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Abstract

AN ANXIETY FOR INFLUENCE: SHAKESPEAREAN THEMES AND IMAGES
THROUGH THE PRISM OF RUSSIAN MODERNISM

(POETRY OF THE EARLY XX CENTURY)

by

Ekaterina Sukhanova

Advisor: Professor Daniel Gerould

The present dissertation offers an attempt to £ill the
gap 1in substantive studies on Shakespeare's reception
during the age of Russian mcdernism. Works of Russian
modernist poets opened a qualitatively new stage in Russian
appropriation of Shakespeare. This change in the reception of
Shakespeare serves as a litmus-paper which helps to
illustrate two major characteristics of Russian modernist
poetry: an intense focus on inner experience and a desire
to escape the "badger’s hole" (an expression of Mandelstam)
of one’s concrete national and socio-historical
surroundings.

The 1issue of tradition as both archaistic and
innovative can be explored profitably via Yury Lotman's

model of culture as a dialogue and his theory of textual
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functions, which has been chosen as the main analytical
tool to study the mechanisms of the appropriation of
Shakespearean text in Russian literature.

Within this theory, a literary text is seen as capable
of entering into a complex relation with the cultural
context and with readers; such a text may cease being a
mere piece of information addressed by the transmitter to
the recipient and become an independent conversational
partner with capacity for memory and for creating new
meanings. Through close textual analysis, the present
dissertation aims at demonstrating that, within Russian
cultural context, all functions of the Shakespearean text
came to full actualization only at the time of literary
modernism.

Themes and images taken from Shakespeare came to be used
as parts of a new poetic language, inextricably belonging to
the inner world of a twentieth-century author. The semiotic
character of the Shakespearean text, brought to the
foreground by Russian modernists, was conducive to generic
(from the tragic to the lyric), cultural (from the social to
the personal) and stylistic (from the plot to the word)

transpositions taking place in Russian poetry of the period.
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The Shakespearean text became capable of generating new
meanings, effectively functioning as a participant in this

poetical dialogue between two cultures.
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The present study is the first attempt to provide a
general outline of Shakespearean themes and images in the
poetry of Russian modernism. Works of Russian modernist poets
opened a new stage in the Russian appropriation of
Shakespeare, culminating in an intensive meaning-generating
dialogue between cultures.

Shakespeare's texts contained a unique dynamic energy
enabling the assertion of independence on the part of those
writing in the Russian literary tradition. When a foreign text
is received by a new audience, it may gain the capacity to
function as a collective cultural memory of its new audience.
This capacity, however, may be achieved only through the
process of actualization of all textual functions as defined
by Yury Lotman. Being at first defined in Russian literature
by way of negation because of their lying outside the dominant
European tradition (normative French Classicism) and being
received within a framework of critical debate, Shakespearean
texts acquire the qualities of a cultural model during Russian
literary modernism. Therefore they take on the dialogic
quality defined by Lotman as the necessary precondition for
cultural self-determination. The assimilation of Shakespeare

at various stages of Russian literary history accomplishes
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needful transformations in Russian literary and cultural self-
identification through transformations in genre--from tragedy
to lyric, style--plot to word, and in cultural identity--from
the social to the personal. Shakespeare offers a unique
dialogic situation whose analysis may provide valuable insight
on the mechanisms of assimilation of foreign texts by Russian
modernist poetry as contrasted with this assimilation during
the preceding epochs of Russian literature.

Due to peculiar political circumstances, the heritage of
Russian poetical modernism had until recently remained outside
of the Russian scholars' attention. Indeed, the very term
"modernism” along with the names of some turn-of-the century
poetical schools, had fallen out of use in the Soviet Union.
At best, these terms were mentioned only in an apologetic
tone, as 1if referring to some youthful indiscretion of
recognized poets; more often, such terms (as symbolism, for
example), were used as a strong term of disapproval. The
typical context in which these terms could be used is
illustrated by the following quotation from the 1939 Soviet
literary textbook, the only one approved to be used in
classrooms across the country: "The works of acmeism reflect
the parasite psychology of the bourgeois period of decaying
capitalism and the fear of the ruling class in the face of

growing revolutionary proletariat"™ (Michailovsky 338).
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For many years afterwards, official Soviet literary
criticism continued to treat the very term "modernism" with a
great suspicion, as a trend of social pessimism and
irresponsibility, which presumably could have occurred only in
bourgeois societies and, though helpful in describing some
social conflicts, ignored the complexity of real 1life.
Referring to the authors of modernism, the Soviet Literary
Encyclopedia published in 1987 listed only foreign names, with
the sole exception of Mayakovsky. For all writers considered
"progressive" (Mayakovsky, Brecht, Becher, Eluard, Aragon,
etc.) influence of literary school which could be linked to
modernism was supposed to have ended in a break up with the
literary school after it started displaying "typical for
modernism features of social indifference, anti-historicism,
formalism and hermenuity" (226).

Even when the term "modernism" was avoided, early the
twentieth century Russian poetry and its connections to
world literature still held a dubious value within official
Soviet scholarship: "Decadent, symbolist interpretations of
Shakespeare did not have a basis in our country and did not
spread widely, precisely because we have firmly grasped the
realist nature of the great English playwright's work"
(Anikst 5). Under these circumstances, it should not be

surprising that the modernist period only recently has been
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given serious attention in the critical literature of the
former USSR.

However, the disappearance of the term "modernism" could
not have eliminated the traces of the profound influence of
modernist poetry on subsequent Russian literature. Russian
modernism can be said to have shaped the development of
Russian poetry throughout the twentieth century, not unlike
the historical events of that period, which, as Pasternak put

it in his Doctor Zhivago:

. . contained the foretaste of new things, those
portents and promises which before the war [WWI]
. had appeared in Russian thought, art and
life, in the destiny of Russia as a whole and in

his own, Zhivago's.

B sTOoT KpPYyr, PORHOM M OPMBHMHEIY, BXOIMIN TaKkxe Te
NpUsHAKM HOBOTO, Te ofbemaHus U NpPenBeCTus, KOTOpHE
nokasaJiMCb Ha I'OPUBOHTE [1epen BOMHOM,

. . . Mexny OBeHanOUaTHM M YeTHPHAOUATHM IOOaMy, B
PYCCKOM  MHCIH, PYCCKOM WUCKYCCTBE U pPYCCKOM
cynbbe, cynpbbe oOOMEPOCCHUMCKON M ero CoOCTBEHHOM,

XuBaroeckolt (3: 160).
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Also contributing to the lack of studies on
Shakespeare and Russian modernist poetry is the peculiar
situation with regard to the study of literary influences
and interrelations itself. Under Stalin, Comparative
Literature as a subject of academic study was outlawed: the
very possibility of admitting a foreign influence on any
recognized Russian author was simply unacceptable. For a
long time, engaging in comparative literary studies in the
USSR required considerable diplomatic 'skill: an overly
strong insistence on the existence of parallels between
Russian classical works and works of foreign authors risked
coming under attack for lack of national self-conscience
and originality. "Bad critics always prefer looking for old
ready labels to a search for new definitions" (Shakespeare
in World Literature 27).

When speaking of Shakespeare's themes and images as
seen through the prism of Russian modernism, both sides of
this poetical dialogue should be paid attention to: Russian
modernist poetry may also be viewed through the prism of
its reaction to Shakespeare, which represents no lesser
interest for the purposes of present study. Just as a prism
disperses a single ray of light, resulting in multiple

layers of different wave frequency, Shakespearean themes
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and images enter in a complex relationship within Russian
poetical texts.

In contrast to previous periods of Russian literature,
Shakespeare in the modernist period did not serve merely as a
cultural icon or as an embodiment of tragedy. Images taken
from Shakespeare were used not as a metaphor easily reduced to
a specific object, but as parts of a new poetic language,
inextricably belonging to the inner world of the twentieth
century author. The Shakespearean text became capable of
generating new meanings and thus was no longer functioning as
a transmitter of information but rather as a participant in
this poetical dialogue between two cultures.

The goal of this study to demonstrate the evolving
perception of the Shakespearean text 1in various epochs of
Russian literature, analyzing the expanding functions of the
Shakespearean text throughout the preceding periods of Russian
literature and showing the major principles on which the
modernist approach was based, with concrete textual analysis
drawn from a wide body of poetical works.

The foregoing should serve to establish that the
reception and appropriation of Shakespeare in Russia (and the
underlying problem of interaction with the preceding literary
tradition) do not fit comfortably into Harold Bloom's concept

of the "anxiety of influence." Rather, as Michael Wachtel has
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observed & propos of the Russian Symbolists, Russian
modernist poets manifest "an anxious desire to be
influenced." For these poets, tradition is a challenge that
will not provide convenient solutions, but which opens an
impulse towards the future, essential for finding one's own
voice. Thus tradition, in its transformative, creative aspect,
has kept its vitality and dynamism for Russian poets: "To all
of us tradition has appeared; to all it has promised a face;
to all, each in a different way, it has kept its promise"
(Pasternak, On Art 2).

The issue of tradition as both conservative and innovative
can be explored profitably via Lotman’s concept of the
functions of literary text. Chapter One applies Lotman's theory
of the five potential functions of text (communication between
transmitter and recipient, between audience and cultural
tradition, communication of a reader with her/himself,
communication between reader and text, and communication
between text and cultural context) to the interaction of
Russian modernist poetry with the Shakespearean text.

Finally, the discussion will turn to the tracing of the
generic, cultural, and stylistic transpositions in Russian
poetry arising through interaction with Shakespeare. Each of

these transpositions may, with a certain degree of
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- abstraction, be associated with a specific period of Russian
literature.

The generic transposition from the tragic to the lyric
stimulated by Russian literature's contact with Shakespeare
will be explored through the work of Pushkin, whose heritage
played a key role in the reception of Shakespeare by Russian
modernists.

The cultural shift of artistic interest from the
social to the personal will be reviewed in Chapters Two and
Three within the context of Russian classicist literature
(preceding Pushkin) and realistic 1literature (following
Pushkin), in which Shakespeare's themes were integrated
into the current social agenda. It would be the task of the
Russian modernist to return to Pushkin's psychological
approach towards Shakespeare and to develop this approach
further.

The stylistic transposition manifested in the shift of
gravity from the plot to the word will be addressed in Chapter
Four through textual analysis of selected works by the major
poets of Russian modernism: Akhmatova, Balmont, Bely, Bryusov,
Mandelstam, Pasternak, Tsvetaeva, among others.

The destiny of Shakespeare's heritage in Russian
modernist poetry was defined by the notion of dialogue, of

an interaction between text and cultural contexts, rather
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xvi

than by the Darwinian struggle for shaping one's identity
through repression of another's legacy, as suggested by
Harold Bloom. Joseph Brodsky, whose own aesthetics were
influenced by Russian modernism, made a strong case for
literary tradition in a context involving discussion of the

poetry of Pasternak, Tsvetaeva and Rilke:

A true poet does not avoid influences or
continuities but frequently nurtures them, and
emphasizes them in every possible way. . . . Fear of
influence, fear of dependence, is the fear--the
affliction--of a savage, but not of culture, which
is all continuity, all echo. That is why we have so
many "variations on a theme" and pastiches; that is
why genre and strophic imitations are so widespread,
why such forms as the sonnet, terza rima, rondeau,

ghazal, and so on, exist (A hidden duet 13).

This approach towards tradition as a creative
inspiration rather than a potentially destructive force which
must be overcome, has shaped the dialogue between the Russian
modernists and Shakespeare. In seeking what to appropriate
from other literary traditions and epochs, Shakespeare was

among those chosen by Russian modernist poets not because he
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was a canonical figure, or because he expressed Renaissance
humanistic values, but because his work was seen as providing
an especially extensive range of interpretations.

A modified Library of Congress system of transliterating
Russian is used, except for personal names traditionally known
in an alternative spelling (e.g. Mandelstam, Dostoyevsky) to
English speakers. Unless otherwise specified, the translations

are done by the author.
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INTRODUCTION

S nomyunn OJlaxeHHOe HacJaegCcTBO—--

YJyxux rnesuoB OnyxXnapome CHH.

I received a blissful inheritance:
The wandering dreams of foreign bards.

O. Mandelstam

"Bypwo n HaTUCkK" CHUMBOJIMB3MA clnenyeT
paccMaTpuBaTh KakK SBJIEHUE OypHOro "
nJIaMeHHoOro InpuobmeHUs PpYCCKOM JauTepaTyph K

[1093UK €BPOMNEeNCKON UM MUPOBOIA.

"The Sturm und Drang"” of [Russian] symbolism
should be seen as an impetuous and ardent
process of bringing Russian literature closer
to European and world poetry.

0. Mandelstam, Word and Culture 204
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CRITICAL BACKGROUND ON MODERNIST DIALOGISM

Like any scientific classification system, ﬁhe term -
"modernism"” necessarily reduces the complex and
contradictory relationship of various forces contributing to
a phenomenon; "modernism," as Irving Howe points, is a term
that is "elusive and protean, and its definition hopelessly
complicated” (The Idea of the Modern 13).

Efim Etkind convincingly argues that the problem of
terminology is common across all literary traditions of

various nations and epochs:

Italian Renaissance, French Enlightenment (the
feud between Voltaire and Rousseau!), English
Romanticism (the quarrel between Southey and
Byron), Russian realistic novel (the mutual
dislike of Tolstoy and Dostoyevsky); each of these
trends is an example of a contradictory unity;
contemporaries and close heirs see irreconcilable
differences, while more distant descendants see

unity (There, Inside 10).

Nevertheless, the term "modernism” has firmly established

itself within Russian literary criticism:
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With the historicizing vision of hindsight, as
the early twentieth century receded into the
past, Russians were able to view the culture of
the era as a single, unified phenomenon which may
be designated--at least provisionally--as the
"age of Russian Modernism" (B. Gasparov et al,

Cultural Mythologies of Russian Modernism 1).

In 1940, Akhmatova herself found it possible to use
the term "modernists" to characterize the developments in
Russian poetry in which she herself has been an active
participant: "Modernists have accomplished an important
thing for Russia. . . . They have once again taught the
people how to 1love poetry" (Chukovskaya 1l: 135). Indeed,
Akhmatova clearly applied the term "modernist" to her own
work; in a conversation recorded in 1952, Akhmatova openly
said "we modernists . . ." (Chukovskaya 2: 35).

Admittedly, the concrete definition of Russian literary

modernism remains just as elusive as that of Western modernism:

The term of Russian modernism denotes a

chronology of ideas and personalities rather than

a particular style, even though the approximate
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period 1900 to 1925 is identifiable with certain

formal and thematic characteristics (Terras 284).

Giving a definition of the Russian modernism, Terras
notes such qualities as "audacious experimentation,
artistic synthetism, forceful expression of individuality,
and works of literature and art that stood in sharp
opposition to traditional values" (284). A foreseeable
objection is that the qualities listed by Terras may be
seen as insufficiently specific. Rather, they seem to be
applicable more generally to the moment of the avant-garde,
as outlined in Poggioli's Theory of the Avant-Garde,
understood as a dynamic moment, inherent in all artistic
movements and not firmly restricted to a particular
historical epoch. As Richard Chase has put it, "under modern
conditions the avant-garde is a permanent movement" (145).
However, since it was modernist 1literature that first
afforded us with a paradigm of avant-garde, it may be
argued that though some of these qualities referred to by
Terras were perhaps present at the beginning of each new
literary trend, their combined intensity did not reach the
momentum attained during the onset of modernism.

In both Russian and Western critical literature, one can

often see Russian poetry of the last years of the nineteenth
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and early twentieth century referred to as the Russian "Silver
Age" (in parallel to what is known as the Golden Age of first
half of the nineteen century). Omry Ronen, and now Terras,
have dedicated an entire book to the history of the "Silver
Age" term and to the discussion of the term's appropriateness.
Some scholars determine the timeframe of the Silver Age "with
a prologue and an epilogue" as starting from 1880, the date of
Dostoyevsky's famous speech on Pushkin and ending with
Alexander Blok's speech "On a poet's calling” (also dedicated
to Pushkin) in 1921 (P'yanykh, The Silver Age of Russian
poetry 511). Another relatively wide-spread point of view
(represented by M. Gasparov) dates the end of the Silver Age
as early as 1917, the year of the October Revolution.

While there is clearly some overlap of works covered
by the terms of "Silver Age poetry" and "Russian modernist
poetry," the two terms ought not to be viewed as
interchangeable. The main difference between these two
terms lies, first of all, in the scope of works
encompassed. The "Silver Age" is a term primarily used for
poetry and more closely connected to a specific timeframe:
it includes all poetry produced at the same time, even the
revolutionary democratic, proletarian and peasant poetry
which largely followed the nineteenth century conventions

of "civic literature."
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"Modernism" in specific reference to literature is the
name usually applied to the major trends in Russian poetry
which asserted themselves at the turn of the Twentieth
century. The first one chronologically and probably the
most powerful was Symbolism. Within which two generations
are usually distinguished: the older one, characterized by
works of Balmont, Bryusov, Merezhkovsky and Gippius, and
the younger one, encompassing Blok, Bely, Vyacheslav Ivanov
and S. Solovyov.

At the beginning of the Russian Symbolism stands the
essay written by Dmitry Merezhkovsky and published in 1893,
On the causes of decadence and on the new trends in the
contemporary Russian literature. In this essay,
Merezhkovsky describes this new movement in Russian poetry
as a ‘strive for transparency in the search for the
inexpressible: "Symbolism makes the style which gives
spirit to the substance of poetry, transparent, like thin
walls of an alabaster amphora containing the flame” (42).

This image of an alabaster vessel containing flame may
be used to explain the difference between the Symbolism and
other modernists. While for symbolists, interested in the
“flame”, transparency of the “alabaster wall” was crucial
even if that meant “thinning” of poetical substance, for

their opponents, mainly interested in the poetic substance,
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it is the ability of the wall to resist to flame, to
provide new shades of flame and direct the attention
towards the substance itself. One such school focused on
the "resistance of the alabaster,"” was Acmeism (represented
by Gumilyov, Akhmatova, Mandelstam, and others), which put
forward the problem of the word and its connection to
reality. Acmeists wanted to restore to the image of a rose,
with its color and shape, its own artistic value
independent from being an embodiment of mystical love or
another abstract concept.

Acmeism is a school with which some greatest poets of
the twentieth century are associated. Paradoxically, a
clear definition of it has not been formed. Usually,
acmeism is defined in terms of its opposition to symbolism
which were announced as principles of this new movement in
manifests by Gumilyov (The heritage of symbolism and
acmeism, 1913), Gorodetsky (Some ¢trends 1in the modern
Russian poetry, 1913), and, substantially later, in 1919,
Mandelstam (The dawn of acmeism). As the date of Acmeism's
emergence may be taken 1910, even though the term itself
was first used in 1912. However, 1910 year is given by A.
Blok in a later (1919) introduction to his 1long poem

Vengeance. Blok cites 1910 as the year of the crisis of
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Symbolism and strengthening of literary schools opposed to
symbolism, especially acmeism.

The theoreticians of Acmeism, which Terras calls a
"symbolist heresy" (8), stressed that Symbolism has exhausted
itself and set their artistic task as a search for equilibrium,
clarity and precision to replace the vagueness and fluidity of
Symbolist images. Mandelstam added that, for acmeists, the word
is not a value in itself, but a poetic material. However, as
V. Terras points out, Mandelstam was redefining Acmeism
throughout his life, even though the movement preserved its
structure until about 1915.

The third major literary movement singled out within
of Russian modernism is Futurism, a name applied to several
radical poetic groups of the 1910-1930 (the best known
authors associated with this movement being Mayakovsky,
Khlebnikov, and Burlyuk). As Mandelstam noted in his
article Sturm und Drang, futurism was making use of the
national linguistic heritage without transferring poetical
culture from a foreign soul. Mandelstam further explained
that futurism lived mainly through the poetic device, and
developed not themes, but devices: "In futurist poetry, it
is difficult to distinguish between a theme and a device"
(Word and Culture 205). Considering the above, the present

study, which primarily addresses influence of Shakespearean
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themes and images, does not include futurist poetry within
its scope.

The presence of other minor trends, wusually of
considerably lesser significance, further added to the
diversity of Russian literary life. "In the pre-war [WWI]
years literary trends, schools, circles grew like mushrooms,
to vanish without trace; that was a noisy and simply chaotic
time: countless "-isms" piled up (Etkind, There, Iinside 25).
The analysis of the numerous, often short-lived, 1literary
schools and trends, has to remain outside of the scope of
the present work as they bear no direct relation to the
authors whose works are being reviewed here. While most
prominent authors eventually outgrew the limitations of
their poetical schools (as is the case with Pasternak, whose
affiliation with the Futurist school lasted only briefly),
there have been also those who never formally belonged to
any one school, notably Tsvetaeva and Khodasevich.

While fully recognizing the inevitably conventional nature
of the existing classification of literary schools, and even of
the term modernism itself, the present dissertation must have
recourse to these terms as necessary tool because "we have no
other mechanism of cognition other than turning "ours" into

"alien," and the subject of cognition in its object" (Lotman,
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Culture and Explosion 210). As Lotman explains in Culture and

Explosion,

. . . an external viewer has a tendency to unite
different trajectories into synonymous bundles

. « . to create conventional generalizations "a
Russian writer of the given epoch." Everything
that is encompassed by this circle will be
treated as synonymous from such a viewpoint.
However, from inside of a given culture, no
ceuvre of a given author may be treated as a
synonym of another author's oeuvre (at least
insofar as original work is considered). Each of
them is a separate, individual, and inimitable
path. This does not cancel their being included

in some common categories (210-211).

The problem of the timeframe of Russian literary
modernism, needs to be addressed before other issues in
studies of Russian modernism may be examined in greater
detail. While Russian literary modernism did not fully
overlap with the corresponding trend in Western European
literature, there is even less consensus among scholars

regarding the precise timing of Russian modernism than there
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is regarding the modernism moment in Western literature.
Furthermore, several important authors (such as Pasternak
and Akhmatova) continued to work and write in periods, which
are clearly acknowledged to be beyond the upper time limit
~of Russian modernism. So, just a year before her death, in
1965, Akhmatova still described herself as an "Acmeist" in a
biographical statement, Something about Myself (2: 237).
While certain modernist 1literary trends, such as
Symbolism, reached Russia later than Western Europe, the term
"Russian modernism”™ is usually applied to an earlier, more
narrowly defined chronological period than that of Western
(specifically English-language) literary modernism. By the time
Joyce's Ulysses appeared in 1922, Russian modernism had already
passed its high point. In Soviet history, 1922 signifies a turn
from a more liberal treatment to a strict control of the state
over all intellectual production. In May of 1922, Lenin writes
to Dzerzhinsky a letter on necessity of preparing "to send into
exile abroad writers and professors who are on the side of
counterrevolution, " suggesting specific measures. The
intensification of the state ideological campaign was signaled
by a forced exile of a large group of prominent members of the
Russian intelligentsia, including such prominent philosophers

as N. Berdyaev, S. Frank, and N. Lossky.
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At the time of Virginia Woolf's Mrs. Dalloway (1925),
literary life in Soviet Russia was already being ruthlessly
leveled to free space for "party literature" with a merely
utilitarian role as a vessel of propaganda, though modernist
traits were still present in the works of still surviving
Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva and Pasternak, among others. 1925 marks
the publication of the party resolution "On Party Policy in
the Field of Literature" which, though still permitting
literary work by "fellow travelers" who have not yet joined
the party ranks, paved the way for a unified "proletarian"

literature.

Discarding anti-proletarian and anti-revolutionary
elements. . . . the Party should be tolerant toward
intermediate ideological forms, patiently helping to
overcome these inevitably numerous forms in the
process of increasing collaboration with the
cultural forces of communism (Literary Encyclopedic

Dictionary 291).

In 1932, all independent organizations were dissolved
by a government decree and the formation of a Writers Union
of the USSR was mandated. Beginning in 1934, the concept of

Socialist Realism, defined as "the fundamental method of
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Soviet literature and literary criticism," was added to the
first Statue of the Writers Union. Very few works that did
not conform to the party view on literature could find their
way into print. Describing the uncompromising nature of
cultural repression in Soviet Russia, Renato Poggioli

observes:

The same thing happened under other dictatorial
regimes, Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, Franco's
Spain, but not so radically as in Soviet Russia,
precisely because the Communists had broken the
ties to the previous society in a more
thoroughgoing way than any other regime, thus
becoming much more totalitarian (The Theory of the

Avant-Garde 105).

Michael Gasparov argues that Russian modernism lasted
through 1920s, which roughly corresponds to the timeframe
given by both Poggioli and Terras as well as by other critics.
However, it 1is more difficult to agree with Gasparov's
statement that modernism "dissolved in the poetic style of the
new Soviet epoch" (304). Certainly, modernism as a literary
trend may be said to have come to an end by the late 1920s, if

only because many modernist authors were in exile or no longer
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alive. Yet for those who survived and continued to write, the
change of literary epochs was not to be announced from the
front page of the state-run newspaper. In his 1930 Forth
Prose, Osip Mandelstam paséionately denied the right of any

external entity to proscribe him his literary work:

All works of world literature I divide into
those permitted and those written without
permission. The former are mud, the later--
stolen air. I want to spit in the faces of
writers who deliberately write permitted
works. I want to hit them on the head with a
stick. . . . I would prohibit such writers to
marry and have children. . . . after all, our
children are supposed to finish our work, to
say the most important things we did not
finish saying--and those fathers are sold to

the devil for three generations in advance.

Bce npousBeneHMs MMPOBOI JIMTEpaTypH A OO Ha
paspemeHHHe WM HanNMCaHHHE 6e3 pas3pemeHus.
[lepBHe--3T0 Mpashb, BTOPHE-—BOPOBAHHHI BO3AYX.
[lMcaTesiaM, KOTOPHE MMIYT 3aBEJIOMO pa3peleHHHEe

BemM, A XOo4yy IUIeBaTh B JIMUO, XOWy OUTE HUX
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najkKoi no roJjioee. . . . OTMM nucaTensaM A 6
3anpeTust BCTyNaTe B Opaxk M uMeTh nOeTelt. Kak
MOT'YT OHM WMETb JHeTen?--pelk OeTH MNOJIXHE 3a
Hac MNpomoO/XUTh, 3a HacC IVIaBHelllee HOCKas3aTh-—-—
B TO BpeMA KaK OTUH MX 3afpolJaHu pPAGOMYy 4epTy

Ha TPpU [OKOJIEHUA Blepen (2: 92).

The works of modernist poets may have been outnumbered in
1930s and onwards, just as they were outnumbered in the total
volume of poetry published in Russia during the high point of
modernism, but they were not annihilated or "dissolved." As
Howe says, "modernism need never come to an end, or at least
we do not really know, as yet, how it can or will reach its
end" (The Idea of the Modern 13).

The influence of modernism is apparent even in more
successful poems by such largely mediocre poets of Soviet
establishment as Nikolai Tichonov (who received official
recognition for his propagandistic wverse) and Aleksei Surkov
(who was appointed the Head of the Writer's Union in 1954 and
later became a member of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party). Gasparov acknowledges that Tichonov and
Surkov "each in his own away, reworked Gumilyov’s intonation
and devices even in those years when it was forbidden to

mention Gumilyov’s name" ("Poetics of the Silver Age" 8). In
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the works of younger contemporary poets, Gasparov believes,
there also are many traits that echo turn-of the century
poets, circumventing more immediate and "canonical”
predecessors. With the modernist movement are linked such
different Soviet-era poets as Evgeny Bagritzky, Pavel
Antokolsky, Samuel Marshak, Konstantine Simonov, among
others.

Although literary modernism as a trend was .no longer
viable, as a phenomenon it has continueqwto exist well beyond
the 1920s. Thus the present study will include analysis of
poetic works written by the authors associated with modernism
at the time when this literary trend has already subsided.

Within the vast scholarship on modernism in Western
European literature, works dealing with Russian modernism have
only a modest proportion. This is to a large extent due to the
peculiar historical conditions that had shaped the development
of literary criticism in Soviet Russia. Even the use of terms
"modernism" in Soviet times was not very precise, as Vladimir
Weidle Jjustly observes 1in his article "The Poison of
Modernism“ published some sixty years after the October
revolution of 1917; the word became simply a term of abuse for
"anything out of step with ideology, along with anything not
slated for mass consumption and therefore unsuitable for the

political "education of the masses" (20).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



17

Naturally, after gaining a negative connotation, the
term quickly ceased to have a meaningful application and
all but disappeared from the critical writings. "For
instance, to call Vliadimir Mayakovsky, even
retrospectively, a Modernist is not advisable, while
calling him an innovator is recommended. 1In today's
official 1lexicon, "Modernist" indicates an enemy and
"innovator" a friend" (Russian Modernism. Culture and the
Avant-Garde 20-21).

Works of most Russian modernist poetry have become
widely accessible in Russia only very recently, and
unprejudiced scholarly investigation of their works has
become possible only ten years ago. Western monographs thus
had to fill in large gaps existing in Russian 1literature
rather than to build on prior discussions. It is therefore
not surprising that most monographs on Russian modernism so
far have addressed the more general topic such as historical
development of Russian modernism (e.g. Efim Etkind, Peter
France, Poggioli), its place in world 1literature (e.qg.
Georgette Donchin) or importance of an individual author's
oeuvre (within this later category may be listed e.g. Susan
Amert's study of Akhmatova, Victor Erlich's study of

Pasternak, Michael Gasparov's work on prosody in modernist
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poetry, Henry Gifford's work on Mandelstam and Pasternak, and
many others).

The first comprehensive works dealing with two of the
major trends in Russian modernism, Symbolism (by Avril
Pyman), and Acmeism (by Justin Doherty) came out in 1995.
Unfortunately, Pyman's thoughtful comprehensive overview does
not dwell in any detail on the problem of the reception of
foreign authors in general; Shakespeare is mentioned briefly
only in connection to his inflﬁence on the philosopher Lev
Shestov.

Some more recent monographs have been dedicated to the
general problems of Russian modernism (e.g., Stephan
Hutchings, Irina Paperno, etc.). Steven Cassedy in his
Flight from Eden provides a thoughtful and detailed
analysis of the various aesthetic and philosophical
movements of the period. A collection of articles, Cultural
Mythologies of Russian Modernism: From the Golden Age to
the Silver Age edited by B. Gasparov, Robert Hughes and
Paperno, provides new perspectives on sélf-construction of
the modernist movement.

Still more rare are monographs dealing with influence
of particular Western thinkers and writers on Russian
modernism. One of the early works which still has not lost

its relevance is the monograph by Donchin on the influence
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of French Symbolism on Russian poetry. In Gumilyov's well-
known programme article "The heritage of symbolism and
acmeism™ French, German, and Russian symbolism are discussed
as three stages of the same literary trend in Europe.
Gumilyov views French symbolism as the starting force of
European symbolism, dedicated to primarily "literary tasks."
German symbolism, in Gumilyov's view, was the period which
rose the question about the role of man in the universe, a
the human being in society. Russian symbolism represents the
final phase in the historical development of European
symbolism, a phase which "turned with all its force towards
the Unknown." What is especially important here is that
Gumilyov does not distance Russian literature from the
process of development of European literature in general
(Letters on Russian literature 55-59). Gumilyov would have
been 1likely to agree with Virginia Woolf's view that
"literature is one mind"; this was a premise of Gumilyov's
own theory and art.

Donchin analyses multiple aspects of the influence French
symbolism had on Russian poetry: discussions on aesthetics,
common themes, development of poetical techniques. It is
particularly interesting to note Donchin's observation that,
though French was commonly spoken by educated Russians at that

time, "the diffusion of French symbolism was to be conditioned
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to an important extent by the attitude of the Russian press,
by the first critical studies, and by available translations"
(23) . Furthermore, that diffusion of the Shakespearean text
was also conditioned by Russian criticism and translation,
even more so because English, unlike French, was not a
language mastered by every modernist poet (for example,
Mandelstam first read Shakespeare in German translations).
Donchin explains that the overly zealous social criticism of
1860s had questioned the very necessity of poetry, thereby
hindering, if only temporarily, further development of Russian

poetical techniques:

When in the late 1890s the young poets sought new
forms and more supple media of expression and
tried to assimilate the recent achievements of
their Western colleagues, they were attacked and
disparaged by their contemporaries. And even if
the generation of the 1890s and 1900s
overstressed their cult of form--a normal
reaction--the attitude of the critics and society
may be explained only by an innate lack of
culture and understanding of the meaning of art

(117).
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Donchin's assertion does not, of course, refer to
prominent critics such as Chernyshevsky, Belinsky and
Dobrolyubov, the less than generous contemporary opinions of
figures such as Dobrolyubov notwithstanding. (After all, it
must be said in all fairness that even Leo Tolstoy, whom no
one yet has dared to reproach with a lack of culture, later in
his life made similarly pragmatic demands for literature with
a straightforward social function). Rather, Dochin's criticism
aims at the later generation of critics, many of whom failed
to see in modernist poetry more than a search for novelty and
technical virtuosity. As Tsvetaeva herself said about a 1940
"inside review" of her book in a Soviet publishing house,
which had inevitably resulted in the book being banned from
printing: "A person who could classify these poems as
formalism simply lacks conscience. This is I, speaking from
the future" ("UYesoBek, CMOIuUMI AaTTECTOBaThb TakMe CTUXM Kak
gopMaiIsM, MNPOCTO OeCCOBECTHHM, 37O fA TOBOpPK——-M3 Oygymero")
(Shveitser 489).

Perhaps a similar explanation may be given to the
paradoxical suggestion found in the 1974 edition of The
Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetics that "sound became more
important than contents (e.g. in poets 1like Balmont and
Blok)" . (526). This approach still operates within the

framework elaborated by the utilitarian criticism of the
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1900s and, later, by dogmatic Soviet criticism, that divided
form and content as two completely independent aspects of a
literary work--the form being seen as a mere embellishment
of a clearly defined subject. As Victor Terras fairly
observes, many contemporary readers of Russian symbolists
were far from such vulgar dualism: "Symbolism began to be
welcomed by some of the intelligentsia as a resurrection of
spiritual goals in cultural life" (461).

In the last twenty years, the situation has changed: in
the 1993 edition of The New Princeton Encyclopedia of
Poetics the disparaging remark on Balmont and Blok has been
removed. However, such facts as lack of reference to Russian
authors within the article "Modernism and Postmodernism"™ in
the Princeton Encyclopedia reflects the insular character of
Slavistic literary studies, which are, regrettably, often
overlooked within the framework of larger literary trends.

Among the more successful recent examples of studies on
intercultural connections of Russian modernism may be noted the
monograph by Edith Clowes on Nietzsche in Russia modernist
literature, published in 1988, and Hilary Fink's book, Bergson
and Russian Modernism, published in  1999. Discussing
Nietzsche's reception in Russia, Clowes does not limit herself
to evaluating the degree of Nietzsche's influence or to tracing

allusions to Nietzsche in Russian works, but attempts to grasp
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the nature of the mechanisms of this influence in a concrete
historical situation and in a concrete cultural environment.
Acknowledging the superiority of Bloom's dynamic theory of
influence over the traditional understanding of influence as
imitation, Clowes nevertheless intelligently asserts that
"Bloom cannot account for the active role played by the text in
historical discourse carried on across national, social, and
cultural boundaries" (3-4).

Returning to the problem of Nietzsche's influence, the
importance of this phenomenon is downplayed not only in the
official Soviet criticism (as Clowe correctly points out),
but also in contemporary Russian criticism, where the view
still exists that "quotations from Nietzsche and their
discussion comprise merely the external embellishment of
the philosophical culture of the Russian Symbolism, playing
a modest role of an ethical and aesthetic provocation"
(Kondakov 7). Noting that the key ideas of Nietzsche's
philosophy were understood as refracted in the philosophy
of Vladimir Solovyov, whose paradoxical interpretation of
Nietzsche in its turn goes back to Dostoyevsky and Pushkin,
Kondakov inadvertently reduces the very mechanisms of
textual influence to the disdained "embellishments."
Furthermore, such a view effectively denies Russian authors

an active creative role in appropriation of canonical
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texts. The question also arises as to why the supposedly
superficial reception of Nietzsche is Jjuxtaposed -to the
apparently profound and creative interpretation of Russian
canonical texts such as those by Pushkin and Dostoyevsky.
It would seem, however, that a greater universality should
be allowed for the major mechanisms of reception.

Paperno's position on these issues is close to that of
Kondakov. To Russians, as Paperno observes, Nietzsche's
doctrine was not acceptable in its entirety, primarily

because of its anti-Christian nature:

In Nietzsche's insistence on seeing 1life as a
purely aesthetic phenomenon (i.e. as a text),
Solovyov saw a view of life devoid of any mystical
component. . . . Striving to resolve the
contradiction between aestheticism and Christian
doctrine, Bely and 1Ivanov too reinterpreted
Nietzsche along the lines suggested to them by
Solovyov's critique: Nietzschean aestheticism they
read as Christian mysticism. Bely saw no
contradiction between "philological" and religious
approaches to 1life in Nietzscheanism; he read
literally Nietzsche's metaphor "God as supreme

artist,"™ and understood the Nietzschean concept of
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aesthetic creation in life as mystical activity
akin to the creation of the world (Creation of

Life 17-18).

These examples show that even when a particular reading

of a foreign author appears to be inaccurate or

,

oversiﬁblified, it cannot be dismissed easily as an
intellectual fad since the importance of such a "misreading"
may be significant. Furthermore, the differences in Solovyov
and Bely's approaches to Nietzsche also serve as a key to
these thinker's own standpoints on aesthetics and religion,
just as in different approaches to Shakespeare we witness the
shift in Russian literary epochs.

Just as Fink in her book Bergson and Russian Modernism
attempts to show the common grounds shared by different
literary schools of Russian modernism by analyzing responses
to a common referent--work of Bergson, the present study is
aimed at showing that, though creative realization of
Shakespearean themes obviously varied, the process of

reception of Shakespeare was characterized by some qualities

transcending the limits of individual literary schools:

We distinguish those common things which enable

us to unite yesterday's adversaries: all of them
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make art as their base . . . all of them are
poets . . . all of them speak of human being as
asocial, in most cases metaphysical; finally, all
of them intensively think about the uniqueness of

the poetic word" (Etkind, There, Inside 22).

In reviewing the modernist movement as a whole,
general principles or mechanisms of reception of foreign
text need to be addressed, which does not necessarily imply
that points of view on each concrete idea were the same.
For instance, Mandelstam turned to Bergson in order to set
himself apart from the symbolists. Taking as his starting
point Bergson's notion of history as parallel duration,
Mandelstam refuses to see the history of literature as a
linear progression stating that the unity of literature is
secured not through evolution, but through language.

Fink also introduces the distinction between vlianie
{influence] and veiyanie ([trend or fad]; two different types of
impact exercised by foreign texts on Russian cultural life, the
former presumably a long-lasting and profound one, the later
superficial and negligible. This distinction is necessarily an
artificial one, not supported by either theoretical principles
or textual examples. Moreover, it is not always possible to

reduce the dialogue between two cultural traditions to the
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influence/trend dichotomy, especially when considering work of
prominent writers and thinkers. Even seemingly superficial
encounters have been known to stimulate major works. As
Akhmatova said: "I wish you were aware from what stray matter /
Springs poetry to prosper without shame" ("Korma 6 Bm 3HamM, U3
Kakoro copa / Pacryr cTuxu, He Bemas cThna"--tr. by Peter
Tempest). Furthermore, an apparent infatuation may often be
extended into by an enduring assimilation or by a more
analytical reevaluation at a later stage.

Poggioli also refers to the difficulty of assessing
the impact of a foreign author on Russian 1literature,
mentioning the "tendency of the Russian critical spirit to
translate artistic and cultural facts into religious or
political myths" (The Theory of the Avant-Garde 6). This
point seems to be particularly relevant to the reception of
Bergson as well as other Western European thinkers, though
it should not be applied indiscriminately to all instances
of intercultural dialogue.

Next to works examining the influence of philosophical
works and authors other than Shakespeare (relevant to the
present study because of their approach to the mechanism of
appropriation of foreign text by the poetical culture of

Russian modernism), there is a far less voluminous category
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of works concerning the relation of individual authors to
Shakespeare.

There are no substantive studies on Shakespeare's
reception during the age of Russian modernism. Neither can
Western studies be adapted to that purpose because, for
example, Bloom's Shakespeare: The invention of the human,
while apt for Western views of Shakespeare, cannot
approximate the situation in Russian literature and culture,
It is interesting that the Russian translation of this
particular book by Bloom went almost unnoticed by scholars
in Russia as it was considered to be aimed at the general
public rather than the academic audience (Yampolsky online).

Leaving aside the question whether the writer of the Old
Testament is really inferior to Shakespeare (as Bloom
claims), Bloom's assertion that Shakespeare's work belongs to
those capable of generating potentially infinite meanings
bears merit. Certainly, all functions of the text, as
identified by Lotman, may be found in Shakespeare's oeuvre.
However, not all of these functions were immediately
actualized for the Russian reader, even if they were so for
the English reader. "Shakespeare took advantage of and
included in his works immense treasures of potential meaning
that could not be fully revealed or recognized in his [own]

epoch" (Bakhtin, "Response to a Question" 5).
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Perhaps Bloom's assertion that Shakespearean plays reached
the level of Scriptures can indeed be accepted for the English-
speaking world; within Russian context, however, the situation
was critically different. Bloom interprets Shakespeare as an
embodiment of the humanistic ideas of the Renaissance, but the
very term of Renaissance can hardly be applicable within the
framework of Russian culture of the eighteenth century.

