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The article analyzes, through numerous examples drawn from written monuments of
different historical periods, the use of the ethnonym “Rusyn”, the linguonym ‘“‘Ruska
mova / yazyk” (“Ruthenian language/tongue”), and the ethno-attributive adjective
“Ruskyi”. It is emphasized that the terms ‘“‘russkiy” (“Russian”) and “drevnerusskiy”
(“Old Russian / Old Rusian”), introduced into scholarly circulation in the 19th and 20th
centuries by Russian philologists, came to denote both the Russian language as a separate
linguistic structure and the Russian people as a distinct East Slavic nation, while at the
same time also serving as a common designation for the language of Rus’ in the earliest
written period and as a collective name for the three East Slavic peoples. This, the author
argues, led world Slavic studies into a dead end. When translating this ethnonym and
linguonym, Europeans no longer saw any place for Belarusians and Ukrainians in it, since
the ethno- and linguo-attributive term “russkiy” became unequivocally associated with
only one people — the Russians.

One may speak of distinct ethnic and linguistic identity, on the one hand, when an
individual, as a speaker of a language, is conscious of their unity with fellow tribespeople
or compatriots and, consequently, of the fact that they speak a language distinct from
others. On the other hand, this ethnic group must also be distinguished and recognized as
separate by other peoples, in other words, there must exist both auto-identification (self-
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identification) and allo-identification (identification by outsiders) of a given ethnos. In
world scholarship up to the end of the 18th century, such allo-identification was consistent
and unambiguous: Ukrainians were called Rusyns or Rus’ people from the earliest period
onward, and at times Belarusians within the Grand Duchy of Lithuania were also included
under this designation; meanwhile, the inhabitants of Muscovy were never identified with
Rus’ and were always referred to as Muscovites.

The article confirms the complete lexical and factual discrepancy involved in the use
of the ethnonym and linguonym “russkiy” to designate the Eastern Slavs—the ancestors of
Belarusians, Ukrainians, and Russians— as well as the languages of these peoples in
different historical periods, both by their contemporaries and, from the 19th century to the
present day, above all by Russian scholars.

Key words: linguonomen, ethnic attributive, ethnic consciousness, Ruthenian,
historical dialectology.
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JTOKTOP (LI0JIOTIYHUX HAYyK, Tpodecop, uneH-kopecnonaeHT HAH Ykpainu
XKuromupchkuii fep>kaBHUN yHiIBepcuTeT iMeHi [Bana @panka

Y cmammi na wucnrennux npuxknadax 3 nucemHux nam MoK pisHUX 4acosux nepioois
NPOAHANI308AHO BHCUBAHHS eMHOHOMEHA «PYCUHY, TIH2BOHOMEHA «PYCbKA MOBA/A3UK» MA
emuoampubymusa «pycokuiiy. Iliokpecieno, wo enposadiceri 8 naykosuil ooie y XIX —
XX cm. pociticokumu @inonoeamu mepminu «pyccKuily, «OpeeHepyccKuti» Ha NO3HAYEHH i
POCIUCLKOI MOBU K OKpeMoi CmpyKmypu ma pOoCIUCbKO20 HAPOoOy 5K OKPemMo2o
CXIOHOCI08 'IHCHK020, | B0OHOYAC CNIIbHA HA36a 0151 Mosu Pycu naiidasniuiozo nucemmnozo
nepiody ma CniibHa HA36a OISl MPbOX CXIOHOCI08 SHCLKUX HAPOOI8 — 3a6eiu C8IMmos)y
caasicmuky 6 enyxuil kym. Ilepexnadarouu yeu emHOHIM ma JIIHSBOHIM, €6PONeEUYI 8ice He
bauunu 6 Hil micys Oinopycam i YKpaiHysm, OCKIIbKU emHO- ma JiHe80ampubdymue
«pPYCCKULl» 0OHO3ZHAYHO OMOMONCHIOEMBCS TULUE 3 OOHUM HAPOOOM — POCISIHAMU.

IIpo oxpemiwnicms emHIYHY Ui MOBHY MONCHA 2080PUMU, 3 00HO20 OOKY, MOOi, KOau
JIOOUHA, HOCIU MOBU, YCBIOOMIIOE CBOI0 EOHICMb 3 OOHONINEMIHYAMU, | K HACNIO0K, WO
BOHU PO3MOBIAIOMb OKPEMOIO 8I0 IHWUX M06010. 3 Opyeo2o OOKYy, yell emHocC Maomo
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BUOKPEMIIOBAMU Ul YCBIOOMAIO8AMU 1020 OKPEMIWUHICMb [HWI HAPOOU, mobmo mae oymu
asmoidenmudbixayis (camoioenmugixayis) i anoioenmugikayia (4yorca ioenmuixayis)
negnozo emuocy. Y ceimogiiu uHayyi oo kinysa XVIII cm. ysa anoioenmucpixayias 6Oyna
nOCNi006HOI0 Ui OOHO3HAYHOIO: DYCUHAMU, PYCbKUMU TI00bMU HA3UBANU VKPAIHYIE 80
Hati0asHiuo2o nepiody, iHooi we binopycis y ckiadi Benuxoeo kuaziecmea Jlumoscvkozo,
aorcumenie Mockosii 3 Pyccio nikonu ne omomodichio8any i 3a8x4cou Ha3ueaiu MoCKEUHAMU
abo MOCKOBUMAMU.

Iliomeepooiceno yinkoeume He3dicanHs, 1eKcuuHe U akmuine, npu UKOPUCMAHHI
HApOOOHA36U MA MOBOHA3BU «PYCCKULY ONd HA3UBAHHA CXIOHUX C]lO8 SIH, NpPeoKi8
binopycis, yKpainyie, pocCisiH, BIONOGIOHO MO8 YUX Hapodie Yy pi3Hi uYacu iXHiMu
cywacuukamu ma, nouwunarouu 6i0 XIX cm. i Odomenep, nepedycim pocCilicbKUMU
HayKo8YAMU.

Knwwuogi cnoea: ninceoniv, emuiuHuii ampudymus, emmuiuHa cei0oMicmb, pymeHu,
icmopuuHa 0ianeKkmonoisi.

The Grand Duchy of Lithuania was a unique geopolitical formation in which
cultures, traditions, and dozens of genetically unrelated languages were combined
and used within a single state. According to N. Morozova and S. Temchynas, three
worlds co-existed in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania of this period: Slavia Orthodoxa,
Slavia Romana and Slavia Musulmana [Morozova, Temchin, 1997, c.24]. In
different regions of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania one could hear living words in
Belarusian, Ukrainian, Polish, Russian; Lithuanian, Latvian; Yiddish, German;
Hungarian; Karaite and Tatar (Kipchak). Just a few of the languages were used in a
written form in the Duchy. Nowadays we have documented evidence that the
inhabitants of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania wrote in Ruthenian, Polish, Czech, the
Church Slavonic language, Greek, Latin, Hebrew and Arabic. The language itself
and its writing system were not always equivalent: there exist examples of recording
Ukrainian of that period by means of Latin alphabet, Polish by means of Cyrillic
alphabet and Belarusian by means of Arabic alphabet. The abovementioned
languages had different social assignments, positions and statuses. As ‘“Ruthenian”
was the most widespread at that time, it became the official language of the Princely
Court preserving its status for a long period of time afterwards. The turning-point of
its usage and development can be dated to the 16™ c. when it was used in the most
important government documents, namely the Statutes of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania and the translations of the Bible from different languages. Thus, the
“Ruthenian language” was the language of the “Ruthenian people”. Who were these
people? How did they identify themselves? How did they call their neighbours? How
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did their neighbours call them? Where was the boundary between the “insiders” and
“outsiders” for the Ruthenians after the dissolution of the Kyivan Rus’?

