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INVENTING IVAN FEDOROYV: IMPERIAL HISTORICAL IMAGINATION IN THE
FIRST HALF OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

Purpose. The article examines how the image of Ivan Fedorov was constructed in the
historiography of the Romanov Empire in the first half of the nineteenth century and what role this
figure played in shaping the imperial vision of the past.

Methods. The methodological framework of the study draws on the principles of the
Cambridge School of intellectual history, the approaches of the “new imperial history,” and Maurice
Halbwachs’s concept of the social conditioning of collective memory.

Scientific novelty. The study demonstrates that the ideological mechanisms underlying the
formation of Ivan Fedorov’s image in the historical thought of the first half of the nineteenth century
have not yet been subjected to a comprehensive and systematic analysis.

Conclusions. The article shows that historians of the first half of the nineteenth century
integrated Ivan Fedorov into the grand narratives of imperial history, endowing his biography with
features of progressivism and statism. His activity was interpreted as a step toward overcoming the
state’s “backwardness” in relation to Western Europe, while the emergence of printing in Moscow
was closely linked to the figure of Ivan the Terrible, reflecting the overall state-centered character of
the discourse. In the biographies of the first printer, Church and Enlightenment were symbolically
combined, whereas opponents of printing were rhetorically distanced from Orthodox tradition. A
significant role in these interpretations was played by the Romantic concept of the “national spirit.”
Ivan Fedorov'’s life was inscribed into a general scheme of imperial history in which the Fatherland
was defined in religious, political, and ethnic terms. At the same time, notions of the boundaries of
“Russianness” remained blurred, which influenced interpretations of Fedorov’s activities on
Ukrainian lands. The convergence of the concepts of Slavdom and Russianness reflected the impact
of Pan-Slavist ideas, and his activity in Ukraine was presented primarily within the context of
confrontation with Catholicism.
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The first half of the nineteenth century marked a new stage in the development of
archeographic scholarship in the Romanov Empire. It was during this period that the first specialized
studies of Ivan Fedorov’s biography were published [7, pp. 16-22]. At the same time, historians of
the empire were actively constructing grand narratives of imperial history, seeking to define what
“Russia” was and which events and processes should be recognized as constitutive elements of
Russian history [36, pp. 182-214; 45, pp. 3—117; 48, pp. 44—62; 50, pp. 303-325]. Within these
narratives, Ukrainian and Belarusian lands were most often — though not always — symbolically
incorporated into the “Russian” space. The modalities of this incorporation varied: some authors
ignored local specificities, while others acknowledged regional distinctions yet framed them within
a unified Russian identity [3; 14]. At the same time, an image of Ukrainian historical distinctiveness
was gradually taking shape. Ukrainian historians were constructing national master narratives by
selecting and interpreting events and processes as integral to Ukrainian history, while maintaining
complex and ambivalent relations with the Russian imperial grand narrative — relations that cannot
be reduced either to simple opposition or to complete assimilation [38; 51].

This article examines how the construction of Ivan Fedorov’s image in the historiography of
the Romanov Empire was intertwined with the broader process of inventing imperial historical grand
narratives in the first half of the nineteenth century. It should be noted, however, that interest in
Fedorov was not confined to the Romanov Empire. In Galicia, Denys Zubrzycki published
“Historyczne badania o drukarniach Rusko-stowianskich w Galicyi”, which included a discussion of
Ivan Fedorov’s printing house in Lviv and raised the question of printing in Lviv prior to Fedorov
[57]. The image of Fedorov was also actualized in Polish historiography in the sense of a
historiographical tradition associated with Polish intellectual and scholarly contexts, rather than
merely the use of the Polish language [42]. These parallel developments deserve separate and
systematic study and therefore fall outside the scope of the present article.

The chronological framework of this study is likewise limited to the mid-nineteenth century.
This boundary is determined by several considerations. First, in 1849 Mykhailo Maksymovych
published “Book Antiquity of South Russia” [15], a work that marked a milestone in the study of
Ivan Fedorov’s biography and opened a new stage in the historiography of early printing [7, pp. 17—
18]. The interpretations that followed require independent examination. Second, from the mid-
nineteenth century onward, the rise of modern national movements in Eastern Europe substantially
transformed historical writing and collective imagination [38, pp. 132—-178]. The impact of these
transformations on the perception of Ivan Fedorov constitutes a distinct problem and is not addressed
here.

