
A NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION

I would like to point out that, since the approval of the 

title of my thesis by the Faculty Board, I have changed 

the scheme of transliteration from International to 

British Standard. The title of my thesis now reads 

1 Innokenty Fedorovich Annensky and the Classical Ideal ' , 

not 'Innokentij Fedorovic Annenskij and the Classical 

Ideal'. For technical reasons it has proved impracticable 

to produce the diacritics required in International 

throughout the typescript.

Further information on the transliteration scheme 

will be found in the Preface.
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Innokenty Annensky (1855-1909) was better known to his
contemporaries as a classics teacher and translator than
as a poet; but, with the exception of two or three
obituary articles, nothing has been written on his
work as a classicist. His work has often been misconstrued
and he has been described as an outstanding scholar.
It has not been generally appreciated that his interest
in the scholarly world was not really academic; he
saw classical texts as models for his own literary works,
and as inspiration for the 'Slavonic renaissance 1 he
looked forward to with F.F. Zelinsky.

This thesis covers Annensky's classical education, 
the essays he wrote on classical literature, and his 
translations of classical texts. Particular attention 
is given to the essays and translations which were 
intended to be published in Teatr Evripida, the first 
complete Russian version of Euripides. Annensky wrote 
no essay explicitly devoted to the subject of classicism. 
But from his essays on classical literature and the 
remarks on classical literature in his essays on modern 
literature it is possible to extrapolate his views on 
the nature of the classical tradition and on how he 
thought classical literature should be imitated. I 
show that Annensky's attitude to the classics was 
idiosyncratic and paradoxical. On the one hand, the 
classical world was viewed elegaically as an ideal of 
lost perfection; on the other, it was one of many 
cultural traditions on which he drew in his literary 
works and which was adapted in accordance with Modernist 
poetics.

The discussion of Annensky's views on classicism 
is accompanied by information about the system of 
classical education in Russia 1870-1910, and about the 
history of .classical scholarship and of literary classicism 
in Russia. Annensky's essays are compared with those of 
a representative scholar, Zelinsky, and a representative 
Symbolist, Vyacheslav Ivanov.
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Innokenty Annensky (1855-1909) is a key figure in the 

early twentieth-century Russian literary and academic 

world. He was active as a teacher: he was Director of 

the Nikolaevskaya Gimnaziya at Tsarskoe Selo 1896-1906, 

where his pupils included Gumilev and Punin. He was 

also an essayist and reviewer, a translator, writer and 

poet. His original poetry is now quite well-known, at 

least in the Soviet Union; but his fame was posthumous, 

and he was better-known in his lifetime as an educational 

administrator, for his translations from classical Greek, 

and for his semi-academic essays and reviews.

In the last twenty years interest in Annensky has 

grown steadily: there have been important publications 

from Soviet archives, mostly of letters and memoirs; three 

monographs have been published, as well as numerous 

articles. But there is as yet no study evaluating his 

activities as a classicist and classical elements in his 

literary works. His translations of Euripides were 

reviewed when they were first published, and a few 

articles have appeared dealing with individual aspects 

of the problem, such as his neo-classical plays and his 

translations of Horace. Most critics of Annensky have 

simply observed that he was an outstanding classical 

scholar.
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My thesis is the first general study of Annensky's 

relations with the classical world. I discuss his 

activities as teacher, translator and writer and relate 

them to the academic and literary establishment at the 

turn of the century. I illustrate that Annensky's 

academic training in the classics was limited, and that 

he produced few scholarly articles. His intention was 

to popularise classical texts and to encourage his 

contemporaries to imitate them, an ambition that was to 

some extent realised after he died, when the Acmeists 

briefly adopted him as a cult figure. His view of the 

classics was idiosyncratic. Classical literature was 

an unattainable ideal which survived in a fragmented 

form in the works of later writers. For him it was 

one literary method among many, as Varneke pointed out:

M MOMX npo$eccopoB 6biJiM 6oJibmne snaTOKM, HO KM 
OH wiajio ycTynaji no doraiCTBy CBOKX 
6ojibiiiMHCTBO MX uiMpoTOH cBoero o6mero

His attitude to the classics was not static; it 

developed and altered in the course of his thirty-year 

literary career from the time his first reviews were 

published in the 1880s to his last works of 1909.

In the first chapter I analyse the system of 

classical education in Russia at the turn of the 

century, in order to assess what Annensky's readership 

would have been, and to explain the increasing 

unpopularity of the classics at the end of the nineteenth 

century. I describe the attempts of Russian classicists 

to popularise their subject. I then discuss the limited

1. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v.neizdannykh vospominaniyakh' 
72
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tradition of literary classicism in Russia, and the 

innovations in the Symbolists' view of the Ancient 

World brought about by scholarly discoveries and by 

the influence of Nietzsche. I then illustrate how 

Annensky's interest in the classics fitted in to the 

pattern.

The second chapter is devoted to Annensky's literary 

essays. I compare his approach in his essays on Euripides 

with his approach in the essays on modern literature. 

I show that his essays on Euripides combine an academic 

concern with historical detail and a typically Symbolist 

attempt to modernise Greek texts. Annensky wrote no 

essays on the subject of classicism in general, but from 

his essays on classical literature and from the observations 

on classical literature in his essays on modern literature 

it is possible to reconstruct his views on the nature 

of classical literature and how it should be imitated. 

He believed that free adaptations of classical texts 

were more productive than detailed academic imitations 

of them, and he attacked the self-conscious erudition 

of Bryusov and Vyacheslav Ivanov. Annensky believed 

that Russian literature would be revitalised by the 

use of classical material, and wrote his own literary 

texts as the cornerstone of such a revival, or 'Slavonic 

renaissance'.

The third chapter is concerned with Annensky' s 

translations from classical Greek, above all his 

Russian version of Euripides. I show that his method 

of translation from the classics differed from his 

method of translating French poetry; I believe that this
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difference in approach made his translations from Greek 

less successful than his translations from French. Some 

attention is also given to Annensky's translations of 

Greek lyric poets, especially the fifth-century lyricist 

Bacchylides.

In the second half of the thesis I assess Annensky's 

use of classical material and his allusions to the 

classical and neo-classical tradition in his literary 

works. The fourth chapter is devoted to his neo­ 

classical tragedies, his first important published 

literary works: Melanippa-filosof, Tsar'-Iksion and 

Laodamiya, all of which are based on lost plays by 

Euripides. Annensky's view of tragedy, like his 

view of classicism as a whole, must be put together 

from a range of different essays, as there is no 

single essay on the subject. The most important 

sources are the essay 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 and the 

three essays called 'Tri sotsial'nykh dramy'. The 

basis for Annensky's reworking of tragedy was a free 

interpretation of elements from Aristotle's Poetics 

combined with certain details taken from Attic tragedy. 

The outlines of his neo-classical tragedies are based 

on Greek myth, and there are allusions to exotic elements 

from Greek life. But the language is anachronistic, 

combining Modernist poeticisms with aspects which recall 

Russian neo-classical tragedies of the early nineteenth 

century and the dramas of Pushkin.

In the fifth chapter I discuss Annensky's 'Bacchic drama', 

Famira-kifared, which I argue represents a transitionary
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period between his neo-classical tragedies and his 

later lyric poetry. The allusions to classical myth 

are overt, but the elements from the Greek tradition 

are freely adapted. Annensky subverts his former tragic 

methods by introducing elements from the farcical and 

rumbustious Attic genre of the satyr-play.

The sixth chapter is devoted to Annensky's lyric 

poetry, in which his anti-academic attitude to the 

classics is more obvious than elsewhere in his works 

There are few direct references to classical literature 

and to classical myth; but imagery and language suggestive 

of the classical and neo-classical tradition are central 

to certain lyrics, particularly the poems about poetry 

and the poems about the modern city. In the text's 

linguistic level, metre, syntax and diction suggestive 

of the classical tradition is subverted by modernist 

colloquialisms. This process is especially evident in 

Annensky's mature collection Kiparisovyi larets.
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PREFACE

This thesis is, so far as I am aware, the first doctoral 

thesis in English in which Annensky's translations from 

classical Greek, essays on classical and neo-classical 

literature, and neo-classical dramas are discussed. It 

is the first general study of Annensky's works in English 

since Vsevolod Setchkarev's monograph of 1963.

CONVENTIONS

Transliteration

Cyrillic names, quotations within the English text and 

titles are transliterated according to British Standard 

2979:1958 without diacritics; but surnames are given in 

the standard transliteration. For example, Annensky is 

preferred to Annenskii, Mandelstam to Mandel'shtam. 

The orthography and capitalisation of Russian titles is 

according to post-revolutionary norms, e.g. Zhurnal 

ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniya not Zhurnal" 

Ministerstva Narodnago Prosveshcheniya. German spellings 

have also been modernised (Paulys Realenzyklopadie not 

Realencylopadie).

Dates

Dates before February 1 1918 are given in Old Style, dates

after February 1 1918 in New Style.

References

References to the standard editions of Annensky's works,

Knigi otrazhenii, Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii



11

are given in brackets within the text. The abbreviations 

(KO), (ST) are used. All other references are footnoted 

by surname and abbreviated reference. The abbreviations 

IA and IFA are used for Innokenty (Fedorovich) Annensky. 

Teatr Evripida is everywhere abbreviated as TE and, to avoid 

confusion, the various editions have been distinguished 

by year of publication, e.g. TE 1906 for Teatr Evripida, 

vol. 1, SPb 1906.
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INTRODUCTION



It is now more than eighty years since Annensky's first 

collection of lyric poetry was published, and over seventy- 

five since his collapse and death from heart failure on 

the steps of the Tsarskoe Selo station in St Petersburg. 

Annensky had a moderately distinguished public career; 

he lived at a period when the academic establishment was 

expanding rapidly, and when dictionaries, encyclopedias 

and other aids for studying the biographical and 

bibliographical details of writers were freely available. 

He was associated with the best-known and most publicised 

Russian literary movement of the twentieth century, 

Symbolism. But his biography and literary career remain 

relatively obscure; most of his critics have lamented the 

lack of information available about him, and have found 

it difficult to assess his personality.

One of the earliest, and the best, articles on Annensky 

is the short appreciation by Maksimilian Voloshin published 

in Apollon. Voloshin makes an elegant summary of the 

difficulties and paradoxes of Annensky's character and 

career:

Ero Top?KecTBeHHocTb GKpbiBajia fleTCKoe jierKOMbicjiKe; sa
rn6KOH nOflBHJKHOCTbK) 6TO Mflefi TaHJiaCb OKOyeHGJIOCTb fly III 11,
KOTOpan He pemajiacb nepecTynnTb HSBecTHue rpam: 
nosHaHMH M CTpaiiiMJiacb MssecTHbix noHHTKft; aa ero 
JIHTepaTypHOK) CKpoMHOCTbio npHTajiocb rpOMaflHoe caMOJito6ue; 
ero CKenTMLjHSMOM npuKpuBajiacb OTKpbiTan flose
H TaHHaH CKJIOHHOCTb K MMCTHK6, CBOMCTBeHHaH

odpaaaMM M accoqMaqHHMn; TO, yTo OH
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CBOMM ,,LJHHK3MOM" 6bIJIO OflHOH M3 $OpM H6JKHOCTM 6TO
Ay in H; ero ydex^enHbiM MO,ijepHH3M sacTUJi H 
Ha onpeflejieHHOM TcmKe na^ajia fleBHHocTbix

The air of mystery and paradox surrounding Annensky's 

life is so dense that one emigre critic has asserted, 

in all seriousness, that his death was not natural.

He was murdered for political reasons by 'budushchie

2 chekisty, genotsidnye ubiitsy'.

Most annenskovedy have also complained that the poet 

is under-rated, and have made zealous attempts to 

proselytise new readers. These complaints have some 

foundation. The main reason for interest in Annensky today, 

at least in the West, is that so many well-known poets, such 

as Mandelstam, Akhmatova, Pasternak and Mayakovsky, admired 

and imitated his work. He is an outstanding illustration 

of Tynyanov's proposition that pupils prepare the way for 

their teachers:

npeflCTasjieHKe, ^TO ytiKTejib noflroTOBJineT 
B. Ha caMOM jne flejie coBepmaeTCH odpaTHoe: _ 
noflroTOBHJin #JIH BOcnpuHTHH $6T H CKMBOJIMCTH.

Until recently, there was only one general study in 

any language: Vsevolod Setchkarev's Studies in the Life and 

Work of Innokentij Annenskij, published more than twenty 

years ago. Setchkarev's book is admirable in some ways. 

At the time when it was written, it was remarkable that 

anyone should devote a book of more than two hundred pages 

to Annensky. All his major works are covered, and it

1. Voloshin, 'Liki tvorchestva', 11

2. Il'in, 'IA i konets Periklova veka Rossii', 50

3. Tynyanov, Arkhaisty i novatory, 582
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initiated interest in him in the West; before that the 

only articles on him had appeared in emigre periodicals. 

Setchkarev's book also gives some attention to works, 

in particular the translations and essays, which have 

scarcely been covered elsewhere. But it is now, inevitably, 

out of date; since the early nineteen-sixties, large 

tracts of Annensky's correspondence have been published, 

there have been important publications of memoirs by 

his contemporaries, and a major academic edition of his 

literary essays; critical literature has proliferated.

Setchkarev's book also has faults which are not 

attributable to the difficulties of obtaining information 

on Annensky in the early nineteen-sixties. There are 

numerous avoidable inaccuracies, and the bibliography is 

scanty and confusingly presented. There is also a more 

serious weakness: the book is chaotic. The biographical 

section confusingly jumbles information about Annensky's 

literary, academic and personal life; the sections on 

his literary works, especially the lyric poetry, are 

incoherent and disorganised. Setchkarev's enthusiasm 

for his subject is always evident, but it is rarely 

communicated to the reader.

Early in 1985, a book on Annensky by the Soviet scholar 

Andrei Fedorov appeared; it was the first general study of 

the poet in Russian. The most valuable section of Fedorov's 

book is the first chapter, the most complete biographical 

study of Annensky available, which makes use of some unpublished 

archival material. The remaining three chapters are devoted 

to the lyric poetry, the essays and the neo-classical tragedies. 

These chapters are probably the best introduction to
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Annensky's major works for the general reader, but they 

provide few insights for the specialist. They are largely 

a re-hash of previous writings by Fedorov, in particular 

his introduction to Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii; even the 

wording of certain sections is unchanged. The survey of 

recent critical writing on Annensky is selective; the 

account of Western criticism is especially perfunctory 

and patronising; and there is no general bibliography. 

The basis for the study is narrower than Setchkarev's: 

there is no account of Annensky's translations from Greek 

and Latin, or of his essays on classical literature, and 

the chapter on the neo-classical tragedies is by far 

the weakest section of the book.

My first concern in this thesis is to provide an 

up-to-date introduction to Annensky's works in which the 

coverage is as wide as possible, and in which particular 

attention is given to the classical translations and 

essays on classical literature, since these have been all but 

ignored in previous Annensky criticism. I felt that it 

was important that such an introduction should not simply 

assemble disparate information, but should illuminate 

the central principles of Annensky's writing, and re-examine 

some ideas which are inaccurate or misleading, but which 

have been repeated time and again, above all in general 

literary histories.

Firstly, there has been a tendency to range Annensky's 

works in an unassailable hierarchy, with the poetry at 

the top, and the neo-classical dramas at the bottom. 

Secondly, the works have consistently been presented as 

the heart-rending wails of a helpless neurotic unable to
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cope with life's demands. Even Fedorov, whose study 

is marked by a tendentious attempt to present Annensky 

as a forward-thinking near-Narodnik, talks of the 

'glubokii tragizm' of his work. Barbara Conrad has given 

a suitably ironic description of this critical line:

Vor alien Dingen waren es tragische Ziige, die man 
immer wieder an Annenskij hervorgehoben hat, indem 
man biographische Details, wie z.B. seine Herzkrankheit, 
Schwierigkeiten im Schuldienst, eine angebliche 
ungliickliche Liebe,, unkritisch mit poetischen 
Aussagen vermengte.

Conrad rightly states that this view of Annensky leads

to 'verzehrende Perspektive' and 'charakteristische

Miftverstandnisse' . Like many Symbolists, Annensky

mythologised his own biography, particularly in his

lyric poetry. Isolation and anxiety were central elements

in the myth; and there is no need for the critic to accept

this account unquestioningly. The strength of Conrad's

own book lies precisely in the fact that it is an

ordered exposition of a central concept in Annensky's

work, that of 'reflection 1 (otrazhenie), and an illustration

of how this concept fits in to the intellectual history

of the nineteenth century.

I believe that a study of Annensky's interest in the 

Ancient World, especially in classical literature, is another 

possible answer to the problems of constructing a general 

survey of his works. Annensky taught the classics for 

many years, and his enthusiasm for his subject is reflected 

in his literary works, particularly his translations and 

literary essays.

1. Conrad, IFAs poetische Reflexionen, 9
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Annensky's interest in the classics associated him 

with traditional qualities, rationalism and humanism 

for example, which are a counter-weight to the popular 

image of self-indulgent neurosis. The classical elements 

in his work must be recognised if the standing of his 

poetry in the Russian literary tradition is to be 

correctly assessed. There has been heated debate among 

Annensky experts about whether he was a Symbolist or 

a traditionalist (that is, a poet in the mould of Fet, 

Tyutchev and other nineteenth-century Russian authors). 

In fact, he was both. His interest in the classical 

world was oriented both inward and outward: classicism, 

like Symbolism, was an internationalist movement which 

had originated in the West; unlike Symbolism, however, 

it had been long established in Russia and was at home 

there. Annensky's admiration for the fragmentary style 

and sceptical approach of Modernism led him to adapt 

classical texts; his imitations are often far from the 

original. His neo-classical plays, based on fragments 

of classical tragedy, have more in common with the 

Romantic fragment than with the fragment as a historical 

survival. And yet his literary attitudes were essentially 

conservative and prescriptive: he wanted to write Modernist 

classics, to lay down literary standards, and he justified 

his literary methods by turning to the traditional 

authority, classical literature.

