no follow-up.

I would remind readers who know Kritika in its new incarnation as  
a substantial journal of articles and reviews on Russian history that its an-
cestor was a review journal, subtitled “A Review of Current Soviet Books 
on Russian History,” printed in a limited run from camera-ready type-

1 Continuation. For the first part see Quaestio Rossica. 2014. No. 2.
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script. It had been initiated by Richard Pipes, a prominent historian of 
modern Russia, so that his graduate students at Harvard could gain expe-
rience in reviewing and publishing. Indeed, work for Kritika was one of 
the most valuable parts of my graduate training. We shared drafts of re-
views, then met at Pipes’ home to critique them before undertaking revi-
sions. He had the final say as to whether a review was publishable; he was 
unsparing in his demands that we write well. But otherwise the basic edit-
ing was in our hands. At the end of the academic year, on at least a couple 
of occasions, all the participants attended a picnic at his lakeside “dacha” 
in southern New Hampshire. Some may still have (mine has disappeared) 
a photo taken of the group in the mid-‘60s, whose numbers included  
a good many who became prominent in Russian and East European histo-
ry across the U.S. in subsequent years: Robert Williams, Daniel Field, Max 
Okenfuss, Abbott Gleason, William Rosenberg, John Fine, Peter Kenez, 
Theodore Taranovski...

We decided to publish a special issue devoted to auxiliary disciplines 
in 1970, my contribution being a review of Soviet watermark publications 
[Waugh, 1970]. I was later told that my article had been translated into Rus-
sian (probably by E. I. Mamatova) and was circulating in the Lenin Library 
among the old book specialists.2 Subsequently it received the attention of 
Soviet filigranologists, some of whom applauded and others disagreed with 
its conclusions at the same time that they tended to ignore one of what 
I thought were the article’s important suggestions. A partial translation of 
it also appeared in German, under an introduction by the pre-eminent pa-
per historian of the time, Theo Gerardy, indicating how important he felt 
the piece was.3 The thrust of the article was in part criticism of a then very 
prevalent way of “publishing” watermarks in tabular descriptive form (that 
is, without depicting each and every one of them), which was advocated 

2 Like Amosov (see above) the watermark specialist in the State Historical Museum 
in Moscow, T. V. Dianova, took issue with my suggestions regarding the value of precise 
measurements of watermarks, although she did not fully understand what I had meant. See 
[Дианова] and my summary in English with a response to her criticism: IPH Information, 
N. F., 11/3–4 (1977), 116. Apparently not having read my article, Yu. V. Andryushajtite cited 
my views at least to the extent that they had been explained (and contradicted) by Dianova. 
See: [Андрюшайтите, 1987б], which otherwise is a useful survey of the literature for the 
indicated period. 

3 IPH Information, N. F., 5/3 (1971), 62–66. Apart from Gerardy, the one person in the 
West who I know read the article with care was John Simmons of All Souls College, Oxford, 
the estimable Slavic bibliographer and major contributor to the translation, proper editing 
and publication of important Russian watermark collections. Simmons wrote me two letters 
in quick succession with pointed criticisms (and some appreciation) of my piece. I take it 
as lavish praise from him when he said, “you don’t miss much, and you are off the ball only 
occasionally” (!) (J. S. G. Simmons to Daniel Waugh, 10 July 1970). He was skeptical about 
the possibilities of computerizing watermark images and felt that the experienced eye of 
experienced filigranologists really was the best guarantee that papers could be identified. 
(J. S. G. Simmons to Daniel Waugh, 11 July 1970). Simmons appreciated my comments on 
the importance of watermark data for codicological study, comments which unfortunately 
had not been seen (along with related work of others) by Predrag Matejić when he wrote his 
dissertation a couple of decades later in which he proposed as “new” methodologies some 
of the same ideas, which he was using in compiling his valuable description of the Hilandar 
Collection at Ohio State University, a collection for which he has long been the curator.
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by Sokrat Aleksandrovich Klepikov, the “dean” of Soviet filigranology. But 
I think that alone should not have stirred much interest. I was proposing 
an alternative, in a sense anticipating the future of filigranology, a future 
which has yet, more than four decades later, not fully arrived. Following 
Western scholars, I suggested that proper measurement might enable us 
to obtain numerical data for comparisons of known with unknown water-
marks – that is, perhaps by quantifying the process, we could make it all 
more precise and at least facilitate indexing an image bank. But that was 
not all. Having precise images of all watermarks was essential for proper 
comparison. It occurred to me (probably because I had seen a newspaper 
article on the subject) that the system of scanning, recording and retriev-
ing fingerprint data in a computer, which the FBI had developed, might 
be adapted for filigranology, since in both cases one is dealing with im-
ages containing some detail which had distinct characteristics.4 Of course, 
as with the computerization of manuscript descriptions, the computeri-
zation of watermark data was going to require concerted effort of a kind  
I had no time to commit and would require substantial financing. Eventu-
ally in the Soviet Union some interest developed in what we might call 
“scientific” processing of watermarks. Kashtanov, among others, explored 
the possible use of precise measurements, but then emphasized the impor-
tance of data other than that concerning paper in codicological studies.5  
A. P. Bogdanov’s book [Богданов] on the basics of filigranology is far more 
than a textbook for beginners.6 Among other things, with passing refer-
ence to my article, he undertook serious statistical analysis to show that 
measurements might be used to distinguish and identify watermarks. Even 
though he failed to mention my proposals about computerization, he wrote  
several pages on the desirability of it for future watermark studies. I am not 
aware that Bogdanov’s book has had much of an impact, either for training 
in the proper analysis of watermarks or in its more forward-looking ideas 
for the future of filigranology. For the application of watermark evidence in 
the study of Russian manuscripts, the main practical improvements have 
been  publication of some valuable new albums such as those compiled in 
GIM by T. V. Dianova and V. M. Zagrebin’s compilation in the Publichka  

4 A confession here – despite my physics major, I had no real idea of the technical issues 
involved or the mathematical models demonstrating the possibilities for optical scanning 
which was a field still in its infancy at the time. What I learned came from reading in a text-
book on the subject while standing in the book section of the Harvard bookstore. (Such are 
the dirty little secrets about “scholarship”!). 