The historiography of Ivan Fedorov’s biography has already been examined in the works of
several scholars [7; 16—19]. However, most studies in this field concentrate on methodological shifts
in archeography and trace the gradual accumulation of knowledge about sixteenth-century book
printing in Eastern Europe, including changing interpretations of Ivan Fedorov’s role in this process.
The influence of ideological factors on the construction of Fedorov’s image, however, has remained
largely unexplored.

Soviet historians addressed certain aspects of this issue, but exclusively within the framework
of the “class approach” as it was understood in the Soviet Union [1; 31]. They interpreted nineteenth-
century historiography as a reflection of the interests of the ruling classes and argued that historians
in the Romanov Empire distorted historical facts and deliberately omitted evidence revealing the
social foundations of early printing.

The Ukrainian historian and Orthodox cleric Ivan (Ilarion) Ohienko, in his book “The History
of Ukrainian Book Printing”, emphasized that the historians in the Romanov Empire did not
distinguish between Ukrainian and Muscovite printing, which resulted in conceptual confusion [19,
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p- 36]. Nevertheless, he devoted relatively little attention to nineteenth-century historiography,
focusing primarily on the historical developments of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

Thus, although historiographical studies have documented the accumulation of knowledge
about Ivan Fedorov, the problem has not yet been examined through modern methodological
approaches in intellectual history or in light of recent scholarship on the history of the Romanov
Empire.

Theoretical Framework and Methodology

This research is grounded in the principles of the Cambridge School of intellectual history.
Drawing on the approaches developed by leading representatives of this school, such as Quentin
Skinner and John Pocock [46; 49], the study examines the historically contingent and locally specific
meanings of the concepts employed by historians of the Romanov Empire to describe Ivan Fedorov’s
ethnic identity, as well as the political, cultural, and religious contexts of his activity. These issues
are analyzed within the broader framework of intellectual life in the Romanov Empire, which Ilya
Gerasimov has characterized as an “imperial situation” — that is, the coexistence of multiple social
hierarchies and value systems within imperial borders, alongside attempts by the political and
intellectual elites to appropriate and systematize this diversity [43].

Maurice Halbwachs’s thesis on the social construction of collective memory has by now
become widely accepted [37; 47]. Building on this perspective, the present study seeks to clarify the
influence of historians’ implicit mental frameworks, as well as the social and political contexts of
their work, on their representations of Ivan Fedorov.

In using the terms ‘“construction” and “invention,” this article does not adopt a radical
constructivist premise that would reduce historical narratives to purely arbitrary products of
imagination. Historians working on Ivan Fedorov were limited by a certain body of available data,
which, as will be shown below, gradually expanded over time, particularly in light of archeographic
research. Admittedly, the very definition of what counted as a “fact” was itself partly shaped by
interpretive frameworks. Nevertheless, the process cannot be reduced to imagination alone. Rather,
the selection, arrangement, and evaluation of available evidence constituted an act of construction—
or, in the sense employed here, “invention.”

In this respect, one may observe certain affinities with Eric Hobsbawm’s notion of the
“invention of tradition.” However, given the gradual institutionalization of historical scholarship in
the nineteenth century, the construction of historical narratives, as will be shown, was constrained not
only by broader social, political, and religious assumptions, but also by the emerging professional
norms of the discipline.

Ivan Fedorov in the Scholarly Landscape of Early Nineteenth-Century Historiography

The first specialized study devoted to Ivan Fedorov’s biography was published in 1806 in the
journal “Drug Prosveshcheniya” by Bishop Evgeniy Bolkhovitinov [4]. In subsequent publications
(1813; 1818), Bolkhovitinov repeatedly revised and expanded Fedorov’s biography, incorporating
newly discovered materials and engaging with the findings of fellow scholars [5; 6].

Konstantin Kalaidovich studied the history of early East Slavic printing in parallel with
Bolkhovitinov [9; 10]. In 1822, he published the first specialized study devoted to the “Uchitelnoe
Yevangelie” (“Didactic Gospel”), printed by Ivan Fedorov in 1569 in Zabludéw [8].

