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INTRODUCTION
Research Problem, Aim, Objectives, and Relevance

The Lithuanian historical narrative, which originated as early as the
reign of Grand Duke Vytautas, underwent intensive reconstruction
during the first half of the 16th century. In place of the First
Chronicle (the Short Redaction) compiled in the 15th century, two
new chronicles emerged within the circle of Albertas Gostautas
(1 1539), the Voivode of Vilnius and Chancellor of the GDL: the
Second Chronicle and the Third Chronicle (otherwise known as the
Bychowiec Chronicle). These works embody the ideology of the GDL
elite of that time, a significant component of which was the narrative
of noble descent. According to the chroniclers, the dukes and the
nobility were of Roman origin. The chronicle narrative usually
extends to the chronicler's own time, i.e., the 1520s—1540s.

However, in historiography, the development and redactions
of the Second Chronicle (the "Chronicle of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania and Samogitia") have been little researched since the
publication of Viachaslati Chamiarytski’s monograph on the
Lithuanian Chronicles (1969). Descriptions of the manuscripts of the
Second Chronicle have seen little refinement since Mikalai
Ulashchyk’s monograph on the same subject (1984), with the
exception of the publication of the Tikhonravov copy (2020) prepared
by the author of this study.

Thus, the aim of this study is to revise previous research and
present a refined and comprehensive body of knowledge on the
Second Chronicle, enriched with new insights and conclusions,
alongside a critical edition of the text, which can be regarded as an
appendix to the study. To this end, the following objectives are
addressed: 1) to review the evolution (redactions) of the Second
Chronicle; 2) to examine all extant manuscripts de visu; 3) to refine
the descriptions of the manuscripts, placing greater emphasis on the
Patriarch and Tikhonravov copies—which have been less studied in
historiography—and the highly important Raczynski copy, while
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paying due attention to the "context" of the copies (the manuscript
codices); 4) to provide data on secondary copies (copies of copies),
"facsimiles," and scholarly transcriptions; 5) to prepare a stemma
reflecting the textual evolution of the chronicle based on its
manuscripts; 6) to investigate the "fate," function, and contexts of the
Raczynski copy; and 7) to revise and supplement research on the
sources of the Second Chronicle.

The Raczynski manuscript was chosen as the primary object of
research, as it is the most representative copy of the extensive (third)
redaction of the Second Chronicle. It was produced within the territory
of the GDL and possesses a long tradition of reception (reading,
commenting, and excerpting). Furthermore, it is one of the two oldest
surviving manuscripts of the Second Chronicle (the second—
the Olszewski manuscript—is a translation into Polish).

Since all manuscripts are parts of larger manuscript codices, as
previously mentioned, it is essential to also investigate their
"environment"—the codices themselves. Unfortunately,
historiography has often taken the path of least resistance by ignoring
this context. Moreover, researchers who do not specialize in chronicle
studies—the "users"—frequently overlook the Second Chronicle,
limiting themselves to the Bychowiec Chronicle and even erroneously
attributing characteristics of the Second Chronicle to it. Therefore, the
relevance of this study lies not only in updating research on the
Second Chronicle but also in restoring it to the center of scholarly
focus. This study and the accompanying critical edition of the text are
intended to help overcome these negative historiographical trends.

Research Novelty
As previously mentioned, research onthe Second Chronicle has

reached a certain state of stagnation. This study presents several key
results that change this situation:



Refined descriptions of the Second Chronicle manuscripts,
which have not been updated since Mikalai Ulashchyk’s
monograph on the Lithuanian Chronicles (1984).

An updated account of the evolution of the Second Chronicle,
which has not been revised since the publication of
Viachaslati Chamiarytski’s monograph (1969).

The use of the highly significant Patriarch and Tikhonravov
manuscripts. It is noteworthy that Lithuanian researchers have
generally not used these copies (with the exception of the
works of the author of this study).

For the first time, comprehensive information is presented
regarding the secondary copies (copies of copies, 18th
century) ofthe Second Chronicle, as well as scholarly
transcriptions from the 19th and 20th centuries and 19th-
century "facsimiles." These attest not only to the
dissemination of the chronicle texts but also to the efforts to
publish them. A near-documentary transcription of the
Krasinski copy, introduced into scholarly circulation in this
study, provides unique information about the original
destroyed in 1944,

For the first time in historiography, the study addresses not
one, but two projects for the publication of the Lithuanian
Chronicles prepared in the 19th and early 20th centuries—the
Galician (Lviv) and the Russian (Saint Petersburg) projects—
only the latter of which was realized.

A stemma of the Second Chronicle is provided for the first
time (based on published manuscripts; one of which—the
Tikhonravov copy—was published by the author of this study
in 2020).

Building upon the research of Aleksander Briickner and other
scholars, a comprehensive description of the Raczynski
Codex is provided, including codicological analysis (paper
watermarks, quire signatures) and paleographical study (the
"hands" that transcribed the codex). A provisional attempt has
also been made to identify the authors of the marginalia (all



marginal entries are published for the first time in the
transcription of the Raczynski copy accompanying this study).

e Information on the "journeys" of the Raczynski Codex has
been systematized, and new hypotheses have been proposed
regarding how the manuscript might have come into the
possession of the Radziwilts of Nesvizh at the end of the 17th
century.

e The specific nature of the Raczynski Codex is highlighted—
particularly the exceptionally abundant marginalia in
Ruthenian (Cyrillic script) and Polish, written by both scribes
and readers. It is observed that the boundary between scribe-
editor and reader is fluid.

e The content of the Raczynski copy and its relationship to other
manuscripts of the Lithuanian Chronicles have been revealed
in greater detail.

e The use of Marcin Bielski’s Chronicle of the Whole World in
the Raczynski and Yevreinov copies has been examined more
comprehensively and accurately than in prievious
historiography. A previous methodological error—failing to
distinguish this chronicle from its later reworking,
the Chronicle of Poland—has been addressed. Detailed
information regarding the sources ofthe Second
Chronicle and its links to the texts of the First and Third
Chronicles is provided in the commentaries accompanying
the transcription and the Lithuanian translation.

e A critical edition of the Raczynski copy is included as an
appendix.

e A Lithuanian translation is also provided as an appendix,
addressing a long-standing gap (especially considering the
existing translations of the First and Third Chronicles).

Research Sources

The source base primarily consists of manuscripts of the Second
Chronicle, secondary copies (copies of copies), and scholarly



transcriptions held in various memory institutions in Lithuania and
abroad: A partial copy of the Olszewski Codex and transcriptions used
in Volume 17 of the Complete Collection of Russian Chro-
nicles (including a near-documentary transcription of the Krasinski
copy destroyed in 1944; The Wroblewski Library of the Lithuanian
Academy of Sciences); Demetriusz Zankiewicz’s "Notification
regarding the Lauryshava Monastery" (Vilnius University Library);
materials from Antoni Prochaska’s unrealized edition of the
Lithuanian Chronicles (Lithuanian State Historical Archives); the
Raczynski Codex (The Raczynski Library in Poznan); the Olszewski
Codex (National Library of Poland in Warsaw); a "facsimile" of
the Olszewski Codex (Jagiellonian Library in Krakow); a "facsimile"
of the Raczynski copy (Vasyl Stefanyk National Scientific Library of
Ukraine in Lviv); the Archaeological Society Codex (National Library
of Russia in St. Petersburg); the Rumyantsev and Tikhonravov codices
(Russian State Library in Moscow); the Patriarch Codex (State
Historical Museum in Moscow); and the Yevreinov Codex (Russian
State Archive of Ancient Acts).

Additionally, the study uses inventories of the Radziwills of
Nesvizh, letters of Grigory Unikhovsky, and documents of the
Navahradak district sejmik (Central Archives of Historical Records in
Warsaw); the diaries of Stanistaw Niezabitowski and Karol Stanistaw
Radziwitt (held at the National Library of Poland and the Library of
the Polish Academy of Arts and Sciences, respectively).

Early Printed Books: Hartmann Schedel’s Chronicle (1493),
Maciej Miechowita’s Chronicle of the Poles (Chronica Polonorum,
1519, 1521), Marcin Bielski’s Chronicle of the Whole World (1551,
1554, 1564), Marcin and Joachim Bielski’s Chronicle of Po-
land (1597), Cyprian Bazylik’s Story of Attila (1574), the pane-
gyric Senator Polonus (1690) dedicated to Bogustaw Aleksander
Uniechowski, etc.

Publications of the Lithuanian Chronicles used in the study:
The Bychowiec Chronicle published by Teodor Narbutt, the Krasinski
copy published by Afanasy Bychkov, Volumes 17, 32, and 35 of
the Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles, the Olszewski



copy published separately by Stanistaw Ptaszycki, the edition of the
Patriarch Codex, etc.

Other published sources: Old Rus' chronicles (most im-
portantly the Hypatian Chronicle and its constituent part, the Galician-
Volhynian Chronicle), the Ostrog Chronicle, the memoirs of Jan
Wiadystaw Poczobut Odlanicki, the diary of Wiadystaw IV’s
Smolensk campaign (1633—-1634), the published portion of Stanistaw
Niezabitowski’s diary, and the travel diary of Karol Stanistaw
Radziwitt.

Review of Research and Literature

Maciej Stryjkowski had already examined the Lithuanian Chronicles,
but the study of the chronicles using genuinely scientific methods
began in the first half of the 19th century. During this period, not only
were excerpts published (Stryjkowski had already included some in
his Chronicle), but the first editions of individual manuscripts also
appeared in Vilnius and Moscow. Ignacy Danitlowicz published the
Suprasl copy ofthe First Chronicle (1827), and Teodor Narbutt
published the Third Chronicle, the so-called "Bychowiec Chronicle"
(1846). In the mid-19th century, scholars from the Russian Empire—
which had annexed the lands of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania between
1772 and 1815—began to develop the idea for a more extensive
publication of the Lithuanian Chronicles. The initiative was taken by
Ernst Eduard Kunik (1814—1899), a member of the St. Petersburg
Academy of Sciences, who presented an outline for a "complete
collection of the Lithuanian Chronicles." This outline was approved
by the Imperial Archaeographic Commission.

Two publications prepared by Afanasy Bychkov appeared: the
"Avraamka Chronicle" (without the "Lithuanian part," prepared
together with Konstantin Bestuzhev-Ryumin, 1889) and the Krasinski
manuscript of the Second Chronicle (1893); however, the work was
interrupted in 1899 by the deaths of Kunik and Bychkov.
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Following the passing of Kunik and Bychkov, their work was
continued by their colleague Aleksey Shakhmatov (1864—1920), a
member of the aforementioned commission. The concept for the
publication was revised (the intention to publish excerpts from the
Dtugosz and Stryjkowski chronicles was abandoned), and Stanistaw
Ptaszycki, a specialist in the Lithuanian Metrica, was enlisted. Finally,
in 1907, Volume 17 of the Complete Collection of Russian
Chronicles appeared, prepared by Ptaszycki and Shakhmatov and
dedicated to the "West Russian" chronicles (the name given to the
Lithuanian Chronicles at Shakhmatov's suggestion). This was a true
turning point in the study of the Lithuanian Chronicles, as it became
possible to encompass the entirety of the manuscripts. The first to do
so were the editors of the volume, primarily Ptaszycki, and Teoktist
Sushitsky in his magnum opus (1921, 1929). Also noteworthy are the
works of the Belarusian scholar Mikalai Ulashchyk, especially
Volumes 32 and 35 of the Complete Collection of Russian
Chronicles (1975, 1980) and his 1984 monograph. Standing out from
the general context is the significant monograph by Viachaslat
Chamiarytski (1969), while Lithuanian historiography is represented
by Mecislovas Jucas (1968, 2002) and Rimantas Jasas's translation of
the Bychowiec Chronicle (1971). Nevertheless, a certain decline is
observable during the Soviet period: the chronicle texts were
presented in an overly modernized manner, and the highly important
Patriarch copies and the interesting Tikhonravov copy were
"forgotten." This applies more to the works of historians, as
philologists continued to use these copies; Chamiarytski’s monograph
stands out particularly positively in this context, having been edited
by the renowned Yakov Lurie.

The manuscripts ofthe Second Chronicle were studied
extensively by Ptaszycki, Sushitsky, and Ulashchyk, while its
redactions were discussed thoroughly and convincingly by
Chamiarytski. His work should be regarded as "the last word" on this
subject, as the question of redactions has not received significant
attention in later works. However, Nadezhda Morozova’s unpublished
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dissertation (2001) remains important for the textual issues it raises,
while articles by Edvardas Gudavic¢ius (2010, 2011) touched upon
certain aspects of the relationship between the First and Second
Chronicles, as well as the evolution of the Second Chronicle.

Among the scholars who have studied the Raczynski Codex,
mention must first be made of Aleksander Briickner (1886) and
Stanistaw Ptaszycki (1888). Of the more recent studies, an article by
Kateryna Kyrychenko is noteworthy for proving that the so-called
"Mukhanov fragment" is merely a transcript of a fragment of the
Raczynski copy published by Julian Ursyn Niemcewicz (2006).
Reference should also be made to the publication of Demetriusz
Zankiewicz’s "Notification regarding the Lauryshava Monastery"
(2012), prepared by the author of this study in collaboration with
Andrey Rychkov.

The question of the sources for the Second Chronicle was
addressed by Ivan Tikhomirov, Teoktist Sushitsky, Mecislovas Jucas,
and others. Attention was drawn to the overlaps between Marcin
Bielski’s chronicle and the text of the third redaction of the Second
Chronicle. Unfortunately, until recently, researchers used not
the Chronicle of the Whole World, but its later reworking,
the Chronicle of Poland (1597); therefore, their conclusions are not
entirely accurate.

Research Methods

The study employs codicological, paleographical, and textual
criticism methods. It is essential to investigate not only the
manuscripts themselves but also their "environment"—the codices;
such research helps reveal the circumstances of the manuscripts'
origin, their patrons, and even certain textual features (for example,
the spelling of names or the "policy" of marginalia). Indeed, it is
evident that research into the content of the chronicles lacks precision
if the manuscripts themselves are not examined; these, in turn, must
be examined de visu, without being limited to microfilms or digital
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images. Relying solely on the latter makes it impossible to conduct
codicological research, while paleographical analysis also remains
superficial.

Unlike previous historiography, significant attention is given to
marginalia. This approach has proved especially fruitful in the case of
the Raczynski Codex. Unfortunately, Aleksey Shakhmatov and
Stanistaw Ptaszycki did not pay sufficient attention to the marginalia
in Volume 17 of the Complete Collection, thereby losing a portion of
the Raczynski manuscript's text.

The study endeavored to use the best possible editions of the
sources. For example, priority was given to Volume 17 of
the Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles, though Volumes 32
and 35 were also consulted. In the case of rare early printed books,
preference was given to the specific editions that could have been
available to the chroniclers (for instance, all three 16th-century
editions of Bielski’s chronicle). The historiographical method was
applied when investigating the publication history of the Lithuanian
Chronicles.

Theses to be Defended

The study fundamentally supports the evolutionary scheme of the
Second Chronicle proposed by Viachaslai Chamiarytski (consisting
of three redactions); however, this scheme is slightly supplemented
and adjusted:

e The oldest, first redaction of the Second Chronicle is
represented by the Krasinski manuscript and the Patriarch
manuscript A; the latter reflects a slightly later stage in the
development of the first redaction than the Krasinski copy.

e The Patriarch manuscript A‘ and its continuation—the "Short
Chronicle of the GDL"—should be attributed to the second
redaction or regarded as a transitional variant between
the first and second redactions.

13



e In the third redaction of the Second Chronicle, the "Short
Chronicle of the GDL" was used as a kind of framework,
expanded with new material and further extended.

e The Tikhonravov copy is close not only to the Rumyantsev
copy but also to the Raczynski copy.

The remaining theses to be defended concern various aspects of the
research into the Raczynski Codex and the Raczynski copy:

e The inclusion of the translation of the Story of Attila in the
Raczynski Codex, along with watermark evidence, suggests
dating the codex to the 1580s (which is more likely) or the
1590s.

e The place of origin (milieu) of the Raczynski Codex remains
unclear; both major hypotheses—Ilinking it to either the GDL
Chancellery or the Navahradak scriptorium—require further
verification.

e Parts I and II of the Raczynski Codex were joined after 1635.
At that time, the codex became a kind of family book of the
Uniechowski family, noblemen from the Navahradak
Voivodeship.

e Between 1672 and 1701, the Raczynski Codex came into the
possession of the library at Karol Stanistaw Radziwilt’s palace
in Biata. This change of ownership is hypothetically linked to
Bogustaw Aleksander Uniechowski’s political career leap in
1689.

e The author of the protograph of the Raczynski copy must have
been an individual who had access to the documents of the
GDL Chancellery and who was associated with the Gostautas
family, but not particularly with the Radziwills.

¢ Inthe final part of the Raczynski copy, Bielski’s chronicle was
used even more extensively than in the Yevreinov copy (most
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likely the 1551 and/or 1554 editions). Bielski’s compilation
served as a source of information and a model for presenting
it.

There are actually more overlaps between this part and
Bielski’s chronicle than previously indicated (for instance, the

erroneous date of Jogaila’s death—1432—was adopted from
Bielski).

The Raczynski copy could even be considered a distinct, latest
redaction of the Second Chronicle, one of its specific features
being the marginalia, which were likely written following the
model of the Ruthenian translation of the Story of Attila.
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STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY

The study consists of two parts. The first part is primarily an overview,
dedicated to the redactions and manuscripts of the Second Chronicle;
the second part focuses on the Raczynski Codex and the Raczynski

copy.

Redactions of the Second Chronicle

The study adheres to the traditional division of the Lithuanian
chronicles into three compilations (Chronicles).

In the study of redactions, the concepts of archetype, protograph,
and continuation (continuatio) are used. Unfortunately, the vital
concept of continuation has been used sporadically in historiography
(for example, by Antoni Prochaska); a singular exception is the
conceptual article by Rimantas Jasas (1971), which has not been
properly appreciated in international historiography due to the
language barrier. However, it was precisely the separation of the
"core" ofthe Second Chronicle—created within the circle of
Gostautas—from later additions that allowed Jasas to argue
convincingly for Gostautas' "authorship."

On the other hand, the issue is not so simple. Jasas' insight
regarding continuations is merely an idealized construct. A con-
tinuator did not only extend the chronicle by recounting later events
but also edited the part written before him. Incidentally, chronicle
scribes acted in a similar manner.

A persistent research shortcoming that for a long time hindered
the assessment of Gostautas' contribution is the failure to distinguish
the history of the chronicle text from the history of the chronicle
manuscripts. There is also no consensus in historiography regarding
the redactions ofthe Second Chronicle. While sometimes two
redactions are distinguished, recently a number of researchers
(including the author of this work) have identified three. It is argued
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that the oldest, first redaction is represented by the Krasinski copy and
the Patriarch copy A.

This undoubtedly most problematic redaction is datable to after
1514 (as the Patriarch copy A uses a register of Muscovite prisoners
captured at Orsha in 1514) or, more likely, to the 1520s due to the
probable use of Miechowita’s chronicle (1521). The first redaction
poses a significant challenge for researchers due to the incompleteness
of the first (legendary) part of the Krasinski copy, the defectiveness of
its second (historical) part, and the fragmentary nature of the Patriarch
copy A (which lacks the legendary part). These obstacles prevent
unambiguous conclusions; nevertheless, a closer look at both copies
suggests that the Patriarch copy A reflects a slightly later stage in the
development of the first redaction than the Krasinski copy.

The distinction of the other redactions is, at least at first glance,
simpler. The study agrees with Chamiarytski’s opinion that the
second, more extensive redaction is represented by the Olszewski,
Archaeological Society, Patriarch B, Rumyantsev, and Tikhonravov
copies (it appears that Patriarch A' with its continuation—the "Short
Chronicle of the GDL"—would also fit here, or it could be a
transitional variant from the first to the second redaction), while the
third, most extensive redaction is represented by the Raczynski and
Yevreinov copies. These redactions are dated, respectively, up to and
including the 1540s and "from the first half of the 1550s." The dating
of the second redaction is based on the chronology of the events de-
scribed and the date of the creation of the Olszewski Codex (ca. 1550),
while that of the third redaction is based on the chronology of events
and the fact that Marcin Bielski’s chronicle (1st ed. 1551) was used.