Classicism is not the key to Annensky's works; his 

interest in classical literature does not explain everything 

in them; but a study of Annensky's interest in the classics 

suggests an alternative reading, especially of his lyric



II

poetry.

This study undoubtedly ought to have been made by a 

classicist -- which I am not. I offer two justifications. 

Slavic studies in general are characterised by ignorance 

of the classical tradition. Greek and Latin literature 

and even mythology are very remote from the consciousness 

of the average Soviet reader. From the Soviet editions 

of poets with neo-classical interests, such as Mandelstam, 

it emerges that Soviet readers need footnotes to tell them 

who Heracles was. One recent commentator on Annensky 

has referred to Oedipus as one of Euripides' most famous 

tragic heroes. There are, of course, exceptions to 

this rather sweeping characterisation; the Soviet classicist 

and stikhoved Mikhail Gasparov has written some exemplary 

essays on classical elements in Russian literature. But 

there is another problem; classical literary criticism 

(as opposed to ancient history) still suffers from the

dubious ideological position into which it was forced

2by Tsarist educational reforms.

My second justification is the approach I have adopted. 

This study is not meant to enlighten classicists; many 

of the statements I make about classical literature are 

elementary and obvious. But I am concerned exclusively 

with the function of references to and imitations of 

antichnaya literatura and classical genres, and with 

klassitsizm in a looser sense, in the context of Russian 

literature. I shall discuss Annensky's educational and

1. Tsybin in Stikhotvoreniya i perevody, 9

2. See Chapter 1 of the present study, especially Section 1
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intellectual background, his ideas about classical literature

and how it should be imitated, and his imitations of

classical literature. I shall relate them to the

scholarly and literary traditions of his own day, and

to the 'classical ideal' of eighteenth- and early

nineteenth-century Russia. I shall argue that Annensky

was not (as has been argued all too often) an

outstanding classical scholar, but a litterateur whose desire

to reform literature was as great as Pushkin's. His

ambition was not realised in his own lifetime; he was

never part of the closed inner circle of Symbolism;

but his use of classical literature both continued the

traditions of the nineteenth century and initiated a

tradition which was carried on by the Acmeists, above

all Mandelstam, and which to some extent survives in

the 'Petersburg poetry' of today.

I have given no theoretical or historical definition 
of the word 'classicism' in this introduction, 
preferring simply to discuss what the word meant to 
Annensky. For a succinct and lucid exposition of 
the etymology of the word 'classic 1 , its history 
and ideological implications, I refer the reader to 
the Introduction to Reed, The Classical Centre.
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Chelovek v futlyare 1 : classical education, 
scholarship and classicism in Russia, 

1870-1910
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Unlike other Russian Symbolists, such as Vyacheslav Ivanov, 

Bryusov, Merezhkovsky and Blok, Innokenty Annensky was 

never a professional writer in the sense that he earned 

all or most of his income through writing. Authorship 

occupied a small part of his time; he was a full-time 

teacher and academic administrator, and held several 

prestigious posts. The subjects that he taught were 

Russian and classics.

Nearly all the critics who have worked on Annensky 

have discussed his professional career. Admiration has 

generally been expressed for his abilities as a scholar. 

Simon Karlinsky has described Annensky and Vyacheslav 

Ivanov as 'two of the most erudite Greek scholars in the 

whole history of Russian literature 1 . Other critics 

have been equally laudatory. V.S. Setchkarev wrote:

It is amazing how much Annenski j wrote and worked as 
a scholar and poet in spite of his administrative 
and pedagogical activities and in spite of his 
growing discontent. [....] His thorough scholarly 
interest for classical philology never flagged. 
[....] Euripides was not the only one whom Annenskij 
knew well in Greek classical literature. He also 
made extensive studies in Homer, [....] and he 
was very interested in Herodotus. [....] Annenskij 
possessed a command of quite remote fields of Greek 
philology as well.

Andrei Fedorov, whose assessment of Annensky's career is, 

on the whole, less adulatory than Setchkarev's, nonetheless

1. Karlinsky, Marina Cvetaeva, 258

2. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 29-30



praises his achievements as a classicist, describing him 

as 'zamechatel'nyi filolog-klassik', 'znatok antichnogo 

mira i tsenitel 1 ego khudozhestvennykh pamyatnikov'. (ST 29) 

It has been maintained that Annensky was a central figure 

in an age when Russian classical scholarship was at its 

height. Wolfgang Busch writes:

Annenskij gehort einer Epoche an, in der die 
Altertumswissenschaft in Rutland eine gewisse 
Blutezeit erlebte.

I believe that this reading of Annensky's biography is 

superficial, and that his professional career needs to 

be re-assessed. He was undoubtedly a key figure in the 

early twentieth-century Russian classical movement; but 

he was primarily a teacher, translator and populariser, 

not an original scholar; his work fed off the scholarly 

tradition, rather than contributing to it, and was 

directed at a lay audience. In this chapter I shall 

examine Annensky's classical education and his contacts 

with classical scholarship. Considerable emphasis 

will be given to the Russian classical tradition in which 

Annensky was working; I believe that inadequate knowledge 

of this tradition is the main cause of the undue awe in 

which Annensky's writings on classical literature have 

previously been held. I maintain that his work illustrates 

to a greater extent than that of any of his contemporaries

Fedorov's judgement is repeated in almost identical words 
in Innokenty Annensky, 226. Other critics who praise 
Annensky's scholarship include Mirsky, Contemporary 
Russ. Lit., 202; Shapovaloff, 'IFA' , 160; McDuff, 
1 IA poet and critic 1 , 200

Busch, 'Zwei vergessene Ubersetzungen von IFA', 266
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the way in which traditional barriers between classical 

education, classical scholarship and classicism in 

literature were being broken down at the turn of the 

century.

Classical languages were more widely studied, and 

classical scholarship flourished more impressively in 

Russia between 1870-1910 than at any other time in the 

country's history. Enthusiasm for the classics is also 

characteristic of the belles-lettres of the period. But 

there is no general survey in any language dealing with 

classical education or classical scholarship at the turn 

of this century. Classicism in literature has received 

only limited critical attention; there are no illuminating

general surveys, and most studies are focused on an

2individual classical or Russian writer.

This omission is surprising in view of the attention 

given to periods when knowledge of the classics was 

confined to a smaller circle and classicism was less 

significant than in 1870-1910. The eighteenth century, 

often termed the period of Russian classicism, has 

naturally been studied most fully; but work has also been 

done on the early nineteenth century and even on the middle

1. Dneprov, Sovetskaya literatura po istorii shkoly, lists 
no items on classical education before the Revolution. 
Busch, Horaz in RuBland, 14-5, has some rather 
superficial and misleading comments on classical 
education and scholarship.

2. For example, Busch, Moraz in Rutland; Terras, 'Classical 
motifs'; Sakulin, 'Klassik simvolizma 1 [on Bryusov]; 
Magomedova, 'Blok i antichnost 1 '
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ages .

This chapter does not attempt a general study of 

classical education and scholarship, and of literary 

classicism, in Russia of the late nineteenth and early 

twentieth centuries. That enormous task awaits a future 

researcher. All that is attempted here is a brief and 

selective survey of part of the period, 1870-1910, as 

a background to Annensky's activities. A short study 

will be made of the classical activities which characterised 

the main literary group of the period, Symbolism, with 

which Annensky was loosely associated. Most of the 

Symbolists were educated between 1870 and 1910; I shall 

discuss the classical education they would have received, 

their knowledge of the classics, and the knowledge of 

Greek and Latin and of the Ancient World which they could 

have expected in their readers. The chapter is in four 

main sections, as follows: 1. Classical education in 

schools and universities, including assessment of the 

numbers involved, teaching methods, and results. 

2. Classical scholarship, in particular critical writings 

on classical literature. 3. Some aspects of classicism 

in the arts and literature in Russia. 4. Annensky's own 

classical background and relations with the academic and 

literary establishment.

Recent studies on classicism in Russia include: 
[on the eighteenth century]: Segel,'Classicism and 
classical antiquity 1 ; Jones, 'A Trojan Horse 1 ; 
Stennik, Zhanr tragedii; Klein, 'Trompete, Schalmei...'; 
[on the early nineteenth century]: Egunov, Corner; 
Kazoknieks, Studien zur Rezeption der Antike"; Ton the 
medieval period]Klibanov,'K problemeantichnogo 
naslediya'
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1. CLASSICAL EDUCATION IN RUSSIA

The pre-revolutionary Russian educational system was complex 

and confused. Institutions with identical functions but 

different titles proliferated at every level. Many 

educational institutions were left to private enterprise 

-- some were recognised by the Ministerstvo narodnogo 

prosveshcheniya, others were not. Even the general 

categories of nachal'noe , srednee and vysshee obrazovanie 

are misleading, since there were institutions, such as the 

litsei and the kommercheskoe uchilishche, which belonged 

to two or more categories. Towards the end of the century 

chaos increased, with attempts to expand elementary 

education at one end of the educational system, and to 

broaden technical training at the other. The survey of 

education in the Brokgauz-Efron encyclopedia identifies 

fourteen types of institution, all with numerous 

subdivisions. The many educational reforms of 1860-1917 

contained provisions for rationalising education and 

bringing it under state control, but these were either 

short-lived or added to the chaos.

The diffuse structure of the educational system 

complicates discussion of classical education. Classical 

languages were not taught at elementary schools, but they 

were taught at a variety of secondary and higher institutions 

the kadetskie korpusa (also known as voennye gimnazii for 

a brief period), the dukhovnye seminarii and akademii, the 

litsei, the muzhskie and zhenskie gimnazii, the universities, 

the istoriko-pedagogicheskie instituty.

1. Entsiklopedicheskii slovar': Rossiya, 391
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These establishments varied in size, distribution, and 

educational aims. In some classical languages were 

compulsory, and were taught for many hours per week; 

in others they were optional, and had a small part in 

the curriculum.

I shall concentrate on two institutions: the muzhskie 

gimnazii and the universities, partly for brevity's sake, 

and partly because they were the core of Russian classical 

education. The dukhovnye seminarii and akademii (almost 

the only centres of classical education in the late 

seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries) had a 

much less significant role by the end of the nineteenth 

century. In 1911-2, there were nearly six times as many 

pupils at muzhskie gimnazii as at dukhovnye seminarii. 

The litsei, which had offered prestigious education with 

heavy classical emphasis in the early nineteenth century, 

had also declined. The Aleksandrovskii litsei in 

St Petersburg (formerly in Tsarskoe Selo), one of the

few surviving at the end of the nineteenth century, had

2only 280 pupils in 1913.

By 1900, the gimnazii and universities were the Russian 

Empire's elite educational establishments. Their staff 

were well paid and privileged. There is therefore far 

more information available about these establishments than

1. In 1911 there were 20,000 pupils at seminaries; in 1912 
128,000 in gimnazii (Novyi entsiklopedicheskii slovar' 
Dukhovno-uchebnye zavedeniya; for gimnazii figures see 
Appendix A, Table 1 at the end of this chapter)

2. Novyi entsiklopedicheskii slovar', Litsei
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any others.

The education offered in the gimnazii and universities 

also had a larger impact on society than that offered 

elsewhere. The kadetskie korpusa and dukhovnye seminarii 

were not intended to promote the study of classical 

literature. Greek and Latin were taught for much the same 

number of hours as at the gimnazii, but were combined with 

vocational training. By 1900, few of the trainees of these 

schools were involved in literature and scholarship, and 

the staff made contributions to classical scholarship 

almost exclusively in the fields of military history and 

theology.

The zhenskie gimnazii, which had very large numbers 

of pupils by 1900, will not be discussed here because 

classical languages were not compulsory at them; priority 

was given to 'ladylike' subjects such as sewing, French 

and drawing. The ideological implications of the

zhenskie gimnazii curriculum are fascinating, but cannot

2 be considered in this study.

In 1871-1914, the gimnazii were by far the largest type 

of secondary school for men: the pupil figures were at 

least double those of the real'nye uchilishcha, and much 

greater than those of the kommercheskie uchilishcha. 

Over this period, the figures for gimnaziya pupils

1. Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', Rossiya, 816. After 1882 the 
constitution of the Kadetskie korpusa was changed and they 
became much more military and bureaucratic. (Ents. 
slovar', Voenno-uchebnye zavedeniya)

2. See Appendix D, Tables 1 and 2

3. See Appendix A, Table 1; for the kommercheskie uchilishcha, 
Leipkina-Svirskaya, Russkaya intelligentsiya, 9
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expanded rapidly: there were nearly ten times as many in 

1914 as in 1855, and the number of schools had increased 

nearly six times. After 1900 the growth was especially 

fast: the number of pupils doubled in less than fifteen 

years. If one adds the figures for seminaries and 

kadetskie korpusa, it emerges that over eighty 

thousand secondary school pupils were receiving a classical 

education by the mid-1890s.

However, the perspective changes if the numbers 

receiving classical education at secondary schools are 

set against the overall population. In the 1890s only 

about one Russian in two thousand attended a gimnaziya, 

and this proportion is not much reduced if one adds the

small number attending other schools where the classics

2 were taught. The figure is low even by the standards

of the late nineteenth century. According to details 

given in the Brokgauz-Efron encyclopedia, in Prussia, 

where the population was far smaller than in the Russian 

Empire, there were over 80,000 pupils at Gymnasien in

1882; at much the same period there were 58,000 pupils

3 at gymnasia in Italy, 45,000 in Austria. The literacy

rate in the Russian Empire, of course, was also far lower 

than in these countries, as was the number of those 

receiving elementary education. Even so, a comparison 

of the figures for the gimnazii with the figures for those 

receiving formal education of any kind illustrates that the

1. Gimnazii figures in 1894 = 55,000 (Appendix A), plus 8,000 
at kadetskie korpusa (Ents. slovar', Kadetskie korpusa) 
and 19,000 at dukhovnye seminarii (Ents. slovar', 
Dukhovno-uchebnye zavedeniya) in the early 1890s

2. Appendix A, Tables 1 and 2.

3. Ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 695-7
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gimnazisty composed less than two per cent of the school 

population as a whole, and that the proportion of pupils 

being educated at gimnazii actually dropped slowly after 

1900. After this date, the dominance of the gimnazii 

and their status as elite schools began to decline, and 

they did not recover the position of 1870-1900.

The figures for geographical distribution of the 

gimnazii are also interesting. They were widely spread; 

few of the fourteen uchebnye okruga had more than ten, 

though each covered a huge area; but by the 1890s none

was without a gimnaziya, and there were even four in

2 Eastern Siberia.

What position did the classical languages have in the 

curriculum of the gimnaziya? This depended on the shift 

of political fashion. In the eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries classics were not compulsory in most schools. 

They became popular only after the Napoleonic War, boosted 

by anti-French feeling. Their later fate was strange; 

they were officially encouraged in the 1830s and 1840s, but

in the 1850s were stigmatised as inspiring dangerous liberal

4 and republican feeling. In the 1860s, there was another

change of policy, as Alain Besancpn has described:

L' affaire de langues anciennes devait empoisonner pendant 
tout le XIXe siecle le developpement de 1'enseignement

1. Appendix A, Tables 1 and 2
2. Ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 711

3. Kazoknieks, Studien zu Rezeption der Antike r 16-25

4. Ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 700-1
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secondaire. L'offensive du latin et du grec contre 
le franc,ais, dans le statut de 1828, se comprend 
aisement, le latin symbolisant le savoir "solide" 
de 1'ecole de 1'ttat contre le savoir mondain, leger, 
dangereux peut-etre, de la culture noble. Mais on 
soupcpnne bientot 1'opposition d'utiliser ces memes 
armes qu'on dirigeait contre elle. Le latin et le 
grec deviennent alors le symbole d'un humanisme 
inutile et les sciences exactes reprennent leur 
ancienne signification de preparation au service 
loyale et efficace. [....] Mais quand, avec le 
scientisme, 1'opposition passera de nouveau par les 
sciences naturelles, le comte Tolstoj, ministre de 
1'Instruction publique, imposera le retour au grec 
et au latin.

Between 1849 and 1871 the classical languages were at a 

disadvantage in Russian schools. Greek was little taught, 

and the hours allocated to Latin were reduced. By the 

Ustav gimnazii i progimnazii of 1864, classical languages 

were marginalised; two types of gimnaziya were set up, the 

real ' naya and the klassicheskaya, and classical languages 

were taught only in the latter.

In 1871, under the ministry of the notorious mrakobes 

D.A. Tolstoy, the position of the classics was restored 

again. The Ustav gimnazii i progimnazii of that year 

confined the title of gimnazii to boys ' schools at which 

a classical education was given. Not only Latin but, for 

the first time in Russian history, Greek, was compulsory. 

Tolstoy defended his measures with a violent attack on his 

predecessors' reforms, and with overtly reactionary statements 

about the corrupting influence exercised on the young by 

natural sciences, and the reforms of 1849-51:

ecjin He eflUHCTBeHHan, TO oflna MS 
Tan CHJIBHO oxBaTHBiiiero Hauie yxiameecn 

MaTepnajiM3Ma, Hnrnjin3Ma, H caMoro

1. Besanc,on, Education et societe en Russie, 18
2. Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor deyatel'nosti 

MNP, 520
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From 1871 until 1918, an unwilling population of Russian 

schoolchildren was forced through an intensive course in 

the classics. The syllabus was frequently modified, but 

its basic character did not change. There was a seven, 

later eight, year programme, and classical languages 

occupied an enormous number of teaching hours: they were 

taught for more than sixteen hours of a thirty hour 

teaching week. After 1871, various reforms (particularly 

in 1890 and 1902) shortened the number of hours given to

the classics; and in 1902 compulsory Greek was abolished,

2 though it remained a requirement for university matriculation.