Vasiliy Sopikov’s “Opyt rossiyskoy bibliografii” (“Essay on Russian Bibliography”)
significantly influenced the study of the history of printing [27]. The preface to the first volume is
especially relevant in the context of our research. Ivan Fedorov’s biography presented there is
textually close to Bolkhovitinov’s 1813 article. For this reason, some historians have suggested that
Bolkhovitinov authored the preface. However, Evgeniy Nemirovsky rejected this hypothesis,
demonstrating differences between Sopikov’s views as expressed in the preface and Bolkhovitinov’s
interpretations [ 18, pp. 37-39].

Pavel Stroev, Petr Koppen, Ivan Snegirev, and Ivan Sakharov also made significant
contributions to the study of the books printed by Ivan Fedorov [12-13; 21-26; 29-30]. These
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scholars worked in close collaboration and were attentive to each other’s findings. Ivan Snegirev
corresponded with Bolkhovitinov [24, pp. 128—-133], and it is well known that Konstantin
Kalaidovich and Vasiliy Sopikov were friends. From 1817 to 1826, they participated in archeographic
expeditions financed by Count Nikolay Rumiantsev. Bolkhovitinov, Kalaidovich, K&ppen, and
Stroev were members of the so-called Rumiantsev Circle — an informal group of scholars gathered
around the prominent statesman and collector Nikolay Rumiantsev [18, pp. 41—44]. While preparing
materials related to Ivan Fedorov’s biography, Kalaidovich sought assistance from Koppen, who
made a copy of the printer’s tombstone in Lviv [9, p. 302].

In 1849, Mykhailo Maksymovych published “Knizhnaya starina yuzhnorusskaya” (“Book
Antiquities of Southern Rus’”’), a substantial portion of which was devoted to books printed by Ivan
Fedorov [15]. Yaroslav Isaievych noted that Maksymovych’s studies marked a new stage in the study
of Ukrainian early printed books [7, pp. 17-18]. In the same year, Ivan Borychevsky published an
article in the Journal of the Ministry of Public Education offering a general overview of Ivan
Fedorov’s role in the development of printing in Russia [2].

Ivan Fedorov’s biography was also included in general histories of Eastern Europe. Prominent
authors of Russian imperial historical narratives, such as Nikolay Karamzin and Nikolay Ustrialov,
addressed the role of the first printer in the cultural development of the region [11, p. 49; 32, p. 57].
His activity was likewise discussed in Bishop Philaret (Gumilevsky)’s “History of the Russian
Church” [34].

Thus, by the mid-nineteenth century, the study of Ivan Fedorov had taken shape within a
relatively dense and interconnected scholarly landscape. His biography was addressed both in
specialized archeographic and bibliographic works and in broader historical narratives of the Russian
Empire. At the same time, research on Fedorov was embedded in networks of collaboration, such as
the Rumiantsev Circle, which facilitated the exchange of materials, interpretations, and
methodological approaches. This dual presence — at once as an object of specialized scholarly inquiry
and as a figure incorporated into general historical narratives — created the conditions under which
his image could acquire broader ideological and interpretative significance.

Ivan Fedorov in Imperial Narratives of Progress, Authority, and Enlightenment

The accumulation of scholarly knowledge about Ivan Fedorov was embedded within a specific
imperial intellectual climate, which shaped the way his biography was interpreted. In most
publications of this period, Fedorov’s biography was framed within the broader paradigm of Russia’s
“backwardness in relation to the West”. For example, Vasiliy Sopikov described the period preceding
Fedorov as “two and a half centuries, which were deadly for enlightenment, when we had become
accustomed — or rather, indifferent — to our unfortunate condition” [27, p. 46]. Konstantin Kalaidovich
opened his 1813 article with the remark that “The Germans, the English, the French, the Italians — in
short, all peoples entitled to enlightenment — have already collected the early examples of their book
printing and written studies about their first printers. Indeed, we Russians are so far behind them”
[10, p. 92]. Bishop Evgeniy Bolkhovitinov, after outlining the early development of Slavic printing,
emphasized that “Meanwhile, Russia did not have any printed book at that time” [6, p. 287].

Although such statements had a factual basis, they were actualized within a broader
intellectual tendency of the period. Richard Wortman has shown that in the first half of the nineteenth
century the concept of Russia’s “backwardness” vis-a-vis Western Europe was widespread even
among conservative thinkers [53, p. 259-280]. In this context, the image of Ivan Fedorov served to
dramatize the delayed emergence of printing in Russia and to integrate this delay into a narrative of
eventual progress.