For instance, who did Belarusian Vasyl Tiapynskyi address to in his preface to
the translation of the New Testament in 1580' [Kuimay, 2012, c. 33]: «Pap nokazkoy
MoK BRPOY, KOTOPYH MAK, A 3BAALLA HAPOAOY CROEMOY POYCKOMY ...»7
[Halencanka, 2005, s. 1]. What nation did the Ukrainian member of Polish gentry
Vasyl Zahorovskyi mean in his testament dating to 1579 telling his sons to remember
its writing, speech and traditions: «Takxe, aBwl nHcma ¢roero pyc(c)koro w
MOBEHBA PYC(C)KHMH CAOBBI H OBLIMAER™S LIHOTAHRH(X) H MOKOPHBLIXS pyckH(X)
HE 3AaBaMaaH ...»? [3aropoBcbkuit, 1988, c. 171]. The researchers studying social
relations in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
of this period assert that Tiapynskyi addressed his Belarusian tribesmen or at least
Belarusians and Ukrainians — Ruthenians or Ruthenian people — at the same time;
Zahorovskyi referred to the writing system, language and traditions of his Ukrainian
tribesmen or at least Ukrainians and Belarusians — Ruthenians or Ruthenian people —
at the same time. The contemporaries of these works didn’t see any ambiguity in this
issue. It was not present afterwards until the third power, i. ¢ Russians and Russian
science, interfered with the process of ethnic identification of the “Ruthenians”.
Since that moment all “Ruthenians” automatically became “Russians”. It is definitely
a terminological nonsense, but a great number of scientists, especially on the West,
have to be convinced that Ruthenians Tiapynskyi (Belarusian) and Zahorovskyi
(Ukrainian) thought of Russians (Muscovites) least of all while writing their works
in 1580 and 1579 respectively, especially taking into account the fact that there were
constant wars with Muscovites at that time. Historical and philological world
sciences still mainly use “basic” Russian notions and terms, made up in the 19 —
20% ¢. For instance, the world-known Lithuanian and Ruthenian State thanks to
Russians became “Lithuanian and Russian state”. Translating this name, Europeans
did not refer it to Belarusians and Ukrainians since ethnic attributive “Russian”
identifies with only one nation — Russians. «As an independent process the history
of the Lithuanian and Russian state astounds with the polarity of its direction and its
achievements as compared to the history of the other Russian state — Muscovia»
[Lubavsky, 1910, p. 34-35]. How many “Russian states” were there? These words
belong to the academician M. Liubavskyi, a scientist of the 19" — 20" ¢., educated

! Cepen maykoBLiB MO0 9Yacy APYKy IBOTO TBOPY Ha CHOTOAHI OJHOCTAMHOCTI HeMae. Bimopychkuit mOCIimHHK
I. Knmimay nomyckae, mo «EBanrenie» morio Oyt BuapykyBaHe B mepion Mik 1551-1580 pp. 1580 pik moxxHa
BBa)KaTH YMOBHOIO 1aTOr0 BUX0Ay mipaii. Jlus.: Knivay 1. I1. EBanreme ¥ nepaknanze Bacins [sminckara. 2012, c. 33.
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and trained based on imperial traditions. Few changes in the approaches to the
definitions of the notions Rus’, Ruthenian took place after the dissolution of the
USSR. “Great Encyclopedical Dictionary” (1997) defines the lexical entry Rus’ as
«RUS’ (Ruthenian state), the name of the state formation of East Slavs of the 9" c.,
located on the Dnieper River and spread within the whole territory of Kyivan Rus’.
In the 12" — 13™ ¢. Rus’ is the name of Old Russian states and princedoms. There
appear the following names: Belaya Rus’ (White Rus'), Malaya Rus’ (Little Rus’),
Chernaya Rus’ (Black Rus’), Chervonnaya Rus’ (Red Rus’) etc. The notion Rus’
refers to the territories of North-Eastern parts of the former Old Russian state and
becomes the basis for the notion “Russian”» [The Great Encyclopedic Dictionary,
1997, p. 1042]. Were Ukrainians and Belarusians related to Rus’ and Ruthenians on
the basis of Russian scientific research? Russian academician V. Ivanov giving no
explanations to the name of the state “Russian state” claims that “the boundary
between Belarusian and Russian dialects is indistinct which is usually explained by
the struggle between the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Russian state, which made
the lands situated between them (such as Smolensk region) constantly circulate
between them” [Ivanov, 1973]. Why were Ruthenians of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania always waging wars on this “Russian state”? The most recent works of the
Russian scientists provide the oldest history of Russia in the same vein. B. Floria,
describing self-identification of East Slavs in the 12" — 15" ¢, speaks about the
Belarusians in the following way: «The ethnonym denoting Belarusians as opposed
to their nonethnic neighbours was the old conventional word “Russian”» [Floria,
1993, p. 43]. There was indeed an ethnonym, but it was “Ruthenian”, not “Russian”.
Doctor of Historical Sciences L. Stoliarova declares in her article «The writing
system of Ancient Rus’»: “Scientists consider the earliest codes of the Russian
recension to be the Archangelsk Gospel dated from 1092, the Galician Gospel dated
from 1144” ... or “the most ancient extant parchment manuscript, written in Rus’
and having an exact date of creation is the Ostromir Gospel dated from 1056 — 1057.
These codes, rewritten by the deacon Grigoriy for the Novgorod mayor Ostromir-
Joseph, were long considered not only the earliest exactly-dated Russian manuscript,
but also the earliest exactly-dated Slavic manuscript” [Stoliarova, 2009, p. 40]. Is the
Ostromir Gospel the artifact of the Russian writing system according to the Russian
scientists? Are the Ukrainians related to the artifact written in Kyiv? Unfortunately,
as S. Plokhii truly states, “the efforts to find westernized “Ruthenians” in the history
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania as well as the failure of Russian scientists to
differentiate terminologically “Ruthenians” of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania from

© Moiicienko B. M., Moisiienko-V(@zu.edu.ua

XT0 Oynu «pyrenn» y KuiBebkiii Pyci Ta mocT-KHEBOPYCHKHUX reonoJIiTHIHUX YTBOPEeHHAX (PO icTopito
MOHATTA «PYTEHN», AKe CTOCYETHCS €THIYHOI IPYNH Ta MOBH B YKPaiHCHKHX, 0i10pyChKHX i pocilicbKkux
JA0CTimKeHHsX) (AHMTIHCHKOIO)

13


mailto:Moisiienko-V@zu.edu.ua

ISSN 2411-1562 (Print); ISSN 2786-8206 (Online)
STUDIA LINGUISTICA, 2026. — Vol. 28 : 9-34

the representatives of the present-day Russian nation will make the investigation of
the political and cultural history of this region even more complicated” [Ilnaxiii,
2014, c. 82]. As we consider, the investigations of the language history are also
complicated in terms of such scientific approach.

The question is who was a Ruthenian or a person of Ruthenian origin on the
Post-Ruthenian territories (after the dissolution of Kyivan Rus’)? Who was named a
Ruthenian or a person of Ruthenian origin in general?

Ethnic and linguistic detachment exists in case a person, a language speaker,
realizes his/her unity with the fellow-tribesmen and as a result they have their own
language. On the other hand, the ethnicity and its detachment should be singled out
and realized by other ethnic groups. In other words, there should be both self-identity
and identification of a certain ethnic group by others. V. Nimchuk states that
linguistic consciousness models the ethnic one and vice versa — the ethnic self-
consciousness determines self-identification of one’s language as a separate detached
one [Himuyk, 1995, c. 74]. Therefore, one can assert that a certain ethnic language,
i.e. the language of a certain ethnic group, has its own age exactly like its ethnic self-
identity. The life of a tribe, ethnic group or a nation always leaves its trace in the
history. Every nation leaves its cultural, traditional or linguistic heritage. No nation
can be left unnoticed in the history. Ethnic groups, detaching aliens, mention and
evaluate them. Their interpersonal relations usually leave behind language
expression such as borrowings from one language into another.

The depicted problem needs investigation because of other questions arisen in
the process of our diachronic studies of the language belonging to the inhabitants of
the Polissia region in different periods of time. The following questions have no
answers so far: 1) when were a Ukrainian and a Belarusian segregated from a
Ruthenian? 2) how are Belarusianisms, Ukrainianisms and Russianisms represented
in other East Slavic and neighbouring territories in ancient times (from the 11% to the
17" ¢.)? 3) why didn’t anybody give any example of Russian (not Church Slavonic)
borrowings in other Slavic languages at least up to the 18™ c. in the process of
determining the origin of the Russian language in the Rus’? A great number of
similar questions related to ethnic and linguistic identification of the ancestors of
present-day Belarusians, Ukrainians and Russians are still controversial in Slavic
studies.

Our considerations are based on the following premises:

1. Once there was a feudal empire Rus’ with Kyiv being a capital of it. It was
inhabited with Ruthenians, who invaded other tribes and peoples in the north and in
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the east as time went on. In the 10— 12% ¢. Rus’ was inhabited with several ethnic
groups, only few of them being Slavic. Rus’ as a generic term designated all of the
inhabitants, whereas a Ruthenian denoted a man or a woman living there 2. This
ethnonym was originally used in its narrow sense, denoting perhaps only the
inhabitants of the Polissia region: «bk O €AHHD A3BIKD CAORBHERCK®: cAOREHE,
Hxke ckaaxy no AyHaw, H MOpaBA, H MecH, H AAXOREK, H noasHe, AKe HbINE
30Bemaa Pych ...» [Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles, 2001, p. 18].
Polanians lived on the territory of modern Kyiv and Pereiaslav regions, and since the
12® ¢. — Chernihiv region, i.e.: 1) original Rus’ included Kyiv, Pereiaslav and
Chernihiv regions; 2) the whole Kyiv Empire with the adjoining lands that belonged
to Slavic and non-Slavic ethnic groups. After the dissolution of the centralized
Empire Rus’ its direct successor becomes the Kingdom of Galicia-Volhynia or
Galicia-Volhynian Rus’. Later on Lithuanian and Mongol-Tatar invasions resulted
in appearing other lands on the adjoined territories with the same names claiming
Kyiv heritage: Lithuanian Rus’ and Mongol Rus’.