5 His articles appeared in «Записки Отдела рукописей Государственной библиотеки 
СССР им. В. И. Ленина» (Iss. 38, 40).

6 A large section of his book was an illustration of the uses of paper evidence for careful 
codicological analysis, his example being the official investigation record concerning the 
death of Tsarevich Dmitry in Uglich in 1591. The document’s authenticity has been much 
disputed; Bogdanov’s analysis, which concluded that the manuscript does not reflect the 
actual results of the investigation (but rather, a politically motivated fabrication) certainly 
goes farther than previous studies in trying to resolve the dispute. Probably the fact that this 
extended analysis is buried in an obscure (!) book on watermarks explains why a scholar as 
thorough as Chester Dunning apparently missed it when working on his big book about the 
Time of Troubles.
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of thematic collections of watermarks by cutting and pasting xeroxes from 
their scattered depictions in various albums.7 His compilations are available 
only there though for use in the one reading room.

As I have recently learned, Briquet’s famous collection is now on line as 
are watermark databases from several specific collections of manuscripts 
(not from Russia though). Work has been done toward developing opti-
cal recognition methodology for watermarks, but apparently the project 
has stalled for lack of funding.8 It is entirely possible that back in 1970  
I was overly optimistic as to how easily the then technology could have 
been adapted to the task. Yet with the advances in digitization of the inter-
vening decades, one surely can hope that soon it will be possible to achieve 
what I projected back then (even if that somewhat fanciful vision seems to 
have had nothing to do with any of the more recent developments).

One of the issues that concerned me in writing that article was the degree 
to which watermark data might be so loosely interpreted as to invalidate ar-
guments based on it regarding the date of manuscripts. This issue was taken 
up by A. A. Amosov in a penetrating article published in 1981 in which he 
discussed the need for much more rigorous use of terminology and for a 
much more precise methodology in recording and describing watermarks 
[Амосов]. He cited with approval the “harsh but completely justified criti-
cism” I had written in my 1970 article and as well cited the examples I had 
used in a later piece to illustrate erroneous claims of those who were trying 
to undermine Edward Keenan’s Kurbskii–Groznyi Apocrypha on the basis 
of the watermarks in the then known manuscripts [Waugh, 1977]. 

Here I might digress briefly on that second piece, which was my contri-
bution at the 1974 International Slavists Conference in Banff to a session 
devoted to Keenan’s book. At the time the book had appeared, in one of the 
first reviews, Serge Zenkovsky dismissed out of hand the possibility that 
what I had written about the dating of the manuscripts might be accurate. 
I had laid myself open to this by indicating that, of course, I had come to 
the task with much less experience than my distinguished Russian prede-
cessors who had worked on the material. In my Banff paper, I provided 
comparison drawings to reaffirm key datings. Inge Auerbach, who was one 
of Keenan’s persistent critics, also spoke at Banff, and in publishing her pa-
per responded to mine by claiming the indicated watermarks undoubtedly 
could be from much earlier paper. Her examples though showed how little 

7 Zagrebin, who died tragically just short of age 62 “at the very peak of his creative power 
and life,” headed the Old Russian section of the Publichka’s rare book division and had for 
a number of years, as the successor to his senior colleague N. N. Rozov, been the instructor 
for a course on Slavic palaeography at St. Petersburg University. He had contributed a good 
many of the descriptions published in the national catalogue of early Slavic Manuscripts 
and was deeply involved in the project to describe the Pogodin Collection. His obituary 
took special note of his work in the compilation of the watermark catalogues. See: [Бобров, 
Рождественская].

8 The references and links may be found at: <http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/arts/ren/
projects/ publications/lima/paper/describing/databases/>, accessed 26 June 2012. An e-mail 
exchange with one of the key participants in this project (who has moved on to a different 
position) confirms that apparently it has been abandoned.
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she understood of the matter. Amosov’s point in supporting me, even if 
undoubtedly he had other reasons to disagree with Keenan, was that in-
deed, all too often those citing paper evidence had no clear understanding 
of what “identity” or “similarity” might or might not mean. And, as a real 
expert in such matters, unlike Zenkovsky and Auerbach, he clearly knew.