These redactions already feature legendary narratives concerning
the election of Vytenis as Grand Duke and the origins of the third (the
Columns, the Gediminid) dynasty, Gediminas’ struggle with the
Teutonic Knights, his campaigns to Volhynia and Kyiv, the founding
of Trakai and Vilnius, and the figures of Kestutis and Biruté. The
theme of Gostautas, Gediminas’ primary aide (the hetman and first
Voivode of Vilnius), also emerges, and the narrative in the "Chronicle
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of the Grand Dukes of Lithuania" regarding Gediminas’ seven sons is
supplemented with information about his daughter, Anne.
Furthermore, the use of Miechowita’s chronicle is significantly more
apparent than in the first redaction.

An important part of the Second Chronicle is the so-called "Short
Chronicle of the GDL," consisting of annalistic-style notes that begin
with an entry on the Baptism of Lithuania (dated 1386), though most
of its focus is on events from the late 15th to the early 16th century. It
was named by researchers after its title in the Olszewski
Codex: [W]ielkiego xigstwa litewskiego kronyczka krotko pisana.
This is a relatively autonomous work that partly served as a
continuation. In the third redaction, the "Short Chronicle" was
supplemented with information from Bielski’s chronicle, documents
from the GDL Chancellery, and other sources, resulting in
continuations up to 1548. In this redaction, the "Short Chronicle" was
used as a kind of framework, expanded with new material and further
extended. This contrasts with, for instance, the protograph of the
Rumyantsev copy of thesecond redaction, where the "Short
Chronicle" was simply extended by a series of shorter and longer
notes; this process yielded the longest continuation of the Second
Chronicle, reaching up to 1567 (though the final entries therein were
likely added in GDL territory already occupied by Russia).

It should be noted that the third redaction ofthe Second
Chronicle appeared later than the Third Chronicle, and it is apparently
no coincidence that the Yevreinov copy contains elements
characteristic exclusively of the Third Chronicle—the narrative of
Algirdas’s campaign against Moscow and a unique list of Algirdas’s
sons. On the other hand, the Yevreinov copy is highly specific (it is a
hybrid copy); the legendary genealogy of Lithuanian rulers within it
coincides with the one found in the Krasinski copy. Consequently,
based on the characteristics of the legendary part, the copies of the
Second Chronicle can be divided into two groups: the Krasinski and
Yevreinov copies, and the rest—namely, the Patriarch B,
Archaeological Society, Olszewski, Rumyantsev, Tikhonravov, and
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Raczynski copies. The evolution of the genealogy would appear as
follows: the first redaction of the Second Chronicle (the protographs
of the Krasinski and, in part, the Yevreinov copies) — the second
redaction ofthe Second Chronicle and the protograph of the
Raczynski copy. Of course, the genealogy is most extensively
developed in the Third Chronicle (the Bychowiec Chronicle).

The study presents two fragments of the legendary genealogy,
illustrating its evolution in the Second Chronicle and the Bychowiec
Chronicle (p. 20; see also the Fictitious Genealogy of the Grand Dukes
of Lithuania based on the Raczynski copy, p. 404, and the Stemma
of the Second Chronicle, p. 99).

Manuscripts of the Second Chronicle

Currently, there are ten copies of the Second Chronicle in scholarly
circulation: the Krasinski, Patriarch A, Patriarch B, Patriarch A°
(including  the "Short  Chronicle"),  Archaeological  Socie-
ty, Olszewski, Rumyantsev, Tikhonravov, Yevreinov, and Raczynski
manuscripts; however, Patriarch A is only a small fragment. (There
are also secondary copies: a copy of the Olszewski manuscript and a
copy-fragment of the Raczynski manuscript.)

In this part of the study, all copies of the Second Chronicle are
reviewed, focusing primarily on the more significant ones and on
those texts that have thus far been less (and in the author’s opinion,
undeservedly) integrated into scholarly circulation. As previously
mentioned, despite undeniable achievements in the research of the
Lithuanian Chronicles, a certain decline can be observed compared to
the situation at the beginning of the 20th century: the texts published
in Volumes 32 and 35 of the Complete Collection of Russian
Chronicles during the Soviet period are heavily modernized, and the
Patriarch and Tikhonravov copies were "forgotten." There are also
material losses—Lithuanian chronicles that have long been mentioned
in literature but were never researched or published, and whose traces
have since vanished (not to mention those used by Augustinus
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Rotundus and Maciej Stryjkowski in the second half of the 16th
century).

The surviving known copies of the Second Chronicle were
examined de visu between 2008 and 2019. Most of them have been
described multiple times in scholarly literature; therefore, detailed
characteristics are not provided in the study. The exceptions are the
Patriarch and Tikhonravov copies, which were published only in
recent years and still lack scholarly attention. The Raczynski Codex is
discussed separately. However, the review of the copies is not merely
a compilation, as current manuscript shelfmarks are provided,
observed historiographical errors have been corrected, and original
insights are presented.

The Patriarch Group of Copies

The Patriarch Codex is held at the State Historical Museum in Moscow
(shelfmark Syn 790). The manuscript previously belonged to the
Synodal (Patriarchal) Library, which accounts for its name. The
format of the codex is in quarto; the leaf size is 19.5-19.9 x 15 cm,
and the block height is 3.2 cm; there are 186 (VII + 179) folios in total.
It is a composite volume (convolute) consisting of two parts: ff. 1-70
and ff. 71-174. Watermarks indicate that both parts were written in
the mid-17th century in Ruthenian cursive by several scribes, and they
were joined before May 1676. On f. Vr, there is an entry by an
anonymous owner stating that on May 6, 1676, he lent the "Great
Catechism" to Joseph, the Hegumen of Rylsk (Chernihiv Diocese). As
religious texts are located at the beginning of the codex, it is possible
that this very manuscript is being referred to, especially since on the
same f. Vr it is called "Kua(n)ra Karuxucus nucana 6bmopyckoro |
moamnucro."

As another provenance on the same page testifies, in 1697 the
codex was "sent from the patriarch’s court"; thus, by the 18th century,
the codex was already in the Patriarchal Library, which in 1721
became the Synodal Library. This is also indicated by the dating note
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"Scriptus seculo 170" (f. VIIv, 1720s) by Athanasios Skiadas,
a professor at the Moscow "Hellenic-Greek School," and by the late
18th-century binding typical of this library’s books (light brown
leather, cardboard).

It should be noted that the contents of the Patriarch Codex vary—
alongside religious texts are historical ones (which are more
numerous) and geographical ones. The codex contains the following
Lithuanian chronicles:

1) ff. 43r—64v: '"TJIABA. KPOMHUKA GO BEJIMKUX
KH(IA)3EX | TUTOBCKI.X.”; named by Ptaszycki and Shakhmatov
as the "Patriarch copy A." This is the Chronicle of the Grand Dukes
of Lithuania with a continuation up to 1517; it is similar to Part II of
the Krasinski copy and, together with the latter, is attributed to the first
redaction of the Second Chronicle.

2) ff. 83v (bottom of the page) — 103v: a copy of the second
redaction of the Second Chronicle lacking a specific title (separated
from the previous text only by a horizontal line) and the beginning of
the legendary part (named by Ptaszycki and Shakhmatov as the
Patriarch copy B). It covers GDL history from the fictitious struggle
between Skirmantas and Khan Balaklay ("GO ufa]pu 3aBoiackwmsb
Bonaknante") to the account of the poisoning of Skirgaila (this
account also remains unfinished).

3) ff. 135r—136r: a fragment of the Second Chronicle that begins
with the description of the 1445 war with Moscow. Further in the
fragment is a lacuna (the text breaks off on f. 135v as it begins to
recount the GDL army’s march to the fields of Orsha in 1514),
followed by the so-called "Short Chronicle of the GDL" (this is a
relatively autonomous part of the compilation that emerged in the
second redaction, in which events from the 14th century to the first
half of the 16th century are recorded in extremely concise annalistic
notes). Ptaszycki and Shakhmatov named the fragment of the Second
Chronicle preceding the "Short Chronicle of the GDL" as the Patriarch
copy A', while they regarded the "Short Chronicle" itself as a separate,
fourth fragment of the Lithuanian chronicle. They did not provide a
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specific name for it, though elsewhere they referred to it as the
"Kronyczka"—following the title found in the Olszewski copy of the
Second Chronicle. We would maintain that this separation of the
"Short Chronicle" as a distinct fragment is questionable, as it is an
integral part of the Second Chronicle; for instance, in the Rumyantsev
copy, it follows immediately after the description of the Battle of
Orsha.

Further on (ff. 137r—174r) is the Barkulabovo Chronicle, written
at the turn of the 16th and 17th centuries in the eastern GDL. This is a
well-known local GDL chronicle (of the town of Barkulabovo, south
of Mogilev) that has been published several times in historiography.

Among the other texts, notable entries include the
Zadonshchina ("Ckazanne CaeoHna Pezanma...", ff. 36v—42v), a poetic
narrative of the Battle of Kulikovo; a description of the Caspian region
addressed to the GDL "knighthood" ("I'[ocmio]n[a]ps u 3emiu uX,
KOTOpPBIE CEIAT WKOJIO MOpA OWINM|CKaro, HammcaHie UIA
BegoMoctd  mogeM  puiepckum || ¥ Bemukom  KHaoKCcTBe
Jlutosckoms," ff. 136v—137v); and a list of cannons seized from the
Muscovites near Smolensk in 1634 (f. 174r), which, incidentally, is
quite different from the one found in the diary of Wiadyslaw IV’s
Smolensk campaign.

There are also chronicle narratives about the Grand Dukes of Rus'
(ff. 26r—36v, 112v—135r) and the rulers of Muscovy (ff. 103v—112r).

A significant amount of information in the codex is adopted from
Marcin Bielski’s chronicle; in some places, its text is copied almost
verbatim—for instance, even the Polish form of the name of Grand
Duke Vasily III of Moscow, "Bazyli," is repeated ("3 ba3smems,"
f. 76r). Among the linguistic features of the codex, the phonetic
spelling of the name Gleb as "Xunboa" (f. 50v) stands out.

As already noted, several Lithuanian chronicles and other texts
were used in the compilation of the codex or its protograph(s).
Patriarch copy A is especially valuable for the genesis of the Second
Chronicle. When compared to other copies, it provides the oldest
version of the narrative of the 1514 Battle of Orsha; it is the only one
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to mention the source of the list of captured Muscovites—the hetman’s
register. Overall, it is clear that a selection of material was performed
during the writing of the codex. Patriarch copy B lacks the beginning
of the legendary part of the Lithuanian chronicle preceding Duke
Skirmantas’s battle with the Tatar Khan Balaklay—meaning the
Palemon narrative and the fictitious genealogy of the Polotsk dukes
are absent. This selection of material was carried out in the 17th
century.

It has already been mentioned that the Patriarch Codex is
considered a composite volume (convolute). This is confirmed by the
different paper used in both parts, the change in the scribal hand, and
finally the graphic appearance of the text (red ink is used for
decoration starting from f. 71r). However, it is interesting that an
attempt was made to link the two parts: the text on f. 71r continues the
text found on f. 70v, and the catchword "Apucroreu" at the bottom of
f. 70v corresponds to the first word on the following page,
"Apuctorter." Thus, it remains unknown whether the codex was
produced in one scriptorium or two.

Where were the protograph or protographs of the Patriarch Codex
written? Considering the content of the Patriarch Codex (the
description of the 1590 Synod of Brest at the beginning of the
manuscript and, especially, the events described in the Barkulabovo
Chronicle), some researchers consider the author of the chronicle to
be Fyodor Filipovich, an Orthodox priest from this town (south of
Mogilev) and a protégé of Prince Bagdon Solomerecki (11602).
Others believe the author was an unidentified individual from
Filipovich’s circle.

The author of the Barkulabovo Chronicle is highly hostile to the
1596 Union of Brest, referring to the bishops who joined it as
"apostates"; thus, it stands to reason that the fictitious genealogy of the
Polotsk  princes—with its story of Princess Paraskovija’s
transformation from an Orthodox Christian into the Catholic Saint
Praxedes—could not have appealed to such a person. The
Barkulabovo Chronicle, the Orthodox texts (and, finally, likely also

23



the list of cannons seized from the Muscovites near Smolensk in 1634)
indicate that the protograph or protographs of the Patriarch Codex
were written in the eastern GDL. The codex itself could have been
produced in one of the local Orthodox monasteries (perhaps by monks
who had retreated to Russia?) or in Ukraine, in the former Orthodox
Diocese of Chernihiv (though we consider the latter possibility less
likely). In any case, the 1676 entry testifies that the manuscript was
already there.

The Tikhonravov Copy

This copy also belongs to the category of incomplete copies. The
Lithuanian chronicle and the so-called Ostrog Chronicle, which serves
as its continuation, are located at the end of the codex. The codex is
from the collection of the renowned literary historian and Russian
academician Nikolay Tikhonravov (1832-1893), which is currently
held in the Manuscripts Department of the Russian State Library
(Moscow) under shelfmark f. 299, No. 408. It is written in a fine hand
in folio format (29.9 x 18.7 x 5.5 cm). It should be noted that
documents from the Orthodox Diocese of Kyiv, written in the first half
of the 18th century, were used to reinforce the binding.

The codex originated in Ukrainian lands. At the bottom of
f. 339v, there is an inscription by its scribe, "God’s servant Zmitro"
(Dmitry), dated April 13, 1636. This specified date of 1636 is confir-
med by watermarks; the paper containing them is dated to 1636—1637:
1) a small bear standing on its hind legs; 2) the coat of arms of the city
of Trutnov (two towers with a gate between them and a dragon at the
bottom). It is worth noting that Gospels were printed in Kyiv and Lviv
on paper with these watermarks (though the second watermark is
similar rather than identical).

The codex begins with a Chronograph of the Ruthenian ("West
Russian") redaction (ff. 1r-305v), followed by a description of
Jerusalem in the time of Christ—a translation of a work by the
Netherlandish  author  Christianus  Adrichomius  (Christianus

24



Adrichomius Delphus, Christiaan van Adrihem, 1533-1585) from
Latin into Ruthenian (ff. 305v—328v), the Lithuanian chronicle
(ff. 329r-335v), and the Ostrog Chronicle (ff. 336r—339v), which
covers the period of 1538-1621.

The copy of the Lithuanian chronicle ("KPOMHIKA
BEJIMKATO KHHA3TBA | JlutoBbCKaro u 3 moockaro:.") is
incomplete. Although it recounts events "from the beginning"—that
is, from the arrival of Palemon—the text of the chronicle has been
rearranged and contains omissions. Apparently, such free treatment of
the chronicle text is related not only to defects in the protograph but
also to the erosion of the medieval concept of authorship and the
scribe's strengthened self-awareness as an "author." Compared to
other copies of the Lithuanian chronicles, the language of the
Tikhonravov copy is rich in Ukrainianisms. The totality of the features
of this copy allows it to be assigned to the second redaction of the
Second Chronicle; it is quite close to the Rumyantsev copy but also
shows similarities with the Raczynski copy.

Thus, it is an interesting, although incomplete, copy of the
Lithuanian chronicle, testifying that the GDL historical tradition
remained quite important for 17th-century Ukraine, and the origin of
the codex should apparently be linked to the historiographical
movement of the Ukrainian Orthodox clergy in the first half of the
17th century and, in part, with the Ostrog literary circle that existed
until 1636.

THE RACZYNSKI OR POZNAN COPY

The copy under discussion is a component of an equally famous
codex. The codex is held at the Raczynski Library in Poznan
(shelfmark Rkp. 94). A “Russian traveler” found it there in 1841 or
1842, and Osip Bodyansky examined it in July 1842. However, the
history of the manuscript, as we shall soon see, is longer.
Codicological and paleographical characteristics of the
manuscript were provided by Aleksander Briickner, Yaroslav
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Shchapov, and Nikolay Ulashchyk. Although the codex has been
described in considerable detail, there are still matters to be clarified
and problematic points. First of all, it should be noted that its format
is in folio, the binding is from the 18th century, and the covers are
cardboard covered with dark brown dyed leather, similar to other
codices from the Nesvizh Radziwilt library.

The dimensions of the codex, including the covers, are 31.6 x
21.7 x 3.8 cm, and those of the text block are 30.6 x 20.7 x 3 cm. The
structure of the codex can be briefly described as follows: 11 + 344 +
14 pages. The leaves are irregularly quadrangular, widening toward
the binding (trapezoidal). It should be noted that the manuscript was
restored in 2007, which involved reinforcing the binding; as a result,
its physical structure is now more difficult to examine.

The pages were likely numbered in the 19th century in dark
brown ink in the upper right corner of the recto of the leaves—that is,
only odd numbers were recorded. In some places, there are corrections
in black ink and highlighting in pencil. The pagination of the separate
front flyleaf at the beginning of the codex was done in pencil using
Roman numerals (I, II), while the leaves added at the end of the codex
in the late 19th century are also numbered in pencil, but using Arabic
numerals (pp. 345-358). It should also be mentioned that signatures—
quire marks—appear at the bottom of some pages.

Paper, Watermarks

In historiography, the paper of the codex has not been studied in detail.
Ulashchyk indicated the presence of only two watermarks; apparently,
he did not use the catalog of East and South Slavic manuscripts held
in Poland prepared by Yaroslav Shchapov, in which four watermarks
are fairly accurately described. In fact, there are more watermarks in
the codex. On pages 1-296, paper with the following watermarks is
used interchangeably: 1) the "Jelita coat of arms" (at least two
varieties—one with slenderer and the other with thicker crossed
spears); 2) a "double cross with a crown above it in a circle" (the upper
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part of the cross resembles the capital letter "T"); 3) the "Habdank coat
of arms"; 4) the "Jastrzgbiec coat of arms." On pages 297—344, paper
with a "Lion" watermark (type: "crowned lion in a heraldic shield";
possibly also two varieties) is used. Photos at the end of the codex are
pasted onto late 19th-century paper with a floral motif and the
inscription "LINSCH."

Provenance and Other Ownership Marks

At the bottom of the first pastedown flyleaf, in the traditional position,
is an 18th-century bookplate from the Nesvizh Radziwilt Library. At
the bottom of p. 5, there is an ownership inscription by Anna
Katarzyna Radziwilt (née Sanguszko, 1676—1746): "Ne 24 Z biblioteki
nasze<y> | AXR". The number indicated therein corresponds to the
one on the bookplate. The reasons why Radziwilt’s autograph
appeared on this specific page are apparently the following: the first
two leaves (pp. 1-4) were as deteriorated then as they are today, and
almost the entire bottom edge of the second leaf (pp. 3—4) has
crumbled away. Furthermore, at the bottom of p. 1, there was likely
already an inscription that researchers of the codex have not
deciphered. Currently, it survives only partially and resembles a jotted
note to oneself: "A R(ok)u Iako na <...> | napisalem". Hypothetically,
we would associate it with Anna Katarzyna Radziwilt’s husband, the
Chancellor of the GDL, Karol Stanistaw Radziwilt (1669-1719), who
was known to be fond of such notes. Radziwill, in his rather illegible
hand, left an abundance of notes in the margins of calendars and on
slips of paper. In this case, the defects should be explained by the
calamities that occurred during the Great Northern War—at that time,
the Biala palace was devastated, the library was evacuated to Nesvizh,
and the manuscript may have lacked covers.