2. Before its dissolution in the 4™ — 6 ¢. Proto-Slavic linguistic community
had distinct dialectal ranges which later on evolved into separate Slavic languages.
This perspective is quite obvious for the glottogonic process of western and southern
Slavic languages. Ethnogenic and glottogonic processes in eastern Slavic languages
were quite different though. The feeling of unification was encouraged by co-
existence of various east Slavic and non-Slavic tribes in a common state (Rus’),
having Kyiv princely dynasty, sole Greek and Byzantine Church, sole Old Ruthenian
literary language based on ancient Kyiv dialect and sole Old Slavonic (Church-
Slavonic) language. But the inhabitants of ancient Rus’ and their language were
never a monolith. Old elements of tribal origin were preserved as sub-ethnic groups.
New proto-ethnic groups consolidated with proto-languages [Himuyk, 1995, c. 78].
Profound linguistic investigations of Yu. Sheveliov, A. Zalizniak, H. Pivtorak,
F. Klimchuk, S. Nikolaiev etc. proved the fact of Old Ruthenian linguistic unity.
After the dissolution of the Proto-Slavic language-basis two ethnic groups of the
inhabitants of Novhorod and Polissia regions were separated at least linguistically.
Common “Old Ruthenian nationality” of Belarusians, Ukrainians and Russians is not
mentioned in modern Slavic studies.

2 OueBnaHo, He Oyi0 B 06iry Haszem xkuTeniB Pyci — pycuu. Tpamwmserscs numme B «CioBi o mosky Iropesim». Hassa
IIIKOM KHIKHA CTOCOBHO TTOCIIIOBHO HAPOIHOI — pycux. Bin eTHOHOHOMEHA pycuy HE YTBOPEHO (POpMHU KIHOIOTO
pony — pycuuxa?!
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[. Defining the ethnonym “Ruthenian” and linguonomen the “Ruthenian
language” in professional literature. Their meanings and contexts.

The Ukrainian language.

The noun Ruthenian in the written artifacts of the Ukrainian language is the
name of a Ukrainian living in feudal times, which was documented in “The Tale of
Past Years” and “Ruska Pravda”: «auie BOYA€Th POYCHN'B, AKWEO IPHAIHD, AKEO
KYMYHHA, AKEO AEETHHKh, AWEO MEMHHK'h, ALLE H3®IOH EOYAETh, AKEO
CAOBENHNBY» [Pycbka mpaBnpa]; in the original works dated from 1369: «ax
MOE'ErHETh PYCHN'D 4 AKWEO PYCKA HAH BO ABEBOB'h ... BLIAATH €ro» [CIoBHUK
cTapoykpaincbkoi moBH, 1978, c. 308]. An unknown patriotic author called Andrew
the Fool-for-Christ a Ruthenian in the work “Sermon on the Protection of the Blessed
Virgin”: «GTpawiHO H AHBHO €CTh EPATHA. BHAINHE. CTOr0 OuA ANBAPIA
POYCHHA. WITO BPOAAHBRIME HMEHOB... EO XCA PAAH. H €ro BMHHKA CTOro
epndanna. rpeka». The sermon was a part of the martyrology dated from 1489
[Himuyk, 2015a, c. 32]. The ethnonym Ruthenian is preserved in the Ukrainian
translations of both “The Tale of Past Years” and “Russkaia Pravda”. There is no
need to translate it. The dictionaries of modern Ukrainian language define the
ethnonym Ruthenian as “a name, derived from the word Rus’, which denotes a
person who belonged to Rus’, Ruthenian ethnic group...” [Enuuxnonenis
yKpaiHo3HaBcTBa, 1998, c. 2644]. The dictionaries published in the Soviet period
define Ruthenians as a former name of the Ukrainian population of Bukovina, Galicia
and Transcarpathia regions” [CnoBHUK ykpaiHcbkoi MoBH, 1971-1980, c. 911].

The adjective Ruthenian was detected in Ukrainian written artifacts dated from
the 11" ¢. (The Anthology of Sviatoslav dated from 1076) and denoted “related to
Rus’ ”: « KOHMAX'B KHHXKBKBI CHIA B Ab 7 <SHAA> AKBTO npH ¢TocAaBE KHA3H
POYCHCKBI 3tMaa: amunb» [Izbornik of 1076, 1965, p. 701]; (“The Tale of Past
Years”) denoted “Ruthenian ethnic group”: «kako 3akons cornpe Bar(a)Ts |
’KE H HCTHHA. BCK 3EMAK HCMOAHH. H BRPpA B'h RCA A3BIKKI MPOCTPECA. H AO
HALLErO A3LIKA POYCKArO. H MOXBAAA KAFAHOY HALUEMOY BAOAHMEPOY» [Himuyk,
2015b, c. 39]. The notion had a range of phonetic variants in the texts dated from the
140 — 17N ¢ pyekur, pycktn, POVCKHH, POVCKBIH, PYCCKIH, PYCKH, POVCKH,
PYCBKHH, PYCKIH, POYCKAI, PYCKAIM, PYChCKBIH, PYCKIH, PYChKHH, PYCCKAIH, DY CKIH,
The Old-Ukrainian Dictionary dated from the 14" — 15%¢. records 11 various
phonetic and graphic variants of the ethnic attributive Ruthenian and its
61 grammatical forms having 4 definitions: “1) related to East Slavic lands, which
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were a part of the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania; 2) Old
Ruthenian; 3) related to East Slavic ethnic groups living in the territory of the
Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania; 4) as a neuter noun”
[CnoBHUK cTapoykpaincekoi moBu, 1978, c. 308-309]. Ukrainian lexis of later
periods witnesses reinterpretation of this word. The Dictionary edited by
B. Hrinchenko states: “1) In Galicia and Bukovina-: Little Russian, Ukrainian.
2) Great Russian (adj). 3) a Great Russian (noun)” [['pinuenko, 1909, c. 89]. The
Dictionary of the Ukrainian language (1971-1980) states: “1) the same as Russian.
2. Adjective deriving from the word Rus’. 3. west. arch. Ukrainian” [CioBHUK
ykpaincekoi moBu, 1971-1980, c.913]. Scholarly edition of the Ukrainian
Dictionary (2012) records two definitions of the word: “I) related to Rus’. 2) arch.
Ukrainian” [CnoBuuk, 2012, c.1015]. The latest Ukrainian lexicographic
publications do not relate this ethnic attributive to Russia or Russian: “1) adj. to the
word Rus’. 2) hist., west. Ukrainian. 3) Ruthenian province is an administrative
territory of Ukraine in the 15" — 18®¢.” [Bycen, 2007, c. 1280]; “Ruthenian —
Ukrainian” [Spemenko, Cuimymiko, 2003, c. 222].

The Belarusian language.

The ethnonym Ruthenian is Pycin in Belarusian «HNa3ga ykpainuaiy
3AXOAHEYKPAINCKIX 3AMEAR, AKAA MEAA HAHBOALLLIAE PACMAYCHANKAHNE | HAC iX
3HAXOAKAHHA MAA AYCTPA-BENIEPCKIM rHeTam» [ATpaxosid, 1977-1980, c. 728].

The ethnic attributive Ruthenian is Pycki in Belarusian «1) fki mae agHOCIHBI
na Pyci, Pacii. 2) SIki mae agHOCIHBI Ja PYCKIX, HAJIEKBIs iM» [ToymadanbHel,
1977-1980, c. 729].

The Russian language.

In Russian historic lexis the ethnonym Ruthenian is attested documented in the
13™ ¢. meaning “Russian” in the official documents of Novhorod and Smolensk
where Ruthenians lived at that time [Dictionary of the Russian Language of the 11th—
17th Centuries, 1997, p. 259]. It should be noted that the illustration of this word in
the 16™ c. in “The Life of St. Stephen, bishop of Perm...” is following: «nop0EaLLE
BAMS MEHE MOCAYILATH ... MAME HEKEAH OHOO PYCHHA, Nave (3K) MOCKRHTHHAY
[Dictionary of the Russian Language of the 11th—17th Centuries, 1997, p. 259]. It
means that the inhabitants of Muscovia knew Ruthenians and Muscovites.
Lexicographers considered the chronicled Pycywsr dated from the times of Prince
Vladimir also “Russian”: «H npukxa BoaoaumEps, kxa 8o nennto ko ¢rkn Bun,

H C03RA BOAPKI RoAOAHMEpCKbIA H mEeTHYR pycun v wBmuk, 1 noreak nepepo
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BCHMH MECTH rpamoTy EpaTHY» [Dictionary of the Russian Language of the 11th—
17th Centuries, 1997, p. 260]. All Russian publications of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania translate the ethnonym Ruthenian only as “Russian”. For instance,
academician D. Likhachov translated the extract of the Old Ukrainian text dated from
1051 into Russian in the publication dated from 1999 in the following way: the
original text — «mocTaBH ApocaaRs. AApHOHA MHTPOMOAHTOMb. PYCHHA» —
«IlocTagna dApocaar HanapHona mMHTPONOAHTOMB, PYCCKOro poaom» [Likhachev,
1999, p. 205]. The earliest examples of using the ethnic attributive Ruthenian in the
Russian language were taken from Ruthenian Kyiv / The Anthology dated from
1076, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, Russkaia Pravda / and Ruthenian Novhorod
/Novhorodska kormcha dated from 1282 / texts. As a matter of fact “The Dictionary
of the Russian Language of the 11" — 17% ¢.” redirects readers from Ruthenian to
Russian, although the examples of such graphic record from the Russian written
artifacts had not been documented till the 17" c. Later on when Moscow princes
conferred titles of Tsar of all Russia upon themselves (Ivan III — tsar and the sole
ruler of all Russia), this ethnic attributive began to take roots also in the texts, written
on the territory of Muscovia [Dictionary of the Russian Language of the 11th—17th
Centuries, 1997, p. 260].