One of the virtues of the new edition of the Kurbskii–Groznyi corre-
spondence by Ia. S. Lur′e and Yu. D. Ry′kov published (at least in part) 
as a rebuttal to Keenan, was that they did not push the paper evidence 
farther than it merited. They provided detailed manuscript descriptions, 
including those for many previously unused manuscripts containing the 
texts. In those descriptions, they cited my data along with those of others. 
But none of this was to suggest one should try to re-date the manuscripts 
back into the 16th century. What did, however, change the picture was a 
later discovery by B. N. Morozov of a previously unknown manuscript of 
the first Kurbsky letter in a copy that arguably may be some two decades 
earlier than any of the others – not going back to the lifetime of the puta-
tive correspondents but dating to, perhaps, ca. 1600 [Морозов].9 Keenan 
was understandably skeptical about this discovery, since old paper can 
lie around unused and scribal hands often can have a long and deceiv-
ingly anachronistic life. My impression of the evidence though supports 
Morozov’s assertions about the early date of the manuscript in question.  
Of course what this does not do, of itself, is prove Keenan was totally wrong, 
but rather it throws into question the particular scenario he laid out in the 
book for the creation of the correspondence. He since has come up with 
additional explanations which would accomodate the new manuscript evi-
dence but still not undermine his doubts about the “genuineness” of the 
letters. Unless there are yet more surprises awaiting us in the still poorly 
described Muscovite manuscripts, I strongly suspect that there never will 
be filigranological evidence to prove or disprove the authorship of Kurbsky 
and Ivan. For most of us, filigranology is indeed only an “auxiliary” disci-
pline, albeit I think an underappreciated one.

I might add as a footnote here that I did finally meet Sokrat Aleksan-
drovich Klepikov (at the time, I think, he was pushing 80 and had few years 
left) in his apartment in Moscow. He was gracious, not offended in the least 
by my criticism (which he in any event dismissed). In retrospect, I think  
I had been too categorical in questioning the value of Klepikov’s tabulation 
approach. Over the years in fact I have had no choice but to use his tables for 
such common watermarks as “foolscap” and “Arms of Amsterdam,” with, 
however, some cognizance of their limitations for precise dating. When he 
died, John Simmons inquired whether I might write an obituary for Sokrat 
Aleksandrovich, but I declined, since I simply did not know enough about 

9 Morozov, who acknowledges the assistance of A. A. Amosov in identifying the water-
marks, admits that those on the particular leaves with the text of the letter are unclear and 
that there seems to have been some disturbance in the formation of the quires. However, 
the surrounding paper and the handwriting argue for a date of the end of the 16th century. 
Among other material, in discussing the “convoy” of the works accompanying the letter, he 
cites my book on the apocryphal letters of the sultan.
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his career.10 One of Klepikov’s lasting contributions to filigranology and 
manuscript studies in Russia was his bequeathing his considerable library 
of watermark albums and literature published in the West to the manu-
script division of the Library of the Academy of Sciences in Leningrad. For 
Soviet repositories, obtaining such expensive books was nigh impossible, 
but some of them were essential for a proper reference collection.11

The fate of another of my long review articles dating from about the 
same time as the one on watermarks is somewhat curious. Since I had 
worked in the manuscripts of the Muscovite kuranty (the translations and 
summaries of foreign news texts) for my dissertation, naturally I was very 
interested in the appearance in 1972 of the first volume of what was to 
be a multi-volume, still ongoing publication of those texts. I had talked 
with one of the editors about the kuranty and received from her a copy 
of the book. My review of it for Kritika contained some serious sugges-
tions for improvements that might be made in subsequent volumes – the 
editors had not always properly ordered the manuscript pages containing 
the texts; the idea that the texts be arranged chronologically by date of 
entry was flawed, the scope of what might rightly be included in the pub-
lication needed broadening, and ideally any of the western sources which 
could be located should be published along with the Russian translations 
[Waugh, 1973]. I sent the review off to Moscow where it was politely ac-
knowledged12 and duly cited in a subsequent volume, but the recommen-
dations in it were ignored.  The review did, however, come to the attention 
of Ingrid Maier many years later in Uppsala, when she had started to work 
on the kuranty texts, and this led to our correspondence and ultimately to 
collaboration on a (still unfinished) book project for which I went off to 
Sweden for two pleasurable years immediately following my retirement.13 

10 Simmons then wrote about Klepikov for both The Book Collector and IPH Information. 
A long, warm appreciation of him is M. V. Kukushkina [Кукушкина]. The somewhat odd 
appreciation of Klepikov (focussing mainly on his bibliographic contributions on filigrano-
logy and their shortcomings) by I. V. Andryushajtite [Андрюшайтите, 1987а], concluded 
with a hope that someone would pick up where he left off, but to the best of my knowledge 
that has not happened.

11 While this was purely an exchange in return for receiving microfilms I needed of 
manuscripts, I supplied several of the key watermark albums published by the Paper Publi-
cations Society to the the Manuscript Division of GIM in 1969 and Follieri’s multi-volume 
reference work of incipits from Greek manuscripts to the Publichka. Russian scholars who 
had no such “leverage” were often frustrated in their attempts to obtain any microfilm of 
manuscripts in GIM, then ruled with an iron hand by the formidable Marfa Viacheslavna 
Shchepkina. I even witnessed there one of the rare occasions when she smiled, on having 
just returned from the Bulgarian Embassy where she had been decorated with the Order of 
SS. Cyril and Methodius for her work on early Slavic manuscripts.

12 Antonina Ivanovna Sumkina to Daniel Waugh, 12 December 1973. I had sent her a 
year earlier (before my review) a copy of the section of my dissertation on the kuranty and 
a reference to the standard published guide to 17th-century German newspapers, which was 
very relevant for for their project (Daniel Waugh to A. I. Sumkina, 10 October 1972).