In theory, therefore, the situation was this: every 

pupil completing the course of the gimnazii or progimnazii 

(equivalent to the first four years of the full gimnazii) 

in 1871-1918 can be assumed to have had some knowledge of 

Latin; in 1871-1902 pupils can also be assumed to have 

had some knowledge of Greek. In practice things were very 

different, particularly in the case of Greek. There were 

enormous practical problems in enforcing the order of 1871 

that it should be taught in all schools. There was a lack 

of teachers competent in the language, a fact which had 

bedevilled the attempt to reintroduce it on a modest scale 

in 1864:

Pe(j)opMa 1864 r. He yflOBJieTBOpujia KJiaccKKOB, TaK
BO see KJiaccmiecKHe ruMHasuM 6biJio 

npenoflasaHHe JiaTHHcnoro HSbiKa, npenoflasaHMe xe
o npeflJiojKeHo dbijio BBo#HTb nocTeneHHo, no Mepe

1. The gimnazii even survived the Revolution for a year. 
1 Gimnaziya kak tip uchebnogo zavedeniya likvidirovana v 
RSFSR v 1918 godu'. Pedagogicheskaya ents., Gimnaziya

2. Appendix B, Tables 1-5. The timetable of 1914 was not
implemented (Bans, History of Russ. Educ. Policy, 208-9)
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n STOTO nsuKa. A HX He 6biJio K 
ocTaeajiocb HeKssecTHbiM, Korija OHM d

Attempts to remedy the situation were largely unsuccessful. 

A seminar at Leipzig university, founded to encourage 

Russian classical studies, particularly in the gimnazii, 

was in fact attended largely by students from the Baltic

and from other Slavonic countries. It lasted for only

2 seventeen years (1873-1890). The success of teacher

recruitment can be measured by the fact that there were 

ten thousand places available for teachers in 1880, but 

a workforce of only eight thousand.

The pupils' response to the imposition of the classics 

was not at all enthusiastic. In 1899, an official circular

of the MNP referred to complaints by parents and teachers

4 about the emphasis on classics in the school curriculum.

They suffered far worse than mathematics, another compulsory 

subject taught for many hours, because they lacked its 

utilitarian appeal. Greek was particularly subject to attack 

on this basis, and, after 1902, when it became an optional 

subject in most gimnazii except those attached to Lutheran 

churches, there was very small demand for it. A survey 

carried out by the classicist Zorgenfrei for the journal 

Germes in 1908 revealed that in the Odesskii uchebnyi okrug, 

for example, Greek was taught in only twelve out of thirty 

schools, and was studied by only seventy-nine schoolboys. 

In many schools only one or two pupils a year studied Greek.

1. Bol'shaya entsiklopediya, Gimnazii, 711

2. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 149

3. Ibid., 152

4. Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor deyatel'nosti MNP, 711
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Some classes had no pupils at all. Such small classes 

were extremely unusual in gimnazii , where overcrowding

was the norm; in 1907 a directive was issued limiting the

2 number of pupils in any one gimnaziya class to forty.

The Ustav of 1871 not only failed to make the classics 

popular; it also failed to ensure any level of competence 

in Greek and Latin. The timetable of Russian gimnazii 

was modelled on that of the Prussian gimnazii , and the

number of hours allocated to the classics was similar. 
But the results produced by Russian gimnazii were less

impressive. Russian classicists compared their schools

unfavourably with Prussian schools and with the Lutheran

4 gimnazii in Russia. They felt that standards in England,

too, were higher. Gottlieb, writing in the second edition 

of Brokgauz-Ef ron, remarked with admiration on the excellent 

knowledge many English schoolboys had of Latin:

B jiymiinx iiiKOJiax noyyei-we flpeBHHX HSBIKOB CTOHT 
BbicoKo; yqeHHKH OBjiaflesaioT jiaTHHCKOM pem>io 

nmiiyT no-jiaTbiHM conHHeHHH H CTHXK.

Despite the large number of hours given to classical languages 

at Russian schools, many pupils left gimnazii, having 

passed their attestat zrelosti or matriculation exam with 

marks good enough to admit them to university, without 

more than an elementary knowledge of Latin, still less 

of Greek. In 1907 the Russian classicist Boris Varneke 

complained bitterly about the low standards of Greek amongst

1. Zorgenfrei, 'Neobyazatel'nyi grecheskii yazyk', part 2, 106-7

2. Novyi ents. slovar', Gimnazii, 538

3. See Appendix C

4. On the 'zavidnaya vysota 1 of German classics teaching, 
see 'Soveshchanie prepodavatelei lat. yaz. v SPb 1 , 100

5. Novyi ents. slovar 1 , Gimnaziya, 531
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first-year students at his university, Kazan 1 , remarking 

that in many cases their knowledge of Greek did not 

exceed their knowledge of Lithuanian, which they had 

naturally never been taught. In 1906, at a 

meeting of the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii i 

pedagogiki, a member, A.A. Brok, expressed the opinion 

that it would be better not to teach Greek and Latin 

at all than to put up with their unsatisfactory place in 

Russian schools:

neTep6yprcKnx npenoflaeaTejieM flOjisteH, B 
HHTepecax KJiaccMqusMa, KaK OTO HH napa#OKcajibHo, 
TpedosaTb yHHtiTOJKeHHH npnBHJiernfi KJiaccmiecKKX 
H ypaBHeHKH BC6X cpeflHe-yyedHbix saBefleHHH no 
IlpycHH. 3aT6M, c^besfl flOJisceH TpedosaTb HJIH 
tiHCJia ypOKOB flpeBHKx HSbiKOB, HJH, B npOTKBHOM CJIy^ae, 
[....] nojiHoro HX

If even classicists attacked the system of classical education, 

it was natural that it should come under assault from liberals. 

Their sallies became increasingly virulent as the century 

drew to a close. N. Speransky, writing in 1914, described 

a recent conference of classical philologists in lurid 

terms :

HaMK    KapTHHa BOCCTaHHH MepTBei^OB, BblSBaHHblX 

Ha npOKJIHTOM M6CT6 HS-HOfl MOTKJIbHblX KaMH6H T^apaMM

saKJiHHaHHM BOJimedHHKa BepTpaMa, H njincna KX, nona 
He npodKJi yac onflTb BepnyTbCH B xojioflHyK)

The classical system also began to be questioned in official 

circles relatively early in its existence. An Order of

1. Varneke, 'Grecheskii yazyk v universitetakh', 142

2. 'Obshchestvo klass. fil. i pedagogiki v 1905-6 godakh', 39

3. Speransky, Krizis russkoi shkoly, 231
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the MNP in 1886 referred to the deficiency of matriculating 

candidates in Greek and Latin:

us Handojiee KpynHbix HeflocTaTKOB KaHflHflaTOB B
ytieHHKOB naiiiHx ruMHasHM no flpeBHUM 

HBJIH6TCH HeyMejiocTb pasodpaTb H nepesecTH HOBBIM,
OTpblBOK.

Those leaving Russian schools lacked not only the active 

command of Latin and Greek which certain English schoolboys 

possessed, but also an adequate passive command of these 

languages. It is unlikely that many of them had the skill 

or desire to read widely in the original.

The by and large lamentable record of classical studies 

in Russian was partly due to teaching methods. The numerous 

lessons in Greek and Latin were given over almost entirely 

to the mind-numbing repetition of grammar, as Delyanov, 

minister of education in the 1880s, admitted: he criticised

the 'odnostoronnee grammaticheskoe napravlenie' of the

2teaching. After 1890 there was some attempt to improve

the situation, but the curricula were still largely biased 

towards passive learning. In Germes in 1907, the Greek 

syllabus covered by the eighth class of an anonymous 

klassicheskaya gimnaziya was published. Only two texts 

were set: Sophocles' Oedipus Rex and Plato's Apologia 

Socrate, but there was a massive programme of grammar and 

of general courses on literature and art, the history of 

Greek philosophy, archaeology and social history (political 

history was not taught).

1. Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor deyatel'nosti MNP, 
633

2. Ibid.

3. 'Programme po grecheskomu yazyku, po kotoroi ekzamenovalis ' 
ucheniki...', 130-1
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Bad and incompetent teaching was another obvious cause 

of the failure of classical studies, and one which disturbed 

classical scholars. At a meeting of the Obshchestvo 

klassicheskoi filologii in 1906, A.A. Brok expressed concern 

about the problem, and suggested a number of measures for 

dealing with it, such as summer courses for teachers.

The low standard and poor results are attributable most 

of all, however, to the authoritarian tenor of Tolstoy's 

reforms. The classics had been used as a way of suppressing 

academic freedom, and the subjects themselves came to 

symbolise the bureaucratic character of his measures, with 

their great stress on vospitanie and surveillance. Russian 

secondary schools were completely cut off from the world 

outside, and their status, unlike that of their counterparts 

in Prussia or Britain, was artificial:

L'ecole moyenne (sredn ja ja) se trouve a* la pointe 
modernisee d' une societe oil le sous-developpement 
regne aux niveaux inferieurs. Elle a ete etablie 
sur le modele occidental. [....] Un fosse 
infranchisable separe done le gymnase, qui fait 
partie de la machine de 1'Etat, dont le personnel 
occupe un rang honorable dans la fonction publique, 
qui emerge regulie^rement du budget, et 1'ecole 
primaire, presque inexistante. En fait, au-dessous 
du gymnase il n'y a rien.

Not all the gimnazii were as inadequate as this survey 

has suggested. There were some in which the teachers 

were gifted and the education enlightened, mainly the 

state gimnazii in Moscow, St Petersburg and Kiev. But 

there is no doubt that many of the gimnaziya teachers 

resembled their counterparts in the fiction of the period,

1. 'Obshchestvo klass. fil. i pedagogiki v 1905-6 godakh', 39

2. Besancpn, Education et societe en Russie, 19
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and that their ex-pupils' reactions were close to those 

of the narrator in f Kto vinovat 1 by Chekhov, himself a 

graduate of Taganrog gimnaziya:

YBU! HHor^a H yyecTByio cedn B CMBIIIHOM 
6erymero KOTa. HoflodHO KOTenny, B CBoe BpeMH H
HM6JI ^eCTb y^HTbCH y flHflroilJKM JiaTMHCKOMy HSblKy.
Tenepb, Korfla MHB npuxoflHTCH BHfleTb KaKoe-Hn6yflb 
npoHSBefleHMe KJiacctmecKOH flpeBHocTH, TO BMSCTO 
TOTO, ijTo6 ^aflHO BocTopraTbCH, H Hawnnaio scnowKHaTb 
ut consecutivum, HenpaBHJibHbie rjiarojibi, scejiTO-cepoe 
JIHL;O flHflioniKK, ablativus absolutus... djie^Heio, BOJIOCH
MOM CTaHOBHTCH flbldOM.. K, HOflOdHO KOTy, H
B nocTbiflHoe dercTBo.

The failure of the gimnazii had far-reaching effects on 

classical education in the universities, on classical 

scholarship, and on classicism in literature. They, and 

the policies associated with them, were responsible for 

the fact that, although the intelligentsia between 1870 

and 1910 was saturated with people who had been given 

a classical education, classical literature remained 

a minority interest, and one, moreover, directly linked 

with reactionary views.

During the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 

the relations between secondary and tertiary education in 

Russia were in disarray. In 1811, however, S.S. Uvarov 

systematised them, and it was laid down that the gimnazii 

were to be the preliminary form of education for those 

going on to university. In the late nineteenth century 

the pool of university entrants was progressively restricted,

1. Chekhov, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem v 30 tomakh: 
Sochineniya 5, 460
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and the attestat zrelosti, taken after eight years of 

study at the gimnaziya, became the normal requirement for 

university entrance. External candidates could also sit 

the attestat zrelosti; pupils from seminaries, and after 

1900 increasingly pupils from other schools, were accepted 

at universities, but the link between gimnaziya and university 

was strong. Therefore many of the remarks about classical 

education at the gimnazii also apply to the istoriko- 

filologicheskie fakul'tety at universities. The low standard 

of gimnazisty in the classics was detrimental to university 

courses in the discipline. The situation had become so 

desperate after 1900 that some universities were forced to 

offer crash courses in Greek so that their students could 

cope with the basic requirements of their degree..

The problems of the klassicheskie gimnazii also meant 

that it was very difficult to keep up recruitment at 

university level. The total number of students at Russian 

universities rose steeply between 1880 and 1895 (from 

about 8,000 to nearly 14,000, or by about 75%) and in 

1898 three Russian universities (Moscow, St Petersburg 

and Kiev) were among the 25 most populous in the world. 

But at the same time, there was a marked proportional drop 

in the numbers of those studying on the istoriko-filologicheskii 

fakul'tet. Students on this faculty represented over 11%

of all students in 1880; by 1899 this figure had dropped

2 to under 4%. It was by far the smallest faculty at Russian

1. Varneke, 'Grecheskii yazyk v universitetakh' describes 
the initiation of such a course at Kazan 1 .

2. See Appendix A, Tables 3 and 4
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universities, with the exception of the Faculty of Oriental 

Languages, which only existed at St Petersburg. It is 

clear from these figures how devastating was the effect 

of compulsory classical education in Russian schools. 

A very small percentage of gimnazisty went on to study 

classics at university.

Some of the problems of classical education at universities 

were not determined by the connection of universities 

and schools. The composition of Russian universities was 

very different from that of modern British universities. 

The fakul'tety covered an encyclopedic range of subjects 

and were vast. They were subdivided into kafedry, or 

departments, but even these were not rigidly divided by 

subject. After 1884 one of the kafedry on the Istoriko- 

filologicheskii fakul'tet was titled simply 'Istoriya 

vseobshchaya'. There was always a special kafedra on 

the ist-fil.fak for classical philology from 1804 onwards, 

but classics were by no means the only, and were sometimes 

not even the main, subject studied in the faculty.

Nor were Russian university courses 'courses' in the 

modern sense. Many lecture courses were offered, some 

compulsory, others voluntary, covering the entire ground 

of filologiya and istoriya. The examination system was 

egually random: the student was expected to sit the end 

of year and the final examinations in a variety of subjects, 

and could fail the entire examination or be made to repeat 

the course if he failed in one.

1. Ivanovsky, 'Predmetnaya sistema v nashikh universitetakh', 
4. The pronoun 'he' for student has been used 
advisedly; few Russian universities admitted women to 
examinations in the nineteenth century.
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By the 1870s, the unmanageable history and philology 

course had been reorganised; after the first two years, 

the student could study on a so-called otdelenie. There 

were three such otdeleniya: slovesnoe, klassicheskoe and 

istoricheskoe. But these subdivisions did little to alter 

the encyclopedic quality of teaching and learning. Since 

no student, however able, could have covered the material 

demanded independently, it was necessary to spend a great 

deal of hours in lectures, which were then repeated parrot- 

fashion at examinations:

flpotfeccopa TOJibKO ynTaJin JIGKLJHH, Ha KOTOpbix 
CBoe co6cTB6HHoe noHKMaHne npo6;ieM flaHHon HayKH, K 
CTyfleHT, XOTH dbi H xejiaji, He MOT Bbipa6oTaTb 
HesaBHCMMoro, jiHtJHoro OTHouieHun K #aHHoft o6jiacTi: 
3HaHHH. OH jitfdo nofl^HHHJiCH MnpOBOspeHKio npo$eccopa, 
Jin6o HeoTyeTjiHBO H nojiy6ecco3HaTejibHo Kp 
n OTBepraJi ero, tiyBCTByn, y?o OHO ero He 
jiH6o (H 3TO qame Bcero) Bosce He sarjiHflbiBaji B 
npKHLjHnKajibHbje Bonpocbi HayKK, orpaHKWKBaHCb ycBoeHi:eM 
$aKTtmecKoro MaTepna^a K ocTaBancb coBepuieHHO 

npHHi^MnHajibHoro K Hewy

The trials of the kursovaya sistema were added to other 

problems. There was a very small number of classical 

scholars at Russian universities. Filippov, writing in 

1901, stated that in 1883 there were as many professors

of classical philology at Leipzig university as at six

2 of the eight Russian universities.

The classics were used in the universities, as in the 

schools, as a weapon of repression. The educational reforms 

of 1884 made classics a central and compulsory part of the 

curriculum. This measure could not long be enforced, but 

it was very unpopular, and contributed to the fall

1. Ivanovsky, 'Predmetnaya sistema 1 , 12

2. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossn, 149
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1

There were also restrictions on how the classics might 

be taught. The timetable of the St Petersburg university

for 1896 reveals that political history and philosophy were

2given little attention. In 1897, one of the two prize

essays for finalists on the klassicheskoe otdelenie was 

on Plato's Socratic dialogues, but candidates had to 

confine themselves to linguistic elements in the text.

The general picture presented by classical studies 

at Russian universities at the turn of the century is bleak. 

Students whose enthusiasm had survived depressing years at

the gimnazii were sometimes defeated by the 'unimaginative'

4 and 'formal 1 character of university lecturing. IndividuaJ

professors -- Sokolov, Pomyalovsky and later Zelinsky in 

St Petersburg, and Korsh in Moscow -- had enormous influence 

and inspired many successors. Petersburg university appears 

to have retained its scholarly integrity even after 1884:

Ha HCTOpHKO-(j)HJiojiorHwecKOM (JanyjibTeTe ReTepdyprcKoro
, Handojiee yyscTBHTejibHo saTpoHyroM 
K HOBOTO yyedHoro njiana, OTBOflHBiiiero 
b yijetfHoro BpeMenn Ha flpeBHHe HSBIKK,

,,CTporo-HayyHbiM, a He MGHTOPCKO- 
flyx"; npotJeccopa-KjiaccHKM

But on the whole the study of classical philology at Russian 

universities remained inferior to that at certain Western 

European universities, and it remained customary, until

1. Ents. slovar', Universitety, 799

2. 'Imperatorskii SPb universitet v 1896 godu' , 15

3. 'Imperatorskii SPb universitet v 1897 godu 1 , 21. The 
two titles set were 'Mif o Meleagre v literature i 
iskusstve' and 'Znachenie dannykh yazyka dlya voprosa 
o khronlogii dialogov Platona'.

4. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 149

5. Ibid., 191
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the Revolution, for better-off Russian students to travel 

abroad to complete their studies.

2 CLASSICAL SCHOLARSHIP

Between about 1860 and the First World War classical

scholarship expanded and developed all over Europe. During

this period, important archaeological discoveries were made,

such as those of Schliemann at Troy and Evans at Knossos

(1899-1907). There were also discoveries of papyri with

materials of great interest to scholars (for example, a

fragment of Sophocles' lost satyr-play Ichneutai, found

in 1912). The increase of knowledge about the Ancient World

was accompanied by growing professionalism and exactitude

in classical scholarship, and by the proliferation of

critical editions, histories and articles on every aspect

of classical culture. The growing specialisation and

seriousness of classical studies in individual countries

led to international academic co-operation on an unprecedented

scale. Learned societies corresponded, joint projects

were undertaken, and classical-philological journals carried

regular review sections on their counterparts in other

countries.

Classical scholarship in Russia was also affected by 

this international growth. The expansion of the 

gimnazii and universities after 1884 meant that there 

were more positions for classical scholars. Three 

specialist journals, Filologicheskoe obozrenie, Gimnaziya 

and Germes, were founded around the turn of the century.

1. This account of the development of classical scholarship 
in the late nineteenth century is necessarily superficial 
A fuller history of classical scholarship at this time 
can be found in Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, History of 
Classical Scholarship, 115-178
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Bibliographies of classical studies in Russia reveal that 

publications proliferated and became more specialised after 

1860. Russian classical scholars were sensitive to 

international developments, and were influenced by the

scholarly tradition in other countries, particularly

2in Germany. The specialist classical journals in

Russia regularly carried full review sections covering 

books and periodicals on classical subjects which had 

been published in other European countries. The expansion 

of knowledge about the classical world was so marked 

that in 1910 Chernyaev wrote:

KJiacctmecKnx sHaHHH CTapae-rcfl npOHKKHyrb 
B caMue oTflajieHHbie, rjiyxne yrojiKH Hamero

However, as Russian scholars were aware, the growth of 

classical scholarship in Russia was never as vigorous 

as it was in other European countries. Chernyaev 

characterised classical studies in Russia as distinguished 

by vivid personalities, and not by weighty publications,

and he complained that Russian scholars were not persistent

4 and dedicated enough. Malein, too, indicated that

the standards of Russian classical scholarship were not 

consistent .

There were many reasons for the difficulties which

1. Prozorov, Sistematicheskii ukazatel 1 ; Lebedev, 
 Ukazatel 1 k russkim izdaniyam 1 .

2. Ents. slovar', Rossiya, 815 [written by the classical 
scholar Malein]

3. Chernyaev, 'Puti proniknoveniya v Rossiyu 1 , part 2, 
123

4. Ibid., part 1, 858, 868, 870

5. Ents. slovar', Rossiya , 815
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beset Russian classical scholarship. There was no long 

tradition of classical studies in Russia, as there was 

in Germany, England and France. Studies of Latin and 

particularly Greek texts in medieval Russia were 

associated with the church, and were oriented towards 

Byzantium, not the 'pagan' literature of classical Greece 

and Rome. The founding of the Slavyano-greko-latinskaya 

akademiya in M«*«»K in the late seventeenth century was 

the first sign of the development of classical scholarship 

in a modern sense:

c xill CTOJIBTHH H no^TH BHJIOTB #o xvm-oro
H6 M03K6T 6bITb K pe^K 0 TpVflaX B o6jiaCTH

_L

In the eighteenth century, interest in the classical world 

grew steadily, but secondary literature was produced on an 

informal, amateur basis, which owed much to the work of

French classical scholars and even the theorists of French

2literary classicism.

Professional classical scholarship was properly 

established in Russia only in the 1870s. The lack of 

tradition in the classics caused problems: Greek and Latin 

never became popular in Russia, and scholars who were of 

foreign extraction dominated classical studies. The most 

famous of these were the Euripides scholar Johann (known 

as August in Russia) Nauck, who was resident in St Petersburg 

from 1859 until his death in 1892; others included Netushil, 

Tsybul'sky, Shvarts, Korsh, Varneke, Kholodnyak and Tseretelli

1. Ents. slovar', Rossiya, 813

2. Kazoknieks, Studien zu Rezeption der Antike, 46-8
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F.F. Zelinsky (Tadeusz Zielinski), probably the most famous 

late nineteenth century classical scholar working in Russia, 

was born in Kiev, but was of Polish extraction, and in 

the early 1920s emigrated to Warsaw. The speed with which 

classical scholarship declined after the Revolution is 

an indication of how little at home it was in Russia.

Another obvious difference between Russian and Western 

European classical scholars was the remoteness of the Russians 

from their source material. It was relatively rare for 

Russian scholars to be allowed zagranichnye komandirovki 

to visit classical sites outside the Empire. Ivan 

Tsvetaev's expedition to collect material for a book on

Latin inscriptions in Central and Southern Italy was an

2exception. They therefore concentrated on the

archaeological sites around the Black Sea; here scholars 

like Sokolov and Latyshev worked. As a result, Russian 

classical scholarship was strong in the fields dictated 

by the material in this region, such as epigraphy. Chernyaev 

felt that Russians had equalled or even excelled their 

Western colleagues in this discipline:

C sanaflHO-eBponeficKofi HayKofi KJiaccuwecKon
C6JIH3MJIM HaC H6 HaillH yBJieU
nofl^epnaeMOM us BfloxHOBeHMfi po^Hbix nosTOB, a 
peajibHbie ocTaTKK HcyesHVBinero Mupa- KOTopbie Haxoiu!j:i: 
M HaxoflHT B npeflejiax Hamefi

In literary criticism, on the other hand, Russians were 

hampered by their lack of access to early manuscripts and

1. Bilets'ky, 'Russkaya lit. i antichnost 11 denies that 
classical scholarship in Russia decayed after the 
Revolution, but admits: 'Chislo spetsialistov, 
zanimayushchikhsya antichnost'yu, u nas neveliko 1 . (65)

2. Chernyaev, 'Puti proniknoveniya v Rossiyu', part 2, 
139-140

3. Ibid., part 2, 136
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papyri, which made textological criticism and the preparation 

of critical editions difficult. Consequently, 

most editions of classical texts in Russia were intended 

for use in schools; and foreign scholars took little 

interest in Russian literary criticism. Malein blamed 

this, rather chauvinistically , on foreigners' insuperable 

difficulties with the Russian language:

qacTO Ha Tpy#bi pyccKHX yyeHbix
K sanaflHbie HX codpaTbH, H BHHMaHKe
dbi B ropas^o 6ojibiueH cTeneHH, ecjiK-6bi 

pyccKoro nsbina He npeflCTEBjinjio Heo6xoflKMbix 
TpyflHOCTefi #JIH

His defence is unconvincing. Russian scholars could perfectly 

well have written in Latin (or German, French or English) 

had they wished. Their failure to use Latin (with a few 

exceptions, such as Zelinsky's edition of fragments of 

Attic tragedies) is an indication of the fact that they 

intended their material for domestic consumption. The 

overwhelming majority of items listed in the bibliographies 

of Prozorov, Lebedev and Voronkov are school text-books, 

commentaries for the general reader, and popular articles.

The essential feature of the Russian classical 

establishment in the nineteenth century was, in fact, its 

connection with the gimnaziya system. Most of the well- 

known classical scholars of the period were employed at 

universities and schools. This was both a prop to classicism 

and an obstacle to its development. Classical scholars had 

a captive audience, since the pro-classicist Ministerstvo

1. Lebedev, 'Ukazatel' ko vsem uchebnym izdaniyam', lists
a number of Russian manuscripts of classical Greek texts 
held by the Moscow Synodal Library and Synodal Typography, 
some of secular texts; but most are seventeenth century.

2. Ents. slovar', Rossiya, 815
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narodnogo prosveshcheniya was responsible for selecting 

and censoring textbooks through its Uchenyi komitet. On 

the other hand, the inadequacies of the gimnazii and 

universities meant that the audience of literate classicists 

was small: many Russians were unable to read Greek and 

Latin, a great many more had no desire to. There were 

gifted amateurs of the classics in Russia; Chernyaev 

mentions some of the most remarkable of them, including 

Olsuf'ev, a former general in the Hussars, who acted as 

neofitsial'nyi opponent at Malein's defence of his 

dissertation on Martial. But the introduction of 

compulsory classical education on a wide scale decreased, 

rather than increased, the number of such amateurs. By 

the late nineteenth century it was not possible to say 

of Russia, as it was of England, that most members of 

the political elite were 'classics men 1 :

A knowledge of Greek (even if rarely mastery) and a 
familiarity with Greek culture were characteristic 
of a large portion of the political elite as well 
as of the leaders and clergy of the Church of England. 
So long as this educational situation prevailed, 
discussions of Greek history, religion and philosophy 
provided ready vehicles for addressing the governing 
classes of the country and could be expected to find 
in them a potentially receptive and possibly 
responsive audience. Indeed, in 1865 the major 
commentator on Homer as well as major translator of 
the poet, the chief critic and historian of Greek 
literature, the most significant political historians 
of Greece, and the authors of the then most extensive 
commentaries on Greek philosophy either were or had 
recently been members of the House of Commons or 
the House of Lords.

The political elite of late nineteenth-century Russia was

1. Chernyaev, 'Puti proniknoveniya v Rossiyu',part 1, 882

2. Turner, The Greek Heritage in Victorian Britain, 5
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not characterised by enthusiasm for any kind of scholarship. 

The classics were favoured as an expedient method for 

suppressing the rebellious tendencies of the young, not 

as an intellectual discipline. So the government poured 

resources into the expansion of the gimnazii, and into 

the training of teachers for them; but no interest was 

taken in the classics at a higher level, and research was 

not encouraged. A postgraduate system was instituted in 

1863, but a private income was required to live comfortably 

and study. The lowest academic grade, that of privat-dotsent, 

carried a derisory salary, often much less than a tenth 

of a professor's salary. The low status of classical 

scholarship, as opposed to classical education, is shown 

by the fact that scholars of history and philology were 

assigned to the Vtoroe otdelenie of the Imperial Academy

of Sciences, founded in 1841, and had inferior rights to

2 other members of the Academy.

The total number of academics involved in classical 

philology in Russia was small. The eight arts faculties, 

two Istoriko-filologicheskie instituty, the Vtoroe otdelenie 

of the Imperial Academy of Sciences together give a total 

of only eleven institutions where classical literary 

scholarship went on. Even counting a small number of 

enthusiastic gimnaziya teachers, museum workers and 

gentleman scholars, there were probably not more than a

1. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 186 
A professor's salary was 3,000 roubles, plus 
kazennaya kvartira; a privat-dotsent might well 
earn under 300 roubles a year.

2. Ibid., 182
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hundred experts on classical literature active at any one 

time, even before the Revolution.

It would be misguided to be unduly pessimistic about 

the state of classical studies in Russia before the 

Revolution. The small numbers of people involved were 

often extraordinarily energetic, and much of the work 

they produced was valuable. Some Russian scholars, denied 

access to the minutiae of textual criticism, evolved a 

strong theoretical position. Zelinsky's book on the 

structure of Attic comedy (Die Gliederung der altattischen 

KomOdie), a systematic analysis of recurrent structural 

elements, is an outstanding work. Its methodological 

principles to some extent anticipate those of Bakhtin 

(a pupil of Zelinsky's), and of the Russian semiotics 

tradition. Mikhail Rostovtsev, one of the foremost 

classical scholars this century, was a member of the 

Imperial Academy of Sciences before his emigration to the 

United States.

But most of the energy of Russian classical scholars, 

especially experts on literature, was directed towards the 

defence and popularisation of their subject. Classicists 

were conscious of a large indifferent or even hostile
<

audience which they sought to win over, and many of the 

authors chosen for translation and interpretation were

1. On Zelinsky and Bakhtin, see Clark and Holquist,
Mikhail Bakhtin, 30-34. An appreciation of Zelinsky
as a classical scholar is given by Bryullova, 'Professor
FFZ. K ego 25-letnemu yubileyu 1
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suggested by contemporary literary taste. Anacreon and 

Sappho and other Greek lyric poets attracted scholars 

less at the end of the century than at the beginning, 

when they were also literary favourites.

The popularising activities of classical literary 

scholarship in Russia were particularly vigorous in two 

fields. The first was the specialist societies. In 1874 

the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii i pedagogiki was 

founded in St Petersburg. It was also known as the 

Klassicheskoe obshchestvo, but the abbreviated title 

did not indicate its real purpose so clearly. It was 

less a learned society than an institution for 

propagating the classics to the public, and improving 

educational standards in Russian schools. The records 

of the society, published in ZMNP, show that the papers 

were divided in content between educational and literary 

matters; not all assumed that the listeners were scholars. 

In the latter part of 1902, for example, the following 

papers were given: A.N. Bekshtrem '0 Sekstii Nigre 1 , 

A.F. Enman, '0 prirodnom znachenii Dioskurov', F.F. 

Zelinsky, 'O pervonachal'noi rimskoi religii', I.F. Annensky, 

1 Ratsionalizm Evripida 1 ; G.G. Zorgenfrei, 'Real'noe i 

gumanitarnoe obrazovanie', B.V Farmakovsky, '0 ritsunakh 

na drevnikh grecheskikh vazakh, kak istochnik dlya istorii 

iskusstva 1 , B.V. Latyshev, '0 raskopkakh v Khersonese 

Tavricheskom'.

1. 'Obshchestvo klass. fil. i pedagogiki za vtoruyu polovinu 
1902 g. ' , 74-6
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The efforts of the Klassicheskoe obshchestvo were 

only partly successful. It was intended originally that 

sister societies should be founded all over the Russian 

Empire, but these ambitious proposals came to nothing, and 

the only society which survived outside St Petersburg was 

the one in Kiev. According to the records of the 

St Petersburg society, it met only four or five times a 

year after 1904 (though more often before that). The 

membership was small. In 1908, for example, the report 

states that, apart from the committee, there were 'ne menee 

desyati chelovek na kazhdom sobranii', which does not

suggest that its activities were very well known and

2 appreciated. The number of members was less than

the number of members of other learned societies of the 

period: the Moskovskoe arkheologicheskoe obshchestvo had

300 members in 1890, the massive Russkoe geograficheskoe

3 obshchestvo over 900 members in 1895. The Klassicheskoe

obshchestvo had some distinguished members, but it was 

never a populous society.

The second outlet for the popularising activities of 

Russian classical philologists was the specialist journals. 

These included the journals of various academic institutions, 

such as the Uchenye zapiski published by the arts faculties 

of the universities and the Istoriko-filologicheskie

1. Ents. slovar', Rossiya, 815. Malein mentions here that 
there were other classical societies in Moscow, but 
there appear to be no published records of these.

2. 'Obshchestvo klass. fil. i pedagogiki v 1908 godu', 16

3. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 204, 200
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instituty. Space was also given in these to articles on 

Slavonic philology and Russian history. The Voronezh- 

based Filologicheskie zapiski published some articles 

on classical philology, but its speciality was Slavonic 

philology.

From 1870 until 1890, the only journal space given 

over entirely to classical philology was the Klassicheskii 

otdel of the Zhurnal ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniya 

After 1890, there were several attempts to found a 

specialist journal for classical philology, with the 

particular aim of furthering classical education and 

popularising the classics. The first such, Filologicheskoe 

obozrenie, was founded in 1891. It was a large-format, 

ambitious publication, which combined a section of articles 

with a substantial review section. But, like the 

Klassicheskoe obshchestvo, it rapidly ran into difficulties 

The circulation was minute: there were 322 subscribers in 

1893, and 304 in 1899. Since the contributors were not 

paid, they had to be sent free copies of the journal, which 

meant that the list of real subscribers was even shorter. 

When the journal first appeared, one of its reviewers, D. 

Belyaev, had predicted financial disaster:

TaKoro ns^aHHH, caMoe dojibmoe, MOJKGT 
Ha onjiaTy CBOHX H3#ep)KeK no neyaTamiio K
CBOHX COTpyflHHKOB XOTH-6bI HedOJIbfflHM KOJIH^eCTBOM
OTflejibHbix OTTMCKOB Hjm caMbiM GKpOMHbiM roHopapew. Ha 
nepsoe speMH MOJKHO fla)Ke, HasepHoe, pacc^MTbiBaTb Ha 

OK H 2 ojKHflaTb, UTO He noKpoiOTCH flaace pacxoflbi no

'Otchet po izdaniyu FO v 1893 g.'; 'Otchet po izdaniyu 
FO v 1899 g.'

Belyaev, 'Filologicheskoe obozrenie. Tom I 1 , 172
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His fears were not long in being realised. In 1893 the 

journal had a running deficit of over a thousand roubles, 

and things had got worse by 1899. It folded in 1902. 

A second journal, Germes, founded by the Obshchestvo 

klassicheskoi filologii, was small format and less ambitious 

It lasted rather longer: from 1907 until 1919. No figures 

were published for its circulation. Gimnaziya, which 

was published in Revel 1 in the 1890s, was a journal with, 

as its title suggests, more explicitly pedagogical concerns.