The illustrations found in Belarusian and Ukrainian written artifacts prove the
identity of the languages “Ruthenian=Ukrainian”, “Ruthenian=Belarusian”,
“Ruthenian=Belarusian=Ukrainian”.

Texts written on the territory of Belarus and Lithuania.

The Bible translated by Belarusian Francisk Skorina (1519) was created «k
HAYMENHK AKAEMB MOCMOAHTRIME  PYCKOrO A3BIKA», «CBOMY MPHPOKEHOMY
PYCKOMY ASHKY K HAYILLE BCErO AOBPOro» [I'pymescekuii, 1995, c. 428].

Objectivations of Vasyl Tiapynskyi in the preface of his bilingual New
Testament: «3b evrain cyma 3akoHy B(0):kero, koTopas 3 caore(H)CKOro, aBhl
umb Te(k) n n(x) Baachbi(m) €3biko(M) POYCKHMB, B APOYKOY BAILIAAY
[Halen¢anka, 2005, s. 1].

The Royal charter to Vilnius Orthodox citizens dated from 1589 states: «Bh
WwkoA'k Tex EpaTCKoft ARTER BPATHH YMHCHO'R H YEOrHX® CHPOT'H A3bIKA H
nucma Pyckoro, I'peveckoro, AaTnHncnkoro H IToARCKOro HAKAAAOM'B EPALKHM'B
AAPMO YMHTH MORHHHAKI ...». According to the charter, granted to the Vilnius Trinity
Uniate Monastery dated from 1615, it was allowed to «pYNAOBRATE H Bh ThIXh
WKOAAX'D  YMBITH BCHX'B HAYKh, BOAAYTH MPEMOXKENA HX'h, HA3BIKOMH
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Krpeukums, AaTHHCkHMB, GAOBEHBCKHM'B, IloabckHMs H  PyCKHMB...»
[@apion, 2015, c. 135-136].

The translator states the following in the catechism published in Vilnius in 1585:
«...3 AATHHCKOr® HA3bIKA HA PYCKI A3BIKL ... NPeadxkono» [Falowski, 2003,
c. 111].

The extract from the Vilnius set of works dated from the 17% c. states the

following: «'IHHB @CULEHHA BEAHKArO Mvpa () enn‘a KOTOPOE MO rPELKY

HA3KIRAETA METAXPYZMA 3 rpeveckar® €vxoAorioNa Ha POYCKIF MPEAOKONO»
[Mopo3zoBa, Temuun, 1997, c. 18].

Texts published in the Ukrainian territory.

The Volhynian record keeper of the Krekhiv Apostle dated from 1560 used the
word Ruthenian to denote probably his Volhynian, Ukrainian «Gymuensa ago
PYCKHM A3BIKOM PEKY — COBECTH CRO€H; BanamyThk pyckin» [Orienko, 1930,
c. 113].

Zhytomyr officials read the oath of a low-rank court public official which was
written in three languages: «nprcary... npH(H)MYKMH MBITAAH H TAKh CE B CORE
PYCKHM'R, MOAKCKHM'S, HEMELKHMWE A3kIKo(m) mae(T)» [Moiicienxo, 2004, c. 132].

Hetman Petro Doroshenko states the following in the article 5 (total number is
24): «Akapemito Bh KieRk MTOE® CTPOHTH BOANO, B'h KOTOPOH FPEMECKHM'B,
AATHHCKHM'® H PYCKHM'B A3BIKOMB Pych yunTH nmkiors» [Papion, 2015,
c. 135-136].

II. Contrasting the Ruthenian language with the alien Church-Slavonic
language by the Ukrainians and Belarusians.

Written artifacts of this period contain many examples of distinguishing the
“Ruthenian” language as the native and comprehensible language of the ruthenians
and opposing it to the Church-Slavonic language, named Slavonic and Bulgarian at
that time: «KOAH ... BOr'h MHAOCEPAHBIF AACT'B B'h CROEM'B A3BIKY pyckom [ ...]
HayKy Aockonaayto [...] Haykn aaTHHckKOro nHecma Aogpe yuuTHy (1. Potii). «Bo
AK K€ R'BRAATH MAKTH, KOAH MHCMA H KHHIb CRETHIXh OTELL A0 TAKORKIXh
PEMEH MOTPEEHBIX'h, B'h HAWOMDB A3BIKY PYCKOMT® HE MAEMB, A MYKHM'B
REpHTH He xouemby (Vilnius, 1595); «...a Mbl, MPAROCAABHE, ABIKOMB PYCKHM
Bora Borom Haswnigaemo» (Vilnius, 1600) [Papion, 2015, c. 135-136]. Such
linguistic opposition is vivid in the postface of the Peresopnytsia Gospel (1556-
1561), which stated that this written artifact «npekaapana H3b A3BIKA BEABIAPCKOro
Ha MOROY POVCKYH. TO Ada aemwo(r) [o] Buiposoymana awpoy xp(c) Tianckoro
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nocnoanToro» [Ilepeconnunpke €panrenie, 2001, apk. 392, 481 3B.], as well as in
the preface to the translation of the Educational Gospel (1616) by Meletii
Smotrytskyi, who describes the Slavonic language as blocking access to knowledge,
open through the Ruthenian language: To(T) ko(w)To(&)unin a ne(g)uni(n) &
€u(r)in Vunre(a)no(n) Gaore(r)ckoro msnika CKPHTOCTH 3akonanni(n)
kae(n)no(T), Tene(p) 3a aackow n nomo(u)w Exew) P¥ckoro m3nika
nona(r)e(m) o(r)ronann(n), n a0 ne(p)uworo noxn(T)ky 1 oykura()na
npese(a)ennt(n) u nopganni(u)...» [Titos, 1924, c. 324].

According to numerous written artifacts, Ukrainians and Belarusians identified
their mother tongue as the essence and equated it with their Ruthenian language,
naming it «MPHPOKONKIFY», «CBOA MPHPONKONKIMY, KCBOH BAOCHKIF.

This concept is originally used in reformist publications of Francisk Skorina
dated from 1517. “Translated into Ruthenian” they were aimed to serve the
population «k HAYMEHHK AKWAEMB MOCMOAHTHIME PYCKOrO A3BIKA», «CBEOMY
MPHPOKEHOMY PYCKOMY AZBIKY K HAYLE BCErO AOBporo» [['pymescexuii, 1912,
c. 52]. The notion npupoorconsiii is basic in the petition of Ukrainian szlachta of Kyiv
regional council to Polish King Stephen Bathory dated from 1570, where the King
was asked «...ABbl AHCTHI CEAMORE, YHHREPCAABI, KOMCTHITYL'EH H KoxkpadA
CMPARA MOAAE OBETHHULI H MPHBHAK (Sic!) €ro KPoA€BCKOE MHAOCTH, mpH
CKOHMEHI YHEH BBIAAHOrO HE HHIUHMH AHTEPAMH H CAORBI, OAHO PYCKHMH
AHTEPAMH H €3BIKOM AO 3EMAH KHEBCKOE MHCANKI H BhIAABANKI EhIAH, KIALLK 3
MAOAOCTH HHLUIOMO MHCMA OLYTORE HALIH YMHTH HAC HE AABAAH, OAHO CROrO
MPHPOKOHOro pyckoro» [I'pymescekun, 1912, c. 43].

Vasyl Tiapynskyi expressed an important opinion concerning the necessity to
teach Ruthenian children (Belarusian in this case) in their native language as well as
to read and listen to the Bible also in this language. In the preface to the New
Testament he persuades his fellow tribesmen that the Word of God is the most
comprehensible in the native language and provides examples of translations of the
Bible by other ethnic groups: «...Ha(a) BeH(X) Ha cReTE XpTHAHCKHY HAPOAO(R),
B CAORE BOXKhEMH MPO3phRIIN Camb 0AtHH TO(A)KO TOr0 BhIAH AOKA3AAH, K€
noaay(r) naykn ananckoe ceon(m) raocuni(m) esniko(m) o(T) aarnoro
va(€)y CAORO BOXKE BBIAOKHAH, HMEAH H Ha(m) 30cTaRHAH. B MO(M) HHBIE BCH
Hapoant H(X) npukaapo(m) aepre ce a(kx) 3a Thi(x) nawn(x) Beko(r)
OBAMHAH H AQ TOrO ... MPHLIAH, K€ CAOBO BO(k)e 3 aaThncsku(x) 1 nuni(y)
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nucmb cBOH(M) Te(k) e3nko(M) MPHPOKONKI(M) MEPEKAAAATH H MHTATH
novaan» [Halencanka, 2005, s. 5].