Catherine the Great could afford to do her "imitations" of
Shakespeare precisely because Shakespeare's work was considered
to represent only a moderate challenge (as opposed to the plays
of French Classicists), which safely excluded any possibility
of Catherine's literary failure. If today's readers judge
otherwise and find Catherine the Great's plays to be of
inferior talent, it is due to the subsequent development of
Russian literature and, to a large extent, specifically to the
influence of modernists.

In Russia, Shakespeare was never studied by schoolchildren
and there were no "copeck seats" to performances of his plays.
Instead, Shakespeare's work was an acquired taste, for a
relatively small proportion of an already small cultural élite
in a country where the majority of the population could not
read or write in their native Russian, and the accepted second
language for the educated classes was French rather than

English. The comparable popular theatre emerged only some two
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hundred years after Shakespeare. The functions of Shakespearean
texts were not actualized during the times when the cultural
activity of the Shakespearean text was dormant. As Lotman
indicates, only texts that preserve their cultural activity
have the capacity to accumulate information and generate new
meanings.

If Eleanor Rowe (the author of Hamlet: A Window to
Russia) is now able to chat with her Moscow cab driver about
Hamlet, and references to Shakespearean characters are often
printed without footnotes in popular editions, this, again,
would largely be due to the achievements of Russian
modernists, who, to use an expression of Akhmatova's, "turned
the country over in a condition different from that in which
they had received it" (Chukovskaya 1: 135). The task of the
modernist authors consisted specifically in preserving the
cultural activity of the Shakespearean text, which had been
decreasing by the end of the nineteenth century, when
Shakespeare's work ceased to attract interest of broad circles
of the reading public and started to be relegated to the area
of literary scholarship. By turning to Shakespearean themes
and images (and even, in the case of Acmeists, by listing
Shakespeare as one of their main reference points), Russian
modernist authors revived from relative obscurity the cultural

activity of his texts.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



31

There are also some minor claims in Bloom which do not
prove'to be universal. For example, in the poetry of Russian
modernism references to Falstaff are lacking, though that
character has been claimed by Bloom to be as important as
Hamlet and even a "self-representation of Shakespeare."

Bloom's enthusiastic claim for Shakespeare's universal
literary supremacy ("who else is there?"), so reassuring in
this age of literary disenchantment, is reminiscent of Apollon
Grigoryev's pronouncement shortly of Pushkin 's death: "Pushkin
is our everything."

Though Pushkin cannot be "everything" to the English-
speaking world, his oeuvre is alsoAa generator of infinite
meanings. While many facts of Shakespeare's biography are
still battled over, Pushkin has left behind a large volume
of memoirs and mementos. Nevertheless, his philosophy and
his view of the world has often seemed as enigmatic as that
of Shakespeare, and just as often became the subject of
mutually exclusive interpretations. Russian modernists were
well aware of this parallel, which is why the evolution of
their reception of Pushkin is comparable to the change in
their approaches to Shakespeare.

The specter of problems faced by scholars when assessing
the paradoxes and contradictions of Shakespeare's 1literary

heritage has been thoroughly illustrated in Brian Vicker's
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Appropriating Shakespeare. In his book, Vickers sharply
attacks various schools of literary criticism which introduce
anachronistic concepts and modes of behavior, establish
parallels on the grounds of the faintest similarities,
disregard entire passages and characters and otherwise bend
the text to fit a preset theory. By painstakingly analyzing
the exaggerated claims of various critical schools, Vickers
effectively restores the old-fashioned idea of the actual
literary text being in the center of literary analysis. While
his combining the analysis of Christian and Marxist criticism
into one chapter may make uneasy not only those readers who
identify with one of these groups, Vicker's approach is
essentially a Nabokovian gesture of protest against imposing
ideological structures onto literary works regardless of any
virtuous intentions such an ideology may have or claim or to
have. Within the perspective of Russian 1literary criticism,
for a long time oversaturated with ideology, this approach
becomes especially poignant. Vickers considers that the
process of literary interpretation is open-ended and
inevitably subjective to an extent, but he insists that only
interpretation based on close analysis of the text can produce
a plausible interpretation.

Obviously, Shakespearean influences on Russian literature

are far less studied than those addressing English-language
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literatures. Critical literature dedicated to the more narrow
topic of Shakespeare in Russian modernism is even further
limited within a field of study that is already specialized.
In our time, Shakespearean influences on Russian literature in
the eighteenth century and, to a greater extent, in the
nineteenth century has been a frequent subject of academic
studies (e.g. Yury Levin). A substantial amount has been
written on Shakespeare on the Russian stage and in film (e.gq.
numerous articles and monographs by Alexander Anikst and
Alexander Bartoshevich; Space of a tragedy by Grigory
Kosintsev, Shakespeare and the cinema by Sergey Yutkevich,),
as well as on ballet and opera performances of works using
Shakespearean subjects (e.g. the anthology Shakespeare and
Music or Yury Kremlev's "Shakespeare in Music"). Further,
there have been articles dedicated to individual translations
of Shakespeare as well as to the general principles of
translating Shakespeare (e.g. by Michael Morozov and Kornei
Chukovsky). Probably the most substantial work in the English
language was a monograph published by Anna Kay France in 1978,
Boris Pasternak's Translations of Shakespeare.

However, it is problematic to group different studies
according to differences of approach because the mechanisms
of influence and dialogue were mostly avoided. In most

monographs, Shakespeare is wusually mentioned either with
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connection to Gumilyov's well-known manifesto of Acmeism,
(Poggioli 217), or as one name in the extensive 1list of
"great authors” having influenced Russian modernists
(Poggioli 61). Alternatively, Shakespeare is considered in
connection to the influence of Pushkin's tragedies (Poggioli
23, 25, 272; Donchin 74-75).

As is apparent, there is no systematic assessment of
Shakespeare's influence on Russian 1literary modernism.
Native Russian scholars writing on Shakespeare in Russia
shrewdly avoided the later period, due to constraints
sketched above. For example, Levin's otherwise
comprehensive historical survey of Shakespeare's influence
in Russia ends with the first half of the nineteenth
century. In one of his latest articles, "Hamlet and Ophelia
in Russian poetry,"™ Levin quickly dismisses Russian
modernism as a movement irrelevant to his study, arguing
that names of Shakespearean characters which may be found
in works of turn-of the XX century writers "have only an
indirect connection to Shakespeare." However, neither levin
nor other contemporary critics offer a substantive argument
to support this contention, which would have permitted a
meaningful debate.

The major collection of essays Shakespeare and Russian

Culture, edited by Academician Michael Alekseev and published
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in 1965, also omits the period in question. Western
scholarship is also fragmentary. Rowe's comprehensive Hamlet:
a Window on Russia (1976) dedicates only a few pages to the
theme of Hamlet in Blok, briefly mentions Tsvetaeva and
Pasternak but fails to characterize the period as a whole.
Nor does Rowe's book make the consistent effort to establish
patterns of Shakespeare's reception. Her observations are
sometimes marked by sweeping generalizations; for example,
"negative capability seems somewhat alien to the Russian
consciousness" (179), "Russians tend to hold on to whatever
has nourished the root of their being" (178). Alternatively,
she makes paradoxical remarks such as one about a presumed
decrease of interest in Hamlet "now" [e.g. in the 1970s]
"because life is 1less hard"™ (177). Historical perspective
suggests that external life circumstances were equally as
difficult albeit in different ways, as those of the typical
nineteenth-century Russian writer. Rowe seems to conflate in
one gesture the official Communist ideology, the nineteenth
century Slavophilism teaching of and Berdyaev's peculiar
views of Russian Orthodox Christianity. These confused
theoretical explanations, however, occupy only a few pages
within an otherwise extremely informative book. Rowe's
theoretical difficulties serve as a warning that Russian

fascination with Shakespeare is in danger of being explained
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away as an interesting anomaly, with no connection to the
overall development of Russian literature.

Michael Makin, a young North American scholar, in his
Poetics of Appropriation, dedicated to Tsvetaeva's work
with other 1literary sources, refers to Tsvetaeva's
reception of Shakespeare as to "a short-lasting interest"
(203) --a debatable statement since Tsvetaeva turned to
Shakespeare throughout her creative life. Consequently, the
amount of space devoted to the review of Shakespearean
themes in Makin's comprehensive monograph is minimal. His
work is based on the premise that Tsvetaeva started using
fewer literary allusions in her later works, as if
emancipating herself from external influences. Such a view
seems inconsistent with the aesthetics of Russian
modernism, where a dialogue with literary works of the past
is an integral part of the artistic method rather than a
sign of immaturity. Furthermore, Makin does not extend his
analysis to works of other Russian modernists and does not
set it as his task to place Tsvetaeva within the historical
or contemporary context. References to other authors are
only occasional, such as a mention that Pasternak, whom
Tsvetaeva valued highly, was working on translations of
Shakespeare and that fact might have contributed to the

appearance of Shakespearean images in Tsvetaeva's own work.
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The only scholarly work directly related to the topic of
the present dissertation is a small volume by Chekalov, The
Poetics of Mandelstam and Russian Shakespearism of the XX
century, published in 1994. Chekalov is the first scholar to
provide a detailed and thoughtful analysis possibly
encompassing all instances of direct and indirect
Shakespearean allusions in Mandelstam's work. However,
Chekalov does not raise issues of a more general theoretical
importance; historical influences are traced from an older
poet to a younger one (Browning-Annensky-Mandelstam). Thus
Chekalov reviews not the function of the Shakespearean text or
an immediate influence of Shakespearean texts and images on
Mandelstam's work, but rather the continuation of approaches
to Shakespeare in later epochs.

His work signals the emergence of an interest for the
topic of Shakespeare and the twentieth century Russian poetry.
Changing views on Shakespeare corresponded to the shifting
focus within the Russian modernist literature: from epic to
lyric, from social to the individual, and from plot line to
the poetic word. Russian modernism rediscovered in Shakespeare
the qualities it gave priority to, and made a new claim on the
appropriation of his heritage. "You are ours because / all of
us here are yours!" ("Tu Ham uype3 TO, / 4YTO BCe MH 3OeCh--

TBou!") wrote Balmont in a poetical address to Shakespeare.
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Such an approach towards Shakespeare did not emerge at
once: the perception of Shakespeare evolved from that of
harmonious genius of the golden past to an author with a
deeply hidden inner mystery to the author who, in Gumilyov's
words, succeeded in showing us "the inner world of man,"™ the
most essential achievement for Russian modernist poetry, and

thus was recognized as having an immediate relevance.

"A BLISSFUL INHERITANCE"

Russian modernism, a qualitatively different stage, in
the Russian reception of Shakespeare, brought together two
different approaches to viewing Shakespeare's themes and
images: through the prism of individual psychological
experience (mediated by Pushkin's Shakespearean
experiments) and through the prism of social experience and
critique, exemplified by Leskov and Turgenev. It was
Pushkin's more psychological approach, however, that
contributed more significantly to Russian modernism’s new

development. Bely noted that that his older contemporaries

. . . failed to understand that Pushkin,

Shakespeare, and Sophocles, too, have to be
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acquired anew, that means cleansed of the clichés
of the end of the [nineteenth] century not simply
by going backwards, but by creatively reworking

the very perception.

. . He noHvMammM TOro, 4to u Ilymkud, K llekcrmp, M
Codorn HoJrxHH OHTE [MO-HOBOMY HNOUETH, TO €CTh OTMHTH
OT MmMTaMIIOB KOHLIA CTOJIETUS He [POCTO BO3BPaTOM
"BCcrnATL", a TBOPYECKON nepepaloTKO CaMMX BOCIPUATHMMA
co3HaHua (On the threshold of two centuries 311;

emphasis added).

If nineteenth-century realist writers had made
Shakespeare part of their <creative scope (by widely
introducing references to Shakespeare's characters into their
prose), modernist authors made Shakespeare part of their inner
world, returning to complete the synthesis of the Western and
Russian traditions once initiated by Pushkin. As Mandelstam

put it in his article "On the nature of the word":

Thanks to the new taste that had arisen in Russia
by the beginning of the [twentieth] century, such
giants as Rablais, Shakespeare, Racine got up from

their places and went to visit us at home.
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Brnaronapa ToMy, 4TO B Poccum, B Havajlle CTOJIETHSA,
BO3HMK HOBHIT BKYC, Takue TrpoMmajH, Kak PalGne,
Hlexkcnup, PacuH, CHAMUCE C MeCTa ¥ OBMHYJIMUCH K HaM

B roctn (Word and Culture 66).

The quest for a place for Shakespearean characters in society
gave way to a search for their place in an author's inner
world. Parallels in plot developed into parallels of emotional
stages, into projection of the author's personality unto a
Shakespearean character. Thus the use of Shakespearean themes
and images provides a reflection on the nature of changes in
literary trends. Characteristically, in Gumilyov’s programme
article, "Heritage of symbolism and acmeism," where Gumilyov
draws a link between classical authors and each of the four
major esthetical principles he establishes, it is Shakespeare

who is chosen to represent the inner world of the human soul.

In «circles <close to Acmeism, the names of
Shakespeare, Rablais, Villon and T. Gautier are
pronounced most often. The selection of these names
is not accidental. Each of them is cornerstone for

the edifice of acmeism, a high concentration of some

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



41

of its elements. Shakespeare showed to use the inner

world of man.

B KpyTrax, 037174} 24%0'4 K aKMensMy, yame BCEIro
npousHocaTca wmMeHa Illekcnmupa, PaGne, BunoHa u
Teofpuna Toree. IlonGop STHX SH HE IIPOMBBOJIH.
Kaxpgoe #U3 HUX--KPaeyr'oOJIbHEDI KaMeHb JUIS  30aHuA
aKMeusMa, BHICOKOE HalnpskeHMe TOoX WM MHOM ero
cTnxuu. [lekCrmMp rnokasajl HaM BHYTPEHHMIA MUpP YeJIOBeKa.

(Letters on Russian poetry 58).

Turgenev's Hamlet of the Shigri district may be used as
an illustration of this difference in approaches towards
Shakespearean characters. In this short story, one of a
series written in 1850s, Turgenev introduces the theme of the
"superfluous man," portraying an impoverished nobleman who
never manages to accomplish anything in life and, in spite of
his intellectual and emotional refinement, seems to be an
indirect cause of his wife's death. The reference to
Shakespeare helps to advance a major idea in the literature
of the period: the suffering of the modern man is exposed as
pathetically non-heroic, yet not less devastating. Turgenev
may have sympathized with his protagonist, yet it would be

hard to imagine the writer identifying himself with this
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tragicomic figure. While a character of Shakespeare is
brought into contemporary discourse to add a new dimension,
the gap between the world of Shakespeare and that of Turgenev
is never fully closed in this story: Turgenev creates a type
rather than character.

Authors of Russian modernism no longer distanced
themselves from  Shakespearean characters and scenes;
Shakespearean characters overgrew the boundaries of a literary
type and could become a part of the lyrical "I" of a modernist
poet. Pasternak's “Hamlet”, written during Pasternak's
composition of Doctor Zhivago and Shakespearean translations,
is a most striking example of this. Peter France, a literary
critic and translator of Pasternak's poetry, acknowledging the
close connection between Hamlet and Pasternak's lyrical hero,
or perhaps even Pasternak the poet, says: "Christ, praying to
the Father, is fused with Hamlet and with the actor playing
Hamlet both of whom feel out of place in the tragic role they
have to perform . . . it seems clear that this is a reluctant
profession of faith, a distillation of Pasternak's views about
his vocation and mission" (74-75).

Of course, the idea of Shakespeare as an author who
possesses intimate knowledge of human psyche was not entirely
new to Russian literature; Goethe's perception idea of

Shakespeare as a great psychologist has become sufficiently
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known to the Russian readership by the early twentieth
century. Yet, when Gumilyov stresses that Shakespeare has
"shown us the inner world of man," this is not merely a
repetition of the ideas of Goethe or Ruskin. In the Russian
realistic tradition of the second half of the nineteenth
century, Shakespeare was also praised as a psychologist, a
claim which particularly irritated Tolstoy, as shown in the
previous chapter. As Levin explains, Tolstoy saw as especially
false the recognition of Shakespeare "as an expert in human
psychology such as it was understood at that time"”
(Shakespeare and Russian Literature of the nineteenth century
236; emphasis added). In fact, the psychology of that time
tended to be understood primarily as social psychology, as an
interpretation of motives of action performed by human beings
within the social context. The search for convincing social
motivation in Shakespeare led to disappointment on the part of
liberal  critics: thus the notion of Shakespeare as
"psychologist" has been questioned, if not discredited, by
Tolstoy's forceful attack on Shakespeare. Gumilyov, signifying
a new orientation towards the poetical word rather than plot,
resurrects the notion of psychological insights as a
characteristic of Shakespeare's work, but with a different,

more complex interpretation of psychological realism.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



44

In his article "The Generic Word in Bakhtin and the
Formalists," Shaitanov links Shakespeare's increasingly
psychological approach to genre experimenting. In the 1920s,
the interest in the generic word (“zhanrovoe slovo”) became
characteristic of the Russian literary criticism. Tynyanov
addressed the problem of the odic word, and Bakhtin the
novelistic word. Shaitanov sees a similarity between Bakhtin's
and Tynyanov's approaches in the evaluation of genre as a
fundamental concept of poetics. Genre is understood not as a
set of norms, but as a function (orientatsiia slovom in
Bakhtin and rechevaya ustanovka in Tynyanov). In Shaitanov's
view, Bakhtin and the Formalists, approaching the problem of
the genre from different angles, inevitably meet on the common
ground of historical poetics. This poetics is now seen as a
foundation of unity of the Russian philological school. To
illustrate his point, Shaitanov selects literary material that
is "equally foreign to both schools."™ He tries to reconstruct
the imaginary analysis of an excerpt from Shakespeare's Romeo
and Juliet as it would have been performed first by the
Formalists, and then by Bakhtin. This material is of special
interest for the present study, the more so because Shaitanov
uses Pasternak's translation of Shakespeare. In the quoted
excerpt of Act IV of Romeo and Juliet where, instead of a

lament for Juliet's staged death, there appears what Shaitanov
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calls a discussion on the nature of poetic word: a play with
metaphorical epithets. This metaphorical language leads to the
tragedy acquiring some traits of the sonnet, represented at in
the beginning of the play by the Prologue of the Chorus (which
has the form of the sonnet but not its metaphorical quality)
and throughout the play by various sonnet motives. Formalists
would have seen in this a shift from allegory to metaphor, the
tragedy borrowing its metaphoric language from the sonnet but
transforming it completely. The sonnet's rechevaya ustanovka
(verbal orientation) has come to be too narrow.

Further, Shaitanov offers his wvariant of analyzing the
Shakespearean text through Bakhtin's genre theory. For Bakhtin,
the genre had "an orientation towards completion" .("ustanovka
na zavershyonnyu tselostnost”) . This completion is achieved
through a verbal exchange between the three participants in a
literary dialogue: author, hero, and reader. Bakthin's view is
built on the notion that "every listener becomes the speaker."

After learning of Juliet's death, Romeo rejects the
convention of the tragic motivation just as he earlier had
rejected the sonnet convention. Fate is an unnecessary tragic
motivation in a work where the freedom of choice, of action
belongs to a hero. Tragedy has destroyed the sonnet, but the
sonnet is also undermining the classical ancient roots of

tragedy; new motivations are now emerge, recognizing which
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will be the difficult task of Shakespearean heroes (Hamlet's
path).

Perhaps this type of transformation of speech-forms
present in Shakespeare's works which provided a starting point
for Russian modernists to consider Shakespeare as a lyrical
poet. Even those who do attempt to write dramatic works
(Annensky, Gumilyov) hardly show any signs of influence of
Shakespeare's dramaturgy. They develop Shakespeare's tradition
not in the form of drama, but in the form of lyrical poetry,
because Shakespeare has shown the end of epic tragedy. The
Russian modernists feel that a change of genres was necessary
in order to develop further what Shakespeare had started--a
search for drama of an individual soul, in which the heroes
carry the burden of choice.

Formalists, on the other hand, understand dialogue
quite differently from Bakhtin. For them, as Shaitanov
points out, "the other's word was an object at which to
strike, and to refute" (”“The Concept of the Generic Word"
249) . Such a model does not appear to be applicable to the
dialogue of Russian modernists with Shakespeare; they do not
attempt to refute Shakespeare, but to develop further what
they saw as the seed of 1lyricism already present in
Shakespeare's own work. It should be noted that even Pushkin

senses this potential in Shakespeare's work, trying his hand
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at reworking Measure for Measure into a narrative poem
rather than into a drama. "The other's" word--Shakespeare's
word--was perceived as lyrical rather than dramatic brought
into a new genre of lyrical poetry.

For Bakhtin, as Shaitanov arques, Romeo and Juliet
represents a transformation of speech forms which leads to
generic changes. Bakhtin would have gone further than the
Formalists and made the conclusion of historical changes
manifesting themselves through change of the genre: evolving
speech forms lead to change in generic forms, provoking
transformation at other level of the text, such as tragic
motivation (Shaitanov online).

The only genre seen by Bakhtin as dialogical is the
novel, the sole object of his study; all other genres are
seen by him as rhetorical and therefore monological.
However, according to Shaitanov, when Bakhtin speaks of the
inevitable monological nature of the poetical language, he
means not lyricism, but the Formalist theory of poetical
language, which juxtaposed a word not to another word but
to the subject it denoted; the connection to the subject
may be preserved or faded and, in the latter case, is in
need of a renewal.

Shaitanov's observation is important in the context of a

larger discussion on Russian modernist poetics, outside of the
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scope of the present work; such a discussion would start with
an understanding of the poetical word of Russian modernists as
a dialogical one.

The unique embodiment of Bakhtin's formula of three-
sided dialogue in the context of Russian modernism gives us
Shakespeare as "author," Shakespeare's characters as
"heroes," and Russian modernist poets as "reader." Russian
poets, who are also readers of Shakespeare, themselves
become both authors and heroes in their own original work
inspired by the initial dialogue with Shakespeare; thus the
dialogue perpetuates generating on of new meanings of
Shakespearean texts. The present study draws on Lotman's
notion of dialogue, where the notion of "text" is introduced
as the third participant of the dialogue, instead of
Bakhtin's "hero," whereby the communicative capacities of
the dialogue are greatly extended.

Lotman 1lists the following functions of the text: the
communication between a transmitter and a recipient; the
communication between an audience and a cultural tradition;
the communication of a reader with himself; the communication
between a reader and a text; the communication between a text
and a cultural context. Within this framework, the text itself

is capable of being viewed as an autonomous participant in the

dialogue.
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The Formalists, on the other hand, analyzing poetical
genres, without rejecting the monological nature of the
poetic word, focused on attempting to draw a parallel
between literary reality and a corresponding social
phenomenon, the everyday 1life or byt, a distinction
relevant to the analysis of as ‘"themes and images," or,

interliterary exchange and communication.

Shaitanov points out:

~ What actually happens in Romeo and Juliet, in
Bakhtin's terms, is a transformation of speech-
forms, through which a change of chronotopes is made
manifest, a change which is necessarily followed by
generic changes. The tragic hero has begun to speak
in the stylistic form of the sonnet, a fact which
could not have failed to have far-reaching
consequences, even though a traditional tragic
motivation is retained throughout the greater part
of the action. . . . The sonnet hero has entered
Tragedy and made the fall of its epic world

inevitable (The Concept of the Generic Word 247).

Thus Shakespeare's work became the focal point of the

aesthetic discussion on psychological realism in literature.
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The goal of the present study is to demonstrate the
significance of this period as a critically new stage in the
perception of Shakespeare, when all five functions of the
Shakespearean texts have become activated. Many
Shakespearean themes and images were deeply embedded in the
Russian poetic languaée at a time when a literary experience
was perceived as at least equal, and sometimes superior to,
a real life experience. A quotation from Chekhov's Steppes
given by Hutchings (79) well characterizes the Russian
mentality of that age: "All down to the last man . . .
referred to the present with contempt. Your Russian loves to
remember but he doesn't enjoy the business of living". From
this it is not very far to Tsvetaeva's categorical line:
"Non-being 1is a convention" ("He6GuTHe--yciioBHocTs"). The
reconstructed past and the imagined future were only
variations of the aesthetic experience invoked by a contact
with a work of art.

Since in the preceding 1literary epoch Shakespeare’s
themes and images were primarily used to accentuate topical
problems in society, the <change in the reception of
Shakespeare becomes an important indicator of changing
literary tastes. Thus the problem of Shakespeare as seen

through the prism of Russian modernism may be linked to the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



51

problem of Russian modernism as reflected through the prism of
Shakespeare.

Indeed, this period in Russian poetry was characterized
by especially close ties to literatures and aesthetics of
Western Europe: from Ruskin and Wilde to Verlaine, Mallarmé
and Rimbaud (especially important for the first generation of
symbolists) to Wagner and Nietzsche (in the case of the
second generation symbolists). Classical works of previous
epochs were also widely used. Russian poets of the period, to
use a line from Mandelstam, "received a blissful inheritance:
/ The wandering dreams of foreign bards" ("d nonyuun
GnaxeHHOe HacJylencTBo--Yysux rnesBuoB Onyxpamome cHH"). In this
poem by Mandelstam, the spiritual connection to foreign
authors is referred to as a state of grace, yet in reality
this connection was obviously dependent on self-conscious
efforts by Russian authors. Addressing young poets, Balmont

wrote:

The verse must be strong. And for this you must
take yourself in hand. On a spring day, to be
able to sit over a book of philosophy, an English
dictionary, and a Spanish grammar. . . . To be

able to read a hundred, and three hundred, and
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three thousand books, among which many, so many

are boring.

Ctux RoyrxeH OHTH KpenkmMM. A IUIA 3TOIO HYXHO CKPYTMThb
ceba. YMeTb B BEeCeHHMII HOeHb CcuaeTb Han duiocodckoit
KHUTON, " adHmatcxnd caosapeM, u ncrnaHckon
rpaMMaTMKO#. . . . npodecTh M 100, u 300, u 3000
KHUT', CpelM KOTOPHX MHOI'O-MHOI'O CKy4YHHX (Where is my

home 256).

Lotman's theory of textual functions will serve as a
useful tool in the analysis of Shakespeare's reception in
Russian literary modernism. Stressing the importance of text
as generator of meaning, the theory of textual functions not
only encompasses interaction between reader and text but shows
the dynamism of this interaction in the specific events of
intertextuality.

Despite differences in aesthetic theory and poetic
practice, the poets of the various movements within Russian
modernism share the "longing for world culture”™ and the
impulse to escape the ‘"badger hole" that Mandelstam
considered to be characteristics of Acmeism, but which, as
M. Gasparov justly points out, apply equally to all Russian

modernist poetry. Thanks to the full actualization of
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functions of the Shakespearean text in the work of Russian
modernists, this imported text was able to become the
carrier of what Lotman considers a dialogic capacity for
cultural modeling. Therefore, reception of Shakespeare in
Russia is a.unique illustration of the process of cultural
translation and literary innovation that transforms genre,

poetic language and cultural self-identification.
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CHAPTER 1

DYNAMIC MODEL OF RECEPTION AND APPROPRIATION OF SHAKESPEAREAN

TEXT IN RUSSIA

llexkcnup Bomea B KPOBb M [IIOTh pPYCCKOI'O
odmecrBa. . . . Mu BOCMMUMTHBANIUCE Ha HeM, OH
HaM pOOHOM M BO MHOI'OM OTPa3MIICA Ha HameM

PA3BUTUNA.

Shakespeare has become flesh and blood of the
Russian society. . . . We have been raised
with him, he is kin to us and has in many
respects influenced our development.

F. Dostoyevsky, "Literature and literacy” 19: 17

"THE FEAST OF REVIVAL"

Different stages of perception of Shakespeare in

Russian culture may be distinguished, starting with the
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premise that functions of the Shakespearean text were
becoming increasingly complex, with additional functions
being actualized over time and with those functions already
present also undergoing changes.

In his key article "The Semiotics of culture and the
wotion of a text" (1881), Lotman singles out five crucial
elements in the social and communicative function of a text
(1: 131-132). While Lotman did not specifically study the
reception of Shakespeare in Russia, his theory of textual
functions may be useful in describing historical stages of
interaction of Shakespeare and Russian literature. This
theory, to which Lotman would return again and again
throughout his 1life, overcomes the limitations of the
somewhat mechanistic early structural approach by focusing
not on an isolated text but on a text placed in context, in
relation to other texts and to the semiotic environment (1:
147). The full range of functions may be realized only in
texts which cease being simply transmitters of a given
message and, through interaction with other texts, readers,
and cultural tradition, can condense new information and, in
effect, develop a memory. Such texts are capable of
displaying a quality that Heraclites once called "self-

increasing Logos," which means that a text becomes an entity

that creates meaning.
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The theory of textual functions foresees a stage when
the text becémes something more than a text, a
"conversational partner in its own right . . . a generator
of information endowed by traits of an individual
intelligence" (Lotman 1: 132). The capacity of the
Shakespearean text to generate new meanings was intuitively
pointed to in a critical essay on HAamlet by the Russian
poet Innokenty Annensky (1855-1909), whom many modernists
considered to be their teacher. Annensky makes a
paradoxical suggestion that Hamlet himself creates the
artistic world of his play. Hamlet, for him, is an "artist"
and an "extemporizing actor" to whom all other characters
in the play are secondary: "He is as if playing with them;
was it perhaps he who created them . . ." ("Ox TOYHO Mrpaer
MMM: YX He OH JuM u cos3man ux . . .") (Reflections 179).
Annensky even went as far as writing a whole monologue in
voice of Hamlet, a stream of consciousness that includes,
along with Hamlet's inner speech, some staging details and

interaction with other theatre workers:

A Bepwn et . . . llocToiiTe . . . 3HeCb BUCEN OPYTOit
nopTpeT, a 3Hech Cuies OpyToi uYejloBeK. . . . 4YTo sTo
3a Open? Kro xe MeHs OypauMT. . . . Hew, Her . . .
nepegenaTh BCe 3ITO M xMBee . . . Pazsduth dopmm,
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3aMasaTh XOJICTH, a--—IJiIaBHOe——TeTpamM, TeTpamm

or6epuTe Yy aKTepOoB: UTO 3a UEllyXy OHM TaM I'OBOPSAT?

I used to believe her . . . Wait . . . there used

to be a different portrait hanging here, and a

different person sitting here . . . What rubbish
is this? Who is playing a trick on me? . . . No,
no . . . change all of this, and move it . . .

Break the forms, paint over the canvasses, and the
main thing--the notebooks, take the notebooks away
from the actors--what nonsense are they saying
there?

(Book of Reflections 79)

Asserting Hamlet's creative capacities, Annensky at
the same time says that all actors, members of the
audience, and readers create their own Hamlet, thereby
approaching the notion of a dialogue between text,
audience, and cultural context. Annensky's artistic
statement provides a good illustration of the meaning-
generating capacities of the Shakespearean text.

The following chapters will present a review of each
of the five primary functions of a text, describing how

these functions may be applied to each period of Russian
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literary reception of Shakespeare, from the eighteenth
century (first exposure to Shakespeare's work) up to the
period of Russian modernism, which is the focal point of
the present study. Obviously, attribution of certain
functions of text to particular epochs of Russian literary
development is aimed at establishing major patterns rather
than firmly fixed boundaries between epochs. As will be
seen from the analysis below, certain functions virtually
could not have becdome actualized until specific conditions
have been met; other functions of text were present only as
a potential and, though perhaps actualized for some
individual readers, were not prominently active on the
overall scale of Russian literary life. Just as certain
major trends in Russian literature conventionally allow
literary scholars to speak of Russian Classicism, Realism,
etc., even though every given historical moment was a
result of a complex interaction of multiple forces, major
trends in the perception of the Shakespearean text allow us
to propose a distinction of vwvarious stages of that
perception, based on the functions of the Shakespearean
text prominently active at the time.

1. The communication between a transmitter and a

recipient. Within Lotman's theory, this primary function
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refers to a text fulfilling the function of message
directed from the carrier of information to the public.

This function of Shakespeare's text was the earliest to
be actualized in Russian literature, emerging immediately with
the first translations of Shakespeare in the eighteenth
century. During this first stage of exposure to Shakespeare, a
transmitter and a recipient were set apart not by one, but by
two intermediaries--a Western European translator (normally,
French or German) translating from the English original,
sometimes with the help of an interlinear translation, and a
Russian translator who worked from a non-English version.
There is no positive evidence of any major author during the
eighteenth century having read Shakespeare in the original. In
early nineteenth century, often denoted as Pushkin's time, the
message was first received directly, through an English-to-
Russian translation or even via a reading of the original (as
in the case of Pushkin himself). Therefore, during Pushkin's
time a major change in this function of the Shakespearean text
occurred.

This elementary function of communication between a
transmitter and a recipient is realized in the text as soon
as a reader gains access to a text, and the transmission of
the message becomes possible. However, since the

transmission of the message was peculiar due to the fact
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that Shakespeare's texts were initially transmitted
simultaneously with Western critical debates and judgements,
a polemical element was introduced from the earliest stage
on (in contrast, for example, to the reception of Homer). In
Pushkin's time, an example of this may be found when Peter
Pletnev, discussing Boris Godunov in a private letter to
Pushkin, brings up the issue of the German Romantics' view
of Shakespeare (Writers ask for advice 23). The importance
of  existing literary polemic for the reception of
Shakespeare was later reflected in the influence of German
Romantic interpretation of Shakespeare, for instance, on
young the Tsvetaeva.

The function just reviewed is closely related to the
second function of literary text, communication between the
audience and the cultural tradition.

2. The communication between the audience and the
cultural tradition. A text fulfills the function of a
collective cultural memory. As such it demonstrates, on one
side, a capacity to continuous accumulation, and, on the
other side, to the actualization of some aspects of
information contained in it and in temporary or complete
oblivion of its other aspects.

It would appear that as soon as a foreign text is

received by a new audience, it gains the capacity to
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function as a collective cultural memory of its new
audience. In the eighteenth-century Russia, Shakespearean
texts were defined primarily by negation, as those lying
outside the dominant 1literary tradition, which was more
closely oriented towards the norms of French Classicism. In
Lotman's view, a necessary precondition for a meaningful
dialogue 1is self-determination and independence of the
conversational partners. In such a gesture of independence,
the Russian secular literary tradition was asserting and
reinforcing its own identity.

In Pushkin's time, this capacity has started to be
realized, which enabled Pushkin's character Lensky to
imitate Hamlet. However, as Shakespeare's heritage has not
yet been able to imprint itself firmly into the collective
memory of the Russian audience, Pushkin still finds it
necessary to insert a footnote in order to explain a quote
from Hamlet in Eugene Onegin. Arguably, Pushkin might have
expected his ideal reader to recognize the reference to
Hamlet without turning to footnotes, but he certainly would
have thought about the rest of the reading public--much as
Leo Tolstoy will do later on by providing footnotes to his
own translation of the French text within War and Peace.

Only towards the second half of the nineteenth century do

Shakespeare's works become an integral part of the Russian
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literary tradition. To develop further Lotman's notion of
collective memory, it may be said that Shakespearean themes
and images become a part of the operative memory rather than
long-term memory, as had been the case before. Turgenev and
his contemporaries reinforced Shakespeare's place in
collective memory by using Shakespearean characters as stock
metaphors.

If Turgenev operated with integral images of
Shakespearean heroes, authors of Russian modernism were able
to individual situations or to minor details from
Shakespeare's plays, such as Hamlet's ungartered stockings
mentioned by Akhmatova (Poem Without a Hero I: 1). Therefore,
modernists utilized the full potential of this textual
function by actualizing the hidden aspects of the text,
thereby supplementing the collective memory with additional
information.

3. The communication of reader with himself. During such
a communication of the information's recipient with
himself/herself, a text plays the role of a mediator helping
to transform the personality of a reader, to change the
structural self-orientation of such a personality and the
degree to which it is connected to metacultural constructions.
This function is of particular importance for a text like

Shakespeare's because, as Lotman points out (1: 131),
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traditional, <canonical texts have an especially strong
capacity for actualizing certain personality trains of the
recipient himself. On the contrary, in texts that are not part
of the canon this function is not actualized but is present
merely as a potential.

Before Pushkin's time, Shakespeare's texts in Russian
literature lacked the canonical status necessary to
stimulate such an inner dialogue of the reader with himself
or herself. Bloom in his Western Canon argues that it was
Shakespeare's oeuvre which first introduced into the
literature the new task of teaching readers to converse
with themselves--an achievement that within the context of
Russian literature could arguably be credited to Pushkin.
This particular function of Shakespeare's work started to
become actualized in Russian cultural life in the 1820s-
1830s and reached its high point by the middle of the
nineteenth century, when the canonization of Shakespeare's
heritage in Russia could be considered apparent.

Another important characteristic of Pushkin's period
is the appearance of a reading community capable of using a
literary text to stimulate an inner dialogue. By the 1820s,
as demonstrated at length in William Mills Todd's Fiction
and Society iIn the Age of Pushkin, an adequate reading

public (i.e. the recipient of the text) had already been
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formed. Pushkin's older contemporaries, Nikolai Karamzin
(1766-1820) and Vasily Zhukovsky (1783-1852), devoted their
efforts to educating such a reader and promoting the notion
of secular literary 1language, as shall be seen in the
chapter dedicated to historical outline of Shakespeare's
reception in Russia.

The epoch following Pushkin's sees a quantitative and
qualitative change in Russian readership. By that time, a
mass reader has been formed, and Shakespeare's works have
become available in modest editions oriented towards the
general public. If in the early nineteenth century,
publishers were concerned mainly with satisfying the reading
tastes of aristocratic families, now the orientation has
changed towards the mass reader. Social and political
journalism gained an unprecedented importance. Literature
was turned to for social, philosophical and political
guidance, not for insights into the human psyche. A typical
example is the case of the influential left-wing literary
critic Nikolai Chernyshevsky who not only insisted on
reality as the basis of the beautiful and the object of art
in his program articles, but put his aesthetic ideas into
practice by writing his own novel, What is to be done? This
novel came to enjoy great influence because of the

suggestions for political and social reforms expressed in
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it; the novel's rather mediocre literary merits were simply
not considered separately from its social message.

Russian modernism shunned this utilitarian approach
towards literature, refusing to entrust art with immediate
political tasks. At the turn of the twentieth century, the
need for a text to provoke communication of the reader with
himself this function of the text once again comes to the
foreground and finds its most complete realization, as
preoccupation with "conversing with oneself" was typical for
that audience.

If the reader of the second half of the nineteenth
century tended to judge works of art based on their degree of
"realism," wunderstood as faithfulness of everyday 1life
depictions, the new reader of the modernist age followed
Bryusov's famous slogan a realibus ad realiora [From the real
to the more real], seeking in art a possibility for inner
experience which opens the path towards a higher reality.
This inner experience at times could be influenced by works
of art to the same or greater degree than by real-world
phenomena, allowing Tsvetaeva the boldness of her poetic
statement: "Non-existence is but a convention" ("HeGurue--
YCJIOBHOCTB") .

4. The communication between reader and text. 1In

Lotman's view, a highly organized text ceases to be a mere
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intermediary in the act of communication and starts
displaying some intellectual characteristics. It becomes an
equal conversational partner with a high degree of
autonomy. Both for its author and for the reader, a text
can act as an independent intellectual formation playing an
active and independent role in the dialogue. It would
appear that, consciously or not, modernist poets have
recognized this capacity of the text in their interactions
with foreign works.

This function of the Shakespearean text became
actualized in the period of Russian realism after Pushkin,
in the second half of the nineteenth c.:entury. Thanks to the
growing familiarity of Russian public with Shakespeare's
work and to Shakespeare's inclusion into the literary canon,
his texts already possessed a greater degree of autonomy
than previously. Therefore, the contact with the text no
longer was limited to a simple transmission of information
to the audience; the answers to questions provoked by the
text were searched for in the same text. This two-way
process of communication with the text was freed from
temporal restrictions. Turgenev's essay "Hamlets and Don
Quixotes” may serve as an example: in it Turgenev attempts

to provide answers to the questions posed by the text of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



67

Shakespearean play. The actualization of this function bore
witness to the increased maturity of the Russian readership.

During the period of Russian modernism, this function
of the Shakespearean text finds its full development as the
text becomes an equal participant in the communication
process.

Just as a real life conversation with a human being in
which a response is in theory unpredictable (because every
real language is capable of generating an unlimited number of
utterances), communication with a text containing an infinite
number of meanings is an open-ended process. Evoking a
Shakespearean image in a modern work 1s not guaranteed to
cause the same chain of associations envisaged by the author:;
since the number of interpretations of Shakespeare is
unlimited, any of them may potentially be used to inform the
modern text.

