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Abstract. The review presents the analysis of Gyula Szvak’s essays and studies written on Russian
historiography over more than thirty years. His main field of research, the reigns of Ivan the Terrible and Peter the
Great, and their importance in the course of Russian History stand in the focus of the collected works. His method,
called by him “historical microphilology”, is reminiscent of the approaches used by some scholars of conceptual
history. He argues that by using this method some paradigms can be revealed which can help us better understand
the flow of Russian History.
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NCTOPUOI'PAONYECKHUE UCCJIEAOBAHUA UCTOPUU POCCHUMU:
B3IUISIJI U3 IEHTPAJIbHOM EBPOIIBI
(Peu. Ha kH.: CBak, [I. OnbiT Mukpoucropuorpaguu / JI. Cpak. — M. : AKBUJIOH,
2019.-288 c.)

Iuape Camaamu

[Teuckuit yausepcurer, I. I1eu, Benrpus

AnHoTanusi. B 0030pe npecTaBiicH aHaIU3 OY4EPKOB U MccienoBanuid Jpronel CBaka, HATMCAHHBIX 110 PYC-
ckoit ucropuorpaduu 3a 6onee ueM 30 yteT. OCHOBHBIC HAIIPABICHHS €T0 UCCICIOBAaHUM — ITapcTBOoBaHus MBana IV
I'posuoro u IleTpa Bemukoro u ux 3Ha4eHUE B PYCCKOM UCTOPUHU — HAXOMATCS B IICHTPES BHUMAHUSI COOPaHHS COUH-
HeHMid. Ero MeTon, Ha3BaHHBINH UM «HCTOPHYCCKOH MUKPO(DUIOIOTHEH, HAIIOMUHACT TOIXO/bI, HCIIOIb3yeMbIC
HEKOTOPBIMHU HUCCIICIOBATENIIMU KOHIIENITYaIbHOM UCTOpUH. OH YTBEPKAAET, YTO C IOMOIIBIO 3TOr0 METO1a MOXKHO
BBIIBUTH HEKOTOPBIC MapaJurMbl, KOTOPBIC MOTYT IIOMOYb HaM JIYYIIE ITOHATH TCUCHUE PYCCKOW UCTOPHH.
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Karouessle ciioBa: ucropust Poccuu, «ictopuueckas MUKpO(UIIOIOTHSI», TATU3M, KOHIIENTYyallbHasl HCTO-
pus, camonep:xasue, MiBan I'po3nsiid, [Terp Benukuit, [ptona Cpak.

HurupoBanue. Camanmu D. Vctopuorpadudeckue uccnenoanus uctopur Poccnn: B3msin u3 LleHTpanbHoi
EBpornsr (Pen. Ha kH.: CBaxk, /. OnbiT Mukpoucropuorpaduu / JI. Cak. — M. : AkBuiioH, 2019. —288 c.) // BectHuk
Bonrorpaackoro rocynapcrseHHoro yuusepcutera. Cepus 4, Mcropus. PernonoBenenue. MexxtyHapoiHbIe OTHO-
miennst. —2020. —T. 25, Ne 5. — C. 244-246. — (Ha anr. 513.). — DOI: https://doi.org/10.15688/jvolsu4.2020.5.19

Introduction. The name of Gyula Szvak
has been inextricably linked with the development
of Russian Historical Studies in Hungary, and it is
no exaggeration to say that through the founding
of the Centre of Russian Studies at E6tvos Lorand
University (Budapest), and through the biennial
international conferences held there continuously
from 1998 on, he has created an institutionalized
integration of Russian Studies in Hungary into the
international scholarly network.

Materials. The present volume of Gyula
Szvak «Opyt mikroistoriografii» provides an
overview of his research, reflecting his changing
scholarly interests while documenting that
historiography has remained the continuing golden
thread throughout his work [2].

The essays themselves fall into two
categories, the historiography of important themes
in Early Modern Russian studies and the work of
individual historians, preceded by an introduction
contextualizing these studies and followed by a
piece perhaps best described as culturology.