That this Radziwilt was indeed the owner of the manuscript is
evidenced by Demetriusz Zankiewicz’s January 30, 1701, Notification
regarding the Lauryshava Monastery |...], regarding its first founder.
1t was excerpted from an old Russian manuscript chronicle from the
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library of the most illustrious Prince Stanistaw Karol Radziwitl, the
current Chancellor of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, in Biala in
January of the Year of Our Lord 1701 ("NOTIFIKACYA. | O
Monastyrze tawryszowskim w Wojewodstwie No-|wogrodzkim
lezacym, to jest pierwszym Fundatorze. Wy-|pisana z Starey Ruskiey
Rekopisaney Kroniki, z | Biblioteki lasnie Oswieconego Xiazgcia
Stanistawa Ka-frola Radziwita Kanclerza natenczas W. X. Ltt. w
Bialey | Roku Panskiego 1701. mca lanuaria."). We learn from an
inventory compiled in 1736 that in the autumn of that year, the codex,
along with Maciej Stryjkowski’s manuscript chronicle and other
manuscripts, was moved to the Nesvizh library.

The family chronicle of the Uniechowski family, noblemen of the
Navahradak Voivodeship, written between the final decade of the 16th
century and 1672 and located at the end of the codex, can also be
regarded as "signs" of ownership, as can the readers’ marginalia.

However, let us examine the structure of the Raczynski Codex.
In this regard, it clearly splits into two parts. The first part contains
two medieval chivalric romances with a common title: "A Tale of
Knights from Serbian Books, specifically about the glorious knight
Tristan, Lancelot, and Bova, and many other good knights"
("TIOYMHAETHCA TIOBECTHh (GO BUTE3AX C KHUI'D
COPBFBCKUX:. A 3BJIALIA G CJIIABHOMb PbIIDPBI
TPBICYAH<E> (O AHUAJIOTE U1 (O BOBE N O UAHUIBIXb
MHOI'MX'b BUTE3EX JJOBP<BIX>," pp. 1-171); the second ro-
mance is later distinguished in the codex as the "History of Prince
Guidon" ("MCTOPBIFA GO KHAXATU KI'BUIOHE," pp. 129—
171). The first part of the codex also includes the Ruthenian translation
of Cyprian Bazylik’s "Story of Attila, King of the
Hungarians" (1574), titled "UCTOPbBIFA GO ATBUIM KOPOJIHA
8I'OPBCKOMB" (pp. 173-224), followed by the "Chronicle of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Samogitia" ("JIBTOIIMCELb
BEJIMKOI'O KH(A)3CTBA JIMTOBBCKOI'O U XOMOUTb-
CKOI10)," pp. 225-291).
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This part is written in Cyrillic cursive script in dark brown ink,
mostly in the hand of a single skilled scribe (Briickner called him
Scribe A). In several places, a different hand intervenes (which
Briickner attributed to Scribe B). The titles are written in ustav,
although in some cases they begin in ustav and end in cursive. They
are quite ornate, and there are also elaborate initials and vignettes;
however, neither red nor other colors are used in the decoration.

In the translation of the "Story of Attila" and the chronicle copy,
there are blank spaces (large enough to accommodate one or more
words), apparently intended for later additions. Furthermore, the copy
itself ends without any punctuation mark; although the last leaf
containing the chronicle text survives intact, only half of its recto (p.
291) is written on, and the paper changes starting from pp. 297-298
(see above regarding watermarks). After the initial first part of the
Raczynski Codex was written, the last few pages were left blank
(currently, pp. 292—-296 remain unwritten).

It is interesting that, unlike in the cases of the romances and the
"Story of Attila" included in the codex, the scribe did not "put a
period" at the end of the chronicle copy (neither the traditional tilde
nor any other punctuation mark is found here), as if leaving open the
possibility of continuing the narrative.

The second part of the codex contains 17th-century copies of two
documents, which researchers of the Raczynski Codex often refer to
as the acts of the Polish and Lithuanian rulers, and the aforementioned
Uniechowski family chronicle with the Tryzna genealogy. Thus, the
codex contains:

1) a copy (an "extract") from the Lithuanian Metrica of Casimir
Jagiellon’s register of "court expenditures, or gifts," confirmed in
Warsaw on March 8, 1635, in the name of Wtadystaw IV Vasa;

2) the so-called 1528 "Census of the GDL Army."

It is more difficult to explain why the copy of the first document
was included in the codex (although the nobility were inclined to
collect documents), whereas the 1528 “census” was regarded as a
register of nobility (the copy also includes the register of those liable
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for military service in the Navahradak district, in which an ancestor of
the Uniechowskis is mentioned). Both copies were written in Cyrillic
cursive script by the hand of a skilled scribe; let us call him Scribe C.
We shall note that this scribe also penned the Tryzna genealogy,
"Urodzenie Panow Tryznow," which is inserted among the records of
the Uniechowski family members in the Raczynski Codex.

Further down, following a sentence about the Union of Lublin
and a crossed-out horizontal line, the entries of Hieronim
Uniechowski begin. Here, the hand is already different. Thus, a brief
overview of the Uniechowski chronicle (3). It consists of entries by
four family members:

3.1) Those of Hieronim Uniechowski (1612 — after May 21,
1674), covering 1637-1672 (pp. 328-332); followed by the previously
mentioned

3.2) Tryzna genealogy "Urodzenie Panow Tryznow," which
concludes with the marriage of Hieronim’s great-grandpa-
rents, Katarzyna Tryznianka and Pawet Jakowowicz Uniechowski;
this is undoubtedly a copy (pp. 333335, p. 336 is blank);

3.3) Entries by Hieronim’s father, Pawel = Hrehorowicz
Uniechowski (1584—1651), covering 1608—1650 (pp. 337-339);

3.4) Entries by Hieronim’s grandfather, Hrehory Pawlowicz
Uniechowski (1549-1606), covering the period 1548—1599 (pp. 341—
344, in Ruthenian, in Cyrillic script).

3.5) Most likely an entry by Hieronim’s uncle Jan
Uniechowski (1574-1615)  regarding the death of  his
father Hrehory in 1606 (p. 344, also in Cyrillic); and finally, at the
bottom of the same page following a horizontal line, 3.6) an account
in Polish by Pawel Hrehorowicz Uniechowski (?) regarding the death
and funeral of his brother Jan (p. 344). This entry marks the transition
to the Polish language—Pawel and his son Hieronim wrote their
entries in Polish. As can be seen, the Uniechowski family chronicle is
"assembled" in almost reverse chronological order.

The aforementioned Uniechowski entries are autographs, which
allowed Briickner to identify the authors of the marginalia in the
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Raczynski Codex; however, naturally, he could not identify all of
them, as Briickner did not use documents from the Radziwilt archive.
As is evident, by the 17th century, the Raczynski Codex had become
a kind of family book of a noble family from the Nava-
hradak Voivodeship.

Thus, the codex clearly splits into two parts in terms of both its
content and the paper used. Only the first two pages of the second part
(pp. 293-294) were written on paper from the previous section
containing the "Habdank coat of arms" watermark.

The Origins of the Raczynski Codex and the Twists and
Turns of Its Fate

Speculations regarding the date of the codex's creation vary (in
historiography, this usually refers to the first, main part of the codex).
It is reasonable to assume that the inclusion of the translation of
the "Story of Attila" in the codex and the watermark evidence allow it
to be dated to the 1580s (this probability is higher) or the 1590s.

The second part of the Raczynski Codex—a kind of
supplement—is  more diverse in  chronological terms.
The Uniechowski family chronicle began to be written in the final
decade of the 16th century (entries by Hrehory Uniechowski) and
continued until the end of 1672; the copies of the documents are
datable to after 1635.

Researchers’ opinions also differ regarding the milieu in which
the manuscript was created. The prominent specialist of the Lithuanian
Metrica, Ptaszycki, claimed that it was the work of scribes from the
GDL Chancellery, linking it to the transcription of the Lithuanian
Metrica carried out at the end of the 16th century under the direction
of Leo Sapieha (Hrehory Uniechowski was a distant relative of
Sapieha and, according to one of the versions proposed by Ptaszycki,
the patron of the Raczynski Codex).

Alongside this, a version exists according to which the codex was
created in the Navahradak scriptorium with the involvement of
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Hrehory Uniechowski. It is our view that these versions should be
verified by performing paleographical studies—comparing Part [ of
the Raczynski Codex with both the documents of the Lithuanian
Metrica and those of the Navahradak scriptorium. This is not an easy
task, as the Navahradak court books and the records of the Navahradak
sessions of the Grand Tribunal of Lithuania have likely been lost;
therefore, isolated documents would need to be sought.

The study agrees with Briickner that Parts I and II of the codex
were joined into a single whole during the time of Pawel Uniechowski.
However, this took place not after 1630, as the Berlin scholar
imprecisely stated, but somewhat later (as the codex contains a copy
of the 1635 confirmation by Wtadystaw IV Vasa).

Today, it remains unknown how the Raczynski Codex came into
the possession of the Radziwills (this could only have occurred
between 1672 and 1701). No donation inscription is found in the
codex, unlike in the so-called "Radziwilt Chronicle" or the Olszewski
Codex; nevertheless, it is reasonable to suggest that attention should
be paid to the career leap of Hieronim Uniechowski’s son: Bogustaw
Aleksander Uniechowski, who served as the clerk of the Navahradak
Land Court from 1677 to 1688, became a senator of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1689 (initially appointed as the
Voivode of Navahradak, and shortly thereafter in the same year, the
Voivode of Trakai). It is noteworthy that in 1688, Bogustaw
Aleksander switched to the court faction (to which King John III
Sobieski’s nephew, Karol Stanistaw RadziwiHl, also belonged), despite
having previously been a member of the opposing Sapieha group.
Thus, it is entirely possible that the Raczynski Codex ended up in
Radziwitt’s library due to these presumably short-lived clientelistic
ties. As is well known, the collection of old rare manuscripts and
books was a prestigious activity at the time, and such gifts were highly
valued. Other possibilities should not be ruled out either—for
instance, that after Bogustaw Aleksander’s death in 1697, his
widow, Barbara Dunin-Rajecka, presented the codex to Radziwilt as a
gift.

32



In any case, by 1701 the codex was already in the Radziwitt
library at the Biata palace, from which it was transferred to Nesvizh in
1736. Following the death of Dominik Hieronim Radziwitt (1813) and
during the activities of the so-called "Radziwitt Commission," the
Radziwitt archive was moved to Vilnius (1818); there, its valuables
were plundered. The collecting boom that emerged at that time played
a significant role in this.

Around the 1830s, our manuscript ended up in the public library
founded by Count Edward Raczynski in Poznan; we would agree with
the opinion that this likely occurred thanks to Julian Ursyn
Niemcewicz. As early as 1822, the latter published a small excerpt
from the (not-yet) Raczynski copy, noting that he had seen the
manuscript in 1819 at Vilnius University. Based on Ursyn
Niemcewicz’s publication, an amateur Russian historian, Pavel
Mukhanov, published an excerpt regarding the love affair between
Sigismund Augustus and Barbara Radziwilt in 1836; he concealed his
direct source, only mentioning that the original manuscript had
previously been kept in the Nesvizh Radziwitt archive. Until recently,
Mukhanov’s excerpt was even considered a publication of an
unknown copy; as previously mentioned, this historiographical myth
was conclusively debunked by Kyrychenko, who used irrefutable
textual arguments to prove the existence of the following chain: the
Raczynski copy — Ursyn Niemcewicz’s publication — the Mukhanov
fragment.

In the section “Copies of the Raczynski Copy, Scholarly
Transcriptions, etc.,” various artifacts are listed, beginning
with Zankiewicz’s “Notification” (1701) and concluding with
transcriptions from the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

The section “Publications of the Raczynski Copy” lists full-
text editions as well as fragments and their translations into modern
languages (Lithuanian, Belarusian, and Russian), with the source
indicated for each.

Content of the Lithuanian Chronicle Copy
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The main part of the Raczynski Codex—consisting of two medieval
chivalric romances, a fictionalized "Story of Attila," and the
chronicle—forms a fairly coherent collection of texts. The legendary
part of the chronicle fits perfectly with the first three texts, due to the
largely fictionalized prehistory of Lithuania and even the occurrence
of similar narrative formulas and "wandering motifs." After all, the
word "history" was understood differently in the 16th century than it
is today. It primarily referred to a narrative of events and occurrences,
which were often fictitious. Thus, the boundary between (pseudo-
)historical prose and historiography was not very clear to the average
reader (nor was it very clear to the authors of the popular chronicles
of the time, Marcin Bielski and Maciej Stryjkowski).

The Raczynski copy recounts the history of the GDL from the
arrival of Duke Palemon in the future lands of Lithuania during the
reign of Emperor Nero (i.e., from the legendary origins of the state)
until the death of the King of Poland and Grand Duke of Lithuania,
Sigismund the Old, and the formal entry of Barbara Radziwilt into the
Vilnius Lower Castle palace in the spring of 1548. This copy is
considered the "most typical" copy of the third (extensive) redaction
of the Second Chronicle. This is, one might say, a truism, as the other
copy attributed to this redaction is the previously described Yevreinov
copy, whose protograph was likely a hybrid of the Second and Third
Chronicles.

The legendary part of the Raczynski copy contains fewer
headings than the copies of the second redaction of the Second
Chronicle (the Archaeological Society, Rumyantsev, Tikhonravov,
and Olszewski copies) and the Yevreinov copy. This brings our copy
closer to the Krasinski copy. Nevertheless, the legendary and
historical parts of the chronicle (the latter extending to the end of the
14th century) in our copy are closest to the Rumyantsev copy of the
second redaction of the Second Chronicle.

This is evidenced even by the "Latin" name of Lithuania,
"JIutyc6a" (in the Rumyantsev copy "JlutvcOa", whereas elsewhere
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it differs considerably: cf. "Jlutoycroy0a" in the Krasinski copy,
"Littus tuba" in the Olszewski copy, and "Jlarycrama" in the
Tikhonravov copy; a slightly more similar variant, "Litusbania," is
provided in the Bychowiec Chronicle, while in the Yevreinov copy it
is omitted). Also noteworthy is the previously mentioned proximity to
the Tikhonravov copy (for example, only in it and the Raczynski copy
is the date of the coup by Algirdas and Kestutis given as 1365, which
is erroneous).

In general, when comparing the texts, it is necessary to take into
account the fragmentary nature of the Tikhonravov copy and the
places of origin of the Rumyantsev and Yevreinov copies—Ukraine
and Russia. The protographs of these copies may have been closer to
our copy.

In the final part of the chronicle, which covers 15th—16th-century
events and shares the most similarities with the Yevreinov copy,
Bielski’s chronicle was used even more intensively than in the latter
(likely the 1551 and/or 1554 editions were used). Bielski’s
compilation was not only a source of information for the chroniclers
but also a model for presenting it—sometimes even entire phrases are
repeated (references to the "Polish chronicle" and "chroniclers" also
appear in the main text of the copy and in the marginalia). However,
the relationship with Bielski’s text was "purposefully Lithuanian"—
the information provided by Bielski is selected, abridged,
reinterpreted, and, naturally, assessments unfavorable to the
Lithuanians are omitted. In fact, Juc¢as aptly pointed out some of these
aspects; unfortunately, he, like Tikhomirov before him, did not use
Bielski’s chronicle itself but its later reworking, the Chronicle of
Poland, and therefore could not accurately evaluate the extent of the
textual overlaps. Consequently, he paradoxically claimed that not only
did the chroniclers use Bielski’s chronicle, but vice-versa—DBielski
used the Lithuanian chronicles.

The author of the protograph of the Raczynski copy must have
been an individual who had access to the documents of the GDL
Chancellery (the chronicle contains information about the
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appointments of high officials) and was associated with the Gostautas
family (the death of Stanislovas Gostautas in December 1542—the
only Lithuanian magnate whose death is recorded to the exact hour—
is specified) but was not particularly linked (at least at the time the
chronicle was written) with the Radziwills. Consequently, he was
unfavorably disposed toward the love affair between Barbara
Radziwilt, the widow of Stanislovas Gostautas, and Sigismund
Augustus; he adopted the position of an external yet by no means
indifferent observer, emphasizing the dissatisfaction of the Lithuanian
Council of Lords and "all the nobility" with the course of events.
Incidentally, the author of the more concise narrative at the end of the
Yevreinov copy also conveys an unfavorable opinion regarding the
marriage of Barbara and Sigismund Augustus. The links between the
Yevreinov copy andthe Third Chronicle have already been
mentioned; interestingly, the Raczynski copy also possesses such
links, though they are not as conspicuous. It should be noted that in
this copy, references to the utilization of other copies occur relatively
more frequently than in other chronicles ofthe Second
Chronicle (only here is there an additional postscript and a marginal
entry attesting to this).

Marginalia and Interlinear Entries

Marginalia constitute an important and specific element of the
Raczynski copy. The study first discusses those left by the scribe (or
corrector). It is noted that they are an analogue of those found in
printed books. Apparently, the impulse for their emergence was
provided by the scribe’s work on the "Story of Attila." A comparison
with Cyprian Bazylik’s Polish original reveals that the marginalia are
most often translated literally into Ruthenian.

In addition, new marginalia are inserted by the same scribe. This
poses a challenge for the publishers of the chronicle. For example, in
Volume 17 of the Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles, only
some of the marginalia are published. For instance, the following entry
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was omitted: "Krarurozm | ¢ Tpymma ¥po)kOHbI BOEBOOA | MEpBIIbIH
" (p. 245), which supplements this text: "u BYBIHUTH THEPIIBIMB
Bo€eBoot0 ¥ | Burau mammana coero Krawrorra ¢ KomomHos,
KoTopeiu ObLz moumar W HBMIOg | Ha Kynocose." In a footnote,
Ptaszycki noted that other copies add "xortopou ca Hapomur. Cb
KYuna." Thus, the shortcomings of the editor's choice are
immediately apparent. The specific nature of the Raczynski copy is
ignored, and a portion of its text is left unconveyed.

It seems that Ptaszycki and Shakhmatov adhered to a view similar
to Briickner’s, according to which the Cyrillic glosses were left by
readers. It must be admitted that in the case of the Raczynski Codex,
the distinction between scribe-editor and reader is problematic—
especially considering the identification of "Scribe B" with Hrehory
Uniechowski. At the current stage of research, at least two hands can
be distinguished in the Cyrillic marginalia written in various shades of
brown ink; one of them—the finer one—coincides with that of the
main Scribe A (incidentally, we note that Ulashchyk’s conclusions
regarding the hand and the ink color are inaccurate). In this respect,
the principle of text rendering chosen in Volume 35 of the Complete
Collection of Russian Chronicles is superior, as almost all Cyrillic
marginalia are published there, though errors were made in this
transcription. Overall, our copy can be considered a separate, late
16th-century redaction, a specific element of which is the marginalia.

Another object of research is the readers’ marginalia (as
mentioned, Ptaszycki did not render them, and Ulashchyk rendered
only some of them, albeit unsatisfactorily). These include all the
Polish entries, one Latin entry (not taking into account basic
abbreviations like 4° and NB), and at least two Cyrillic Ruthenian
marginalia (the second of which is a catchword on p. 288).

The reader who favored red ink was quite well-educated and at
least minimally acquainted with historiographical works—he not only
mentions "other chronicles” in which Temiir Qutlugh is called
Tamerlane the Great, but also attempts to structure the chronicle’s
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genealogy and introduce numbering for the dynasties and rulers.
Comparing the hand with that of Hrehory Uniechowski’s Polish
letters, we surmise that it was he who wrote the comments in red ink.
Marginalia were also left by Hrehory’s son Pawel and grandson
Hieronim Uniechowski (the latter commented particularly diligently).

It is reasonable to assume that the readers’ marginalia in the
Raczynski Codex are an important object of research as they represent,
so to speak, "sites of memory" of the GDL nobility.
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CONCLUSIONS

While fundamentally agreeing with Viachaslaii Chamiaryts-
ki's proposed evolutionary scheme forthe Second
Chronicle (comprising three redactions), we provide further
supplementation and adjustment in this study. Namely, we
believe that the oldest, first redaction is represented by the
Krasinski manuscript and the Patriarch manuscript A; the
latter reflects a slightly later stage of development within the
first redaction than the Krasinski copy. (Conclusions 1-4 and
9-10 are illustrated by the stemma of the Second Chronicle
provided in this study.)