Russian modernist anticipated Bakhtin's statement "Text
is not a thing" ("Tekcr--He Bemp") in his 1979 article
"Problem of the text" (229), where he stresses both the
importance of the reader's role and the independent function
of a text. (Years later, Lotman will apply almost the same
words to Bakhtin's own texts, expressing concern about the
fate of Bakhtin's manuscripts: "Bakhtin's manuscripts are not

an armchair or a tea-service . . .") (Letters 558).
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5.The communication between text and cultural context.
In this case, a text functions in the act of communication
not as a message but as an equal participant of this
commﬁnication; that is, either a source or a recipient of
the information. The relation of the text to the cultural
context may have a metaphorical character, when the text is
perceived as replacing the entire context to which it is in
a certain way equivalent, or metonymical character, when a
text represents the context, just as to a part represents
the whole.

This function can be singled out as the most important
new aspect of Shakespeare's perception during the age of
Russian modernism. In the new communicative situation that
had been formed by the early twentieth century, not only
was the Shakespearean text being received as information
into different contexts, but different information was
being brought in the Shakespearean text. To use Lotman's
expression, the Shakespearean text started actualizing its
formerly hidden aspects, superceding itself and gaining the
characteristics of a cultural model, and at the same time
exhibiting independent behavior. This explains the
possibility of modernist literary experiments such as

Tsvetaeva's attempt to "fill in the blank spaces" in
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Hamlet, as if supplementing additional information omitted
by Shakespeare.

"The text superseding itself" should not be taken as
meaning that Russian modernists tried improving Shakespeare or
making his allegedly simple works more complex; rather, this
means that Russian poets were able to bring out different
aspects of the Shakespearean text that could become manifest
only through contact with a new cultural context. Lotman, who
did not focus on Shakespeare in his scholarly work,
nevertheless chose an example from Shakespeare to support his

thesis of the text as accumulator of information:

. . nowadays, AHamlet is not Jjust a play by
Shakespeare, but it is also the memory of all its
interpretations, and what is more, it is also the
memory of all these historical events which
occurred outside the text but with which
Shakespeare's text can evoke associations. We may
have forgotten what Shakespeare and his
spectators knew, but we cannot forget what we
have learnt since their time. And this is what
gives to text new meanings (Universe of the mind

18).
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In Russian modernist poetry, the Shakespearean text is
most active in generating new meanings and can be said to
acquire the qualities of the "model of culture," in Lotman's
terms. However, Lotman specifies that only texts that
preserve their cultural activity can have a capacity for
accumulating information. The task of the modernist poets
consisted specifically in preserving the cultural activity of
the Shakespearean text, which had been decreasing by the end
of the nineteenth century, when Shakespeare's work ceased to
attract the interest of broad circles of the reading public
and was being relegated to the area of literary scholarship.
By turning to Shakespearean themes and images (and even, in
the case of Acmeists, by listing Shakespeare as one of their
main reference points), Russian modernist authors revive the
cultural activity of his texts. Shakespeare once again is
brought into the epicenter of cultural and literary
discourse. They successfully accomplish the task referred to
by Bakhtin: "There is nothing absolutely dead: each meaning
will have its own feast of revival"--"Her Huuero aGCOJIOTHO
MEepTBOT'O: Yy Kaxmoro CMuCJla OyOerT CBOW [pa3sgHMK BO3pPOXIESHUA™)
("On Methodology of Humanities", 1938-41?). This is why
modernist authors may introduce lines or entire scenes not
present in Shakespeare's original, which leads not to the

destruction of the original but to an additional variant of
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seeing the relationship between characters or the meaning of
the scene.

In the works of Bakhtin, a dialogue is represented
primarily as a philosophical problem, something that De Man
refers to as "the radical experience of voiced otherness"
(De Man 110), i.e. as a category that allows humans to
enclose the totality of culture. Culture is therefore seen
as space with fluid borders, including borders of
chronological nature, because in time any significant
cultural event brings forward new meanings, hitherto
existing only as a potential. As a modern critic points out,
"outside the problematic of the dialogue cultural studies
become less and less possible, especially as we move closer
to examining modern literature" (Zverev 24).

To sum up the above, additional functions of the
Shakespearean text are being actualized at each consecutive
stages of appropriation of Shakespeare by Russian literature
so that the number of actualized textual functions is
progressively increasing. Ultimately, during the age of
modernism all five functions of the text are actualized. This
change is not merely quantitative; it progresses from the
simple introduction of a foreign text as a code to an active
dialogue between two cultures. Interestingly, these dynamics

form a parallel to the evolvement of Lotman's theoretical
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approach to the study of text, whose focus, as Levchenko
observes, shifts from a system of codes to text to culture to
a semiosphere as a cultural model (Online). Lotman's notion
of semiosphere is meant to expand the cultural model beyond
the structuralist grid by conceptualing "the semiotic space
("semioticheskoe prostranstvo") beyond which semiosis itself
is impossible" (Lotman 1: 13). This organistic concept,
prompted by Bakhtin's logosphere and Vernadsky's noosphere,
may be seen as Lotman's response to Bakhtin's criticism of
structuralism for being enclosed in a text (for a helpful
review of the much-debated issue on Lotman's interaction with
Bakhtin, see Amy Mandelker's article "Semiotizing the Sphere:
Organicist Theory in Lotman, Bakhtin and Vernadsky".)

In his last work, Culture and Explosion (1992), Lotman
provides a logical extension of his earlier studies of textual
functions and semiosphere, taking as his basic reference point
not an individual model but "semiotic space" which is
multidimensional thanks to the myriad of possible relations
between elements of meaning and which has both memory and
presentiment of the future (267). On the other hand, Lotman
introduces a dynamic cultural model based on the concept of
"binary" and "ternary" cultural systems progressing through
"explosions of meaning" of wvarying impact--ultimately

unpredictable cultural turning points. Lotman is careful to
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specify that he prefers to associate "explosion" not with
deployment of a weapon of mass destruction but "with birth of
a new living being or any other creative reshaping of life's
structure™ (23). In binary cultures, full destruction of the
existing order is seen as ideal condition for instituting the
new one, while ternary structures may preserve some values of
the preceding epochs, transferring them from the periphery to
the center of the system (259). Thus, if the modernist moment
of Russian literature, with its typical "anxiety to be
influenced, " has to be interpreted in accordance to the theory
of binary and ternary cultures, it would seem to be closer to
the ternary model. Such a conclusion would necessary come into
contradiction with Lotman's view of Russian culture in its
entirety as being structured in a binary manner (corresponding
to the Orthodox theological binary opposition of Heaven and
Hell). In contrast, Lotman reserves the ternary cultural model
for Western culture (as embodied by the ternary opposition of
Heaven, Hell, and Purgatory).

Nevertheless, Lotman's "dictum of a binary historical
structure, " which he makes an underlying principle of Russian
cultural development in general (264) does not seem
appropriate to describe the Russian modernists' approach to
prior literary tradition, whether Russian or Western European,

because this approach was not characterized by a "total and
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unconditional destruction of the old and an apocalyptic birth
of the new" (268).

Lotman's theory, meant primarily as a tool to describe
metacultural exchanges and entire historical shifts rather
than interaction between individual texts, appears to be
sufficiently controversial and requiring additional evaluation
(e.g. whether the Purgatory is indeed an appropriate symbol of
an axiologically "neutral" space permitting growth and
development of individual agency). Accepting Lotman's theory
effectively implies accepting "objectification of
consciousness, turning it into a function of impersonal
unpredictable processes" (Amelin online).

It would seem that the interaction of Russian modernist
poets with Shakespeare may be more accurately described in
terms of the catalyst model referred to in Lotman's article

"The Problem of Byzantine influence" (1989),

the most abrupt intrusions of texts from outside
in general play the role of a catalyst: they do
not change the inner dynamics of a culture, but
free its inner potential from a state of dormant

balance (i.e. entropy) (1: 128).
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According to Lotman, an isolated text is incapable to
generate meﬁnings; like any dynamic generating system, a
text requires input of outside information, which in this
case implies an interaction within other texts and cultural
environments (l: 146-147). Although the Shakespearean text
obviously had a great semiotic potential throughout its
existence, in Russia this potential was most fully realized
only in modernist poetry. It was then that the Shakespearean
text was able to reach a high point in its meaning-
generating activity and to function as a catalyst of
literary processes within the Russian cultural context. This
corresponds to the notion that incursion of a foreign text
into a different text leads to "an increased pool of
unpredictable possibilities of future development" (Culture
and Explosion 122). As applied to Shakespearean text in
Russia, the intensity of this incursion could arguably be
linked to actualization of social and communicative
functions of the foreign text; the fuller the actualization
of textual functions, the greater the impulse given by the
foreign text. The result of this dialogue was the
phenomenon pointed to by Lotman: "Incursion may be so
energetic that it is not an individual element of text but
an entire language that is brought in” (Culture and

Explosion 206).
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In Russian modernist poetry, Shakespearean themes
images broke out beyond the constraints of the plot, gained
a personal immediacy and reached a 1level of language
capable of generating potentially endless meanings.

The striving towards full actualization of traditional
texts, both native and foreign, was one of the ways through
which Russian modernists were giving new life to poetry. At
the end of her 1life, Akhmatova Jjustly recognized the
importance of this period for subsequent development of
Russian literature, stressing the radical shift in views on

poetry brought about by Russian modernists:

B Hame! IHOCTM MOJIOOEXb CTMXOB He Jmobuila U He
noimmana. Toymy OBUIO HMYEM He MpobuThb, He npobpaThb.
CTtuxy Obimt =3aCuThH, pPasJuoOJIeHH, [OTOMY YTO HammM OTLAM
M MaTepu, M3-3a MUCAPEBUMHHE, CUUTANIM MX COBEpPMEeHHEM
B3JOPOM, HM sl Kaxkoro yrnorpebJeHns He IOOHBM

. . MOHOEpPHMCTH BeJMKOE HeJyio chejanu A Poccuu.
3Toro Henb3A 3BalbuBaTb. OHM CHadM CTPaHy COBCeM B

ApyToM Buaoe, uyeM [IPpUHAIN.

When we were growing up, young people did not

love and did not understand poetry. You could not

get through to the crowd whatever you try. Poetry
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was forgotten, fallen out of love with, because
our fathers and mothers, due to Pisarev's [a
critic straightforwardly advocating the service
of 1literature for the greater social good]
efforts, thought it nonsense, good for nothing.

. modernists have accomplished an important
thing for Russia. One should not forget that.
They turned the country over in a completely
different condition than that in which they had

received it (Chukovskaya 1:135).

"ENCHANTED BY SHAKESPEARE'S RESOUNDING NAME"

Those major characteristics of the reception of
Shakespeare's text which were common for all historical
periods reviewed merit a special discussion. Undoubtedly,
each stage of the Russian literature's development also had
specific unique ways of approaching Shakespeare which led
to actualization of various communicative functions of

Shakespearean texts.
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The perception of Shakespearean text was heavily
influenced by European translation and critical thought,'
from French Classicism or German Romanticism.

The Russian public started getting acquainted with
Shakespeare's works only some one hundred years after the
author's death, via French and German sources rather than
through a direct contact with the original. Thus, for
example, the tragedy King Richard III was translated in 1783
from Le Tourneur's French version (the name of the Russian
translator remained unknown, in line with the usual practice
of that time); the translation of Julius Caesar, done by the
renown author and historian Karamzin in 1787, was also done
not from the original, but from a German translation by
Eschenburg.

Therefore, the first acquaintance with Shakespeare was
already filtered through the critical prism of French and
German translators as well as critical articles which became
known at the same time (such as Voltaire's sharp criticism of
Shakespeare). Any translation is inevitably a form of
critical interpretation, but in the eighteenth century
translators were entitled, if not expected, to amend the
original in accordance with the prevailing taste, as

described by Pushkin later:
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B nepeBOAHHX KHUTAX, M3OQAHHHX B [POIJIOM CTOJETUM,
HeNlb3A NpodYecTb HUM OJHOT'O IMPEemUCIIOBUA, Iae OH He
Haxomack HeuszOexHaa ¢pasa: ME OyManmM yromMTh
nytiimke, a C TeM BMecTeé OKasaTh YCQJIyry WK HameMy
aBTOPY, MCKIIOYMB U3 €I'0 KHUIM MeCTa, KOTOPHE MOIVIM
(0134 OCKOpPOUTE oOpa30BaHHENA BKYyC HpaHUy3CKOIO
uMraTend. CTpaHHO, Kornga noxyMaemkb, KTO, KOTO M
nepen KeM WI3BUHAN TakuM obpasoM! . . ., HakoHen
KpUTMKa CrnoxBaTunacb. Crams ronospeBaTb, UYTO I,
JleTypHep MOT' ouMOOYHO CymMTk O llekcriupe u He CoOBCeM
GnaropasyMHO [IOCTYNuJ, MnepernpasBliigd Ha CBoit Jaxn
“Tamnera”, “Pomeo” u “upa”. OT nepeBOOYMKOB CTaMMU
TpeGoBaThr OoJiee BEpPHOCTM, a MeHee WEeKOTJIIMBOCTU M

ycepmma Kk nyOJMke.

In the translations published in the past [e.q.
eighteenth] century, you can't find one foreword
without an inevitable phrase: thinking to please
our public and do a service to our author, we
excluded from his book those parts which could have
offended the sophisticated taste of the French
reader! Isn't it strange when you think who was

excusing whom and in front of whom in such a way!
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. . . Finally, the critics came to their senses.
They started suspecting that Mr. Le Tourneur could
have misjudged Shakespeare and was not altogether
right to correct AHamlet, Romeo [and Juliet] and
[King] Lear according to his own taste! They
started demanding from the translators more
faithfulness, and less squeamishness and desire to

please the public" (12: 137-138).

Throughout the eighteenth century and the first half of
the nineteenth century Russia's cultural links with countries
such as Holland, Germany and France were much stronger than
those with England. Starting from the beginning of the
nineteenth century, St. Petersburg had three theater
companies: French, German and Russian. Pushkin's 1library
contained more books in French than in any other 1language,
including Russian. Books were routinely ordered for
aristocratic Russian families from France and Germany; St.
Petersburg had large French- and German-speaking colonies.
Among the German immigrants in Russia were such renown people
as, for instance, General von Klinger, the author of the play
that was to give its name to the Sturm und Drang movement, who

happened to be the head of the Page School in St. Petersburg.
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Professional translations directly from the English
original began to appear only in Pushkin's time. Pushkin,
who learned English in order to read Shakespeare, turned to
Shakespeare's works for inspiration, for a historical
precedence of mixing the styles and enriching the poetical
vocabulary from previously underutilized sources, such as
folk language.

However, Shakespeare's language did not exercise direct
influence on Russian poetry the way French works did.
Discussing translations of Pushkin's ZEugene Onegin, Nabokov
points out Pushkin's reliance on French stock epithets. While
Nabokov may exaggerate the degree of Pushkin's dependence on
such epithets, nonetheless that Pushkin, following his older
contemporaries Zhukovsky and Karamzin, transplanted into the
Russian literary vocabulary many poetic expressions which had
lacked an adequate Russian equivalent before him (133, 136).

A direct interchange on the 1level of vocabulary was
absent in the case of contact with Shakespeare's works. Though
every educated person was expected to know French, and many
learned German or Italian in their childhood, English was
typically a language learned later in life--often with the
specific purpose of reading Shakespeare or other English
authors in the original, not because of any utilitarian

motivation that would make knowledge of English more wide-
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spread. However, with the appearance of multiple Russian
translations of almost all Shakespearean plays, the necessity
of overcoming an additional barrier of a French or German
translation was eliminated. Tolstoy first read Shakespeare's
works in translation and became able to read Shakespeare in
the original only years afterwards (Shakespeare and Russian
culture 428).

Even during the Russian Silver Age, with its pointed
interest in other languages and literatures, English did no
have supremacy. Mandelstam, who was fluent in several
European languages, did not know English; shortly before
his arrest and death in the labor camp he had asked his
wife to teach him English so that he could read Shakespeare
(Mandelstam, Nadezhda The Second Book 194).

In the age of modernism, first-hand knowledge of English
authors increased dramatically, although it was by no means
widespread. Specifically, two poets in whose work the
translations of Shakespeare played a major role, Valery
Bryusov and Boris Pasternak, were English scholars. Bryusov,
who translated extensively from Latin, French and German as
well as from other languages, started his first attempts at
translating Shakespeare by reworking already existing Russian
translations. Pasternak translated from German (including

Goethe's Faust), French, and English directly, and from other
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languages using interlinear translations; his translations of
Shakespearean plays are still used by Russian theaters today.

Nevertheless, Russian poetry's first-hand contact with
the Shakespearean text must have come too late for provoking
poetic competition. The threefold distance of time, space
and language stimulated a more complex approach than that of
determining Shakespeare's eligibility to serve as a literary
model. While Shakespeare's experiments with different
stylistic levels did inspire Russian poets in their task of
shaping a new Russian poetical vocabulary, there are almost
no instances in which a modernist poem may be said to be
influenced by Shakespearean language as such. Rather, the
images and themes of Shakespeare exercised a profound
influence on Russian poetry and therefore. have been chosen
as the main focus of this work.

The mode of appropriation of foreign ideas changed by the
modernist era: rather than seeking to adopt a particular
theory, Russian modernists attempted to synthesize their own
theories--hence the abundance of "literary manifestos" during

the period in question.

Comparing the epoch of Shakespeare, the German Sturm
und Drang movement and the age of Russian modernism, the
Russian modernist poet Kuzmin referred not to similar

aesthetics but rather to the similarities in the cultural
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atmosphere in these periods of heightened intellectual and

artistic fertility:

. . . 5OBe 3MOXM B JaurepaType OCOOeHHO Tenepb
6MU3KM K HaM. B oOouX rpou3BEeOeHMs Jaxe MeHbIEero
MO3TUYECKOTO HOOCTOMHCTBA OBEAHH TaKUM CTpPEMIIeHuEeM
Kk cBoboje, cuie u nencTeuio, YTO  KaxyTcsa
HEroBTOPHMEM Yy ooM. 3To~--3Nn0Xa CJIaBHHEX
npefmecCTBeHHMKOB, COBPEMEHHMKOB U MponoJrxarenein
llekcMpa u HeMeukas mxoJga "O6ypu u  Harucka"
(Knuurep, JleHu, Mwoanep,  Jlersesuu, Mojsonoyt IeTe u

linnnep) .

. . . two literary epochs are particularly close to
us now. In both of them even works of lesser
artistic value are full of such a desire for
freedom, power and action that they seem an
inimitable miracle. This is an epoch of the
predecessors, contemporaries and followers of
Shakespeare and the German Sturm und Drang School
(von Klinger, Lenz, Miller, Leisewitz, young Goethe

and Schiller) (Kuzmin, Conventions 22).
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Every age reinvented Shakespeare according its needs
and aesthetics imperatives. No other foreign writer's name
was so closely linked to so many controversial issues in
Russian literary and social thought for more than two
centuries as Shakespeare's. In the late eighteenth century,
Shakespeare's works served as one of the catalysts in the
reevaluation of French Classicism. In the 1820s-1830s,
Pushkin turned to Shakespeare's works for support of his
own vision of revitalizing Russian theatre and poetry in
general.

Realist writers of the second half of the nineteenth
century, when not rejecting Shakespeare for his alleged
lack of verisimilitude, tried to read into Shakespeare's
work an element of social criticism, (though that element
clearly is marginal in Shakespeare's works even when
compared to works of some of his own contemporaries).
Turgenev and Tolstoy may be seen as embodiments of the two
most common models of approaching Shakespeare: either
interpreting Shakespeare's themes as topical social
criticism (Turgenev) or rejecting Shakespeare altogether as
"unrealistic" and elitist (Tolstoy). When Tolstoy at the
end of his 1life came to question the conventions of
traditional art (going as far as rejecting almost all of

his own works), he chose Shakespeare as a major target of
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his criticism, presumably because Shakespeare's works
embodied for Tolstoy the "brain-spun, invented works" of
the old, elitist art whose significance was primarily an
aesthetic one (What is art? 113).

At the same time, Tolstoy's contemporary Druzhinin, a
writer and later a translator, developed his own aesthetic
theory of independent and free creation ("aprucruueckas
Teopusa He3aBUCUMOr'O U cBoGomHoro TBOpuecTBa"), which he
juxtaposed to the didacticism and preoccupation with
topical social issues prevailing in Russian literature at
that time. Though initially having rather tepid feelings
about Shakespeare and saying that his ability to understand
poetry is at odds with Shakespeare's poetry (Shakespeare
and Russian culture 424), Druzhinin saw it necessary to
cultivate a taste for Shakespeare's works and attempted to
instill the habit of reading Shakespeare in the young
Tolstoy as well. (Tolstoy at that time was already
skeptical about Shakespeare's works, but did not yet dare
to publish his negative views.) Moreover, Druzhinin
undertook the translation of several plays by Shakespeare,
starting with King Lear. Shakespeare was given a major role
in Druzhinin‘'s theory of art; Shakespeare's works were
evidently used as an argument on both sides of the major

Russian debate on the role of art: the demand for a clearly
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defined social role of literature and the need for art to
preserve its independence from topical issues.

In Gumilyov's manifesto of Acmeism as the new poetic
movement of Russian twentieth-century modernism, Shakespeare
stands for the "inner world of man,” which had been now
proclaimed the only true subject of art, and thus undeniably
relevant for modern literature. In a 1916 article dedicated
to the coming 300th anniversary of Shakespeare's death,
Bryusov wrote that contemporary authors are better prepared
to perceive the beauty of Shakespeare's 1lyric than the
preceding generations, "which in their noble strive for
simplicity forgot that there is beauty in complexity, too"
(gtd. in Musatov 53).

In fact, Bryusov touched upon the key issue in the
Russian aesthetics at the second half of the nineteenth
century, that of art's ultimate aim and function and the
society. As Lotman observes, Russian realistic literature of
the late nineteenth century chose to forget Pushkin's notion

_ of independent value of art:

. . . Ha pytexe XIX um XX B. pPyCCKON KyJbType Obl nOaH
T'eHmit, BCe TBOPYECTBO KOTOPOr'O [mUIO Bpaspes C
"uoenHeMM"  HalrpabBJISHMAMM [peANecTBYOMEeN SroXM U

MOIVIO [IOCJIyXMTb BEJMKMM [pefocTepexeHueM. 3To (o134 ¢
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YexoB. Tonbko UYexos, 1ogoOHO I[IymKMHY, [OJHOCTBR
yoepxajicas oT co6rna3Ha ORHO3HAYHHX [pOoroBeneit u oT
CHMXEHUS MUCKYyCCTBa IO PpPOJM CIIyXaHKM nponaraHgu. Ho
3aTO U He OHUIO B PYCCKOM JmMTepaType 6oljlee OIMHOKOTO
TeHUS... XyOOXKECTBEHHas Mnos3uuma YexoBa ecym M nosyumia

npogpo/rkeHne, TO . . . OHO MPO3BYyYaJIO B [OI3UU.

At the turn of the twentieth century, Russian
culture was given one genius whose entire work went
against the "idea-centered" trends of the preceding
epoch and could have served as a major warning.
That genius was Chekhov. Only Chekhov, 1like
Pushkin, was able to escape from the temptation of
straightforward sermons and to avoid bringing art
down to the level of propaganda's handmaiden. There
was no genius more lonely in Russian culture . .

if Chekhov's approach to art was continued at all,
then . . . it was continued in poetry (On poets

679-680) .

This tradition indeed was continued in the works of
Russian modernist poets, from Bryusov to Pasternak, who

believed that literature fulfils its higher calling only
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when freed from the necessity to serve topical political
tasks.

Early twentieth-century authors wused Shakespeare to
challenge the belief that the main goal of literature was to
represent  social reality. In the Russian tradition,
Shakespeare's work has long been associated with the artistic
unification of contradictory and mutually exclusive
psychological traits in the same character. The fusion of
stereotypical traits was introduced from the mid-nineteenth
century under the slogan of rejecting the very principle of
stereotyping and made it possible to see in drama a reflection
of contradictions present in real life. However, the method of
contrasting these images before modernism was often rather
mechanistic and superficial (in the twentieth century, this
inept method was mockingly referred to as "kotzebyatina,"
because of the much-satirized plays by the minor German author

Kotzebue who spent a number of years in St. Petersburg).

In Kagan-Kans' analysis of Turgenev's understanding of
Hamlet (14-15), she refers to a line from Faust: "Zweil
Seelen wohnen, ach, in meinen Brust / Die eine will sich
von der andern trennen" ("Two souls live in my chest, / and
one wants to separate from the other"). Showing this
problem to be more complex, Lotman in his article "On

Gogol's realism"™ warns against using Goethe's line as a
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“romantic stereotype"™ (701). This dichotomy was sometimes
interpreted too literally by Russian Romantics (e.g.
Lermontov); however, in Pushkin's later works, such as
Boris Godunov or Eugene Onegin, there is already a tendency
to go beyond a dichotomy of contradictory impulses towards
a synthetic combination of traits. Had Pushkin's life not
been cut short, he would have been likely to continue his
search in this direction since he valued the complexity of

Shakespeare's characters:

Jinua, co3naHHue llekcrnipoM, He CyYTb, Kak y Mosbepa,
TUMEI TAKOK-TO CTPacTM, TaKoOrO-TO [IOpPOKAa;  HO
CyWleCTBa XMBHE, MCIOJIHEHHEIE MHOI'MX CTPacTei, MHOI'MX
MNOPOKOB; OOCTOATEJNIbCTBa Pa3BMBAKT [epell 3pUTeNIeM MUX

pasHooOpas3HHe M MHOI'OCTOPOHHME XapaKTepH.

Characters created by Shakespeare are not as in
Molieére, types of a certain passion, a certain
vice, but 1live beings of many passions, many
vices; the «circumstances uncover before the
spectator their manifold and diverse qualities

(12: 159-160).
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Pushkin contrasted the characters of Moliére, who may be
defined by a single phrase, with the characters of
Shakespeare, who defy such easy classification. Shakespeare's
complexity is in stark contrast to the rather mechanistic
theories of his own time (e.g. the theory of four humors)
offered as an explanation of the multifaceted nature of human
character.

While the study of the inner world of man has been
present, to a varying degree, during preceding periods of
Russian literature, Russian modernist poetry was the first to
turn specifically to Shakespeare in its search to express the
conflicts of the human psyche. The literary hero of modernism
often combined contradictory traits (culminating in Bryusov's
"M Tocrnoma, u AabsAsona / Xouy npocyaeuTe aA"--"I want to
glorify both God and devil"). The yearning for religion and
the impossibility of experiencing a religious feeling, as
Merezhkovsky wrote; a heightened feeling of individuality and
a desire to merge with the historically significant masses,
or with the universe (as Rilke will later say: "Zu dem
gebrauchten sowohl, wie zu dumpfen und stummen / Vorrat der
vollen Natur, den uns&glichen Summe, / 2zdhle dich jubelnd
hinzu und vernichte die 2Zahl"); a cry of loneliness and

impossibility of a understanding between human beings--such
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incompatible feelings determined the inner image of the new
lyrical hero.

Authors of Russian modernism saw in Shakespeare, whose
characters are unpredictable because their behavior cannot
be reduced to a typological formula, a germ of their own
search for expressing the unpredictability of the human
experience at a time fraught with foreboding of future
twentieth century catastrophes. It is therefore not
surprising that Shakespeare was often seen as not simply
historically relevant but as a "kindred spirit," to return
to the quote from Dostoyevsky from the beginning of this
chapter.

In 1896, planning to take a break from contemporary
literature, over-saturated with ideology, Bryusov noted that
he would keep of all books "only three--the Bible, Homer and
Shakespeare" (Diaries 26). In 1849, Dostoyevsky already
requested Shakespeare's works to be brought to his cell in
the Sts. Peter and Paul Fortress in St. Petersburg.
Similarly, Gﬁmilyov in 1921 took a volume of Shakespeare with
him to the Soviet prison "Kresty" in Leningrad (from where he
would go to his execution on unconfirmed charges of planning
an Anti-Soviet coup).

The absorption of Shakespeare into the Russian literary

canon effectively changed the notion of the canon and the
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canonical. Shakespeare's acceptance into the canon was a
gradual and ambivalent process, unlike the case of many other
European writers. The metaphorical use of Shakespeare's images
became conceivable only after Shakespeare's works had entered
the Russian 1literary canon. Pushkin was the first Russian
author to use the name of a Shakespearean character (Hamlet)
metaphorically, signifying the changing status of Shakespeare
within the Russian canon.

Starting with the middle of the nineteenth century,
Shakespeare was recognized as belonging to the canon, yet his
precise place in the literary canon was never fully defined.
In fact, it soon became clear that the attribution of a
specific place to Shakespeare's work in the Russian 1literary
canon affected the very principles on which this canon was
based. When in the eighteenth century Sumarokov listed
Shakespeare among the other classical poets ("Milton and
Shakespeare, the 1later, tho' wunschooled"), that statement
challenged the hitherto unquestionable authority of French
Classicism and suggested new criteria for evaluating a
literary work. Karamzin, who translated Julius Caesar and
planned to translate Shakespeare's entire oeuvre into Russian,
wrote in 1787 that it would be absurd to judge Shakespeare
according to the prescriptions of contemporary theatre,

because he followed only "nature": "The true cause of this was
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his [Shakespeare's] vivid imagination that would not submit
itself to any rules" (Julius Caesar 5-6).

Imagination, a concept that will be important for the
aesthetics of Romanticism is introduced here through the
example of Shakespeare's works. Thus even without being
Shakespeare played the role of that stranger whose intrusion,
in Lotman's words, "creates a typically Russian phenomenon
that is difficult to translate into languages of other
cultures" (Culture and Explosion 130).

The 1840s saw a surge of interest in Shakespeare and even
an intense though brief cult of HAamlet and its creator, the
first signs of which could be seen already in Pushkin's
Lensky. In the years immediately following Pushkin's death,
many new translations of Shakespeare were published and new
productions of Shakespearean plays emerged in Moscow and St.
Petersburg. In 1842, a journalist from the St. Petersburgian
newspaper MNorthern Bee admits that "with us, the obsession
with Shakespeare grows into a mania, but from all possible
manias this is the one most easily excused" (gqtd. in

Shakespeare and Russian Culture 317).
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The atmosphere of the time is well expressed in a later
(1854) poem by Apollon Grigoryev, who used a quotation from

Polevoy

EMy ME Bepuiu; OIOHUM
C HMM XMJIM YYyBCTBOM, HOEeTU BekKa
/M OwiO HaM 3a 4deJyioBeKa,

3a yeJyioBeKa CTpamHoO C HuUM!

(We believed him
We shared the same feeling, children of our age,
And we were afraid,

Together with him afraid for the human soul!)

By the end of the nineteenth century, the evaluation
of Shakespeare's work became a matter of ideology rather
than simple individual taste, derived from the thesis that
art should be a reflection of social reality. Nikolai
Chernyshevsky made the protagonist of his novel What is To
Be Done explain: "Why is Shakespeare the greatest? Because
he has more of life's truth, less fiction than with other
poets." When Shakespeare became the target of a critical
attack, it was precisely because he was undeniably a part

of the canon reevaluated in its totality; the most famous
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of those attacks, coming from Tolstoy, comprised a part of
Tolstoy's radical rejection of many literary works of the
past, including his own.

By the modernist moment, Shakespeare had been part of
the Russian literary canon long enough to come to be seen
as a revered but distant figure. Russian modernist poets
whose work is analyzed in the present thesis were able to
demonstrate the relevance of Shakespeare's heritage for the
twentieth century, not by disguising Shakespeare's
characters in modern clothes or reading the latest
political ideas into the Shakespearean text but by bringing
Shakespeare's text closer to the reader. Thanks to their
more profound and often intimate look at Shakespeare's
works, Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva, Pasternak and other poets of
Russian modernism gave to the reader a fresh look at the
themes and images that were already at risk of becoming
trite and meaningless. In the perception of the Russian
modernists, Shakespeare's works were no longer oracular
utterances but anguished reflections of a vulnerable
mortal, and therefore all the more convincing for the
twentieth-century reader. Through actualization of all
functions of Shakespearean text, modernists succeeded in

continuing its life as a generator of new meanings. Their
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accomplishment consisted not in opposing the canon but in
reviving it and giving it a new vital charge.
Joseph Brodsky in his Nobel Prize speech very precisely

defined this capacity of poetical language:

CymecTByeT, Kak MH 3HaeM, TpM MeToha [O3HAHMUA:
aHaMUTUYECKNH, MHTYUTUBHEIA U  MeToH, KOTOpPEM
[1oJIb30BaAMCh oubaenckue NMPOPOKK, =-NOCPEACTBOM
oTKpoBeHus. OTauuue MO3I3MM OT nNpoumMx  dopm
JUTepaTypsl B TOM, YTO OHa [IOJb3yeTCA Cpas3y BCeMM
TpeMAa  (TATOTes [peMMymeCTBEHHO KO BTOPOMY M
TpeTheMy), uOO BCE TPK NAHK B SA3HKe; UM IOpPOM C
NoMOMmMbI0 ORHOT'O  CJjiIoBa, ORHOM pPUOME nULymeMmy
CTHUXOTBOPEeHME YyHnaeTcsa okKasaTbCA TaM, TI'Ae OO Hero

HUKTO He Ourali.

There are, as we know, three types of cognition:
analytical, intuitive, and the mode that was known
to the Biblical prophets, revelation. What
distinguishes poetry from other forms of literature
is that it wuses all three of them at once
(gravitating primarily towards the second and the
thifd). For all three of them are given in the

language; and there are times when, by means of a
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single word, a single rhyme, the writer of a poem
manages to find himself where no one has ever been

before him (The Form of Time 2: 461).

The notion of cognitive capacities present in the
language itself prompted Gershom Scholem to continue the
ideas of his friend Walter Benjamin on the widening of the
meaning of a text as the task of the literary criticism
(Yampolsky online). Sholem raised the question of
interpretation within the context of sacred texts. According
to Rabbinical exegetical tradition, the revelation received
by Moses on Mount Sinai encompassed an endless meaning and
eternal truth. However, this fullness of meaning and its
truthfulness were to a large extent lost when the revelation
took the shape of a literary text--the Torah. Therefore, the
tradition of commentary is aimed towards restoring the
initial meaning which was imperfectly rendered in the
written text. This means, that after two and half thousand
years of interpretation of Torah humanity is closer to the
true understanding of its meaning than in the very beginning
of the interpretation process, immediately after revelation
was fixed in written form. The presence of an intermediary

agent is, of course, a prerequisite for revelation in many
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traditions. Commentary thus extends the meaning of the
primary text, making it canonical.

If this approach is applied to any traditional
literary text (thereby resolving the necessity of
determining the exact degree of its initial perfection),
the conclusion may be reached that canonization of text is
achieved through its ongoing interpretation, which,
furthermore, allows for the generation of new meanings in
its turn elevating the status of the text, further
stimulating the continuation of interpretations.

This model can be used to explain of the approach of
Russian modernist poets, from Blok to Pasternak, to
Shakespeare; their distinctive interpretations of
Shakespeare's work strengthened the latter's position within
the Russian literary canon and promoted further
interpretation. The Russian modernist approach to tradition
seems to correspond to Scholem's view that "only one who
submits himself to the continuity of tradition of
interpretive history gains the freedom and legitimacy to
creatively interpret" (Handelman 207).

It should be noted that, within Scholem's paradigm of
textual interpretation, any "misreading"™ of a canonical
text in Harold Bloom's sense becomes impossible. In fact,

it is possible to envisage a number of possible
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interpretations that corresponds to the number of
interpreters (Scholem 172). To <continue this train of
thought, it may be said that any text for which an
"incorrect"™ interpretation is possible presupposes the
necessity for a single "correct" meaning, which would
effectively mean reducing such a candnical text to the
level of a traffic sign. As Yampolsky suggests in his
article "The literary canon and the theory of a "strong"
author" the anxiety caused by a canonical work is due not
to the fear of influence but rather to the potentially
endless widening of its semantic field, which, 1like all
infinite objects, is capable of producing fear and anxiety
(Online) .

Russian modernist authors were clearly aware of the
complexity of their appropriation of canonical texts. In an
article relaying her conversations with Natalia Goncharova,
a contemporary painter, Tsvetaeva discusses the problem of

artistic influence:

If you read Shakespeare and love him, is it possible
for you to forget him when writing your own Hamlet,
for example? You will not be able to do this, it is

in you, it became a part of you, like a landscape
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you once saw or a road you once took, like an event

in your life.

Ecim Bu umraere Mlexcrmpa M Mlekcmmpa oduTe, HeyxReIU
B ero salynere, capscs 3a ceBoero Tlamnera,
HanpuMep? BH 3TOrO cheysaTh He cMOoxeTe, OH B BacC, OH
cTas 4YacTeh Bac, Kak BMIO, Ha KOTOpuM Bul cMoTpes,
gopora, nO KOTOpPOM BH miaM, Kak ciiyyait COGCTBEHHOM

xU3HU (On art 170).

Tsvetaeva clearly agrees with this point of view, adding from

herself:

. .« . influence, influence on. Rubbish. Only
pressure can be on, influence is always into, like
one river merging with another. . . . And also,
the word of Goethe--strangely enough, also about
Shakespeare: ‘"everything that precedes me is

mine”.

. .+ . BINAaHMe, BIMAHME Ha. B3gop. 3TO mHaBlieHue
Ha, BJIMAHME--B, KaKk peka B pPeKy. . . . WU eme,
cjqioBo T'ere - cTpaHHO, no noBomy Toro xe llekcnupa:

"Bce, uTOo no MeHA,--Moe" (On art 170).
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In contrast to Bloom's "strong poets," Tsvetaeva, along
with other Russian modernists, readily acknowledged her
connection to the preceding literary figures, finding it
impossible to draw a line between an aesthetic experience and
a real-life event from the viewpoint of their relative
importance for the creative act. Recognizing tradition, for
Russian modernist poets, meant not becoming susceptible to
outside influences but enriching both one's own artistic
world and the understanding of traditional work. As Morson
and Emerson aptly observe in their discussion of Bakhtin's
dialogism, "The result of this dialogues is to enrich both
the text and this interpreter. . . . The text contains the
potential for the new meanings, but the specific meanings
revealed also require the special contribution of the

interpreter and his or her unrepeatable experience" (289).
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CHAPTER 2

FROM THE TRAGIC TO THE LYRIC: SHAKESPEARE, PUSHKIN AND

RUSSIAN MODERNISTS

HemocTaTouHO MMEeThb TOJIbKO MeCTHHEe
YYBCTBa, €CTb MHCIM U UYYBCTBa BceobmMue,

BCEMMPHEE.

It is insufficient to have only local
feelings; there are thoughts and
feelings which are universal, global.

A. Pushkin

. . . HeT nol®Ta C TaKo¥ BCEMUPHON
OT3HBYMBOCTBLIO, KaK Hamw [IymkuMH, M He B
OOHOM TOJIbKO OT3HBUMBOCTM TYT HOejio, a B
U3yMIAomein rayGuHe ee, B [1€PEBOMJIOmEeHUMU
CBOEro Jgyxa B QOyX YyXMX HaponoB,
NepeBOJIOWMEHNMM [OUTHM  COBEPIEHHOM, a

MOTOMY M YYHEeCHOM, [IOTOMY UYTO HMI'OE, HM
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B KaKoM 1039Te ueJsioro MHpa TAaxKoro

AABJIEHUA He [NTOBTOPUIJIOCEH.

. . . there is no other poet with such
global responsiveness as our Pushkin;.
and the matter hefe is not only in the
responsiveness itself, but in its
amazing profoundness, in [Pushkin's]
capacity to transform his spirit into a
spirit of other peoples, a
transformation which is almost perfect
and therefore miraculous, because this
phenomenon has not repeated itself
anywhere else, with any other poet.

Dostoyevsky, "The Pushkin Speech"

RETHINKING PUSHKIN

In Russian modernism, Shakespeare's work was closely
linked to the heritage of Pushkin. In contrast to the
authors of ancient Greece and Rome or the French
Classicists, Shakespeare was the literary figure whose

presence in Russian literature was first assured by
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Pushkin's interest in his heritage, just as in Germany this
presence is largely due to Goethe's vision.

As the understanding of Pushkin's heritage evolved,
his own literary interests and preferences were also
reevaluated. By tracing the evolution of modernist views on
Pushkin, the changing views on Shakespeare may be better
approached. Just as Bryusov attempted a daring literary
experiment--completing Pushkin's unfinished (by choice or
by chance) FEgyptian Nights written under the influence of
Shakespeare--Russian modernists attempted to develop
further the contact between Shakespeare and Russian 1lyric
initiated by Pushkin. It is known that Pushkin tried
different approaches to Shakespearean themes and
characters. One of these approaches was formal
experimentation. In some works, such as Pushkin's narrative
poem Angelo based on Shakespeare's Measure for Measure, a
theme already explored and realized by Shakespeare was
transferred by Pushkin into a different poetical form--the
lyrical genre. By contrast, Pushkin's Little Tragedies do
not involve specific characters from Shakespeare's plays
but rather offer interpretations which Pushkin may have
believed to be Shakespearean: these are not Shakespeare's
characters but characters acting as they could have done in

Shakespeare's plays. However, Little Tragedies, with their
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small self-contained form and focus on one conflict, do
witness Pushkin's leaning toward the 1lyrical genre.
Egyptian Nights represent yet another way of Pushkin's work
with the Shakespearean text: Pushkin took a theme from
Shakespeare and attempted to develop it through his own
lyrical prism. Pushkin no longer takes into consideration
Shakespeare's interpretation; characters are developed
independently of what might have happened to them in
Shakespeare's play. In a related prose fragment, "Guests
were assembling at the datcha . . ." ("TocTu cmes3xamuce Ha
mady . . . "), Pushkin once again returns to theme of
Cleopatra, briefly hinting at the possibility of recreating
the mythological situation in modern society. Modernist
poets, following in Pushkin's footsteps, will further
explore this trend, bringing together a character from
Shakespeare and théir lyrical heroes.