Linguistic detachment of the Ruthenian people (Belarusians and Ukrainians) is
highly evident in government documents. The linguonomen is often used in the
Statute of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania dated from 1566: «...a nuca(p)
3e(m)ckn(F) no PYCKY MAETH AHTEPAMH H CAOBBI PYCKHMH BCH AHCTHI H O3B
NHCATH A HE HHbKI(M) A3kIko(M) H cA0BKI...» [CTaTyT BKJI, 2003, c. 35].

Thus, the above-mentioned information demonstrates a precise understanding
by Ukrainian and Belarusian ancestors, i.e. Ruthenian people, as early as the 15% —
16" c. of the importance and necessity to introduce native language (s3b1x
NPUPOIICOHBLU, CBOU €3bIK, 6lacHuti €3vik) into education and sacred services.
Reasonable thoughts expressed by Iryna Farion should be extended that the concept
“Ruthenian language” concerns not only Ukrainian ancestors but also Belarusian
ones: “The notion Ruthenian language as well as the ethnic attributive Ruthenian are
used as term-concepts in the history of the Ukrainian /and Belarusian — V.M./
languages, which helps us to trace the evolution of ethnic consciousness of Ukrainian
/and Belarusian — V.M./ ancestors and the leading role of the native language in this
process. On the back of reformist movements taking place in the late Middle Ages
and complicated public and political circumstances of the absence of the own state,
the Ruthenian language becomes a creative opposition to the Church-Slavonic
/Slavonic/ and Polish languages. As a result the term denotes a new detached type of
the ethnic consciousness of Ruthenians /Ukrainians and Belarusians — V.M./ in their
own linguistic worldview» [®apion, 2015, c. 200].

We do not identify the evidence of thinkers, writers, church leaders of that time
(15" — 16%c.) among the Russians (Muscovites), who would oppose the
linguonomen Ruthenian=native to Slavonic=alien. On the contrary, Russian thinkers
determined nprupoxxonnr A3uk in another way: Moscow exile Andrii Kurbskii was
not in agreement with reformists who translated sacred books into vulgar tongue
insisting on choosing «mmpHpoKAENHBIH A3bIK CAOBENCKHH» [I'pymieBchkuii, 1912,
c. 81]. As a matter of fact congruent opinions sharing this approach belonged to
Ukrainians as well /Z. Kopystenskyi/: «€¢T 3anpaBAbl H TO MEXKH HHLIHMBI
HenocnoanTas Wbk B Ku (k) Ma(c) npHPOXKOHKIA CROA  CAARENCKIA
AiaAKTh ABO A3HK'B AEHUIL H BhICAARSWIH, H CHAY €re, po3¥mKIOMH, pap™h
KHHPH TOre® AiaAKTY MuTaurbs H MHOrH(X) A0 MHTAA H KOXAHBA CA B HEM
MOEX°KATH pavuiy [Papion, 2015, c. 138-139].
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It should be noted that in Moscow Princedom the attribute Ruthenian, meaning
the literary language, is used to denote the Old Church Slavic, that is Ruthenian and
Slovenian are terminologically synonymous: «GabitiaX TEEE MO PYCKH MOWLLLA. ..
crry BoromaTepe» /memorandum of the XVII century [Dictionary of the Russian
Language of the 11th—17th Centuries, 1997, p. 260]. The manuscript of "Catechesis",
written in Kyiv in 1626, was taken to Moscow by Lawrence Zizanii, who was
accepted by the king and patriarch Philaret with due diligence. After numerous
theological discussions the book was translated from Old Ukrainian into Old Church
Slavic and published in Moscow in 1627 [Himuyxk, 1980, c. 19]. Such a situation was
dominant at the beginning of XVIII century: «JlitepatypHuii CTHIb METPOBCHKOI
€MOXHW, HE 3BAKAIOYM Ha 3MIIIaHWK CKJIAJ, MPOJYBXKYyBaB OyTH W Ha3MBATHCS
“cnaBeHChKUI”. MK “pOCCUUCKUM AUATEKTOM™ U “CIaBEHCKUM S3bIKOM™ CTaBJICHO
HEPIJKO 3HaK TOTOKHOCTI» [Vinogradov, 1982, p. 85-86].

Meanwhile, in the Ukrainian- and Belarusian-speaking world Ruthenian and
Slovenian are treated as antonyms. Such position is convincingly demonstrated by
Athanasius Filipovich in his "Diariush" ("Diary", 1646). The author distinguishes
between the Slovenian and Ruthenian languages as the Polish people do between the
Polish and Latin languages: «3"rai(x) nprinns o(a) eanoro rpe(u)koro PY (¢)
caorenkr(m) n psckn(m) a noaskn aarh(n)ckn(m) u no(a)ckum Azniko(m)
BEAASTH HAPOAY H NMOTPEBRI AHTEPA(A)HO KHH(I) 3AKHRAKMH AROAKSH AKORHI
R'RpY MHHHAH...» [AHIUDHKa, 1969, c. 232]. It is necessary to mark that when using the
word combination Ruthenian script, Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusians) meant
intelligible Cyrillic script. That's why the XV—-XVII century Cyrillic texts from Kyiv,
Lutsk, Lviv, Vilno, Polotsk didn't require any further identification, as far as they were
performed in the Ruthenian script. We consider it necessary to back up the said above
with facts from the book of Pinsk magistrate court dated 1662. On the language of the
document, submitted to the local registry, the penman noted: «nopaas ... rpamoTy
PYCKHM MOCKERCKHM MHCmom» [AkThI, 1909, c. 233]. Apparently, it goes not so much
of a different graphic system as of a different language.

[II. The perception and denomination of the Russians (Muscovites) by the
foreigners and the Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusians).

During the history of the Ukrainian people in the X-XVIII centuries (in the
Western Ukrainian territory until the XXI century) the term a Ruthenian man was
associated with Ukraine and Ukrainian people. It also concerned the Belarusians at
least until the XVII century — during their co-residence with the Ukrainian people in
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the Kyivan Rus and the Great Duchy of Lithuania. The ethnic name Ruthenian bore
no relation to the Russians and wasn't used in the Muscovite state. The ethnic
attributive Ruthenian was used in the Muscovite state since the XVI century.
However, during several following centuries (at least until the XVIII century) for all
neighbouring peoples — Ukrainians, Belarusians, Polish, Tatars, Lithuanians,
Germans, Romanians — they remained the Muscovites. Until the XVIII century the
Russian territory was opposed to the Ukrainian and Belarusian ones: Rus / Ukraine
and Belarus / - the Muscovite state / Russia /. A. Gwagnin in his famous "Chronicles
of the European Sarmatia" successively distinguishes Rus and the Muscovite state.
The Latin variant of the book, published in 1578, was called «Sarmatiae Europeae
description, quae regnum Poloniae, Lituaniam, Samogitiam, Russiam, Masoviam,
Prussiam, Pomeraniam, Livoniam et Moschoviae Tartariaeque partem complectitur»
(A Description of European Sarmatia covering the Polish Kingdom, Lithuania,
Samogitia, Rus, Masovia, Prussia, Pomerania, Livonia, Muscovite state and a part of
Tataria) [Mumuk, 2007, c. 9]. The Krakow edition dated 1611 was titled «Kronika
Sarmécyey Europskiey, w ktorey sie zamyka krolestwo Polskie ze wszystkiemi
Panstwy, Xiestwy, y Prowincyami swemi: tudziez tez Wielkie Xigstwo Lithew:
Ruskie, Pruskie, Zmudzkie, Inflantskie, Moskiewskie, y czgs¢ Tatdrow» [I'BanbiHi,
2007, c. 34]. P. Khalepskyi, describing his journey to Moscow through Ukraine in
1654, designates Ukraine as the land of Ruthenians, the land of Cossacks; Russia is
treated as the land of Muscovites: «...E0 B KpaiHAX KO3AULKiH Ta MOCKOBCKKIH
icHye 3BHMAR...»; «IlovuHnawun 3 PawkoBa i N0 BCift 3emai PYCiB, TOETO
KO3A4KIiB, MH MOMITHAH MPEMYAORY PHCY...»; «MH MEPETHYAH KOPAOH 3EMAI
KO3AKIE i MPHEYAH HA EEPEr FAHEOKOI PikH, HA3ZBAHOT GEAmom, AKa BXKE €
PYEEXKEM 3EMAI MOCKOBHTIRY [XaneOcrkuil, 2009, c. 22,25, 216]. M. Stryikovskyi,
distinguishing Rus and Moscow from the other peoples, refers them to the
Slavonians: «HAWH CAOBEACKHE BCH MPOAKORE, PVY¢, MOCKBA, MOAAKH, AHTEA,
KMOAALY [[icTaperanbl cnoyHiK, 1998, ¢. 66]. Charles Montesquieu in his work «On
the Spirit of the Laws» uses the name «the Muscovite state» [Tarnovskyi, 1922,
p. 181].