Agreeing with Chamiarytski’s view that the second, more
extensive redaction is represented by the Olszewski,
Archaeological Society, Patriarch B, Rumyantsev, and
Tikhonravov manuscripts, and the third, most extensive
redaction by the Raczynski and Yevreinov manuscripts, we
maintain that the Patriarch manuscript A° and its
continuation—the "Short Chronicle of the GDL"—should be
assigned to the second redaction or regarded as a transitional
variant between the first and second redactions.

In the third redaction of the Second Chronicle, the "Short
Chronicle of the GDL" was used as a kind of framework,
expanded with new material and further extended; this stands
in contrast to, for example, the protograph of the Rumyantsev
copy of the second redaction, in which an attempt was made
simply to extend the "Short Chronicle" with a series of entries
of varying lengths.

The Tikhonravov copy is close not only to the Rumyantsev
copy but also to the Raczynski copy.

It is to be assumed that the inclusion of the translation of
the Story of Attilain the Raczynski Codex, along with
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watermark evidence, allows it to be dated to the 1580s (which
is more likely) or the 1590s.

The place of origin (milieu) of the Raczynski Codex remains
unclear. Both major hypotheses raised in historiography—
linking it either to the GDL Chancellery or to a scriptorium
in Navahradak—require verification by comparing the script
of Part I (the fundamental, oldest part) of the Raczynski Codex
with documents from the Lithuanian Metrica as well as those
from the Navahradak scriptorium. However, this would not be
an easy task, as the Navahradak court books and the records
of the Navahradak sessions of the Grand Tribunal of Lithuania
have likely been lost.

Parts I and II of the Raczynski Codex were joined after 1635.
At that time, the codex became a sort of family book for the
Uniechowski family, noblemen of the Navahradak
Voivodeship.

The Raczynski Codex remained in the possession of the
Uniechowski family until 1672; by January 1701, it is
recorded in Karol Stanistaw Radziwitt’s library at the Biata
palace. This change of ownership is hypothetically linked to
Bogustaw Aleksander Uniechowski’s political career shift—
joining the royal court faction, which included the ruler's
nephew Radziwilt (1688), followed by a career leap
(becoming a senator of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
in 1689); the codex may have come into Radziwill’s hands
around this time. Nevertheless, other possibilities should not
be ruled out—for example, that after Bogustaw Aleksander’s
death in 1697, the codex was presented to Radziwitt as a gift
by his widow.

The author of the protograph of the Raczynski copy must have
been an individual who had access to the documents of the
GDL Chancellery and was associated with the Gostautas
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family but not particularly with the Radziwilts. Consequently,
he was unfavorably disposed toward the love affair between
Barbara Radziwilt (the widow of Stanislovas Gostautas) and
Sigismund Augustus, adopting the position of an external, yet
by no means indifferent, observer who emphasized the
dissatisfaction of the Lithuanian Council of Lords and "all the
nobility" with the unfolding events. This may be regarded as
a general stance among the chroniclers of the third redaction
of the Second Chronicle (a similar position is expressed in the
Yevreinov copy).

In the final part of the Raczynski copy, which covers 15th—
16th-century events and shares the most links with the
Yevreinov copy, Bielski’s chronicle was used even more
intensively than in the latter (most likely the 1551 and/or 1554
editions were used). Bielski’s compilation served the
chroniclers not only as a source of information but also as a
model for presenting it.

There are actually more overlaps between this part and
Bielski’s  chronicle than previously indicated in
historiography (for instance, the erroneous date of Jogaila’s
death—1432—was adopted from Bielski).

The Raczynski copy could even be considered a distinct, latest
redaction of the Second Chronicle, one of its specific features
being the marginalia, which were likely written following the
model of the Ruthenian translation of the Story of Attila. In
this manuscript, the boundary between the chronicler (scribe)
and the reader-commentator is blurred, especially considering
the hypothesis that "Hand B" belonged to Hregory
Uniechowski.
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LIETUVOS IR ZEMAICIU DIDZIOSIOS
KUNIGAIKSTYSTES METRASTIS

Mokslinés monografijos, teikiamos ginti kaip daktaro
disertacija, santrauka

IVADAS
Tyrimo problematika, objektas, tikslas, uzdaviniai ir
aktualumas

Lietuvos istorinis pasakojimas, uzsimezgges dar didziojo kunigaikscio
Vytauto laikais, XVI a. pirmoje puséje intensyviai perkuriamas.
Vietoje XV a. sudaryto Trumpojo Lietuvos metras¢iy savado Vilniaus
vaivados ir LDK kanclerio Alberto Gostauto (71539) aplinkoje
randasi net du nauji sgvadai — Vidurinysis ir Platusis (kitaip —
Bychoveco kronika). Juose jkinijama tuometinio LDK elito
ideologija, kurios reik§mingas démuo buvo pasakojimas apie garbinga
kilme.

Anot metrastininky, kunigaiksciai ir bajorai buvo kile i§ romény.
Metras¢iy pasakojimas dazniausiai tgsiamas iki metraStininko
gyvenamo laiko, t. y. iki XVI a. 2-5 deSimtmecio. Taciau
istoriografijoje Viduriniojo savado (,,Lietuvos ir Zemaiciy DidZiosios
Kunigaikstystés metra$¢io®) raida, jo redakcijos menkai tyrinétos po
Viacaslavo Camiaryckio monografijos, skirtos Lietuvos metraséiams
(1969) pasirodymo. Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasy apraSai nedaug
tebuvo tikslinami po Mikalajaus Ulas¢yko monografijos, skirtos tiems
patiems metras¢iams (1984); iSimtis — §io tyrimo autoriaus parengta
Tichonravovo nuoraso publikacija (2020).

Taigi $ioje monografijoje keliamas tikslas — revizuoti ligSiolinius
tyrimus ir pateikti patikslinta, praturtinta naujomis jzvalgomis ir
iSvadomis ziniy visumg apie Vidurinjjj savada drauge su kritiniu
teksto leidimu, kurj galima laikyti monografijos priedu; taip pat
keliami $ie uzdaviniai:
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1) perzitréti Viduriniojo sgvado raidg (redakcijas); 2) visus
iSlikusius nuorasus perziiiréti de visu; 3) patikslinti nuorasy apyrasus,
daugiau démesio skiriant istoriografijoje maziau tyrinétiems
Patriarcho ir Tichonravovo nuorasams ir itin svarbiam Raczynskiy
nuorasui, kreipiant derama démesj j nuorasy ,,aplinka‘ (rankrastinius
kodeksus); 4) pateikti duomenis apie antrinius nuorasus (nuoraSy
nuorasus), ,,faksimiles ir mokslinius perrasus; 5) pagal savado
nuorasus parengti jo teksto raida atspindincia stema; 6) iStirti
Raczynskiy nuoraso ,,likimg*, funkcionavima ir aplinkas; 7) Kritiskai
jvertinti ir papildyti esamus Viduriniojo sgvado Saltiniy tyrimus.

Kaip pagrindinis tyrimo objektas pasirinktas Raczynskiy
nuorasas, nes tai — reprezentatyviausias placiosios (treCiosios)
Viduriniojo sgvado redakcijos nuorasas, sukurtas LDK teritorijoje,
turintis ilga recepcijos (skaitymo, komentavimo, ekscerptavimo)
tradicija. Be to, tai — vienas i§ dviejy seniausiy islikusiy Viduriniojo
savado nuorasy (antrasis — AliSavos nuoraSas — yra vertimas j lenky
kalbg).

Kadangi visi nuorasai yra didesniy rankrastiniy kodeksy dalis,
kaip jau minéta, butina tirti ir jy ,aplinka“ — kodeksus. Deja,
istoriografijoje dazniausiai nueita lengviausiu keliu, j ,aplinkg“
nekreipant démesio. Dar daugiau, nesispecializuojantys metrasciy
tyrimuose tyréjai-,,vartotojai” daznai ignoruoja Vidurinjjj savada,
apsiribodami vien tiktai Bychoveco kronika, jai net priskirdami
Viduriniojo sgvado savybes. Todél darbo aktualumg sudaro ne vien
Viduriniojo sagvado tyrimy atnaujinimas, bet ir jo sugrazinimas tyréjy
akiratin. Si monografija ir ja lydintis kritinis teksto leidimas turéty
padéti jveikti minétas neigiamas istoriografijos tendencijas.

Tyrimo naujumas
Jau uzsiminta apie egzistuojancig tam tikra Viduriniojo sgvado tyrimy

stagnacijg; galima iSskirti tokius ¢ia pristatomo monografinio tyrimo
darbo rezultatus, keiciancius §ig situacijg:
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Patikslinti Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasSy aprasai, kurie nebuvo
koreguoti nuo Mikalajaus Ulas¢yko monografijos, skirtos
Lietuvos metrasciams (1984), laiky.

Patikslinta Viduriniojo sagvado raida, kuri nebuvo koreguota
nuo Viaaslavo Camiaryckio monografijos  (1969)
pasirodymo.

Pasitelkti itin svarbus Patriarcho ir Tichonravovo nuorasai.
Minétina, kad lietuviy tyréjai jais apskritai nesinaudojo
(iSimtis — $iy eiluciy autoriaus darbai).

Pirmg karta pateikta iSsami informacija apie Viduriniojo
sagvado metras¢iy antrinius nuorasus (nuoraSy nuorasus,
XVIII a.), mokslinius XIX—XX a. perrasus ir XIX a. darytas
»faksimiles®. Jie byloja ne tik apie metrasc¢iy teksty sklaidg ir
ju publikavimo pastangas. Miisy tyrime j moksling apyvarta
jvestas beveik dokumentinis Krasinskiy nuora$o perraSas
pateikia unikalios informacijos apie 1944 m. sunaikinta
originala.

Pirma kartg istoriografijoje prabilta ne apie viena, bet apie du
Lietuvos metras¢iy publikavimo projektus, parengtus XIX a.
— XX a. pradzioje — Galicijos (Lvovo) ir Rusijos (Sankt-
Peterburgo); 18 jy realizuotas tebuvo antrasis.

Pirmg kartg pateikta Viduriniojo sgvado stema (pagal pub-
likuotus nuorasus; viena i§ jy — Tichonravovo — 2020-aisiais
paskelbé Sio tyrimo autorius).

Tesiant Aleksanderio Briicknerio ir kity mokslininky tyrimus,
pateiktas iSsamus Raczynskiy kodekso aprasymas -—
kodikologinis (popieriaus vandenzenkliai, lanky signattiros),
paleografinis  (,,rankos“, kuriomis surasytas kodeksas;
provizoriskai paméginta identifikuoti ir marginalijy raSytojus
(po monografinio tyrimo publikuojamoje Raczynskiy nuoraso
transkripcijoje pirma kartg paskelbti visi marginaliniai jrasai).
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Susisteminta informacija apie Raczynskiy kodekso
»keliones, iskeltos naujos versijos, kaip rankrastis XVII a.
pabaigoje galéjo atitekti Nesvyziaus Radviloms.

Akcentuota Raczynskiy kodekso specifika — itin gausios
marginalijos rusény kalba kirilika ir lenkiSkos, suraSytos
raSovy ir skaitytojy. Konstatuota, kad tarp raSovo-
redaktoriaus ir skaitytojo riba yra slidi.

ISsamiau atskleistas Raczynskiy nuora$o turinys ir santykis su
kitais Lietuvos metras¢iy nuorasais.

ISsamiau ir korektiSkiau nei ankstesnéje istoriografijoje
iStirtas Martyno Bielskio Viso pasaulio kronikos panau-
dojimas Raczynskiy ir Jevreinovo nuorasuose (ankstesniuose
tyrimuose biita metodologinio rikto — kronika neskirta nuo jos
vélesnio perdirbinio — Lenky kronikos; detalesné informacija
apie Viduriniojo sgvado Saltinius ir sgsajas su Trumpojo ir
Placiojo savado tekstais pateikiama transkripcijos ir lietu-
viskojo vertimo komentaruose).

Kaip priedas paskelbtas kritinis Raczynskiy nuoraso leidimas.
Kaip priedas paskelbtas vertimas j lietuviy kalba, kurio iki Siol
truko (ypac turint galvoje paskelbtus Trumpojo ir Placiojo
savado vertimus).

Tyrimo Saltiniai

Saltiniy bazés pagrindg sudaro Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasai, antriniai

nuorasai (nuoraSy nuorasai), moksliniai perrasai, saugomi jvairiose

Lietuvos ir uZsienio atminties institucijose: Alisavos kodekso dalinis

nuorasas ir Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 17 tome panaudoti perrasai

(tarp jy — beveik dokumentinis 1944 m. sunaikinto Krasinskiy nuoraso
perrasas; Lietuvos moksly akademijos Vrublevskiy biblioteka),

Demetrijaus Zankeviciaus ,,Notifikacija apie Laurusavo vienuolyng“

(Vilniaus universiteto biblioteka), Antonio Prochaskos nerealizuotos
Lietuvos metras¢iy edicijos medziaga (Lietuvos valstybés istorijos
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archyvas), Raczynskiy kodeksas (Poznanés Raczynskiy biblioteka),
AliSavos kodeksas (Lenkijos nacionaliné biblioteka), AliSavos
kodekso ,.faksimilé* (Jogailai¢iy biblioteka), Raczynskiy nuoraso
»faksimilé¢*“ (Lvovo Vasylio Stefanyko biblioteka), Archeologijos
draugijos kodeksas (Rusijos nacionaliné biblioteka), Rumiancevo ir
Tichonravovo kodeksai (Rusijos valstybiné biblioteka), Patriarcho
kodeksas (Valstybinis istorijos muziejus Maskvoje), Jevreinovo
kodeksas (Rusijos valstybinis senyjy akty archyvas).

Taip pat pasitelkti Nesvyziaus Radvily inventoriai, Grigorijaus
Unichovskio laiskai, Naugarduko pavieto seimelio dokumentai
(Vyriausiasis senyjy akty archyvas VarSuvoje), Stanislovo
Niezabitowskio ir Karolio Stanislovo Radvilos dienorasciai (saugomi
atitinkamai Lenkjos nacionalingje bibliotekoje ir Lenkijos moksly ir
meny akademijos bibliotekoje); senieji spaudiniai: Hartmano Sedelio
kronika (1493), Motiejaus Miechovitos Lenky kronika (1519, 1521),
Martyno Bielskio Viso pasaulio kronika (1551, 1554 ir 1564),
Martyno ir Joachimo Bielskiy Lenky kronika (1597), Kiprijono
Baziliko Istorija apie Atilg (1574), Boguslovui Aleksandrui
Unichovskiui skirta panegirika Lenky senatorius (1690) ir kt.

Tyrime naudotos Lietuvos metras¢iy publikacijos: Teodoro
Narbuto paskelbta Bychoveco kronika, Afanasijaus Byckovo
publikuotas Krasinskiy nuorasas, Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 17,
32 ir 35 tomai, Stanistawo Ptaszyckio atskirai paskelbtas AliSavos
nuorasas, Patriarcho kodekso edicija ir kt.

Kiti publikuoti Saltiniai: senrusiy metrasciai (i§ jy svarbiausi —
Ipatijaus metrastis ir jo sudétiné¢ dalis Halico-Voluinés metrastis),
Ostrogo kronika, Jono Vladislovo Po¢obuto-Odlanickio atsiminimai,
Vladislovo IV Smolensko kampanijos (1633—-1634) dienorastis,
Stanislovo Niezabitowskio dienoras¢io paskelbtoji dalis, Karolio
Stanislovo Radvilos kelionés dienorastis.
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Tyrimy ir literatiiros apZvalga

Lietuvos metras¢ius tyringjo jau Motiejus Strijkovskis, taciau isties
moksliniais metodais metrasciai pradéti tirti nuo XIX a. pirmosios
pusés. Tuo metu buvo paskelbta ne tik iStrauky (jy savo Kronikoje
buvo i§spausdings jau Strijkovskis) — Vilniuje ir Maskvoje pasirodé
pirmosios pavieniy nuorasy publikacijos. Ignacas Danilavicius
paskelbé Trumpojo savado Supraslio nuorasa (1827), o Teodoras
Narbutas — Placiojo sgvado nuora$a, vadin. ,,Bychoveco kronikg“
(1846). LDK Zemes 1772—1815 m. uzvaldZiusios Rusijos imperijos
mokslininkai XIX a. amziaus viduryje pradéjo brandinti stambesnés
Lietuvos metras¢iy publikacijos idéja. Iniciatyvos émési Peterburgo
(Rusijos) moksly akademijos narys Aristas Kunikas (Ernst Eduard
Kunik, Apuct Apucropuu Kynuk, 1814-1899), pradéjes kaupti
nuorasy perrasus ir pateikes tokios publikacijos — ,,pilnojo Lietuvos
metra$éiy rinkinio® apmatus. Siuos apmatus aprobavo Imperatoriskoji
archeografijos komisija.

Pasirodé dvi publikacijos, parengtos Afanasijaus Byckovo:
»~Avraamkos metrastis* (be ,,lietuviskosios dalies, parengtas drauge
su Konstantinu Bestuzevu-Riuminu, 1889) ir Viduriniojo sgvado
Krasinskiy nuorasas (1893), taciau darbg 1899 m. nutrauké Kuniko ir
Byckovo mirtys.

Po Kuniko ir By¢kovo ,,is¢jimo* jy veikla tesé jy kolega, minétos
komisijos narys Aleksejus Sachmatovas (1864-1920). Buvo
pakoreguota Lietuvos metras¢iy publikacijos koncepcija (atsisakyta
ketinimo publikuoti Dlugo$o ir Strijkovskio kroniky iStraukas),
pasitelktas Lietuvos Metrikos specialistas Stanistawas Ptaszyckis.
Galiausiai 1907 m. pasirodé¢ Ptaszyckio ir Sachmatovo parengtas
Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 17 tomas, skirtas ,,vakary rusy*
metra§éiams (taip Sachmatovo sitilymu pradéti vadinti Lietuvos
metrasciai). Tai buvo tikras luzis Lietuvos metrasciy tyrimuose, nes
atsirado galimybé aprépti rankraséiy visuma. Pirmieji tai atliko minéto
tomo parengéjai, visy pirma, Ptaszyckis ir savo kapitaliniame veikale
Teoktistas Susickis (1921, 1929). Minétini ir po Antrojo pasaulinio
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karo sovietmeciu pasirod¢ baltarusio Mikalajaus Ulas¢yko darbai;
ypac svarbis yra jo parengti Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 32 ir 35
tomai (1975, 1980; Sias publikacijas apibendrinanti monografija
iSspausdinta 1984). I§ bendro tyrimy konteksto iSsiskiria svari
Viac¢aslavo Camiaryckio monografija (1969), lietuviy istoriografija
reprezentuoja Mecislovo Ju€o darbas (1968, 2 leid. —2002) ir Rimanto
Jaso parengtas Bychoveco kronikos vertimas j lietuviy kalbg (1971).
Vis délto sovietmeciu pastebimas ir tam tikras nuosmukis — metras¢iy
tekstai perteikiami pernelyg sumodernintai, ,,uzmirStami* itin svarbiis
Patriarcho nuorasai ir jdomus Tichonravovo nuorasas (tai labiau
taikytina istoriky darbams, nes filologai Siuos nuoraSus naudojo; ypac
pozityviai §iame kontekste issiskiria Camiaryckio monografija, kurios
redaktorius buvo Zymus senosios rusy rastijos — taip pat ir metrasciy —
tyréjas Jakovas Lurje).

Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasus iSsamiai tyré Ptaszyckis, Susickis ir
Ulascykas, o redakcijas nuodugniai bei jtikinamai yra aptares
Camiaryckis. Jo darbas ir laikytinas ,,paskutiniu ZodZiu* $ia tema, nes
véliau pasirodziusiuose darbuose kiti autoriai redakcijy klausimui
didesnio démesio neskyré. Tiesa, nepublikuota Nadezdos Morozovos
disertacija (2001) svarbi dél tekstologiniy problemy iskélimo, o
Edvardo Gudaviciaus straipsniai (2010, 2011) paliet¢ kai kuriuos
Trumpojo ir Viduriniojo sgvado santykio bei Viduriniojo sgvado
raidos aspektus.