As observed earlier, the modernist perception of
Pushkin did not remain unchanged. When the modernist
movement was just emerging, Pushkin was seen as a perfect
example of the literary |@past, as a figure whose
accomplishments exhaust the historical task of nineteenth-
century literature. In 1893, the youthful Bryusov wrote in

his diary:
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dro ecau OH A B3OYMaJl Ha TI'OMEPOBCKOM H3HKE
amMcaTe TpakKTaT [0 ClHeKTpaljibHOMY aHanmmsy? VY
MEeHs1 He xBaTuio OB CJIOB ¥ BHpaxeHuit. To xe
caMoe, eciuM sA B3OyMap Ha sA3HKe [lymkmHa

Bopas3uTk omymeHue "fin de siécle."

What if I wanted to use Homeric language for
writing an article on spectral analysis? I
would not have enough idioms and
expressions. The same would happen if I
decided to use Pushkin's language to express
the fin de siécle feeling.

(qtd. in Ashukin 52)

Severyanin, an equivocal figure in the history of
Russian modernism (his reputation balanced on a thin line
between that of a poet and that of a poetaster), haughtily
exclaimed: "For us, Pushkin became a Derzhavin" ("Ina Hac
OepxaBuHEM  cTan MymxnH") comparing the contemporary
perception of Pushkin to Pushkin's own perception of his
most famous predecessor whose name came to embody poetry of
the eighteenth century. It is noteworthy that Severyanin's
outburst is based on the understanding that for Pushkin,

Derzhavin was an irrevocably closed chapter of Russian
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poetry. Such a view had to be widely shared, or
Severyanin's bravado would not have had an effect. The
Russian reading public's view would clearly conflict with
Bethea's thesis that Pushkin throughout his mature 1life
struggled with Derzhavin's influence (137-199). While
recognizing that Pushkin had "no linguistic anxiety towards
his precursors"--not least because there was no Russian
Shakespeare or Milton in Pushkin's path (148), Bethea seems
to believe that Pushkin's anxiety was produced by the
attempt to match Derzhavin's 1lifetime achievement as a
statesman and poet "laureate."

Derzhavin's influence does not, in fact, appear to be
the major undercurrent of Pushkin's work. Rather,
Derzavin's heritage was treated by Pushkin as part of prior
literary history and therefore potentially a part of
Pushkin's own creative experience. Such a view is in line
with Pushkin’ life-long insistence on viewing literature as
a profession. (It is worth remembering that the sentimental
legend about Derzhavin passing on the torch of poetry to
the youthful Pushkin during the 1latter's graduation
exercises was not being proliferated by Pushkin himself).
Moreover, this is a surprisingly modern view on Derzhavin,

which could be shared by a twentieth-century reader, for
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whom Derzhavin is simply not enough of a looming authority
figure to merit any type of psychological complex.

Severyanin himself, whether realizing the extent of
his exaggeration or simply afraid of having broken a taboo,
soon backs away from his position and explains: "Yes,
Pushkin is too old for our age, / but Pushkin is great in
his Pushkinness" ("Ha, IlymkumH cTap MO8 COBpeMeHbfA, / HO
[IymKkuH [MymkuHcky  Besqmnk") . It seems, however, that
Severyanin, with his typical lack of restraint,
inadvertently expresses a thought that was not too far from
the mind of other poets, such as Bely, with a more profound
view on Pushkin. In the early 1900s, Pushkin was often seen
as a venerated figure of the past. The perception of the
distance between his poetical heritage and modern poetry
was that of a painfully irrevocable historical change.

Such an intefpretation of Pushkin 1is linked to the
Symbolist aesthetics and thereby to Nietzsche's philosophy
of tragedy, which had an important place in Russian
Symbolist thought. Nietzsche spoke of an "Apollonian"
vision of the world fails to account for the inner
mysterious nature of the world (1: 40). When this aesthetic
myth of Pushkin is articulated according to Nietzsche's
Apollonian/Dyonisian dichotomy, the universality of

Pushkin's genius is suddenly limited to the wvisible world.
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Pushkin was thus seen as a poet who depicts nature
perfectly, but chooses to avoid facing the irr&fional or
otherworldly. As Andrei Bely wrote in 1905: "Pushkin's
wholeness lacks depth" ("I[lymxkuMHCKON LENBHOCTM He xBaTaer
TITYOUMHH") (Green Meadow 232).

Paradoxically, bringing the discussion on Pushkin within
the context of the Nietzschean notion of tragedy eventually
results in reevaluation of earlier views of Pushkin as a
conflict-free author. As Vyacheslav Ivanov already recognized
it in his article "The Gypsies": "At times, this clarity of
Pushkin's makes one feel somehow uneasy" ("M nogdac kak-ToO
XYyTKO CTAHOBUTCA OT MYyWKMHCKOMK AcHocTu") (Gypsies 231).

The modernist period creates an understanding of
Pushkin as a poet who succeeds in concealing more than he
reveals of his personality and his creative potential. The
logical development of the "Apollonian"™ poet thesis leads
to an unresolved difficulty. According to Nietzsche, a true
poet must combine the Apollonian and the Dionysian
tendencies in his creative art. Thus it became clear that
interpretation of Pushkin as a strictly "Apollonian" poet
leads to a contradiction in terms.

Merezhkovsky attempts to solve this contradiction by

highlighting the dualistic nature of Pushkin's work:
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~HeOGXOIlMMHM YCJIOBMYE€M BCAKOI'O TBOpPYECTEA,
Koiopouy CyXOeHO MMETh BCEeMMPDHO-UCTOPHUUYECKOoe
3HaueHue, ABJIAEeTCA [PUCYyTCTBUE U, B
Pas/IMYHEX CTEelIeHAX TapMOHMHA, B3amMoOencTBUE
AIBYX HadaJjl-—HOBOI'O MUCTULUIMA, KAK OTpedveHUus
oT cBoero S B Bore, M A3BUeCTBa, Kak

o0OXeCTRBIIEHNS CBOEero f B repous3Me.

The essential condition of all créativity
destined to have universal-historical
significance is the presence and
interaction, in varying degrees of harmony,
of two poles: the new mysticism, the denial
of one's ego in God, and paganism, the
apotheosis of one's ego in heroic acts

(Pushkin 72).

Such an approach sees Pushkin as a precursor of
modernist poetry--a view embraced by many Symbolist critics,
such as Merezhkovsky. As Clowe explains, on the pinnacle of
Merezhkovsky's literary pyramid stands the national genius,
Pushkin, whom the WNarodniki and particularly the Nihilists
of the 1860s had dethroned: "Pushkin clearly possesses the

ability of the "higher man" to harmonize and synthesize in
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his works warfing valuations of the pagan and the Christian,
the Flesh and the Spirit, the earthly and the eternal. He is
a prefiguration of the coming Russian Renaissance" (133).

Some later «critics, such as Bryusov and Sologub,
recognize that Pushkin must have known spiritual torments
similar to those of Lermontov and Tyutchev, but decide that
Pushkin conscientiously attempted to subdue such moods--
whether in order to preserve his predominantly harmonious
view of the world (Bryusov's approach; see Bryusov 6:98-99)
or to engage in an ironic play with the reader (Sologub's
approach; see Veresaev 445, Musatov 35). Modernist critics,
from Khodasevich to Alexander Benois, stress that the
enigma of Pushkin remains unsolved (Musatov 33), as if
recalling Dostoyevsky's words that Pushkin "died at the
high point of his creativity and no doubt took to his grave
some great mystery" (Dostoyevsky 26: 49).

Russian Symbolists attempt to solve this mystery using
their twentieth-century spiritual experience and vision of
the world. This leads to the desire to perceive Pushkin as
a deeply dramatic figure, full of inner conflicts and
contradictions, rather than an epic, harmonious one.
Harmony no longer seems compatible with an analytical view
of the world; in order to be able to recognize Pushkin's

relevance in the early twentieth century, modern authors
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sought in Pushkin's works traces of the same spiritual
torments which they were experiencing themselves.
Therefore, the modernist views on Pushkin oscillated
between "Nothing"™ and "Everything." Yury Eichenwald, noting
that Pushkin "loses his own expression” ("TepserT
cobcTBeHHoe Jmuo") in his search for universality, adds
paradoxically: "But God does not have an expression,
either" ("Ho Bor Toxe He wmMeer muua") (Pushkin 2). Such a
view is not exceptional for the Russian modernist critics,
who now tended to see Pushkin as inexplicably combining in
his work "normalcy," "accessibility," "wholesomeness," with
some irrational remainder. (This view is surprisingly close
to Carlyle's judgement about Goethe: "This sunny-looking
courtly Goethe held veiled in him a Prophetic sorrow deep
as Dante's").

As the moderﬁist views on Pushkin were not always
consistent, there is no final <claim to have solved
Pushkin's enigma. In 1926, Mikhail Gershenson noted that
"there are places in Pushkin where no one has yet dared to
tread" ("EcTe MecTa B I[lymkMHe, KyOa He CTynaja emé& Hora
yejiopeueckasn”) (Gershenson 17). Yet even Khodasevich, who
tends to prefer the more openly philosophical 1lyric of
Lermontov and Tyutchev, eventually comes to the conclusion

that Pushkin is the forerunner of all Symbolist poetry.
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This iﬁterest in Pushkin, typical for modernist
authors, encompasses different aspects of Pushkin's
heritage, not limited to borrowing themes and expressions.
So, Gifford points out that Pasternak's "orderliness,
clarity, and precision [in translating Shakespeare] derive
conceivably from their [Schlegel-Tieck's] example, but more
certainly from that of Pushkin, which anyone writing blank-
verse drama in the Russian language cannot avoid"
(Pasternak 158). Obviously, Pasternak simply could not be
unaware of Pushkin's Dblank-verse drama, the first
successful use of this form in Russia. Yet the connection
of Pasternak's translations to Pushkin's dramas (Boris
Godunov and Little Tragedies) appears to be even deeper.
Academician Zhirmunsky acknowledges that the world of
Pasternak's poetry was unfamiliar and strange to him in
spite of the fact that he was "brought up on sophisticated
literature” ("a B no3THYecko# cucreme [lacTepHaka YacTo
nyTawcb, HECMOTPA Ha TO, YTO BOCIMUTAH Ha BCAKMX MIBICKAX
JMTEepaTypH . . . HEe MOTY BOCHPHUHATE ero 0 koHua") (4).
This could reflect 2Zhirmunsky's sense that Pasternak's
poetry did not display traces of straightforward influences
and revealed itself not in imitating Pushkin's form but in
taking over Pushkin's self-appointed task: the attempt to

expand the limits of poetical language. Pasternak the
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translator turned to Pushkin's dramas not because they were
composed in the blank verse, but rather because they were
written after Pushkin had read Shakespeare and was
consciously , adopting the method of "our Father
Shakespeare."

The changes in Shakespeare's reception is comparable
to the evolution in modernist approaches to Pushkin's
heritage, both because of the historical connections
outlined earlier and because Pushkin was considered the
ultimate canonical author within Russian literature. While
Russian modernists never disputed the historical
significance of Shakespeare, their views on his specific
role in contemporary literature also evolved over time.
Bryusov's characterization of Shakespeare, typical for the
first generation of Symbolists, is "Orpheus of all ages."
In an early poem by Bryusov, Shakespeare is dismissed as a
writer of old-age harmony to whom the modern tormented soul

is no longer able to respond adequately:

C Tex Mop Kak A OOJNIO B HEMOM OXMIOAHUM,
B TuxoM Becesmyu,

Kavanca Hagm nponacTrbo CMepTH, —-

MHe CcTanmmM MyuMTeJIbHH NOBECTBOBAaHUA

O HeBuMHHONR Odesumn,
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O yecTHOM JiaspTe,
M MHODO TakKMX Xe 3O0JIOTOBOJIOCHX HMCTOPHMA

0 by o rope.

Since I've been silently waiting
In quiet joy,
Swinging over the abyss of death
' I can hardly bear
The tales of innocent Ophelia,
Of the honest Laertes,
And all those golden-haired stories

Of love and of grief.

The very names of the stories ("of the honest
Laertes") evoke medieval ballads, and the "golden-haired
stories" bring to mind the golden age. Shakespeare is seen
as the author of a better age, now irrevocably lost.

A similar reference, free from the weight of
analytical interpretation, is contained in Kuzmin's 1long
poem, The trout breaks the ice (®opens pasbusaer snexn),
where Shakespeare is mentioned in a scene describing an
encounter of two lovers--a context similar to that which in
youthful Pushkin would have been the mention of Parny, an

eighteenth-century French author of elegant amorous verse:
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Bl TOJNLKO uTO ymnu, Dexkcnup
OTKpHT, OEMUTCA nanupoca . . .
CoHeTrt! ! " Kak HecJOXeH MUD

llon MapTOBCKMN Hanes Bormnpoca!

You have just left, the Shakespeare
Is [wide] open, the cigarette smoking . .
The Sonnets!! How uncomplicated the world is

In March, under the tune of a question.

Here, again Shakespeare embodies the untroubled vision
of an "uncomplicated world" that is accessible to the
modern author only as a nostalgic reflection. This
nostalgic view of Shakespeare was not universal, however,
and it was eventually replaced by a more complex approach.
Just as Pushkin is believed to have hidden more than he has
said, Shakespeare also seems to have kept some inner
mystery. Acknowledgement of the existence of this mystery
may be found, for example, in Gumilyov's "Theatre," where
Shakespearean stories are not at all "golden-haired"; their
somber character brings them close to the stories of the
0ld Testament. Characteristically, Gumilyov mentions Hamlet

and Cain in the same breath: "Xane, ecim KauH pugnaer, /
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Tamner wusBenaeT cuacrtoe!" ("It would be too bad if Cain
should weep / And Hamlet know happiness!").

The poem opens with a direct allusion to Shakespeare's
all world is a stage: "Bce Mu--cMemHuHle akTépn / B TeaTpe
Tocnioga Bora"™ ("All of us are ridiculous actors / In the.
The theatre of God"). Shakespearean allusion leads not to
an impassive philosophical reflection, as might have been
expected within the previous literary tradition, but to an
embittered protest against the cruel and unjust world and
its creator: “Bosm, TrJayxXoMy TuUTaHy, / BBepums1 OH Xo&
npencrasneuua” ("To pain, a deaf Titan, / has he [God]
entrusted the staging"). Shakespeare's thought is perceived
not as contradictory to modern experience, but as
supporting the world vision of a twentieth-century poet.
The desire to see Shakespeare as the idolized author of
glorious past, who; to use a line from Balmont, "built a
high nest which was an eagle's" ("OH B3Hec rHesgo, KOTOpoe
opimtHo") yields to the attempt to find in Shakespeare's
works and even in his personality some signs of conflicts
similar to those experienced by a twentieth-century author.

In this respect, Pasternak's poem "Shakespeare" (1919)
is of particular interest. In it, Pasternak describes a
priori imaginary scene from the life of Shakespeare: the

Bard enters a tavern and has a dialogue with the sonnet
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written the previous night. The sonnet reproaches its
author for choosing such a lowly place and suggests at
least transferring the discussion to the billiard parlor--
"YeM Bam He ycriex [omnyjnApHOoCTb B OunbappHon?" ("How is that
popularity in a billiard parlor is not a success for
you?").

Unfortunately, A. Kay France's otherwise well-informed
book on Pasternak's translations overlooks this important
change in Russian approach to Shakespeare. France believes
that Pasternak's poem describes Shakespeare as a "rather
Falstaffian figure™ and that the argument of the sonnet
"tends to draw its author to a higher level of existence"
(143-145). The comparison with Falstaff is based on the use
of the word "oOpozrmmuin" meaning "flaccid, grown fat and
flabby," as well as on the fact that the conversation is
taking place in a tavern. When the syntax of the sentence
is carefully examined, it becomes clear that the word
"oGpwo3rmmit" refers not to Shakespeare, but to the snow,
which is "starting to come down heavily" ("OH, oGplo3rumst

. nomén BammTb"). Perhaps France suggests that a
description applied to snow might be projected onto the
image of Shakespeare. While Pasternak often uses "human"
adjectives when referring to non-animated objects

("surprised plants,"” etc.), this device does not
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necessarily mean a simple reversal of qualities between
human and non-human elements or a masked description of the
lyrical "I." More specifically, the image of snow in-
Pasternak is generally to implicate an objective reality
existing outside of the human psyche. "Snow is falling"”
("CHer unér") where the snow falling "thickly, thickly" is
openly compared to the passing of time. The heavy wet snow
falling "like an abdominal band" (as protection from cold
or while fencing) that slips down ("kaxk cnoJssmmi
HaOpomHMK") may possibly be seen as the image of a gloomy
oppressive epoch. Furthermore, Shakespeare in Pasternak's
iaoem "loses the desire to be witty" ("Y llexcriupa ocTpuThb
nponanaer oxora"). The poet does not seem to fit into the
banal misery of his environment. Pasternak also provides a
precise description of his character's tavern bill: half a
pint of beer--hardiy a Falstaffian indulgence.

There is an irony, apparently unnoticed by France, in
suggesting a billiard room to replace the tavern as a
worthy place for giving its due to a sonnet which "takes
after a lightning" ("Becr B MoJHMO SA"). Pasternak seems to
ridicule the well-meant attempts of the philistine public
to "elevate" a poet out of his environment onto a more
appropriate level. Society gives to the poet only an

illusory choice between a tavern and a billiard room; the
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only escape is therefore to avoid seeking popular acclaim.
Pasternak depicts Shakespeare as an artist-craftsman who is
aware of his life task, not as a Platonic poet serving as-
the passive receptor of heavenly inspiration. Such an image
of Shakespeare 1is 1in harmony with Pasternak's idea of
Pushkin as the ultimate Russian poet; as well, it relates
to his own view of his 1life's task as an author and
translator. It 1is worth noting that when sending a
handwritten copy of this poem to Bryusov, Pasternak added to
it an epigraph taken from Pushkin's "To a poet" ("Hoatry"):
"Th uape—--xBU OIMH." ("You are the tsar--live in solitude.")
This is an image of Pushkin and Shakespeare as embodying the
figure of the Poet, but also an evaluation of a real
historical person known as Shakespeare.

In his essay on translations from Shakespeare,
Pasternak defines éhakespeare's Hamlet as a "play of high
destiny, the drama of a vocation" and says the lines of the
"To be or not to be" soliloquy are lifted by their power of
emotion "to the heights of bitter suffering worthy of
Gethsemane." This understanding of Shakespeare is evident
in Pasternak's poem “Hamlet," where the image of a
contemporary artist playing Hamlet is projected onto the
image of Christ in Gethsemane, a symbol of the ultimate

sacrifice for Pasternak.
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Ha MeHA HacTaBJlIeH CyMpaK HOYMu
THCAYbID OMHOKJIEH Ha OCMH.

Ecau ronbxo MoxHo, ABpa Orue,
YJamy 3Ty MMMO [IpPOHECH.

Ho npoayMaH pacnopsnoxk IOencTBUN
¥ HeoTBpaTUM KOHEL MNyTH.

fl--oouH. Bc€ ToHeT B dapucemncrse.

Xu3Hb MPOXUTB-—HE [OJIe NepenT:.

(The nocturnal darkness with a thousand
Binoculars is focused onto me.

Take away this cup, O Abba, Father,

Everything is possible to Thee.

But the plan of action is determined,

And the end irrevocably sealed.

I am alone: all around me drowns in falsehood:
Life is not a walk across a field.)

(Translated by Lydia Pasternak-Slater)

It needs to be kept in mind that for Pasternak, a

profoundly religious person, the prayer in the garden of

Gethsemane was a real historical event. Within Pasternak's
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artistic world, the tragedy of Hamlet is being elevated to
the same level of reality, because it reflects the very
tangible suffering of the poet himself. For Pasternak,
self-negation and the recognition of a higher goal to be
served was the essence of an artist's destiny. The link to
Hamlet is not accidental for the Russian poet: "The will of
chance selects Hamlet to be the judge of his times and to
be the servant of time more remote," writes Pasternak in
his Eritical essay on Shakespeare (". . . BoJeO cihyuyas
Tamnner usabupaeTcas B CyIObM CBOEro BpEeMeHM U B Cclayru Gojee
ornanieHHoro") (4: 416). This is echoed in a late poem by
Pasternak, "Night," addressed to a poet: "TH BeYHOCTH
3aJIOXHUK--Y BpeMeHun B mjeHy!" ("Immortal hostage you--a
prisoner of time!").

Another telling example of viewing Shakespeare as a
lyrical poet may be found in a poem by Tsvetaeva, where she
sees in her lover Sofia Parnok "all  heroines of
Shakespearean tragedies" ("BCcex TepOUHb mMeKCIUPOBCKUX
Tparemuit / 1 Buxy B Bac"). Tsvetaeva's use of the formal
second personal pronoun--"vy"--in a poem addressed to her
lover is contrary to the common Russian practice. She was
also known to address her husband with the formal pronoun,
while when writing in German to Rilke, whom she never met

in person, she used the informal "Du." Perhaps Tsvetaeva's
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idiosyncratic perception of "ty" is more abstract and
elevated, like "thou" in Modern English, reserved mainly
for liturgical use. This, however, is a subject that merits-
further investigation. What made it possible for Tsvetaeva
to refer to Shakespearean images in a most intimate lyrical
poem addressed to a real human being? Obviously, the
actual biography of Parnok could hardly have contained
parallels to all the plots of Shakespearean tragedies.
Tsvetaeva is clearly not interested in the socio-historical
details and in plot twists, with the exception of the
anticipated future parallel she points out: "Bac, mHas
TparMyeckas Jjasmm, / Huxro He cmac" ("No one saved you, / oh
my young tragic lady"). Tsvetaeva prophesies a tragic fate
for her 1lover, as there is indeed no salvation and no
escape for the female protagonists in Shakespeare's
tragedies. At that time, nothing in Parnok's external
circumstances suggested a tragic end. Tsvetaeva is not able
to decide the degree to which Parnok will be active in
constructing her destiny, whether she will perish as a
victim or a victor and whether her future sacrifice will be
consciously chosen by her (as is the case with Pasternak's
lyrical hero, for example). This ambiguity in her relation
to Parnok can be traced in other poems of Tsvetaeva as

well. Tsvetaeva does not elevate Parnok to the pedestal fit
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for a heroine of Ancient Greek tragedy, but creates a more
earthly image allowing for incongruities and contradictions
as well as for a greater freedom of individual choice. Such-
a view of Shakespeare follows Goethe's--whose works were
one of Tsvetaeva's literary obsessions since childhood--who
sees Shakespeare's plays as a tragedy of a personal will,
das Wollen. Here, Tsvetaeva's subjective perception of
Shakespearean heroines not only comes to the foreground but
enters into a complex relationship with the construction of
her world-view. This claim on a degree of intimacy with the
creations of Shakespeare, unthinkable in any of the
previous epochs, signifies a profound integration of
Shakespearean themes and images into the fabric of the
Russian poetical text.

In conclusion, this evolution of views of Shakespeare
reflects changes in the Russian literary canon and the
evolving demands made on- the "ideal" writer. During every
epoch in Russian literature, authors and critics tried to
find in Shakespeare those qualities which they considered
to be essential. To a varying degree, each generation
aspired to create a Shakespeare in its own image. So, for
instance, in the socially oriented Russian 1literary
criticism of the 1860s, Shakespeare was extolled for the

very same qualities expected from a contemporary writer
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(social consciousness, democratic spirit, psychology
understood primarily as knowledge of social behavior, etc).
The actual presence of these qualities in Shakespeare was -
not immediately convincing to many, including Tolstoy; yet
the existence of these qualities was needed in order to

justify Shakespeare's place in the literary canon.

"OUR FATHER SHAKESPEARE"

The shift from tragic to 1lyric, in addition to the
aesthetic imperatives of each age, the representation of
character transition from "type" to persona follows a
parallel course. In the depiction of individual character
according to Shakespearean model, Pushkin's Boris Godunov
is a major example. In the early nineteenth century
Shakespeare's works were critically processed by Pushkin,
arguably the first major figure in Russian literature to
recognize Shakespeare not simply as an important author of
the past, but as an author whose works remain relevant for
generations to come. Pushkin acknowledged his attempt to
imbue his own historical plays (e.g. Boris Godunov) with
the "spirit of Shakespeare." It has been commonly accepted

that one of the sources of inspiration for Pushkin’s
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dramas, next to the O0ld Russian annals and Karamzin’s
History of the Russian State, were the plays of
Shakespeare. (Evdokimova points to Pushkin's interest in-
doing a study of Peter the Great T"according to
Shakespearean model"™ [235]). This resulted in a historical
view of reality <characteristic of Pushkin’s mature
philosophy, traces of which can be discerned already in
Eugene Onegin. Important here is not simply the fact that
Lensky models himself after Hamlet and at times constructs
his environment according to the images and plots of
Shakespearean dramas (as, for instance, in the scene of
Lensky visiting old Larin’s tomb); also significant is a
new concept of a literary character.

The notion of a literary character as a dynamic union
of contradictory qualities subjectively united into one
structural element is not common to all types of literary
generalization. In the Western European tradition, this
view is usually connected with the names of Shakespeare and
Cervantes, and in the Russian tradition it has its
inception with Pushkin’s FEugene Onegin. By destroying the
continuity of his character’s story as well as the unity of
his personality, Pushkin brings into a literary text his

immediate reflections of real human personalities. This
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multifaceted nature of a literary character is one of the

qualities that Pushkin values most in Shakespeare:

Y Mombepa ckynot ckyn--u Tonbko; y lekcnupa
Hainox CKyI, CMEeTINB, MCTUTEJIeH, YanoJsuolbuse,

OCTPOYMEH.

In Moliere, the Miser is miserly--and that's all;
in Shakespeare Shylock is miserly, acute,
vindictive, philoprogenitive, witty, and so on.

(12: 159-60).

Emerson Jjustly observes that, in Boris Godunov,
Pushkin succeeds in creating multi-faceted yet integral

characters:

. Pushkin does not play with identity; his
identity crises are for real. . . . The utterance
becomes complex, wunpredictable, internally at

odds with itself (112).
Pushkin thought of his Boris Godunov as a historical

tragedy of the same genre as the Shakespearean Chronicles,

which would break with the commonly accepted notion of
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Classicist tragedy. This connection was recognized, though
with disapproval, by Tolstoy, who thought that Pushkin
wrote his Boris Godunov "under the influence of false-
criticism extolling Shakespeare" (What is Art? 113). BAs a
historical drama, Boris Godunov was juxtaposed to Romantic
tragedy in which characters are the author’s spokespersons
and the past is seen as a clear allusion to modern events.
Pushkin's open-ended approach towards his historical play
as to an experiment rather than an illustration for an
already known answer prompts Evdokimova to suggest that
Boris and Prefénder exemplify two different attitudes
towards history--predestination and chance, respectively
(56). As a political tragedy, Boris Godunov deals with
contemporary issues: that of the role of the masses in
history and the nature of tyranny--an issue that was bound
to remain topical in Russian literature through the age of
modernism.

As a result of this contact, Pushkin's works acquired
new characteristics, many of which may be traced beyond him
to works of later authors in the nineteenth century: new
understanding of literary character as a dynamic interplay
of contradictory qualities; introduction of new dramatic
laws, opposed to both the Romantic and the classicist

traditions; tendency towards approaching popular language;
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new principles of organizing textual structure. This was no
mere emulation, as practiced by certain eighteenth century
writers, but the result of a conscious selection and"
processing that enabled Pushkin to enrich his arsenal of
poetical tools. Valery Bryusov even suggested that the
influence of Shakespeare on Boris Godunov was too great for
the play to be considered original within Pushkin's
individual oeuvre, though it was original from the
perspective of Russian literature. The Polish writer
Mickiewicz once greeted Pushkin with a changed quote from
the Aeneid: "Tu Scheakespearus est, si fata sinant" ("You
will be a Shakespeare if the fate allows"). Bryusov found
this compliment equivocal: "Pushkin has to be Pushkin, and
not Shakespeare," and noted that Little Tragedies display a
greater originality and artistic independence than Boris
Godunov (7: 101).

This view of Pushkin as a competitor of Shakespeare in
our time was taken even further by David Bethea, who argues
that Pushkin, "realizing that, to the French, he too will
always be a "northern Dbarbarian," saw a kind of
Shakespearean challenge in them (Guizot's condescending
remarks on Shakespeare]" (87). Bethea straightforwardly
claims that" . . . what Pushkin wanted to become was not a

Slavic Voltaire or Racine but precisely the Shakespeare of
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Russian culture"™ (41). On the personal 1level, it is
unlikely that a poet from cosmopolitan Petersburg whose
upper class was bilingual in Russian and French (even on-
his deathbed, Pushkin uttered a sentence in French before
his two very last words in Russian), suffered from any
"cultural inferiority complex"; certainly scholars have not
been able to find any evidence of such a conflict in his
poetical or private writings, though other areas where
Pushkin felt his pride hurt seem to be well known). More
importantly, there are some broader considerations that
speak against Bethea's suggestions.

Prior to Pushkin's enthusiastic attempts to popularize
Shakespeare in literary circles, Shakespeare simply did not
have enough of a presence in Russian culture as to make
anyone want to become a "Russian Shakespeare." It required
a literary authority of Pushkin's significance, just as it
had required a Goethe in Germany, to bring Shakespeare's
work into the center of literary discourse. It is also
unlikely that Pushkin, already well recognized, would
suddenly want to change his already famous name for another
one and become a Russified version of any foreign author.
Besides, there were already some who attempted to be

"Russian Voltaires"; Pushkin already saw that their place
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in Russian literature was marginal, and their works were to

become a mere historical curiosity.

Voltaire n BEeJIMKAaHH He MMET HU OOHOTO
nocnenosaTens B Poccum; Ho OesnapHHEe NUIMeM,
rpubhl, BHpoOCIME Yy KOpHA IOy0OB . . . OBJaieBawT

PYCCKOI CJIOBECHOCTHI.

Voltaire and the giants do not have a single
follower in Russia, but his talentless pygmies,
like mushrooms that grow at the roots of

oaks . . . are taking over Russian literature (7:

494) .

The difference between genuine followers and mere
imitators seems to be quite clear in Pushkin's mind;
evidently he would not want to be part of the latter group.
Finally, while one could disagree with the French critics
(which Pushkin did), it was impossible to pretend that
their arguments had not been heard, or to attempt writing
as if European literature stood still after the 1600s.

When Pushkin discussed with his friend Pletnev the
preface to be written for the first publication of Boris

Godunov, Pletnev recommended: "It would be better for you
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to criticize properly the German Romantics because they
understood neither the Spanish Romantics nor Shakespeare.
It is unseemly for you to preach about French Classicists:
when anybody can now read about it even in the Severnaya
Pchela--Northern  Bee (Writers ask for advice 23).
(Northern Bee was a newspaper run by Pushkin's literary
adversaries at that time). Pletnev's remark seems to be a
convincing proof that Pushkin's circle in the 1830s did not
think disproving theoreticians of French classicism worth
the effort.

Analyzing Pushkin's remarks about dramatic art,

Musatov argues that

The stream of Pushkin's unsystematized thoughts
in French was on that side of the European
watershed which divided him from the French soil
and brought him closer to the German soul, where
aesthetics has been developed with such clarity

since Kant and Lessing (Musatov 128).

Pushkin was a contemporary of Goethe, whom he once
called "the great Goethe . . . our German patriarch." This
tongue-in-cheek reference to Goethe brings to mind

Pushkin's earlier mention of Shakespeare as if he were a

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



134

saint from the Russian Orthodox Calendar "I . . . created
my tragedy according to the System of Our Father
Shakespeare, and brought to his altar two of the classical
unities, Jjust Dbarely preserving the last one." ("a
pPacrosioXMsl CBOK TparemMo no cucreme Orua Hamero--llekcnupa u
npuHeC eMy B XepTBy [pel ero aJjTape [HgBa KJlacCUUeCKue
eOMHCTBa, enBa COXpaHuMB nocinenHee") (ll: 66). In order to
revive the outdated forms of the Russian theater, Pushkin,
as Goethe had done with German theater, turned to
Shakespeare.

In Boris Godunov, Pushkin went against both notions of
Classical theatre and Romantic drama. This variety of
characters and historical episodes was not purely
ornamental, as in Romanticism. Pushkin rejected basing a
play on an uncontroversial and well-developed idea that
needed only some historical "embellishments." Boris Godunov
started as an open-ended literary experiment. The purpose
of literary work was now seen in the profundity of the
questions asked instead of in the indisputable truth of the
answers. This philosophy of literary work as an experiment,
as a cognitive process will be later embraced and developed
by the modernist poets.

Fifty years before Pushkin's stay in Mikhailovsk, in

Strasbourg, the young Goethe and Herder were already
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reading Shakespeare and noting that Shakespeare differed
from ancient authors and certainly from the French
classicists in the wide scope of his historical vision, in-
which "world history seems to follow an unseen path in
front of our eyes" (Goethe, On art 337). This pronouncement
emerges from an understanding of world  history as
encompassing a clear perception of one's national past and
present. The theme of world history and of modern life as
being beyond history is combined in Boris Godunov and in
Little Tragedies.

After the fatal year 1825, which saw the failed
uprising of the Decembrists, Pushkin developed a profound
interest for history. The immediate result of December 14
for Pushkin was a strong desire to rise above subjective
personal preferences in his interpretation of historical
events. "I am firmly convinced that the popular laws of
Shakespearean drama are appropriate for our theater,
too . . . The spirit of the time requires important changes
on the podium as well” ("5 TBepmo yBepeH, YTO HamleMy TeaTpy
OpUIINMYHE. HapOOHHE 3aKOHH npamu llekcrnupoBoi. . . . Jyx Beka
TpeOyeT BaXHBIX IepeMeH U Ha cueHe ngpaMarmuueckor™) (8: 141).
In a letter to his friend Delvig, Pushkin called: "Let us
not be superstitious or one-sided--like French tragedians:

let us look at the tragedy ([of the Decembrists] through
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Shakespeare’s eyes” ("He Oynem HU Cy€eBEepHHI, HU
OOHOCTOPOHHM, Kak ¢paHUYy3CKMEe Tparuku; HO B3DJSHEM Ha
Tparemmo BamanoM llexcnupa®™) (13: 259). -

Pushkin is generally credited with having'introduced
themes and images from Western European poetry into
multiple stylistic layers of the Russian literary
tradition. Shakespeare belonged to those authors whose work
Pushkin turned to at a time when his poetry was gaining new
maturity (Fugene Onegin and the philosophical poetry of
Pushkin's last years may serve as an example). Pushkin’s
experiment with semantic and syntax structures, partially
inspired by Shakespeare, eventually led to a major renewal
of the Russian literary language, the creation of a new
poetical vocabulary freed of the dominance of Slavonicisms
and closer to everyday speech. Referring to the language of
Boris Godunov, Raevsky said to Pushkin: "Vous acheverez de
faire descendre la poésie de ses échasses" ("You will bring

poetry down off its stilts") (Pushkin 13: 172).

When, more than one hundred and fifty years later,
Russian poetry faces a new transformation of comparable
significance initiated by modernist poets, particularly
Pasternak, this global transformation of the 1literary
vocabulary can again be credited to the influence of

Shakespeare.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

While Pushkin acknowledged learning from Shakespeare's
method, specific textual references to Shakespearean
characters in Pushkin's work are scant. In a mock poem
written in 1827 for Pushkin's close friend Delvig, Pushkin
gives the name of Hamlet to Baratynsky, their common
acquaintance and a well-known poet in his own right. In a
note containing both prose and verse that Pushkin pretends
to be enclosing with the imaginary gift of a skull, Pushkin
suggests that Delvig may spend some contemplative hours
gazing at the skull, which "can substitute a conversational

partner for a learned man."

Nmm kak TCamner-BapaTHHCKMUMI
Hanl HMM 3agyM4Y¥BO MedTai:

O ®M3HM MEPTBHIT PONOBEOHUK
oA Mygpena, kak cobecenHHUK,

OH CTOMUT I'OJIOBH XMBOM.

Or like Hamlet-Baratynsky
You may be lost in reverie over it:

The dead preacher on life

For a wise man
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It is worth [getting]l] a 1live head for a

conversational partner.

The playful tone of the poem, the fairy-tale 1like
explanations about the means by which the skull had been
obtained, the description of Delvig as "wearing a myrtle
wreath and eyeglasses, with a lyre in his hand" (a send-up
of the romantically elevated image of the poet)--all this
indicates that the poem should be seen as a private joke
rather than a programmatic statement. In this "domesticated"
context, it is particularly interesting to see a reference
to Hamlet, already the object of satire, which presupposes
familiarity with the Shakespearean reference.

Another reference 1is found in the beginning of
Pushkin's FEugene Onegin. Lensky, an 1l8-year old poet just
arrived from "misty Germany" with a “truly Goettingenian
soul,"” visits the tomb of his neighbor and his fiancée's
father, whom the reader knows from earlier descriptions as
a harmless but undistinguished officer and family head. In
a heartfelt melancholic gesture, Lensky exclaims: "Poor
Yorick!" Pushkin himself adds a note in which he explains:
"Hamlet's exclamation over the skull of the fool (See
Shakespeare and Sterne)." It is significant that Pushkin

still finds it necessary to indicate his source for the
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reading public; authors of the later epochs will be able to
count on the reader's recognition of many Shakespearean
allusions. Pushkin's annotation, as usual, combines his a
genuine attempt to educate the Russian public with an
element of irony. For Sterne in ZTristam Shandy, "Poor
Yorick"™ has become trite, but this was not necessarily the
case for the majority of Pushkin's readership; otherwise
there would hardly be need in inserting the annotation.
Referring the reader to both Shakespeare and Sterne,
Pushkin achieves two goals: to indicate the source of the
quote to that part of the public for which it is still
unclear and to share with the more advanced public the
contemporary perception of that image in English literature
through referring to Sterne (who was rather widely read in
Russia at the time).

Pushkin's 1836 poem known as "From Pindemonte,"
expressing grave disappointment with the political and
intellectual 1life in Russia and proclaiming the inner
freedom of the artist, also contains a reference to Hamlet:

"All this, you see, is words, words, words."
N Majsio ropa MHe, CBOGOAHO M [l1edaTh

MopouuT OJIyXOB, MJb YyTKaA UeH3ypa

B XypHalbHHX 3aMHCJIaX CTecHser Oajlarypa.
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Bcé 370, BUMIOUTE, cCJIOBA, CJO0Ba, CJIOBA.
ViHEe, Jyymme MHe JOpOoTM MpaBa.

UHaa, gyumas norpeGHa MHe cBobofa.

And I do not care if the press is free

To fool those weak of mind, or if the vigilant
censorship

Limits the journalistic projects of some windbag.

All of this, you see, is but words, words, words.
Other, higher rights are dear to me.

Other, higher freedoms are necessary to me.

Significantly, this allusion is taken from the scene
between Hamlet and Polonius, in which Hamlet calls Denmark "a
prison."

The quotation from Shakespeare is then followed by
what in the Russian tradition are some of the most famous

words of Pushkin:

3aByceTb OT uapsa, 3aeuceThb OT Hapoma--

He BCcE€ nu Ham paBHO?

Whether to depend on the tsar or on the mob--

Is it not the same to us?
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In manuscript, "From Pindemonte" was titled "From
Alfred Musset," giving the appearance that it is linked to
a poem by de Musset. However, the references to Pindemonte
and Musset are now taken to be a literary mystification
Pushkin resorted to in order to appease censorship (III,
336) In addition, Pushkin again makes a laconic footnote:
"Hamlet."

Eleanor Rowe argues that the few instances known of
Shakespearean allusions in Pushkin (excluding the "Letter
to Delvig," which she does not review) give sufficient
ground to say that Pushkin protested against the prevailing
German Romantic interpretation of Hamlet (33).
Unfortunately for the historians, Pushkin did not
completely follow the advice of his friend Pletnev quoted
earlier in this work and did not include his views on
German criticism in the preface to Boris Godunov. Was this
perhaps a matter of greater concern to Pletnev than to
Pushkin himself? 1In would appear that the information
available is insufficient to conclude that Pushkin actively
protested against the German Romantics or that he was not
at all interested in AHAamlet. None of the poems quoted
earlier can be enlisted to confirm such an opinion.

In the "Letter to Delvig," the playful energy is not

directed towards Shakespeare. The humor is in the situation
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itself: Pushkin and his friends trying on literary masks of
various epochs. Baratynsky, on whom Pushkin jokingly
bestows the name of Hamlet, is a fellow poet of whom
Pushkin thought highly, saying that he "“ranks with the very
best of our poets. . . . his thinking is correct and
independent, while his emotions run strong and deep."
("npuHAIIEXUT K UUCITY OTIUYHEHX HamMX NOITOB. . . . MECIUT
no-ceoeMmy, MNpPaBMJIBHO M HE3aBUCMMO, MeXOy TeM KaK YYyBCTByeT
cuibHO U Dpaydoko") (7: 153). From other works, (most
importantly, from Fugene Onegin) it becomes clear that
Pushkin could allow himself at times not to be serious
about anything, from familial love to the rules of Russian
grammar, but if all such ironic statements were to be taken
at face value, the modern notion of Pushkin's philosophy
would hardly be accurate.