At the same time, Fedorov’s image was employed to underscore the progressive role of
Russian autocracy. Kalaidovich stressed the positive influence of Ivan IV on the establishment of the
Moscow printing house, noting that “The tsar spared nothing in promoting craftsmen and erecting the
building” [9, p. 298]. Sopikov likewise described the emergence of printing through the prism of the
ruler’s initiative. After referring to errors in church manuscripts, he wrote: “Ivan Vasilievich



100
BicHuk XapkiBchKkoro HamioHalsHOTO yHiBepcuteTy iMeni B. H. Kapasina, 2026

perceived this evil, and at the Stoglav Council of 1551 he raised the issue”. He then emphasized that
“the tsar, finding these measures insufficient, decided to establish a printing house in 1553 [27,
p. 54].

Importantly, this emphasis on the tsar was not a mechanical repetition of the afterword to the
1564 Apostle, the principal primary source for these historians. In the afterword, the initiative to
establish printing is described as a joint undertaking of Ivan IV and Metropolitan Makariy [34,
fol. 260]. However, nineteenth-century historians consistently foregrounded the tsar’s role while
minimizing or marginalizing that of the metropolitan. Kalaidovich mentioned Makariy only once in
his 1813 article [10, p. 96], and Bolkhovitinov referred to him only within direct quotation, not in his
own narrative [6, p. 263—-267]. Nikolay Ustrialov described the foundation of the printing house
entirely through the prism of royal policy, without mentioning Makariy in this context [32, p. 57].
Ivan Snegirev likewise emphasized the role of autocracy in Fedorov’s career [25, pp. 57-62].

This selective accentuation reflects the intellectual climate of the first half of the nineteenth
century. Living in a society far more secularized than that of the sixteenth century, historians
highlighted those elements of the sources that resonated with their own political and ideological
assumptions.

An important exception is Archbishop Philaret Gumilevsky’s History of the Russian Church,
where the establishment of printing is primarily framed within the context of ecclesiastical reform.
Although Ivan IV is mentioned, the initiative is closely connected with the Stoglav Council and the
authority of Metropolitan Makariy [34, pp. 170-172]. This shift reflects the clerical orientation of
Philaret’s narrative, in which the Church — rather than the state — occupies the central interpretative
position.

The consistent emphasis on the role of autocracy in the historiography of Russian printing
formed part of a broader discourse that represented the monarchy as a progressive force. Unlike the
state ideology of the early twentieth century, the monarchy of the first half of the nineteenth century
frequently legitimated itself through narratives of reform, cultural advancement, and rational
governance. Conservative intellectuals articulated reasoned arguments in support of monarchical
necessity and historical mission [53, pp. 259-280; 56, pp. 325-358].

All historians of the first half of the nineteenth century described Ivan Fedorov’s activity
within a broader narrative of the struggle between “ignorance” and “enlightenment”. They interpreted
sixteenth-century events through conceptual frameworks that had taken shape during the Age of
Enlightenment. It is important to note that Enlightenment thought was not inherently, and the older
depiction of the Enlightenment as a purely “age of reason” has been criticized as overly reductive
[39; 52]. Religious ideas could be integrated into Enlightenment paradigms, allowing historians to
apply notions of progress to the emergence of printing and to Fedorov’s role in that process.

In the works of early nineteenth-century historians, Orthodox faith and enlightenment were
presented as mutually reinforcing. Ignorance was portrayed as a source of doctrinal error. Vasiliy
Sopikov, for example, wrote about mid-sixteenth-century Russia: “There was not a single printed
book. Manuscripts were gradually corrupted, losing their authority, as numerous errors crept into
ecclesiastical and civil books due to the ignorance, superstition, and other shortcomings of the
scribes” [27, p. 53]. Konstantin Kalaidovich similarly emphasized the accumulation of textual
distortions in church books by the time of Fedorov [10, p. 94].

This emphasis was particularly significant in the context of the critique of the Old Believers.
In nineteenth-century historiography, the Old Belief was frequently depicted as a product of
ignorance — an interpretation that modern scholarship has substantially revised [41]. For
representatives of the Orthodox Church, the criticism of ancient Russian manuscripts — texts that lay
at the core of Old Believer identity — also carried contemporary confessional implications.