Is Raczynskiy kodeksa tyringjusiy mokslininky pirmiausia
nurodytini Aleksanderis Briickneris, pateikes gan iSsamig kodekso
charakteristika (1886), Stanistawas Ptaszyckis, rases apie jo geneze,
paskelbes Unichovskiy Seimos kronikos fragmenta ir Tryzny
genealogija (1888). I§ naujesniy tyrimy minétinas Katerinos Kiri¢enko
straipsnis, jrodantis, kad vadinamoji ,,Muchanovo iStrauka“ téra Jano
Ursyno Niemcewicziaus publikuoto Raczynskiy nuoraso fragmento
perrasas (2006), taip pat nurodytina $iy eiluciy autoriaus drauge su
Andrejumi Ryckovu parengta Demetrijaus Zankeviciaus ,,Notifi-
kacijos apie Laurusavo vienuolyng“ publikacija (2012).
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Viduriniojo sgvado Saltiniy klausimg kélé Ivanas Tichomirovas,
Teoktistas Susickis, Mecislovas Jucas ir kt. Buvo atkreiptas démesys
1 Martyno Bielskio kronikos ir Viduriniojo sgvado III redakcijos teksto
sutapimus. Deja, iki pastarojo meto tyréjai naudojosi ne Viso pasaulio
kronika, bet vélesniu perdirbiniu Lenky kronika (1597), todél ju
iSvados néra tikslios.

Tyrimo metodai

Darbe pasitelkiami kodikologinis, paleografinis ir tekstologinis (angl.
textual criticism) metodai. Labai svarbu tirti ne tik pacius nuorasus,
bet ir jy ,,aplinkg* — rankrastinius kodeksus; tokie tyrimai padeda
atskleisti nuorasy atsiradimo aplinkybes, uzsakovus ir net kai kuriuos
teksto ypatumus (pavyzdziui, vardy rasyba, marginalijy ,,politika“).
Siaip jau akivaizdu, kad metras¢iy turinio tyrimai néra preciziski, jei
netiriami rankrasciai; juos, savo ruoztu, bitina tirti de visu,
neapsiribojant mikrofilmais ar skaitmeniniais atvaizdais, nes dirbant
vien su pastaraisiais, nejmanoma atlikti kodikologiniy tyrimy, o
paleografiniai tyrimai taip pat tampa pavirSutiniski.)

Skirtingai nei ankstesnéje istoriografijoje didelis démesys
skiriamas marginalijoms. Tai ypac¢ pasiteisino Raczynskiy kodekso
atveju. Deja, Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 17-0jo tomo parengéjai
Aleksejus Sachmatovas ir Stanistawas Ptaszyckis marginalijoms
pakankamai démesio neskyré ir jy nepublikavo, Sitaip parasdami kad
ir nezymia, Raczynskiy nuoraso teksto dalj (minétame nuorase tekstas
iSkeltas i parastg).

Tyrime stengtasi pasinaudoti geriausia jmanoma Saltinio
publikacija (pavyzdziui, Lietuvos metras¢iy atveju pirmenybe teikiant
Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 17 tomui, nors, esant poreikiui,
naudotasi ir 32, 35 tomais; rety spaudiniu atveju pirmenybé teikta
leidimams, kuriais galéjo pasinaudoti metraStininkai (pavyzdziui,
pasitelkti visi trys Bielskio kronikos X VI a. leidimai).

Tiriant Lietuvos metra$¢iy publikavimo istorijg taikytas
istoriografinis metodas.
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Ginami teiginiai

Monografijoje i§ esmés pritariama Viagaslavo Camiaryckio pasiiilytai
Viduriniojo sgvado raidos schemai (savada sudaro trys redakcijos),
taciau ji Siek tiek papildoma ir koreguojama, t. y.:

e seniausig I[-gja Viduriniojo savado redakcijag atspindi
Krasinskiy nuorasas ir Patriarcho nuorasas A; pastarasis
atspindi Siek tiek vélesni I redakcijos raidos etapa nei
Krasinskiy nuorasas.

e Patriarcho nuoraSas A‘ su jo tasa —,,LDK kronikéle* skirtinas
II redakcijai arba yra pereinamasis variantas i$ I redakcijos |
II.

e III Viduriniojo savado redakcijoje ,,LDK kronikéle*
pasinaudota kaip savotisku karkasu, ji apauginant nauja
medziaga ir toliau pratesiant.

e Tichonravovo nuorasas yra artimas ne tik Rumiancevo, bet ir
Raczynskiy nuorasui.

Likusieji ginami teiginiai palieCia jvairius Raczynskiy kodekso ir
nuoraso tyrimy aspektus.

e Istorijos apie Atilg vertimo jtraukimas j Raczynskiy kodeksa
ir vandenzenkliai leisty ji datuoti XVI a. 9-uoju (8i tikimybe
yra didesné) arba 10-uoju deSimtmeciu.

e Raczynskiy kodekso sukiirimo vieta (terpé) lieka neaiski —
reikéty verifikuoti abi pagrindines istoriografijoje iskeltas
hipotezes — tiek dél LDK kanceliarijos, tiek dél Naugarduko
skriptorijaus.

e Raczynskiy kodekso I ir II dalys buvo sujungtos po 1635 m.
Tuo metu. kodeksas tapo savotiSka Naugarduko vaivadijos
bajory Unichovskiy giminés knyga.

e Raczynskiy kodeksas tarp 1672 ir 1701 m. atsidiire
Karolio Stanislovo Radvilos Bialos riimy bibliotekoje.
Sia savininky kaita hipotetiskai sietume su Boguslovo
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Aleksandro Unichovskio politinés karjeros vingiu —
per¢jimu j valdovo dvaro stovykla, kuriai priklausé valdovo
seserénas Radvila (1688) ir po to sekusiu karjeros Suoliu
(tapimas ATR senatoriumi 1689) — apie ta laika kodeksas
galéjo atsidurti Radvilos rankose. Nors jmanomos ir kitos
versijos, Cia iSdéstyta laikytume prioritetine.

e Raczynskiy nuoraso protografo autorius turéjo biiti asmuo,
kuriam buvo prieinami LDK kanceliarijos dokumentai ir kuris
buvo susijes su Gostautais ir ne itin — su Radvilomis.

e Paskutingje Raczynskiy nuoraso dalyje, apimancioje XV—
XVI a. jvykius ir turin¢ioje daugiausia sgsajy su Jevreinovo
nuorasu, dar intensyviau nei jame pasinaudota Bielskio
kronika (turbiit buvo pasitelkta 1551 ir / arba 1554 mety
laida). Bielskio kompiliacija metrastininkams buvo ne tik
ziniy $altinis, bet ir informacijos pateikimo modelis.

e Sios dalies sutapimy su Bielskio kronika i§ tikryjy esama
daugiau, nei nurodyta istoriografijoje (pavyzdziui, i§ Bielskio
perimta jau klaidinga (1432) Jogailos mirties data).

e Raczynskiy nuorasg galima net laikyti atskira, véliausia
Viduriniojo sgvado redakcija, kurios vienas specifiniy
pozymiy yra marginalijos, veikiausiai surasytos Istorijos apie
Atilg ruséniskojo vertimo pavyzdziu.

DESTYMAS
Monografija sudaryta i$ dviejy daliy. Pirmoji yra daugiau apzvalginé,
skirta Viduriniojo savado redakcijoms ir nuorasams, antroji —

Raczynskiy kodeksui ir nuoraSui.

Viduriniojo savado redakcijos
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Laikomasi tradicinio Lietuvos metras¢iy skaidymo j tris sgvadus.
Suvokiant ,,sgvado termino salygiskumga ir neabejoting dirbtinumag
XVI a. Lietuvos metras¢iy atveju, vis délto pasirinkta ji vartoti
patogumo sumetimais, nes: 1) toks jvardijimas dominuoja
istoriografijoje, 2) prieSingu atveju tekty kalbéti apie ,redakcijos
redakcija‘ ar net ,,redakcijos redakcijos redakcija®.

Tiriant redakcijas pasitelkiamos archetipo, protografo ir tesinio
(kontinuacijos) savokos. Deja, itin svarbi tesinio savoka
istoriografijoje vartota sporadiskai (pavyzdziui, Antonio Prochaskos);
savotiska iSimtj tesudaro konceptualus Rimanto Jaso straipsnis
(1971), kuris tarptautinéje istoriografijoje dél kalbinio barjero deramai
jvertintas nebuvo. Tacdiau butent GoStauto aplinkoje sukurto
Viduriniojo savado ,,branduolio* atskyrimas nuo vélesniy papildymy
Jasui leido argumentuotai prabilti apie Gostauto ,autoryste”. Kita
vertus, klausimas néra toks paprastas. Mat Jaso jZvalga apie t¢sinius
téra ideali konstrukcija. Kontinuatorius ne tik pratesdavo metrastj
papasakodamas apie vélesnius laikus, bet taip pat redaguodavo iki jo
parasyta dalj. Beje, panasiai elgdavosi ir metra$éiy perrasinétojai. Stai
kodél kalbant apie metras¢ius labai retai vartojama kopijos savoka,
pirmenybe teikiant nuorasui.

Vis dar pasitaikanti tyrimy yda, ilga laika neleidusi jvertinti
Gostauto indélio, buity ta, kad metrasciy teksto istorija neskiriama nuo
metra$¢iy rankraS¢iy istorijos. Istoriografijoje nesutariama ir dél
savado redakcijy. Kartais skiriamos dvi, pastaruoju metu dalis tyréjy
(jiems priklausyty ir Sio darbo autorius) skiria tris redakcijas.
Manytina, kad seniausia [-gja atspindi Krasinskiy nuorasas ir
Patriarcho nuorasas A. Si neabejotinai problemiskiausia redakcija da-
tuotina po 1514 m. (mat Patriarcho nuorase A pasitelkiamas 1514 m.
prie OrSos paimty belaisviy maskvény registras) ar veikiau treciuoju
XVI a. deSimtmeciu dél tikétino Miechovitos kronikos (1521)
panaudojimo. Galvos skausmag tyréjams I redakcijos atveju kelia
Krasinskiy nuoraSo pirmosios (legendinés) dalies neisbaigtumas,
antrosios (istorinés) dalies defektiSkumas ir Patriarcho nuoraso A
fragmentiSkumas (8is nuoraSas neturi legendinés dalies). Tai

52



kliuviniai, kurie neleidzia daryti vienareik§misky iSvady (Vis délto
atidesnis zvilgsnis | abu nuoraSus leisty teigti, kad Patriarcho
nuorasas A atspindi Siek tiek veélesnj I redakcijos raidos etapa, nei
Krasinskiy nuorasas).

Kity redakcijy iSskyrimas bent i§ pirmo zvilgsnio yra
paprastesnis. Monografijoje pritariama Camiaryckio nuomonei, kad
II-3, platesniaja, redakcijg atspindi AliSavos, Archeologijos draugijos,
Patriarcho B, Rumiancevo ir Tichonravovo nuorasSai (regis, c¢ia
pritapty ir Patriarcho A‘ su jo tgsa — ,,LDK kronikéle™ arba tai galéty
biti pereinamasis variantas i$ I redakcijos j II), o IlI-ig, placiausiajg, —
Raczynskiy ir Jevreinovo nuoradai. Sios redakcijos datuojamos
atitinkamai iki penktojo XVI a. deSimtmecio imtinai ir ,,nuo $estojo
deSimtmecio pirmosios pusés®. Il-osios redakcijos datavimas
grindziamas aprasomy jvykiy chronologija ir AliSavos kodekso
suktirimo data (~ 1550), o Ill-iosios redakcijos — aprasomy jvykiy
chronologija ir Martyno Bielskio kronikos (I leid. — 1551) pasitelkimo
faktu.

Siose redakcijose jau yra legendiniai pasakojimai apie Vytenio
iSrinkimg didziuoju kunigaiks¢iu ir II (Stulpy, Gediminaiciy)
dinastijos pradzia, Gedimino kova su kryziuo€iais, jo Zygius j Voluine
ir Kijeva, Traky ir Vilniaus jkiirima, Kestutj ir Birute. Atsiranda ir
svarbiausio Gedimino padéjéjo (etmono bei pirmojo Vilniaus
vaivados) Gostauto tema, o LDKM siuZetas apie 7 Gedimino stinus
papildomas Zinia apie dukterj Ong. Zymiai akivaizdesnis nei I re-
dakcijoje ir Miechovitos kronikos panaudojimas.

Svarbi Viduriniojo savado dalis yra vadinamoji ,LDK
kronikeélé®, analy tipo uzraséliai, kurie pradedami Zinute apie Lietuvos
kriksta (datuojama 1386 m.), nors daugiausia démesio skiriama XV a.
pabaigos — X VI a. pradzios jvykiams (tyréjy pavadinta pagal antraste
Alisavos kodekse — [W]ielkiego xigstwa litewskiego kronyczka krotko
pisana). Tai — gana autonomiskas kiirinélis, kuris i§ dalies atliko ir
tesinio funkcijg. III redakcijoje ,kronikéle” papildzius Bielskio
kronikos, LDK kanceliarijos dokumenty ir kity Saltiniy informacija,
radosi tesiniai iki 1548 m. Sioje redakcijoje ,kronikéle* buvo
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pasinaudota kaip savotisku karkasu, jj apauginant nauja medziaga ir
toliau pratesiant; skirtingai nuo, tarkime, II redakcijos Rumiancevo
nuoraso protografo, kuriame ,kronikéle” tiesiog méginta pratesti
toliau didesnés ir mazesnés apimties zinuciy serija — taip radosi
ilgiausias Viduriniojo sgvado tesinys iki 1567 m. (tiesa, paskutinés
zinutés jame veikiausiai buvo prirasytos jau Rusijos okupuotoje LDK
teritorijoje).

Atkreiptinas démesys | tai, kad Viduriniojo sgvado III redakcija
pasirodé véliau nei Platusis sgvadas ir, matyt, neatsitiktinai Jevreinovo
nuorase regime iSimtinai Placiajam sgvadui budingus elementus —
pasakojimg apie Algirdo zygi i Maskva, savitag Algirdo stiny sarasa.
Kita vertus, Jevreinovo nuorasas yra labai specifiskas (tai — nuorasas—
hibridas), jame esanti legendiné¢ Lietuvos valdovy genealogija
sutampa su esancia Krasinskiy nuorase. Vadinasi, pagal legendinés
dalies ypatumus Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasai skilty j dvi grupes —
Krasinskiy ir Jevreinovo bei likusius, t. y. Patriarcho B, Archeologijos
draugijos, AliSavos, Rumiancevo, Tichonravovo, Raczynskiy.
Genealogijos raida atrodyty S$itaip: Viduriniojo sgvado I redakcija
(Krasinskiy ir, i§ dalies, Jevreinovo nuoraSy protografai) —
Viduriniojo sgvado II redakcija ir Raczynskiy nuoraso protografas.
Zinoma, labiausiai genealogija iSplétota Pladiajame sgvade
(Bychoveco kronikoje).

Tyrime pateikiami du legendinés genealogijos fragmentai,
parodantys jos raida Viduriniajame savade ir Bychoveco kronikoje (p.
20; taip pat zr. Fantasting Lietuvos didziyjy kunigaiksciy genealogijg
pagal Raczynskiy nuorasq, p. 404 ir Viduriniojo savado stema, p. 99).

Viduriniojo savado nuorasai
Siuo metu mokslinéje apyvartoje yra 10 Viduriniojo savado nuorasy:
Krasinskiy, Patriarcho A, Patriarcho B, Patriarcho A‘ (su ,,kronikéle®),

Archeologijos draugijos, AliSavos, Rumiancevo, Tichonravovo,
Jevreinovo, Raczynskiy; nors Patriarcho A° téra nedidelis fragmentas.
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(Dar esama antriniy nuorasy; tai — AliSavos nuoraSo nuorasas ir
Raczynskiy nuoraSo nuorasas-fragmentas.)

Sioje tyrimo dalyje apzvelgiami visi Viduriniojo sgvado nuoragai,
pagrindinj démesj skiriant svarbesniems i§ jy ir iki Siol menkiau
(tyrimo autoriaus nuomone, nepelnytai) jtrauktiems j moksline
apyvarta tekstams. Kaip jau minéta, nepaisant neabejotiny pasiekimy
tiriant Lietuvos metrascius, lyginant su XX a. pradzios situacija
galima pastebéti netgi tam tikrg nuosmukj — sovietmeciu iSleistuose
Pilnojo rusy metrasciy rinkinio 32 ir 35 tomuose paskelbti tekstai
labai sumoderninti, buvo ,uzmir§ti“ Patriarcho ir Tichonravovo
nuorasai. Esama ir medziaginiy nuostoliy — literatiiroje nuo seno
minimi Lietuvos metras¢iai, kurie niekad nebuvo istirti ir publikuoti,
o $iuo metu jy pédsakai yra dinge (nekalbant jau apie XVI a. II pus¢je
pasitelktus Augustino Rotundo ir Motiejaus Strijkovskio).

Islike zinomi Viduriniojo sgvado nuorasai perzilréti de visu
2008-2019 m. Dauguma jy mokslinéje literatiiroje ne sykij aprasyti,
todél itin smulkios charakteristikos monografijoje nepateikiamos;
iSimtis — Patriarcho ir Tichonravovo nuorasai, kurie buvo paskelbti tik
pastaraisiais metais ir vis dar stokoja tyréjy démesio. Raczynskiy
kodeksas aptariamas atskirai. Taciau nuorasy apzvalga néra
paprasciausia kompiliacija, kadangi nurodomos dabartinés rankrasc¢iy
signatiiros, iStaisyti pastebéti istoriografijos riktai ir pateikta savy
jzvalgy.

Patriarcho nuorasy grupé

Patriarcho kodeksas saugomas Valstybiniame istorijos muziejuje
Maskvoje (signattira Cun 790). Rankrastis anksciau priklausé Sinodo
(Patriarcho) bibliotekai, i§ €ia ir pavadinimas. Kodekso formatas in
quarto, lapy dydis 19,5-19,9%15 cm, bloko aukstis — 3,2 cm; i§ viso
yra 186 (VII + 179) lapai. Tai — konvoliutas, kurj sudaro dvi dalys:
1. 1-70 ir 1. 71-174. VandenZzenkliai rodyty, kad abi dalys suraSytos
XVII a. viduryje ruséniSkuoju greitraéiu, keleto raSovy, o sujungtos
jos buvo iki 1676 m. geguzés — mat 1. Vr yra anoniminio rankra$cio
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savininko jrasas, kad 1676 V 6 jis skolino didjjj katekizmg Rylsko
igumenui Juozapui (Cernigovo vyskupija). Kodekso pradzioje yra
religinio pobiidzio tekstai, tad gali biiti, kad turimas omenyje biitent
$is rankrastis, juolab kad tame paciame l. Vr jis vadinamas ,,Ku(u)ra
Karnxucns nucana 6bnopyckoro | moommcio®.

Kaip liudija tame pat puslapyje esanti dar viena proveniencija,
1697 m. kodeksas buvo ,,atsiystas i§ patriarcho dvaro®, tad XVIII a.
kodeksas jau buvo Patriarcho, 1721 m. tapusia Sinodo, bibliotekoje.
Apie tai taip pat byloty maskviskés ,helény-graiky mokyklos*
profesoriaus Afanasijaus Skiados kodeksa datuojanti pastaba
»Scriptus seculo 17° (1. VIIv, XVIII a. 3 des.) ir Sios bibliotekos
knygoms budingas XVIII a. pabaigos jriSimas (Sviesrudé oda,
kartonas).