The classical periodicals were insignificant in terms 

of the general reading public, but were extremely important 

within the discipline, since they were the only means of 

publishing large numbers of articles on classical literature 

and literary translations. The publication of books on 

classical philology was beset by problems. The general 

state of Russian publishing in the late nineteenth and

early twentieth century was marginal; books were published

2 in very small runs, and bookshops were scarce. The

situation was worse for classicists. Naguevsky bitterly 

described the situation in 1884:

He GMOTpn Ha ycTaHOBHBiiiee y Hac KJiacctmecKoe odpasosaHMe,
flO CHX nop H6T HH OflHOH KHHJKHOH (|)HpMbI B pOfle H6MeqKMX
TeHdnepa HJIH BeMflMaHHa H napMCKHx   ̂ Mflbe H FapHbe,

$njiojiorpmecKHx

1. The circulation of the journal is minute compared not only 
with the giants of the popular press   Niva, running 
at over 78,000 in 1884 (Bibliograf . 1885,11)   but 
also with the literary periodicals; even Vesy had over 
1,000 subscribers in 1909 (Binyon, 112)

2. K.T. 'Etyudy o russkoi chitayushchei publike 1

3. Naguevsky, '0 populyarizatsii svedenii', 67
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This had not much altered by the turn of the century. The 

main market was for translations, and even these tended 

to have small tirazhi and high prices. When the first 

volume of Annensky's Teatr Evripida came out in 1906, the 

print run was small, and it sold badly. A reviewer 

commented acidly that the price was too high: 'Nasha 

publika eshche ne nastol'ko lyubit antichnuyu poeziyu, 

chtoby tratit 1 na nee desyatki rublei'.

The efforts of classical scholars in Russia were never 

sufficient to give the country the classical tradition 

it lacked. The uneasy position of classical scholarship, 

the problems encountered by classical scholars, and their 

struggle to popularise the subject, had very marked effects 

on classicism in literature at the end of the nineteenth 

century.

3. CLASSICISM IN LITERATURE

Classicism in Russian secular literature began to flourish

shortly after the development of classical scholarship.

The first period of Russian classicism began in about 1720

and lasted until about 1760, when it was replaced by the

new literary movement of Sentimentalism. Literary classicism

at this time was coloured by the restrictions and inadequacies

of contemporary classical education and scholarship. Few

of the Russian classicists had been taught Latin, still

1. Varneke, 'Teatr Evripida 1 , 11
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fewer Greek. Their original works and even their 

translations were based on French translations from Greek 

and Latin, or occasionally on Russian prose cribs 

(podstrochniki). The major original translators of the 

period were Lomonosov, Kantemir and Trediakovsky. The 

extensive use of French translations and commentaries had 

marked effects on the literary tastes of the period, as 

Mara Kazoknieks pointed out:

Die starke Bevorzugung der lateinischen Literatur ist 
nicht allein auf die weiter verbreiteten Sprach- 
kenntnisse auf diesem Gebiet zuruckzufuhren, sondern 
war ebenso ein Zeichen der Sympathie gegeniiber 
Frankreich, wie spa'ter nach dem Napoleonischen Krieg 
das stark zunehmende Interesse fiir die Griechen eine 
Folge der Annaherung an Deutschland.

The writers of the first period of Russian classicism 

modelled themselves on French versions of a restricted 

range of authors; or, more indirectly still, on the works 

of French neo-classicists of the seventeenth and eighteenth 

centuries, and the German neo-classicists of the early 

eighteenth century. There was a narrow range of acceptable 

conventions: the five-act neo-classical tragedy (with 

subjects from Old Russian or Biblical history, not classical 

antiguity), the ode, the elegy, the fable.

At the turn of the century, anti-French feeling and 

more thorough classical education led to changes in 

literary classicism. There was an upsurge of interest in 

Greek. The dramas of Ozerov, Gruzintsev and, at a slightly 

later date, Katenin, are based on subjects taken from classical

1. Kazoknieks, Studien zu Rezeption der Antike, 52
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Greek tradition. But by then neo-classical drama was 

no longer part of the literary mainstream. Classical 

influence was strongest in poetry, particularly lyric 

poetry. There were numerous translations of and commentaries 

on Homer, but his influence on literature was not as marked 

as that of the Greek lyric poets, especially Anacreon and

Sappho. Most of the major poets of the period wrote

2'Imitations' in the style of these poets. The Latin

lyricists, above all Horace, were also the subject of 

podrazhaniya . Mythological references also abound in the 

lyric poetry of the period. The neo-classical tradition in 

poetry continued spasmodically later in the century, in 

the early poems of Fet, Mei and Apollon Maikov.

In the second half of the nineteenth century, Russian 

classicism was submerged by the realist tradition; the 

important writers of the period were not interested in lyric 

poetry and tragic drama, the two central genres of the 

Russian neo-classical tradition. Egunov has described how 

this development affected Homer, whose enormous popularity 

in the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries rapidly 

evaporated in the 1860s:

C cepeflHHbi xix eena MomHoe passKTue pyccnoro 
STOW HaqnoHajibHoft $opMbi pyccKoro snuyecKoro acaHpa, Ha 
BpeMH ycTpaHneT Ha#o6HocTb B nepesoflHOM 3noce. 
XpOHOJiornH 3-ro noflTBepxflaeT: nepeBOflbi MS PoMepa 

Hac, B npyrjibix qn^pax, K 1850 rofly,

1. Ozerov, Edip v Afinakh. Tragediya (1805); Poliksena (1809); 
Gruzintsev, Elektra i Orest (1809), Edip-tsar' (1811); 
Katenin, Andromakha (1828). See also Chapter 4 of this 
study.

2. For example, Pushkin's 'Podrazhanie Akteonu 1 , Polnoe 
sobranie sochinenii v 10 tomakh, 3, 62

3. Busch, Horaz in Rufiland, 17-18
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: BHOBL IIOHBJIHIOTCH OHM B 90-e
anoxa pyccKHX pOMaHOB yste MHH9Ba;ia, HHaqe roBopn 

nan 6bi HCKJiioyaeT flpyroe. _L

As those affected by the expansion of classical education 

grew to maturity, there was a revival of interest in neo- 

classicism. There were now writers and readers who were 

familiar with classical literature. But compulsory classical 

education also profoundly altered the character of literary 

classicism.

The late nineteenth century revival of interest in 

classicism was centred on the Symbolist movement. Not all 

the Symbolists were interested in the classics. Classicism

is of little significance in Blok's work, and Bely's

2 attitude to it was positively hostile. It was more

influential in Petersburg than in Moscow, a state of affairs 

which was dictated by historical tradition. The St Petersburg 

Symbolist journal Apollon is overtly classical; Vesy, a 

Moscow publication, is not. The classicist trend lasted 

a fairly short time: it gained in strength and importance 

after 1900, and declined with the onset of Scythian paranoia 

and extreme nationalist feeling around 1910. Classicism 

did not unite Symbolism, but it was one of the most important 

cultural influences on a movement characterised by 

eclecticism and fragmentation.

In the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the 

political position of literary classicism had not been 

controversial. Both reactionaries and radicals had turned

1. Egunov, Corner v russkikh perevodakh, 403

2. Dukor, 'Problemy dramaturgii simvolizma 1 , 140 [on Bely] 
On Blok see Magomedova, 'Blok i antichnost''
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to the classical world and classical texts, each group 

appropriating tradition in its own way. Neo-classical 

tragedies were written both by those who supported 

autocracy (such as Derzhavin), and those who opposed it 

(such as Katenin). Belinsky, Chernyshevsky, and Dobrolyubov 

all knew classical literature well, and all wrote articles 

on it. After 1871, classical education was irrevocably 

linked with political repression; classical texts, and 

any interest in the classical world, likewise came to be 

associated with reactionary views. Literature was polarised: 

it was difficult for radicals or liberals to be amateurs 

of Greek and Latin literature, and a declaration of sympathy 

for the classical world was tantamount to a provocative 

display of unprogressive or at best apolitical feelings:

nocTeneHHoe pasodujeHHe nepe#OBOH o 
c M aHTPmHocTbio M , o6paineHHe K KOTOPOM KaK 6bi

BjineTCH XHBOH JKHSHM, ocodeHHO nocjie 
B cpeflHeM uiKOJie ,,Kjiaccni4H3Ma"   odn 
flpeBHHx HSHKOB KaK cpeflCTBa 6opb6bi c

" H peBOJIIOL^HeH . PeaKqMOHHbie Mepbl npaBHT6 JIbCTBa 
BOflHT K TOMy, qTO HHTepeC K aHTHqHOCTM KOCHeeT, ? 
CTaHOBHTCH flOCTOHHH6M ySKOTO Kpyra

At the same time, the development of classical philology 

as a discipline, and the wealth of new translations and 

commentaries, meant that literary classicism was now much 

broader-based. The stock-in-trade of neo-classical 

literature -- nymphs, fauns and grottos -- was augmented. 

Traditional subjects were either discarded in favour of 

new, esoteric, 'authentic 1 , material, or were presented in 

a new, pseudo-scholarly way.

1. Bilets'ky, 'Russkaya lit. i antichnost ' ' , 62-3

2. Ibid., 63
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These two elements -- academicism and an anti-liberal 

or even reactionary stance -- are central to the Russian 

Symbolists' version of classicism, a fact that has been 

tacitly recognised by a number of critics, but which has 

not been explored in detail. The reactionary aspects 

of Symbolist classicism mean that Soviet scholars have 

rarely examined the subject; where they have studied it, 

they have either attacked the Symbolists' mistaken views, 

or played down the importance of classicism in the movement. 

Western scholars, who on the whole avoid discussing the 

ideology of classical literature itself, have naturally

been uneasy about discussing the political implications

2of neo-classicism.

The academicism of the Symbolists has been discussed 

more often, but has rarely been accurately evaluated. 

Numerous critics have treated their scholarly or pseudo- 

scholarly activities with considerable reverence. Vsevolod 

Setchkarev, for example, warns critics off attempting to 

write on the Symbolists' neo-classical works:

Eine umfassende Arbeit liber das Verhaltnis der 
Symbolisten zur Antike wiirde [....] eine eingehende 
Kenntnis des antiken Schriftums voraussetzen, wie 
sie die Symbolisten selbst besessen haben. [....]

Der Zauber, den die Antike fur den russischen Symbolismus 
vor allem besaiS, bewirkte eine zuweilen erstaunliche 
Sachkenntnis.

1. An example of the former approach is Dukor's essay; of 
the latter, all Fedorov's writings on Annensky.

2. Setchkarev, 'Laodamia in Polen und RuBland', which takes 
issue with Dukor, is typical.

3. Setchkarev, 'Laodamia in Polen und RuBland 1 , 3, 32
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A.A. Galustov, in an article about Bryusov's knowledge 

of ancient history, repeatedly praised the thoroughness 

of the poet's research, and the quality of his 

scholarship:

HacTonujeH pa6oTt>i   oceemeHne
BpiocoBa-ncTOpHKa, oTflaBiiiero MHorne 

HaywHo-HccjieflOBETejibCKoft padoTbi rjiydoKOMy 
flpeBHero MMpa, HeKO-ropbix BonpocoB CpeflH

H HCTOpHH HOBOTO BpeM6HH. [....] Tpyflbl KCTOpHKOB K
apxeojioroB, $HJIOCO$OB H nucaTejieM, riMCbMeHHbie H 
BemecTBeHHbie naMHTHHKH CTapHHbi, MH$u, jiereHflu, 
  Bee nsytiaji OH nbiTJiHBbiM yMOM, OTdnp

ydeflHTejibnoro flonasaTejibCTBa CBOHX

Most of the Symbolists were born after 1870; and most had 

a classical education, unlike earlier generations of writers. 

Blok, Bely, Bal'mont, Annensky, Gumilev, Kuzmin, Minsky, 

Bryusov were all products of the post-Tolstoyan gimnazii. 

This did not in itself ensure a high level of mastery in 

the classical languages; the loathing inspired in many 

Russians by the gimnazii was felt with especial sharpness

by Symbolists like Blok and Bal'mont, who were neurotically

2sensitive. But many of them also had university education

in the classics: Bryusov, Blok, Annensky and Vyacheslav Ivanov, 

for example. (Vyacheslav Ivanov studied for a higher degree 

in Leipzig under Mommsen). Some, such as Merezhkovsky, Ivanov, 

Bryusov and Annensky read widely in the classical languages, 

and produced translations of Greek and Latin texts.

1. Galustov, 'V.Ya. Bryusov i nekotorye voprosy ant. mira 1 , 
246, 249

2. 'Gimnaziyu ya proklinayu vsemi silami,' Bal'mont wrote in 
his autobiogaphy (Stikhotvoreniya, 17). Blok's 
memories of his gimnaziya were no more affectionate 
(Pyman, The Life of Aleksandr Blok, 1, 33)

3. On Symbolist translations, see Chapter 3 of the present 
study.
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Symbolists also wrote essays on classical literature and 

ancient history. The Symbolists' original literary 

works make much use of classical sources, and the myths 

to which and authors to whom they refer are often esoteric. 

There were few Symbolists whose knowledge of classical 

literature was entirely based on translations and on 

secondary sources; an exception was Sologub, whose neo­ 

classical works seem to have been based on works by other

2Symbolists.

It is important, however, not to accept the Symbolists' 

use of esoteric sources, the academicism of their poetry, 

and their acquaintance with the classical-philological 

tradition, as evidence that they were outstanding scholars. 

The devices of classical literary scholarship were used by 

them to legitimise philosophies and ideas which were 

idiosyncratic and eccentric. Galustov's case for 

Bryusov's abilities as a scholar is undermined by the fact 

that his article is largely devoted to an unpublished essay 

by Bryusov on the mythical island of Atlantis. It emerges 

quite clearly from Galustov's account that Bryusov made 

a relatively intensive survey of the evidence for the 

historical existence of Atlantis, but that his description 

of Atlantidean culture was used to support a speculative 

and typically Symbolist theory that all ancient cultures had 

a common origin:

1. Besides his popular articles on the classical world (see, 
for example, Po zvezdam) Ivanov wrote a dissertation on 
the Roman fiscal system; Rozanov wrote several articles 
on the classical world for Mir iskusstva; on Bryusov see 
Galustov.

2. On Sologub's Par mudrykh pchel, see Setchkarev, 'Laodamia 
and Chapter 4 of the present study.
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erMneTCKHx rinpaMHfl OH BM^eji B KynojibHbix
3renw H nupaMM^ax Maiies (LleHTpajibHan 

ace anajiornn OH HaxoflMji M B o6jiacTn pejinrno3HOH
MbICJIH H B 6bITy, M B CHCT6M6 HayK , H B npHGMdX

H T.fl. Bee 9-ro Hasejio BpracoBa Ha Mbicjib o

The journals published by the Symbolists, such as Mir 

iskusstva y Novyi put ' , Vesy and Apollon, often carried not 

only articles contributed by prominent Symbolists on the 

classical world, but also reviews of books by classical

philologists and even of performances of Greek tragedies

2 in translation. The scholarly classical-philological

journals, on the other hand, rarely published articles or 

translations by Symbolists. The Symbolists' translations 

from classical languages were received with almost universal 

hostility, and essays by them on classical literature were 

scarcely noticed in the classical-philological journals. 

The Symbolists' appropriation of scholarly methodology 

and scholarly discoveries was a one-way process; it was 

not accompanied by appropriation of the precepts of 

modernist literary criticism by scholars.

The Symbolists' neo-classicism can be characterised 

in general terms as pseudo-academic and anti-realist. It 

was an attempt to escape to a private world of subjective 

fantasy, but at the same time to give this objective 

coherence by using the apparatus of contemporary classical

1. Galustov, 'V.Ya Bryusov,i neKotorye voprosy ant. mira 1 , 249

2. For example, tne reviews of Zelinsky's Drevnii mir i my 
by Peremilovsky and Smirnov; of Bronzov on Euripides 
by Bartenev; and of performances of classical tragedy 
by Filosofov and Urusov.

3. An exception was the publication of Ivanov's translation 
of Pindar, 'Pervaya pifiiskaya oda 1 , in ZMNP

4. The only Russian scholar who took any interest in modernism 
was Zelinsky, who attended Ivanov's literary salons 
at the bashnya and was acquainted with many of the Symbolists
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scholarship, or at least indicating familiarity with its 

principles. There were, however, many variations in detail 

of this general plan, which will be briefly outlined here.

One main direction in Symbolist classicism was nostalgia 

for Russian classicism of the eighteenth and early nineteenth 

century: the architecture of Petersburg and its environs, 

and the painting of artists like Levitsky, Borikovsky, 

Andrei Ivanov, Orest Kiprensky, Bryullov and Bruni. This 

tendency is evident in the work of members of the Mir 

iskusstva group, such as Benois, Somov and to a lesser 

degree Bakst. It greatly endeared itself to the rich art 

patrons and sponsors of the period, such as Polyakov (publisher 

of Vesy) and Ryabushinsky (publisher of Zolotoe runo). They 

came from families whose fortunes had been made in industry, 

and the idealised aristocratic past portrayed in paintings 

like Benois 1 Versailles series gave them the landed ancestry 

they,craved. The Mir iskusstva group was dominated 

by painters and applied artists, and their journal gave 

more space to illustrations and to articles on art than 

to literature and literary criticism. There was, however, 

also a pronounced 'rococo' strain in Symbolist poetry,

especially in Kuzmin's Aleksandrinskie pesni and his play

2 Kuryanty lyubvi, and in some of Akhmatova's early poems.

The Symbolist litterateurs had little nostalgia for Russian 

neo-classical literature; even in the poetry of the period 

Russian classicism is represented by sculpture, architecture 

and painting.

1. On the rococo as an escape from industrialisation, see 
Gusarova, Mir iskusstva, 24

2. As, for example in 'Alisa' and 'Maskerad v parke 1 from 
'Vecher' (Stikhotvoreniya i poemy 41-2)
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Another, and more important, form of classicism found 

in Symbolist literature was inspired directly by the art 

and literature of classical Greece, rather than by 

eighteenth-century interpretations of them; and in 

particular, by Attic tragedy and the dithyramb, which were 

held to have mystical-religious significance, and to 

originate from the cultic rites of Dionysus. This kind 

of classicism was directly inspired by Nietzsche, above 

all by his early essay Die Geburt der Tragfldie aus dem 

Geiste der Musik. The leading exponent of Nietzschean, 

Dionysiac classicism was Vyacheslav Ivanov, in whom 

allegiance to Dionysus was mingled with mystical Christianity. 

