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THE RULERS OF EARLY KIEVAN RUS
IN T. BABITSKAYA’S STORY “PRINCESS OLGA”:
LITERARY CONTEXT AND PECULIARITIES
OF THE AUTHOR’S INTERPRETATION
OF THE SOURCE BASE AND HISTORIOGRAPHICAL
EXPERIENCE

Vysotsky A. A.

INTRODUCTION

The era of Kievan Rus, full of dramatic and crutial events, have always
fascinated the masters of belles-lettres in Ukrainian and Russian literatures
from the 18" century to our time. In the second half of the 20™ century in
Ukrainian and Russian literatures to the initial period, for example, the
period of existence of Russ referred the acknowledged masters of the
fiction-historical prose as well as less well-known writers, choosing for
their preferences varied plots, characters, genre forms, and the like.
Val. Ivanov, S. Sklyarenko, P. Zagrebel’ny, Ant. Ladinsky, Y. Alexandrov,
A. Zagorsky, V. Muravyov, S.Ponomarev, Y.Prodan, R. lvanchenko,
S. Voevodin, V. Yavorivsky and others — is not a full list of writers, who
appealed to Russ antiquity at different times.

In “old” works of some of the artists the description of the fate of a
fictional character was associated with adventure intrigue (historical-
adventure novel of I. Kovalenko “Uleb The firm hand” (1978)). In other
cases, the lives of the characters and description of epy staged historical
periods strongly rely on the information of relevant sources (“Sviatoslav”
(1959), “Vladimir” (1962), S. Sklyarenko, “The funeral of Gods” (1986),
I. Bilyk). Stories and novels which were written by historians (“Black
arrows of Vyatichi” (1977), “Sviatoslav” (1982) of V. Kargalov; “New
Sky” of Y. Jejuly (1989)) are interesting because of their informational
richness of the historical background. Speaking of the works of the
Belarusian literature of the indicated period, one can mention
E. Skobelev’s novel “Miroslav, Prince of Dregoviches” (1979), written in
stylized as “archaic” language, etc. The novels of S. Voevodin' and
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V. Yavorivsky® are among the newest books that came to the Ukrainian
reader.

It can not be said that the theme “Rus in fiction” refers to the
unexplored topics by literary critics as well as by historians. The list of
special works (V. Donchyk, M. Slaboshpitsky, V. Fashchenko,
V. Oskotsky, V. Chumak, M. Illnitsky, Y. Bondarenko, O. Kolinka,
T. Sushkevich, T. Litvinchuk, V. Kargalov, V. Pashuta and many others)
could take more than one page. Of course, the experts-precursors have
accumulated considerable biobibliographic material, highlighted the poetic
properties of “ancient” works. We would just like to supplement their
experience with some considerations regarding the specifics of the writer’s
interpretation of medieval sources and historical concepts of his and past
epochs in the creation of images of the first rulers of Rus, taking into
account works that, for one reason or another, have been overlooked by
meticulous research attention. The following observations are just
approximate sketches that can be used as the subject of special studies (in
particular, devoted to identifying the author’s aesthetic and moral
orientations in comparing present and past, the specifics of understanding
traditions in the fictional reproduction of the Rus realm of ancient times,
the process of formation of its own artistic manner, renovation of the
stylistics of historical prose in the new social conditions, etc.).

1. Oleg and Olga in T. Babitskaya’s story: state-making
and personal dimensions of the author’s “portraiture”
of characters and its literary context

Soviet and Ukrainian film director Y. llyenko did not accidentally
name one of his films “The Legend of Princess Olga” (1982). Olga, the
Kiev ruler, still remains one of the most mysterious figures in national
history. Rus’ first female diplomat to outwit the Byzantine emperor;
mother of militant Svyatoslav, known by the descendants for his famous
“l come against you!”; a stern princess who viciously avenged her
husband’s death; a humble Christian, who, according to the chronicle, was
“the forerunner of the Christian land” — all this is Olga, whose image is
tightly wrapped in a flurry of legends. It is not surprising that the life and

actions of the princess have attracted the attention of many writers.
The base for Tatiana Babitskaya’s story “Princess Olga” (1990) is a
chronicle of events of the first half of the 10" century, which are related to
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the names of the Kiev statesmen Oleg, Igor, Princess Olga. According to
the name of the work, its main figure is Olga, who began to rule after the
death of her husband Igor in 945. Through the princess’ prism of life
T. Babitskaya reflects the leading tendencies and processes of the distant
epoch, the difficult conditions for the formation of ancient Rus statehood.