13 To date, this project has resulted in two articles jointly authored with Professor Maier: 
How Well Was Muscovy Connected with the World? [Maier, Waugh, 2009]; ‘The Blowing of 
the Messiah’s Trumpet’: Reports about Sabbatai Sevi and Jewish Unrest in 1665–1667 [Mai-
er, Waugh, 2010]. In addition, I have published News Sensations from the Front: Reportage  
in Late Muscovy concerning the Ottoman Wars [Waugh, 2008].
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Furthermore, now that the long-time editor of the kuranty series in Mos-
cow has died and Maier is involved in the preparation of the new volumes, 
some of my recommendations of several decades ago are finally being  
taken into account.14 

A great deal of progress has been made in the description of early Slavic  
manuscripts since Likhachev’s somewhat pessimistic assessment at the  
Tikhomirov Readings in 1972. Yet the results are very uneven. Whereas 
in the 19th century, many of the descriptions we still most value for their 
detailed identification of texts were compiled by those who had a very deep 
knowledge of Orthodox religious literature – some in fact were clerics – it 
is much harder to find individuals nowadays with such training combined 
with training in the other necessary disciplines. The problem is especially 
acute, as Likhachev and others pointed out, when it comes to the catalogu-
ing of manuscript collections in the Russian “provinces” where it might even 
be difficult to find individuals trained to read Muscovite cursive.15 In these 
circumstances, we have descriptions ranging from the minutely detailed 
ones for certain of the most interesting miscellanies of the Collection of the 
Monastery of St. Cyril at Beloozero [Каган, Понырко, Рождественская], 
to sketchy modern supplements to the classic, detailed catalogue of the  
Synodal Library Collection compiled by A. V. Gorskij and K. I. Nevostruev 
in the 19th century [Описание рукописей]. We now have  the first parts 
of the Complete Catalogue of Slavonic-Russian Manuscripts [Сводный 
каталог, 1984, 2002]. As noted above, Klimentina Ivanova’s catalogue  
of the South Slavic Manuscripts in the Pogodin collection is out, though the 
description of the rest of the collection is still short of the halfway point. 
There is much more, but the list of collections as yet undescribed in print is 
legion. Descriptions of collections outside of Russia are also appearing, but 
with uneven results and an uncertain future. We have Ralph Cleminson’s 
somewhat flawed catalogue of manuscripts in British collections, a long-
overdue contribution.16 A current project to describe those in Swedish col-
lections is running out of time and money, leaving one to wonder whether 
the job can be properly finished.17 We still lack a proper description of early 
Slavica in American libraries.

14 Vesti-kuranty 1656 g., 1660-1662 gg, 1664–1670 gg., 2 pts. (Moscow, 2008–2009) con-
tains in pt. 2 all the foreign sources which Ingrid Maier was able to locate with considerable 
difficulty in various collections across Europe. Of course that kind of intensive work could 
not have been carried out by Soviet scholars in an earlier period, partly for want of the means 
to visit all the collections, partly for want of the requisite languages. Apart from this feature 
of the publication, Stepan Shamin, one of the other editor/compilers, went to considerable 
lengths in the introduction to part 1 to correct some of the codicological and chronological 
problems that had been created by the long-time editor V. G. Dem′yanov’s stubbornness in 
adhering to the approach established in volume 1 of the series. The next volume, which is 
being prepared by Shamin and Maier, should avoid these problems entirely.

15 See, for example: [Амосов, Колесников, особ. с. 165.].
16 I reviewed it positively: [Waugh, 1990]. For a more careful assessment, see the review 

by W. R. Veder in The Slavonic and East European Review, 88/3 (1990), 521–523.
17 I hope I am not reading too much into a personal communication about this which 

I received from one of the contributors to the project, Alexander Pereswetoff-Morath, in 
June 2012.
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Of course the still limited state of our knowledge of Slavic manu-
script collections means that discoveries in them, some significant, many  
arguably trivial, will continue to be made for a long time to come. We are 
witnessing a flood of good editions of major works which had long been 
known but never properly published. Furthermore, even in collections 
well known at least for content description and in the case of texts that 
have long been in print, re-examination of the manuscripts and a care-
ful consideration of palaeographic and codicological features may open 
new possibilities. In general I found that other scholars in whose footsteps  
I was following in my first forays in the manuscripts would be very gener-
ous in sharing with me information about texts or copies I had not known; 
this was often a two-way street.  I have been embarrassed by not realizing 
how potentially interesting a text was until this was pointed out to me, and  
I have also published as “unpublished” a text that in fact had been edited 
and appeared a couple of years earlier and about whose publication I had 
not known.18  

An example of how further digging in manuscript repositories can sub-
stantially update earlier work is the rather large body of texts containing 
various apocryphal correspondences of the Ottoman Sultan, to which I had 
devoted a chapter of my dissertation, later expanding it into a monograph.19 
At the time I did the research, the most important source of information 
was articles by Marina Davidovna Kagan-Tarkovskaya. I found some ad-
ditional texts and copies of known ones, with the result that my book at 
the time it appeared was the most complete survey of this material. In just 
the last few years though, additional work in the archives of the Muscovite  
government (RGADA), has turned up new copies, among them the origi-
nals of what I had determined on the basis of later manuscripts were trans-

18 I have in mind in the first instance here my «Неизвестный памятник древнерусской 
литературы: “Грамота государя царя и великого князя Ивана Васильевича всея Руси 
к Степану, королю польскому”» [Уо, 1972]. I came across it in 1969, not realizing it was 
a previously unknown text. Led to it by my cryptic reference in Keenan’s book, A. A. Zimin 
did, informed me of the fact, helped me obtain a full copy of the text (which I had not copi-
ed), and then generously left me to publish it at the invitation of S. O. Schmidt. The second 
example is my Two Unpublished Muscovite Chronicles [Waugh, 1979b]. V. I. Koreczkij had 
published the second of them two years earlier, something I learned only as my article was 
making its way through the editorial process. He provides a lot of very valuable historical 
commentary, though I think there is still some useful information in my article regarding 
the text and the provenance of its manuscript. His article is: [Корецкий].