It was, however, a central interest of the entire Symbolist 

movement, and most of the major writers voiced opinions 

on Dionysiac classicism; some, for example Merezhkovsky and 

Voloshin, aligning themselves with Ivanov, others, in 

particular Bely, attacking his position. The Dionysiac 

interpretation of classicism, with its emphasis on transcendent 

states, was associated with another, less exalted, literary 

phenomenon; the use of classical themes to accommodate

and make respectable sensational, even pornographic,

2literary material.

The Nietzschean cult of the Dionysiac was one way 

in which the Symbolists subverted the neo-classical 

tradition. Another was their refusal to recognise

1. In 'Nitsshe i Dionis' (Po zvezdam 1-21) Ivanov
criticises Nietzsche's failure to stress the resemblance 
between Dionysiac cult and Christianity.

2. As, for example, in Kuzmin's story Kryl'ya.
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classical art as the consummation of all human creative 

endeavour. The Symbolists had been made aware, partly 

by their interest in academic classical philology, that 

the Greek and Roman civilisations had not been the first, 

or the only, civilisations in the Ancient World. They 

had themselves been preceded by other cultures with high 

levels of artistic achievement. They felt that these 

cultures had been primitive, but that this primitivism 

was exciting:

xoneT BM#eTb xyflo^HKKa, couiefliuero c 
HafloeBiuero KOHbKa epatement du bourgeois, CHo 
HycTb xy#o)KHHK 6yfleT flepsoK, necjioaceH, rpy6, 
Byflyman xHBonncb SOBBT K jianK^apHOMy CTMJIIO, noTOMy
HOB06 HCKyCCTBO H6 BblHOCHT yTOHyeHHOTO —— OHO 
npeCTHJIOCb MM.

3jieM6HTbI HeflaBHBM KMBOIIMCM —— BOSflyX, COJTHI^e,
9JieMeHTbi 6yfly^eM — tiejioseK H KaMeHb.

onncb cnojiseT B HHSMHEI rpy6ocTH — OT 
Tenepeu'HeM, KyjibTypHOH, OTHMaiomeH CBo6o#Hyio 

BOJIIO HCKaHHM — B Majio HccjieflOBaHHbie
CTKJIH.

Byflyujan KHBonncb HauHeT c HeHaBHCTH K cTapofi, 
BbipacTaTb us ce6a flpyroe noKOJieHne xy^ojKHHKOB, B
K OTKpblBUieMyCH HOBOMy nyTH, KOTOpblH HaM
CTpameH H opraHHwecKH Bpa3Kfle6eH.

M npeflwecTByioiqKft rjias cKOJibSHT no
IlpaKCHTejieBa Fepivieca, HesojibHO ocTaHaBJiHBaeTCH Ha 

pncyHKe: OH TO^HO ^yeT, WTO CBBT npojibeTCH 
jieneT HapojKflaromerocH HOBOTO

HCKyCCTBa.

Bakst, the author of this passage, took considerable interest 

in non-Hellenic and pre-Hellenic cultures in his own work. 

In his painting 'Gibel' Atlantidy', for example, the immense

figure of a stone Minoan goddess is shown rising up in front

2 of the ruins of Atlantis. The philosopher Rozanov was

also interested in the predecessors of the Greeks and Romans.

1. Bakst, 'Puti klassitsizma v iskusstve', 61

2. See reproduction in Gusarova, Mir iskusstya, 48
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in particular the ancient Egyptians.

The Symbolists' eclectic tastes led to a great breadth 

of reference in their writings. Elements from many different 

historical and geographical origins are combined: Russian 

folk art, nineteenth century high culture, Sanskrit and 

Persian literature and art, classical Greek and Latin 

literature and art, Latin American art, St Petersburg 

street songs, modern vaudeville, street theatre and cafe 

literature. These elements are found together not only in 

the movement as a whole, not only in the oeuvre of individual 

authors, but in single works. Symbolist authors deliberately 

attempted to achieve ahistorical, disconcerting and disruptive 

effects in their use of literary material. At the same 

time, their adoption of 'vulgar 1 'primitive' and 'unsuitable' 

material lent weight to their view that even ugliness and 

obscenity could be transformed by art.

The Symbolists accorded an equal status to all types 

of literature, and this led them to take a particular 

interest in mythology. Greek and Roman mythology were 

no longer seen as the province of traditional, 'anthology', 

poetry, a collection of charming and unchanging poetic 

subjects. They were now linked-with mythologies of 

different origin, and regarded as the expression of the 

collective subconscious, of fundamental beliefs about 

nature and psychology. They were a form of literary 

activity which had indirect and elusive links with reality. 

Symbolist writers drew on Greek and Roman myths and legends

1. See Rozanov's articles 'Chto skazal Tezeyu Edip? 1 and 
'Afrodita-Diana'
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for their poetry; they combined them with myths from 

other cultures, and practised mifotvorchestvo, or the 

composition of texts in the manner of myth.

 Classicism' for the Symbolists was no'longer a 

well-defined and undisputed term. It signified an 

attempt to reproduce the literature and mythology of 

the classical world, particularly classical Greece, with 

academic accuracy. But the reproduction of this world was 

surrounded by many layers of cultural reference, and was 

often so idiosyncratic it was quite unlike the original. 

The 'new classicism' of which Bakst wrote had little to 

do with the actual works of art produced in Attic Greece 

or in Rome, and was inspired by the imagined ideals which 

were their source:

rpeKos repon, 6orn, GOTHHM, npocTbie CMepTHbie 
  JIM in b npefljior #JIH BocnesaHUH otfHaxeHHoro Tejra... 
By-flyman jKMBonncb nosepHGT Ty#a ace!
KoHeyHO, napflfl JIM Ha xojicTax H CTenax BHOBB HOHBHTCH 
AnojiJioHbi, AcJjpoflMTbi M HaHbi.
Beflb MMjijia BOcneBaji, yepes npMSMy BHprmiMH, npenpacHbiM 
CMjiyoT (JjpaHLiyscKoro KpecTbHHuna M, B cymHOCTM, 
6biji He TaK flajieK OT nyTM 6y&yu\evi KMBonncn. 
HeT ocHOBaHMH npeflnojiaraTb, UTO MCKjiioyHTejibHO 
3JiJiMHMqecKMe croKeTbi HBHTCH HeodxoflMMOCTbio, 
noTOMy, yTo Mfleaji 6y#ymeM.. KMBOHMCH coBna^yT c

HOBTOB.

Bakst, 'Puti klassitsizma v iskusstve 1 , 61. 
Another important element in Symbolist classicism, 
which could not be discussed in full here, is the 
influence of Platonic philosophy, especially through 
the prism of V. Solov'ev's writings. This influence 
was particularly important in the early poetry of 
Blok. (See Magomedova, 'Blok i antichnost' ' )
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4. ANNENSKY'S CLASSICAL BACKGROUND

There is no shortage of memoirs of all lengths about 

Annensky. The longest is by his son, Valentin Krivich 

(first part published 1925, continuation published 

1983). Sergei Makovsky's two collections of memoirs 

contain useful information, though they are not always 

accurate; there is a substantial article by the 

historian Mitrofanov, and a number of obituaries by 

colleagues, such as Zelinsky and Varneke. Articles 

in encyclopedias published in the early years of this 

century are an invaluable source for the biographer: 

the second edition of the Brokgauz-Efron encyclopedia 

contains a substantial and informative article on 

Annensky by Zelinsky. In 1983 a publication by 

the Soviet scholars Roman Timenchik and Aleksandr 

Lavrov made available numerous interesting recollections 

of Annensky by relatives, friends and colleagues. The 

fullest and most important of these is the second 

part of Krivich's memoir; but there are also sketches

by Tatiana Bogdanovich, Voloshin, Erberg, and Boris

2 Varneke. Lavrov and Timenchik's publication is

edited to an exemplary standard; there are many pages 

of useful biographical notes. A useful summary of 

the most important biographical facts about Annensky to 

emerge from the archival publication can be found in 

Fedorov's recent study.

1. See Novyi ents. slovar': Annensky, Inn. Fed.

2. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v neizdannykh vospominaniyakh'

3. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, chapter 1



57/

Despite the wealth of information, some basic 

facts about Annensky's life remain unclear. Until 

recently, the year of his birth was in question (was 

it 1855 or 1856?). The editors of Knigi otrazhenii 

provided conclusive proof that he was in fact born in 

1855 (KO 670). Family history, however, held otherwise. 

Krivich asserts that the earlier date, given on Annensky's 

official documents, is incorrect. Printed sources 

which pre-date Annensky's death (and could therefore

have been corrected by him) sometimes give his date

2of birth as 1855, sometimes as 1856. Other

important facts still remain unknown or unresolved: 

the biographies of some of his siblings are obscure: 

his elder brother Nikolai, born in 1843, was a well- 

known journalist and political activist, and his life 

is well-documented, as is that of his wife, nee Aleksandra 

Nikitichna Tkacheva, sister of P.N. Tkachev. The dates 

of birth of Annensky's sisters are, however, unknown, 

and details of their lives are scanty. Fedorov states 

that there were four Annensky daughters. Two girls 

were born in 1840 and 1842; he gives no details of their 

biographies, not even their names. No records are 

available anywhere else; it is possible that they died

1. Krivich, ' IA po semeinym vospominaniyam ' , 216

2. The autobiographical memoir published in Vengerov, 
Kritiko-biog. slovar', 6, gives A's date of birth 
as 1856, which suggests that he, at least, believed 
he had been born then.

3. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 5
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in infancy. In the 1850s, two more daughters were 

born; Fedorov does not give their names. But I 

have been able to establish that one was Lyubov' 

Fedorovna, who married the famous French ethnologist 

Joseph Deniker (1852-1918), and lived in Paris from 

1877. The second, Mariya Fedorovna, had the married 

name of Strakhova, and it is possible that her husband 

was the well-known theologian and philosopher Nikolai

Nikolaevich Strakhov (born 1852), who was professor at

2 
the Khar'kov dukhovnaya akademiya.

This section is not concerned with Annensky's 

biography in a general sense, with the (admittedly 

fascinating) issues of his relationship with his wife 

and his female friends. For a general biography, the 

reader is directed to Fedorov's essays on Annensky, and 

above all to his recent book. I intend to concentrate 

on Annensky's education, his teaching, and his activities 

in the field of classicism. I shall not deal with the 

administrative and bureaucratic aspects of his career 

as a headmaster, since an interesting, if tendentious, 

account of his problems with the highest levels of the 

Tsarist educational hierarchy can be found in Fedorov's 

book. But there are difficulties even with the restricted 

task I have set myself. Annensky's sluzhebnaya kar'era 

is fairly well documented in the memoirs of his 

contemporaries, and in the records of institutions with

1. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 6

2. This information is based on the recollections of S.A.
Bogdanovich, in whose personal archive I saw unpublished 
photographs of M.F. Annenskaya-Strakhova and Valentin 
Krivich, his first wife Natasha von Stein and second 
wife Lena, and other members of the Annensky family 
circle.
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which he was associated (such as the yearly reports of

the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii). But a

recital of what his acquaintance Mitrofanov described

as 'posluzhnoi spisok chinovnika, i pritom chinovnika

ne iz samykh vidnykh, ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniya'

would make pretty dull reading. Unfortunately, the

main memoir of Annensky as scholar and teacher (by Varneke)
|/1/»

is bilious and biased ^pd tone; the accusations made

by Varneke that Annensky kowtowed to the authorities are

also ironic in view of the fact that Varneke himself was

2
shot in 1944 for collaborating with the Germans.

The details of Annensky's literary career, which 

are intrinsically more interesting, are also more elusive. 

The first part of his son's memoir covers the 1880s and 

1890s in great detail, but at this stage Annensky's only

literary acquaintances were minor figures like the poet

3 'Vii 1 . The recollections of his writer friends,

such as Sergei Makovsky, Voloshin and Adamovich, are 

sketchy, since most of them knew him only at the end 

of his life. Some of them are also inaccurate; some, 

such as Georgy Ivanov's Peterburgskie zimy, are almost 

certainly invented; almost all are self-consciously 

'literary' in a way depressingly familiar to students of 

the Symbolist period.

It is difficult to give any coherent account of 

Annensky's adult life because of what he himself termed

1. Mitrofanov, ' IA ' , 282

2. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v neizdannykh vospominaniyakh', 
71-6

3. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam', 226. The
second part of Krivich's memoirs is much less detailed 
and is confusingly presented; the recollections of A's 
meetings with the Symbolists are inferior to Makovsky's.
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'sklonnost' razbrasyvat'sya v zadaniyakh', his variety

of different and even disparate interests. Throughout

his life, though, his interest in the classics and

in classical education was a central and to some extent

a unifying force.

By far the most important source of information about 

Annensky's schooldays is his own memoir, 'Moe 

zhizneopisanie', first published by Fedorov in 1984. 

Between the ages of ten and seventeen Annensky followed 

the standard gimnaziya course at a private school (perhaps 

run by his sister-in-law), later at the Vtoraya Progimnaziya 

and at the private Gimnaziya V.I. Berensa. In 1868 

his studies were interrupted for over a year by ill- 

health. At this stage Annensky's classical studies 

were not very distinguished. Russian and geography 

were his favourite subjects; he appears to have had 

no special interest in Latin. Whilst at school he had 

little chance to learn Greek ('K sozhaleniyu, ya 

tol'ko god s nebol'shim zanimalsya grecheskim yazykom, 

obuchenie kotorym ne bylo obyazatel'nym'). Whilst 

studying on his own for the attestat zrelosti, he found

Greek particularly problematic ('glavnoe zatrudnenie dlya

2
menya sostavlyali zanyatiya grecheskim yazykom').

Annensky's cousin, Aleksandra, had a qualification 

as a private tutor (diplom domashnei uchitel'nitsy), 

and his brother Nikolai had two degrees: a degree in law

1. Vengerov, Kritiko-biog. slovar' 6, 342

2. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky. 8-9



617

from Kiev, and the degree of kandidat istoriko-filologicheskikh 

nauk granted to him at the St Petersburg university in 

1873. They were therefore well able to give InnoKenty
A/IA $ HCvK/tfv\

Fedorovich equivalent to or better than that of the
4 

klassicheskaya gimnaziya. In 1874 Annensky failed his

first attempt at the university matriculation examination 

as an external candidate, but in 1875 he passed it, 

and entered the Istoriko-filologicheskii fakul'tet. 

He left the university in 1879 with the degree of 

kandidat (then the normal first degree).

As has been noted earlier in this chapter, the 

fact that Annensky studied on the Istoriko-filologicheskii 

fakul ' tet does not mean that classical philology was the 

sole, or even the main subject of his course. But it 

has been asserted, notably by Fedorov, that Annensky 

was attached to the klassicheskoe otdelenie in the 

latter part of his university career: 'Svoei 

spetsial'nost'yu on izbral klassicheskuyu filologiyu 1 . 

This appears not to have been the case. In his 

autobiographical sketch for Vengerov's dictionary, 

Annensky describes himself as having studied under I.P. 

Minaev, an extremely distinguished scholar of Sanskrit 

and Buddhism. His specialities are given as Sanskrit

and comparative philology; his gold medal essay was on

2 the South Russian dialect. Annensky also studied

1. Fedorov in Lirika, 4; Innokenty Annensky, 12

2. Vengerov, Kritiko-biog. slovar 1 6, 341-2



62/

under the noted professor of Slavonic philology V. 

Lamansky, and his first published article was a contribution 

to Commentationes Philologicae, a Festschrift for 

Lamansky.

At university, Annensky overcame the difficulties 

of his early years, and his academic performance was 

impressive. He completed the course in four years, 

which was unusual at Tsarist universities, where the 

'perpetual student 1 was the norm. His achievements 

were sufficient to qualify him for an academic career; 

however, his material circumstances were not. His 

father, who had been an important civil servant in 

Siberia, suffered setbacks in his career when the

family returned to St Petersburg, and finally disaster

2 
occuned when he had a stroke and was unable to work.

Innokenty Fedorovich acquired his own financial 

responsibilities even before he graduated. In 1877, 

when working as a tutor on an estate in the Smolenskaya 

guberniya, he became attached to his employer, a 

widow fifteen years older than himself, with two sons 

by a previous marriage, Nadezhda ('Dina') Khmara- 

Barshchevskaya. They married on September 23, 1879, 

and eight months later, on June 20, 1880, their only 

son Valentin was born.

1. 'Iz nablyudenii nad yazykom i poeziei russkogo severa 1

2. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 6

3. Ibid., 13-14. The names of Annensky's stepsons were 
Platon and Immanuil.



63/

Annensky's three, rapidly four, dependants left 

him no choice of career; he quickly found employment 

as a teacher of classics at the school run by Ya. Gurevich, a 

distinguished teacher and the editor of Russkaya shkola, 

father of the writer Lyubov' Gurevich. He also taught 

Russian at the private Pavlovsk institute for young 

ladies. His selection of the classics as a main 

subject may well have been a move to ensure promotion: 

directors and inspectors of gimnazii were usually 

teachers of classical languages.