After the Muscovite tsars bestowed themselves a title of All Russia, and
especially after Peter's and Catherine's «reform measures», when the remainder of
Ukrainian and Belarusian statehood was eliminated, their original name Rus — Russia
(rp. Pocia) was taken to denote the Muscovite state, all the history (language,
literature, culture) of the Eastern Slavonians turned upside down. The Russian
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scholars have taken much effort to prove the long-lasting character of the Russian
nation — Russian history — Rusian language, starting from Prince Vladimir's Rus until
now.

It may be stated with a great deal of regret that the definition of the term in the
research activity of the European scholars is highly predetermined by the Russian
viewpoint. In the Czech academic edition «Slovnik jazyka staroslovenského» (Praha,
1959) the ethnic attributive poycscks is defined as ‘rusky, pycckwmii, russisch,
russicus’ and is underpinned by the contexts presenting no relation to Russia and the
Russian language: «0Ep'RTE XKe TOY €varreaie H JaATHPb POYChCKBIMH MHCMEHBD)
[Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského, 1959, c. 653].

In Ukrainian and Belarusian memoranda the Muscovite state and its citizens are
named Moscow and Muscovites correspondingly: «A gopt(c) & To(T) va(c) na
mo(c)kee Eni(a) & no(n)mannny» /1495/ [CnoBHUK cTapoykpaiHchkoi MoBH, 1978,
c. 614], «cnyxebunuk nmanen borymiteou Poman MockButun» /1561/ [MoiicieHko,
[omimgyk, 2013, c. 338]; «GA To po3yMBET 0 BCHX HHBIX AHBTHXPECTEY, AKO H
HA MOCKBE XOT HE 3HANLIH, AA€ CAABBHKINY [Orienko, 1930, c. 63]; «To(T) xe
ypaannk [¢] cayramu ..., koropuie 1 HayMH Ha nocayry €(r) k(p) m(a) nwa
Hawo(r) macTn A0 ANockEs! ...» [Matsienko, Moiiciernko, 2002, c. 194]; «epyn
Ha cay (k) By ko0(a)ne(p)cekyro, 30cTan(R) ecamn mo(c)ko(B) Ky CROW Y Mana
Kpbirroda Buna(p)ckoron [Moiicienko, 2004, c. 71]; «IManwn Muxa(n)ao
noBeAHAS, H(3k) ¢ Thixs awpe(n), koTopui(x) Ha cnncky emy aa(a), Tpe(x)
M0A0BEKO(B) B HEro HETH: ®AHNTK BME(p), a Apyru(n) BTOHY AR, & TpeTH(H)
Ha ALOCKRE, 4 H ® HH'BLWAKIX'E HE BEML...» [Voronin et al., 2008, p. 76], «®@H®
AEPKHTR MACTRKY HMENLA ... AA(A)ka Haworo knasa KO(p)a Tan(w)ckoro,
korTopui(n) cean(T) no(n)mans na Alockee» [Voronin et al., 2008, p. 109].
Thereafter, the ethnic attributive derived from the name of the state is Muscovite: «u
HALLIOTO MOCAA MOCAAAH E€CMO MOCMOA 3'h MOCKOB'BCKHM'B MOCAOM» [CIIOBHUK
cTapoykpaincekoi MoBu, 1978, c.614]; «kniazia wgo moskiewskiego»
[Bonogumupcbka rpojacekka kaura, 1587, apk. 432]; «ktorz do cara Moskiewskiego
udal si¢ w protectig” [OBpy1pka 3amMKoBa kHHUTA, 1678, apk. 44 3B.]. V. Tiapynskyi
treats the name a Ruthenian man as related to Rus: «3s ny 3n0¢pe(p) Koy pycHih
H(x) Hmb cROEH pyeH oycaoyryiodnny [Halendanka, 2005, s. 2], a Konu HAEThes
npo 1H1 Hapoau, Ae CiaoBo boxe BioMe CI0B’IHCHKOIO MOBOIO, TO BUIUISIE aBTOP
i MOCKBHHIB: «KOTOPO NE MANO B'h HY /B Pycu — B.M./, ane v no Bek(x) upkea(y)
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ceprekn(x), mocko(r)cku(x), roaocku(x), syanra(p)cekn(y), xa(p)raukny i
Hiet(x) wryT» [Halenanka, 2005, s.3]. In the register records of Mstislavl
magistrate court dated 1668, the Russian military men attacking Mstislavl in 1654
are called the Muscovites: «PoKy TENEP HAYMOrO THCEMA LIECTCOT MATAECAT
YETREPTOrO AHA, Krahl HEMPHATEAR AMOCKEHTHH  MOACTYMORBAA  MM0A
McTHeAdR. .. » [AkTEL, 1909, c. 9]. In the XX century Belarusian and Ukrainian
dictionaries the ethnic attributive Russian is defined as Muscovite: (Bel.) Russian —
«PACIACKi, PYCKi, MACKAARCKI, MACKOVKi, mackaab» [Hekpamrsiu, baiikoy, 2014,
c. 541]; (Ukr.) Russian — «MOCKOBChKHH, MOCKBHHCAKHH, MOCKOBHTChKHH,
MOCKAABCHKHH, POCIMChKHA, Kaanchkuiy» [/IlyOposebkuil, 2013, c. 360].

The same situation is observed in the Polish memoranda. The term Muscovite
is used to denote: a) a city: «Niejaki Kurczynin [...] bedac Franciszkanem w Wilnie,
uciekt z klasztora do Moskwy; a ze byt aptekarz z professyji, zalozyt na Moskwie
stolicy bardzo kosztowng apteke carowi»; b) a state: «Cesarz Karol Szosty, Scista
majac z Moskwg alianse, miat pickne wojsko 1 we Wloszech, 1 w Niemczechy;
c) citizens of this country: «Anglikowie [...] 1ako Ludzie polityczni maig wszelkie
Liquory dobre. Gdy tedy Moskwa w Poselstwie iadg to u nich nabiorg tych
Trunkow» [Elektroniczny stownik jezyka polskiego XVII 1 XVIII wieku]. The
Polish people called Galychyna conquered in the XIV a Rus Princedom. The term
Russian is also opposed to the term Muscovite in the «Stownik jezyka polskiego XVII
1 XVIII wieku»: «Oddat mi tedy owego konia Slicznego ktory byl nie Moskiewski
ale tych Ruskich koni czerwono gniady rosty» [Elektroniczny stownik jezyka
polskiego XVII 1 XVIII wieku]. The Polish academic edition «Wczesna
Stowianszczyzna» (2008) the search word Rus offers the following search ways of
the corresponding dictionary entries: Russia Alba — Biaiorus, Rus — Ukraina, Rus
Halicka — Halicz [Wedzki, 2008, c.526]. In the modern Polish linguistic
terminology the linguistic nomen Ruthenian language is correlated with the
Ukrainian and Belarusian languages and their dialects: «Y piuunmii BiamoBigHOT
TEPMIHOJIOTIT — TIEPEIOBCIM 3aBASKH TIOJbCHKUM MOBO3HABIIM — CTOCOBHO
HaJ0y3bKUX TOBIPOK YTBEpAMiIacs Ha3Ba «PyChKi ToBIpku» («gwary ruskie»). Bona
Mae CBii ICTOpUYHUH 3B’ S130K 13 Pycclo, 1 BUKOPHUCTOBYETHCS 3arajioM JIJIsl HA3UBAHHS
yKpaiHChKUX Ta Oinopychkux roBipok. ETHorpadu XVII-XIX cromite HazuBamm

JIOJHICTh, 10 TIOCIYTOBYBajacs THUMHU ToOBipkamu, — pycuHamu (Rusinami)y
[Czyzewski, 2015, c. 124].
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Interesting dictionary entries Rosya, Rosyanin and Moskal are given in the
B. Linde dictionary. The search word Rosya, defined in different languages — «Ruska
semla, Rutenska dkshela, Rufiansku zharsvu, Moshkovitsku zelarstvu, Poccisg» — is
followed by a commentary in Polish: «Moskwa, wielke cesarstwo czescia w Azyi,
czesca w Europie». The names of the citizens are translated in Polish as «Rosyanin
Moskal, Rosyanka Moskiewkay» [Linde, 1859, c. 68]. At the same time, the author
brings Rus into correlation with the Muscovite state just on the basis of several Czech
(boh.) and Ukrainian (vind.) dialects: «Rus (Boh. Rusy, Vind. Ruska semla, Rutenska
dxshela, Rufiansku zharsvu, Moshkovitsku zelarstvu = Rosya = Moskwa)» [Linde,
1859, c. 165].