Once A.-L. Schlozer lamented: “...there is no information about the
origin of this immortal wife (Olga. — A.V), of her birthplace, age,
education, and other insignificant circumstances that one would like to
know. These words have not lost their relevance today. The problem of
origin, in particular its social and ethnic aspects, has not been finally
resolved. “The Tale of Bygone Years” states that Olga was brought to
Kyiv “ors ITneckosa™. If the chronicle “Pleskov” is Pskov, then the future
princess could be from Krivich genus®. loakimivsky Chronicle, known to
us in V. Tatyshchev’s retelling, considers Olga to be a relative of the
Prince of Novgorod, also known as mayor of GostomysI®. The anonymous
author of Olga’s Life (the end of the 17" — beginning of the 18" century)
writes about the Varangian origin of Olga, emphasizing the nobility of
Olga’s family’. Olga’s homeland was considered an anonymous land by
the village of VVybut near Pskov. There is a version about the origin of Olga
“from the Varangian people, from ordinary people”®. “The uncertainty
about the origin of Igor’s wife and the similarity of the name “IlinbckoBs”
with the name of the Bulgarian capital Pliska, — wrote M. Brychevsky, —
gave rise to the assumption that Olga was a Bulgarian princess”’. Among
the researchers, one of the most common is the opinion that Olga came
from a noble family who lived in Pskov land™.

Such divergent thoughts about the origin of the princess could not but
affect the fictional concept of her image in historical prose. For example, in
S. Sklyarenko’s novel “Sviatoslav”” Olga mentions her orphan youth in the
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Vybutsk region of Pleskov land™. The main character of V. Panova’s story
“The legend of Olga” (1966) is the daughter of the chief of paddlers on the
Velyka River near the Vybutsk region of Pskov'. If Olga is shown in the
V. Kargalov’s novel “Sviatoslav” as the daughter of a simple Pskov
foreman®, then Olga’s father in S. Ponomaryov’s novel “Thunderstorm
above Rus” 1s a Pskov governor who died while protecting the city from
the Germans™. And here, in I. Bilyk’s novel “The funeral of Gods” Helga-
Olga is a daughter of Varangian Oleg, who was married to a Bulgarian
prince, and later, for the second time — to Igor'®. This series can be
continued.

T. Babitskaya models her own concept of the image of Olga,
synthesizing data from historical sources, contemporary special researches
and drawing on the experience of her predecessors, prose writers.
Generally speaking, without deviating from the leading tendency in the
hagiographic and historiographic literature, the writer using Olga’s mouth
states that “BoHa— 10YKka TICKOBCHKOTO BOEBOAM 1 BHYYKa KHA3
kpusmais”°. For T. Babitskaya the origin of Olga is not relevant to the
concept of the work, as, for example, in I. Bilyk’s mentioned novel, whose
characters are divided on national grounds into parties at war with each
other. If, according to M. Ilnitsky, the leading idea of the “The funeral of
Gods” is “to show how the Varangians usurped power in Rus from Rurik
to Igor, and how Volodymyr’s Rus was liberated from their domination”",
T. Babitskaya seeks to reflect the contradictions and cruelty of a distant
epoch when the ancient laws were broken and family members stood
against each other (Hotovid storyline).

Our acquaintance with the heroine of “Princess Olga” occurs at the
beginning of the story, when the daughter of the Pskov governor Hotobud
appears before the eyes of Kiev prince Oleg. The girl expresses such
thoughts that the experienced statesman Oleg has only to wonder at her
wisdom. Here’s an example: «— I1]o  Take Bi1aHICTh, JIBYUHKO? — THXO
3anutaB Ojer.
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— Lle KOJIH 3aBXIH [OPYY — Y WIACTI, y Topi i 3aHemami» .

Being a teen Olga says: «Ma0yTsb, 1ie 100pe, Koiu Tedbe 0osThes. S 0
X0TUIa, mo0 MeHe Oosummcs. Boporu, 3BuyaiiHo, ajge W Jpy3i TPOIIKH.
BTtiM, y MoryTHBOI JtoauHU HEeMae Jpy3iB. TinbKH BiagaHi Joau. B Mene
Gyze 6araTo Takmx. A CBOTO YOJIOBIKa s 3po0IIo KHsi3eM» . T. Babitskaya
may be exaggerating a bit, forcing her heroine to say things that would suit
a mature person. However, in our view, these authorial efforts can be
explained by the influence of the pictorial tradition. Emphasizing the
wisdom of the girl, the writer seems to give the reader a peculiar setting for
further perception of Olga’s growth as a statesman.