In 1891 Annensky was appointed to the directorship 

of a private gimnaziya in Kiev, the Kollegiya Pavla 

Galagana (KO 671). He was later to be director of 

the Vos ' maya gimnaziya in St. Petersburg (1893-6) and

at the Nikolaevskaya gimnaziya in Tsarskoe Selo

2 (1896-1906). In 1906, however, he was transferred

from his post by the authorities because he had written 

in defence of some of his pupils who had taken part in 

the riots of 1905. He then occupied the post of 

inspector of the St Petersburg uchebnyi okrug, which he 

resigned shortly before his death. One of the main 

duties of his post was to act as chief examiner in 

the attestat zrelosti. An interesting insight into 

Annensky's standing as a classical scholar is given

1. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 153

2. The Tsarskoe Selo gimnaziya is not to be confused
with the famous litsei at which Pushkin was educated, 
whichhad moved to Petersburg in the 1840s, and with 
which A. was quite unconnected, pace Hayward and 
Clarence Brown.

3. Novyi ents. slovar', Annensky, Inn. Fed.
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by Varneke's allegation that he was rejected for the 

post of head of the Istoriko-filologicheskii institut 

in St Petersburg in 1906.

From 1898 Annensky also worked for the Ministerstvo 

narodnogp prosveshcheniya as a member of its Uchenyi 

komitet, or Advisory Committee, which discussed teaching 

methods and materials used in Russian schools. Members

were also required to review school books ex officio in

2the Ministry's Journal.

It appears that Annensky's character as an 

administrator did not suit the oppressively bureaucratic 

character of the Russian gimnaziya. His colleagues, such 

as Mitrofanov, have left recollections of his time 

as a director in which respect and affection are tempered 

with irritation:

^o CHX nop H BcnoMKHaro 06 STKX roi^ax, KaK o
BpeM6HM B M06M JKH3HK. B KptfTMKe Ha nOpflflKM ,

fleHHbie B ruMHasHK, KOHeyHO, He 6bijio He#ocTaTKa, 
3TO Bcer^a 6bisaeT npM BCHKOM HBJieHHK, BbixoflHiijeM 

MS odbmHoM HOpMbi; M, npaB^a, cjieflMTb sa peMOHTOM
KoK npayeiiiHOM, pas6npaTbCH B copTax 

, noflaBaBiiieHCH K naHcuoHCKOMy CTOJiy, 
B Kapqep yueHHKOB sa npestfleBpeweHHoe 

KypeHne MMH nan^poc M.$. 6biJi He MacTep, fla H He 
OXOTHHK npn Been CBOBH flo6pocoBecTHOCTM K cjiyjK6e.

As Annensky's career progressed, he became increasingly 

disillusioned, and began to believe that the only 

value of his job was that it offered him a means of 

propagating interest in classical literature. In the

1. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA po neizdannym vospominaniyam', 
76

2. Ents. slovar', Ministerstvo nar. prosveshcheniya.

3. Mitrofanov, 'IA', 283
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first of his 'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma', published in 1892, 

he had been contemptuous and dismissive of contemporary 

attacks on classical education:

PaSBHTOH yM K TOHKHM BKyC H6 KOTMpyiOTCH Ha pbiHKG ,
r#e LjapHT GTOT npoMbiuuieHHHK, 6or c HUM! [.... J 
HopMajibHoe odiqee odpasoBaHMe npecjre^yeT 
Ljejib — pasBMTue yMa, T-e. jiortmecKoro
H

Seven years later, a letter to his friend Anna 

Borodina shows a new defensive and desperate attitude

Bbi cnpocnTe weHn: «3ayeM Bbi He yfifleTe?" 0,
H flyMajI 06 3TOM... CKOJibKO H 06 9TOM Me^

6bITb, 3TO 6bIJIO 6bl H H6 TaK TpyflHO... Ho
, KaK Bbi flyMaeTe cepbeano? ^MeeT JIM 

HpascTBeHHoe npaso yde^fleHHbiM samHTHHK KJi 
6pocnTb ero SHaMH B TaKOM MOMCHT, Kor^a OH co 
Bcex CTOPOH oKpy&eHo sjibiMbi HenpHHTejiHMH?
He 6yfl6T CTblflHO? ( KO 448)

Annensky's time as an inspector, which he hated, was 

relieved by his activities as a lecturer on the Raev

courses of higher education for women, where he

2specialised in classical literature.

His commitment to teaching was backed up by considerable 

pedagogical talent. His methods were very different 

from the mechanical rehearsal of grammatical formulae 

which constituted 'classical education 1 in official 

terms even after 1890. He was one of the first 

classicists in Russia to introduce stagings of drama 

at the gimnazii. In 1893, the Vos'maya gimnaziya in 

St Petersburg staged a performance of Euripides' 

Rhesus in his translation and directed by him. As

1. 'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma. Pis'mo vtoroe', 46-7

2. Mitrofanov, 'IA', 282
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Krivich points out, this staging awakened more love 

of classical literature in the pupils than many hours

of parsing Greek sentences. Annensky himself
2 felt it had been a great success.

Annensky's teaching abilities were recognised and 

praised by many of his colleagues. Zelinsky has left 

a description of his eccentric and dramatic lecturing 

style:

COCTEBMB sapanee TmaTejibHbiM njian ceoero Kypca K, B 
yacTHOCTH, npeflCTOHmnx jieKquH, OH, oflHaKo, 
nucaHHoro c codoH na Ka$eflpy He 6paji. [....] 

M MeflJinTejibHOH peyn" CKasajicH H 
naMHTHbi 6bijm TG MoweHTbi, 

TOJibKO yTO jieKTOp BHesanHO
HacTynajia naysa, HHor^a flOBOJibHo fljinHHan. 3TO 
sHaqmio, TJTO JieKTop Ha6peji Ha Mbicjib, KOTOPOH OH 
ocodeHHo flopoacHji. Ee OH He xoTeji BbipasMTb

BCTpeiiHbiMK cjiOBaMH: OH Ha^yMbiBaji o6opoTbi,
TepMHHu, CTapajicn HaMTM Tpe6yeMyro

Annensky's talent for impressing his listeners appears 

also to have been used in his duties as school 

inspector. Mitrofanov's statement that the schools 

under Annensky's authority positively delighted in 

his visits may be taken with a pinch of salt. But 

a first-hand account of a meeting with him as examiner 

illustrates that he made a lasting impression on one

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam', 253. Rhesus 
was staged again in 1910 by the Pervaya gimnaziya 
in St Petersburg (see Germes 1910~^ 5~^ 151-2)

2. 'Res na gimnazicheskoi tsene 1 , 369

3. Zelinsky, 'IFA kak filolog-klassik', 3; see also 
Mitrofanov, 'IA', 283

4. Mitrofanov, 'IA', 283
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gimnazist. The artist Yury Annenkov relates in his 

memoirs how a disaster in the oral examination in the 

subject of 'theoretical arithmetic' nearly deprived 

him of the chance of going to university. The following 

day, he was examined by Annensky in Latin translation, 

and asked to translate a section of Ovid's Metamorphoses

He ocosHaB TOTO, TITO H flejiaio, H rjinflH Ha AHHencKoro,
BKe KOToporo MGHH ypesBbmaMHO BOJiHOBajio, 

KaK H m-mi ero noasHio, H aanpuji KHwry n CTaJi 
no naMHTH MOM nepesofl, oT^eTJiHBO cKaHflnpyn 
Tp. Kor^a H npo^HTaji nocjieflHHe CTPOKK [ . . . . J 

9K3aM6HaTop nocMOTpeji Ha nonem^TejiH yyedHoro OKpyra.
AHH6HCKMM, yjIbldHyBIIIMCb BHepBbie 3a flHK 3K3aM6HOB,
npon3Hec, nocMOTpes Ha MGHH:

nIlepeBOfl, MOJioflOM yejiOBen, cTpa^aeT HeToyHOC
y OBHflMH, KaK Bbl SHaeTG , pH(j)M HGT..." [....]

Ha flpyroH ^eHb flnpeKTOp BbiSBaji MBHH B CBOM

K y^edHoro OKpyra," cKasaji OH, 
,,nepeflejiaji Byepa eauiy apn{{)MeTnqecKyK) eflHHKi^y Ha

C MMHyCOM, 3aHBHB , \iTO MaTGMaTMKa BaM, 
, B 3CK3HH H6 npHTOflKTCH. ATTGCTaT

o6ecnetieH."
yHMBepcnTeTa, o KOTOPOM H TaK Me^Taji 
nepe^o MHOM. Ho H He floraflajicn fla^e 

AHHeHCKOMy djiaroflapCTBeHHoe nucbMo. Ha 
GJie#yioinHM rofl AHH6HCKMM yMep.

Annensky's talents as a teacher are illustrated by 

the fate of his schools when he left. Zorgenfrei's study

reveals that by 1907 there were no pupils in either the

2 Vos'maya or the Tsarskosel'skaya gimnaziya learning Greek.

The interest in classical languages Annensky had personally 

inspired did not survive his absence.

Annensky's position as director of a school rather 

excluded him from mainstream academic life, which was

1. Annenkov, Dnevnik moikh vstrech 1, 61-2. This account 
has gone unremarked by previous biographers. There is 
a minor inaccuracy: Annensky was inspektor, not 
popechitel ' , of the uchebnyi okrug"!

2. Zorgenfrei, 'Neobyazatel'nyi grecheskn yazyk', part 1, 
84
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increasingly concentrated round the universities and 

specialist institutions. The heavy burden of teaching 

and administrative duties allowed him comparatively 

little time for academic research. The zagranichnye 

komandirovki available to him were even fewer than 

those available to academics. In 1890 he made a 

trip to Italy in the company of Professor Shmurlo, a 

historian. The diaries he kept at the time of the trip 

suggest that he was more impressed by and interested 

in the artefacts of medieval and Renaissance Italy than 

in the remains of classical Rome. Annensky was

never able to visit Greece, and his only other trips

2abroad were to France.

Annensky's contacts with the academic world were 

mostly made through the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi 

filologii i pedagogiki. He was a member of its organising 

committee from 1900, and presented a number of papers 

at meetings; he was also regularly involved in the 

discussions which followed the meetings. He does not 

seem, however, to have had informal social contacts with 

the classical philologists at St Petersburg university 

or elsewhere. The selection of his letters so far 

published does not include any addressed to distinguished 

classicists, and his son's memoirs do not suggest that 

any well-known classical philologists visited the 

house regularly. His closest friendships were with

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam , 232-245

2. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v neizdannykh vosp. ' , 
106-8

3. Krivich, 225-231; see also Varneke in Lavrov and 
Timenchik
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female relatives or the wives of colleagues, such as 

Ol'ga Khmara-Barshchevskaya, the wife of his stepson; 

her sister Nina Begicheva; Ekaterina Mukhina, the wife 

of a teacher at the Tsarskoe Selo gimnaziya; Tatiana 

Bogdanovich, who was brought up in his brother's household. 

His letters to these friends are remarkably frank, often 

to the point of self-pity, and his character here is 

very different from that which comes over in the 

respectful, but distant, portraits of him by Varneke 

and Zelinsky.

Annensky's relations with the academic establishment 

were not close; his relations with the literary 

establishment were yet more remote. His brother Nikolai 

was editor of Russkoe bogatstvo, which published literature 

as well as political articles; but the brothers were 

not close in later life. Innokenty Fedorovich rarely 

published in the tolstye zhurnaly of the liberal press, 

had no editorial interest in them, and apparently little 

enthusiasm for what they published. Mitrofanov suggests 

that his attitude was even tinged with hostility:

06a 6paTa, coxpaHHBiiine, snpcmeM, #o KOhma KHSHH 
jiymiine OTHOiueHHH, dujiH jiioflbMM coBepuieHHO pasji 
flyxoBHoro CKJiafla: M.$. flepmajicn Bcerfla B#ajieKe OT
TOM napTHH, BHflHbIM JIUflGpOM KOTOpOM 6bIJI H.$., K
He 6es HeKOTOporo npeHedpexeHUH OTHOCHJICH soo6me
K

Annensky was naturally far more attracted by the literature 

of the Symbolists and Decadents; he knew French Symbolist 

poetry well and had direct contact with some of the

1. Mitrofanov, 'IA', 281
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poets and writers of Paris. He was also receptive 

to the Symbolist movement in Russia from its inauguration; 

but his personal acquaintance with the Russian Symbolists 

came late. In March 1909 Nikolai Gumilev, who had been 

a pupil of Annensky's at the Tsarskoe Selo gimnaziya, 

introduced him to Sergei Makovsky, Maksimilian Voloshin, 

and Vyacheslav Ivanov. Annensky was invited to 

collaborate on the new Symbolist journal Apollon, in 

which he took a great deal of interest until his death 

(KO 662).

But even at this stage relations were distant. 

Some of the reasons for this were personal. Annensky 

was much older than most of the Symbolists: he was 

ten years older even than Vyacheslav Ivanov, the doyen 

of the group. The sedate domestic arrangements described 

by his son are in bizarre and comic contrast to the 

home lives of Bely, Bryusov, Ivanov or Kuzmin. A snug 

and provincially respectable household was regulated by 

elderly and stereotypically devoted servants, and 

evening parties were held in which each new guest was

greeted with the words: 'Chto novogo v mire nauk i

2iskusstv?'. A vivid account of the impression

made by Annensky's establishment on an outsider has been 

given by Kornei Chukovsky, an acquaintance:

1. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v neizdannykh vospominaniyakh' 
106-8

2. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam', 229. On 
A's equally fearful literary 'evenings' after 1900, 
see Varneke in Lavrov and Timenchik, 75
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Booduje OH flepmajiCH oueHb He npocTo: CJIOBHO 
HaKpaxMajieHHbin. Can flupeKTOpa ruMHasKH HajioatKjia Ha 
Hero CBOK) neyaTb. CTpanno dbijio flyMaTb, UTO OH — 
eflHHHoyTpotfHbiM 6paT HtfKOJian AHHeHCKoro, HeyroMOHHOro 
ocTpnKa, y KOTOporo fly ma dbijia flaace yepecyyp 
HapacnaiiiKy. [....] HnKaKoro c6jin)KeHMH He nponsomjio, 
fla H He GMeji Me^TaTb o ctfjiHxeHMM: podeji nepefl HUM no 
dea'BHSbmKH. OcodeHHoe BneyaTJieHne npoHseeji Ha
M6HH erO MOHyMeHTaJIbHblH Ka6HH6T, Tfle 6bIJIO MHOJK6CTBO

H flpesHerpe^ecKHx KHMP.

Annensky's advanced sense of his own dignity must have 

presented problems to some of his literary acquaintances, 

who were inclined to treat him as a nonentity. Makovsky, 

for example, describes him as 'malo komu izvestnyi

perevodchik Evripida i direktor gimnazii v Tsarskom

2 Sele 1 , a description which underrates Annensky's standing.

This attitude has deceived some modern commentators, such 

as McDuff:

Annensky's life was obscure and tormented. [.... J 
He was very much part of the bourgeois establishment 
of his time. He seems to have felt acutely the 
contradiction between his 'respectable' position 
as a headmaster and academic on the one hand, and 
his poetic vision which almost by coincidence became 
associated with the 'scandals' of Russian symbolism 
on the other.

In reality, the most bitter contradiction lay between 

the 'decadent' excesses of the Symbolist movement on 

the one hand, and Annensky's well-regulated respectability 

on the other. His son reveals that he was loath to 

admit male guests to his house in unstarched shirts:

1. Chukovsky, 'Ya chuvstvoval takuyu gor'kuyu vinu 1 , 304-5

2. Makovsky, 'IA -- kritik 1 , 126. As a metropolitan
headmaster of the fourth chin, A. was something of a 
znachitel'noe litso, not the Akaky Akakevich of Makovsky's 
portrait.

3. McDuff, 'IA -- poet and critic 1 , 200-1
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Boodme TepneTb He MOP HKKaKHx MHTKKX pydauien 
H He npusHaeaji HMKaKoro o6jierweHKH B KocTiOMe, 
3TO nojiy-myTH npacnymeHCTBOM 11 . [....] OH HCKPGHHO 

, ecjiK KTO-HK6yflb us GJIHSKKX Haflesaji
HasbiBaewoe ,,pyccKoe njiaTbe".

There is no doubt that Annensky found the petty bureaucracy

of his career annoying; but he was intolerant of the Symbolists'

conduct, and regarded their activities with contempt:

HOJIHTMKOB BCe JK6 H6JIb3H H6 yBa&aTb. 3TO JIKJflK MbICJIH ,
OTBJieyeHHocTH. OHM desMepno Bbirne MepexKOBCKMX 

no oflHowy Towy, UTO y Tex, y MepeatKOBCKHx, MMSHHO
OTBJieyeHHOCTK-TO K H6T, yTO y HHX TOJIbKO HHCTHHKTbl
fla caMOBJirodjieHHocTb npoKJiHTan, ^TO y HMX He
a sojioToe KOJibLjo Ha rajiCTyKe. C 3CfleKOM MOJKHO
rpwsTbCH, fla^Ke Hejibsn Ha rpbisTbcn, HHaye OH
nepepseT — HO B BjioKe Beflb MOJKHO TOJibKO
McKaTb Bora — $oHTaHKa 83. CpusaTb an
Ha Bore... Ha cosecTK. McnaTb Bora no nHTHMqaM. . .
KaKOH L;MHK3M! ( KO 485)

In the Apollon editorial office, Annensky ' s inflexibility 

led to conflict. The poet Volynsky, who had originally 

been a member of the editorial board, left after a 

violent disagreement with Annensky ( KO 631). Annensky 's 

long essay on the Symbolists, 'O sovremennom lirizme 1 , 

which was abrasively phrased, caused great offence to 

a number of its subjects, above all Sologub. ( KO 631) 

His views on poetry only became influential after his 

death, when the Acmeists used him as a figurehead for 

their programmatic articles on poetry.

Annensky 's whole literary career was characterised 

by an attempt to reconcile his academic and poetic 

interests, an attempt which was never wholly successful. 

As Varneke put it, ' Nigde on ne slivalsya s ostal'nym 

fondom, ne daval chuvstvovat ' , chto eto ego nastoyashchaya ,

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam', 230
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rodnaya emu sreda 1 . He was not fully accepted

by the literary establishment, and had difficulties

in publishing his writings. The academic establishment,

for its part, mistrusted his literary aspirations.