The persecutions of Ivan Fedorov in Moscow were likewise framed within a broader
condemnation of superstition. Superstition was rhetorically detached from the Church and associated
instead with backwardness and the darker aspects of the past. Sopikov wrote: “Ivan Fedorov and his
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companions were condemned as harmful persons, even as heretics, through envy and slander. Such
was the reward for their important and fruitful work. It was the usual fate of innovators in ignorant
times” [27, p. 55]. Kalaidovich similarly stated that both civil and ecclesiastical figures sought to
defame Fedorov “out of ignorance” [10, p. 101].

Historians of the period frequently used the term “enlightened” in close association with piety
and true faith. Nikolay Karamzin described the establishment of printing in Moscow as “an important
measure inspired by Christian enlightened zeal,” which provoked opposition from scribes who
profited from manuscript copying, aided by “superstitious people” [11, p. 50]. Notably, the material
interests of scribes are not mentioned in sixteenth-century sources; Boris Sapunov has shown that
Karamzin was the first historian to attribute economic motives to Fedorov’s persecutors [20, p. 431].

The close linkage between true faith and enlightenment can also be observed in the works of
Bolkhovitinov, Kalaidovich, and Philaret Gumilevsky [6, p. 267; 10, p. 101; 34, pp. 170-173]. This
synthesis reflects the development of a rationalizing approach to church tradition that had been taking
shape in Russia since the reign of Peter I [55]. Combined with Enlightenment rationalism, this
tendency enabled historians to situate Ivan Fedorov within a broader paradigm of Russian historical
development in which religious imagery, knowledge, and progress were integrated into narratives
legitimizing the Russian monarchy.

Enlightenment elements were combined with features of Romanticism, particularly the
concept of the “people’s spirit” and the anthropomorphic metaphor of the nation as a person passing
through childhood, maturity, and old age [35, p. 9]. This framework made it possible to interpret the
delayed emergence of book printing in Moscow as a consequence of the “dormant” or weakened state
of the national spirit following the Mongol invasion. Vasiliy Sopikov, for example, wrote: “In the
times of the Tatar invasion, when the spirit of the people, weakened in its strength and overwhelmed
by general gloom, plunged minds into insensibility, enlightenment withdrew behind the solid walls
of monasteries; from that time evident distortions and corruptions began to penetrate spiritual and
historical books and chronicles; the surviving literary monuments bear witness to the weakness of the
people’s spirit” [27, pp. 47—48]. Within such a framework, historical decline and cultural delay were
reinterpreted as phases in the life cycle of a collective organism. The Romantic concept of the
“people’s spirit” thus functioned as a mediating device: it reconciled the Enlightenment narrative of
progress with the empirical reality of Russia’s later adoption of printing, embedding both within a
teleological vision of national development.

Ivan Fedorov and the Boundaries of Imperial Identity: Concentric Circles of
Belonging

For historians of the Romanov Empire, the construction of Ivan Fedorov’s biography
inevitably entailed defining the boundaries of “Russianness”. This issue was central to the
historiography of the Russian Empire in the first half of the nineteenth century. While Nikolay
Karamzin and Nikolay Ustrialov described Ukrainian lands as an essential component of Russian
historical space, others — such as Nikolay Polevoy and Mikhail Pogodin — treated Ukraine as
ethnographically distinct [14]. Nevertheless, for all Russian historians of this period, Ivan Fedorov
belonged to their imagined community.

In their narratives, identities were implicitly structured as a series of concentric circles. This
was not formulated as an explicit theoretical scheme, yet it operated as a latent organizing principle
of historical imagination. Depending on the context, historians positioned Ivan Fedorov within
overlapping layers of belonging — Muscovite, Russian, Slavic, and Orthodox — each activated
selectively in relation to specific narrative needs. These circles did not function as fixed categories;
rather, they emerged through interpretive choices, semantic shifts, and the recontextualization of early
modern terminology within nineteenth-century national frameworks.

The innermost and most intimate circle was the Muscovite state, presented as Fedorov’s native
land. Although his birthplace remains debated in historiography [7, pp. 33-34], and Kalaidovich
himself admitted that it was unknown [10, p. 101], historians consistently treated Moscow state as
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his homeland. Both Kalaidovich and Sopikov described Fedorov’s departure to Belarusian and
Ukrainian lands under the Polish—Lithuanian Commonwealth as a “removal from the Motherland”
[9, p. 300; 27, pp. 60—61].