In Eugene Onegin (written between 1821-1831), Lensky
is treated with subtle irony, but without sarcasm, which is
why his death is perceived by the reader as tragic. The
character of Lensky is on a different plane from the
marginally drawn comical characters of the Larins'
neighbors; Lensky has been said to embody, at least to a
certain extent, Pushkin's own ideals and inspiration in his
youth, which the poet now regards from a distance. There is

the same gentle irony towards Tatyana, who eventually
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starts wondering if Onegin is "a Muscovite in Childe
Harold's «cloak" and "a parody." The cemetery scene is
followed by Pushkin's explanation'that Lensky was "full of
sincere sadness" and by three full strophes written in the
narrator's voice. Yet Pushkin's farewell to youthful
exaltation and emotional excesses does not mean that the
association with Hamlet is supposed to characterize Lensky
negatively.

Finally, in "From Pindemonte," Pushkin changes from
humor and good-natured irony to bitter sarcasm. The
quotation is aimed against the shallowness of Russian
public life, stifled as it is by the strict control of the
state, on one side, and by the backwardness of public
conscience and philistinism of popular and bourgeois
society, on the other. He sides with Hamlet.

Therefore it ié hard to agree on this point with Rowe or
with the 1964 Soviet article she cites in support of her
ideas: "[Pushkin] was not attracted by the torments of
thought, of thought which doubts everything" (Rowe 35). Yet
Pushkin's poem "Remembrance" (1828) dates from the same

period:

MeuTH KMOAT: B yMe, MONABJIEHHOM TOCKOM,

TeCHUTCA TAXKUX OyM U3OEITOK.
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Dejection seizes me and clouds my spirit whole.
Thoughts crowd my brain, dreams in me riot.

(Tr. By I. Zheleznova)

Two years later, in the same year as Little Tragedies,
Pushkin wrote two of his major philosophical poems: "Life,
vain gift of chance" ("Jlap HanpacHuiA, Oap CAy4YaMHeIl . . .")
and "Elegy" ("3nerma"), where the first definition of life
is "to suffer and to think."

It is not surprising that official Soviet criticism,
ever suspicious of any internal conflicts or ideological
inconsistencies, prefers seeing in Pushkin a robust,
wholesome nature with a clear awareness of his goals, his
ideals, and his political sympathies. Such a view, in a
somewhat more sophisticated and less politicized form, was
not uncommon at ﬁhe beginning of the modernist period,
either. However, this interpretation of Pushkin's oeuvre
was soon found unsatisfactory, while the attitudes of
modernist poets toward Shakespeare similarly evolve. In the
following chapters, this topic will be dealt with in
greater detail:; what is important to note now is that the
modernists' approach to Shakespeare is similar to their

approach to Pushkin.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



145

The Shakespearean cultural model afforded Pushkin the
type of text in which he was able to express his own
thoughts and opinions as well as popular beliefs, fusing
them into a contradictory and at the same time harmonious
whole. Pushkin's dialogue with the Shakespearean text not
simply resulted in the introduction of new poetic
structures (e.g. the five-foot iamb used since Pushkin in
translation of Shakespeare's plays), but contributed to the
development of Pushkin's complex, polyphonic vision of the
world. It may only be surmised how this would have
continued had Pushkin's life not been cut short in 1837.
The movement towards a synthesis between the national
tradition and world tradition, between historical views and
a focus on the individual, initiated by Pushkin, was to
come to its full realization in the literature of
modernism. It was this achievement that allowed Pushkin, to
use Bryusov's 1905 expression from his Sacred Offering,

”n
.

to divine, with his perceptive ear, the future

tremor of our modern soul" (". . . Tak YACTO YYTKMM CJIIYXOM
npenyranuBajy OyOymylo OpPOXb Hamenl CcoBpeMeHHoir gymm") (6:
95).
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CHAPTER 3

FROM THE SOCIAL TO THE PERSONAL: RUSSIAN CLASSICISM AND

REALISM

. « « Y Tex TamnerTe, a y Hac eme

rnoka KapaMmasoBH.

. . . over there they have Hamlets, but we
still have Karamazovs.

F. Dostoyevsky, The Karamazov Brothers

"TO SHOW SHAKESPEARE TO RUSSIA"

Almost 1like the works of Pushkin, Russia's national
poet, the works of Shakespeare have been given a wide range
of interpretations, sometimes mutually exclusive ones, in
line with the changing aesthetic and social wvalues. 1In
Shakespeare's case, the situation was further complicated by
the fact that, until the mid-nineteenth century, the Russian
reading public knew Shakespeare indirectly, only through

adaptation, which allowed for a greater liberty of assigning
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to Shakespeare's oeuvre the qualities found desirable in a
canonical work.

In Sumarokov's time, when a poet's mission was defined
according to the dulce et utile precept, the goal being the
education of the reader, Shakespeare was turned to for
images of exemplary behavior demonstrated by model rulers.
Pushkin’s contemporaries, Kyukhelbecker and Gnedich,
stressed the Iimportance of the fantastical elements in
Shakespeare, seeing in them a link to folk art and a proof
of the democratic character ["HapomHocTe"] of Shakespeare's
work. This socially-minded view will be taken to the extreme
during the high point of Russian realism, when the followers
of Tolstoy will write quasi-folkloric Russified adaptations
of Shakespearean plays (Hamlet will become "TaBpuna--
HYTpAHOM deJioBek," "Gavrila the inward man," etc.). In
Russian modernist poetry, the Romantic theme of the tragic
split between the artist and society is once again brought
to the foreground, culminating in Pasternak's poem "Hamlet,"
where the image of a Shakespearean character is woven into
the representation of the poet's mission.

Though these metamorphoses may look surprising, they are
not wholly wunpredictable; rather, the changes in the
perception of Shakespeare were predetermiﬁed by the inner

dynamics of Russian literature's development. While the
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changes in literary aesthetics clearly affected the perception
of other authors as well, Shakespeare's works present a
particularly rich material for analysis because Russian
secular literature, in the course of over two centuries kept
returning to the reevaluation and appropriation of
Shakespeare's heritage.

The Russian reading public was exposed to Shakespeare in
the early eighteenth century, much later than other European
countries. Because of the suspicion with which the official
Church treated secular performances, (an attitude Russian
Orthodox Church inherited from its Byzantine predecessors),
literary theatre was virtually non-existent until the
seventeenth century. Skomorokhi, the wandering artists who
offered diverse popular entertainment by performing songs,
acrobatic shows and sometimes short comical scenes, had been
documented since eleventh century but became increasingly
popular in the fifteenth--early seventeenth century. However,
skomorokhi were 1looked down upon and often persecuted by
secular and church authorities; there was no officially
sanctioned form of theater, such as religious mystery plays
in Western European countries. The first officially permitted
performances of plays on Biblical themes were given at the
court of Tsar Alexei Mikhailovitch, the father of Peter the

Great. Tsarevna Natalia Alekseevna, Peter the Great's younger
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sister, already had a theatre of her own, the first theatre
in the newly founded St. Petersburg, which had replaced
Moscow as Russia's capital. She was even known to author
plays herself. The anonymous author of a historical survey
done much later, in 1853, even stated that Natalia
Alekseevna's plays showed some influence of Shakespeare.
Unfortunately, the texts of her plays have not been
preserved; yet the very fact of their existence tells of
Russia's growing contact with European literatures. With the
emergence of public theater during Peter the Great's sweeping
reforms aimed at secularization of Russian public life, the
first Russian translations of Shakespeare appeared.

A. W. Schlegel in his well-known article "On William
Shakespeare in connection to Wilhelm Meister” called for a
greater precision in translations, based on respect for the
original text. R\;tssian translators of the eighteenth
century, like other European translators almost one hundred
years before Schlegel's article, were in a different
position. In addition, the Russian literary language was
only gradually freeing itself from the excessive influence
of Church Slavonic and gaining independent wvalue as a
literary language. The Russian language of the drama had

not yet reached a stage at which a translation that would
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have an independent value was possible. This would become
possible only after the age of Pushkin.

The first Russian translations were usually done not
from the original, but from French versions, which often had
been previously "perfected" in accordance with notions of
French Classicism, such as requirements for the unities of
time, space, and action. The treatment which the original
text of plays received during that time may be imagined
thanks to an anecdote, according to which, Peter I once
ordered to play the next day "a play with no more than three
acts, without any love intrigues and neither too sad, nor
too serious, nor too funny" (History of Russian literary
translation 2: 20).

By the middle of the eighteenth century, more accurate
translations had been published, and Shakespeare became well
known in educated circles. In his "Epistles," Sumarokov
listed Shakespeare among the other classical poets: "Milton
and Shakespeare, the later, tho' unschooled" (123). The
historical task of Russian poetry of the Sumarokov period,
which had to encompass the European Baroque and Classicism
almost simultaneously, may be compared to the Russian poetry
at the turn of the twentieth century and its accelerated
appropriation of two schools of the late nineteenth century,

the French Parnassian school and Symbolism.
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The first attempt at a scholarly analysis of Shakespeare
was the result of a literary scandal of the day when
Sumarokov, already a well-known poet, wrote a play loosely
based on Hamlet (1747). Trediakovsky, another prominent poet
and a long-time adversary of Sumarokov, accused the latter of
plagiarism: "Hamlet, as learned people say, was translated
into prose from Shakespeare's English, and then our author
[Sumarokov] put it into verse.”" Sumarokov indeed used a
prosaic translation done by La Place from the English into
French in 1745. Sumarokov, already known by that time as a
prominent author of Russian classicism, could hardly have
been guided by this prosaic translation, which most likely
was of mediocre 1literary merit. Sumarokov seems to have
accepted Voltaire's view of Shakespeare as a talented writer
whose works are powerful, but who was lacking good taste and
knowledge of literary rules. Most evaluations of Shakespeare
which reached Russia were influenced by the French Classicist
aesthetics, even if the degree of appreciation of Shakespeare
varied among French critics, and their views were not always
expressed in as sharply negative manner as is sometimes found
in Voltaire. This influence of French criticism is quite
apparent in Sumarokov's work. Pushkin's friend Kyukhelbecker

will write on Sumarokov's Hamlet:
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KoHeuHo, oT cTapuka AnexcaHpgpa [lerpoBuua,
BOCNMUTAHHOI'O BO BCeX [pegjpaccyikax OGpaHUy3CKOK
cTapoy MWKOJIE, HUKTO M OXMIOATHL HEe CTaHeT, 4YTOOH OH
rnepenan XOThb TeHb HacToAmero  MmeKCIMPOBCKOT'O
Tamnera. OOHAKO yX U TO XOpPOWO, YTO ero mencTByKIMe
JMua He COBCeM MepTBHE KYKIH, YTO TYT €CTb YTO-TO

noxoxee Ha CTpacTH.

Of course, no one will expect from the old
Aleksander Petrovich [Sumarokov], brought up on all
prejudices of the old French school, to recreate at
least a shade of the real Shakespeare's Hamlet.
However, it is already good enough that his
characters are not altogether lifeless dolls, that
there is something not unlike passion here (The

Decembrists and Their Time 63).

Further, Sumarokov's play not only follows the formal
requirements of Classicism, but also focuses on the typical
conflict of passion vs. duty, expressed in Hamlet's desire
to take revenge for his father death and in his 1love for
Ophelia, daughter of Polonius, who 1is presented as an
accomplice of Claudius. The play ends with Hamlet taking his

rightful place on the throne, Polonius committing suicide in
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prison and Gertrude retiring into a convent. The Danish
people finally receive a monarch, and all impediments to the
marriage of the young protagonists are removed. In his
treatment of Shakespeare, Sumarokov overlooks everything
which will become essential for the interpretation of Hamlet
in the twentieth century: the reflection on the purpose of
human existence and on usefulness or futility of action.
This is why it becomes necessary to Sumarokov to stress that
Hamlet's love for Ophelia 1is hindered by an external
circumstance--the fact that she 1is a daughter of his
political adversary; otherwise, Hamlet's torments could not
be Jjustified. In The Birth of Tragedy (1873), Nietzsche
describes Hamlet as a tragedy in which action is a priori
impossible, saying that Hamlet "could not change anything in
the eternal nature of things; they ([the Dionysian man and
Hamlet] feel it to be ridiculous or humiliating that they
should be asked to set right a world that is out of joint.
Knowledge kills action; action requires the veil of
illusion: that is the doctrine of Hamlet." It shall be shown
later on that, while this view will not be fully embraced by
all Russian modernists, the posing of this problem will have
a prominent place in interpretation of Hamlet. For
Sumarokov, however, the very possibility of improving the

world by action is not subjected to question; in fact,
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literary work is seen as an example of such action.
Sumarokov's characters do not always win their battles, just
as Sumarokov's own works did not always enjoy the
recognition Sumarokov felt they deserved; yet this could not
detract from the meaningfulness and importance of the task
undertaken.

The modern reader thus tends to agree with Sumarokov,
who, when deeply hurt by accusations of plagiarism, pointed
out that his play shared few similarities with that of
Shakespeare, "except for the monologue at the end of the
third act and for the kneeling Claudius" (95). In fact,
Hamlet's soliloquy is the only recognizably Shakespearean
scene in Sumarokov's obtuse verse, full of Slavonicisms and
obsolete syntax constructions. Finding in Shakespeare "many
things that are very good and many that are very bad,”
Sumarokov apparently felt it as much his duty to protect the
public from exposure to bad things as it was his obligation
to show the good ones. Such an attitude to translation was
typical for classicism: a translator believed it was his
right, if not his responsibility, to improve on the original
work as he saw fit. Changing plays for use on the scenes of
domestic theatres seemed particularly justified because
"here you should worry less about showing the beauty and

power of a foreign author than about fighting against vices"
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(History of Russian Literary Translation 35). After all,
Voltaire, whose authority was important for Sumarokov,
thought it possible to rewrite some of Shakespeare's works,
such as Julius Caesar.

There have been other plays using Shakespearean
characters and scenes, including three plays written by
Catherine the Great herself. Catherine signed up for the new
collected works of Shakespeare in French translation by Le
Tourneur in 1776, and later read Shakespeare in her native
German, in a version by Eschenburg. The first play performed
on Russian scene and credited to Shakespeare was Catherine
the Great's free translation of Merry Wives of Windsor,
under the title This is What Comes of Having a Basket and
Some Linen (a reference to a line from Scene V, Act III of
Shakespeare's play, This't to have linen and buck-baskets).
In addition, Catherine II wrote two imitations of the
history plays under the title An imitation of Shakespeare, a
historical play without adherence to the usual theatrical
rules, from the life of Rurik and The beginning of Oleg's
rule, an Imitation of Shakespeare without ac'iherence to the
usual theatrical rules. Finally, Catherine wrote a comedy
Spendthrift (A free imitation of Shakespeare), a Russified

version of Shakespeare's Timon of Athens, in which the
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protagonist was given the telling name of Tratava (from the
verb "rpature" ["tratit'"]--"to spend").

In these plays, Catherine II went against the literary
norms of her day, contributing to the creation of a literary
language close to everyday speech of the educated classes. It
is not far-fetched to say that Catherine's choice of a
literary source must have been at least partially determined
by the fact that Shakespeare's work was known only in
translation and his reputation remained equivocal. Had
Catherine the Great tried to imitate French Classicists, whose
works were very familiar to the Russian educated public and
usually held up as a standard, her shortcomings as a writer
would be too painfully apparent to the educated Russian
public. Shakespeare, on the other hand, would probably be seen
not as a literary rival, but as a source. Nevertheless, the
fact that Catherine deemed it possible to use Shakespeare as
her reference point facilitated the inclusion of Shakespeare's
work into the Russian literary canon. Catherine's literary
exercises reveal her desire to establish herself as a Russian
author; as a foreigner on the Russian throne, she constantly
felt the need to prove her deep involvement with the Russian
culture. Perhaps Catherine the Great's literary experiments in
Russian were motivated not simply by her personal ambitions,

but also by her desire to establish an independent cultural
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identity for Russia within the European context. Catherine's
imitations of Shakespeare, while of 1limited independent
literary value, had a long-range effect on Russian literary
development by providing an official sanction to break away
with the rules of Classicism and by encouraging independent
interpretation of foreign authors without having to rely on
the latest critical writings from France.

Zhukovsky, whom Pushkin considered to be one of his
teachers, and who is regarded as the father of literary
translation in Russia, did not pay particular attention to
Shakespeare, as he himself acknowledged. In a conversation
with Ludwig Tieck, Zhukovsky admits that Shakespeare's
masterpiece Aamlet seems a "monster" to him. For Zhukovsky,
those who find a deep meaning in Hamlet prove more their
own richness of thought and imagination than the excellence
of Hamlet itself (qtd. in Levin, Russian Poets 212).

On the other hand, Nikolai Karamzin (1766-1820), whom
Terras Jjustly describes as the single most influential
eighteenth-century Russian prose writer, appreciated
Shakespeare and defended his works against the attacks of
Voltaire. Karamzin did not find anything wrong in
propagating work which would challenge a reader's
imagination. He saw a lack of finished form as a challenge

which forced the reader to take an active part in the
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interpretation of the work, to "communicate with the text,"
to use an expression often utilized by Lotman (1: 131-132).
Zhukovsky, following the tradition established by Karamzin,
saw his potential reader primarily as women of the educated
class. Development of language and literature, refinement
of artistic taste and of the readers' inner world were seen

as the main steps towards progress.

Ladies' taste became the supreme judge of
literature, and an educated, outwardly and
inwardly gracious woman who is familiar with
the great works of art was seen as the
educator of future generations of

enlightened Russians (Lotman 2: 360).

In this, Russian authors followed the example of the
German Romantics: one of Hoélderlin's most dearly held
projects was the publication of a monthly Journal under the
title Iduna, "a Jjournal for the ladies, of aesthetic
content" that would publish new poems as well as essays on
literary history and criticism (Holderlin 4: 220). The
project was never realized due to external pressures, but
the intention is no less remarkable. This open-ended nature

of a work, enabling multiple interpretations, is the
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feature of Shakespeare most appreciated by the modernists,
just as it had been valued by Karamzin.

Discussing his work on translating Homer into Russian,
Zhukovsky said that his best reader and advisor might have
been his wife, with her "poetic soul and intuition"
(Writers ask for advice 18). Regrettably, he had not yet
taught her Russian (his wife was German). This typical
anecdote summarizes what Zhukovsky valued in his reader: a
"poetic soul,"™ a refined perception, an ability to
appreciate the perfection of a poetic work. By contrast,
Karamzin's ideal reader took a more active stand. Karamzin
was known for going so far as to distribute his own works--
disguised as works by some mysterious "Parisian lady"--to
encourage Russian noblewomen to take up the pen themselves.
(Lotman, Karamzin 264). The notion of the active
participation of the reader is also invoked again, on a
rather amplified scale, during the modernist period. For
instance, Mayakovsky declares his own works open for
improvement and additions to be made by his readers. For
example, in the 1921 foreword to his play Mystery-Bouffe he
invites the reader to revise and improve the play: "In the
future, all persons performing, presenting, reading, or

publishing Mystery-Bouffe should change the content, making
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it contemporary, immediate, up-to-the minute" (Complete
Plays 39).

As early as 1797, Karamzin wrote that Shakespeare's
violation of classical rules was a virtue and an inevitable
conseéuence of his genius. It took time for these words to be
heard, however: alterations of Shakespeare in the direction
of neoclassical taste were to continue for another quarter of
a century. During this period, Russian poets did not yet
actively rework Shakespearean images and themes in their own
writings. Adaptations and imitations were the only way of
approaching foreign texts. Not accidentally, Sumarokov's
vague attempt to depict "his own" Hamlet was immediately
labeled plagiarism and ultimately became an artistic failure.
However, Shakespeare was gradually being freed from the
stigma of a "Barbaric" or "unschooled" writer and his works

started being accepted within the literary canon.

HAMLETS OF OUR DISTRICT

The readers' involvement with plays of Shakespeare
increased by the 1840s, when the interest in Shakespeare
reached its peak. Shakespeare's plays started to be staged

in amateur performances in upper-class households. The
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infatuation with Shakespeare's ouevre, particularly with
Hamlet, almost reached the proportions of a cult, a fact
which witnesses a growing familiarity with Shakespeare's
work. In her monograph on Boris Godunov, Emerson justly
points out that during Pushkin's lifetime, "Shakespeare in
Russia was less available as an independent art, read for
its own beauty and on its own terms, than as a tool to be
used by progressive romantics against the conservatives"
(Boris Godunov: Transpositions on a Russian theme 110).
Indeed, before the 1840s, only 10 of Shakespeare's plays
had been translated, and not fully. By 1855, the situation
improves: of the 37 canonical plays, only six (Love'’s Labor
Lost, Winter Tale, As You Like It, Pericles, and Titus
Andronicus) had not been translated.

As German criticism and philosophy gained ascendance,
the mid-century, the Russian reading public became more
widely acquainted with the interpretation of Shakespeare by
the German critics, most importantly by Goethe and August
Schlegel. It may be assumed that the discussion of
Shakespeare in German criticism, though with some delay,
eventually became known in Russia by the mid-nineteenth
century).

Hamlet's character is now explained within the framework

of a contradiction between the strength of thought and
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‘weakness of will, "the battle of a weak human will with a
formidable, merciless duty . . . but this is Jacob wrestling
with the angel" (Shakespeare and Russian Culture 270). The
scenes relating to action--such as Hamlet's revenge on
Rosencrantz and Gildenstern--are declared "unsubstantial."”
The predominant interpretation is shaped by Goethe’s view on

Hamlet:

Ein schoénes, reines, edles, hdéchts moralishes
Wesen ohne die sinnliche St&rke, die den Helden
macht, geht unter einen Last zugrunde, die er
weder tragen noch abwerfen kann; jede Pflicht ist
ihm heilig, diese 2zu schwer. Das Unmdgliche wird
von ihm gefordert, nicht das Unmégliche an sich,
sondern das, was ihm unméglich ist (#Wilhelm

Meisters Lehrjahre, chapter XIII).

This view, widely shared in European Romanticism (e.q.
by A. Schlegel), becomes known in Russia as well. By the
twentieth century, Pasternak will speak of Hamlet using
some of the same expressions of an inordinate burden,
explaining Hamlet's lack of action not by an innate
deficiency, but by a deliberate refusal to participate in

the perpetuation of violence.
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German writers and critics frequently associate Hamlet
and their country. "Hamlet is Germany" ("Hamlet ist
Deutschland!"), writes Freiligrath in 1848 (gqtd. in
Kozintsev 183). Ludwig Bdrne in his article writes that it
would be easy for a German to have written HAamlet: a German
would just need to copy himself in a neat handwriting, and
Hamlet would be ready (1: 394). Such a claim was not unique
to Germany, however: other nations also address parallels
between the torments of the Shakespearean character and the
conflicts in the intellectual 1life of their countrymen.
Alexander Herzen was called "a northern Hamlet" by his
French friends in 1867, who told him that he "had the soul
of a Hamlet and that this was very Slavonic" (2: 511).

The words of Alfred de Musset, written in 1836, one
year before Pushkin's death, express a feeling of
hopelessness and déom that already started spreading among

the European cultural elite:

Quand les idées anglaises et allemandes passérent
ainsi sur nos tétes, ce fut comme un dégoit morne et
silencieux, suivi d'une convulsion terrible. . . .
Ce fut comme une dénégation de toutes choses du ciel
et de la terre, qu'on peut nommer désenchantement,

ou, si l'on veut, désésperance; comme si 1'humanité
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en léthargie avait été cure morte par ceux qui lui

ta&taient le pouls (295).

This feeling of despair will be amplified in twentieth
century modernism when this aspect of Shakespeare's works
will be again stressed (e.g. in Blok's cycle of poems on
Aamlet) .

As early as 1827 Pushkin wrote about "Hamlet-
Baratynsky," for the first time using Hamlet's name in Russia
as a common noun. It was already during Pushkin's epoch, in
1830s, that Hamlet first started to speak to the Russians
about their own woes. In Polevoy's 1837 translation, when
comparing the portraits of two kings in his mother's
bedchamber, Hamlet finishes his monologue with words which
have no direct parallel in the original: "I am afraid, afraid
for the human soul!" Hamlet's melancholy and despair are
brought to the foreground by a generation that feels bitterly
disappointed by the unfulfilled promises of Enlightenment as
well as by the growing pressure of state control over social
life in Russia after the defeat of the Decembrists in 1825.
Ironically, as Lotman has demonstrated the poem written by
Lermontov on Pushkin's untimely death also contained a
Shakespearean allusion: Lermontov's reference to the Divine

judgement that is beyond the all-corrupting power of gold
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("Ho ecTs u OGommit cym, / HanepcHuxm pasBpara! ECTeE I'PO3HBUL
cyn: oH xn&r; / OH He IOCTyneH 3BOHYy 3Jlara"--"But there's
God's judgement, which fears not to wait; / A dreadful
Judgement that’s not bought nor sold. / It knows your inmost
thoughts, ye panders reprobate, / It does not even hear the
clink of gold."--tr. by A. Pyman) can be fully understood
only when compared with the soliloquy of Claudius in Act III,
scene III of Hamlet (Lermontov 281-282).

Some features of a "Russian Hamlet" may be found in
Pushkin's Onegin, in Lermontov's Pechorin, and, in a
comically downplayed version, even in Gogol's Podkolesin and
Goncharov's Oblomov. Lotman believes that even the prose of
Tolstoy or Dostoyevsky was susceptible to Shakespeare's
influence; he finds signs of Russian Hamletism in Prince
Andrew from War and Peace as in Raskolnikov from Crime and
Punishment (Rea.lism’ in Russian literature of the 1860s 23).

Russian Hamletism has its peak during the 1880-1890s.
Literary and critical works of that time are full of
allusions to Shakespeare. Hamlet's reflection and inner
struggle come to the foreground as qualities with which
certain parts of the Russian intelligentsia identified.
Hamlet's inability to act is seen as a parallel to the
Russian intelligentsia's inability to bring forward social

change. Thus Shakespeare's characters were placed in the
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middle of the discussion of the topical social ills. It was
then the very notion ;f "Hamletism" appears (Levin,
Shakespeare and Russian Literature of the XIX century 160),
soon to acquire an equivocal or even a negative meaning.
During the second half of the nineteenth century, a
series of works alluding to Shakespearean characters
appear: Turgenev's (Hamlet of the Shigri District (1849),
King Lear of the Steppes), Lleskov's (Lady Macbeth of the
Mtsensk district, which initially had an even more telling
title, Lady Macbeth of our district) and The village King
Lear (1880) by N. N. Slatovratsky (1845-1911). The
realistic social motivation present in these short stories
introduces Shakespearean plots and characters into the
circle of problems typical for the period. Of particular
interest is the linkage between the image of Hamlet and the
notion of "a superfluous man," a term coined by Turgenev in
1850 and applied retrospectively to Pushkin's Onegin and
Lermontov's Pechorin, as well as to Goncharov's Oblomov and
to some of Turgenev's own characters. Isaiah Berlin
summarizes the notion of a superfluous man as "a member of
the tiny minority of educated and morally sensitive men,
who, unable to find a place in his native land, and driven

upon himself, is liable to escape either into fantasies or
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illusions, or into cynicism or despair, ending, more often
than not, in self-destruction or surrender" (40).

According to Natalia Diakonova (103), however; the
Hamlet myth is introduced merely to serve as the ground for
the Russian drama of superfluous people. Hamlet’s
personality is used both as contrast and as a parallel to
the uninspired existence of an impoverished member of the
Russian gentry. Shakespeare's Hamlet is Prince of Denmark;
Hamlet of the Shigri District, for instance, is what in
Russian literature is known as a "little man" ("ManeHbkui
yenoeek"), one of the many Hamlets of a small provincial
district. While Shakespeare’s Hamlet has kingdoms to strive
for, Turgenev’s Hamlet 1is constantly humiliated by the
pettiness and triviality of his confrontations with life.
These petty things prevent him from becoming what he had it
in him to become~-a man of deeds directed to a fine
patriotic purpose. The frustration of the Russian Hamlet is
caused both by general reasons, making a seriocomical
parallel to those event that prove the undoing of the real
Hamlet, and by facts distinctly social, his humiliating
poverty dooming to failure any attempt to command the
respect needed for any decisive action. This realistic
social motivation brings Turgenev’s story into an artistic

system that has very 1little to do with Shakespeare’s and
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makes it a specimen of nineteenth-century realism at its
best.

Turgenev attempts to put an end to the cult of Hamlet
which is already degenerating into its own parody with his
speech of 1860, subsequently published as ’"Hamlet and Don

Quixote":

CoMHeBafaCch, BO BceM, TawuierT, pasyMeeTcs, He mamuT u
camoro cebs; YM ero C/MIKOM pasBuUT, 4yTO0H
YIOOBJIETBOPUTBCA TEM, UYTO OH B cefe HaxoOuMT: OH
CO3HaeT CBOK CJIaloCThb, HO BCSKOE CaMOCO3HaHME eCTh
cuna; orcrona npoucreKaer ero UPOHUA,
NMPOTUBOIOJOKRHOCTE 3HTY3MasMy HOoH-Kuxora. . . .
Yro xe npencraeyaser coboo Tamner? . . . AHaymns3
npexge BCero M 3rousM, a noroMy Oez3Bepbe. OH Bechb
XMBeT A caMoro ceba . . . OH CKelTHUK~-U Be4dHO
BO3UTCS M HOCUTCA C CaMMM CoO00K; OH [OCTOSRHHO
3aHAT He CBoel OOABaHHOCTBLIO, a CBOMM I[OJIOXEHMEM.

« .« o+ A TamieTH HMYEro He HAXOOAT, HUYEro He
n3obpeTanT M He OCTAaBJART cJjema 3a cobow, KpoMme
cjlena COOCTBEHHOM JIMYHOCTM, HEe OCTaBJAKLT 3a cobon

mena. . . . OHM OOMHOKM, U MOTOMYy OECILIOAHH.
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In doubting everything . . . Hamlet, naturally does
not spare himself; his intelligence is too vivid to
be self-satisfied; it realizes its own weakness,
but all self-realization is power--thence his
irony,--a contrast to Don Quixote's enthusiasm. So
what is Hamlet? . . . Analysis and egotism, and
therefore 1lack of faith. He 1lives for himself
alone. . . . He is a skeptic--always reflecting
and brooding upon his own self; always concerned
with his situation and never with his
responsibilities. . . . Hamlets discover nothing,
invent nothing, and 1leave nothing behind them
except their own personalities; they 1leave no
actions behind . . . they are alone, and thus

fruitless.

Many modernist poets will strongly disagree with
Turgenev's approach; in Pasternak's view, for example,
Hamlet's primary concern is with his responsibility and his
historical miséion.

Diakonova points out that Turgenev's attack on Russian
Hamletism is partly to be attributed to self-criticism:

". . . both he [Turgenev] himself and his contemporaries

compared him to Hamlet and deplored his lack of resolution
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and consistency" (100). It may be added that, to an extent,
such self-criticism may perhaps be explained by Turgenev's
doubts regarding the capacity of literature to bring about
improvements in society. Authors of Russian modernism go
through their own spiritual torments, but rarely not
question the wultimate meaningfulness of their 1literary
task.

In the Russian context of high ideas of the greater
social good, paying close attention to one's own inner
struggles could often be condemned as self-indulgent and
irresponsible. For example, the protagonist of Chekhov's play
Ivanov (1887) protests against being compared to "superfluous
people" and to Hamlet, but in reality experiences the same

psychological crisis:

A ymuMpa OT CTHOA OT MHCAM, UYTO A, 3OOPOBHIL,
CUIIbHBIT 4eJIoBeK, oO6paTujica He To B I'amnera, He ToO
B MaHdpegma, He TO B JMmHMe JIOOM. . . . ECTb Xajlkue
JIoIM, KOTOPBM JILCTUT, KOI'jga MX Has3wBaoT [amneramu

Wi JIMIHMMM, HO OJIA MEeHsI 3TO—-NO0o30p.

I nearly die of shame when I think what a strong,

healthy man like myself has become--heaven only

knows what-—-a Hamlet or a Manfred, or some sort of
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superfluous man . . . There are some miserable
creatures who feel flattered when people call them
Hamlets or "superfluous," but to me that is an

insult.

Chekhov, always disapproving of exaggerated affectation
both in literature and in his private life, was sensitive
enough to see the difference between feigned "beautiful®
melancholy and the real shattering of his protagonist's life.
This clear distinction already be seen in an early short
story by Chekhov, The Baron, written in 1882, in which an
aging prompter, no longer able to tolerate the pretentious
manners of the leading actor playing Hamlet, suddenly starts
reading Hamlet's part aloud. The prompter's voice is thin and
the impression he makes 1is a wretched one, yet Chekhov
remarks: "This could have been the voice of a real Hamlet

. . had there been no old age on earth." Chekhov's modern
hero has no kingdoms at stake; his greatest aspiration could
have been to become a leading actor in a provincial
playhouse. Unlike the protagonists in Shakespeare's
tragedies, the aging prompter in Chekhov’s story is not above
the public's ridicule. Nevertheless, Chekhov’s deep sympathy
for this unfulfilled human life penetrates all of Chekhov's

work. Thus, when Chekhov's Ivanov is nearly insulted by being
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likened to Hamlet, the offensive nature of this comparison
arises not from the parallel to a Shakespearean character as
such, but from the underlying implication that Ivanov is
assuming a fashionable pose, 1in covering up spiritual
emptiness by lofty words. By Chekhov's time, words no longer
were trusted in Russian society: any rhetoric is suspicious,
fraught with insincerity and pretense. For example,
Turgenev's Bazarov frequently says: "Stop speaking
beautifully," summing up a whole aesthetic program of
emotional and rhetorical austerity that replaces the lofty
phraseology of romanticism and that is itself displaced by
the modernist recuperation of belief in the power of the
word.

Bloom in Shakespeare: The Invention of the Human
remarks: "You can prefer Don Quixote to Hamlet, as Auden also
does, if you wish to follow Kierkegaard's choice of the
apostle over the genius" (403). It is my belief that this
choice becomes even more complex in the Russian context as
Russian writers have always expected themselves to be both
apostles and geniuses. The greater their creative powers, the
stronger their sense of responsibility before society. At
times, like Turgenev, they blamed themselves for failing in
their role, or felt themselves to be overwhelmed by their

task, like the sleeping apostles of Christ in the garden of
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Gethsemane, but the idealistic notion nevertheless persisted.
(A useful outline of major discussions on of intelligentsia
viewing itself and its mission may be found in Likhachyov's
book On intelligentsia).

By the end of the nineteenth century, the question of
mission could not be avoided. Some might have rejected the
apostle mission on principle as did, for example, the "0ld"
Russian Symbolists, for whom art in itself was the highest
goal and the ultimate service they could give to humanity;
in effect, this simply transformed apostles of social
progress to apostles of art.

Kagan-Kans correctly observes that Turgenev the
Hamlet/Don Quixote dichotomy by Turgenev not to demand a
choice, but to represent his own inner conflict that was
typical for Russian intellectuals of his generation (12-
13). "Both sides of human nature are necessary, and
Turgenev, 1like the German philosophers, hoped for the
perfect union between them" (15).

This issue is less to do with Shakespeare and more with
rather to a contemporary trend that takes the figure Hamlet
as its emblem and thereby signifies the crisis of a whole
circle of problems confronted by the Russian intelligentsia.

If the poets of the early nineteenth century saw Hamlet

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



174

primarily as a thinker, the late-nineteenth century literary
version of Hamlet is simply a person of weak will.

Hamlet and its creator thus come under attack from
socially-minded critics calling for literature to provide
models of active contribution of society instead of "mere"
reflection and similar individualistic pursuits. While
Turgenev recognized the importance of Shakespeare and
spared no efforts in attempts to popularize Shakespeare's
works, some of the more radical writers and critics,
notably Chernyshevsky and Dobrolyubov found Shakespeare's
works to be hopelessly old-fashioned and disconnected from
the concerns of the modern democratic reader. Shakespeare
was labeled an "art for art's sake" writer--still an
indisputably negative characteristic in the pre-modernist
period. Realist critics saw the task of literature as being
true to reality and assigned to literature an only role as
a catalyst of social progress (with somewhat varying
degrees of importance granted to this invariably auxiliary
role).

In line with his contemporary anti-Kantian thought,
Chernyshevsky, a 1leading democratic «critic, insisted on
reality as the basis of the beautiful and the object of art.
For Chernyshevsky, the only acceptable object of art is

social reality: "Let Art be satisfied with its exalted and
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beautiful calling: to server, in the absence of reality, as a
substitute of the same, and to be for man a textbook of life"
(2: 90). Chernyshevsky’s work provides a theoretical base for
the growing "Gogolian" trend in literature, which is opposed
tb "Pushkinian" trend. While Gogol's work is interpreted as a
call for social progress (without regard to the painful and
complex evolution of Gogol's own philosophy), Pushkin is seen
as a talented poet whose works have "little live connection
with society, they remained fruitless for society as well as
for literature”" (Chernyshevsky 2: 515). Shakespeare was most
often named together with Pushkin as an author whose works
hold "merely" an aesthetic value.

There is, however, an attempt at a compromise solution
offered by another well-known critic, Dobrolyubov. Though
sharing Chernyshevsky's belief in naturalism in art and in
art's specific social mission, Dobrolyubov does concede that,
in exceptional cases, art can intuitively express the reality
of 1life. Notably, Dobrolyubov 1lists Shakespeare among those
authors who were able to “rise above the ancillary role of
literature and joined the ranks of historical personages who
helped mankind to grasp its own powers and natural strivings
more clearly” (2: 325).

In Soviet times, the sensitive issue of criticism of

such canonical writers as Pushkin and Shakespeare by
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"progressive"™ critics will be avoided altogether. Once
admitted to the canon, writers could no longer be suspect of
insufficient interest in social problems; they were
automatically assumed to be siding with the "progressive
historical forces" in their respective societies. Therefore,
criticism of Shakespeare tended to be omitted from reviews
and anthologies.

Dostoyevsky had a right to his bitter reproach of Russian
liberal critics' lack of interest in art, while exploiting art
for their political ends (19: 67). Dostoyevsky rejects
understanding art as a surrogate of reality; for him, art
cannot depict reality such as it is: "Such a reality does not
exist and never existed on earth." Reality is an enigma which
is present as "the still unspoken future Word," and an artist
is a "prophet sent by God to declare to us the mystery of man,
of the human soul." Artistic comprehension of this mystery is
the real purpose and social significance of art. Within this
system of aesthetics, Pushkin and Shakespeare ceases to be
seen as talented poets whose external circumstances or their
own weak will had prevented them from creating socially
significant works; on the contrary, they are elevated to the
level of prophets.

Dostoyevsky's philosophy is further developed by Vladimir

Solovyov (1853-1900), a philosopher and poet who exerted
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influence on V. Ivanov and Blok (e.g. through works such as
"Lecture on Godmanhood" (1887), "The General Purpose of Art"
(1890), "Three Speeches in Memoriam of Dostoyevsky" (1891~
1893). Like Dostoyevsky, Solovyov focuses on such categories
as Beauty, Harmony, Good. For Solovyov, the sublime overlaps
with the beautiful as the union of the moral and the
aesthetic, as an embodiment of ideal nature, achieving which
is seen the goal of human spiritual activity, made possible
only through art. The central notions in Solovyov’s aesthetics
are the realization of a comprehended truth, embodiment of a
recognized ideal and achievement of an established ideal. As
Cassedy observes, for Solovyov "beauty in nature and beauty in
art are not different in kind . . . Art is not an imitation of
nature or even a mere duplication of nature's work; it is
rather a continuation of what is begun by nature” (101).
Protesting against the utilitarian approach to art, Solovyov

nevertheless sees in modern art a promise for the future:

TpeGoBaHUA COBPEMEHHON DeajIbHOCTU U [IPAMON [10J1b3H
OT MCKyCcCTBa, OeCCMEICJIEHHHEe B CBOEM TellepemHeM
rpyCGoM M TEeMHOM [PMMSHEHIMM, HaMmexaoT, OHJHaKo, Ha
TaKy®n BOSBHINIEHHYD M  INTyOOKO UCTUHHY®  MHOen
Xynoxectea . . . COBpEeMeHHHe XYIOXHMKM XoTaT Oojee

wm . . . MeHee CO3HaTeNbHO, YTOOH UCKyccTBO OHUIO
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peayibHOD CWIIOKn, I[IPOCBETJIAKMEN M MNepepoxnammeil Bech
JeJIOBeYeCKMA MUp. . . . Ecm B coBpeMeHHOM
peancTUYeCKOM UCKYCCTBE MEL BUIMM Kak Gbt
npenckasaHue HOBOTO PEeJIMI'MOSHOIO MCKYCCTBA, TO 3TO

npenckasaHye yxe HauuHaeT cOHBaTbCA.