Olga was brought to Kiev by Prince Oleg, who, in order to secure
himself a reliable rear during his march to the Caspian Sea, took the
daughter of the Pskov voivode hostage. It was on behalf of the prince, as
T. Babitskaya says, that Olga got her name. Even M. Karamzin, wondering
where it came from, wrote: “She took her name (Olga. — A.V), it seems, on
behalf of Oleg, as a sign of their friendship with this worthy princess, or as
a sign of Igor’s love to him”?°. In such a way he evoked the ironic reply of
M. Pogodin, who believed that in the rough 10" century there could not
have been such exquisite courtesy that would have added honor to the 19"
century®. Pogodin, who was inclined to recognize Olga as a Norman,
wrote that her name, also Norman, came from Oleg’s name®. Modern
scholars, seeing the names of Olga and Oleg as a common root, derive the
last name (Scandinavian-Slavic) from Helgi — “sacred”®. Perceiving the
derivation of Olga’s name, T. Babytskaya explains its formation in such
way: the people of Kyiv, believing that Oleg (Olg) would take young
Pskovian woman as a wife, began to call her: “miBun Omera kHs3s,
omke — Onbra”™,

Prince Oleg, named by the chronicle “Prophetic” , — is an episodic
character in the story, but his appeal to some extent may serve to
characterize the artistic concept of Olga’s image. Oleg’s board has been
called a “dark period”® by historians. Foreign sources do not even know
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his name or his activities®®. Therefore, it is clear that T. Babitskaya was
faced with the difficult task of “reviving” this mysterious figure of the
early history of Rus by means of artistic words.

The writer does not provide a description of Oleg’s appearance (the
story is stingy on portrait characteristics). According to Oleg, we learn that
he is sixty-three years old”’. Once Oleg, “ronory rHemacroro”, was kindly
hosted by Ladogian Prince Ruric, “pazom Ooponucs 3a Hosropon, 3a
Kuis ...”%%. In those times, Oleg was a ruler and warrior glorified in the
surrounding lands. But first of all, the writer is not interested in the foreign
policy successes of the prince (which are discussed briefly), but his
domestic politics, the essential principle of which is the well-known words
“divide and rule”®. Oleg shares the secrets of his power with Olga,
because he liked her. The conversations with Oleg were not in vain for her.
In the story we see that Olga later in her activities repeatedly followed the
advice of the old prince.

Knowing her own self-worth, Olga offers herself to be a wife to Oleg.
Olga is convinced that “pasom BoHu Moriu 6 mpaButh cBiToM™>". However,
Oleg was in no hurry with the decision, knowing well that “Bona HikoiH HE
OyJie YH€EIOCh, BOHA 3aJIMIIUTHCSA TUIBKK c000t0. I TOH, XTO Bi3bME ii 3a
IPYXUHY, BCe KUTTs 6151 Hel mpokpytuthes™'. Still, Oleg underestimated
Olga and realized this when he returned from a trip to the Caspian Sea.
This mistake cost him his life.

Almost nothing is known about events related to the last years of the
reign of Oleg. In this regard, B. Rybakov wrote that immediately after
Oleg’s march to Byzantium, “when a combined army of Slavic tribes and
Varangians took indemnity from the Greeks, the “Grand Duke of Rus”, as
written in the 911 treaty, disappeared not only from the capital of Rus, but
also in general from the Russian horizon”*. Only in 912, citing the text of
the said treaty, “The Tale of Bygone Years” presents the famous legend of
Oleg’s death from a horse®™. There is little information about foreign
sources.
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T. Babitskaya offers her answer to a question that has long troubled
researchers: what was the subsequent fate of Prince Oleg after his famous
trip to Byzantium, dating from the chronicle of 907*. We learn from the
story that Oleg, executing the allied duties enshrined in the treaty with the
“mapem mapepanacbkum’”’, went to the Caspian Sea to fight the enemies of
the empire. “BoroBaB kus3p, — the author writes, — mpaBna, 3 ynadero,
BEJUKY 3700MY y35B, ajle Ha 3BOPOTHOMY HUIIXYy B Xa3zapil Hamajiud Ha
HBOT'O apcii, MyCyJbMaHCbKlI HallMaHIIl Xa3apiB, — MCTUJIUCA 3a PO3rPOM
CBOiX OJHOBIpIIB Ha XBanuHcbkomy (Kacmiiicekkomy. — A. B.) mopi.
30BciM Majo BOIHIB 3aymmmiaocd B Ojera, 310014l B3aranii Higkoi”®. The
source of the passage is the testimony of an Arab author of the 10" century
al-Masudi, who reports the losses (more than 30,000 people) suffered by
the Russians on their way back®®. This unfortunate period for the Russians
began in 912, that is, the following year after the signing of the Russ-
Byzantine treaty®’. Al-Masudi’s message is consistent with the information
of the Khazar document of the 10" century that a certain Helgu-Oleg had
mastered Tmutarakan shortly before the Caspian march®. Namely al-
Masudi writes about the Tmutarakan Rus people®*. The Novgorod
chronicle reports that shortly before his death Oleg went “over the sea”,
without specifying which sea it was™ (in the scientific literature there is an
opinion that it was the Black Sea). So, sending Oleg to fight in the east,
T. Babitskaya presents her explanation of the mysterious disappearance of
the prince from Kyiv, that has some documentary evidence.