19 The book is The Great Turkes Defiance [Waugh, 1978]. An important supplement to 
it is the article I had published earlier unraveling the textual history of correspondence of 
the Sultan with the Cossacks which Ilya Repin had immortalized in his late 19th-century 
painting. The reference is On the Origin of the ‘Correspondence’ between the Sultan and the 
Cossacks [Waugh, 1971]. My argument was that the letters were part of a European tradi-
tion of translated apocrypha and probably had not originated among the Cossacks, even 
if in their later versions they clearly have become “ukrainianized.” Given the obscurity of 
where the article was published, it has been less widely consulted than the book (which is 
even available in a number of Russian libraries for those who can read the English). For 
example, it is missing from another frequently cited article on the Cossack correspondence 
[Friedman], and seems to have had no influence on the many who still wish to believe the 
19th-century romanticization of the texts as “original” compositions embodying the cultural 
ethos of the raucous Cossacks.  
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lations made in the Muscovite Privy Chancery.20 Moreover, more thorough 
work than I was able to undertake in Western collections of early books 
has identified precisely the sources for other Muscovite translations I had 
discussed,  sources which had been unknown to me.21 While much of this 
merely confirms my broader conclusions, some of the discoveries suggest 
that the origins and transmission of certain texts were substanially more 
interesting than I had imagined. All this is, of course, the kind of normal 
development we would expect in scholarship, since few studies so exhaust 
the subject that they can never be revised and improved.

Often it seems that chance or serendipity, not just persistence and thor-
oughness, are also responsible for discoveries. A scholar looks for one 
thing, may or may not find it, and stumbles across something else. Illustrat-
ing this is the way I came to study the cultural history of Viatka (Hly′nov) in 
the late 17th and early 18th centuries, a subject I had never imagined earlier 
might be one of interest to me. There is, however, an important connection 
with that earlier work, which explains how I stumbled on the subject and 
what I then was able to do with it. In my study of the apocryphal letters, 
I had come across reference to a manuscript containing those texts whose 
whereabouts after 1918 had been unknown, or at least so it seemed.22 The 
eminent historian K. V. Harlampovich had used the manuscript in Kazan 
and published texts from it in 1918, but then it vanished. In the mid-1970s, 
on a komandirovka in Central Asia, A. I. Mazunin had re-discovered it in 
Tashkent and provided a fairly detailed description, not knowing that it was 
the same book Harlampovich had used long before.23 

I had the opportunity to visit Tashkent in 1991, my trip to Central Asia 
first of all for participation in a mountain climbing expedition and then 
to represent the University of Washington’s History Department on an ex-
change with its counterpart at Tashkent University, where I offered a mini-
course on imperial Russia to an unappreciative audience of two students 
who had no intention of doing any serious work. I had time on my hands 
and went off to the National Library to try to locate the manuscript (and 
some others) which Mazunin had described. There was no expectation here 
that much would come of the material, which I was examining from the 
perspective of my dissertation research of two decades earlier, a subject  
I had not been planning to revisit. Simply locating the book was something 
of a challenge, since the collection had been re-numbered, and the keeper, 
helpful as he was, had no idea of where to look. I found it eventually from 
the old inventory lists, spent some time with the manuscript, copying a few 

20 See, for example: [Майер, Шамин; Maier, 2006].
21 See: [Maier, 2008], which identifies the sources for the Slavic translations of pamphlets 

published in the 1660s concerning the false Messiah, Shabbetai Zvi. I had been the first to 
publish the kuranty texts about Shabbetai Zvi [Waugh, 1979a]; they have now been republis-
hed along with the original sources in the most recent volumes of Vesti-kuranty.

22 See my description of the manuscript in [Waugh, 1978, p. 275–276]. 
23 I had not known of Mazunin’s description, published the year before my book ap-

peared, and might in any event not have connected the Tashkent manuscript with the one 
that had been in Kazan.
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texts and recording enough information to supplement Mazunin’s descrip-
tion, and then, once home, throwing all this into a file and almost forgetting 
about it. Come an invitation to contribute to a Festschrift for Ned Keenan, 
I needed a subject, and thus began to look at the notes.24 What I discovered 
was not only the evidence of the book’s provenance (Hly′nov) but the fact 
that it contained important information for the history local chronicle 
writing, remarkable evidence about the degree to which this quintessential 
“backwater” of Russia (later immortalized as such by Saltykov-Shchedrin) 
was connected with the wider world, and much more. The one large mis-
cellany was a library in itself, whose owner/compiler, a sacristan Semen 
Popov, could be identified.

In approaching this material, I began to think more broadly about in-
terpretive strategies than I had in my earlier work. That is, instead of want-
ing merely to reinforce the traditional historiography that there was a kind 
of inexorable movement in the direction of the “modern world” starting 
in the 17th century in Muscovy and then accelerating in the time of Pe-
ter the Great, I began to wonder whether we might not need a more nu-
anced approach.25 To a degree then, if anything I was beginning to question 
the whole interpretive framework in which I had placed such texts as the 
translated apocryphal letters. Viatka, as I came to argue, was neither more 
“backward” than, nor as “modern” as, the rest of Russia in the Petrine pe-
riod.26 Of course to what degree an analysis focused in the first instance on  
a single book might demand reassessment of traditional historiographic 
conventions was another matter, as one of my reviewers later correctly 
pointed out [Marker].