The demands on art to show modern reality and to
serve a direct purpose, useless in their
contemporary rough and unenlightened application,
do hint, however, at an elevated and profoundly
true idea of art . . . Modern authors desire more
or less consciously that art be a real force,
bringing light and transformation to the human
world . . . If in modern realistic art we see
something of a prophecy of a new religious art,

this prophecy starts becoming reality (2: 293-294).

The "new" modernist art envisaged by Solovyov will
indeed shift away from the "rough" understanding of art's
mission, though the acceptance of this new aesthetic program
by mainstream criticism will be a complex and equivocal
process.

Russian polemics on the role of art again focused on

Shakespeare when Leo Tolstoy ventured into the most
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pronounced attack on Shakespeare in Russian literary
history. Tolstoy’s attitudes towards Shakespeare are
expressed at length in his article "On Shakespeare and the
Drama," written in 1903 and published in 1906 (Levin,
Shakespeare and Russian Literature of the Nineteenth
Century 225); similar ideas are also recorded in private
conversations and correspondence of that period. Unlike
Turgenev, Tolstoy finds himself at too great a distance
froﬁ Shakespeare's characters; unable to find parallels for
them in the Russian society of the late nineteenth century
he ends up by denying to Shakespeare's work any merits
whatsoever. As Terras observes, many of Tolstoy's arguments
against Shakespeare had been already anticipated by
Chernyshevsky (Belinsky and Russian Literary Criticism
239). One of Tolstoy's main claims is that the characters
in Shakespeare's plays lack sufficient historical and
socio-cultural distinction since Shakespeare has them speak
in an elaborate, affected 1language full of images,
metaphors and hyperbolae--a language Tolstoy cannot imagine
a living person in any epoch having used. Later on, the
modernist writers will turn to Shakespeare precisely
because of this trait: their characters are often even less
likely to be 1linguistically limited by their concrete

environment. What Tolstoy indicts as a mere lack of
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literary mastery, is transformed into a virtue by modernist
poets. Even everyday modern objects will find their place
within scenes reminiscent of Shakespeare, without creating
an anachronistic effect; one example is that of theater
binoculars, which appear not only in the ostentatiously
cynical "Theater" by Gumilyov but also in the Pasternak's
somberly profound "Hamlet."

It 1is possible that Tolstoy’s strongly negative
reaction to Shakespeare 1is in part provoked by the
inadequate criticism of the time which overlooks some of
Shakespeare’s truly important qualities to insist on other,
less obvious ones. Looking for the much praised
"characterization” and "realistic descriptions” in
Shakespeare, Tolstoy is inevitably disappointed and ends up
by rejecting Shakespeare altogether. Modernist poets accept
Goethe's explanation (in "Shakespeare und kein Ende") that
Shakespeare disregards the material costume but thoroughly
knows the inner human costume. Pasternak later echoes it in
his notes stressing that Shakespeare's realism.lies beyond
documentary details and descriptions). For Tolstoy, such an
explanation would be unsatisfactory: without outer details

there can be no inner truth, either.
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Perhaps Tolstoy has more in common with Shakespeare than
he himself was ready to acknowledge. Pasternak points out to

his connection in one of his critical essays:

Peub "Pomeo u IxynperTa" . . . 9TO Oynymas Npeyecrsb
« « . "BoitHH M Mupa" ¥ Ta Xe uyapyKmas uyucToTa M
HeNMnpeRBOCXUTMMOCTB. . . . "lmwot Uesapp" #u B
ocobeHHoCT "AHTOHMI®T M KiteonaTpa" HanmMcaHH He U3
JIoGBM K MCKYCCTBY, HE pamM I[o33MM. ITO IUIOSH
UBYUEHUS HerpUyKpameHHON MOBCeOHEeBHOCTH. . . . ITO
usydeHue npueesio K "dUBNOJIOIMUECKOMY poMaHy"”
OeBATHAOUATO'®O CTOJETMA U COCTaBwio eme GoJee

GeccriopHyw npesiecTe Yexoma, Onobepa u JibBa TosCcTOro.

The language of Romeo and Juliet . . . [is al]
captivating language we are to find later in .

War and Peace possessing the same enchantingly
unique freshness and unpredictability . . . Julius
Caesar and in particular Anthony and Cleopatra were
written not from a love of art, not for the sake of
poetry. They were the fruits of Shakespeare’s study
of unembellished day-to-day reality. . . . This

study gave rise to the “physiological novel” of the
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nineteenth century and still more unquestionably
constitutes the attraction of what Chekhov, Flaubert
and Lev Tolstoy were to write ("Notes on

translations from Shakespeare”).

Tolstoy dismisses Shakespeare’s self-conscious style
with the same conviction as all that is “fictional” has been
rejected many centuries before by 0ld Russian literature,
seeing all that is "fiction” as an offense against Truth and
God-ordained order. Tolstoy refused to see that, as G.
Wilson Knight puts it: “Shakespeare’s persons make
utterances from a height where all men speak alike: the
height of wuniversal experience, refracted then in human
terms, voiceless save by poetry." Indeed, in his analysis of
Shakespeare Tolstoy consciously adopts an attitude not
unlike that of Natasha Rostova’s artless reaction to an
opera performance: not being able to accept the theatrical
conventions (e.g. painted boards instead of a real forest),
to see past the "unnatural" behavior of characters (e.q.
addressing the audience while supposedly in danger) and to
recognize in this form of art some element of witnessing
human experience. It is clear that rejecting Shakespeare on

these premises is logically extendable to the denial of
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traditional art as such. This attitude derives from
Tolstoy’s ideas on art and its tasks, expressed in "What is
art?" in 1897. Tolstoy hopes that the future artist "will be
free from all the perversion of technical improvements
hiding the absence of subject matter” (179); for him,
Shakespeare must have, to an extent, epitomized the "cold

« . . brain-spun, invented works” of the past (113). In a
typical reaction, Chekhov provided a sobering commentary in

a letter to Suvorin in 1898 (referring to What is art?):

All of this has been seen before. To say that art
has outlived its age, that it has reached a dead
end, that it is not what it should be, etc, etc.
--it is the same as saying that the desire to eat
and drink is old, obsolete, and unnecessary (1:

179).

Tolstoy's outright rejection of Shakespeare widely
attracted attention of his contemporaries. Blok in his
article "On Drama™ (1907) reviews this problem at length.
He stresses that "playwrights of all countries, including
the very recent ones, studied from Shakespeare (even those
contradictory to each other, like Ibsen and Maeterlink)"

(". . . n[OpaMaTypru¥ BCexX CTpaH, MO0 CaMHX [OCJeOHuX
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BKJIIOUUTEJILHO, YUWIUCE Ha Mlexkcnupe (xoTsa Ou Takue
NPOTHUBOIIOJIOXHEE, kak MHGceH u MerepsuHk)]" (5: 153).
Rejecting Tolstoy's view of the role of Shakespeare, Blok
in amazement quotes Tolstoy's own description of his

attempts

. « . during fifty years . . . to test himself, to
read Shakespeare in all possible versions: in
Russian, in English, and German, and in Schlegel's
translations . . . and invariably felt the same:

disgust, boredom, and bewilderment.

Blok is particularly concerned by Tolstoy's demand that
art, and particularly drama as its highest form, should have a
religious content, which Tolstoy understood as a "way of
seeing the world, which, serving as an impulse to creating the
drama, enters the works without the author's awareness."
Coming to the defense of Shakespeare, Blok at the same time
avoids dealing with the essence of the discussion. He says
that it is impossible for the modern reader "to forget either
Macbeth or Anna Karenina" and that it is impossible find an
answer to the question of Shakespeare and Tolstoy: "Let

tragedy grow ripe in a heart that is capable of sustaining the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



185

battle of these two elements."--"IllycTb co3peBaeT Tparemms =
TOM cepile, KOTOpoe BuIepxUT OopblOy 3Tux NByx cTmxuin” (5: 154).

While Tolstoy's rejects Shakespeare - in rather
uncommonly strong terms, his sentimenté are shared by many
in the literary generation which took as its motto the
lines from Nekrasov's poem "Poet and Citizen": "A poet you
need not be, / But a citizen you must" ("[loaTOM MOXemb TH
He OuhTb, / Ho rpaxmaHuHOM OHTH océsan"). When the young
Blok tried to submit his early verses to a journal, he was
rejected with the words: "Aren't you ashamed, young man, to
write poems, when at the University God knows what is going

on?" (Blok 6: 94).

The realistic tradition of the second half of the
nineteenth century took only one aspect of Pushkin's
perception of Shakespeare and used it in a hypertrophied
fashion. Shakespearean images and characters were used to
encode the social phenomena of everyday 1life. Thus
Shakespearean images were freed from the 1lofty romantic
aura of the early nineteenth century and became
"domesticated" and "understated." New translations aimed at
the general public appeared; Shakespeare's plays became a
staple in the repertoire of many provincial theaters. This
stage produced the wide-spread introduction of characters

and scenes from Shakespeare, which provided the public
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knowledge needed to serve as the base modernist writers
were to build on later. Authors of that time, however,
lacked Pushkin's emotional involvement and his readiness to
make foreign elements an organic part of their own work.

Obviously, the notion that literature has to serve the
greater good of society and directly influence social
progress survived well into the twentieth century. It is
well known that modernist poetry comprised only a small part
of literary works published in Russia at the beginning of
the twentieth  century. The influence of modernist
aesthetics, however, continued to grow steadily.

Ironically, when, about a quarter of a century later, the
discussions of the purpose of literature were once and for all
silenced by the categorical demand that literature (like all
forms of art) serve a very specific purpose and a very
specific group of people, Shakespeare began to be praised for

the very qualities which Tolstoy had denied him:

PomuBmeecs B nepuox mnepexoma oOT ¢eonalbHOro
obmecrBa k Oypxya3HOMYy . . . TBopuecTBO llekcrnupa ¢
ero MOTYYUM peanusMoM, ero TUTAHNYE CKUMM
XapakTepaMu M KOHQIMKTaMM OKas3ajloCh OYeHb OIM3KUM
uoeajaMm . . . JIMTEpPaTypH, 3anedaTiieBmelf BeJIMKYIO

UCTOPHUUECKYD JIOMKY KamuTaJMCcTudeckon odopMaumm u
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CO3KbaHMe MOYmero € Ha CMeHYy HOBOro oOmeCTBEeHHOIO
cTposA. : . . B oTmMuMe OT MHOIMX HIOEAMCTUYECKUX
3apyOeXHEX TOJIKOBaTeNeNn TBOpYECTBAa Mexkcnupa
Topbkuit u JlyHawapckmii, . . . UCXOIMIM U3 Tex xe
no3uumMit B oueHke llekcnupa, U3 KOTOPHX MWCXOIMIN
OCHOBOMNOJIOXHUKM MapKCU3Ma M PYCCKUE peBOJIOLUMOHHHE
meMmokpaTH. [Ona Hux lllekcnup Bcerma  ocTasalcs
IeHMAaJb HEM XY ZOXHMKOM-—-PeajIMCTOM, npasavBoO

OTPpasSUBIIEM LeJIyK 3II0XYy.

Shakespeare's art, created in the period of
change from a feudal society to a bourgeois one,
. +. . Shakespeare's art, with its powerful
realism, its titanic characters and conflicts
proved to be very close to the ideals . . . of a
literature that witnessed the great historical
destruction of capitalism and the creation of a
new social order replacing it. . . . In contrast
to many foreign idealistic interpretations of
Shakespeare's work, Gorky and Lunacharsky [the
first Soviet Commissar of Education] . . . used
the same approach towards Shakespeare as the
founders of Marxism and Russian revolutionary

democrats. For them, Shakespeare always remained
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a genial realistic author who has truthfully
depicted an entire epoch.

(Shakespeare in World Literature 8-10).

Shakespeare is once again championed for his "life-like
characters" and "realistic observations"--the claims that
had once so irritated Tolstoy, but were not voiced by any
modernist poet. The presence of low-profile characters such
as the Porter and the use of coarse expressions were
interpreted as closeness to the "working people.”

By such reasoning, Hamlet would be considered to
foretell the coming social upheavals and even the French
Revolution: Laertes would be seen as a future revolutionary,
and Hamlet himself as the embodiment of the vanishing
aristocracy. Shakespeare received the official stamp of
compatibility with "realism" and, therefore, with that
complex hypocritical genre which was known in Soviet
theoretical literature as "Socialist Realism" but which, lile
all totalitarian propagandist art, had very little in common
with realism of Tolstoy or Chekhov.

Clinging on a quotation from a Marx, who once called for
reading Shakespeare next to Schiller, the Soviet critics saw
Shakespeare as the embodiment of the realistic principle and

an antithesis to Romanticism (which was supposed to be
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represented by Schiller). This was a paradoxical reversal of
the predominant nineteenth-century interpretations of
Shakespeare, who was identified with Romanticism in
opposition to Classicism. (A character in Byron's satirical
poem "The Blues” extols Shakespeare and rebels against
Aristotle, for example). This is German Romantic
interpretation of Shakespeare that carries over into Russian

modernism - most notably, for Tsvetaeva and Blok. Blok wrote:

"Romanticism . . . is the insatiable desire to live a life
amplified ten times . . . romanticism is in Shakespeare and
Cervantes"--"PoMaHTuaM . . . €eCTb XaOHOe CTpPEMIEeHUEe XUTb
YOeCATEepPeHHON *M3HbO . . . OH--B llekcrnupe u CepBaHTece" (5:
481).

In his 1932 article "On Socialist Realism," Alexander
Fadeev (soon-to-be member of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party and Chair of the Writer's Union) praised
Shakespeare along with some of the same authors who not that
long ago were on Tolstoy's list of authors with exaggerated

reputations:

B [TOHMMaHUK MapKCcu3Ma-JICHUHN3MA, BeJIMYanmyMM
peamcramys OHUIM XYOOXHMKM MOTyYero pasMaxa U
pasHooOpasusa, BHemHe KpajiHe ApyT Ha gpyra He

MOXOXMeE I'omep, HEeCMOTPS Ha  MubONOIrUYEeCKY®
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o0OJIOUKY €eTro BeYHO XUBYUMX TBOpeHUN; JanrTe, XxorTs
OH MOCHUIAJl CBOEIr'0 repos B an U uucTuiImme; . .

lexcnMp, XOTSA  OH--CTpPAaWHO [OQyMaTh!--Bepusl B
NPUBUIOEHUA . . . . 3T™M  XYODOXHUKM . . .

npuomMxanMch K OOBEKTUBHON UCTOPMUECKON MpaBne.

From the point of view of Marxism-Leninism the
greatest realists of past centuries were authors
of great talent and variety, though very different
form each other: Homer, in spite of the
mythological packaging of his eternal work; Dante,

even though he sent his character to Hell and

Purgatory . . . Shakespeare, even though he--just
imagine!--believed in ghosts. . . . These authors

. . . came close to the objective historical truth
(4: 87-885.

One can imagine the satisfaction with which Tolstoy would
probably have read the Soviet propaganda praising Shakespeare.
Tolstoy would have likely found this to be a confirmation of
his opinion: Shakespeare is so completely devoid of meaning,
morality and truthfulness that ﬁis works can be easily used as

agit-prop!
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Inevitably, the authors of Russian modernism also
attempted to find in Shakespeare's work some resonance to
their own ideas. Their approach, however, was marked by an
admission of the possibility of further interpretations and
therefore broadened the reader's vision of Shakespeare

rather than limiting it as it was done in Soviet times.
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CHAPTER 4

FROM THE PILOT TO THE WORD: POETICAL DIALOGUE BETWEEN

SHAKESPEARE AND RUSSIAN MODERNISTS

[IpexkpacHHe CTUXOTBOpPEHNUA, Kak XUNBHE

cymecTBa, BXOOAT B KpPpyTD Hamen XUBHU.

Beautiful poems, like living beings, enter
the circle of our life.

N. Gumilyov, "Life of Verse"

"A QUOTE IS A CICADA"

Vladimir Nabokov, discussing the reception of literary
texts, in his Lectures on Russian literature, stresses that
a genuine understanding of literature is possible only
through a close attention to the individual elements of a

text:
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Literature, real literature, must not be gulped
down like some potion which may be good for the
heart or good for the brain--the brain, that
stomach of the soul. Literature must be taken and
broken to bits pulled apart, squashed--then its
lovely reek will be smelt in the hollow of the
palm, it will be munched and rolled upon the
tongue with relish; then, and only then, its rare
flavor will be appreciated at its true worth and
the broken and crushed parts will again come
together in your mind and disclose the beauty of
a unity to which you have contributed something

of your own blood (105).

Shakespearean themes and images were not "gulped down"
in Russian modernism (the way it often happened to literary
works during the age of Russian realism) but taken apart
and experienced anew in the fullness of their expression,
in order to be assembled together through the modern poets’
"own blood"--their own vision of the world.

Shakespeare's themes and images occur at different
levels of usage, from single metaphors to images connected
and used as a signifying system of single metaphors,

superimposed images and innovation of meaning.
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An example of the single metaphor occurs in

Pasternak's Georgiy Shengeli:

Ho ynuBaliTech KPOBLK [OCKOpPE:
Yxe rpeMAT y OpPOMEHHHX IOBepein

XeneszHue GordopTH QopTHHOpPAcCA.

So get drunk with blood while you still can:
Next to the forsaken doorpost are already

clanking the iron jack-boots of Fortinbras.

In such cases, the images of Shakespeare have to
correspond to their commonly accepted meaning (Makurenkova
192). If a classical image, though transformed, preserves
its original significance, it is considered to present a
variation of the image. In cases when individual
modification of a known creative approach transcends its
established meaning, the Shakespearean image gains a new
quality.

Another approach is the use of an allusion to create a
complex multidimensional character or scene. In modernist
aesthetics the word gains a new meaning created by the
context and usually more vague, sometimes appropriate only

for a given time. An example of such usage is can be found in

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



195

Akhmatova's draft version of Poem Without a hero:
"MHCTUTYTKA, Ky3uHa, [Ixynaberra" ("Student, cousin, Juliet!™).
In that poem, the name of Shakespeare's heroine appears as
one of several distinct archetypal descriptions of a young
woman, the succession of which gradually highlight varied new

aspects of her personality:

HHCTUTYTKa, Ky3uHa, Ixyabetrral..
He noxnarecs Tebe KOpHeTa,

B MOHacCTHpb TH yiJemb TaMKOM.
HeM TBOM Gy06eH, MOsS UHIaHKA,

N yxe nouepHesia paHka

Y Tebsa non JIeBuM COCKOM.

Student, cousin, Juliet!

You won't wait long enough for the cornet,
You will leave for the convent in secret.
Your tambourine is mute, my gypsy.,

And already blackened is the wound

Under your left nipple.

(Tr. by J. Hemschemeyer)

Finally, the use of the 1linguistic material as a

"generator of meaning"” occurs in Russian modernist poetry
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communicatively, to use an expression of Lotman. Russian
modernists "communicate" ("oOmamrTca") with Shakespearean
texts, whereby this communication loses its "transitory and
finite character, approaching a communication between two
autonomous personalities" (1: 132). When the content of a
metaphor is so complex that it cannot be easily reduced to
a single meaning, a metaphor gives occasion to the creation
of a new work and serves as a measure of its content.
Akhmatova herself points to this condensation of meaning
in modernist poetry while describing her own Poem Without a

Hero:

PaGoraeTr rnogrekcT. . . . Huuero He cCkaz3aHoO B
no6. CrnoxHele ¥ T©AyOoOKMEe EBemM MNIJIOKEHH He Ha
OecAaTKkax CTpaHMU, Kak OHM [PMUBHUYHHE, a B IOBYX

CTpOKaX, HO IJIA BCe€X NOHATHHX.

The text between the lines is what is at work
here. . . . Nothing is said directly. Complex and
deep things are expressed not on dozens of pages,
as usual, but in two lines, clear to everybody

(Poetry 518).
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Probably the most striking and the most concise
example of a Shakespearean image serving the entire work
metonymically is a two-line poem found in Tsvetaeva's

notebooks (Unpublished works 124):

neJio

Inta--He B Tamiere!

The matter,

Child, is not about Hamlet!

In this poem, Tsvetaeva simultaneously refers to
Shakespeare's play Hamlet, to the protagonist of that play
and to the circle of questions faced by that protagonist.
Paradoxically, this extremely economical way of conveying a
complex message to the reader leaves open the possibility
of the reader’s bringing in his or her own allusions and
emotional reactions evoked by the reference to
Hamlet/Hamlet,

In poetry of Russian modernism, the Shakespearean
poetic word gains independence from plot of the play from
which it is taken; the semantic weight of each word is
increased through a complex system of interpolating

meanings. Adopting Shakespearean images as part of their
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own poetic language allows Russian poets to bring their
lyrical heroces closer to the characters of Shakespeare
while bypassing plot parallels and focusing on inner

experience.

"I AM HAMLET. MY BLOOD GROWS COLD . . . "™ (APPROXIMATION OF

THE LYRICAL HERO AND A CHARACTER FROM SHAKESPEARE) .

One of the completely new aspects of the modernist
interpretation of Shakespeare is the relation between the
lyrical hero and the Shakespearean character. Poems with
Shakespearean themes and images may be grouped around one
of the two poles of 1lyric and history. For Russian
modernism, personal experience 1is closely related to
historical experience, to the search for meaning of
historical existence of humanity. This does not mean a
straightforward rendering of contemporary events in the
poems, but a philosophical reflection on the laws of
historical development. Pasternak writes in 1916 in his

article "A black goblet":
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« « « DEeNCTBUTENILHOCTL pasjlaraercsH. Pasznarasacs,
OHa cofupaeTca Yy MOABYX MNPOTUBOIIOJIOKHEIX [10OJIOCOB:

Jiupuxyt u Mcropum. 00a paBHO alNpPUOPHH U aGCONOTHH.

. +. . the reality is falling apart. By falling
apart, it condenses at two poles: that of Lyric
and that of History. Both are a priori equal and

absolute (4: 358).

Therefore, modern art has to determine "how 1life
should take shape so that it could be endured by the heart
of a lyric, that container of figurative sense, with a sign
of a black goblet and a stamp: "Caution. Top of the box."
(". . . Kak [OOJIKHa CJIOXMTbCS XM3Hb, 4YTOOH [EpPEeHEecC]o ee
cepaue aMpuKa, 3TO BMECTUAMmE NEPEHOCHOI'O CMHCJIA, CO 3HAKOM
yepHoro OokaJjla U C¢ Haanucep: «OcropoxHo. Bepx» ") (4: 359).

First, a review of those poems of Russian modernism
that seem to be "condensing" at the 1lyrical pole will be
presented, after which the discussion will proceed to the
analysis of poems gravitating towards the historical pole.
While this division, like all literary classification, is
by no means absolute, Pasternak's image is useful in order

to focus on those aspects which are dominant in a
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particular poem to show how Shakespearean themes and images
function at each of these poles.

It is important to stress that the dialogue of Russian
modernists with Shakespeare cannot be reduced to a typology
of characters, since interpretations of Shakespearean
characters by different authors were often conflicting. In
accordance with the overall trend in modernist poetry,
authors were 1less dependent on plot lines. So, for
instance, Blok sees Ophelia as a virgin martyr of the early
Christian tradition, while for Tsvetaeva, this heroine is
the wvictim of a pronouncedly sensual passion. Thus
Shakespeare is interpreted through each poet's lyrical hero
rather than according to any predetermined pattern.

The 1lyrical hero is not simply likened to Hamlet,
Desdemona or Cleopatra, but is transformed into a
Shakespearean character, as in Pasternak's "Hamlet". To
visualize this multiple perspectives contributing to the
same image, one may think of the tradition of self-
portraiture as a saint or a mythological figure in Flemish
painting, such as Rembrandt's Self-Portrait as the Apostle
Paul, where the 1line between the assumed individual
characteristics and an external reference point is a very
thin one. This tendency, taking its origins in poetry of

the Pushkin age, in modernist poetry culminates in a
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complex intertwining of the poet's own lyrical persona and
a character from Shakespeare. From Pushkin's Lensky who
emulates Hamlet to Bryusov's Anthony who is, in this poem,
indistinguishable from Bryusov's lyrical hero--such is the
evolution of this literary synthesis.

In pre-modernist literature, the appearance of
characters borrowed from Shakespeare typically lacked a
cognitive function: the reference to a character was merely
stating a fact which did nor reach the level of a new
artistic creation. Only in the modernist tradition did the
use of poetic allusion fully reach its artistic and
philosophical potential. Such an allusion brings together
several layers of meaning which, by being combined in a
single image, gain a new meaning that supersedes a mere sum
of the elements combined. This process repeats itself
within the text, creating an effect that Mandelstam

referred to in his article "Conversations on Dante," where

he said: " A quotation is a cicada: going on and on."
("UnTaTa ecTp uUMKama: OHa HeyMojJkaema") (2: 218). In "Text
Within Text," Lotman stresses that a text capable of

generation of meaning requires a minimum of two languages
(2: 151). The introduction of Shakespearean poetic language
into Russian poetry thus allows the new text to function as

a working semiotic structure.
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Since Shakespearean themes and images were widely
present in Russian modernist poetry, differences in
approaches to Shakespeare by different schools and
individual authors are a reflection on the differences in
their views on classical heritage and on history. For
instance, turning to Shakespearean images allows us to
support the statement of Sergei Gorodetsky, according to
which "symbolists . . . seek in each moment a glimpse
towards eternity” or "acmeists . . . find those moments in
art which may be eternal” ("CmmBo/mfcrTer . . . VYT B KaxOoM
MT'HOBEHUM NPOCBEeTa B BEYHOCTb., . . . AKMEMCTN . . . OepyTr B
UCKYCCTBE Te MI'HOBEHMS, KOTOphHe MOIyT OhTh BeuHEMU") (47).
An illustration of the first principle may be found in a
poem by the major Russian symbolist poet Alexander Blok
("Ophelia in flowers, adorned . . ."), in which the image
of Ophelia is interpreted philosophically, reflecting the
influence of V. Solovyov's teaching on the Eternal
Feminine. A concrete image from classical literature is
only the starting point for Blok's attempt to break through
beyond a high level of abstraction to the eternal Truth.

On the other hand, in a poem by Akhmatova, whose name
is immediately associated with the Acmeist school, "“Reading
Hamlet," Ophelia appears not as a representation of a

philosophical ideal, but as a real woman. This is stressed
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by the fact that Ophelia is given the voi&e of the lyrical
"I." It is dust that surrounds her, not May roses, as in
Blok's poem. Unexpectedly, Akhmatova's poem ends by Ophelia
wishing for Hamlet's words to "flow like an ermine mantle
from your [Hamlet's] shoulders / For hundreds and hundreds
of years." ("[lycre CTPYMTCA OHa CTO BekoB noapan /
TopHOoCTaeBoit MaHTHelt C mied"). "The moment in art which may
be eternal" that Gorodetsky refers to has been found.

In many instances, an image from a particular play may
not necessarily be directly related to the central theme of
that play. For example, Blok's reference to "earth bubbles"
in a lyrical poem "She came in from the cold . . ." ("OHa
npymiaa ¢ Moposa . . .") does not allude to the main
problematic of Macbeth, but is used to express awe before

the mysteries of the universe.

"I AM ALONE, ALL SINKS TO THE PHARISEE" (HAMLET AND

OPHELIA)

Most references in Russian modernist poetry are to
Shakespeare's tragic heroces; there 1is no phenomenon
parallel, for example, to the interest in Falstaff

displayed by Bloom. Macbeth, Anthony and Cleopatra,
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Othello, and King Lear have produced the largest number of
Shakespearean allusions. The most prominent place, however,
belongs to Hamlet, a play that has profoundly affected
Russian literary and social consciousness, as shown in the
previous chapters. In modernism, "Hamletism" took a new
turn--it is now seen less as an affliction of an
exceptionally perceptive soul and more as an image
embodying human condition as such.

One of the major authors of Russian modernism who
returned to the theme of Hamlet throughout his creative
life, was Alexander Blok. After World War II, drafting an
article on Blok, Pasternak stresses the theme of
"Hamletism” in Blok's 1lyric, noting that "In Blok's art,
this differentiated Hamletism leads to the dramatization of
all Blok’s realistic writings" ("TBOPpYECKHU 3TOT
mmbdepeHUUPYIOUIMIACA TaMieTU3M BeleT K gpaMaTHsauiss BCero
GJIOKOBCKOT'O  peaIHMCTHYECKOrO  MHMChMa") (4: 703). Blok's
understanding of the Shakespearean hero may be judged by
the way Blok described Apollon Grigoriev, a Russian poet
active in the 1840s: "I'pumropreBa Ha3HBaNM MHOTAa (MEeTKO M
HemeTko) TamyeTroM . . . HO OwuM BCce-TakM B ['puMropbese
raMiIeTOBCKME YEepPTH: OH HMYero He Mpefdal, HUYEeMYy He MHM3MEeHWJI;
OH HMKOI'O M HMYEer'o He yBJlek 3a cobop, norudasa." ("Grigoriev

was sometimes called Hamlet, both justly and unjustly . .
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yet there was all the same something of Hamlet in him: he
did not betray anybody, did not bring anything down with
him when he perished") (5: 383).

Such an understanding is a departure from Goethe's
view of Hamlet as a character whose weakness of will in the
face of a duty is fatal. As well, this new perception of
Hamlet differs from the typical view of Russian 1liberal
criticism summarized in Belinsky's words on Hamlet as "a
poetic apotheosis of reflection."

However, Blok's vision of Hamlet significantly evolved
over time. In Blok's early verse, many of the conflicts of
the Shakespearean character remain unspoken: despair and
tragic love come to the forefront. In his youth, Blok
participated in an amateur staging of Hamlet, where he
played the Danish prince and his future wife Lyubov'
Dmitrievna Mendeleeva played Ophelia (Gorbynov 18). Some
scholars overstress the importance of the tragic love
motive in Blok's early poems on Hamlet, interpreting Blok's
Hamlet as a romantic hero for whom the name of the Danish
prince serves merely as an embellishment, as a way to
assume a beautiful pose: "While Blok quotes the
Shakespearean character here, he remains first and foremost
an admirer of his Fair Lady, and Hamlet's words are as if

borrowed" (Avramenko 151-152).
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Yet there appears to be no clear indication in
Shakespeare whether or not Hamlet is in love with Ophelia;
in any case, being in love is not a characteristic of
Hamlet, as jealousy is for Othello, for instance. Blok
could have easily picked another literary character had he
intended to 1limit himself to the theme of romantic love.
Hamlet's affection for Ophelia is his last attempt to
reconcile to this world--a hope that is to be shattered,
whether by Hamlet's own doubts or by Ophelia's treason.

Naming his character "Hamlet," Blok is free to focus
on his character's love relationship. There is no necessity
for Blok to guote directly from the "To be or not to be"
soliloquy or to refer unambiguously to the deeper
philosophical problematic of the play: Blok's readers were
fully aware of the presence of this problem in a deeper
layer of the poem. After two centuries of translations from
Shakespeare and after going through Russian Hamletism,
Russian readers no longer needed additional explanation as
to what other questions are raised in Hamlet. What is new
for the reader is the connection made by Blok between the
existential problems and the theme of love, which was in
itself a serious topic in Russian philosophy of the time.
In the poetry of preceding periods, the statement "I am

Hamlet" immediately evokes a specific set of qualities of
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the lyrical hero; now this utterance creates new unexpected
associations. Blok places a canonical text within the
contemporary cultural context, actualizing this function of
the text. The process of interpretation of the
Shakespearean text has been re-opened.

In the poem "Unfading radiance of the days past"
("Mpomemm x JOHEeN HeMepkHymmMM cusaHbeM"), Blok introduces a
direct quotation from Shakespeare's Hamlet: "The fair
Ophelia! Nymph, in thy orisons / Be all my sins remember'd"
(in Kronenberg's translation: "Moux rpexmu B CBOUX CBATHX
MOJINTBAX, /  Odemmus, o) HuMoba, noMaHu") . Use of a
Shakespearean quotation as direct speech is not typical for
Blok: normally, Shakespearean quotes are introduced as
epigraphs, thus encoding them as a framework to his poems.
As Lotman observes regarding this device of deliberately
including other 1literary fragments within the main text,
"it is expected that the reader will unfold the germs of
this structural constructions [quotations, epigraphs, etc]
into texts" (2: 159). In this poem, Blok attempts to
provide a key to the theme of Hamlet through the theme of
Ophelia. The beautiful remembrance refers to earlier days
when the lyrical hero was not yet aware of his burden and

impending death. N,
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Yet the 1914 poem, "I'm Hamlet, and my blood runs
cold”, which happens to be the poem with which Blok closed
his last public reading immediately before his death  in
1921, is different from the languid images of his early
poems. In this late poem, love becomes a part of the
tragedy of the protagonist who is perishing "in the cold
life of his native 1land," caught in a deadly "net of

perfidy":

fA--T'auner. XonomeeT KpPOBb,
Korna nynereT KOBaApCTBO CeTH,
U B cepaue--nepeasd JuoOOBb

XuBa--K eAMHCTBEHHOM Ha CBeTe.

Teba, Obeamo Mo
YBEN mnaneko XM3HMU XONO0n,
N ™OHy, npuHU, B POLHOM Kpaio,

KnuHkoM oTpapBJleHHHM 3aKOJIOT.

I'm Hamlet, and my blood runs cold
When intrigue works its deadly art.
First love for her, my one and only
On earth, still lives within my heart.

Life's cold has borne you, my Ophelia,
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Somewhere a long, long way form here.
I die, a prince in my own country,
Stabbed by a poisoned rapier.

(Tr. by Alex Miller)

Blok's "life's cold" is a direct allusion to the
"chill of 1life" from Pushkin's Fugene Onegin (XXXVIII),
where Pushkin offers a candid reflection on human fate,
stripped of romantic embellishments.

Blok's approach to the topic of Hamlet has been
further developed Dby Pasternak. The beginning of
Pasternak's "Hamlet" the first version of which was written
some twenty years later, is reminiscent of Blok's poem in
its subdued expression of disenchantment and hopelessness.
In the later (1955) version of "Hamlet," now published as
one of the so-called Yuri 2Zhivago poems, Pasternak
introduces a crucial change to the image of the Danish
prince: his Hamlet conscientiously takes on his burden, his
cross. In Chekhov's time, the claim to be "a Moscow Hamlet"
could still be perceived as comical, because this was the
time at which the mask of suffering was eagerly
appropriated by those who found it a convenient cover-up
for the shallowness and futility of their 1lives.

Pasternak's Hamlet does not seek suffering for its own
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sake: he prays, like Christ in Gethsemane, that this cup be
passed from him, yet ultimately accepts his fate as a
historical necessity. This 1is how Pasternak understands
Shakespeare's Hamnlet and uses the figure of Hamlet to
engage previous critical and aesthetic views, in particular
Goethe's/German Romantic view of a noble but weak-willed
soul. This is a Hamlet that can be linked to Pasternak's
lyrical "Iv. In his "Notes on Translations from

Shakespeare," Pasternak wrote:

Bessome OwUIO HEUIBECTHO B MEKCIUPOBCKOE
BpeMsa. OTuUM He UHTepecoBamucb. . . . [lo
muicin  llekcnupa, TamneT--NpuHL KPOBM, HM Ha

MUHYTYy He 3albHBawIMii O CBOMX [paBax Ha

npecToJ, 6anoBeHb cTaporo nBopa n
caMoHaneAHHLI BCJiegCcTBMUE cBoeit Sonbmon
OJapeHHOCTH CaMOpOOoK. . . . Ckopee

HanNpoOTUB, 3PUTEJIO NPEeOOCTAaBJIACTCA CYOUTh,
Kak BeJuka xeprBa Tlamjera, €CiAM 0OpPU TaKUX
BMIax Ha Oyaymee OH T[IOCTYNaeTCs CBOUMM
BHTOOaMM pany BHCHEN ueam. . . . "Tamyer"”
He npama OecxapaKTepHOCTM, HO JOpaMa [oJra u
camMoorpeueHua. . . . Lamyuer wusbupaerca B

Cylbn CcBoOero BpeMeHn u B cayrn  OoJiee
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OTHaJIEHHOTO. "Tamner" ~-npaMa BEICOKOT'O
xpe6us, 3aloOBENaHHOTO [MOOBUI'a, BBEPEHHOI'O

npenHasHa4YeHusn.

Weak will was a phenomenon unknown in
Shakespeare's day. It was of no interest.

s s e In Shakespeare's eyes Hamlet is a
prince of the blood, who never for the
moment forgets his right to the throne, had
been the favorite of the old Court and is a
man overconfident on account of his natural
innate talents. . . . The audience is called
upon rather to judge how great is Hamlet's
sacrifice, if, given his future prospects,
he forgoes his advantages for the sake of
the supreme goal. . . . Hamlet is not a
drama about lack of character but about the
indebtedness and self-renunciation. . . .
the will of chance selects Hamlet to be the
judge of his times and to be the servant of
time more remote. HAamlet is a drama about
high destiny and preordained feats (Selected

writings and letters 227).
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This view of Hamlet 1is reflected 1in Pasternak's
translation of the Shakespearean play, determining those
aspects which Pasternak chooses to highlight in the
translation by a careful selection of words in each
individual scene. So, for instance in the bedchamber scene,
("To live / In the rank sweat of an enseamed bed, / Stew's
in corruption, honeying and making love / Over the nasty
sty"), Pasternak replaces his early version of the last
line "lUenoBarsca / Cpemm HaBoz3a" ("To kiss / Among the
dung") by the more abstract "JlowGoearbca / CBouM naneHbeMm"
("To enjoy looking / At your own downfall"). It has to be
noted that Pasternak does not generally exhibit a Victorian
squeamishness: for example, he uses the word "rasoz3" in a
lyrical poem about spring. The change in translation is
made because this tone does not suit Hamlet as Pasternak
saw him; furtherﬁore, Pasternak underlines Gertrude's
overall moral degradation rather than focusing on her
alleged sexual promiscuity as a specific manifestation of
her downfall.

Even the famous: "Frailty, thy name is woman!"
Pasternak translates as "O XxeHmMHH, BaM HMA--BEPOJIOMCTBO!"
("O women, your name is treachery!"), interpreting frailty
as weakness of the spirit rather than of the flesh and

relating the conflict to the circle of problems topical for

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



213

Soviet society and important for Pasternak himself.
Pasternak this raises the discussion of the conflict in
Shakespeare's play to an existential level, distancing the
Shakespearean hero from those circumstances which Pasternak
considers accidental or non-essential. There is no doubt
that the modernist tradition influences Pasternak's later
translation of Hamlet, which in its turned contributes to
the shaping of image of Hamlet in Pasternak's own late
poetry. This process 1is a good illustration of the
Shakespearean text as an ongoing generator of meaning
within the Russian poetical tradition.

This evolution allows Pasternak in his own poen
"Hamlet," to identify his lyrical "I" with Shakespeare's
Hamlet. While the tragic fate of Blok's Hamlet is not only
cruel, but meaningless, Hamlet in Pasternak's poem "serves
a time more remofe." Pasternak distances himself from
Goethe's view of Hamlet's burden as being within human
capacity but wunsuitable for Hamlet: such a burden as
Pasternak envisages is inordinate for any human being.
Unlike Blok's early poems, the lyrical hero of Pasternak's
“Hamlet" rises to the level of high abstraction without
losing his concrete individual identity. Pasternak's
lyrical character does not suffer passively; he makes a

deliberate choice, whereby his suffering gains a purpose.
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This stress on the necessity of individual choice,
characteristic of Pasternak's philosophy is reminiscent of

Kierkegaard:

An ethical person knows that thé entire life is a
stage, and every person is meant to play his role
in it; it depends only on himself to make it just
as significant and serious in the spiritual sense
as life of those who have been allotted a place

in history (Pleasure and Duty 332).

In this connection, Pasternak's Hamlet might have been also
triggered by an early poem of Gumilyov's under the title
"Theatre." Since Pasternak was familiar with contemporary
writing and was especially close to the circle of Acmeists,
where Gumilyov belonged, it 1is quite plausible that
Pasternak recalled this early poem of Gumilyov's when
writing his "Hamlet" much later. In Gumilyov's poem, marked
by a youthful fatalism, God looks down on earth through
binoculars, as if onto a theater stage, making sure that
people do not swerve from their parts. Hamlet is doomed
from the beginning. In Gumilyov's poem "Theatre," the
rather simplistic human rebellion against the Creator of an

unjust world is reminiscent of Robert Browning's "Caliban
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upon Setebos." Shakespeare's metaphor of the world as a
theater is transformed to show life on earth as doomed to
be unjust. The universe is depicted as a cruel show with
firmly prescribed parts, where Cain is not expected to have
remorse and Hamlet 1is not supposed to know happiness:
"Hamlet? He must be pale. Cain? He must be rough" ("Tamnet?
OH nosrxeH OHTL OnenHeM. KamH? Tor aorxeH OHTh TIpyOHM").
Just as Shakespeare's "Mousetrap play" within "Hamlet"
introduces metatextual elements within the text (Lotman 1:
156), Gumilyov's "Theatre" shows us a staging a process.