Atkreiptinas démesys j tai, kad Patriarcho kodekso turinys
jvairuoja — greta religiniy teksty glaudziasi istoriniai (jy yra daugiau)
ir geografiniai. Kodekse yra Sie Lietuvos metrasciai:

1) 1. 43r—64v: ,I'JIABA. KPOMHUKA GO BEJIMKUX
KH(HA)3EX | INTOBCKUX.*; Ptaszyckis ir Sachmatovas pavadino
,Patriarcho nuorasu A*“. Tai — Lietuvos didziyjy kunigaiksciy metrastis
su tesiniu iki 1517 m., artimas Krasinskiy nuoraSo II daliai ir drauge
su $iuo nuorasu skirtinas Viduriniojo sgvado I redakcijai.

2) 1. 83v lapo apacioje — 103v be specialios antrastes (tik atskirtas
horizontaliu briik§niu nuo ankstesnio teksto) ir neturintis legendinés
dalies pradzios Viduriniojo sgvado II redakcijos nuorasas (Ptaszyckio
su Sachmatovu pavadintas Patriarcho nuorasu B), apimantis LDK
istorijg nuo fantastinés Skirmanto kovos su chanu Balaklajumi (,,GD
ufalpu 3aBoickwmb bonakiante) iki pasakojimo apie Skirgailos
nunuodijima (§is pasakojimas taip pat neuzbaigtas).

3) 1. 135r—136r Viduriniojo sgvado fragmentas, kuris prasideda
1445 m. karo su Maskva aprasymu; toliau fragmente yra lakiina
(tekstas nutriiksta 1. 135v pradéjus pasakoti apie LDK kariuomenés
zygl 1 OrSos laukus 1514 m.), o paskui eina vadinamoji ,,LDK
kronikeélé* (tai — gana autonomiska, antrojoje redakcijoje atsiradusi
sgvado dalis, kurioje XIV-XVI a. I pusés jvykiai uzfiksuoti itin
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glaustais analistinio pobadZio uZragéliais). Ptaszyckis ir Sachmatovas
Viduriniojo sgvado fragmenta iki ,,LDK kronikélés* pavadino
Patriarcho nuorasu A°‘, o ,kronikéle* laiké atskiru, ketvirtuoju,
Lietuvos metrascio fragmentu, kurio niekaip nepavadino, nors kitur —
Kronyczka —t. y. pagal Viduriniojo savado AliSavos nuorase suteikta
antraste. Manytume, kad Sitoks ,,kronikélés®, kaip atskiro fragmento,
atskyrimas yra abejotinas, nes ji yra integrali Viduriniojo sgvado dalis,
o Rumiancevo nuorase ji eina iSkart po OrSos miiSio apraSymo.

Dar toliau (I. 137r—174r) yra Barkulabovo metrastis, raSytas
XVI-XVII a. sandiiroje LDK rytuose. Tai — istoriografijoje gerai
zinoma, net keletg karty publikuota LDK lokalin¢ (Barkulabovo
miestelio, | pietus nuo Mogiliavo) kronika.

Kaip jau nurodyta, surasant kodeksa ar jo protografa (-us) buvo
pasinaudota net keliais Lietuvos metrasciais ir kitais tekstais. Ypac
vertingas Viduriniojo sgvado genezei yra Patriarcho nuoraSas A.
Lygindami su kitais nuorasais, ¢ia regime seniausig pasakojimo apie
1514 m. OrSos mii§] versija — tik joje paminétas paimty ] nelaisve
maskvény saraso Saltinis — etmono registras. Apskritai akivaizdu, kad
surasant kodeksa buvo atlieckama medziagos atranka. Patriarcho
nuoraSe B néra legendinés Lietuvos metras¢io dalies pradzios iki
kunigaiks¢io Skirmanto kovos su totoriy chanu Balaklajumi — t. y.
néra pasakojimo apie Palemong ir fantastinés Polocko kunigaiksciy
genealogijos. Si medziagos atranka buvo atlikta XVII a.

Tichonravovo nuorasas

Taip pat priklauso nepilnyjy nuorasy kategorijai. Lietuvos metrastis ir
tarsi jo tegsinio funkcijg atliekanti vadinamoji Ostrogo kronika yra
kodekso pabaigoje. Kodeksas yra i§ Zymaus literattros istoriko
Rusijos akademiko Nikolajaus Tichonravovo (1832—-1893) kolekcijos,
kuri $iuo metu saugoma Rusijos valstybinés bibliotekos (Maskvoje)
Rankras¢iy skyriuje, kodekso signatiira f. 299, Nr. 408. Jis surasytas
smulkia raSysena, jo formatas in folio (29,9%18,7x5,5 cm), minétina,
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kad jriSimui sutvirtinti panaudoti XVIII a. I puséje rasyti Kijevo
staciatikiy vyskupijos dokumentai.

Kodeksas atsirado ukrainietiSkose zemése — 1. 339v apacioje yra
ji surasusio, ,,Dievo vergo Zmitro* (Dmitrijaus), uzrasas, datuojamas
1636 m. balandzio 13 d. Nurodyta kodekso suraSymo 1636 m. data
patvirtina ir vandenzenkliai — popierius su jais yra datuojamas 1636—
1637 m.: 1) ant uzpakaliniy kojy stovintis lokiukas, 2) Trutnovo
miesto herbas (du bokstai, tarp jy vartai ir apacioje — drakonas).
Mingétina, kad popieriuje su Siais vandenzenkliais Kijeve ir Lvove
buvo iSspausdintos evangelijos (tiesa, antrasis vandenzenklis — ne
identiskas, o tik panasus).

Kodeksas prasideda rusény (,,vakary rusy®) redakcijos
chronografu (l. 1r-305v), po kurio yra Kristaus laiky Jeruzalés
apraSymas — Nyderlandy autoriaus Kristijono Adrichomijaus (Chris-
tianus Adrichomius Delphus, Christiaan van Adrihem, 1533-1585)
veikalo vertimas i§ lotyny k. i rusény (1. 305v—328v), Lietuvos
metrastis (1. 329r—335v) ir Ostrogo kronika (1. 336r—339v), apimanti
1538-1621 m. laikotarpi.

Lietuvos metraS¢io nuorasas (,,KPOHHTKA BEJIMKAT O
KHIA3TBA | JIutoBbCKaro u xmoodckaro:.*) yra nepilnas. Nors jame
pasakojama ,,nuo pradziy“ — t. y. nuo Palemono atvykimo, tafiau
metrascio tekstas perkomponuotas, jame esama praleidimy. Regis,
toks laisvas elgesys su metrascio tekstu sietinas ne vien su protografo
defektais, bet taip pat su viduramzi$kos autorystés sampratos erozija
ir sustipréjusia rasovo kaip ,,autoriaus® savimone Lyginant su kitais
Lietuvos metras¢iy nuorasais Tichonravovo nuoraso kalboje gausu
ukrainietybiy. Nuoraso ypatybiy visuma jj leidzia skirti Viduriniojo
savado Il redakcijai, jis gana artimas Rumiancevo nuorasui, taciau turi
panaSumy ir su Raczynskiy nuorasu).

Taigi tai — jdomus, nors ir nepilnas Lietuvos metra$c¢io nuorasas,
liudijantis, kad XVII a. Ukrainai LDK istoriné tradicija tebebuvo gana
svarbi, o kodekso atsiradimg, matyt, deréty sieti su XVII a. pirmosios
puses Ukrainos staciatikiy dvasininkijos istoriografiniu sajidziu ir, i§
dalies, su iki 1636 m. egzistavusiu Ostrogo literatiiriniu rateliu.
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RACZYNSKIU, ARBA POZNANES, NUORASAS

Aptariamas nuorasas yra ne maziau garsaus kodekso sudétiné dalis.
Kodeksas yra saugomas Poznanés Raczynskiy bibliotekoje (sign.
Rkp. 94). Cia jj 1841 ar 1842 m. surado ,,vienas rusy keliautojas®, o
1842 m. liepg apzitréjo Osipas Bodianskis. Taciau rankra$cio istorija,
kaip netrukus matysime, yra ilgesné.

Kodikologines ir paleografines rankras¢io charakteristikas
pateiké Aleksanderis Briickneris, Jaroslavas S¢iapovas ir Mikalajus
Ulascykas. Nors kodeksas apraSytas gana i§samiai, dar yra tikslintiny
ir problemisky dalyky. Pirmiausia nurodysime, kad jo formatas yra in
folio, jrisas — XVIII a., virSeliai — tamsiai ruda dazyta oda aptrauktas
kartonas, panasus j kity Nesvyziaus Radvily bibliotekos kodeksy.

Kodekso dydis su virSeliais — 31,6%21,7x3,8 cm, bloko —
30,6%20,7x3 cm.; kodekso struktiirg glaustai galima nusakyti Sitaip:
II+ 344 + 14 p. Lapai yra netaisyklingo keturkampio formos,
platéjantys jriSo link (trapeciski). Minétina, kad 2007 m. rankrastis
buvo restauruotas, sutvirtinant jo jriSima, todél jo sandarg istirti yra
sunkiau.

Puslapiai sunumeruoti veikiausiai XIX a. tamsrudziu rasalu
desiniajame virSutiniame lapy kampe gerosiose lapy pusése, t. y.
surasyti tik nelyginiai numeriai. Vietomis yra taisymy juodu rasalu bei
paryskinimy piestuku. Kodekso pradzioje esancio atskirojo prieslapio
paginacija atlikta roméniskais skaitmenimis piestuku — I, I, kodekso
gale esanciy XIX a. pabaigoje pridéty lapy — tai pat pieStuku, tik
arabiskais skaitmenimis (p. 345-358). Minétina ir tai, kad kai kur
puslapiy apacioje yra signattiros — lanky (sasiuviniy) Zymenys.

Popierius, vandenZenkliai

Istoriografijoje kodekso popierius iSsamiau tyrinétas nebuvo.
Ulas¢ykas nurodé¢ esant tik du vandenzenklius; regis, jis
nepasinaudojo Jaroslavo S¢iapovo parengtu Lenkijoje saugomy Ryty
ir piety slavy rankrasciy katalogu, kuriame gana tiksliai apibudinti
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keturi vandenzenkliai. I$ tikryjy kodekse vandenZenkliy esama
daugiau. P. 1-296 pramaiSiui naudojamas popierius su tokiais
vandenzenkliais: 1) ,,Jelitos herbas* (bent dviejy atmainy — viena su
laibesnémis, kita su storesnémis sukryziuotomis ietimis), 2) ,,dvigubas
kryzius su kariina virs$ jo apskritime* (virSutiné kryziaus dalis primena
didziaja raide ,,T*), 3) ,,Habdanko herbas®, 4) ,,Jastrzebieco herbas®;
p. 297-344 — popierius su ,,Lilito* vandenzenkliu (tipas: ,,kariinuotas
lititas herbiniame skyde®; galimas daiktas, taip pat dvi atmainos).
Nuotraukos kodekso pabaigoje iklijuotos § XIX a. pabaigos popieriy
su floristiniu motyvu ir uzrasu ,,LINSCH*".

Proveniencijos ir kitos savininky Zymos

Pirmojo priklijuojamo prieslapio apacioje tradicingje vietoje yra
XVIII a. Radvily Nesvyziaus bibliotekos lipdé. P. 5 apacioje yra Onos
Kotrynos i§ Sangusky Radvilienés (1676—1746) nuosavybés jrasas:
»Ne 24 7 biblioteki nasze<y> | AXR“. Jame nurodytas numeris
sutampa su esan¢iu lipdéje. Priezastys, dél kurios Radvilienés
autografas atsirado biitent Siame puslapyje, yra, matyt, Sios: pirmieji
du lapai (p. 1-4) anuomet kaip ir Siandien buvo gerokai sunyke,
antrojo jy (p. 3—4) yra nutrupgjes beveik visas apatinis krastas. Be to,
p. 1 apacioje veikiausiai jau buvo jrasas, kurio kodekso tyréjai
neissifravo. Siuo metu jis iSlikes nevisas ir priminty briksteléta
pastaba sau: ,,A R(ok)u lako na <...> | napisalem®. Hipotetiskai ja
sietume su Onos Kotrynos Radvilienés vyru LDK kancleriu Karoliu
Stanislovu Radvila (1669-1719), Zinomu tokiy pastaby meégéju.
Radvila savo gana sunkiai jskaitomu braizu yra palikes aps¢iai uzrasy
kalendoriy parastése ir ant popieriaus lapeliy. Defektus tokiu atveju
deréty aiskinti Siaurés karo metu istikusiomis nelaimémis — anuomet
Bialos riimai buvo nusiaubti, biblioteka evakuota j Nesvyziy, o
rankrasStis galéjo neturéti virseliy.

Kad jau $is Radvila buvo rankra$¢io savininkas, liudija 1701 130
Demetrijaus Zankeviciaus Notifikacija apie Laurusavo vienuolyng
[...], tai yra apie pirmgji fundatoriy. ISrasyta is senos rusiskos
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rankrastinés kronikos, iS Sviesiausiojo kunigaikscio Stanislovo
Karolio Radvilos, dabartinio Lietuvos DidzZiosios Kunigaikstystés
kanclerio, bibliotekos Bialoje 1701 Viespaties mety sausio ménesj
(NOTIFIKACYA. | O Monastyrze Lawryszowskim w Wojewodstwie
No-|wogrodzkim lezacym, to jest pierwszym Fundatorze. Wy-|pisana
z Starey Ruskiey Rekopisaney Kroniki, z | Biblioteki Iasnie
Oswieconego Xigzecia Stanistawa Ka-rola Radziwita Kanclerza
natenczas W. X. Ltt. w Biatey | Roku Panskiego 1701. mca lanuaria.).
IS 1736 m. sudaryto inventoriaus patiriame, kad ty mety ruden;j
kodeksas drauge su Motiejaus Strijkovskio rankrastine kronika ir
kitais manuskriptais buvo perkeltas j Nesvyziaus biblioteka.

Nuosavybés ,,zenklais* taip pat galima laikyti kodekso pabaigoje
esancig Naugarduko vaivadijos bajory Unichovskiy giminés kronika,
raSytg XVI a. paskutiniajame deS. — 1672 m. ir net skaitytojy
marginalijas.

Raczynskiy kodeksas struktiiriniu pozitiriu labai aiskiai skyla i
dvi dalis; pirmojoje yra du Viduramziy riteriy romanai su bendra
antraste Pasakojimas apie karzygius is serbisky knygy, o biitent apie
Slovinggq riterj Tristang, Lancelotg ir Bovg, ir daug kity gery karzygiy
G IIOYNMHAETHCA TIOBECTh (O BuredaAx C KHUI'b
COPBFBCKNX:. A 3BJIAIIA G CJIABHOMD PbILIDPHI
TPBICHAH<E> GO AHUIAJIOTE U & BOBE U O MHUIBIXDH
MHOI'UX'b BUTE3EX JIOBP<bIX>“, p. 1-171); antrasis romanas
kodekse véliau iSskirtas kaip Istorija apie kunigaiksti Gvidong
(LUCTOPBIA GO KHAXATHU KI'BUAOHE®, p. 129-171).
Pirmojoje kodekso dalyje taip pat esama Kiprijono Baziliko Istorijos
apie vengry karaliy Atilg (1574) rusénisko vertimo ,,JICTOPBIHA GD
ATBUIN KOPOJIA 8I'OPBCKOMDB (p. 173-224), po kurio eina
Lietuvos ir Zemaiciy Didziosios Kunigaikstystés —metrastis
(,JIBTOITNCEILDb BEJIMKOI'O KH(A)3CTBA JIUTOBBCKOI'O U
KOMOUTBCKOI(O), p. 225-291).

Si dalis sura§yta kiriliniu greitra§¢iu tamsrudZiu rasalu,
daugiausia vieno jgusio raStininko ranka (Briickneris jj pavadino
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raSovu A). Keliose vietose jsiterpia kitoks braizas (Briickneris jj
priskyré raSovui B). AntraStés suraSytos ustavu, nors kai kuriais
atvejais jos pradedamos ustavu, o baigiamos greitra$¢iu. Jos gana
puosnios, taip pat esama dailesniy inicialy ir vinjeciy, taCiau nei
raudona, nei kitos spalvos puoSyboje nenaudojamos.

Istorijos apie Atilg vertime ir metras€io nuorase esama palikty
neprirasyty viety (kuriose iSsitekty vienas ir daugiau zodziy), matyt,
skirty vélesniems papildymams. Beje, ir pats nuorasas baigiasi be
jokio punktuacijos zenklo; nors paskutinysis lapas su metrascio tekstu
iSlikgs sveikas, priraSyta téra pusé jo gerosios pusés (p. 291), o
popierius keiciasi nuo p. 297-298 (apie vandenzenklius Zr. auksciau).
Surasius prading pirmaja Raczynskiy kodekso dalj, keli paskutinieji
puslapiai buvo palikti tusti (§iuo metu nepriraSyti yra p. 292-296).

Idomu, kad skirtingai nei kodekse esanciy romany ir Istorijos
apie Atilg atvejais metras$¢io nuoraso pabaigoje rasovas ,,nepadéjo
tasko® (¢ia nerasime nei tradicinio tildés, nei kokio nors kito skyrybos
zenklo), taip tarsi pasilikdamas galimybe¢ pasakojimg testi.

Antrojoje kodekso dalyje yra dviejy dokumenty XVII a. nuorasai,
kurivos Raczynskiy kodekso tyréjai neretai vadina Lenkijos ir
Lietuvos valdovy aktais, ir minétoji Unichovskiy giminés kronika su
Tryzny genealogija. Taigi kodekse yra:

1) Vladislovo IV Vazos vardu 1635 III 8 VarSuvoje patvirtintas
Kazimiero Jogailai€io ,,dvaro iSrangos, arba dovany‘ registro nuorasas
(,,ekstraktas®) i§ Lietuvos Metrikos;

2) vadinamasis 1528 m. ,,LDK kariuomenés suraSymas*.

Sunkiau paaiSkinti, kodél i kodeksa pateko pirmojo dokumento
nuorasas (nors bajorija buvo linkusi kaupti dokumentus), o Stai
1528 m. ,,suraSymas‘ laikytas bajorystés metrika (nuorase yra ir Nau-
garduko pavieto karo prievolininky registras; jame paminétas ir
Unichovskiy protévis). Abu nuorasai suraSyti kiriliniu greitraséiu
jgudusio rasovo ranka, pavadinkime jj raSovu C. Nurodysime, kad Sis
raSovas taip pat sura$é Tryzny genealogija ,,Urodzenie Panow
Tryznow*, kuri Raczynskiy kodekse jterpta tarp Unichovskiy giminés
nariy uzrasy.
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Dar Zemiau, po sakinio apie Liublino unijg ir uZzbraukto
horizontalaus briik$nio, prasideda Jeronimo Unichovskio uzrasai. Cia
jau braizas — kitas. Taigi trumpai apie Unichovskiy kronikg (3). Ja
sudaro keturiy giminés nariy jrasai:

3.1) Jeronimo Unichovskio (1612 — po 1674 V 21), apimantys
1637-1672 m. (p. 328-332); toliau yra jau minéta

3.2) Tryzny genealogija ,,Urodzenie Panow Tryznow*, kuri
baigiama Jeronimo proseneliy Kotrynos Tryznaités ir Pauliaus
Jokiibai¢io Unichovskio santuoka; tai — neabejotinas nuorasas (p.
333-335, p. 336 — neprirasytas);

3.3) Jeronimo tévo Pauliaus Grigorai¢io Unichovskio (1584—
1651) uzrasai, apimantys 1608—1650 m. (p. 337-339);

3.4) Jeronimo senelio Grigorijaus Paulai¢io Unichovskio (1549—
1606) uzrasai, apimantys 1548-1599 m. laikotarpj (p. 341-344,
rusény kalba, kirilika),

3.5) veikiausiai Jeronimo dédés Jono Unichovskio (1574-1615)
jrasas apie tévo Grigorijaus mirt] 1606 m. (p. 344, taip pat kirilika) ir
galiausiai to paties puslapio apacioje po horizontalaus briksnio
matome 3.6) Pauliaus Grigorai¢io Unichovskio (?) pasakojimg lenky
kalba apie brolio Jono Zziitj ir laidotuves (p. 344).