While working on the Viatka book, I was able to visit the region for 
the first time, discovering both the riches of the local library and archi-
val collections, and gaining some sense of local cultural and intellectual 
traditions. All this, I think, stimulated some re-thinking of what was re-
ally significant in Russian culture, whose history too often has been told 
from the perspective of the center, not from that of the regions. Increasingly 
now, the perspective from the regions is finally getting its due. One of the 
challenges confronting Western scholars in Soviet times was access. Kirov 

24 My contribution to the Festschrift is ‘Anatolii’s Miscellany’ – Its Origins and Migration 
[Waugh, 1995].

25 See my somewhat belabored treatment of this thinking in “We Have Never Been Mo-
dern: Approaches to the Study of Russia in the Age of Peter the Great [Waugh, 2001]. Quite a 
bit more might have been included there on the literature about modernization, some key 
works not having fallen into my purview, but I would defend the basic conclusions of the 
article (James Cracraft’s objections notwithstanding).

26 The book is «История одной книги: Вятка и “несовременность” в русской 
культуре Петровского времени» [Уо, 2003], which I drafted in Russian but never could 
have been published without the substanial editorial ministrations of Mariya Kozhevnikova 
(then a Ph.D. candidate in economics at the University of Washington) and the further 
professional editing for Bulanin by Olga Novikova, an accomplished specialist on Musco-
vite chronicles. The decision to use the term “ne-sovremennost′” as an equivalent for “non-
modernity” (itself a kind of neologism) was criticized by S. M. Kashtanov in his review of 
the book, although at the time the book was published it was not yet common in Russian 
simply to transcribe the foreign concept “modern” in its various forms.
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(once Hly′nov/Viatka) had been a closed city. My first visit there, in 1996, 
was to attend a conference which the organizers were happy to label “inter-
national” thanks to the presence of some half dozen foreign scholars among 
the 200 or so who participated. I found the welcome and the atmosphere 
very stimulating; at least one of my American colleagues, who reported on 
the proceedings later, seemed to find it, well, “provincial.”27

The Tashkent manuscript included a previously unknown version of the 
“ur-text” which lies at the core of what had long been regarded as the oldest 
chronicle of Viatka’s history [Уо, 1997а].28 My re-examination of this appar-
ently earliest period of writing Viatka’s history then led me to yet another 
manuscript (in the F. A. Tolstoj collection in St. Petersburg, the manuscript 
not one which I had previously examined), which contained the “authorial 
version” of another of the early Viatka chronicles and clearly must have 
been used by the Viatka sacristan Semen Popov.29 Furthermore, I was led 
to re-examine the history of the famous local icon procession involving 
an image of St. Nicholas, an event which was at the core of a developing 
sense of regional identity and whose veneration had figured in those early 
histories.30 The history of the icon procession, which was suppressed in 
the Soviet period but then revived with the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
is still in need of further work. My review of the evidence suggested that 
the veneration of the icon (perhaps its very existence) dated from the 16th 
century, substantially later than what has been commonly believed. Yet the 
common belief is an article of popular faith, supported by the ecclesiasti-
cal authorities, one unlikely to be overturned by any scholarly argument, 
especially that by a foreigner. One of the other very interesting aspects of 
the Viatka material was the questions it raised about the contents of local 
libraries, where there still is much work to be done to reconstruct the con-
tents of collections that came to be dispersed, especially in the 19th and 20th  

27 David Goldfrank, in Newsletter of the Early Slavic Studies Association, 10/1 (May 1997), 
p. 3, where, not that this is really important, he mis-described the content of my paper.  
Cf. my substantially more enthusiastic description of the visit: [Waugh, 1997], and a second 
report on my experiences there a few years later, when I returned to do a “presentation” 
on my book at the Herzen Regional Library and spent time with a student group in Lal′sk,  
a small town north of Kirov [Waugh, 2004a]. In a brief paper I wrote for a conference I was 
then unable to attend about the provinces and Russian culture, I pointedly concluded with 
the rhetorical question as to whether the United States might not be termed “provincial.” See 
[Уо, 2011]. I am indebted to V. G. Vovina-Lebedeva for her editing of my Russian text and 
for presenting it at the conference in Tobolsk.

28Republished as [Уо, 1997б]. Aleksej Musihin is continuing to work on the early Viatka 
chronicle texts and has re-discovered in the regional archive in Kirov copies that had been 
used in their publication in the 19th century but then disappeared. Presumably he will pro-
duce a new and authoritative edition. However, I have no reason to think that will change 
my basic conclusions regarding the text I found in Tashkent. 

29 This text, the so-called “Letopisecz stary′h let,” is appended to a copy of the “Khrono-
graf of 1617” in a version with distinct readings which also are found in the works compiled 
in Hly′nov (the manuscript is RNB F.IV.219 [ex-Tolstoj I.218]). I discuss the text and illus-
trate its various scribal hands in [Уо, 2003, с. 144–159] and provide a critical edition [Ibid, 
с. 320–331].

30 See [Waugh, 2004b]; briefly summarized in Russian as [Уо, 2004]. See also the version 
of some of this material in [Уо, 2006].
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centuries. To be able to reconstruct the collections of major monas-
tic libraries, as noted above, is one thing, but to deal with the collections  
of individual churches, lesser monasteries or individuals in the late Musco-
vite period tends to be more challenging.   