But if in Shakespeare the stage director is Hamlet
himself, in Gumilyov's poem the stage directing is a
prerogative of a higher power, for which both 1literary
characters and the public itself are part of a larger play
of human life. What is striking here is the juxtaposition
of Cain, the Biblical character known as the first man to
commit murder (Genesis 4), and Hamlet, who is therefore
presented as Cain's archetypal opposite, as someone who
ultimately rejects murder. The very possibility of giving
to Hamlet the same universal significance as the Biblical
character of Cain, hardly imaginable a century earlier,
shows that Shakespearean character has already become

widely known by the turn of the twentieth century.
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In Pasternak's poem "Hamlet," the focus is on the
actor in the role of Hamlet, feeling the binoculars of the
audience focused ontoc him. This Hamlet, indistinguishable
from Pasternak's poetical "I," is projected onto the image
of Christ. While Gumilyov presents pain and suffering as
the means of enforcing the prescribed order of things,
Pasternak introduces another crucial element: human will.
Yes, ". . . the plan of action is determined, / And the end
irrevocably sealed" (tr. by L. Pasternak-Slater] ("Ho
nponyMaH pPacrnopAROK mencTeuit, / M HeoTBpaTuM KoOHeu nyTu"),
but Pasternak's Hamlet, like Christ, knowingly prepares for
his sacrifice in full awareness of its meaning.

Pasternak's poem also echoes a 1901 sonnet by Bryusov,
in which destiny is called "a skillful playwright" and the
lyrical hero claims to appreciate the beauty of the scene
in which he is to be slain. While Bryusov's poem does not
contain the idea of a deliberate sacrifice but of
acceptance of destiny that is constructed as a parallel to
the inner logic of a play: "The end is unpredictable--and
unavoidable” {"KoHel HelranaHHBIA, a HeusbexeH oH").
Bryusov's poem ends with a slightly rephrased quotation
from Shakespeare: "All life's a play" (from Shakespeare's

"All the world's a stage").
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"Bca mM3SHbL urpa”. f Myop M 3TO npus3Hapo,
OOoHO xXejlaHue BO MHe, B [BUIM NPOCTEPTOM,

Y3HaTh, KakK [ATHIA aKT PaSBAXETCA C YETBEpPTHM.

"All life's a play." Being wise, I acknowledge this.
One wish I, stretched out in dust, still have

Is to learn how Act Five will finish off Act Four.

In 1894, Bryusov planned to write a play on the
subject of Hamlet, and in 1898 he was working on some dark
places in the text of Shakespearean tragedy (Amidst poems
134-137).

The theme of Ophelia, addressed by almost all Russian
modernist poets, has an especially important place in the
poetry of Blok. Following V. Solovyov, Blok appeared as the
poet of the Eternal Feminine, or the principle of Wisdom
the Divine Sophia. In the poem "I dreamt of you again"
("MHe cHumlacb cHoBa TH, B LBeTax, Ha WyMHOM cueHe"), the
remembrance of a biographical event (Lyubov' Mendeleeva,
Blok's future wife, playing Ophelia in an amateur
performance in which Blok himself was playing Hamlet) is
developed not simply as a 1lyrical poem but as a

philosophical vision: "ThH yMepsia, BCA B PpPOBOBOM CHUAHBLU”.
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You died, surrounded by a rosy radiance"). The image of a
concrete woman transcends reality, evolving into a symbol.

An early "Song of Ophelia" (1899) by Blok is
reminiscent both of a Romantic ballad, known to the Russian
reader through the translations of 2Zhukovsky, whose
mysticism strongly influenced the young Blok. Within the
context of the play, the unexpected expression, "Happy
Denmark, " reminds us of folk songs, in which the idealized
home country is juxtaposed to the hostile foreign lands.
The "black feather" on Hamlet's helm, on the other hand, is
clearly a stock image from Romantic poetry, as is the motif
of wandering.

A different vision of Shakespeare's heroine can be
found in Blok's later poem with the same title "Song of
Ophelia™ (1902), where Ophelia starts speaking of herself
in the third person. The erosion of Ophelia's personality
by insanity leads to an infantile inability to distinguish
the self: "I was spoken to, I was, / And I was kissed" ("Co
MHOKO, CcO MHOLO / T'oBOpMJIM - M MeHs uUejoBamu . . .").

This innocence and extreme passivity will come in
sharp contrast to Tsvetaeva's passionate Ophelia. Ophelia's
child-~like innocence is again referred to in Blok's poem "
"In the gloom, I went towards cares and gaiety" (" men BoO

TbMe K 3aboraM u Becesvo . . .") which has an epigraph
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taken from Shakespeare's Hamlet: "TOCKy ¥ IpycTb CTpPalaHus,
Camet an, Bcé B kpacorTy oHa npeoGpasuna." (Kronenberg's
translation of Shakespeare's "Thought and affliction,
passion, hell itself, / She turns to favour and to
prettiness"™ in Hamlet IV, v.). The poem, written in the
first person, ends with a direct question: "Why is it that
my Ophelia is [but] a child?" ("3auem mmrTa Odbemms mos?")
probably meaning her incapacity to carry the burden of life
that he, Hamlet, is perceiving so sharply. This poem had an
earlier version, dedicated to Blok's then fiancée Lyubov'
Mendeleeva, in which Blok referred to himself as to "poor

Hamlet":

And . . . poor Hamlet . . . I was spellbound
Awaiting the longed for sweet answer.
M. . . OGenHwit Tamner. . . s OHJI OYapOBaH,

Sl ®xman menaHHBM CJIaOOCTHLIA OTBET .

In the 1898 poem, "Ophelia in flowers, adorned"
("Odpemma B usBerax, B ybope"), May roses, a common symbol of
youth and beauty, are combined in Ophelia's wreath with
water lilies, the symbol of her impending tragic death. To
stress the latter connection, Blok uses the unusual term

"water nymph" ("peuHas HuMmpa") instead of more common

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



220

Russian names for "water 1lily" (the name of that plant in
Latin is Nymphaea). The usage suggests the English version,
where Hamlet is addressing Ophelia as a "nymph." Within the
world of Shakespeare's play, it was impossible for Hamlet
to be at the river immediately after Ophelia had drowned,
which is the only point where her veil could be seen in the
waters. Blok does not attempt to provide an "illustration"
to Shakespeare's Hamlet; the future and the past are
presented simultaneously, 1like sequences of a historical
narrative on a medieval icon.

In Bryusov's poem "Ophelia", which opens with a
quotation from Afanasy Fet's (1820-1892) "Odemma rvubna u
nena, / W nena, cnnerasa BeHky, / C uBeramMm, BeHKaMM u
necHeilo / Ha pHO onycrmnace peku" ("Ophelia was dying and
singing / And singing, weaving [her] wreaths, / With
flowers, wreaths and songs / She sank to the river's
bottom"), Ophelia is taken as the embodiment of an innocent
victim, brought to her death by the indifferent neglect of
the modern society. Bryusov describes a young woman,
probably in modest circumstances, who commits suicide by
jumping out of the window, and the asphalt on which her
body lies is compared to the river's bottom. Stressing the
unromantic nature of his modern heroine's death, Bryusov

writes "You did not weave the wreaths of an Ophelia, / You
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did not hold fresh flowers in your hands" ("Ta He cnyerana
BeHkoB Odesimu, / B pykax He JHepxajla CBeXMX UBeToB").

Yet the asphalt on which the young woman's body lies
is compared to the river's bottom: "What was that, 1long
desired, / that you searched for with your roving glance,
there, on the bottom?" ("UYero x TH MCKala, HOaBHO XeJIAHHOTIO,
/ BnyxpaoumM B30pOM, BHM3Y, Ha gHe?"). The title of the
poem and its epigraph taken from a nineteenth-century poem
by Fet on Shakespeare's Ophelia makes it clear that while
some outward signs have changed, the essence of tragedy has
remained the same. This notion of Shakespeare's heroine as
a victim of the cruel world is a traditional one, although
it will be challenged by both Akhmatova and Tsvetaeva. Blok
had once said that Ophelia, along with Sophia [the heroine
of Griboedov's Woe from Wit] can remain "nobly silent"
("6naroponHo Monuagmeu"), but Hamlet is forced to speak too
much (Beketova 176). In Akhmatova and Tsvetaeva, Ophelia is
no longer choose to remain restrained; the two female poets
give voice to both Ophelia and Hamlet.

Akhmatova and Tsvetaeva were the first female
modernist authors in Russia whose lyrical character could
bear comparison with Hamlet. For almost the first time in
Russian literature, the existential problems lie heavily on

women's shoulders. Many Ggenerations of «critics have
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considered Onegin and Pechorin to be literary embodiments
of "superfluous men," but Pushkin's Tatyana or Lermontov's
Princess Mary were never suggested for that role, though
the Russian term "smmHuit dvesoBek" can be applied to either
gender.

V. Solovyov noted that if Hamlet had resigned to his
situation or considered revenge as such unacceptable, there
would be no tragedy, regardless of the scale of that sorrow
and the talent of the writer (2: 599). If Hamlet were able
to fulfill his task, this would be Hamlet according to
Sumarokov, with justice restored at the end. For Solovyov,
Hamlet's tragedy is born out of the contradiction between
an acutely perceived duty, a feeling of necessity of action
and the impossibility of fulfilling that duty:; the question
of whether revenge is impossible due to Hamlet's inner
failings or to ’external circumstances seems to be
irrelevant to Solovyov in this context as he does not raise
it.

This view 1is <close to many of the dilemmas of
modernism, such as the conflict between the need for
religion and the perceived impossibility of religious
feeling in modern man (see Emelianov B., and A. Novikov ,
Russian Philosophy of the Silver Age). Thus, following

Solovyov's logic, it is only when a woman was recognized as
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having a duty--not merely a social one, a duty to the
family but as Ibsen's Nora's says, other duties just as
sacred--a duty to herself, meaning the need for a
philosophical Jjustification of her 1life, that female
authors began to identify themselves with Hamlet.

There are dtwo short poems by Akhmatova united under
the common title of "Reading Hamlet."” One is "recoded" in
the Russian poetic vocabulary of the nineteenth century. It
starts with a word play not possible in Shakespeare’s
Hamlet: Ophelia breaks with established etiquette,
addressing Hamlet in the informal second personal pronoun.
The subtle play between the choice of formal or informal
second person pronoun has been described since Pushkin; by
Tolstoy's time it could be revoked as a cliché. The
introduction of this theme into a poem connected to a play
by Shakespeare clearly signals to the reader the beginning
of a literary experiment.

Many expressions employed by Akhmatova ("shadow of a
smile," "dear features," "a gaze lightning up") belong to
the Russian Romantic vocabulary reminiscent of Fet. It is
perhaps this choice of vocabulary that causes the entire
poem to be misinterpreted as a traditional portrayal of
Ophelia, with stress on maidenly modesty and sensitivity of

feeling bordering on sentimentality. A closer analysis of
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the text, however, will show that Akhmatova has set herself
a more challenging task. Ophelia admits that she addressed
Hamlet in the familiar form "as if by mistake," meaning not
by mistake, but on purpose ("M kak OyaTo no omubke, / £
crazana «Te»"). This causes only a "shadow of a smile"
("TeHp ynubxu") on Hamlet's face. The desired response has
not been received: Hamlet rejects her feeling. Ophelia
retreats, reverting to the safety of a sisterly affection,
free of erotic undertones: "I love you like forty tender
sisters" ("d saobmo TebA, kak copoxk / JlackoBux cecTep").
Similarly Tsvetaeva's description of sister as absence of
suffering--not that she does not suffer, but she does not
cause suffering. Yet the heroine comes out undefeated, for
she is somehow endowed with Akhmatova's power of
abstraction. The mention of sisterly love may be a way of
preserving her dignity, acting as if there had been no
disgrace of a rejected feeling; it may also be reassurance
for Hamlet to remove the element of threat. Knowing
Akhmatova's love for literary inversions this can be seen,
hypothetically, as Akhmatova's "reconstitution" of a scene
presumably omitted in Shakespeare to which Hamlet's "forty
thousand brothers / Could not, with all their quantity of
love, / Make up my sum" in the scene of Ophelia's burial

could be a response, a recollection. By his own account,
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Hamlet notably did not know how toc write love poetry. When
challenging Laertes to describe his feelings for his lost
sister, Hamlet is at loss for words himself, coming up only
with inadequate suggestions as "eat a crocodile." Hamlet
quantitative expression of love (viewed as a sign of his
emotional adequacy e.g. by Pasternak and Tsvetaeva) could
be a recollection of the words once said by Ophelia. Hamlet
rejects Ophelia‘'s 1love, losing his last chance of
maintaining a 1link with the outside world, his last
opportunity to trust someone. Mandelstam once compared
literary work to Brussels lace, "its essence being that
which supports the pattern: the air, the holes, the gaps."
Akhmatova charts out those empty spaces, identifying for
the reader the gaps she was able to discover in
Shakespeare's work.

The theme of Hamlet reappears in Akhmatova's Poem
Without a hero, a narrative poem started in 1943 and
revised over the years, almost until the poet's death in
1966. Yet the very fact that Akhmatova returns to
Shakespearean images in a poem that means so much to her,
seems to indicate that the connection to Shakespeare's
heritage is never severed. A reference to Hamlet appears in
a rather unexpected context in Part II. 5. of the Poem

Without a Hero:
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A BO CHe BCe KasalloCb, 4YTO 3TO
S numy oA Koro-To JubpeTTo,

N orGoss OT My3HKM HeT.

A Benbr COH--3TO TOXe BemMuUa,
Soft embalmer, Cuuaa nrTuua,

SILCUMHOPCKUX Teppac napaner.

And in my dream it seemed

That what I was writing was a libretto
for somebody,

And the music refused to stop.

But a dream--is also something real,

Soft embalmer, Blue Bird,

The parapets and terraces of Elsinore.

(tr. by Hemschemeyer)

After stating the dream is "something real," Akhmatova
refers to various foreign works to support her paradoxical
statement: "Soft embalmer" (written in English in the
original) is taken from Keats' sonnet "To Sleep"; "Blue
Bird" is a clear allusion to Maurice Maeterlink's play in
which events occur in a land of dreams; the parapets of
Elsinore, of course, are the place where Hamlet meets the

ghost of his father. The reader is thus progressively taken
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from the idea of sleep as a fantasy realm to a parallel
reality in the other world, the final sleep of Hamlet's "7To
be or not be." Real events, subconscious emotions, literary
experiences and reflection on a non-physical realm all
merge together to express the inner state of Akhmatova's
lyrical hero.

In the Poem Without a Hero, Akhmatova makes another
unusual reference to Hamlet within her fantastical
description of the New Year's eve in 1913: "Uro MHe
TaMneToBH NOOBA3KM, / UYTO MHe BuMXPb COJIOMEMHOM miascku, /
Uro MHe nMnocTynn XenesHoit Macku, /S eme mnoxesesHeir Tex"
("What to me are Hamlet's garters! / What to me the
whirlwind of Salomé's dance, / What to me the tread of the
Man in the / Iron Mask! / I am more iron than they") ([Tr.
by Hemschemeyer]. The reference to Hamlet's garters must
have been taken from Ophelia's description of Hamlet
appearing at her door immediately after the encounter with
the Ghost: " . . . his stockings foul'd / Ungartered, and
down-gyved to his ancle"™ (II, i.).

Akhmatova makes this detail a powerful symbol of the
cycle of violence and destruction that is about to begin.
She dates the events in this part of the poem back to 1913,
just before the First World War and, subsequently, the

October revolution; from Akhmatova's perspective some
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thirty years later, time will be "out of joint" for Russia
very soon. Yet this is more than a comment on contemporary
events: As Akhmatova shows us Hamlet through Ophelia's
eyes, the reader is now able to consider it believable that
Ophelia saw in Hamlet's disorderly dress not only a
shocking breach of the court etiquette or even a sign of
Hamlet unstable emotions, but the Dbeginning of a
catastrophe. The omniscience of the author is communicated
to her heroine, just as it happened in an earlier poem
"Reading Hamlet": "You said to me: Well then, get thee to a
nunnery / Or go marry a fool" ("Tm ckaszan MHe: "Hy uro xX.
Mo B MOHacTHpb / WMim 3amMyx 3a aypaka . . ."). In response,
the heroine transcends the limits set for her by the play,
giving her reply from the position of a greater experience:
"Princes always say only things like these" ("IIpMHUK TOJIBKO
Takoe Bcerga I'OBOpPAT").

Lidia Chukovskaya once said that Akhmatova always
emerges undefeated in her poem (3: 146-47). The female
protagonist may be defeated, but Akhmatova's lyrical hero
is undefeated at 1least by virtue of being capable of
removing herself from the situation, to analyze it from a
distance.

Another unexpected mention of Ophelia may be found in

one of Akhmatova's latest poems, "An elegy before spring"
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(1963): "Ho, nbsAHaa u Ge3 BuHa, / TaM, cnoBHo Odenus, nena
/ Bco HOYWB HaM caMa TuouHa" ("But, intoxicated without
wine, / There, like Ophelia, / silence itself sang for us
all night long"). The silence 1is paradoxically compared to
a song. Ophelia's singing is devoid' of meaning, it is no
longer a purposeful speech with various elements of
meaning. The impact of Ophelia's song on us does not rely
on semantics; it is only communication of pure emotion, not
thought. This primeval quality 1links silence with the mad
song, both of which serve as a premonition of a tragic end.

Tsvetaeva also turns to the theme of Hamlet and
Ophelia more than to any other Shakespearean theme. She
always stresses the importance of Hamlet to her: "When
Hamlet's "To be or not to be" is pronounced ironically, I
choke from disdain"--"a UYyBCTBYK® 3aIOXHOBEHMe [pe3peHua”
(Unpublished 274).

For Tsvetaeva, Shakespeare was always associated with
earthly passions. "I am frightened that all of Racine and
all of Shakespeare will not suffice for such a grief"
("Boowck, UYUTO MaJlo MOJA Takoi OeIn Bcero PacuMHa M BCero
lekcnupa!"). Here, Shakespeare represents the 1lyrical
principle, the emotional charge of individual tragedy.
Akhmatova, too, similarly juxtaposes Sophocles and

Shakespeare in her Poem Without a Hero, where Sophocles
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stands for the fate of her country, and Shakespeare for her
personal suffering: "Soon I will need a lyre, / But that of
Sophocles, not Shakespeare. / At the threshold stands--
Destiny" (tr. by Hemschemeyer). (Ckopo MHe HyxHa Oyner
qumpa, / Ho Codoxkna yxe, He llexcnupa, / Ha nopore cTour--
Cyabba.)

One of the first gifts of Tsvetaeva to her husband was
a volume of Shakespeare; later in her works she will
compare Sofia Parnok, whom she considered to be one of
great loves of her 1life, to all the heroines of
Shakespeare's tragedies. Anna Saakiants in her monograph on
Tsvetaeva, Marina Tsvetaeva. Her Work and Art, uses the
expression "Shakespearean passions," "Shakespearean nature"
more than ten times when referring Tsvetaeva's own life. It
seems likely that Tsvetaeva would not have been displeased
by such a comparisén.

It is traditionally assumed that Tsvetaeva identified
herself with Ophelia (e.g. Saakiants, Makin). This would be
an oversimplified, if not an inaccurate, approach to the
theme of Hamlet and Ophelia in Tsvetaeva's work. Both
Tsvetaeva's private 1life and her 1lyrical poetry are
characterized by an exploration of both a male and a female
point of view (see a detailed outline of this issue e.g. in

Poliakova's Days of Twilight).
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In Tsvetaeva's poems about Hamlet, these two
perspectives meet without necessarily clashing; the two
figures sides of the poet's personality, engaging in an
inner dialogue. Tsvetaeva once defined Hamlet as a
"philosopher, and not a poet, that is a man of questions,
and not of answers" ("lamner--¢unocod, a He no3r, TO €CTh
YyeJIOBEK BONpPOCOB, a He orTBeToB") (Unpublished 474). In her
poems on Hamlet, while speaking sometimes in Ophelia's and
sometimes in Hamlet's voice, Tsvetaeva essentially takes
upon herself Hamlet's task of asking questions to which
there can be no answer. Two poems "Ophelia--to Hamlet"
("Opemma--Tamnery" and "Ophelia--in defense of the Queen"”
("Odpenna--s zammTy kKOpoJieBH") are written in the voice of
Ophelia, who is entrusted with all the sensual longings of
Tsvetaeva's 1lyrical heroine, in contrast to the ephemeral
Ophelia of Russiaﬁ symbolist poetry. Addressing Hamlet,
Tsvetaeva's Ophelia stresses the value of earthly 1life,
unexpectedly sharpening the "to be or not to be"
contradiction. Ophelia compares Hamlet to a decaying book:;
other grim images of decay abound (bones, dust, lime, wormy
soil).

For Tsvetaeva, romantic love embodies the freedom of
an individual choice, the connection to the world;

therefore, Gertrude's very capacity to love justifies her
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existence. Hamlet's insistence that Gertrude should prefer
a "good" statesman to a "bad" one are based on the premises
that exclude an understanding of such love. Claudius is
incapable of love, and Hamlet himself ends up rejecting
love. Tsvetaeva's Ophelia rejects this false logic: "It is
not your mind's business / To judge inflamed blood" ("He
Bamero pasyMa jgejio / CymmTe BOCNAJIEHHY®D KpoBb").

As in Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva's Ophelia clearly oversteps
the limits set for the Shakespearean heroine within the
play. The Russian word "pasys" can mean both "mind" and
"reason": thus, according to Tsvetaeva, it is not the
business of reason to judge passion. Hamlet repeats the
mistake of applying mathematical logic inappropriately when
speaking of his love for Ophelia as stronger than the love
of forty thousand brothers. Passion is not measured by
mathematical quantities as Tsvetaeva will again stress in
"Hamlet's dialogue with his conscience”: "--But I loved her
/ like forty thousand.. /--Still/Less than one lover" ("Ho =
ee Joduia, / Kak COpok THCAY . . .--MeHbme/ Bce X, ueM oamH
JIOOOBHUK") .

The conflict between ideal andvreal love always has a
prominent place in Tsvetaeva's work, as may be seen in Part
II ("Letter"™) of her Phaedra: "Quench my soul--thus, quench

my lips!" ("Yroaum Mop IRymy--uTak, yToau ycra!") as well as

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



233

from her letters and diaries which permit reconstructing
Tsvetaeva's personal struggles. Thus Tsvetaeva entrusts to
Hamlet one of the philosophical problems that is so painful
for her as a poet and a human being. Even in Phaedra, she
originally planned to give to Hippol?tus some Hamletian
features (Saakiants 486).

Although Tsvetaeva eventually rejects the idea of
making her Hippolytus resemble Hamlet the fact that she
considered this possibility shows that, in Tsvetaeva's
mind, Hamlet is connected to the problem of spirit and
passion,--a problem that Tsvetaeva incessantly struggle
with. Indeed, a reference to Phaedra appears in Tsvetava's
"Ophelia--in defense of the Queen": "Still greater was the
quilt of Phaedra; / They sing of her until this day"
("Taxene BuHOBHas--Oempa: / O Heit M MOHHHE nooT").

While these lines are ascribed to Ophelia, it is clear
that the daughter of Polonius would hardly been able to
utter them, even if we admit the possibility of Ophelia's
familiarity with Euripides; besides, Racine's Phedre, a
major source for Tsvetaeva, was written after Shakespeare's
death. Tsvetaeva's 1lyrical hero does not simply voice
Ophelia's reproaches to Hamlet, but also faces those
reproaches and attempts to grasp them. The poem ends with

Ophelia suddenly shuddering at the thought of another
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explanation of Hamlet's behavior that seems plausible to
her: perhaps it is not the triumph of cold reason, but the
triumph of an illegitimate passion that Hamlet is trying to
suppress, his incestual attraction to Gertrude that
explains his rejection of Ophelia, and, with her, of 1life.
Instead of an answer, the poet has presented us with a new
question.

"Ophelia--to Hamlet" and "Ophelia--in defense of the
Queen" has been followed by a poem under the title
"Hamlet's dialogue with his conscience.” This latter poem
transforms the discussion from the Hamlet-Ophelia dialogue
to an internal dialogue. Ophelia is no longer alive, yet,
as she herself had predicted in the earlier poem, "Ophelia-
-to Hamlet," her death makes Hamlet question his former
beliefs. The theme 1is not exhausted simply by giving a
voice to Ophelia'é complaint. Martin Buber speaks of love
as a move from the impersonal "to have" to the individual
"to be" (qtd. in Averintsev 120); Tsvetaeva seems to adopt
a similar view, 1linking Hamlet's rejection of 1life to
rejection of existence.

Both Tsvetaeva's literary works and her private notes
demonstrate her ability to defend with the same conviction

both sides of the passion/spirit dilemma. In a letter to
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R. Gul' from June 27, 1928, Tsvetaeva insists on the

irrelevance of earthly passions in the face of art:

OcHoBa TBoOpuYecTBa--OyxX. HIyX, 9ToO He IMoJ, BHe Nona
. + .+ "BoxecrBeHHas koMemus"--non? . . . daycr--
non? . . . flon, B3T0 T6, UYTO Q[OJIXHO OHTH

nepeGopoTo, IUIOTh, 3TO TS, YTO A OTPACAL.

The basis of creation is spirit. Spirit is that
which is not gender, it is beyond gender . .

The Divine Comedy--is it about gender? Faust--
gender? . . . Gender is that which should be
overcome; flesh is that which I dust off my feet

(Saakiants 352).

Furthermore, the conflict of ideal and real love leads
to the general reflection on the human condition, which was
central in all modernist writings. This tragic duality, so
sharply perceived 1in modernist literature, may be
illustrated through Kafka's image (in his Oktavheften) of a
man attached by a chain to both earth and heaven, unable to
break free from either of them and hesitant to explain his
situation simply by calling his attachment to earth a

mistake:
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Er ist ein freier und gesicherter Biirger der
Erde, denn er ist an eine Kette gelegt, die lang
genug ist, um ihm alle irdischen Ré&ume
freizugeben, und doch nur so lang, dapf nichts ihn
tber die Grenzen der Erde reifen kann,
Gleichzeitig aber ist er auch ein freier und
gesicherter Blirger des Himmels, denn er ist auch
an eine &hnlich berechntete Himmelskette gelegt.
Will er nun auf die Erde, drosselt ihn das
Halsband des Himmels, will er in den Himmmel,
jenes der Erde. Und trotzdem hat er alle
Mdglichkeiten und fi#hlt es; ja, er weigert sich
sogar, das Ganze auf einen Fehler bei der ersten

Fesselung zurickzufithren (1: 380).

Summarizing Tsvetaeva's view on Hamlet and Ophelisa,

Saakiants writes:

[Tsvetaeva's lyrical heroine], transformed into
the mad Ophelia, receives a gift of sight and
starts despising that "virgin ([Hamlet] . . . who
chose the dead over the 1living love. Moreover,

Tsvetaeva's Ophelia defends Gertrude, justifies
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her and because of that despises the Danish prince

with his fruitless musings even further" (339).

While Saakiants' observations are just, it is not possible
believe that the dilemma is solved for Tsvetaeva once and for
all. Insistence on "fruitless musings" and yearning for a pure
"bridge between two souls" occupy an equal space in Tsvetaeva's
work with a defense of earthly passions. These two aspects of
her 1lyrical heroine, rather 1like Hesse's Narcissus and
Goldmund, lead to a deeper understanding of Tsvetaeva's open-

ended interpretation of Shakespeare's work.

"THE BLOOD-SMEARED HONOR OF A BREAK-UP" (OTHELLO AND

DESDEMONA)

The theme of Othello and Desdemona, though not
developed in the same depth as that of Hamlet, has inspired
several noteworthy poetic experiments. One of the most
untraditional treatments of the theme of Othello and
Desdemona is given in Gumilyov's "Morning chat" ("YrTpeHHsas
GonroBHA") (19127?). The title itself warns us that we are
dealing with an interpretation of a dream. Indeed, the

female protagonist is retelling her dream in which she is
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projected into the world of Shakespeare's Othello and is
both able to observes Shakespeare's characters from a
distance and identifies herself with Desdemona.

The details are not only unrealistic; they contradict
even the conventions established within Shakespearean
tragedy. So, for instance, there is a description of secret
meetings by moonlight, an opportunity which Shakespeare
never granted to his Othello and Desdemona: "River bank,
willows / In the moonlight . . . One does not come to the
river at night / Without love" ("Beper, usx / [llpu myHe. . .
K HOWHOMYy CckJIOHYy / He npuxomar, He Jmo6a"). Othello in
Gumilyov's poem does not bear sufficient resemblance to
Shakespeare's Othello: "Othello was there. / He |is
handsome™ ("Beut Orennio / OH kxpacuB). Within the decidedly
subjective world of Shakespeare's play, we never see a
description of Othello as handsome. Perhaps he could be
perceived as such only in the eyes of Desdemona, though her
inclination towards someone not "of her own clime,
complexion, and degree" (III, iii.) provokes suspicion of
intemperance.

The unexpected question recognizing the duality of the
heroine and her dreamlike projection into Ophelia, "Was he
worthy of the two of you? / Was he resembling the

moonlight?” ("Beul ;M OH Bac MOBYX MOOCTOMH? / BEUT M OH Kak
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JyHHHEX cBeT?") prompts a seemingly irrelevant response:
"Yes, he is a warrior / and a poet" ("Ha, oH BOoMH / U
noar"). Shakespeare's text, however, does not contain any
indication that Othello is a poet. Perhaps this paradoxical
statement is taken from the information that he won

Desdemona over by telling her of his woes:

And bade me, if I had a friend that loved her,
I should but teach him how to tell my story,
And that would woo her; Upon this hint I spake:
She loved me for the dangers I had past:

And I loved her that she did pity them (I, iii.)

However, it remains unclear whether the effect that
Othello's stories have on Desdemona can be credited to
their artistic presentation rather than to the dramatic
nature of his experiences as such. Even if Othello's own
acknowledgment--"Rude am I in my speech" (I, iii.)--is to
be taken as a decorous exaggeration, any reference to
Othello having any special poetic gift would still be
missing. Therefore, the poem cannot be seen an illustration
to Shakespeare's play: the image of Othello is approximated
to the 1lyrical persona of Gumilyov, and his female

conversational partner attempts to fit their relationship
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into the paradigm of the Shakespearean text--an attempt
that she herself briskly rejects at the end of the poem, as
if in recognition that this paradigm may be applied only in
the "mirror" reality of a dream.

Tsvetaeva's "Poem of the end" ("lloamMa konHua"), 1924,
dedicated to a real-life break-up with her lover, contains
a highly original reference to Shakespeare. In the poem,
Tsvetaeva's lyrical heroine declines her lover's courteous
yet insincere attempt to ascribe to her the initiative for
ending the relationship; for Tsvetaeva, this cunning
misrepresentation of the facts is no less painful than the

break~up itself:

UTaKR--[IPOCTUMCH,
Ckazanu Bu? (Kak nnaTok,
B uac cnanmocTHoro OGeCuMHCTBAa

YpOHEeHHEHA . . .)

So~~-farewell,
you said? (--Like that handkerchief,
Lost in the moment

of a sweet shamelessness . . .)
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Tsvetaeva's sarcasm relies on the reader's
understanding that the loss of Desdemona's handkerchief
during a forbidden encounter is a non-event, an artificial
construction created with a malicious purpose. The poet
contrasts the handkerchief as a common real life object and
as symbolic object, which, for Othello, comes to embody
Desdemona's unfaithfulness and with it the destruction of
his ideal. The clash of the literal and symbolic wvalues
over an ordinary object proves deadly for Shakespeare's
heroine; Tsvetaeva leads us to a realization that, because
the protagonists of her poem also lack a common referent,
their dialogue inevitably leads to a tragedy. The reader 1is
meant not simply to decipher a code provided by Tsvetaeva
through an allusion from Shakespeare, but to bring into
Tsvetaeva's text multiple layers of connotations. Moreover,
by seeing Shakespearean characters against the background
of a modern drama, the reader gains the experience of yet

another reading of Shakespeare.

"AND LOVE HAS OUTWEIGHTED ALL" (ANTHONY AND CLEOPATRA)

Although references to Cleopatra are not infrequent in

Russian modernist poetry, Akhmatova's "Cleopatra"”
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("Kneonarpa") (1940) may be the most telling-example as it
develops the theme more fully than in most other cases, It
is apparent Akhmatova's "Cleopatra"™ is influenced by
Shakespeare (both by the original version and by Pushkin's
take on it) rather than by other sources on the legendary
Egyptian Queen. Since this poem by Akhmatova is rather

short, it should be useful to cite it in full:

ANeKCaHIOpUNCKHUE YepToIun
[lokpe1a CJl1aQOCTHaSA TeHb.
Tymxrmy .
Yxe uesoBajla AHTOHMA MepTBHE I'yOH,
Yxe Ha KOJIeHAX npen ABI'YCTOM Cle3H JimMia
U npemamu cayru. I'poxouyT nobemHue TpyOH
[lon pUMCKMM OpPJIOM, U BEYEpHSA CTeJIeETCA MIJia.
A BXOOUT nOCNEeOHMM NJIEHEHHEIX ee KPacoTo,
Bulicoxuit M CTATHHDA, M WenueT B CMATEHUU OH:
"TeGsa-~kak pabuHO . . . B TpuyMmMbe nomner npen
coboo . . . "
Ho mey neGsaxpeit BCe Takke CIOKOEH HAKJIOH.
A zaBTpa neTren 3akywoT. O, Kak Majl0O OCTAaJIOCh
En nena Ha ceBeTe--emle C MYXMKOM [OMYTUTb
K yepHy®O 3MeHKky, kak OYyATO MNPomMANbLHYO XaJlOCTh,

Ha cumyrnyo rpyOe PaBHOOYWHOM PYKOM [MOJIOXATE .
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Cleopatra

Alexandria's palaces
Were covered with sweet shade.

Pushkin

She had already kissed Anthony's dead lips,
And on her knees before Augustus had poured out
her tears . . .
And the servants betrayed her. Victorious trumpets blare
Under the Roman eagle, and the mist of evening drifts.
Then enters the last captive of her beauty,
Tall and grave, and he listens in embarrassment:
"You--like a slave . . . will be led before him in
in the triumph . . ."
But the swan's neck remains peacefully inclined.
And tomorrow they'll put the children in chains. Oh,
How little remains
For her to do on earth--joke a little with this boy (sic!]
And, as if in a valedictory gesture of compassion,
Place the black viper on her dusky breast with an
indifferent hand.

(Tr. by Hemschemeyer)
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In 1940, the poem was published with an epigraph from

Shakespeare's Anthony and Cleopatra. Presently the poem is
published with only one epigraph, that from Pushkin's
Egyptian Nights, but the connection to Shakespeare also
remains. "How little she has left to do on earth / Just to
exchange jokes with a peasant . . . " ("0, kak Mmano
ocranocs, / Eif gesla Ha cBeTe--eme C MYyXMKOM [ONYTUTL .
"). This detail, so strikingly out of 1line with Classicist
aesthetics, appears to be taken from Shakespeare's scene in
which Cleopatra talks with the peasant about the "Joy of the
Worm." Akhmatova herself pointed to the connection with
Shakespeare and planned to show the poem to Mikhail
Lozinsky, a well-respected translator of Shakespeare and to
ask for his opinion (Chukovskaya 2:59).

Akhmatova's Cleopatra corresponds to the viewpoint
expressed by Goddard that Shakespeare's Cleopatra had
already decided to commit suicide even before confirming her
suspicions about Caesar's plans regarding her destiny; the
information that Caesar is to send her as a captive in his
triumphal procession only validates the correctness of the
choice Cleopatra had made earlier (61). In Akhmatova,
kissing the dead 1lips of Anthony (corresponding to the
Russian custom of giving a ceremonial kiss to the dead

person before the coffin is closed), kneeling in tears
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before Caesar, and being betrayed by her servants are all
listed as an expected sequence of events, which is
highlighted by the repetition of the word "already" and by
the use of imperfective verb forms in Russian for "to kiss"
and "to shed (tears)" and the perfective form for the verb
meaning "to betray.” Boris Gasparov described the
imperfective aspect as allowing the speaker to express an
internal, subjective perspective on the situation being
described. Such a position projects an "existential”" view of
the world; it views life as a "continuous experience into
which every person (including the speaker) is inextricably
immersed” (195).

"The last man conquered by her ([Cleopatra's] beauty"
enters, murmuring almost the exact words of Shakespeare's
Dolabella: "You as a slave.. in a triumph he will send before
him." (Shakespeare: "You with your children will he send
before"). Akhmatova's Cleopatra remains calm; the asp she
applies to her breast is compared to a "farewell caress"
("kak Oynro npomasbHY®©O =xanocte"), echoing Shakespeare's "As
sweet as balm, as soft as air, as gentle."

Susan Mert argues that the poem has ©political
allusions: Akhmatova sees herself--and the whole nation--
defeated by the Stalinist regime (11). This interpretation

could serve as a key to Akhmatova's understanding of
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Shakespeare's Cleopatra in the final scene of the play.
Certainly, Akhmatova had no illusions about the lot that she
can expect from the regime. Projecting an image from
Shakespeare onto the historical context of Soviet Russia,
Akhmatova singles out the theme of preserving one's
individuality in the face of tyranny, even if at the price
of life.

Shakespeare's image functions in a completely
different manner within the context of Russian pre-
revolutionary culture in Blok's "Cleopatra" ("Kneonarpa")
(1907). This poem is dedicated to a common motif in
modernist poetry--the pettiness and banality of modern 1life
and the unromantic nature of suffering. "The drunken and
brutish crowd" ("Tosnow nNbAHO® M HaxanbHOM") rushes to the
wax figure museum in St. Petersburg where a wax likeness of
Cleopatra is one of the major attractions. While idle
onlookers ‘“continuously whisper shameless words" about
Cleopatra ("wenuyr HeycTaHHo / O Helt OeccThOHHEe cJjoBa"),
Blok's lyrical hero enters into a dialogue with Cleopatra.
The dialogue, consciously placed on the border between
imagination and reality, ends with Cleopatra's sarcastic
comment on her fate in this modern world, which knows no

awe:
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Torpa A ucrToprasna IpoOS3H.
Teneps UCTOPTHY XAI'ydelt BcCex
Y neaHoro no’Ta--clIesH,

Y nbsHON NPOCTUTYTKM CMex.

Some time ago I provoked trembling
Now I provoke, more than anyone,
Tears from a drunken poet,

Laughter from a drunken prostitute.

This final stanza of Blok's poem echoes the lines of

Shakespeare:

The quick comedians

Extemporally will stage us, and present

Our Alexandrian revels; Anthony

Shall be brought drunken forth, and I shall see
Some squeaking Cleopatra boy my greatness

I'the posture of a whore. (V,ii)

For Blok, this degradation of a high drama show
symbolized the growing superficiality of the modern world
In Blok's view, strongly stated e.g. in his article

"Lightning of Art" ("MosHmm uckyccrea") (written in 1909 and
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revised in 1918), technological progress is in reality an
aggressive, destructive force, inextricably linked to the

demise of culture:

Civilization is growing. At the turn of the
century Balzac spoke of a "human comedy.” . . .
Now it is a street farce. . . . Do you know that
every screw in a machine, every turn of the bolt,
every new achiévement of technology breeds a

global mob? (6:303).

UnBnnsauma pacTé€T. B Hayvase Beka Banbsak rosopun

o "yesyioBeyeckor komemaum.". . . Tenepe —=-yJIUUHLI
papc. . . . 3HaeTe M BH, YTO Kaxmas Traikka B
MaumHe, Kaxoel4 MNOBOPOT  BMHTA, Kaxpnoe  HOBoOe

3aBoO€BaHNe TEeXHUKU [LJIOOUT BCEeMUPHYI0 YEeDPHbL?

Anticipating the time when "art, in its turn, will
fall wvictim to an unheard of destruction" (6: 304) (a
prophesy that will soon come true in Russia), Blok turned
to Shakespeare in order to warn of the dangers faced by

humanistic art.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



249

"EARTH BUBBLES"

There are, however, a few by far less known instances
in which Shakespearean images are used, independent of
their historical or political connotations. For instance,
Blok used an image from Macbeth, "earth bubbles," without
an obvious 1link to the main problematic of this
Shakespearean play. In Shakespeare, "earth bubbles" are the
witches, capable of foretelling the future. Blok takes
"earth bubbles" as the title of his 1907 cycle of poems and
prefaces it with a quotation from Kronenberg's translation
of Macbeth (I, iii): "3emnsa, kak U BoJa, cComepxuT ras3u, / U
370 Owumu nysmipu semnm.” (Literal translation: "Earth, just
as water contains gases, and these were bubbles of the
earth”). In the original: "The earth hath bubbles, as the
water has, / And these are of them." In the introduction to
the collection of poem Unexpected joy, which included poems

of the Farth Bubbles cycle, Blok said:

[IlpoSyanBmascs 3eMIlA  BHBOIOUT Ha JieCHuIe onyukKn
MaJlleHB KX MOXHaTHX cCcymecTs . . . S npuBszanca k
HUM TOJIBKO 3a TO, qTO OHM~-O00pOoaylIHHE u

6ecciioBeCHHE  TBapu, —~NPUBABAHHOCTBLI0  MOJTYaJMBOIL,
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ymenme#t B cebsa IOym, [MNA KOTOpoW MMp--06ajaras,

nosopume . . .

The awakening earth brings to the edge of forest
some small furry creatures . . . I developed an
affection for them only because they are good-
natured and silent creatures,--the affection of a
taciturn self-absorbed soul for whom the world is

a show-booth, a spectacle (2: 315).