Sis jrasas zenklina peréjima prie lenky kalbos — Paulius ir jo
sinus Jeronimas savo wuzraSus rasé lenkiSkai. Kaip matyti,
Unichovskiy giminés kronika yra ,sudéliota” beveik atvirkstine
tvarka.

Aptartieji Unichovskiy uZrasai yra autografai, leide Briickneriui
identifikuoti Raczynskiy kodekso marginalijy autorius, taciau,
savaime aisku, ne visus, mat Briickneris nesinaudojo Radvily archyvo
dokumentais. Kaip matyti, XVII a. Raczynskiy kodeksas buvo tapgs
savotiSka Naugarduko vaivadijos bajory giminés knyga.

Taigi kodeksas labai aiskiai skyla j dvi dalis ir turinio, ir
panaudoto popieriaus atzvilgiu. Tik du pirmieji antrosios dalies
puslapiai (293-294) buvo surasSyti ankstesnés dalies popieriuje su
,,Habdanko herbo‘ vandenzenkliu.
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Raczynskiy kodekso kilmé ir jo likimo vingiai

D¢l kodekso suktirimo laiko spéliojama jvairiai (istoriografijoje
paprastai $iuo atveju omenyje turima pirmoji, pagrindiné, kodekso
dalis). Manytina, kad Istorijos apie Atilg vertimo jtraukimas | kodeksa
ir vandenZenkliai jj leisty datuoti XVI a. 9-uoju (8i tikimybé yra
didesné) arba 10-uoju deSimtmeciu.

Antroji Raczynskiy kodekso dalis — savotiSkas priedas —
chronologiniu pozitriu margesné. Unichovskiy giminés kronika
pradéta rasyta XVI a. paskutiniajame deSimtmetyje (Grigorijaus
Unichovskio uzrasai) ir testa iki 1672 m. pabaigos; dokumenty
nuorasai datuotini po 1635 m.

Tyréjy nuomonegs issiskiria ir dél aplinkos, kurioje buvo sukurtas
rankragtis. Zymus Lietuvos Metrikos specialistas Ptaszyckis teigé, kad
tai LDK kanceliarijos rastininky darbas, susiedamas su XVI a.
pabaigoje atliktu Lietuvos Metrikos perraSymu, vadovaujant Leonui
Sapiegai (Sapiegos tolimas giminaitis buvo Grigorijus Unichovskis,
anot vienos i§ Ptaszyckio pateikty versijy, Raczynskiy kodekso
uzsakovas).

Lygiagre€iai gyvuoja versija, anot kurios, kodeksas buvo
sukurtas  Naugarduko  skriptorijuje, prisidedant  Grigorijui
Unichovskiui. Manytume, kad Sias versijas reikéty verifikuoti,
atliekant rasto tyrimus — Raczynskiy kodekso I dalj lyginant tiek su
Lietuvos Metrikos, tiek su Naugarduko skriptorijaus dokumentais, o
tai néra lengva uzduotis, nes Naugarduko teismy knygos ir
Vyriausiojo Lietuvos Tribunolo Naugarduko kadencijos knygos
veikiausiai yra zuvusios, todél reikéty ieskoti pavieniy dokumenty.

Monografijoje pritariama Briickneriui, kad I ir II kodekso dalys
buvo sujungtos i visuma Pauliaus Unichovskio laikais. Tik ne po
1630 m., kaip ne visai tiksliai teigé Berlyno mokslininkas, bet kiek
véliau (nes kodekse yra Vladislovo IV Vazos 1635 m. patvirtinimo
nuorasas).

Siandien nezinome, kaip Raczynskiy kodeksas atiteko Radviloms
(tai tegaléjo jvykti 1672—-1701). Kodekse nerasime donacinio jraso
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kaip vadinamajame ,,Radvily metrastyje” ar AliSavos kodekse; vis
délto manytume, kad dera atkreipti démesj | Jeronimo Unichovskio
stinaus karjeros Suolj: Boguslovas Aleksandras Unichovskis, 1677—
1688 m. buvegs Naugarduko zemés teismo rastininku, 1689 m. tapo
ATR senatoriumi (i§ pradziy buvo paskirtas Naugarduko vaivada, o
netrukus tais paciais metais — Traky). Krinta j akis tai, kad 1688 m.
Boguslovas Aleksandras peréjo i dvaro stovykla (jai priklausé ir
karaliaus Jono III Sobieskio seserénas Karolis Stanislovas Radvila),
nors iki tol buvo oponuojancios Sapiegy grupuotés narys. Tad visai
jmanoma, kad Raczynskiy kodeksas Radvilos bibliotekoje atsidure del
$iy, matyt, trumpalaikiy klientiniy rysiy. Kaip gerai zinoma, seny rety
rankras¢iy ir knygy kolekcionavimas anuomet buvo prestiziné veikla
ir tokios dovanos buvo vertinamos. Taip pat neatmestinos ir kitos
galimybés — pavyzdziui, kad po Boguslovo Aleksandro mirties (1697)
jo naslé Barbora Duninaité-Rajeckyté kodeksg padovanojo Radvilai.

Siaip ar taip 1701 m. kodeksas jau buvo Radvily Bialos rimy
bibliotekoje, i§ kurios jis 1736 m. buvo perveztas | Nesvyziy. Po
Dominyko Jeronimo Radvilos mirties (1813) veikiant vadinamajai
»Radvily komisijai*, Radvily archyvas buvo perkeltas j Vilniy (1818);
¢ia jo vertybés buvo grobstomos. Nemenkg vaidmenj suvaidino tuo
metu kiles kolekcionavimo bumas.

Mazdaug XIX a. 4 deSimtmetyje miisy rankraStis atsiduria
Poznanéje grafo Edwardo Raczynskio jkurtoje viesojoje bibliotekoje
— pritartume nuomonei, kad veikiausiai §itai jvyko Juliano Ursyno
Niemcewicziaus déka. Pastarasis jau 1822 m. paskelbé nedidele (dar
ne)Raczynskiy nuoraso istrauka, nuorodydamas, kad rankrastj jis
mates 1819 m. Vilniaus universitete. Pagal Ursyno Niemcewicziaus
publikacija i§traukg apie Zygimanto Augusto ir Barboros Radvilaités
romang 1836 m. paskelbé Rusijos istorikas meégejas Pavelas
Muchanovas, savo tiesioginj Saltinj nutyléjes, tik uzsimines, kad
rankrascio originalas anksCiau buvo saugomas Nesvyziaus Radvily
archyve. Iki pastarojo meto Muchanovo istrauka net laikyta nezinomo
nuora$o publikacija; kaip jau minéta, §j istoriografijos mitg galutinai
sugriove Kiri¢enko, neatremiamais tekstologiniais argumentais
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jrodZiusi tokios grandinés egzistavimg: Raczynskiy nuorasas —
Ursyno Niemcewiciziaus publikacija — Muchanovo fragmentas.
Skyriuje ,,Raczynskiy nuoraso nuorasai, moksliniai perrasai
ir pan.“ iSvardinti artefaktai, pradedant Zankeviciaus ,,Notifikacija“
(1701) ir baigiant XIX a. pabaigos — XX a. pradzios perrasais.
Skyriuje ,,Raczynskiy nuoraso publikacijos® iSvardytos viso
teksto publikacijos, taip pat fragmenty ir fragmenty vertimy j
dabartines (lietuviy, baltarusiy, rusy) kalbas, nurodant Saltinj.

Lietuvos metras$ciuy nuoraso turinys

Pagrindiné Raczynskiy kodekso dalis — du Viduramziy riteriy
romanai, beletrizuota Istorija apie Atilg ir metrastis sudaro ganétinai
darnig teksty kolekcija. Legendiné metras¢io dalis puikiai pritampa
prie trijy pirmyjy teksty — dél didzigja dalimi sufantazuotos Lietuvos
priesistorés ir netgi dél pasitaikanciy panasiy pasakojimo formuliy bei
»klajojan¢iy motyvy*“. Nes ir Zodis ,,istorija* XVI a. buvo kitaip
suprantamas nei Siandien. Taip pirmiausia vadintas pasakojimas apie
ivykius, nutikimus, neretai i§galvotus. Tad riba tarp (pseudo)istorinés
prozos ir istoriografijos eiliniam skaitytojui nebuvo labai aiski (ji
nebuvo labai aiski ir to meto populiariy kroniky autoriams Martynui
Bielskiui ir Motiejui Strijkovskiui ).

Raczynskiy nuorase pasakojama LDK istorija nuo kunigaikscio
Palemono atvykimo j biisimas Lietuvos Zemes imperatoriaus Nerono
laikais (t. y. nuo legendiniy valstybés iStaky) iki Lenkijos karaliaus ir
Lietuvos didZiojo kunigaiki¢io Zygimanto Senojo mirties ir Barboros
Radvilaités jvesdinimo j Vilniaus Zemutinés pilies rimus 1548 m.
pavasarj. Sis nuoraas yra laikomas , tipiskiausiu® Viduriniojo savado
I (placiosios) redakcijos nuorasu. Tai, galima sakyti, yra truizmas,
mat kitas Siai redakcijai priskiriamas nuorasas yra anksciau apraSytasis
Jevreinovo, kurio protografas veikiausiai buvo Viduriniojo ir Placiojo
savady hibridas.

Raczynskiy nuoraSo legendinéje dalyje maziau antras$¢iy nei
Viduriniojo savado Il redakcijos nuorasuose (Archeologijos draugijos,
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Rumiancevo, Tichonravovo, AliSavos) ir Jevreinovo nuorase. Tai
misy nuorasg suartinty su Krasinskiy nuoraSu. Vis délto legendiné ir
istoriné metras¢io dalys (pastaroji — iki XIV a. pabaigos) misy
nuora§e yra artimiausios Viduriniojo savado II redakcijos
Rumiancevo nuorasui.

Ta liudija net,,lotyniskas* Lietuvos vardas ,,JIntyc6a‘“ (Rumiancevo
nuorase ,,JIntvcba®, kitur jis gerokai skiriasi, plg. Krasinskiy nuoraSe
»Jluroycroyba“, Alisavos —,,Littus tuba®, Tichonravovo — ,,JIlarycrana“;
Sick tiek panaSesnis variantas pateikiamas Bychoveco kronikoje —
»Litusbania“, o Jevreinovo nuorase jis praleistas). Taip pat anksciau
minétas artimumas Tichonravovo nuorasui (pavyzdziui, tik jame ir
Raczynskiy nuorase nurodyta Algirdo ir Kestucio perversmo data —
1365 m., kuri yra klaidinga).

Apskritai, lyginant tekstus, biitina atsizvelgti i Tichonravovo
nuoraso fragmentiSkuma ir  jo bei Rumiancevo ir Jevreinovo nuorasy
radimosi vietas — Ukraing ir Rusija. Nuorasy protografai gal¢jo biti
artimesni miisiSkiam nuorasui.

Paskutinéje metrascio dalyje, apimancioje XV—-XVI a. jvykius ir
turin¢ioje daugiausia sasajy su Jevreinovo nuorasu, dar intensyviau
nei jame pasinaudota Bielskio kronika (turbiit buvo pasitelkta 1551 ir
/ arba 1554 mety laida). Bielskio kompiliacija metrastininkams buvo
ne tik ziniy Saltinis, bet ir informacijos pateikimo modelis — kartais
pakartojamos net iStisos frazés (pagrindiniame nuoraso tekste ir
marginalijose taip pat esti nuorody ] ,lenky kronikg“ ir
,.kronikininkus®), ta¢iau santykis su Bielskio tekstu buvo ,kryptingai
lietuviskas® — Bielskio pateikiamos Zinios atrenkamos, trumpinamos,
reinterpretuojamos ir, savaime aiSku, praleidziami lietuviams
nepalankiis vertinimai. Siaip jau vykusiai dalj dalyky yra nurodes
Jucas; deja, jis, kaip ir iki jo Tichomirovas, naudojosi ne pacia
Bielskio kronika, bet jos vélesniu perdirbiniu Lenky kronika, todél
negaléjo tiksliai jvertinti teksto sutapimy apimties ir paradoksaliai
teige, kad ne tik metraStininkai pasinaudojo Bielskio kronika, bet ir
atvirksciai — Bielskis pasinaudojo Lietuvos metras¢iais.

Raczynskiy nuoraSo protografo autorius turéjo buti asmuo,
kuriam buvo prieinami LDK kanceliarijos dokumentai (metrastyje yra
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informacija apie aukStyjy pareiginy paskyrimus), susijes su
Gostautais (valandos tikslumu nurodyta vienintelio i§ Lietuvos didiky
— Stanislovo Gostauto — mirtis 1542 m. gruodj) ir nelabai (bent
metra$cio suraSymo metu) su Radvilomis. Todél jis nebuvo palankiai
nusiteikgs Stanislovo GosStauto naslés Barboros Radvilaités ir
Zygimanto Augusto meilés romano atzvilgiu, uzémé pasalinio, taiau
anaiptol ne abejingo stebétojo pozicija, pabrézdamas Lietuvos pony
tarybos ir ,,visy bajory* nepasitenkinimag susiklosciusia jvykiy eiga;
beje, Jevreinovo nuoraso pabaigoje esancio glaustesnio pasakojimo
autorius taip pat perteikia nepalankig Barboros ir Zygimanto Augusto
vedyboms opinija. Jau buvo paminétos Jevreinovo nuoraso sgsajos su
Placiuoju sagvadu; jdomu, kad jy (tiesa, ne taip krintanciy j akj) turi ir
Raczynskiy nuorasas. Atkreiptinas démesys, kad jame santykinai
dazniau nei kituose Viduriniojo sgvado metras¢iuose uzsimenama
apie kity nuorasy panaudojimg (tik jame yra papildomas prierasas ir
marginalija, kuriuose apie tai bylojama).

Irasai parasStése ir tarp eiluciy

Svarbus specifinis Raczynskiy nuoraso elementas yra marginalijos.
Tyrime pirmiausia aptariamos paliktos rasovo (arba korektoriaus).
Konstatuojama, kad jos yra esanciy spausdintose knygose analogas.
Regis, postimj joms atsirasti davé raSovo darbas prie Istorijos apie
Atilg. Sugretinus su Kiprijono Baziliko lenkiSkuoju originalu, matyti,
kad dazniausiai marginalijos j rusény kalbg ver¢iamos pazodziui.

Be to, to paties raSovo jterpiamos ir naujos marginalijos. Tai
sudaro problemy metras¢io publikuotojams. Pavyzdziui, Pilnojo rusy
metra$ciy rinkinio 17 tome skelbiamos tik kai kurios marginalijos.
Antai, praleistas jrasas: ,,Kramroam | ¢ Tpymmna ¥po[KOHbI BOEBOO |
nepBubiy | (p. 245), papildantis Stai tokj teksta: ,,u BUBIHHTBH
nepubiMb BoeBogor0 ¥ | Buzau rammana cBoero Krawrorra c
Kosomuo6, koTOphIn ObLT TTOUMar W HbMII06 | Ha KyHocose™. ISnasoje
Ptaszyckio pazymeéta, kad kituose nuorasuose priduriama ,,KoTopou ca
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Hapoz. b K¥uma®. Taigi, i§ karto matyti tokio parengéjo pasirinkimo
trikumai. Ignoruojama Raczynskiy nuoraso specifika ir neperteikiama
dalis jo teksto.

Regis, Ptaszyckis ir Sachmatovas laikési panasaus j Briicknerio
pozitirio, pasak kurio, kirilines glosas paliko skaitytojai. Tenka pripaZinti,
kad Raczynskiy kodekso atveju rasovo-redaktoriaus ir skaitytojo skirtis
yra problema — ypac¢ turint omenyje ,,raSovo B* tapatinima su Grigorijumi
Unichovskiu. Dabartingje tyrimy stadijoje kirilinése marginalijose,
raSytose jvairiy atspalviy rudu rasalu, galima iSsiskirti maZziausiai du
braizus (,,rankas®); vienas jy — smulkesnis — sutampa su pagrindinio
rasovo A (ta proga pastebésime, kad Ulas¢yko i§vados dél braizo ir dél
raSalo spalvos yra netikslios). Siuo atzvilgiu Pilnojo rusy metrasciy
rinkinio 35 tome pasirinktas teksto perteikimo principas yra pranasesnis,
mat ¢ia publikuojamos beveik visos kirilinés marginalijos, taCiau jas
transkribuojant neiSvengta klaidy. Apskritai, miisy nuora$a galima laikyti
atskira, XVI a. pabaigos redakcija, kurios specifinis elementas yra
marginalijos.

Kitas tyrimo objektas biity skaitytojy marginalijos (kaip minéta,
Ptaszyckis jy neperteiké, o Ulascykas perteiké tik kai kurias i$ jy, taciau
nepatenkinamai). Joms priskirtinos visos lenkiSkos, viena lotyniska
(neimant domén elementariy santrumpy A° ir NB) ir bent dvi kirilinés
ruséni$kos marginalijos (antroji i§ jy — reklamantas p. 288).

Raudonj paméggs skaitytojas buvo gana iSprusgs ir bent minimaliai
susipazings su istoriografiniais veikalais — jis ne tik pamini ,kitas
kronikas®, kuriose Timurkutlukas vadinamas Tamerlanu Didziuoju, bet
taip pat mégina strukttruoti metraséio genealogija, jvesti dinastijy ir
valdovy numeracija. Palygine su Grigorijaus Unichovskio lenkisky laisky
braizu, sp¢jame, kad komentarus raudonu rasalu rasé¢ bitent jis.
Marginalijy taip pat paliko Grigorijaus siinus Paulius ir vaikaitis
Jeronimas Unichovskiai (pastarasis komentavo itin uoliai).

Manytina, kad Raczynskiy kodekso skaitytojy marginalijos yra
svarbus tyrimo objektas, nes tai, galima sakyti, LDK bajorijos ,,atminties
vietos®.
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ISVADOS

I§ esmés pritardami Viadaslavo Camiaryckio pasiiilytai
Viduriniojo sgvado raidos schemai (savada sudaro trys
redakcijos), ja Siek tiek papildome ir koreguojame. T. y.,
manome, kad seniausiag [-ajg redakcijg atspindi Krasinskiy
nuorasas ir Patriarcho nuoraSas A; pastarasis atspindi Siek tiek
vélesnj I redakcijos raidos etapa nei Krasinskiy nuorasas. (14 ir
9-10 iSvadas iliustruoja miisy pateikiama Viduriniojo savado
stema)

Pritardami Camiaryckio nuomonei, kad Il-3, platesniaja,
redakcija atspindi AliSavos, Archeologijos draugijos, Patriarcho
B, Rumiancevo ir Tichonravovo nuorasai o Ill-ia, placiausiajg, —
Raczynskiy ir Jevreinovo nuoraSai, manome, kad Patriarcho
nuorasas A su jo tasa — ,,LDK kronikéle* skirtinas II redakcijai
arba yra pereinamasis variantas i$ I redakcijos j II.

III Viduriniojo sgvado redakcijoje ,,LDK kronikéle* pasinaudota
kaip savotisku karkasu, ji apauginant nauja medziaga ir toliau
pratesiant; skirtingai nuo, pavyzdziui, Il redakcijos Rumiancevo
nuoraso protografo, kuriame ,,kronikélg* tiesiog méginta pratesti
toliau didesnés ir mazesnés apimties zinuciy serija.
Tichonravovo nuoraSas yra artimas ne tik Rumiancevo, bet ir
Raczynskiy nuorasui;

Manome, kad Istorijos apie Atilg vertimo jtraukimas |
Raczynskiy kodeksa ir vandenzenkliai jj leidzia apytikriai datuoti
XVI a. 9-uoju (8i tikimybé yra didesné) arba 10-uoju
desimtmeciu.