While Oleg was fulfilling his obligations to Constantinople, a coup
took place in Kyiv, where he left Igor. Olga became his main figure,
according to T. Babitskaya. Marrying Igor, she already knew firmly that
she would make her husband a prince. By bribery, flattery, not neglecting
the spread of false rumors, Olga conspired Kyiv people against Oleg.
When the prince returned from the campaign, Kyiv was already a hostile
city to him. With no strength for the siege, Oleg had to go to Ladoga,
which, according to B. Rybakov, was the base of the Normans in northern
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Rus*. Here again, we see a “reconstruction” of events that could have been
behind the stingy lines of the document: bearing in mind the message of
the Novgorod Chronicle that Oleg had left for Ladoga® before his death,
the author shows the reasons that led the prince to such a step.

It seems that the chronicle of the death of the Prophetic Oleg is still
being asked in the plot of the story. At one time, the nineteenth-century
Russian writer Z. O. Volkonskaya did not resist the temptation to use it.
She introduced in her “The Legend of Olga” (1820’s (?)) an episode of the
death of Oleg from the bite of a snake that crawled out of the skull of
princely horse Athel®. And obviously, this is not surprising, because this
translation is quite a winning from a creative point of view. Moreover, we
don’t know much about those times. How is this plot used in the story
“Princess Olga”? Without dismissing some of the motives behind the
chronicle narrative that extend to the Scandinavian saga of Orvar Odd,
T. Babitskaya offers her vision of the situation that underpinned the
famous story. Oleg in the story dies not from the bite of the snake, but the
Killer sent by Olga. The old prince was too dangerous rival in the power
struggle. Realizing that Oleg can lead Varangians from the sea, Olga
orders to kill him. And to avert suspicion, she spreads rumors that Oleg
was bitten by the snake. That’s how the legend was created.

Here is an illustrative passage in which Olga talks to the late Oleg who
appeared in her morbid imagination: «— Yacro crana KIMKaTH MEHE,
KHSTHHS, CTapiell. A CBOTO 4acy T HE CyMHIBaJIacs, IK BYNHUTHU 31 MHOIO.

Omnbra 3apurnynacs.

— MepTBi 3HaIOTh yCe, — MOSICHUB BiH.

Bona xBoJ10 060poHSsIacs:

— Beci BigatoTh mpo Te, 110 Tede BKyCcHiIa 3Misl.

KHus13p 3aperoras:

— AJIe 110 3Mi10 3BaJIM TBOIM IMEHEM.

Obra po3raiBajnacs:

— Hiuoro gopikatu MeHi. | T BUMHHUB O Tak camo»™. As we can see,
Olga was a worthy student of the prince, who, according to the chronicle,
was involved in the murder of Askold and Dir. The last shelter of Oleg was

“2 pricakos B. A. Kuepckas Pyce u pycckue kusxectsa XII — XIII BB. C. 310.
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Ladoga, where he got a mound*® (“morsuta” — according to the Novgorod
chronicle®).

2. The story base of “Princess Olga”: socio-political and “home”
aspects of the author’s conception of the 10" century in its encounters
with other writers and researchers of the era

After Oleg’s death, the son of Rurik Igor became known as the ruler of
Kyiv. The prince’s desk got to him thanks to the efforts of Olga, who,
knowing that she would never become a princess, made lgor the prince to
rule Rus on his behalf. Even in the life of Oleg, she applauded his pupil
Igor with a constant reminder that he was only the handyman of the mighty
prince, “6imst crpemena OmeroBoro xomuth”*. To Igor’s matchmakers
Olga replied: “S migy 3a Iropst ... Tinbku 3a kHs3s Irops, 3a BEJIMKOIO
kus3st KuiBepkoro™. These Olga’s words and the subsequent reaction to
them by Igor and his circle, almost literally coincide with the
corresponding place of the saga of Harald Harfagr, the hero to whom the
beautiful Gude gave a pumpkin, motivating her act by the fact that he is
not the conun of Norway’. Such a parallel in the story is obviously not
accidental. First, it reflects the scientific point of view regarding the
closeness of some of the details of Olga’s chronicle to Scandinavian
sources>". Secondly, it allows the author to add into the characterization of
Olga a colorful and yet real detail for the 10th century, without violating
the traditional idea of the princess of Kyiv as a proud, imperious and
energetic woman.