This interpretation was partially grounded in Fedorov’s own afterword to the 1574 “Apostle”,
where he wrote that envy and hatred had driven him “from my land, my Fatherland, and my kin into
foreign countries” [34, fol. 260-264]. Yet nineteenth-century historians did not simply reproduce this
formulation; they resemanticized it, integrating Fedorov into a Russian ethnonational narrative.

The notion of “native land” in these works combined ethnic and political dimensions.
Historians acknowledged distinctions between “Great Russians” and “Little Russians” when
discussing Fedorov’s activity in Ukraine [ 10, pp. 300; 27, pp. 60—61], yet they simultaneously upheld
the Muscovite state as the core of political continuity and unity.

The second concentric circle encompassed the “Russian” lands within the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. Ukrainian and Belarusian populations were frequently described as Russians.
Kalaidovich, for example, noted that Fedorov “received assistance from Russians and Greeks” in
Lviv [13, p. 104]. This terminology drew upon Fedorov’s own reference to the local population in
Lviv as the “Russian people” [33, fol. 260-264]. However, in the sixteenth century the term “Russian
people” in Lviv had distinct meanings and was not semantically linked to Muscovite identity [28]. In
the nineteenth century, as historians were constructing a national historical narrative [36; 47; 51],
such early modern terminology acquired new semantic weight.

The fluidity of these boundaries is evident in Sopikov’s usage. Describing the prehistory of
printing in Moscow, he wrote that “Russia... could not compete with Little Russia in the sphere of
education during this time” [27, p. 53], treating them as distinct political entities. Yet elsewhere he
referred to Volhynia and Galicia as “the southern part of Russia” [27, p. 70]. Similarly, Kalaidovich
described Fedorov as founding printing first in Great Russia, then in Galicia, and finally in Volhynia
[10, p.94], placing these regions on a comparable conceptual level. The imagined borders of
Russianness were thus flexible and context-dependent, even within a single text.

The third concentric circle was defined by the sphere of Church Slavonic culture. At times,
Slavic and Russian identities were nearly conflated, with Slavs described collectively as a single
“people” (narod). Kalaidovich wrote of the “Slavic language” and the “great people” whose ancient
writings were shrouded in mystery [10, p. 94].

This tendency coincided with the growing influence of Pan-Slavism in the Russian Empire
during the first half of the nineteenth century [40, p. 156]. The Polish scholar and Pan-Slavist Zorian
Dotega-Chodakowski (Adam Czarnocki), who studied Fedorov’s biography and corresponded with
Kalaidovich, informed him about the printer’s tombstone in Lviv [9, pp.302-303]. Dolega-
Chodakowski’s early vision of Slavic cultural unity significantly influenced the development of
Slavic studies [48]. It is therefore unsurprising that the study of Fedorov in the Russian Empire
intersected with early Pan-Slavist intellectual currents.

The broadest circle of identification was that of Orthodox peoples. This perspective was
particularly evident in narratives emphasizing the struggle against Catholicism. Kalaidovich
interpreted the establishment of the printing house in Ostroh as part of Prince Prince Konstantin
Ostrozhsky’s anti-Catholic efforts [10, p. 113]. Karamzin similarly portrayed Fedorov’s activity as
contributing to the defense of Orthodoxy against Catholic influence [11, p. 49].

In 1849, Mykhailo Maksymovych published “Book Antiquity of South Russia” [15], a work
that became a milestone in the study of Ivan Fedorov’s biography [7, pp. 17-18]. Maksymovych
interpreted Fedorov’s activity in Ukraine primarily through the prism of the struggle against
Catholicism. Describing the intellectual climate of the period, he wrote: “The turbulence of minds,
produced by dissemination of Western new-thinking, opened the way for the Jesuits to catch Western
Russian youth like fish in troubled waters: and they quickly spread their nets” [15, p. 663].

Such anti-Catholic rhetoric was characteristic of Maksymovych’s broader intellectual
position. Kyiv University, where he served as the first rector, had been established in part as an
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instrument of resistance to Polish and Catholic influence [36, pp. 199-207]. Contemporary processes
in Right-Bank Ukraine thus shaped his interpretation of Fedorov’s life and activity.