IV. The distinction of the Ukrainians and Belarusians from the «Ruthenian» men.

The problem of differentiation of the Ruthenian people into Ukrainians and
Belarusians is far more complex. In many cases the Ukrainian memoranda present
the distinction of the ethnic name Lithuania as a term to denote both Belarusians and
the territory to the north of Ukraine. The first mention of the term Lithuania as a
name of a princedom is dated 1352, the ethnic attribute Lithuanian denoting the
ethnicity is dated 1392: «nocaaan €CTh K HAM MOCAA BALLIOrO AHTBHHA HA HMA
HEROHCTA» [ CIOBHUK cTapoyKpaiHchkoi MoBH, 1978, c. 549]. However. it is difficult
to understand from the context, whether it goes about a Belarusian or a Lithuanian.
In the following memoranda the opposition Lithuania — Rus becomes more and more
consequent: «AK'b AHTBA TAKb H PYCh KOKABI BOAAYT'R 34CAYTH H MOANOCTH
¢Ro€» [[MicTaperunbl cnoyHik, 1998, c. 65]. Obviously, on the assumption of the
Lithuanian first and last names, the ethnic name was used to denote the Belarusians:
«ma(p)waakora(a) mexn nocaamun na(w) an(r)en(n) kua(s) ayka(ur)
Bo(a)ko ceu(p)ckn(n)» [Ticraperausl caoyuik, 1998, c. 66]. The ethnic name
Belarusian — «skaopyceryby is first mentioned in the memoranda starting from the
XVII century: «mockBa H BeH EBhaopycust ne npuamyo(T) Tai(x) seky»
[[icTaperunbl cinoyHik, 1998, ¢. 271]. Following M. Stryikovskyi's idea, it may by
supposed that the ethnic name Lithuania first and foremost was concerned with the
Belarusians: «Hain cA0B€E(H)CKHE BCH MPOAKORE, PY(C), MOCKRA, MOAAKH, AHTEA,
Km0 (1) Ab» [TicTaperunsl cnoyHik, 1998, c. 66], as far as the researcher enumerates
the Slavonic peoples. The Italian historian of the XVII century M. Bizaccioli in his
work «History of the Latest Civil Wars» (1653) names the Ukrainian territory Rus,
the Russian state— the Muscovite state, Belarus — Lithuania according to the
EasternEastern Slavic? onomastic tradition [Hanuatixo, 1992, c. 241]. S. Plokhii on
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the basis of the early modern Lithuanian chroniclers comes to a conclusion that
«nronuctyi, ski npamoBain B CMOJIGHCHKY Ta Ha TepeHax cydacHoi bimopyci,
yKUBaIu TepMiH «Pych» mepenoBciM CTOCOBHO CBOET TEPUTOPIi, HE BKIIAJAIOUU B
HOro 3MICT MIBIEHHI 3eMJil, TOJAl SK MIBJICHHI aBTOPU Maike TMOBHICTIO
30CcepeKyBaIMCs Ha iICTOPil CBOIX 3eMelh, He BUSBJIAIOUHM 0c00IMBOT (a00 i y3arami
HISIKO1) 3aIlIKaBJICHOCTI 10 TOHATTS Pyci, chopmMoBaHOro iX MIBHIYHUMH KOJIETAMHM
[[Draxiit, 2014, c. 99].

The ethnic distinction was most vividly noted by the neighbouring Polish people
after the Great Duchy of Lithuania entered the new geopolitical formation — the
United Commonwealth of the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.
J. Zamoiskyi in his letter to J. Gerburt dated 11/15/1572 reflects upon the unification
of all Ruthenians (Ukrainians) in a single state. He offers to convene a meeting of
the Ruthenian princedoms appointed on December, 13 1572: «i npo nanig
BOAHHCHKHYX 3HAEMO, W0 BOHH ABO CAaMi MOIAYThH, ABO 3HATHHX MOCAIR
NPHWAKTE ... TO AAA TOro, ABH HAPI3HO PAAAMHCK, Ti 3€MAi HE po3pHBAAH. |
BHAAETHCA MENI, LLLO MANORE AEMYTATH MAKWTh AK A0 EEAXKAN, TAK A0 BOAHHAN
i A0 IHLLIHYX PYChKHY 3EMEAL MHCATH, 3AMPOLLUVIOMH MPEACTABHHKIB HA 3'(3A ...»
[Archiwum Jana Zamojskiego, 1904, c¢. 14-16]. The general meaning of the union in
1569 for the nation-forming processes of the Belarusian and Ukrainian nations
cannot be overemphasized. The differentiation of the peoples of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania encouraged the unity of the Ruthenians, whose ancestors lived in the
Kingdom of Galicia-Volhynia.

There are some evidence of the opposition of the linguistic nomens Ruthenian-
Ukrainian and Lithuanian — Belarusian. In this case P. Berynda's famous definition
of the lexeme a cock should be mentioned: «mkTean: veckn n pyckn. Koryr.
Boaniickn mkrens. AnToRckH neTyxw» [Vladimirov, 1888, p. XII]. That is,
P. Berynda brings the Lithuanian language into correlation with the Belarusian one.
It should be noted that a tradition to treat the Old Belarusian language as a Lithuanian
one prevailed in Naddneprianska Ukraine until the XVII century. The documents of
the Pyriatyn town court dated 1683 present the following evidence: «BdacHa,
PYCABBIFH, AHTOBCKOH MOBAI, MY MIPHHA AFACKAA, MHCMO BMEETD) [[TUpATHHCHKI
akToB1 kHUTH, 1908, C. 2].

V. Translation of the texts from different languages into the native one.

If a person aims to translate from one language into another (a practical need),
it means a person realizes its independence. Speaking about the written literary
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Ruthenian language, the attempts to translate the texts from other languages into
Ruthenian (Old Church Slavic /Menology 1489, Peresopnytsia Gospel 1556-61/, Old
Jewish /«Shesh Kenafayim» by Immanuel Ben Jacob Bonfis, «Taina tainykh» —
XV century/, Czech «Gkazani @ Guenaak npopounue» — XV century, Latin /a
fragment of the Statutes of Casimir the Great, «The Three Wise Men» —XV century/,
Polish/ «De Morte Prologus» —XVI century/, translation from Calvinist Brest Bible
dated 1562) [Temuunnac, 2013, c. 47-52] were made only in Ukraine and Belarus.
There is no evidence of the similar tendency in the Muscovite state. The Church
Slavic-Russian dictionaries appear in Russia in the second half of the XVIII century
[Uspenskyi, 1983, p. 105], while in Ukraine and Belarus they lead their history from
the XVI century. The reason for this is quite obvious: there was no need for the
Muscovites to translate from Church Slavic, as far as this language was the only
written literary language. Starting from the XV and XVI centuries Ukrainians and
Belarusians correspondingly realized the need of translation of the Holy Scripture
into their clear language. The «clear» language for the Russians was Old Slavic.

VI. Borrowings from Eastern Slavonic to other languages.

It is difficult to differentiate the Ruthenian borrowings of this period in the
Polish, Czech, Romanian, Lithuanian languages from the Ukrainian and Belarusian
languages. Nevertheless, they exist, thus the Polish, Czech, Romanian linguists treat
them as the Ruthenian ones (Ukrainian or Belarusian). The Polish Studies record the
Ruthenian (Ukrainian) borrowings starting from the XVI century [Rytter, 1992].

When it comes to the Russian borrowings, their appearance was fixed starting
from the XIX century [Tykhomirova, 2011, p. 104]. The Polish language of the
XVII century has only several lexemes of the Muscovite character. H. Rytter
enumerates the words which may be treated as borrowings from the Russian
language: bladyniec (‘pogardliwy epitet, ktérym okreslano Rosjan’), wor (‘totr,
ztodziej’), worowanie (‘bezececstwo, przestepstwo’), zmiennik (‘zdrajca’), zmienny
(‘zdradziecki’) [Rytter, 1992, c. 7].