Igor as a statesman (this aspect is on the first place in T. Babitskaya’s
story) is significantly inferior to Olga. In fact, Rus was ruled not by him,
but by his wife. But clever Olga skillfully hides her true role. “Ilo3asx
BoHa xotina, — T.Babitskaya writes, — mo06 Pycs Oyna Benukoro
JepkKaBoro, a Irop — BeTMKUM AepikaBlieM, HIXTO HE TTIOBUHEH OA4UTH, 1110
BiH T mstoro B xinkwn”~-. Unaffected Igor is the complete opposite of the
restrained and silent Oleg. T. Babitskaya’s hero has no power over himself
or his own people. Doing so he is different from Oleg, who was able to
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hold his army in hand. Unstable to foreign influence, lIgor readily
persuades the Byzantine diplomat Theophanes, who, by rescuing the
empire from the invasion of the northern barbarians (the campaign of Rus
in 944, skillfully avoids danger; quickly adheres to Olga’s proposal to
appoint a landlord to the land of Drevlyansk, without even thinking about
the possible consequences of this step; he condones his younger squadrons,
who by their voraciousness have driven the prince to the grave. He is
devoid of Olga’s foresight and sometimes acts contrary to her reasonable
advice to satisfy his ambitions.

Igor’s surroundings dislike their prince. And first of all — Olga, who
feels for him — as to a person and as to a prince — disgust. Also in the story
Igor is opposed to the warriors. Experienced senior combatants are
outraged that Igor not only often neglects their right thoughts, but also tries
to humiliate someone who has a different perspective of the princely.
Igor’s younger squads are dissatisfied with their prince because they
received less prey in the Tsarigrad campaign than the one brought by the
Varangian Sveneld from the Caspian Sea. Even the mercenary Sveneld,
whose work is to wield a sword for Kyiv gold — is surprised at Igor’s state
myopia. And Kyiv’s enemies Drevlyany consider the prince a “worthless
successor” of Oleg. It is remarkable that in the story we almost do not see
Igor, who would reflect on some state problem. Olga thinks of him. The
prince is more willing to hunt and feast, his favorite theme is horses. “IIpo
KOHEI[ BiH MOXXE TOBOPHTH IIUIHH nens”™, — characterizes her hero
T. Babitskaya. Still, the writer does not deny the prince in positive
features: Igor meets his death with dignity™.

The artistic concept of the image of Igor in the story “Princess Olga” is
consistent with the point of view of some historians and writers. For
example, S. Solovyov, and then S. Platonov, M. Pokrovsky, and others
were inclined to characterize the prince of Kyiv as a worthless, self-loving
and a miser human. A similar one-sidedness fell into the eye of
M. Hrushevsky, who wrote about this: “In the Story (the chronicle — A.V.)
Igor, tucked between two heroic princes — Oleg and Sviatoslav, is depicted,
in contrast, indistinctly and unfriendly: he does not have that warlike
temper, he has no military happiness, he is selfish — a great flaw in the eyes
of his wife. Due to this fact, in the recent historiography, the
characterization of Igor as a poor and unsympathetic prince has long been
established. The characteristic, however, belongs entirely to the field of

>3 [osicTs Bpem’stHuX IiT. C. 66 — 67.
o4 Baounpka T. M. Kuasruas Onsra. C. 73.
% baounpka T. M. Kusruast Onsra. C. 96.
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fiction; we cannot rely on the characterization of folk legends, and the
place that Igor occupies in the evolutionary process of the Rus state speaks
strongly against it. It had to be energetic and capable in nature, when he
did not allow so complicated and shaky state structure to collapse. First, we

[13

can take here a brief description of the older version of the Tale: “m
BO3PACTILIIO e eMy HTopio, 1 OBICTh Xpabopb i Myaps ™.

M. Hrushevsky’s words have not lost their relevance even many years
after they were written. In the historical prose of the last decades, Prince
Igor is portrayed not so much as a statesman, but as a warrior of his army,
for whom war and entertainment are above all. Here is what, for example,
V. Kargalov writes in a novel “Sviatoslav”: «HampacHo »maiud cBOEro
oxo4uero nao paSBHC‘ICHI/Iﬁ KHA3A TWUYHBI Ta OIHHIIAHWHBI, HAIIPACHO
MOJCTEpPEraii €ro y BOPOT OO0sipe M BOEBOJbI CO CBOMMH 3a00TamMu — y
KHA38 Wrops He HaXOAWIOCh BPEMEHU Ha CKYYHBIE 6yI[HI/I‘H>Ie nena. OH
HCKPCHHC BCPHJI, YTO JIMIIb IIMPbI, OXO0Ta H BOMHA ﬂOCTOﬁHBI €ro
BHUMAHUSL.