Maksymovych used the term “Westerners” (Zapadniki) to describe Polonized representatives
of the Ukrainian population [16, p. 666]. Writing at a time when debates between Slavophiles and
Westerners were particularly intense, he symbolically linked his contemporary ideological opponents
with earlier historical actors portrayed as betraying Orthodox and “Russian” interests.

In discussing the history of book printing, Maksymovych emphasized the distinction between
“Northern Russia” and “Southern Russia.” He described the development of book culture in Ukraine
and Belarus in the sixteenth century as evidence that “the Russian South and Northwest lived together
in difference with Northeast or Moscow Rus’” [15, p. 662]. His interpretation of intellectual life in
these regions was framed in Romantic terms, employing the anthropomorphic imagery of a people’s
awakening and decline.

At the same time, Maksymovych symbolically united Ukrainian and Russian lands through
the concept of the “Russian world.” Quoting the afterword to the 1574 Apostol, he described it as
expressing “the soul of the Russian artist” [15, p. 664]. Characterizing Fedorov’s activity in Ostroh
he wrote of “the Russian book-printer, who had worked in all countries of the Russian world with
such love for his craft” [15, p. 667].

This ambivalence reflects Maksymovych’s broader historical worldview. On the one hand, he
stressed ethnic and historical distinctions between Northern Russia and “Southern Russia” (a term he
often used synonymously with Ukraine). On the other, he insisted on their cultural and historical
unity, opposing the “Russian world” to the European West [35, pp. 182—184]. This synthesis of
differentiation and unity was closely connected with Maksymovych’s attempt to reconcile faith and
knowledge within a Romantic and Orthodox framework, which shaped his vision of Ukraine-Russia
relations. It was precisely his deep personal religiosity that led him to perceive Orthodox commonality
between Ukraine and Moscow as more decisive than the historical and cultural distinctions he himself
highlighted [54].

His conviction of the continuity between Kyiv Rus’ and Ukraine is evident in his assessment
of Prince Konstantin Ostrozhsky’s role in Fedorov’s life. Maksymovych described Ostrozhsky’s
activity as “the second epoch of South Russian enlightenment,” paralleling Yaroslav the Wise’s love
of books as the first epoch [15, p. 667]. By linking sixteenth-century book culture to the era of
Yaroslav, Maksymovych symbolically connected Southern and North-Eastern Rus’ within a unified
historical narrative — a unity embodied in the figure of Ivan Fedorov, who worked in Moscow,
Belarus, and Ukraine alike.

Conclusions. Thus, in the historiography of the Romanov Empire, the image of Ivan Fedorov
was embedded within broader imperial narratives of Russian history. The philosophical and religious
transformations of the early nineteenth century, together with archaeographic discoveries,
methodological innovations, and the intellectual climates of Enlightenment and Romanticism, shaped
the ways in which Fedorov was represented.

Progressivism and Eurocentrism — characteristic features of the Romanov imperial ideology
in the first half of the nineteenth century and distinct from the later conservative turn — significantly
influenced these representations. Fedorov’s activity was framed against the perceived
“backwardness” of sixteenth-century Russia in comparison with Western Europe and interpreted as
a step toward overcoming this lag.

The etatist orientation of the dominant discourse manifested itself in the consistent
foregrounding of Ivan IV’s role in the establishment of printing in Moscow. At the same time,
Enlightenment categories were incorporated into interpretations of Russian Orthodoxy: the Church
was symbolically aligned with progress and enlightenment, while opponents of printing were
rhetorically separated from Orthodoxy and associated with ignorance and superstition.

Historians of the period inscribed Ivan Fedorov into their imagined Russian community. The
boundaries of “Russianness” were defined through shifting combinations of ethnic, political, and
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religious criteria, which shaped interpretations of Fedorov’s activity in Moscow, Belarus, and
Ukraine. The convergence of Slavism and Russianness reflected the early formation of Russian pan-
Slavist thought. His activity in Ukraine was primarily framed within narratives of confrontation with
Catholicism, corresponding to the expanding discursive role of Orthodoxy in legitimizing modern
Russian national identity.
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BUHAMJEHHSA IBAHA ®EJJOPOBA: IMIIEPCHKA ICTOPUYHA YSBA B ITIEPIIIA
ITOJIOBHHI XIX CTOJIITTA

Merta. Y cTaTTi IpocTeXyeThes, K Y nepirii monoBuHi XIX cTomitts B icropiorpadii immepii
PomanoBux ¢opmyBascsi o0pa3 [Bana denopoBa i1 Ky (YHKINIO BiH BUKOHYBaB y KOHCTPYIOBaHHI
iMIepchKOro 6aueHHsI MUHYJIOTO.