My Viatka book would never have been possible without the experi-
ence I had gained as a beginner working in Russian manuscripts back in 
the 1960s and early 1970s.  For to a considerable degree, the whole edifice 
of the book rests on careful codicological analysis of the one manuscript, 
although contextualized with reference to a great many other historical 
sources, many of them published by A. S. Vereshchagin, the pioneering 
founder of the regional historical society at the end of the 19th century. 
Granted, the work on the Tashkent manuscript is far from perfect, hav-
ing been done in a library where there were none of the necessary refer-
ence works and from which I could not expect to obtain more than a few 
photographs of individual pages (microfilming the book was impossible).31  
Having a second opportunity to examine it and flesh out my earlier notes 
was essential to the ultimate success of the project. This experience,  
of course, is a good reminder of the challenging conditions scholars work-
ing in regional libraries even within Russia may face. For all of the treasures 
of its collection, the Herzen Regional Library in Kirov lacks most of the 
important watermark albums; there is apparently a total void of reference 
works for anyone working on manuscripts owned by the local historical 
museum. If in Tashkent nowadays probably no one particularly cares about 
the small collection of Old Slavic books, in Kirov, where there is much 
more, people do care very much about their collections, but they are handi-
capped in being able to work with them properly. Even obtaining newer 
publications of standard scholarship from Moscow and St. Petersburg can 
be a challenge, since the collapse of the Soviet Union has meant the col-
lapse of the system by which copies of important books were distributed  
to regional libraries at little or no cost.

I would like to think that my Viatka book is evidence that those early 
years of apprenticeship in the study of Muscovite manuscripts, inspired and 
encouraged especially by my Russian colleagues, have really borne fruit in 
ways that go beyond a somewhat uninspiring focus on solving little prob-
lems concerning texts and contexts or paper evidence. With a little luck, 
there will be yet at least one more book to come out of that early work,  
a study of the Muscovite acquisition of foreign news, on which I had hoped 
at one point to write a monograph, abandoned it, but then revived the pro-
ject in collaboration with Ingrid Maier. That book is likely to look quite 
different from what it might have been, had it been completed in the 1980s, 

31 My description of the Tashkent manuscript [Уо, 2003, с. 262–284] is much better than 
anything I had done for Keenan’s book or my own monograph on the sultan’s letters. That 
said, there are still many loose ends – texts needing proper identification, additional work 
on the watermarks, of which I at least provided some sketchy drawings, analysis and depic-
tion of the various hands. I was able to use one of the other books known to have been in the 
same personal library of Semen Popov only via a partial xerox obtained from Kazan for me 
thanks to the efforts of S. M. Kashtanov and E. S. Smirnova.
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since I find myself wanting to ask different questions of the texts and con-
textualize them in ways I would not have thought of then. The excursion 
out in to the Russian provinces to Viatka has had a lot to do with re-ori-
enting and, somewhat ironically, broadening my thinking. I had always in-
tended that the book on news place the Muscovite material in a compara-
tive context of news acquisition and dissemination elsewhere in Europe.  
Now though, I can see how the Muscovite context itself has to be expanded 
beyond a discussion of the role of the Diplomatic Chancery in Muscovy’s 
“Westernization.” For the interest of some of the translated news reports 
and pamphlets can perhaps better be understood if situated with reference 
to popular belief in providential interpretations of history and miracle tales 
and popular religious practice (for example, icon processions and pilgrim-
age).  Informal or “traditional” means of communication (including rumor 
and gossip), not just the “modern” institutions such as the press and postal 
system, continued to be extremely important.

So I have moved rather far from wanting to work within the paradigms 
of Solov′ev and Klyuchevsky and or in emulation of my Russian colleagues’ 
studies of texts, where the focus was often on small problems in part (in So-
viet conditions) because many possible larger theoretical and interpretive 
approaches had to be avoided. It is not as though the value of those schol-
arly traditions has diminished, for the principles of good scholarship on 
manuscripts and texts are essential for us to follow today and gradually are 
filling in the gaps in our knowledge of the sources. There is, however, the 
danger of remaining too attached late 19th-century historical-philological 
methods in an era when we need to ask new questions and broaden our 
perspectives if scholarship really is to move forward. Arguably I succeeded 
beyond any reasonable expectation in shaping my work according to Rus-
sian standards, which is why so much of it was readily published there at  
a time when relatively few foreign scholars were being published in Russia. 
From the perspective of today, this may all seem unexceptional, when there 
are collaborative projects, travel to international conferences is common, 
Western scholars are regularly published in Russian journals (and Russian 
scholars in Western ones) and their work widely cited (if in Russian transla-
tion). Even a short generation has witnessed remarkable change.

There was a downside to my modest success in that earlier era. The kind 
of work I found myself wanting to do was rather out of step with what 
was perceived as historical scholarship in American academia. To publish 
in a language other than English and in journals such as TODRL and AE, 
prestigious as they are in the Russian context, was not necessarily deemed 
a good credential when being assessed for promotion and tenure. As far 
as language is concerned, there really was no satisfactory way of reaching 
both scholarly communities. To publish in English meant that Russian col-
leagues might never read the work either because they could never get their 
hands on it or because they could not read the language. It was for that 
reason that I decided to write the Viatka book in Russian for publication in 
St. Petersburg, painful as the process was (it might in any event never had 
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been accepted by a Western publisher, given its subject matter). Even today, 
where most Russian scholars can and do interact openly with their West-
ern colleagues, some of those doing the best work have but a limited com-
mand of English. Among Russianists outside of Russia, of course there is no 
language barrier to using Russian publications, though obtaining many of 
them that appear in small editions and in remote places can still be a chal-
lenge. It is imperative in the 21st century that all scholarship become readily 
available on the Internet. 