Camo €000# TMOMYyYMSIOCh, YTO JIFOJW, OTYASsBIIHECS JOXKIAThCS
KHSKECKOTO BHUMAHMS, CTAJIA UCKATh cyJa y KHAruHu Oneru. <...> Urops
KEC MCUTAJI IIPOCIHaBUTB CBOC HMA IIOXOJOM HaA L[apbrpaz[, KaK
IIPOCIIaBUIICA U OCTAJICA KHUTb B APYKNHHBIX IIOMHHAJIbHBIX IICCHAX BGIHI/Iﬁ
Oxer»”’. V. Kargalov’s point of view broadly coincides with the position
of I. Bilyk (in “The funeral of Gods™ Igor is treated as a prince-unwell),
S. Ponomaryov (in “Thunderstorm above Rus” it is underlined Olga’s
dislike for “cautious and stingy”, “indecisive” prince®®) and others.

On the other hand, some of the writers endow Igor with the qualities of
a shrewd, visionary ruler, tieing his name with the strengthening of Rus.
This applies, for example, to S. Sklyarenko, who characterized Igor as a
wise and courageous prince, B. Komar, whose hero is portrayed as a
supporter of the interests of the state (the story “Squirell” (1960) *®). In the
historical science of recent times the prince was similarly characterized in
the works of M. Polovy, A. Sakharov and others.

The fullest disclosure of Olga’s abilities as a wise ruler are in the story
of T. Babitskaya after Igor’s death, when Olga lay on her shoulders the
entire burden of state power. The record of the actions of this period
reflected the main features of her personality — wisdom, authority, cruelty.

%0 I'pymescekuit M. C. Ictopis VYkpainu-Pycu. K.: Hayk. agymka, 1991. T. 1.
C. 445 — 446.

>7 Kapranos B. B. Cesartocnas: Pomasn. C. 103.

*8 IToromapés C. A. I'posa Hax Pycso. C. 95 — 96.

> Komap b. A. Bekma. Crpanctsyrommii Byskas. K., 1984. C. 114, 116 — 117.
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T. Babitskaya retains the historical basis of character, focusing on these
qualities of the princess. In this way the heroine of our author differs, for
example, from V. Panova’s heroine Olga. In “The legend of Olga”, this
writer is interested in Olga first of all as “a baby-girl, girl, wife, widow,
mother, mistress”®.

Much space in T. Babitskaya’s story was given to the activities of the
princess in ordering the Rus lands. The main rivals of the Kyiv table here
are the Drevlyans. By his extortion, Igor exacerbated relations between
Kyiv and Iskorosten, which expectedly led to the Drevlyans uprising. The
roots of this confrontation go back to the ancient times. “Bonu (Drevlyans—
A. V.) Kuesy six Gymnu Boporamu 3 gaci Kus, tak i mummmes”™, — Olga
says. The memory of the events of several hundred years of enmity lived in
the minds of the Drevlyans, prevented them from quenching the freedom-
loving sparks that roasted under a layer of outer obedience. It is known
from the chronicle sources that the princes of Kyiv repeatedly had to
“npumyuyBatu’ rebellious neighbors. One of the uprisings, which by the
“The Tale of Bygone Years” took place in the year 913%, was also
attended by T. Babitskaya’s hero, Prince of Drevlyans people — Mal, then
still "ronmit i Heposaxuuii” *. The longing for the former might of the
Drevlyan’s land is felt in the words of the story’s heroes, who form the
“opposition” to Drevlyans’ camp (Tuzhir, Radonega, Sukhan). But, as the
potter Suhan remarked, “ne Beprerscs mumyme”™*: Kyiv was constantly
extending its power to the land of the Drevlyans.

The chronicle of the three revenges of Igor’s widow Olga,
T. Babitskaya treats with a great care. Aware of his folklore origin, the
writer uses only the legend of a sober after Igor, where five thousand
Drevlyans were killed (Olga’s “third revenge”®). This episode naturally
fits in with the events that took place after the death of the Prince of Kyiv.
After all, as S. Solovyov wrote, “with the underdeveloped social relations
then, revenge for a relative was mostly a feat; that is why the story of such
a feat aroused the general live attention, and so it is so freshly and
beautifully preserved in the memory of the people. <...> the one who had a
holy duty of vengeance was a hero of truth, and the more cruel the revenge

% Hunos A. A. [Ipumeuanus. Ilanosa B. @. Cobp. cou.: B 5 m. JI.: Xynox. nut., 1989.
T.5.C. 547.

®! Ba6umpka T. M. Kusiruas Ounsra. C. 102.

%2 Mogicts BpeM’siHuX JiT. C. 62 — 63.

% Ba6uupka T. M. Kusiruas Oxsra. C. 90.

64 Baoumpka T. M. Kasruas Onsra. C. 54.

® Mosicts Bpem’staux iT. C. 86 — 87.
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was, the more pleased the society of that time was, the more it glorified the
butcher as a worthy relative” °®. In the light of these words, the reaction of
the Drevlyans to Olga’s revenge at first glance 1s understood:
“IToMCTHBIIIMCh TaK CTPAIIIHO, KHATUHS BHCOKO ITIHECTACS B iXHIX OdYax,
aJDKe HaJ yce BOHM IIaHYBaJIU piL[”67. We add that the appeal to the
chronicle of the plot gave T. Babitskaya the opportunity to decorate the
story with a colorful picture of the funeral rite®, the description of which is
borrowed from the Arab author of the 10" century Ibn Fadlan®.