For Blok, "earth bubbles" stand for the philosophical
apprehension of nature, which 1is contrasted to the show
booth of human life. In Blok's image of the world as a
"show booth, a spectacle" contains an echo of Shakespeare's
famous definition of the world as a stage. Blok clearly
sides with this view.

Blok opens his poem "The show booth" ("Banarau")
(1906) with an epigraph taken from the Russian translation
of Dumas pére’s play "Kean" (1836) about the famous
Shakespearean actor Edmund Kean: "Well, old chap, let's go
/ Take on your Shakespeare!" ("Hy, cTapaa xnAada, nonnem /
JlovaTe TBoero llekcrimpa!") The mentioning of "rot" that eats

away at the soul (“B ranHMK gymmM NPOHMKIA OneceHe”) refers
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the reader back to the famous "Something is rotten in the
state of Denmark"(I, iv).
The theme of human beings as actors continues to be

the focal point of Blok's poem:

. . AKTepH, NnpaBbTe pemecJio,
YroOhl OT UCTHMHH XORAYEH
Bcem crano GosibHO U ceerqo!
B TarHMKk IOymM MNPOHMUKIA IJIECEeHb,
Ho Hamo mnnakarhb, IeTh, MATH,
Yrol B pall MOUX BaMOPCKMX [eceH

OTKPEUIMCE TOPHEHE IyTH.

And players, practice well your art
That the itinerant truth may surely
Bring joy and grief to every heart.
There's rot deep in the soul's recesses,
But we must weep, sing, ride along
That easy paths be opened up to
The heaven of my alien song.

(Tr. by Alex Miller)

These lines bear resemblance to Hamlet's instructions

to the actors regarding "holding the mirror up to nature"
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(Hamlet III, i). The notion of an artist's duty to remain
true to his calling and to life became one of the central
themes in Blok's poetry. As for Pasternak years later, this
topic for Blok was linked to Shakespeare. The "joy and
grief" caused to the public (ﬁbre closely translated as
"pain and 1light"), reminiscent of Hamlet's "I must be
cruel, only to be kind" (III, iv), further support the idea
of art as a purifying element. As Cox aptly observers, "The
human condition is such that when human suffering is seen
in a literary work to be the product of absolute necessity,
it affords some insight, some liberation--if not to the
hero, at least to the audience. This insight or liberation
is apparently what Aristotle means by catharsis and what
Jaspers means by transcendence" (7).

Another example of a Shakespearean allusion subtly
woven into lyrical poem may be found in Annensky's poem
"Before the burial service" ("llepexm nauumxmmoun"). This poem,
written in the form of a sonnet, laments the failure of the
human language to describe death. Conversations in the
household where a dead body is being prepared for burial
prompt an unexpected quotation from HAamlet (II, ii):
"Words, words, words™ ("Cmoma, cJnora, chaoBa"). This is
taken from the scene in which Hamlet talks to Polonius, not

even from the "To be or not to be” soliloquy. Neither
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Shakespeare nor any of his characters are brought up
directly, yet in the context of Annensky's. poem, this
thinly veiled quotation very effectively refers the reader
to Shakespeare's Hamlet, a play in which consistent failure
of communication between characters culminates in
destruction.

Another poem by Annensky, "The burden of life is light
and easy for me" ("Homa xm3HM cBeTJIa M Jierka MHe"), also
uses a complex structure of allusions. The fir%t of these
allusions is contained in the title itself, which echoes
the words of Christ (Mt 11:30): "For my yoke is easy, and
my burden is 1light." Chekalov believes this title to be
also linked to Hamlet's philosophical soliloquy (91); the
same parallel may be seen in the epigraph, taken from
Maurice Rollinat, "Le silence est 1l'dme des choses"

(Silence is the soul of things}]:

M He pope Oe3yMHOMN, a MBA
[ipo6yxnaeT Ha ceplue YHHNOCTH.
[loTroMy 4TO OHa, TepreJguBo

370 rope kavas . . . CJOMMIIACH.

And it is not the grief of an insane (woman],

but the willow
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That awakens sadness in [my] heart.
Because the willow, patiently

Rocking this grief . . . broke down.

Though the name of Ophelia is not given, the image of
the willow in this scene clearly evokes the description of

Ophelia's death in Shakespeare's Hamlet (IV. vii):

There, on the pendent boughs her coronet weeds
Clambering to hang, an envious sliver broke,
When down her weedy trophies and herself

Fell in the weeping brook . . .

This final stanza may provide a key to the earlier
place in the text of the poem, where Annensky's lyrical
hero expresses regfets for a withered violet. (" xanewo,
4yTO napoM noGisexkna / T[lo3aGuTas B KHuUre o¢muanka"). The
context of the poem allows perceiving the image of a
violet, as also related to the theme of Ophelia. Violets
were offered by the already insane Ophelia to the King (IV.
v)--"I1 would give you some violets, but they wither'd all
when my father died"; these are also the flowers Laertes
wishes for Ophelia's grave ("And from her fair and

unpolluted flesh / May violets spring!"). The image of a
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withered violet, almost a stock symbol of loyalty, is not
immediately recognized by the reader as related to the
theme of Ophelia, but other allusions within the poem
enable the image of a violet to be filled with new content.
The fact that the violet was "left forgotten in a book"
("nozabuTaa B kKHuTe Ouanka') may no longer be seen as
incidental: now it suggests to the reader that the book may
be one that Hamlet was reading in the scene with Polonius,
or one that Ophelia was holding during her last encounter
with Hamlet.

Images accumulate and interlay, all of them connecting
as if thréugh some centripetal force, to the main
problematic of HAamlet: the questions of life and death,
personal fulfillment, loneliness. The Shakespearean theme
is taken outside the immediate context of the play and used
to gradually generate new meanings by creating multiple
layers of allusions, each of which, in their turn, leads us
to other themes.

The theme of Hamlet returns as a symbolist echo of the
"To be or not to be" soliloquy in Bryusov's "Wind at dawn"
(1916): ("3akaTHelt BeTep"): "There is sadness, loss; Here--
everything is 1lit by light" ("TaM Tocka, ymep6. 3necb--BCe
cBeToM 3aymro"). Bryusov's lyrical hero simultaneously

speaks of Hamlet in the third person and himself weeps for
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Ophelia "like [her] brother Laertes." In this poem, Bryusov
successfully creates a double-faced 1lyrical hero, (not
altogether wunlike that in Gumilyov's "Morning Chat"),
reinforced by juxtaposition of images: Hamlet--Laertes (in
his role of "non-Hamlet"), pussy willow--cedar, moans--
replies. This duality opens a possibility of inner
dialogue, as Bryusov points out himself: "And from secret
recesses / Memory brings out images" ("M u3 TaiHEX Heldp /
[laMAaTe kaxeT oOukM . . . ").

Blok's 1little known ultraromantic play "The original
mother" ("llpamarepnr"), written in 1909 and revised in 1918,
is a not entirely successful attempt to find new forms for
the Russian modernist theater. The main character of "The
original mother,"™ Yaromir, upon meeting the ghost of the
ancient hostess of the castle, rephrases Macbeth: "As God
is my witness, Iv am no coward! / I swear to take on
anything! / Bring the devil out of hell / And count the
beats of my heart-- / Will the fear seize my chest? / Not
in my imagination, / Not in my heated mind / Not in my

chest / Shall he look for help!"
Bor ceuperenb, A He Tpyc!

Bce cHecTM IOTOB, KJIAHYCh!

Yepra BHBEOM M3 ama
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M cuuTai ynapu cepaua--
Pa3Be CTpax CTECHUT MHe IpyIhb
He B MoeM BoOOpaxeHbM,

He B ropavYeyHoM MO3TY,

He B rpyamu Moei--IycCcTh umeT

OH noMomHuka cebe!

This is very close to Macbeth's soliloquy on his
vision of a sword: "a false creation, / Proceeding from the
heat-oppressed brain" (II, i).

Another stanza in Blok almost verbally repeats

Shakespeare's word play:

My brow is marked
With a luminous motto: "a man"
There is a limit set for a man,

A secret limit.

Ha 4deJjsie MoeM HauepTaH
CBeT/Lit JIOSYHD "uesioBek"”
EcTe npeges WA 4deJloBEKa,

TaiHEIX €CThb MnpexneJ.
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Again, these lines closely follow Shakespeare's text:
"I dare do all that may become a man" (I, vii). "What man
dare, I dare" (III, iv). The above examples, almost
amounting to an exercise in free translation, show Blok's
interest towards Shakespeare's poetical technique.
Regrettably, perhaps due to remaining within genre
constraints of a narrative poem, this particular work by
Blok fails to engage the Shakespearean text into a fully-

fledged dialogue as it happens in Blok's lyrical poetry.

"TO LOOK AT HISTORY THROUGH THE EYES OF SHAKESPEARE":

RUSSTIAN MODERNIST VIEWS OF SHAKESPEAREAN HISTORICISM

[lepexmuBaHue CBOEN JUYHOM CyObOH B
HepaspHBHOI CBA3HU c cyanbont

LeJyioro.

Living out one's own destiny
in inseparable connection to the
destiny of the whole.

B. Engelgardt 72

Pushkin's view of history, formed under the influence

of contact with Shakespeare's work, was in its turn was a
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major influence on the poetry of Russian modernism, where
the individual becomes that focal point through which the
greatest historical upheavals are analyzed. Pasternak wrote

in a letter in 1958:

It is from Pushkin that our Russian modernity has
begins, our contemporary way of thinking. Pushkin
erected the edifice of our spiritual life, the

home of Russian the historical conscience.

C IymxkmMHa Hayvanack pPYCCKaa COBPEMEHHOCTb, Ham
HHHemHuM of6pas Muchei. [lymkuH M[OoCTpousl 3JaHue
Hamei HOYXOBHOM XM3HU, OOM PYCCKOIO MCTOPUUECKOTO

co3HaHuA (0On art 355).

Analyzing Pﬁshkin's narrative poem The Bronze
Horseman, Svetlana Evdokimova finds in it signs of
Pushkin's mythological consciousness, (230), interpreting
Eugene's struggle with the Bronze Horseman as a
sacrilegious rebellion against cosmic powers (227) .
However, another scholar, V.V. Musatov suggests that the
very process of struggle between the bronze statute of
Peter, symbolizing the historical process, and the poor

clerk Evgenij, who embodies the "average person," is
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history in its dramatic expression. History 1is seen by
Pushkin in the very process of interaction between the
individual and the social forces.

Pushkin's famous phrase about the necessity to look at
history through the eyes of Shakespeare (13: 259) was
uttered in the aftermath of the Decembrists' failed
uprising in 1825. Speaking about the fate of Decembrists,
five of whom were executed, and the rest sentenced to hard
labor in Siberia, Pushkin could hardly have called for a
reconciliation with reality and for an impassive view of
the development of Russian society, "unmoved by good and
evil."” It seems more plausible that, realizing there will
be enough attempts to mythologize events along the lines of
classical tragedies, Pushkin argues for seeing those events
as a profound human drama--—-a Shakespearean drama according
to Goethe's undersﬁanding that Shakespeare's plays concern
around individual will rather than historical necessity.
This need to approach history through the individual
experience became a major part of the philosophy of Russian
literary modernism, as figured e.g. in Mandelstam,
Akhmatova and Pasternak.

In many instances modernist authors immerse themselves
into a situation taken from Shakespeare, without seeking

identification with a specific character. It is the
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emotional tension of the situation itself which serves as a
reflection of the lyrical hero. For instance, in his poem
"The lady washed her hands . . ." (1922), Khodasevich
relates his horror in the face of the revolutionary
bloodshed in Russia, his bitter regrets of the
impossibility of returning to the past and his sense of
hopelessness. He does not assume the persona of Lady
Macbéth, who is tormented by sleeplessness because she
"cannot forget a blood-stained throat," but uses her plight
to describe his own torments. There may be a sense of
Khodasevich's personal implication in a collective act of
violence, yet it is the complete impossibility to erase
excruciating memories that forms the main parallel to the

Shakespearean theme in this poemn.

Tpucra Jer yx BaM He CIUTCH--

MHe JnleT mWecTb He CIMUTCH TOXe.

For three hundred years you haven't been able to

sleep--

I have not been able to sleep for about six

years, either.
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The boundary between empirical and artistic reality
once again disappears in Khodasevich's poem "BoTr B 3TOM
najnauuo xmia JlesmemMoHa . . ." ("Here is the palazzo where
Desdemona lived . . .")(1914): "All this isn't true, but
it's shameful to laugh." The past is likened to "a boy who
fell from the balcony"; it is abruptly cut short, dead.
With the physical image of the dead body, rather than an
abstract memory of the boy who is gone, it is something to
be avoided, a taboo. The future "should not be touched,"
either. "Maybe it's true--Desdemona / did 1live in this
palazzo?" ("BuTh MOXeT, X NpaBma - xata HesgemModHa / BoTt B
aroM nanauuo?”). Real life experience is blocked:; it is
only intellectual experience, a literary memory that
remains and helps to preserve one's identity. So Lady
Macbeth still lives, plagued by guilt-ridden insomnia, and
wrings her hands.

Bryusov once expressed a similar thought:

Having gone through the consciousness of
millions, Don Quixote is no 1less real than
Napoleon. Therefore the tour guides are right to
take their tourists to the prison on island d'If

where Monte-Cristo was held (6: 384).
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For Russian modernist poets, literary and real
experience not only become inseparable but influence each
other, entering into complex relationship. The play on
contrasting the real and the imaginary, the switch from one
semiotic system to another at some inner boundaries,
comprises the basis for generating new meanings (Lotman 1:
155). Anticipating semiotic theory, Tynyanov (Archaists and

Novators 1929) describes Mandelstam's poetic speech:

3necy IVIABHHII MNYHKT pafoTH MaHnessmTaMa--cosgaHue
ocobarx cmmicioB [emphasis added]. Ero 3sHaueHmA--—
KaxymMecs, 3SHaueHMA  KOCBEHHHE, KOTOPHE MOTyT
BO3HMKATL TOJIbKO B CTHUXE, KOTOphE CTAHOBATCH
obA3aTeSIbHEMM TOJIBKO 4Yepe3s CTUX. Y Hero He CcJoBa,

a TeHU CJIOB.

The main point of Mandelstam's work is the
creation of special meanings [emphasis added].
The meanings of words are 3just appearances,
indirect meanings, which may arise only in a
Vpoem, which become necessary only through a poem.

He has not words, but shadows of words (571-572).
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Tynyanov's analysis of Mandelstam' poetry may be
relevant to the discussion of other modernist poetry as
well since it did not rely on fixed semantic constructions
but instead <created them. Active contact with the
Shakespearean text, linguistically and chronologically
alien to Russia at the turn of the twentieth century,
catalyzed the process of creating these "special meanings."

The very movement of history is 1likened to the
artistic reality of Shakespeare's plays in Akhmatova's poem
"The twenty-fourth tragedy of Shakespeare . . ." ("To
Londoners") (1942), where the poet describes current events
--the bombing of London at the beginning of World War II--
as a new Shakespearean tragedy written by Time itself.
Literature and reality as if switch places: the poet and
her contemporaries do not simply read Shakespeare's plays
but participate in them, burying Juliet, trembling with the
hired assassin, 1looking into Macbeth's window; the very
real tragedy of the war becomes a tragedy that we are "no
longer able to read." What is particularly striking here is

that the verbs "to read" and "to live" are interchangeable.
IBaguaTe 4YeTBepTy® nOpamy llexcnupa

Mumer BpeMs OGeCCTPAaCTHON PYKOM.

CaMu YyYaCTHMKM TI'DPO3HOTO MMpa,
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Jlyume Mut Tamnera, lesaps, Jiupa

ByneM umMTaTh Hal CBUHLOBOM pekon . . .
Jiyume 3amMisgHBaThL B OKHa k Makbety,
TonbKO He 3Ty, HEe 3TY, He 3Ty,

3Ty yXe Mel He B CMJIaX uUMTaTh!

Time, with an impassive hand, is writing

The twenty-fourth drama of Shakespeare.

We, the celebrants at this terrible feast,
Would rather read Hamlet, Caesar or Lear . . .
Would rather peer in at Macbeth's windows
Only not this, not this, not this,

This we don't have the strength to read!

(Tr. by J. Hemschemeyer)

In his articlé on Ganville Barker's staging of King
Lear in London, Terence Hawkes points out that this was
also the time of Nazi attacks on France, Holland, Belgium
and Luxembourg. On May 22, 1940, when the danger of Nazi
occupation was particularly close, the British parliament
succeeded in passing, in one day's time, the Emergency
Powers (Defense) Act, requiring citizens to place
"themselves, their services and their property at the

disposal of His Majesty." Under this 1law, the British
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government gained full control of all banks and an
unprecedented right to command private property, to force
an individual citizen to do any type of labor required, and
so on. For the sake of fighting Nazism, the British
government decided to adopt laws dangerously similar to the
practices of Nazi Germany and, Stalinist Soviet Union.
Hawkes notes that King Lear "offered an illusion of
individuality to a public that was de-individualized,
standardized, mobilized, issued ratio cards, deprived of
its rights™ (87). It is quite 1likely that Akhmatova kept
this development in mind when identifying with the plight
of Londoners who had to face the threat from the Fascist
Germany and a totalitarian trend in their own government.
Akhmatova again mentions Shakespeare in her late Poem
Without a Hero, (1940-1963), saying that she needs a lyre

"Not that of Shakespeare anymore, but of Sophocles"

_Cxopo MHe HyxHa OyneTr Jaupa,
Ho Codorna yxe, He [lexkcnupa.

Ha nopore crounr--Cynnba.
Soon I will need a lyre,

But that of Sophocles, not Shakespeare.

At the threshold stands--Destiny.
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(Tr. by J. Hemschemeyer)

This poem, written at the end of the poet's life,
shows Akhmatova's search to transcending her personal
experience as an individual in order to be able to express
the fate of millions. In a similar vein, Akhmatova will say
in Requiem, (1939), that her voice is shouting "for one
hundred million people." What is remarkable is that it is
Shakespeare whose gift is associated with the individual
principle and whose tradition Akhmatova acknowledges to
have followed previously.

Russian modernists turned most often to Shakespeare's
Macbeth to describe the realities of Russian history. A
special place Dbelongs to Pasternak's translation of
Macbeth, which is still performed in by Russian theaters.
Without allowing 'himself obvious departures from the
original text, Pasternak is able to accentuate those
elements which permitted the Russian reader to see
parallels to their own existence in Shakespeare's
description of the moral crisis of power and society.

This is how Pasternak in his translation of Macbeth,
having shown the downfall of a dictator, hints at the

anticipated rise of a new one.
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1. Macourr. Hail, king! for so thou art. Behold, where
stands

The usurper's cursed head: the time is free:

I see thee compass'd with thy kingdom's pearl,

That speak my salutation in their minds;

Whose voices I desire aloud with mine;

Hail, King of Scotland!

In Pasternak's version:

XuBu, ManbxoneM! Tenepbr TH Hall KOPOJIb.
Bor roJsioBa 3nomes. Kpait cBoGomeH.
Bokpyr Tefs, Kak XxeMyyr Ha BeHUe,
lBeT kopoJieBCTBa. BpaThbs, I'PAHEM XOpPOM
Or Bcen mymm: "Jla 3OpPaBCTBYeT KOPOJIb

Hornanmum! ™

Literal re-translation of Pasternak's version:

Live, Malcolm! Now you are our King.

Here's the villain's head. The country is free.

Around you, like pearls in a crown,

(Are] the flowers of the kingdom. Brothers, let's

break out in choir
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With our entire souls: "Hail King of Scotland."

(V, viii.)

The translation of this scene offers a highly
interesting example of Pasternak's understanding of
Shakespeare's play. In Pasternak's version, Macduff
expresses a hope that his country has gained a benevolent
and even liberal-minded ruler who will dedicate himself to
the good of his country. The entire soliloquy is written in
the style of Pushkin's youthful idealism: ". . . At door
will freedom wait to meet you; / Your brothers, hastening
to greet you, / To you the sword will glad present." ("Deep
in Siberia's mines, let naught . . ."). Through this style,
the Russian reader is reminded of the ideas of the
Decembrists whose doomed rebellion in 1825 in  St.
Petersburg the reading public knew only too well to have
been doomed to failure. A subtle warning is being given,
the full explanation of which is contained in Malcolm's

lines.

MarcorM. Producing forth the cruel ministers

Of this dead butcher and his fiend-like queen . . .
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llepe/IOBUTH
TOCOBHUKOB ¥ OAUBKUX KPOBOMNMIMLIE

M npgBOJla B BeHLe, eI'0 XeHH . . .

(To catch
All allies and relations of the blood-sucking monster
And that fiend in a crown, his wife . . .)

(v, wiii.)

"Allies and relations" imply that the revenge is not
going to be limited to the "cruel ministers,”" i.e. those
who have actively assisted Macbeth in his crimes. This
sounds dangerously close to Macbeth's words referring to
Macduff in Act IV, Scene I: ". . . give to the edge of the
sword / His wife, his babies, and all unfortunate souls /
That trace him in'his line." ("Ero =xeHy, JgOeTeit, PpPOOHIO U
cnyr, /-- Bupexy.") ("His wife, children, kinsmen and
servants / I shall butcher.") Naturally, after such a
statement, Malcolm's words (which lack a direct parallel in
the original text) "Mm ¢ Boxbeit noMombio 3aiMeMcs Bcemnu"
("We, with God's help, will deal with everybody") sound
somewhat ambivalent.

Pasternak seems to be giving his own view on any

change of power as merely the substitution of one tyrant
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for another. The perpetual popular belief in a "good Tsar"
notwithstanding, historical evidence seems to suggest that
assassination of one monarch and his replacement by another
has rarely leads to desirable results. Obviously,
Pasternak's stand is even more readily understandable if we
consider the political situation in which Pasternak had

‘ a
spent the most of his adult life.

FIRST MURDERER. Well, let's away...
[loinneMTe Kk camMoMy
(Let's go to the master.)

(ITI. iii.)

Pasternak uses an everyday down-to-earth expression
with the meaning "owner, master, etc.," that has been used
for several centuries, always indicating a figure of
unquestionable authority. This expression is still
occasionally used today; in Soviet times it was often
applied to the Party heads of the city, region as well as
to the highest Party leader himself. "Cam" is a person who
values power before anything else and is beyond the law.
All these are connotations of one brief word, which is not

even uttered by Macbeth.
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In the next example, Pasternak turns from rural talk
to an elevated style of speech in order to provide his
emotional commentary, as it were, on the original text.
"And make our faces vizards to our hearts." "M Hamm Jsmua
npespamaTrs B JmumHH"--"And turn our faces into masks".
(III. ii.) "JInumna" is a Church Slavonic word for "mask,"
now obsolete and used exclusively in a symbolical sense. It
always carries a negative connotation rooted in the Russian
medieval belief of inadmissibility of masks and other
artificial means of changing appearance since it leads to
amendment of God's creation. Thus Pasternak refers not
simply to hiding one's true feelings, but to the
hypocritical substitution of falsity for truth.

Boris Pasternak's reflections on Russian contemporary
life are also present in his translation of Hamlet, though
they are less known that Pasternak's engagement with the
philosophical problematic of Hamlet. There are at least
three published versions of Pasternak's translation of the

"To be or not to be" soliloquy.

For who would bear the whips and scorns of time,
The oppressor's wrong, the proud man's contumely,

The pangs of dispriz'd love, the law's delay,
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The insolence of office, and the spurns

That patient merit of the unworthy takes.

Pasternak's earliest version of this soliloquy takes great
liberties with the original text, having clear contemporary

political allusions:

A TO, KTO CcHec Ohl JIOXHOE BeJIMUbe
[lpaBuTEJNIEN, HEBEXECTBO BEJIbMOX,
BceoOmee NpUTBOPCTBO, HEBO3MOXHOCTbL
WamTe cebA, HecdacTHy®o JoGoBb

U npuspayHoCTh BacayD B IJlasaX HUUTOXECTB.

Otherwise, who would tolerate the false greatness
Of rulers, ignorance of great lords,

Everybody's hypocrisy, impossibility

To express oneself, unhappy love

And trifling importance of merits in the eyes of

nonentities.

Unfortunately, precise circumstances that made
Pasternak amend this version are unknown; perhaps his
editors felt that these lines were all too closely hinting

at the hypocrisy and ignorance permeating the Soviet
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society. Whatever the reason, ‘in a later edition of
Pasternak's translation published in 1956 by Detgis

Publishers (108), these lines appear:

A TO, KTO CHeC OH yHMXEeHbe BeKka,
Henpasay yrHeTaTeJsell, BeJIbMOX
3aHOCUYMBOCTb, OTPMHYTOE YyBCTBO,
Heckopwit cyn u 0OoJjiee BcCero

HacMemk# HeQOCTOMHEX Hal IHNOCTOMHEM.

Otherwise, who would tolerate the humiliation of
the age,

Falsehood of oppressors, the haughtiness

Of lords, rejected feelings,

Slow judgement and, most of all,

The unworthy ones spurning the worthy one.

However, though this version has been brought closer to the
original, in this version "the unworthy ones spotting the
worthy one" emerge, which sounds all too close to Pasternak
own life situation. It was in 1956 that the manuscript of
Doctor Zhivago was rejected by the leading Soviet literary
journal Novy Mir; the collective review accused the

protagonist of Pasternak's novel in hypertrophied
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individualism and "extolling his psychological being" (E.
Pasternak 632). In this version of Shakespeare's soliloquy,
Pasternak replaces the abstract "merit"™ has been replaced
by a human being who is worthy; the fact that the human
being is a man seems to be explained by more than the
traditional primacy of male gender in Russian grammar.

In another version published in 1968 by the Vsemirnaya
literatura Publishers not 1long after Pasternak's death,
considered the final and definitive version, the lines

appear as follows:

A TO, KTO CHeC OH YHWXEeHbA BeKa,
[lo3op T'OHEHbSA, BHXOAKM TJAyMNuUa,
OTpUHYTYl0 CTPacTb, MOJiYaHbe MNpaBa,
HagMeHHOCTE BJIACTb MMYUMX M CYIbOY

BonpmmMx 3acyayr nepen CyaoM HUYTORECTB.

Otherwise, who would tolerate the humiliations of
the age,

The disgrace of persecution, escapades of a fool,
Rejected passion, silence of justice,

Insolence of the powers that be and the destiny

Of high merit when judged by nonentities.
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This version, toned down and reserved, still may be
taken to reveal Pasternak's view: Russian readers easily
discerned what was meant by "the disgrace of persecution,"
which has no direct parallel in the original. Shakespeare's
text not simply provided a vehicle of expression in a time
when Pasternak's communication with his readership was
severely limited, but, more importantly, added a
philosophical dimension to the topical social concerns. In
his own 1lyrical poem, "Hamlet," Pasternak openly compares
his task as an artist to the plight of Hamlet; the mission
of the artist 1is being defined by Pasternak both
existentially and historically. In spite of the highly
dramatic nature of Russian history, Pasternak, along with
most modernist poets, rejected an eschatological view. This
rejection led Russian modernists to turn away from the
concrete historical situation to the philosophical problem

of human history as a whole.

"THE BONNET OF HAPPINESS--FATHER OF SHAKESPEARE"

1 yesoBek 3rnoxu Mockmomsesd,

CMqoTpuTE, KakK Ha MHEe TOMOPHMTCHA MNUIKAK.
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I am a man of the epoch of Moscow mass-produced
clothing,
Look how poorly my jacket fits.

0. Mandelstam

B uyxoM KocTioMe xomuT amner.

Hamlet wanders around in someone else's dress.

A. Tarkovsky

Arseny Tarkovsky's poem, written (supposedly) in 1940s
and containing a strange echo of Mandelstam's lines quoted
above, opens with a quotation from Goethe, "Werde, der du
bist" ("Become who you are"). Becoming oneself or, more
precisely, remainiﬁg oneself under the ruthless pressure of
the society has been always a major theme for Mandelstam.

In Mandelstam's work, almost all Shakespearean images
appear in connection to philosophical issues, regarded not
as an abstraction but within the concrete socio-historic
context. Spiritual quest of Mandelstam's in the 1920s
convinced him that it is impossible to attempt withstanding
pressure of the society while still remaining within the

boundaries of the society itself and recognizing only the
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officially prescribed scale of social values. This created
a tragic paradox: Mandelstam's lyrical "I," who disputes
with his age while trying to establish some contact with
it, seeks a foothold for his individuality in values that
are beyond any individual existence--primarily in art. For
Mandelstam, the notion of art has philosophical
significance. "The power of culture is in its
inapprehension of death"--"Cuna KynbTYpH--B HeENOHUMAHUU
cMep™” (Word and Culture 161). Culture is seen by
Mandelstam as a force that resists destruction, giving life
to the works of human spirit and functioning as a safequard

of immortality, as proclaimed in this 1914 poem:

N He ogHO coxkpoBume, OHTE MOXET,
MuHysT BHYKOB, K MpaBHyKaM yuuer,
M cHoOBa ckalbl YYXKYKH [1€CHIO0 CJIOXKUT

N xkak cBow ee npomaHeceT.

And many treasures, may be,

Will go to great-grandchildren, by-passing
grandchildren grandchildren,

And a bard will once again compose a foreign song

And sing it as its own.
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Clinging to earthly existence, Mandelstam's 1lyrical hero
summons all those who, for him, represent the life-giving

culture:

N lly6epT Ha BOOE, M MouapT B NTUYLEM rame,
M Tere, cBumymmit Ha BbomMeNCA Tporne,

Y TaMneT, MEICIMBOMA NYTJVIMBHMKY maramMm.

Schubert on the water, and Mozart in bird‘'s twitter,
And Goethe, whistling on a serpentine path,

And Hamlet, thinking in frightened steps.

Mandelstam lists together the names of artists and
their creations, as if suggesting that both have an equal
claim to immortality through culture. Death may be rendered
powerless through vculture, but the danger of destroying
one's soul in this life is all too real to Mandelstam. This
is why in Mandelstam's poem Hamlet, who appears not to have
been able to remain himself in his "out of joint" time, is
"thinking in frightened steps."

Mandelstam regarded the severance of the ties between
the contemporary epoch and accumulated cultural experience
as the biggest catastrophe for Russia. In one of

Mandelstam's program poems, "Bamnama o HeM3BeCTHoM coJjnaTe"
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("A Ballad of an Unknown Soldier," 1937), Shakespeare's
heritage is brought up as a synonym of human creativity, of
a break-through beyond temporal 1limits of human existence

through art:

PasBuBaeTCa 4Yepern OT XU3HU

Bo Beck n06--O0T BMUCKA OO BUCKa,—--—
UMCTOTON CBOUX WMBOB OH Apas3HuT cebs,
[ToHuMaoIpd KyToJIOM SCHUTCA,

Muciss neHuTca, cam cebe CHUTCSH, ——
Yama udam ¥ OTUM3Ha OTUU3HEe,
3Be3aHEM pYyOUMKOM IMTHIA derneill,

Yenumk cuacTba--llekcnupa oTel.

The skull is developing from life

To spread across the forehead--from temple to
temple,

Teasing itself by the clarity of its stitches,
Glaring its comprehending dome,

Brimming with thought, dreaming of himself, --

Cup of cups and homeland of homelands,

A bonnet sown with a star thread,

A bonnet of happiness--father of Shakespeare.
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Though this poem contains no direct references to
political realities, 1its very spirit revolts again the
Soviet regime by proclaiming the primacy of the individual
conscience rather than social circumstances. Creativity,
exemplified here by Shakespeare, for Mandelstam is the
ultimate meaning of human life and a powerful antidote to
the corruptive forces of every totalitarian regime.

The same idea of violence destroying both its victims

and its agents is expressed in a 1933 poem by Akhmatova:

I HanpaCHO HaMeCTHUK Puma
MBI pYyKM npen BCeM HapoIoM,
[lon 350BemMe KPUKM UYEPHU;

1 moTsaHACKas KoOpoJeBa
HanpacHo C y3xkux JlagoHen
Crupasna xpacHele OpH3I'M

B OymwHOM Mpake LapCKOTO OOMa.

And in vain the vice-regent of Rome

Washed his hands before all the people,
Urged on by the ominous shouts of the rabble;
And the Scottish queen

In vain washed the spattered red drops

From her slender palms
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In the stifling gloom of the king's home.

(Tr. by J. Hemschemeyer)

Just as in Pasternak's "Hamlet," a Biblical event that
was clearly viewed as historical fact by the poet--Pontius
Pilate demonstratively washing his hands before the
crucifixion of Christ (Mt 27: 24)--and fiction--Lady
Macbeth's insane attempts to wash off non-existing blood
stains from her hands--are given equal status within the
realm of the poem. Yet both protagonists seem to have
difficulties separating objective reality from a
conventional construction: Pontius Pilate mistakenly
believes that his symbolic gesture exculpates him from his
actual guilt, and Lady Macbeth in her delusion sees her
actual guilt to be manifesting itself through a symbolic
appearance. Earlief in the poem, Akhmatova warns us of the
falsehood of such mental constructions: "But we learned
once and for all / That blood smells only like blood." ("Ho
Mbl y3HaJsu HaBcergma, / YTO KPOBLI [IaXHET TOJbLKO KpoBb"). In
the poem, Pontius Pilate and Lady Macbeth, both easily
recognizable, lose their names, presumably because they
have become completely defined by their social functions:
vice-regent of Rome and the Scottish Queen. A constricting

social role which is given supremacy over the
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individuality, undermines and ultimately destroys the human
soul.

It was the individual experience rather than specific
social conditions that came to the focus of attention in
Russian modernist poetry. It was this approach which
allowed modernist authors to see more parallels between
contemporary issues and themes of Shakespearean plays. If
Tolstoy rejects Shakespeare in part because of a lack of
convincing social descriptions, the poets of Russian
modernism found Shakespearean characters psychologically
convincing and therefore timeless.

The dramatic understanding of history that Pasternak
came to see "the Russian branch of the Shakespearean
tradition” ("pycckoe OTBETBIIeHME WeKCNUPOBCKOMR
XynoxecTeBeHHOR TpamMumu") as an inherent quality of Russian
literature. In his presentation on a literary evening
dedicated to Shakespeare, Pasternak traced this tradition
as a "form of the highest artistic condensation ("dopma
BHICHENR XY AOXKECTBEHHOMN crymeHHocT™#") , which forms a
"dramatic story" (4: 693). Pasternak ©believed that
Shakespeare will always be a favorite with generations that
are historically mature, having survived many trials. Long
before Pasternak, the critic Pavel Annenkov, speaking of

the 1840s, had said already that Shakespeare
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allowed a whole generation of Russian people to
feel that they were intelligent human beings
capable of comprehending the historical process
and the essential conditions of human existence.
And all this at a time, when indeed a whole
generation had no social integration and no
voice, even in the slightest affairs of civil
existence (Shakespeare and Russian literature

87) .

Unfortunately, this description of stifled civil life
will be equally applicable to the Soviet society of the
1940s-50s, the period during which Pasternak did most of
his translations from Shakespeare. Once again,
Shakespeare's heritage belonged to those works which
afforded a possibility to re-examine the meaning of history
and the value of individual existence.

Shakespeare's view of history was perceived by Russian
modernists as being close to what Pasternak called "poetry
of faith and of being enchanted by existence”" ("nossaua sepu
M 3BAaBOPOXEHHOCTM cCcymecTBOBaHuA") (4: 687). History was
understood by Russian modernist poets as an objectively
valuable process which cannot be stripped of its ultimate

meaningfulness in spite of the tragic cataclysms of
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contemporary life. Just as on the lyrical pole of Russian
modernist poetry Shakespeare provides a new language that
initiates generation of new meanings, Shakespeare as an
artistic alter ego of historical tragedy provides a mirror
effect, which creates "a wide field of opportunities for

artistic modeling" (Lotman 1:157).
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CONCLUSIONS

In one of his recent public appearance, Alexei
Bartoshevich, a modern Russian theatre scholar, referring to
the Polish poet Stanislaw Wyspiafiski's description of Hamlet
as a poor boy with a book in his hands, attempted to define
exactly whose book Hamlet may be holding: in Shakespeare's
time that book might have been Montaigne, in the Romantic
period--Goethe's Werther, at the turn of the twentieth
century--Nietzsche, in Mikhail Chekhov's staging--Steiner
and the New Testament, in Olivier's staging--only Freud and
too much of Freud, in contemporary Russian performances--
Pasternak's translation of Hamlet, in postmodernist
literature--Shakespeare's Hamlet.

It is clear that every epoch has searched in Shakespeare
for a reflection of its own conflicts and dilemmas. Changes
in Russian literary approaches towards Shakespeare may be
seen as a projection of major shifts in literary epochs. The
unique nature of treatment of Shakespeare during the Russian
literary modernism consisted in the Shakespearean text being
allowed to become a full-fledged participant in a dialogue
between cultures. Thanks to this intense interaction, the
Shakespearean text effectively functioned as a generator of

new meanings within the Russian cultural context.
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Examination of treatment of Shakespearean themes in
images during previous literary epochs, from Sumarokov to
Chekhov, has shown that various social and communicative
functions of the Shakespearean text remained dormant or
incompletely actualized before modernism. Shakespeare's
heritage was not immediately acknowledged in Russia, whose
links with the English literature were insufficiently strong
until the beginning of the nineteenth century. After a brief
infatuation with Shakespeare in the 1830-1840s, the Russian
reading public acquired sufficient knowledge of
Shakespeare's work to recognize references to his
characters. Very soon after entering literary canon,
Shakespeare's work was relegated to the academic bookshelf.
Writers réferring to Shakespearean themes and images
utilized them as a convenient way to illustrate a social
type or an archetypal conflict.

When Russian modernists rediscovered Shakespeare and made
his themes and images part of their aesthetic experience, they
had to go back over the immediately preceding period of
Russian literature to Pushkin's early attempt at establishing
a dialogue with the Shakespearean text, overlooked by the
generation immediately following him.

This new approach culminated in a full realization of

all social and communicative functions of the Shakespearean
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text during Russian literary modernism. As Mandelstam has
put it: "And many treasures, may be / Will go to great-
grandchildren, by-passing grandchildren" (" He omgHO
CcOokpoBuMme, OHTb MoxeT, / MuMHYys BHYKOB, K MNpaBHyKaM ymnger").
Undoubtedly, this process not only led to some original
interpretations of Shakespearean works, but also to the
creation of some of the- greatest poems of Russian
modernism.

The semiotic character of the Shakespearean text,
brought to the foreground by Russian modernists, was
conducive to generic (from the tragic to the lyric),
cultural (from the social to the personal) and stylistic
(from the plot to the word) transpositions taking place in
Russian poetry of the period.

As Blok's cycle on Hamlet exemplifies, interaction with
Shakespearean texts' led to the heightening of the lyric
principle, resulting in dramatization of Russian poetry.
Pasternak in his "Hamlet" makes individual destiny the focus of
historical discourse, which is anything but an attempt to avoid
social issues or to strike a romantically elevated pose. When
Akhmatova says in her Requiem that an entire one-hundred
million people shout through her mouth, this will be a sincere
--and dearly paid for--expression of her approach to history

through an individual destiny. The function that used to be
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primarily carried by the plot now was being taken on by the
poetic word itself. So, for instance, Tsvetaeva no longer feels
the need to rewrite Shakespearean plots as it had been done by
Turgenev; her approach to Hamlet is fully expressed through the
two soliloquies she writes in Ophelia’s voice.

Such poets as Pasternak (exemplified by "Snow is
Falling” or "Shakespeare") and Tsvetaeva (e.g. "Ophelia--to
Hamlet" and "Ophelia--in defense of the Queen") found in
Shakespeare inspiration for their attempts at renewing
Russian poetical 1language through introduction of new
semantic and syntax structures and through reconciliation of
different stylistic 1layers within one poetical work. The
modernists used Shakespearean themes and images as elements
of language. Starting with an existing common understanding
of the content  of each Shakespearean image (not unlike the
dictionary meaning of a word of real 1language), the
modernists deliberately narrowed (e.g. Gumilyov's "Theatre"
or- Blok's "She Came in from the Cold") or expanded its
semantic field. Just as poetic use of real-language words
generates new meanings, Shakespearean images were used to
generate new meanings in Russian poetry.

In his Lectures on Russian literature, Nabokov said,
clearly having in mind his own early years that coincided

with the period of Russian modernism:
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The Russian reader in old cultured Russia was
certainly proud of Pushkin and of Gogol, but he was
just as proud of Shakespeare or Dante, of Baudelaire
or of Edgar Allan Poe, of Flaubert or of Homer, and

this was the Russian reader's strength (11).

Analyzing ways in which Russian modernists interacted
with Shakespeare's works provides a key to understanding their
approach to the traditional text as such--an approach which
was characterized by an "anxiety for influence," a fervent
desire to step outside national and historic boundaries.
Shakespeare serves as particularly fertile material because it
offers an opportunity to compare reception of his heritage
across various periods of Russian literature and across the
works by many authors of Russian literary modernism itself.

Within the Russian cultural context, Shakespeare's
heritage proved to function both a litmus paper pointing to
the pivotal characteristics of Russian modernist poetry and

simultaneously as a catalyst accelerating literary innovation.

\
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