Until the XVI century the Belarusian, the Russian and the Ukrainian languages
were formed as independent systems with a set of definitive features permitting to
treat them as separate Slavonic languages. Mainly it is concerned with the vernacular
language. In the X VI century the written literary Ruthenian language came to a rapid
development on the Ukrainian and Belarusian territories. It was consciously opposed
to the Church Slavic and assimilated to the local speech tendency depending on the
region. Starting from the XVI century the Russian linguists record the formation of
the Russian national spoken and written language [Larin, 1977, p. 164]. Thus the
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written memoranda of the Ukrainians, Belarusians and Russians had to establish
linguistic evidence of the ethnic contacting, however this phenomenon didn’t find its
reflection in the language or there were some one-sided influences fixed: Ukrainian
and Belarusian borrowings in the Russian language [Moiicienko, 2013, c. 241-243].
It also should be noted that European borrowings entered the Russian language
mainly through the Ukrainian and Belarusian languages. We stand in full solidarity
with the position of the Hungarian Slavicist A. Zoltan: «mpu po3riisiii pe3yJibTaTiB
JOCITIKEHb 11010 MOJOHI3MIB B POCIMCHKIN MOBI, 31CTaB/IsA0UNd (DAKTH TTaM’ SITOK
pPOCIICBKOI MOBM 3 IOKa3HUKaMH 3aXiIHOPYCBKUX I1aM’ SITOK, MH HEOAMIHHO
BUCHOBYEMO, 10 BOPOJoBK XV-—XVIcT. 10 poCiiichkkoi MOBH B TEpPEBaKHIM
OUTHIIIOCTI BUMNAJKIB TPOHHMKAIW JIMIIE Ti IIOJOHI3MH, $KI JO TIOSBH iX Y
BEJIMKOPYCHKUX TEKCTax OyiM B)Ke HaA1MHO 3aCBO€HI B MOBI 3aXiTHOPYCHKIii, 1 1110
NOpAJT 13 MOJOHI3MAaMHU B TON-Taky NepioJl MOTPANUIIU A0 POCIMCHKOT MOBH TaKOX
BJIACHE 3aX1AHOPYCHKI (YKpaiHCBKI Ta / 4u O1I0pYChKi) cioBay [Zoltan, 2014, p. 15].
The borrowings into the Ukrainian language from the other languages, starting from
the XVI century, are obvious, made from the Polish, Bohemian, German, Turkish,
Hungarian languages. The reverse processes of the Ukrainian borrowings in the
Polish, Czech, Hungarian languages are also common. Until the XVII century there
were no borrowings from the Russian.

The structure of the X VI century Belarusian language has several formations limited
in usage in Ukraine. Yu. Sheveliov supposes that some examples with the sound [a:] like
oacamuii, eapsuuti and the sounds [ts, dz] like 6advopuii, 6yyim were created under the
influence of the Belarusian language [I1leBenboB, 1998, c. 132]. V. Rusanivskyi admits
the following Belarusian borrowings in the Ukrainian language: g&ykud, cgHp#na,
¢grpon (a placement for grain), napenuna (unfurrowed fields), the conjunction au ‘xots’
/ though [PycaniBcekuii, 1985, c. 71]. Obviously, the Ukrainian language adopted the
Lithuanian borrowings xisus, puxynss (an animal keeper in a mansion), xzyns by the aid
of the Belarusian language.

The understanding of the Ruthenian identity may be seen from the
differentiation of the other languages. The names of the languages account for the
intercultural relations of the Ukrainians and Belarusians: «3'b €BPERCKAro A3HKAY,
CRAOCKHH A3BIK'BY, «A3BIKOM MOACKHMBY, «AAACKOrO HA3HKA», «EAAHHCKHH,
AATHHCKHH  A3HK», «APANCBKHM'B  A3HKOM», «CVPCKHMB  A3BIKOMBY,
«HBMEUKHMS  ASKIKOM'BY, «A3BIKOM Xa(a)AeHckni(M), TATAPCKHM A3HKOM,
PHMCLKHM A3HKOM» [DapioH, 2015, c. 137].
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The appearance of the new peoples and states on the historical arena lead to the
appearance of the new ethnic names and attributives. The attributives were used to denote
a language: the Polish people — the Polish; the German people — the German; the Tatar
people — the Tatar; the Greek people — the Greek; the Ruthenian people — the Ruthenian
etc. However, the situation is different with the Muscovite state: Moscow — the Muscovite
state, but the memoranda of the Moscow language are not numerous: Ieden nasz
Towarzysz umiat exprimere [wyrazi¢] mowe Moskiewska [...] Pyta niemasz tu Lachow
[Elektroniczny stownik jezyka polskiego XVII 1 XVIII wieku]. It is clear that such
language in fact used to exist in the XIV-XVII together with the Polish, Ruthenian,
Czech, Latin, Greek etc., however it had no influence on the cultural, educational and
clerical life of the Eastern Europe at that time.

VII. A Ruthenian=An Orthodox.

The ethnic name Ruthenian was consequently used by the inhabitants of the
Eastern Slavonic territory in the meaning related to orthodoxy. Starting from 1519,
when the name was first used in this meaning by Skoryna «bibmus pycka...»
[['pymeBchkmii, 1995, c. 428], the contexts become more and more wide-spread:
«O(T) Ana cBTro Bachaa pyekoro cRaTa» [[lomimyk, 2007, c. 70]; «V Taua
(cBstmennka — B.M.) norpagHan ... BuIEAEW Py(c¢)kywo...» [Moiicienko, 2004,
c. 60]. Y maM’sITKax pociichbKoi MUCEMHOCTI: «A KHRYT B TOM MOrOCTE KPELLENLIE
AOMAPH PYCKHE BEPhI O Meaorek» [Dictionary of the Russian Language of the 11th—
17th Centuries, 1997, p. 260].

CONCLUSIONS.

The ethnic names Ruthenians, Rus were consequently related with the Ukrainian
ancestors, who inhabited Rus — Galicia-Volhyn Rus — partially Lithuanian Rus —
Cossack Ukrainian Rus — Ukraine and Belarusians inhabiting Rus — Lithuanian Rus —
Belarus. The inhabitants of the Novhorod and Smolensk territories, until they were
conquered by the Muscovite princes, also were called the Rus. The stages of the Russian
statehood are the following: Rus — Mongolian Rus — the Muscovite state — Russia.
Since the Muscovite state appeared on the geopolitical map, the ethnic names Ruthenians
and Muscovites are opposed as different ethnicities.

The linguistic name a Ruthenian language was first related to the literary and
written languge of the Ruthenian people (Ukrainians and Belarusians), later it spread
out to cover the conquered Northern and Eastern lands. The Ruthenians opposed their
native Ruthenian language to the Old Church Slavic. The Ruthenian language
functioned as an official language in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, however under
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the difficult conditions (lack of the local dialects that could animate the language), it
assimilated first to the Polish language, then to the Church Slavic in the Muscovite
variant, and then it finally died. The spoken Ukrainian and Belarusian languages
destroyed the Church Slavic language barrier, however they couldn’t cope with the
over-dialect Ruthenian literary language of the XVI-XVII centuries. However, the
Ruthenian language traditions gave an impulse for the national languages to be born.
So far the Church Slavic and the artificial Ruthenian languages were put aside to
pave the path for new Ukrainian and Belarusian literary languages. The Muscovite
state had no satisfactory conditions to oppose the live Russian language to the Church
Slavic. Conversely, «ma Bigminy Big JlutoBchkoi Pyci, ge mo kinmsg XV cr.
[IEPKOBHOCJIOB IHCBKUH ~ €JIEMEHT y BEJIUKOKHSDKMX TIpaMoOTax 3HHUKAE, B
MockoBcbkiii  Pyci  HIIO HE  NEPEelIKOIXKajio  HENEepepBHOMY  BIUIUBY
LEPKOBHOCJIOB IHCHKOT Ha KaHUEISIPCbKY MOBY, IEPEAOBCIM, MEBHA P14, HA CTIMKI
bopmynu, 1 Ued BIUIMB HIATPUMYBAB YXKUBAaHHA TpajuLiiiHUX (opMyT 10
neTpiBChKOi ermoxm» [Zoltan, 2014, p. 41]. The Russian literary and written language
was formed mainly on the basis of the Church Slavic involving the local Slavic and
Finnish-Hungarian, Ukrainian and Belarusian speech elements. That is the main
reason the Russian language wasn't formed as a literary one on the vernacular basis,
unlike the Ukrainian and Belarusian.

The ethnic attributive Ruthenian (pycwvckviu, pyckuil, pycKuu, pOyCKuu,
POYCKbl, PYCCKiU, PYCKU, POYCKU, DPYCbKUU, PYCKiU, POYCKbl, PYCKblU, PYCKil,
pyeexstil, pycki) in the written memoranda dated XIV-XVII centuries, created on the
Ukrainian and Belarusian territories belonging to the Grand Duchy of Lithuania and
the United Commonwealth of the Kingdom of Poland and the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, is used in combinations with the nouns: people, language, customs, faith.
The Ruthenian people = Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusiansu); the Ruthenian
language = the literary language of the Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusians) with
a different percentage of their vernacular speech opposed to the Church Slavic; the
Ruthenian customs = Ukrainian and Belarusian customs; the Ruthenian faith = an
Orthodox faith, the faith of Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusians) and the
Muscovites (the Russians). These terms are used in the Mongolian Rus, later the
Muscovite state, however with certain peculiarities: the Russian people = the
Muscovites (the Russians), but # the Ruthenians (Ukrainians and Belarusians); the
Russian language = the local Russian, but # Russian literary language, as far as the
literary Russian is the Church Slavic language in the Muscovite variation
[Uspenskyi, 1988, p. 373].
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Ruthenian — 1s the only ethnic attributive term, which despite complex historical
and political conditions and political manipulations in the XVIII-XXI centuries,
contributed to the self-identification of the Ukrainian /and Belarusian — V.M./ people.
[@apioH, 2015, c. 189]

*The author expresses his gratitude to Taras Shmiger, Andriy Danylenko, and Iryna
Golubovska for their assistance in translating the article into English.
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