A real problem in American academia arises when one’s scholarship in 
a foreign language is to be evaluated by colleagues who are not in that field 
and may not read any language other than English. I had been very fortu-
nate in 1972, the year I finished my dissertation, to obtain one of the two 
positions then advertised in the U.S. for a historian of pre-modern Rus-
sia.32 Understandably, few of my colleagues in my home departments could 
read my work, something which became important at the time promotion 
was being considered a few years later. Ironically perhaps, my chairman  
Donald Treadgold, who was a specialist on modern Russia and could 
read my publications, dismissed them as not being “history.”33 To write on  
codicology and watermarks and engage in the analysis and publication of 
obscure early Russian texts did not fit his concept of what a historian should 
do. I am not sure the situation would be much different nowadays at other 
academic institutions in the West, where Russian studies are increasingly 
seen as irrelevant, and, as my generation retires or dies, the few positions 

32 My Harvard adviser, Robert Lee Wolff, whose work was widely known, undoubtedly 
wrote a strong letter of support for me. Also, it helped that I had participated in a summer 
Russian language program administered by Herbert Ellison in 1963. He was now a Uni-
versity of Washington historian. At the American Slavic Association convention in Denver 
in 1971, when the Washington appointment was seen as a possibility, Ellison arranged for 
me to have breakfast with him and two of my other future colleagues, Donald Treadgold 
and Peter Sugar. I was not even interviewed for the other position that had been advertised 
in 1972, at Indiana University, which hired Charles Halperin. The job at the University of 
Washington, where I would spend my whole career, was initially a one-year appointment to 
replace Marc Szeftel upon his retirement and thus did not require a full, formal interview 
process and campus visit (I was still in the USSR when hired). The intent had been to invite 
a historian of Poland for a year, but when that fell through, the department decided on the 
one-year appointment as a way of not losing the position entirely. When the decision then 
was made to continue the early Russia position, the department carried out a proper search 
in that first year I was on the job. It could well have decided then to hire someone else, as my 
initial efforts in teaching were not especially impressive.

33 As history department chair, Treadgold overruled a strong departmental vote that 
should have promoted me a year ahead of the normal schedule. When my case came up 
in the following, mandatory review year, I think he was in fact disappointed that I turned 
down the offer I had received to become head of the Slavic Section of the Harvard University 
Library, a position I had applied for when uncertain of my tenure prospects. Ned Keenan’s 
strong recommendation that accompanied my application for the Harvard position und-
oubtedly had a great deal with my receiving the offer there. In retrospect, I think Harvard 
would have been disappointed, as I would have had far too much to learn to have done the 
job well. My position at the University of Washington was complicated by my having a joint 
appointment in History and in International Studies (which meant voting on tenure and 
promotion was by two different groups of faculty with differing academic priorities). In my 
final years, I transferred half of my International Studies appointment to the Slavic Depart-
ment, when I took over the teaching of their course on early Russian Literature and Culture. 
That is, at the time of my retirement, I was a member of three departments.
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devoted to pre-modern Russia are disappearing. We are nearing the day 
when there will no longer be opportunities in the U.S. for Ph.D. training 
in pre-modern Russian history, or, for that matter, in many other areas of 
pre-modern history.34

At least in retirement, I no longer worry about obtaining a job or about 
promotion reviews. I do have to be concerned though that what I write 
might be worth reading and that there still be audience among the handful 
of scholars who care as passionately as I do about topics of mutual inter-
est. To the extent that anything valuable has come out of my work, I must 
acknowledge beyond my graduate mentors the inspiration and support  
I have received from my Russian colleagues, whose expertise is on a level 
that I still can but aspire to attain.

УДК 82-94 + 09 + 930 Даниель уо

увлЕЧЕНИЯ ЮНОСтИ И к ЧЕМу ОНИ пРИвЕлИ: 
АвтОбИОгРАФИЯ*

Статья является продолжением автобиографии видного американ-
ского исследователя, специалиста в области древнерусской книжности 
Даниеля Уо, которая нетривиально показывает сочетание личной судь-
бы и профессионального интереса. События жизни разворачиваются в 
контексте отечественной и зарубежной русистики, споров и дискуссий 
исторического и культурологического характера. Перед читателем от-
крывается панорама советской и мировой гуманитарной науки, где 
противоречиво соединяются доброжелательность и научная объектив-
ность с идеологическим противостоянием и мелочными придирками.  
Прекрасное понимание людей, оценка их достижений делает воспо-
минания источником по характеристике состояния гуманитарной  
науки в напряженные годы «холодной» войны и в постсоветское время.  

34 With my retirement and that of Herbert Ellison, a 20th-century specialist, the history 
department was allowed to fill only one position, and the appointment went to a modernist. 
The UW Slavic department no longer has a specialist on early Russian literature. During my 
more than three decades at UW, I supervised only four Ph.D. dissertations in my field (and 
was an external member of the Ph.D. committee in one other case): Robert Croskey (who 
wrote on Muscovite diplomatic practice), David Das (on Andrej Ly′zlov’s Skifskaya istoriya), 
Isolde Thyrêt (on women’s religious life), Thomas Dykstra (on the Joseph of Volokolamsk 
Monastery), and Claudia Jensen (at Princeton in music history, writing on Nikolaj Dilecz-
kij). At other universities, recent decades have seen the retirement or death of several pro-
minent American early Russianists, among them Keenan, Robert Crummey, Richard Hellie, 
and Gustav Alef. In most such cases, they have not been replaced. Several of the best spe-
cialists on pre-modern Russia in the next generation teach at institutions where they have 
no opportunity to train graduate students in the field. News from Western Europe is not 
any more encouraging for the future of Russian studies, as whole programs are threatened.

* Начало статьи см.: Quaestio Rossica. 2014. № 2.
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