Raczynskiy kodekso sukiirimo vieta (terpé) lieka neaiski —
verifikavimui aktualios lieka abi pagrindinés istoriografi-
joje iskeltos hipotezes — tiek dél LDK kanceliarijos, tiek dél
Naugarduko skriptorijaus, Raczynskiy kodekso I (pamati-
nés, seniausios) dalies raSta lyginant tiek su Lietuvos
Metrikos, tiek su Naugarduko skriptorijaus dokumentais;
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10.

taCiau tai nebiity lengva uzduotis, nes Naugarduko teismy ir
Naugarduko kadencijos Vyriausiojo Lietuvos Tribunolo knygos
veikiausiai yra Zuvusios.

Raczynskiy kodekso I ir II dalys buvo sujungtos po 1635 m. Tuo
metu. kodeksas tapo savotiSka Naugarduko vaivadijos bajory
Unichovskiy giminés knyga.

Raczynskiy kodeksas iki 1672 m. buvo Unichovskiy rankose,
1701 m. sausj jj jau matome Karolio Stanislovo Radvilos Bialos
riimy bibliotekoje. Sig savininky kaita hipotetiskai sietume su
Boguslovo Aleksandro Unichovskio politinés karjeros vingiu —
peréjimu | valdovo dvaro stovykla, kuriai priklaus¢ valdovo
seserénas Radvila (1688) ir po to sekusiu karjeros Suoliu (tapimas
ATR senatoriumi 1689) — apie ta laikg kodeksas galéjo atsidurti
Radvilos rankose; tiesa, neatmestume ir kity galimybiy —
pavyzdziui, kad po Boguslovo Aleksandro mirties (1697)
kodeksa Radvilai padovanojo jo naslé.

Raczynskiy nuoraso protografo autorius turéjo buti asmuo,
kuriam buvo prieinami LDK kanceliarijos dokumentai ir kuris
buvo susijes su Gostautais ir ne itin — su Radvilomis, todél jis
nebuvo palankiai nusiteikes Stanislovo Gostauto naslés Barboros
Radvilaités ir Zygimanto Augusto meilés romano atzvilgiu,
uzémé pasalinio, taciau anaiptol ne abejingo stebétojo pozicija,
pabrézdamas Lietuvos pony tarybos ir ,visy bajory”
nepasitenkinima susiklosciusia jvykiy eiga. Tai galima laikyti
bendra Ill-osios Viduriniojo sgvado redakcijos metrastininky
nuostata (analogiska iSdéstyta Jevreinovo nuorase).

Paskutinéje Raczynskiy nuora$o dalyje, apimancioje XV-XVI a.
jvykius ir turin¢ioje daugiausia sgsajy su Jevreinovo nuorasu, dar
intensyviau nei jame pasinaudota Bielskio kronika (turbit buvo
pasitelkta 1551 ir / arba 1554 mety laida). Bielskio kompiliacija
metraStininkams buvo ne tik Ziniy $altinis, bet ir informacijos
pateikimo modelis.
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11. Sios dalies sutapimy su Bielskio kronika i§ tikryjy esama
daugiau, nei nurodyta istoriografijoje (pavyzdziui, i§ Biels-
kio perimta jau klaidinga (1432) Jogailos mirties data).

12. Raczynskiy nuoraSg galima net laikyti atskira, véliausia
Viduriniojo savado redakcija, kurios vienas specifiniy poZymiy
yra marginalijos, veikiausiai suraSytos Istorijos apie Atilg
ruséniskojo vertimo pavyzdziu. Siame nuorase neaiski riba tarp
metraStininko (rasovo) ir skaitytojo-komentuotojo, ypac turint
omenyje hipoteze, kad ,ranka* B priklaus¢ Grigorijui
Unichovskiui.

LIST OF PUBLICATIONS / PUBLIKACIJU SARASAS

Monographic study / Monografinis tyrimas:

Lietuvos ir Zemaiciy Didziosios KunigaikStystés —metrastis.
Monografinis tyrimas ir kritinis leidimas = The Chronicle of the
Grand Duchy of Lithuania and Samogitia. A Study and a Critical
Edition, parengé / edited by Kestutis Gudmantas, Vilnius: Lietuviy
literatiiros ir tautosakos institutas, 2024. — 459 p.: faks.

Other scholarly publications on the subject of the dissertation
/ Kitos mokslinés publikacijos disertacijos tema:

Book / Knyga: Lietuvos metrasciy Vavelio nuorasas = The
Wawel Manuscript of the Lithuanian Chronicles, parengé / edited by
Kestutis Gudmantas, Nadezda Morozova, Vilnius: Lietuviy literatiiros
ir tautosakos institutas, 2017. — 205, [1] p.: faks.
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Articles and source publications / Straipsniai ir Saltiniy
publikacijos:

1.

10.

,Alberto GosStauto biblioteka ir Lietuvos metrasciai®,
in: Knygotyra, 2003, t. 41, p. 9-24.

»~Apie kai kurias 1510 m. lenkiSkosios °Aleksandrijos’ ir
legendinés Lietuvos metrasciy dalies sgsajas®, in: Archivum
Lithuanicum, 2003, t. 5, p. 207-226.

»Lietuviy kilmés i§ romény teorija ir ankstyvosios Lietuvos
vardo etimologijos®, in: Senoji Lietuvos literatira, 2004,
kn. 17), p. 245-269.

»Veélyvyjy Lietuvos metrasciy erdvé®, in: Darbai ir dienos,
2005, Nr. 44, p. 105-124.

»Velyvyjy metras¢iy veikéjy prototipai: ‘Roménai’*,
in: Senoji Lietuvos literatira, 2005, kn. 18, p. 113—139.
,Kitoks Zalgirio mii§io vaizdas. Lietuvos metrastis ir Jono
Vislicie¢io poema ‘Prusy karas’”, in: Senoji Lietuvos
literatiira, 2005, kn. 19, p. 143-156.

,sJleromcn  Bemmkoro  kHsbkectBa  JIMTOBCKOro  Kak
MaMATHUKA KYJIBTYPHOH TONUTiIoccuu’, in: berapycika =
Albaruthenica, 2006, kn. 28, p. 249-255.

»Hipotetiné ‘Aleksandro istorija’ ir kai kurie ginCytini
Bychoveco kronikos genezés klausimai®, in: Lietuvos didysis
kunigaikstis Aleksandras ir jo epocha, Vilnius: Vilniaus piliy
valstybinio kulttirinio rezervato direkcija, 2007, p. 199-209.
»Legendiné Lietuvos pradzia: Lietuvos metraséiy versijos®,
in: Saeculo primo. Romos imperijos pasaulis perZengus
,naujosios eros*  slenkstj, Vilnius, 2008, p. 373-396
(Christiana tempora, 111).

»JlerenaapHple HCTOKM JIMTBBI 1O BEpPCHAM JIMTOBCKHX
neTonucei, in: [lpedanus u mughvt 0 npoucxosxicoenuu
enacmu snoxu Cpeonesexosvss u pannezo Hoeoco epemenu,
Mocksa: Uaapuxk, 2010, p. 46—50.
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1795, sudaré¢ Sigitas Narbutas, Vilnius: Lietuviy literatiiros ir
tautosakos institutas, 2011, p. 39—46.

LLietuvos metraséiy recepcija“, in: Senosios Lietuvos
literatiira, 1253-1795, sudaré Sigitas Narbutas, Vilnius:
Lietuviy literatiiros ir tautosakos institutas, 2011, p. 47-50.
,Bychoveco kronikos pasakojimas apie Zalgirio misj.
Saltiniai ir kontekstas®, in: Senoji Lietuvos literatiira, kn. 31,
2011, p. 65-92.

»Veélyvyjy Lietuvos metras¢iy asmenvardziai®, in: Balty
onomastikos tyrimai 2, Vilnius: Lietuviy kalbos institutas,
2011, p.102-113.

»,Demetrijaus Zankiewicziaus Notifikacija apie Laurusavo
vienuolyng, israsyta iS senos rusiskos rankrastinés
kronikos. (Saltinio tyrimas ir publikacija)* [su Andrejumi
Ryc¢kovul], in: Senoji Lietuvos literatiira, kn. 34,2012, p.153—
184.

»Lietuvos metras¢io Vavelio nuorasas (fragmentas)®,
in: Senoji Lietuvos literatira, kn. 34,2012, p. 121-151.
»Valdovo ir dinastijos jvaizdziai vélyvuosiuose Lietuvos
metrasciuose*, in: Karaliskasis démuo LDK kultiroje, (Acta
Academiae Artium Vilnensis, t. 65—66), 2012, p. 51-74.

» JKutue’ IlapackoBun-IIpakcenpl B IUTOBCKUX JETOMUCAX,
in: Apxeonoeust u ucmopus Jlumewt u cesepo-3anada Poccuu
6 CpedHegeKkogbe, PENaKTOp W COCTaBUTENb [ eaumMuHac
BaiitksiBuatoc, BunmbHioc: Lietuvos istorijos instituto leidykla,
2013, p. 197-214.

»~Hagiografiné Paraskovijos-Praksedos istorija Lietuvos
metra$ciuose, in: Lietuva — Italija: Simtmeciy rySiai,
sudarytoja Daiva Mitrulevi¢iiité, Vilnius: Nacionalinis
muziejus ,,Lietuvos DidZiosios Kunigaikstystés valdovy
rtimai®, 2016, p. 258-277.

74


http://www.šaltiniai.info/files/literatura/LC00/K%C4%99stutis_Gudmantas._Lietuvos_metra%C5%A1%C4%8Diai.LC1800A.pdf
http://www.llti.lt/failai/SLL31_Straipsniai_Gudmantas.pdf
http://www.llti.lt/failai/SLL31_Straipsniai_Gudmantas.pdf
https://aleph.library.lt/F?func=find-b&request=000051252&find_code=SYS&local_base=LITLI
https://aleph.library.lt/F?func=find-b&request=000051252&find_code=SYS&local_base=LITLI
https://aleph.library.lt/F?func=find-b&request=000051252&find_code=SYS&local_base=LITLI
https://www.academia.edu/5836410/Lietuvos_metra%C5%A1%C4%8Dio_Vavelio_nuora%C5%A1as_fragmentas_
https://www.academia.edu/7226144/Valdovo_ir_dinastijos_%C4%AFvaizd%C5%BEiai_v%C4%97lyvuosiuose_Lietuvos_metra%C5%A1%C4%8Diuose_Images_of_the_Ruler_and_the_Dynasty_in_the_Late_Lithuanian_Chronicles_
https://www.academia.edu/7226144/Valdovo_ir_dinastijos_%C4%AFvaizd%C5%BEiai_v%C4%97lyvuosiuose_Lietuvos_metra%C5%A1%C4%8Diuose_Images_of_the_Ruler_and_the_Dynasty_in_the_Late_Lithuanian_Chronicles_
https://www.academia.edu/31058441/_%D0%96%D0%B8%D1%82%D0%B8%D0%B5_%D0%9F%D0%B0%D1%80%D0%B0%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%BE%D0%B2%D0%B8%D0%B8-%D0%9F%D1%80%D0%B0%D0%BA%D1%81%D0%B5%D0%B4%D1%8B_%D0%B2_%D0%BB%D0%B8%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%B2%D1%81%D0%BA%D0%B8%D1%85_%D0%BB%D0%B5%D1%82%D0%BE%D0%BF%D0%B8%D1%81%D1%8F%D1%85

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

,Keletas pastaby apie Maskvoje rastg Lictuvos metrascio
fragmentq“, in: Chronicon Palatii Magnorum Ducum
Lithuaniae, t. IV, Vilnius, 2018, p. 438—443.

,,O0 0COO0EHHOCTSIX PabOTHI IETONKCLEB C UCTOYHUKAMHU (HA
MaTrepuaie JUTOBCKUX Jieronuceit XVI B.), in: Happamuegwvt
pycu kouya XV — cepedunvr XVIII 6. 6 nouckax ceoeii
ucmopuu, OTBECTCTBEHHBIA cOCTaBUTENb AHapeit Bragumu-
posud Jloponnx, Mocksa POCCIIOH, 2018, p. 142-173.
»Problem recepcji Rocznikow Jana Dlugosza w latopisach
Wielkiego Ksigstwa Litewskiego®, in: Recepcja tworczosci
Jana Dlugosza w historiografii krajow europejskich, redakcja
naukowa: Norbert Morawiec, Marceli Antoniewicz, Czes-
tochowa: Uniwersytet Humanistyczno-Przyrodniczy im. Jana
Dhugosza w Czestochowie, 2019, p. 31-44.

., Jlerommmcery Bemmkoro KmsokecrBa  JIMTOBCKOro u
Komoutckoro’ u ‘mecta namsaTH’ PyCcCU: MOAYCHI peLENUUU
BTOPOTO CBOJia JIMTOBCKHMX JieTomucen , in: ,,Mecma
namamu*  pycu kouya XV — cepeounvr XVIII s.,
OTBETCTBEHHBIM cocTaBUTENb AHAped BraaumupoBuy
Hoponun, Mocksa: POCCIIOH, 2019, p. 64-87.

»Lietuvos metrasciy Tichonravovo nuorasas: tyrimas ir
publikacija“, in: Senoji Lietuvos literatira, 2020, kn. 48,
p- 195-209.

,»Lichonravovo nuoraSas. Transkripcija“, in: Senoji Lietuvos
literatiira, 2020, kn. 48, p. 211-238.

,Zvilgsnis j Patriarcho kodekso (Cun 790) publikacija®, in:
Senoji Lietuvos literatira, 2020, kn. 48, p. 241-254.

75



PAPERS DELIVERED AT SCHOLARLY
CONFERENCES ON THE SUBJECT OF THE
DISSERTATION / PRANESIMAI DISERTACIJOS TEMA,
PERSKAITYTI MOKSLINESE KONFERENCIJOSE:

1. “The provenance of personal names in the late Lithuanian
chronicles,” at the international scholarly seminar Kulturelle
Integration und Personennamen im Mittelalter (Saarland
University / Universitit des Saarlandes, Saarbriicken, 20-22
February 2009).

2. “Jlerenmapuble uctoku JIuTebl,” at the international scholarly
conference Crnaeamne u ux coceou. XXV kongepenyus
namamu B. J[. Kopontoka (Slavs and Their Neighbors: 25th
Conference in Memory of V. D. Korolyuk, Institute of Slavic
Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow, 18-20
May 2010).

3. “Valdovo ir dinastijos jvaizdziai vélyvuosiuose Lietuvos
metra$ciuose,” at the international scholarly conference The
Royal Dimension of Lithuanian Culture: Images, Symbols,
Relics (Vilnius Academy of Arts, 5-6 May 2011).

4. “Recepcja Jana Dlugosza w kronikach Wielkiego Ksigstwa
Litewskiego,” at the international scholarly confe-
rence Reception of Jan Diugosz’s Works in the Historio-
graphy and Geographical Literature of European
Countries (Jan Dlugosz Academy in Czgstochowa /
Akademia im. Jana Dlugosza w Czgstochowie, 22 October
2016).

5. “O6 ocoOeHHOCTAX PadOTHI JETOMUCIEB C UCTOUHUKAMHU (Ha
MaTepuaie JHMTOBCKHX Jerommceit XVI B.),” at the
international ~ scholarly  conference  Hcmopuueckue
nappamusevt "Pycu” 6 Benukom xusoicecmee Jlumosckom,
Peuu Tocnonumon, Temmanwune, Mockosckom
eocyodapcmee u Poccuiickoil umnepuu konya XV — cepedutul

76



XVIII gs.: 6 nouckax ceoeti ucmopuu (Historical Narratives of
"Rus" in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, the Hetmanate, the Muscovite State, and the
Russian Empire from the end of the 15th to the mid-18th
Centuries: In Search of One’s Own History, Ukrainian
Catholic University, Lviv, 9-14 November 2016).

“‘Stumbrai ir briedziai’ XVI-XVII a. LDK rastijoje:
stereotipas ir tikrove,” delivered at the 4th Congress of
Lithuanian Historians Vasario 16-osios Lietuva: pirmtakai
ir paveldétojai (February 16th Lithuania: Predecessors and
Successors, Vytautas Magnus University, 16 September
2017).

“Keletas pastaby apie sakyting tradicija Lietuvos
metra$¢iuose,” at the 23rd Folklore Conference Sakytiné
tradicija ir rasto kultira: nuo sankirty iki tyrimy
trajektorijy. Reformacijos 500 mety sukakciai pazyméti
(Oral Tradition and Written Culture: From Intersections to
Research Trajectories. To Mark the 500th Anniversary of the
Reformation, Institute of Lithuanian Literature and Folklore,
18 October 2017).

“‘U O6ymydsl eMy pyCHHOM...‘: Pych U pyCHHBI B TUTOBCKUX
neronucsix XVI cronerws,” at the international scholarly
conference Pycb konya XV — cpeounvt XVIII 66.: natio vs
confessio (Rus' from the end of the 15th to the mid-18th
Centuries: Natio vs. Confessio, University of Warsaw, 13—-16
September 2018).

“Legendiné Vilniaus jkirimo tradicija XVI-XVIII a.
Saltiniuose,” at the international scholarly conference Vilnius
ir vilnieciai Lietuvos DidZiosios Kunigaikstystés laikais
(Vilnius and Vilniusites during the Era of the Grand Duchy of
Lithuania, Lithuanian Institute of History, 14 November
2019).

77



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

“The Manuscript Tradition of the Lithuanian Chronicles,” at
the 9th International Conference of the Medieval Chronicle
Society (Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan; participated
remotely, 15 July 2021).

“Kaip senoji Lietuva skaité Palemono mita?” at the national
conference 21st Readings of Jurgis Lebedys (Institute of
Lithuanian Literature and Folklore, 26 November 2021).

“Vilniaus miestie¢iai Lietuvos metras¢iuose,” at the
international conference Vilnius and its Communities from the
13th to the 21st Centuries: Seven Centuries of the History of
Coexistence in the City (Vilnius, 25 October 2022; organized
by the Lithuanian Institute of History, the National Museum —
Palace of the Grand Dukes of Lithuania, the Faculty of History
of Vilnius University, et al.).

“Vilniaus jkurimo legenda XVI a. Lietuvos metrasciuose:
Saltiniotyrinis aspektas,” at the international conference
Vilnius and Other European Capitals through the Prism of
Auxiliary Historical Sciences (Vilnius, 14 June 2023;
organized by the Lithuanian Institute of History, the Lithua-
nian Heraldry Commission, et al.).

“Lietuvos metrasciy heraldika ir jos kontekstas,” at the
international scholarly conference Heraldry Past, Present,
and Future: Universality and Interdisciplinarity (Vilnius, 12—
14 June 2024; organized by the Lithuanian Institute of History
and the Library of the Polish Academy of Arts and Sciences
in Krakow).

78



BRIEF INFORMATION ABOUT THE DOCTORAL
CANDIDATE

1984-1989: Studies at the Faculty of History, Vilnius
University.

1998-2002: Joint doctoral studies at the Institute of
Lithuanian Literature and Folklore and Vytautas Magnus
University.

Since 2002: Junior Research Fellow at the Institute of
Lithuanian Literature and Folklore.
Research interests: Historical writings and historical culture
of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania.

TRUMPOS ZINIOS APIE DISERTANTA

1984-1989 m. studijos Vilniaus universiteto Istorijos
fakultete, jgytas istoriko i$silavinimas.

1998-2002 m. studijos Lietuviy literatiiros ir tautosakos
instituto ir Vytauto Didziojo universiteto jungtingje
doktoranttiroje.

Nuo 2002 m. — Lietuviy literatiros ir tautosakos instituto
jaunesnysis mokslo darbuotojas.

Moksliniai interesai: Lietuvos Didziosios Kunigaikstystés
istoriné rastija ir istoriné kultiira.

79



Vilnius University Press
9 Saulétekio Ave., Building III, LT-10222 Vilnius
Email: info@leidykla.vu.lt, www.leidykla.vu.lt
bookshop.vu.lt, journals.vu.lt
Print run 20


http://www.leidykla.vu.lt/
http://bookshop.vu.lt/
http://journals.vu.lt/