Following the chronology of the events, the author outlines the further
course of Olga’s struggle with Prince Mal, who, having been defeated in
the battle, hid in Iskorosten. Using lightning arrows (not birds like it was in
the chronicle™), Olga’s soldiers burned the city. The last prince of
Drevlians people Mal was suffocated in smoke™. After that Drevlyans land
once again became a part of the Kyiv state.

It should be noted that the author’s concept of the eternal confrontation
of Polyans and Drevlyans has a certain historiographical basis. It,
apparently, is based on the existing assumption about the ancient belonging
of Kyiv to the Drevlyans land, which was stated by I. Zabelin™.
Archaeological excavations of the 1970s on the top of Starokyivska Gora
revealed a cultural layer of the 6™ century with ceramics of the Drevlyans
type™. It was suggested that in the 6" century there was a Drevlyan’s
village, which in the 7" century was seized by Polyans Prince Kyi. Kyi
built in this place a fortress named after him. In due time, scientists noted
that Kyiv was obliged by its exaltation to war of Polyans with the
Drevlyans™. It should be said that the “Drevlyanska” concept was in
demand in historical prose. For example, in “The funeral of Gods” by
I. Bilyk, Y. Jejula’s novel “New Sky”, the era of Igor and Olga is presented
as the dramatic finale of a long-running battle between two powerful
rivals — Kyiv and Iskorosten, which ended with the conquest of the
Drevlyans™. Actually, we see the same in T. Babitskaya’s work.

% Comosbee C. M. Ucropust Poccun ¢ npesueiimux BpeMéH. Conogves C. M.
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The story of “Princess Olga” ends with a description of the Kyiv’s ruler
trip to Constantinople. Describing this visit, the writer has encountered
some difficulties, because historians still have no unanimous opinion on
the purpose, content and results of the Rus-Byzantine negotiations.
P. Tolochko on this occasion suggested that Olga and Konstantin
Bagryanorodny discussed issues of a trade and economic nature,
confirming the provisions of the 944 treaty, as well as the problem of the
Christianization of Rus’. Today, the question as to when, where and under
what circumstances Olga was baptized remains open. If chronicle and
hieroglyphic sources link this event to being in Constantinople, then there
is still no such unanimity among the researchers.

Having thought of “matu pycuyam HOBY Bipy, TpeubKy”,
T. Babitskaya’s heroine goes to Constantinople. But it is not the only thing
that excites the princess. However, if the issue of increasing the Byzantine
tribute to Rus and the security of the Rus borders from the Pechenegs was
resolved, the problems of duty-free trade for Kyiv merchants and dynastic
marriage remained unresolved.

Focusing on the chronicle, as well as on the works of S. Solovyov,
A. Sakharov, V. Pashut, T. Babitskaya writes about the baptism of Olga in
Byzantium. Thus, she draws closer to V. Panova, who relied on ancient
Rus sources’’, and at the same time disagrees with S. Sklyarenko, whose
Olga has already been baptized in Constantinople. If S. Sklyarenko, casting
aside the chronicle of Olga’s baptism in Byzantium and Konstantin
Bagryanorodny’s courtship, tells of the important political and economic
negotiations of the Princess’®, then there are several other accents in the
story “Princess Olga”. T. Babitskaya, like her predecessor, leaving aside
the “chronicle of fables” about the emperor’s courtship, focuses not so
much on the negotiation process as on the psychological state of Olga, who
was on the verge of a new faith. In Kyiv, Olga realized that a Christian
god, who “3 >xOIHHMM IIJIEMEHEM HE 3B’S3aHMIA, a HANTOJIOBHIIIE — YY)KHIA
s poxy””, can give her power of a new quality. But it was only in the
church of St. Sophia in Constantinople that the princess, fascinated by
"HezeMHOO My3ukor’ made it clear that the new faith was also the way to
inner renewal, peace and harmony. «My3uka po3uynuia i 10 CIi3.