Analysis. The first section entitled
Historiographical Studies (Istoriograficheskie
ocherki), includes an analysis of the works of
Ivan Peresvetov, a sixteenth-century adventurer
(written in 1978), followed by two highly detailed
critical surveys of Soviet literature on the mid-
sixteenth-century reforms of Ivan the Terrible
(1985 and 1987), and an examination of work
on the oprichnina (1987). This section also
presents two English-language studies of a
historiographical nature, which differ from the
previous selections as they are lectures delivered
by the author. One, given at the University of
Hawaii (1987), focuses on the parallels between
images of Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great
in Russian historical thought, while the other
(1988) served in a Russian translation as the
author’s keynote lecture for a discussion of the
problem of feudalism in Russia at the Institute
of Russian History in Moscow (1997).

The second part, entitled Personality in
Historiography (Lichnost’ v istoriografii),

includes two closely related studies dedicated to
Professor Szvak’s Hungarian and Russian
mentors, Jozsef Perényi and Ruslan Grigorevich
Skrynnikov respectively. The first presents what
I would call the historiographical biography of
Skrynnikov (2012), while the second compares
the careers of the two mentors, offering a unique
opportunity to observe how the different, and
from time to time changing, political atmosphere
in two communist countries affected the study
of Russian History: it is a study providing an
insight into the Zeitgeist of Hungarian and the
Soviet history-writing.

In the present review, I will concentrate
predominantly on the methodological experiences
of the author, an approach which arises from the
title itself, An Attempt at Microhistoriography.
In creating this title Szvak united two approaches:
one, which he calls “historical microphilology” in
the introduction, characterizes the studies in the
first part of the book (especially the Russian
language pieces); “microhistoriography”, as a kind
of subdivision of “‘historical microphilology”, is the
main focus in the second part.

The author had a dual aim in these studies:
to grasp and trace the main, one can even say
persistent, trend of Russian historiography over
time and to show the contextually conditioned
variations within the mainstream. As for the latter,
he emphasizes that the main characteristic of
Russian historiography is its imperial perspective,
which means that “Soviet (and within this,
Stalinist) historiography has a continuity with pre-
19177 Russian history-writing.

“Historical microphilology” was/is used
mainly as a tool of what the so-called Cambridge
School of conceptual history calls contextuality.
Szvak tries to show how the trend persisting over
the longue durée was modified by authors using
different discoursive languages (nationalist,
Marxist, etc). To pinpoint the nuances of this
challenge would require a much more extensive
analysis than is possible here. Rather, as stated
before, I spotlight the methodology of the author,
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and “historical microphilology” as Szvak applied
it in the case studies in the first part of the book
reminds me of the method proposed by David
Armitage for the study of conceptual history,
which he calls serial contextualism [1].

The similarities are all the more important
and intelligible when we consider that
historiography cannot be separated from
conceptual history. For this it is sufficient to recall
that the main trend of Russian historiography is
statism (gosudarstvennost’), beginning with
Karamzin’s History of the Russian State (if we
remain within the realm of scientific history
writing). In Karamzin’s case, his statist approach
was strongly influenced by the importance that
Hegel attributed to the concept of the state.
Through identifying the long-term features of
Russian historiography, some conclusions (which
Szvak calls “macroanswers”) can be drawn
concerning the course of Russian history. And it
is here that Szvak finds the justification for
comparing Ivan the Terrible and Peter the Great:

the common base is the autocratic political
structure. The second part of Ivan’s reign
revealed the extremities of an autocratic polity
while Peter created the paradigm of the
“reformer tsar”.

Results. The closing study of the book
elevates this kind of comparison to the level of
historical consciousness by analysing the results
of public opinion polls on such questions as “Who
is the most important figure in Russian History?”,
“What are the primary objects of Russian pride
today?”, etc. These questions clearly cannot be
understood without some of the “macroanswers”
presented here.
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