Metoau. MeToa0I0TIUHOI0 OCHOBOIO po00TH € mnpuHIunK KeMOpiIKChKOi MIKOIU
IHTENEKTyaIbHOT iCTOpil, MiAX0IU «HOBOI iIMIIEpChKOT icTopii» Ta KoHLemniss Mopica AnbOBakca mpo
COIliaIbHY 3yMOBJICHICTh KOJICKTUBHOT TIaM’SITi.

HaykoBa HOBH3HA MOJsITae B TOMY, IO 1I€0JIOTI4HI MeXaHi3Mu GopMyBaHHS 00pa3y IBana
®denopoBa B ICTOPUYHIN AyMmIli meprnoi mojgoBUHHU XIX CTOMITTS mOoci HE Oyau TpeaMeToM
CHEIIaIbHOTO KOMIUIEKCHOTO aHai3Yy.

BucnoBku. Icropuku mnepmioi mosioBuHu XIX CTONITTA iHTErpyBaiM TmocTaTh IBaHa
@denmopoBa 10 TpaHI-HAPATUBIB IMIEpPCHKOi icTopii, HaalmsAouM Horo Oiorpadito prcamu
MPOrpecusMy Ta eTaTu3My. MOro [isUIBHICTB iHTEpIpeTyBagacs SIK KPOK [0 IOXOMAHHS
«BIJICTANIOCTI» JAEpkKaBU MIOAO0 3axifHOI €BpomNM, a MOsBa KHUTOJAPYKYBaHHS B MOCKBiI TICHO
OB’ si3yBaJiacs 3 mocratrTio IBana ['po3Horo, M0 BiToOpa)kano 3araabHuN AepKaBHUIIBKUNA XapaKTep
muckypey. Y Giorpadisx mepmioapykaps CUMBONIUHO moennyBanucs LlepkBa ta IIpocBITHUIITBO,
TOAI SIK TPOTHMBHUKMA JPYyKapCcTBa HA PIBHI PUTOPHYHHUX NPHHAOMIB BiIMEXKOBYBAIHCS Bif
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npaBociiaBHOI Tpaauilii. BakmuBy poJib y WX 1HTEpHpETaIisiX BiAirpaBaB POMaHTUYHUN KOHIICTIT
«HapoaHoro nyxy». Kutts IBana denopoBa BOUCYBaIoCs B 3arajibHy CXeMy IMIEpChKO] icTopii, ae
BiTun3Ha Bu3HauUanach y peliriiHuX, MOMITHYHUX Ta €THIYHUX KOOpAWHATaX. BogHouac ysBIICHHS
PO MEXI «POCIMCHKOCTI» 3aJMIIAIOCS PO3MHTHM, IO BIUIMBAJIO HAa TPAKTYBAaHHS [iSUIBHOCTI
®denopoBa HA YKPATHCHKHUX 3eMIISIX. 30JIM)KEHHS MOHSATH CJIOB’STHCTBA 1 POCIMCHKOCTI B1I0Opakaso
BIUIMB TAHCIABICTCHKUX 1/IeH, a WOT0 MisIIBHICTh B YKpaiHi MojaaBaiiacsi MepeayciM y KOHTEKCTI
MPOTUCTOSIHHS 3 KATOJIUIIU3MOM.

Kniouoegi cnosa: lean @eoopos, icmopiocpaghis, inmenexmyanvua icmopis, XIX cmonimms,
Ykpaina, imnepia Pomanosux, Muxaiino Maxcumosuu, Ilpasocrasna yepkea, penicis.

Kongnixkm inmepecie
Aemop 3aa6n1€e, wo Kou@uikmy inmepecie w000 nyonikayii ybo2co pykonucy Hemae. Kpim
mMo2o, agmop NOSHICMIO 0OMPUMYBABCA eMUUHUX HOPM, 8KIIOUAI0YY HENPUNYCMUMICMb niaziamy,
Ganvcugixayii danux ma noosiinoi nyonikayii.
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