® Tomouko II. TI. JpeBHsis Pych: odepku colMalbHO-NOIUTHYECKON ucTtopuu. K.:
Hayk. mymka, 1987. C. 42.
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[ToBUIPHO HaIIMBaJIa BOHA HAa KHATHHIO, 1 AyIa i Kyrnanacs B IUX 3ByKax,
SK y JITEIUI, 3BUIBHSIOUNCH BIJT JIXK1, Opyay 1 BChOTO, 110 HAKOMTUYUIIOCH 32
JTOBT1-7IOBI1 POKHU JKUTTSI Ta BOJoaaproBaHHs. Cepiie 3amemMiso BiJl MouyTTs
HETIONPABHOCTI MHHYJIOTO 1 CTPAITHOI MPOBHHH, aje COJOJKI TOJOCH, IO
JIAIIACS 3ycibid, IepeKOHYBaIH, 10 BCE IIIe MOXKHA CIIOKYTyBaTH» . In this
scene, the author portrays not an austere and powerful ruler, but an old
woman, tired of a difficult life, which required the utmost exertion of
physical and moral forces. This view is a good touch to the princess’
colorful psychological portrait created in the story.

Proving that Olga became a Christian even before her visit to
Constantinople, S. Sklyarenko emphasizes to some extent her
independence from the Byzantine emperor®. Since T. Babitskaya’s Olga
was baptized in the capital of Byzantium, her patriotic feelings have not
diminished at all. The composition of the princess’ character does not
allow her to think that she is able to yield to the emperor at the expense of
Rus. “Princess Olga 6axana mns Pyci Bucokoi nmomi. 11{o6 Bemnuka,
MOT'YTHS, OaratoiitogHa AepkaBa cTajia B3IpLeM IS 1HIITNX HapCTB”gz.

CONCLUSIONS

Appealing in the story “Princess Olga” to the important for the East
Slavic history era of the first descendants of Rurik, T. Babitskaya first of
all drew facts, plot collisions and interpretations from the chronicle
heritage, modeling of which is generally related to the scientific work of
the past and nowadays studies (works of M. Pogodin, M. Hrushevsky,
O. Rydzevska, V. Pashut, B. Rybakov, M. Brychevsky, P. Tolochko,
A. Sakharov, M. Kotlyar, etc.). From this material, the writer first of all
selected the one that most suited her author’s intention — to create images
of the Kyiv statesmen, to reflect (of course, in the language of artistic
creativity) the leading socio-political tendencies of the chosen era. The
image of the chronicles of the Rus rulers Olga, Oleg and Igor by the writer,
on the one hand, is marked by the originality of the author’s approach
against the background of other writer’s interpretations (Z. Volkonskaya,
I. Bilyk), and on the other — executed in the focus of traditional
imaginative experience (S. Sklyarenko, V. Panova, V. Kargalov,
S. Ponomaryov). A special place in T. Babitskaya’s story takes the author’s
reconstruction of events, which are briefly reported by domestic or foreign
sources. The scanty lines of the document act here as a kind of impulse to

8 Ba6urpka T. M. Princess Olga. C. 175.
8 Yymak B. I'. Cemen Cxusipenxo: JliteparypHo-kputnunuii Hapuc. C. 159.
82 Ba6urpka T. M. Princess Olga. C. 186.
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create an original reconstruction of a situation that may have polemical
color. And this already testifies to the appropriate level of historical
thinking, characterizes the writer as a thoughtful researcher.

The events of the historical source overgrow in the “Princess Olga”
with motivated details, get a psychological connotation, fit logically into
the story canvas. The fact used here relates to T. Babitskaya with the
characters of the heroes, the relationships of the historical persons acting in
the work, “working” on the author’s conception of a certain image and
historical situation (Prince Oleg’s plot line, “Drevlyans™ collisions of the
story, etc.).

SUMMARY

The aim of the article is to make an attempt to characterize
T. Babitskaya’s story “Princess Olga”, to look through the works about
Kievan Rus of V. Panova (“The legend of Olga”), S. Sklyarenko
(“Sviatoslav”), V. Kargalov  (“Sviatoslav”), S.  Ponomaryov
(“Thunderstorm above Rus”), I. Bilyk (“The funeral of Gods™), etc. in the
historical and literary context. The author seeks to find out the conceptual
features of the approaches of these writers to the artistic reconstruction of
ancient Rus reality, the nature of the usage of source materials. At the same
time, the achievement of the historiographic thought of both the previous
and the contemporary prose is taken into consideration, which expands the
understanding of the connection between scientific experience and artistic
creativity. We are also aware of the expediency and fruitfulness of the
identification of figurative traditions in the works of these authors, which
date back to the historical prose of the 19" century. The substantive
originality of the novels and stories selected for analysis is in line with the
writer’s principles of using the source, attention is paid to the specifics of
the artistic generalization of the documented features of early medieval
reality and its reflection. The content of the publication helps to understand
more precisely the specifics of the creative position of the author’s
“Princess Olga”, to clarify the original features of artistic and historical
works of V. Panova, V. Kargalov, I. Bilyk and others. The results of the
study may lead to the conclusion that further consideration of these issues
will be relevant to characterize both the literary process of the 60 —
90 years of the last century as a whole and to assess the creative skill of a
particular artist.
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