Varneke spoke for most of his contemporaries when he

wrote:

KoMy ne HpaBHTCH HH ,,TMXHe necHH 11 , HM o6e KHKTK
OTpaJKGHHH, TOT JieTKO CMOJK6T SECTaBMTb KX Ha 
CB06M 6M6JIMOT6KM TOMOM TeaTpa EBpHHMfla M KKHOM
OTTMCKOB XOTH 6bi  HeflarorMtiecKMX nuceM". 
pa6oTbi nocTOHT sa ce6n

1. Varneke, 'IFA -- nekrolog', 47

2. Ibid., 45
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APPENDIX A

Figures for those attending the boys' gimnazii,
compared with other schools (excluding Poland and Finland)

Year Gimnazii
Schools Pupils

Real schools 
Schools Pupils

1855
1865
1875
1881
1891
1894
1898
1900
1902
1904
1906
1908
1910
1912
1914

Source :
235

7.7
96

157
213
207
207
208
212
216
223
230
283
322
391
453

Hans ,

17,
26,
40,
60.
52,
54,
66,
71,
80,
89,
91,

106,
114,
128,
152,

History

817
789
443
800
969
590
819
584
487
966
000
000
000
000
110

of

_

 

41
87

102
102
110
111
121
141
150
176
230
270
291

Russian

_

 
7,

19 ,22',

22,
32,
37,
42,
46,
50,
59,
66,
75,
80,

475
482
084
672
842
924
296
835
000
000
000
000
800

Educational Policy

Population of the Russian Empire, (without Finland) 
and figures for those attending all schools

1855-1914

Year Population Number attending all 
schools

1855
1865
1875
1880
1885
1890
1895
1900
1905
1910
1914

Source :
242

71,
75,
90,
97,

108,
117,
123,
132,
143,
160,
175,

Hans , Hi

108,
125,
218,
705,
787,
787,
920,
960,
980,
748,
140,

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

story of

1
1
1
2
2
4
5
7
9

Russ

400
800
,200
,600
,900
,500
,800
,500
,600
,200
,500

ian

i
i
i
t
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000
000

Educational Policy
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Number of students at universities in the Russian 
Empire (not including Finland), 1850-1914

1850 3,018
1855 3,659
I860 5,443
1875 5,569
1880 8,193
1885 12,939
1890 12,495
1894 13,944
1900 17,606
1902 17,808
1906 24,454
1914 35,695

Sources: Besancon, 73; Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya
v Rossii vo vtoroi polovine 19 veka, 56; Entsiklopedicheskii
slovar ' . Universitety. 799; Leipkina-Svirskaya,
Russkaya intelligentsiya v 1900-1917 godakh, 23-24

Percentage by faculties, 1880-1899

1880 1885 1894 1899
Yurid. 22,3% 30.2$ 36.9% 43.1%
Med. 46% 38% 37% 28.1%
Fiz.-mat. 20% 21.2% 20.3% 22.9%
Istor.-fil. 11.3% 9.8% 5.2% 3.9%
Vost.yaz. 0.4% 0,8% 0.6% 1.1%

Source: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', Universitety, 799
The percentages by faculties before ;1880 and after 1899 were
not available to me.
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APPENDIX B
Timetables of classical languages at gimnazii, 1864-1914

1. 1864

Classes

Latin 
Greek

Teaching 
week total

2. 1871

Classes

Latin
Greek

Teaching 
week total

3. 1890

Classes

Latin
Greek

Teaching 
week total

I II III

5 64 64 
34

30 314 334

I II III

875
6

23 27 31

I II III

665
4

23 28 29

IV

64 
34

334

IV

5
6

30

IV

5
5

29

V VI VII

64 64 64

334 334 334

V VI VII VIII

666 6
666 7

29 29 28 29

V VI VII VIII

555 5
666 7

29 29 29 29

4. 1902

Gimnazii with Latin only (paragraph IV of Vysochaishee povelenie,
20.6.1902 )

Classes II III IV V VI VII VIII

Latin 
Greek

Teaching 
week total

26 28 28 27 27 28 29 29

Gimnazii with Greek also (paragraph III of Vysochaishee povelenie,
20 .6 .1902 )

Classes II III IV V VI VII VIII

Latin 
Greek

5 4 
4

5 
6

5 
6

4 
5

5 
5

Teaching 
week total

26 28 28 27 29 29 29 29
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5. 1914

Classes I II III IV V VI VII VIII

Theology 2
Russian 6
History 2
Geography 3
Science 4
Physics
Maths 4
Cosmography
Foreign lang -
Graphic arts 3
P.E. 3

1 Special '
' Additional ' -

'Additional 1 subj
gimnazii .

Sources

1 . Entsiklopedi
Rozhdestvens

2 . Bol ' shaya en
Istoricheski

2
6
2
3
4
—
4
-
-
3
3

_
-

ects

ches
Ky,

tsik
i ob

2
4
3
2
4
—
5
—
-
3
2

5
-

included

kii slovar
Istoriches

lopediya ,
zor, 527

2
4
3
2
4
_.
5
—
—
3
2

5
-

Lat

i
kn

2
4
3
—
3
2
4
—
4
—
2

_

6

in in

Gimnaz
obzor

Gimnazii ,

2
4
3
—
3
3
3
—
4
—
2

_

6

the klas

iya, 702
, 438

2
4
4
—
2
3
3
—
4
—
2

_

6

s

• 
/

712; Roz

2
3
4
2
2
2
2
1
4
-
2

_
6

icheskie

hdestvensky ,

3. Entsiklopedlcheskil slovar', Gimnaziya, 703

4. Novyi ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 532

5. Ibid., 533; Pedagogicheskaya entsiklopediya, Gimnaziya, 
569
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APPENDIX C

Timetable of classical languages at Prussian Gymnasien, 1882

Classes

Latin
Greek

Teaching
week total

VI

9
—

28

V

9
—

30

IV

9
—

30

Ilia

9
7

30

Illb

9
7

30

Ha

8
7

30

lib

8
7

30

la

8
6

30

Ib

8
6

30

Source: Entsiklopedlcheskli slovar', Gimnaziya, 697
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Timetable of zhenskie gimnazii in the Russian empire 
administered by the MNP

Classes II III IV

Voluntary course (a)
German
French
Drawing
Pedagogy

5
5
2
-

5
5
2
—

4
4
2

3
3
2

4
4
2

VI

3
3
2

VII

Theology
Russian
Maths
Geography
History
Science
Calligraphy
Handicrafts

2
4
3
2
-
-
2
—

2
4
3
2
-
—
2
—

2
3
3
2
2
—
1
2

2
3
3
2
2
2
1
2

2
3
3
-
3
2
-
2

2
3
4
—
3
3
-
2

2
3
4
2
2
3
—
1

2
2
2
2

or (b)
Foreign
Latin
Greek

lang 5
6
—

5
6
-

4
6
5

3
5
5

4
5
6

3
5
5

2
5
6

Hours pw 24 
with classics

24 30 30 30 30 30

The private
of the MNP; _
not have classical

gimnazii were organised according to the rules 
the Gimnazii vedomstva Imperatritsy Marii did

languages on the curriculum.

Source: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar'. Gimnaziya. 707

Numbers of pupils at zhenskie gimnazii and progimnazii in
the Russian empire (not Poland and Finland) 1855-1914

Year
1855
1865
1875
1881
1891
1894
1898
1900
1902
1904
1906
1908
1910
1912
1914

Source :
235

Schools
61

120
192
259
303
306
336
368
415
499
583
657
759
899
978

Nicholas Hans, History of

Pupils
2
9

30
46
55
55
88

107
128
157
184
215
248
290
323

Russi

,033
,129
,417
,791
,527
,866
,753
,769
,186
,444
,186
,000
,000
,000
,577

an Educational Policy.



Le Paradis n'etait pas grand; parfaite, 
chaque forme ne s'y epanouissait qu'une 
fois; un jardin les contenait toutes.
-- S'il etait, ou s'il n'etait pas, que 
nous importe? mais il etait tel, s'il 
etait. Tout s'y cristallisait en une 
floraison necessaire, et tout etait 
parfaitement ainsi que cela devait etre
-- Toute demeurrait immobile, car rien 
ne souhaitait d'etre mieux. 
Andre Gide

CHAPTER TWO

'Mir okamenelyi, kristalizovavshiisya' 
Classicism in the literary essays
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Annensky produced literary essays and reviews throughout 

his career. They are by far the most significant branch 

of his literary output in terms of time spent on them and 

the number of words written. His first published work 

was a review of A. Ma^ecki's comparative and historical 

study of Polish grammar, which came out in 1881, when 

Annensky was twenty-five, and had just left university. 

On the day of his death, November 30 1909, he was due

to read an unpublished essay on Euripides to a meeting of

2 the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii in St Petersburg.

Annensky wrote with untiring energy: over the twenty- 

eight years he published regularly, and produced in total 

around fifty essays and two hundred reviews, some of which 

remained unpublished until after his death. None was less 

than five hundred words in length, and although some 

were merely brief summaries of the contents of particular 

books, the majority were serious review articles of 

considerable length. Annensky's literary energy and 

prolificity were not unusual by late nineteenth-century 

Russian academic standards; for example, his colleague 

Zelinsky produced considerably more; but Annensky's 

publication list is impressive for a working schoolmaster 

with a heavy teaching load.

The pattern of his literary essays and reviews differs

1. 'Majecki, Antoni d-r, Grammatyka ' 'f described by A
as his first publication in 'Avtobiografiya' (KO 495)

2. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa u Evripida...', part 1 , 359, note
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sharply from that of his poetry, drama and prose-poems, 

which were almost all written between 1900 and 1909, in 

far smaller quantity: four neo-classical plays, twenty- 

six prose poems, and about three hundred lyrics, many of 

which were less than twenty lines long.

This mass of material is daunting, and study is further 

complicated by the fact that the essays and reviews were 

published in a wide variety of journals, some specialist 

and some non-specialist, many with small circulations. 

After 1898, when Annensky was appointed to the Uchenyi 

komitet of the Ministerstvo narodnogo prosveshcheniya, 

one of his official duties was to review school text 

books and chrestomathies for the Ministry's journal. After 

1906, when he was dismissed from his post as Director 

of the Gimnaziya, the volume of his reviews increased sharply. 

In this journal alone he published about sixty reviews, 

and several essays. He also wrote on a regular basis for 

a number of other periodicals, including educational 

journals (Russkaya shkola and Vospitanie i obuchenie), 

classical-philological (Filologicheskoe obozrenie and Germes), 

and general literary (Pereval, Mir Bozhii and Apollon). 

In the 1880s he contributed regularly to Bibliograf, a 

digest with general and current bibliographical items and 

brief reviews. He was an editorial collaborator on many 

of these journals. Occasional reviews by him appeared in 

Rech' and Golos severa. These essays and reviews were not 

published in collected form during Annensky's lifetime.

1. This number does not include Annensky's early unpublished 
poems, which are generally not held worthy of serious 
critical study (see Chapter 6, page 300)



82/

In 1906 a collection of essays, Kniga otrazhenii, appeared, 

and it was followed by another, Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii, 

in 1909; but these essays had not been published elsewhere 

and were specially written, except for one in the second 

volume, 'Geine prikovannyi'.

The problems created by the scattered publication of 

Annensky's essays during his lifetime have not been resolved 

since his death. The two collections of essays were 

republished in 1969, in a facsimile edition titled Knigi 

otrazhenii. But not until 1979 was there any extensive 

reissue of other essay material. In that year an excellent 

Soviet edition (also, confusingly, entitled Knigi otrazhenii) 

of Annensky's literary criticism appeared. Both collections 

of essays were republished in this volume; it also made 

available much useful and previously inaccessible material; 

some of Annensky's prose poems, numerous letters, and 

sketches for essays. Besides the Knigi otrazhenii, the 

volume contains fifteen essays. Unfortunately, even 

this is very far from being a complete collection of 

Annensky's literary criticism: at least twenty essays and 

all his reviews are omitted.

There is no complete bibliography of Annensky's essays 

and reviews. Felix Ingold describes the bibliography of 

about 400 items in his book of 1970 as 'das erste 

vollstandige Verzeichnis samtlicher Schriften von und 

tlber Innokentij Annenskij'. But this claim is not true 

of this bibliography, nor of the revised version of it 

which came out in 1975 in Russian Literature Triquarterly.

1. Publication details as in Notes by Podol'skaya et al. 
to Kniga otrazhenii and Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii 
(KO 579-606)
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The journal publication is by far the fullest bibliography 

of Annensky available, but it omits most of the reviews 

published in ZMNP, and some of the essays.

The compositional and publication history of Annensky's 

essays on classical literature is particularly complex. 

They were never published in a collection. They appeared 

in several periodicals, among them Filologicheskoe obozrenie, 

ZMNP, and Germes. Even the essays on Euripides never 

appeared together; their fate, like that of the Euripides

translations, was imbrangled. Essays on all nineteen

2 
plays were planned, and also essays on the fragments.

The essays on the fragments were never written, and it 

seems likely that Annensky did not write essays on Hecuba, 

Andromache and Heraclidae. Of the remaining fifteen 

essays, one (on Phoenissae), is a brief introduction rather 

than an essay, and one covers two plays (Orestes and 

Electra).

Like Annensky's translations, the essays on Euripides 

were published in periodicals and in separate editions 

before 1906, normally with the plays they concerned (the 

only exception was 'Ion i Apollonid 1 , which came out 

separately in 1902). Six essays appeared in the first 

volume of Teatr Evripida; one, 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , was

1. On the composition and publication of the translations, 
see Chapter 3, 135-6

2. See Annensky's Introduction, TE 1906, vi

3. The entry on Annensky in Vengerov, Kritiko-biog. slovar' 
6, 343 describes the latter two essays as 'ugotovleny 
k pechati'; but, if they ever existed, they had disappeared 
when Zelinsky put together his edition
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published here for the first time. One essay, on 

Iphigenia in Tauris, was published separately in 1910.

When Zelinsky took over the edition of Teatr Evripida 

his treatment of the essays was less cavalier than his 

treatment of the translations. He rejected the three studies oi

the Bacchae altogether, but his alterations to the essays

2 he published were not very significant. When he

emigrated to Poland, two of the fifteen essays Annensky 

had completed remained unpublished. 'Tragediya Ippolita 

i Fedry ' is the only essay on Euripides which has been 

republished since Zelinsky 's edition was curtailed; it 

appeared in Knigi otrazhenii in 1979. The various Soviet 

editions of Teatr Evripida omit all the essays. Annensky 's 

other essays on classical literature have never been 

republished .

The range of publication vehicles for the essays 

is matched by that of the subject-matter: it reflects 

Annensky 's activities as schoolmaster, poet, and amateur 

of the classics. His varied and apparently disparate 

interests baffled some of his contemporaries; some even 

imagined several I.F. Annenskys assiduously writing essays. 

Voloshin wrote to Annensky of this confusion in a letter 

sent shortly after their first meeting in 1909:

Bbi cymecTBOBajiH #JIH M6HH #o caMoro nocjieflnero 
He nan oflHH, a nan MHOTO nucaTejieM. fl snaji 
EspunHfla, HO Boece He coeflHHHJi ero c TeM, KTO 
nncaji o pHTMax BajibMOHTa n BprocoBa. (ST 16)

1. The other five essays were on Alcestis Medea Hippolytus 
Ion and Heracles

2. In the preface to TE 1916 he describes the essays 
on the Bacchae as obsolete (page ii)

3. See Podol 'skaya's note (KO 604)
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But Annensky's wide interests were concentrated in one 

particular area: that of khudozhestvennaya literatura. 

He did not write articles on history, politics, or even 

on philology in the narrow sense. The range did not 

include all literature; he wrote on written, rather than 

oral works, with the exception of one essay on the folk 

poetry of northern Russia, ' Iz nablyudenii nad yazykom i 

poeziei russkogo severa 1 of 1893. Despite his early 

training in Sanskrit, Annensky's essays do not include 

studies of Oriental literature, and there are only 

passing references to Sanskrit works. His reviews cover 

rather more ground: besides critiques of numerous literary 

works, translations from classical languages and of 

literary anthologies for use in schools, there are reviews 

of grammars and textbooks on syntax.

Most of Annensky's essays and reviews fall into three 

categories. The first is essays and reviews of Russian 

and West European poetry, prose and drama, mostly of 

the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The 

most important of these appeared in the Knigi otrazhenii, 

but there are others, such as 'Chto takoe poeziya?', 

'O sovremennom lirizme' and essays on Pushkin, Lermontov, 

Gogol 1 and Goncharov. The second category is the essays 

on classical literature; on Euripides, and also on 

Lycophron and Xenophon. The third category is essays 

devoted to the teaching of literature and the literary 

language in schools; these include the 'Pedagogicheskie 

pis'ma' and the essays on the pedagogical significance of 

Polonsky, A.K. Tolstoy and Apollon Maikov. The first
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category of essays is much larger than the others: the 

proportions are roughly three to two to one respectively. 

The chronological sequence is also interesting. The essays 

on 'aesthetic education 1 were mostly written before 1895, 

though the essay on Maikov dates from 1898. The essays 

on Euripides and other classical authors nearly all date 

from between 1894 and 1906; after this Annensky wrote 

only four more essays on classical literature. The 

essays on Russian and modern European literature largely 

date from after 1904; and all of them were written later 

than 1893.

Annensky began his career with essays on education, 

and his pedagogical interests affected all his 

literary criticism, though they are less evident in the 

later essays. Barbara Conrad rightly pointed out the 

importance of Annensky's educational ideas in all his 

work; they are particularly obvious in the essays, such 

as 'Khudozhestvennyi idealizm Gogolya', which were 

originally given as talks to pupils at the gimnaziya; 

but they pervade his literary criticism in general:

Er hat immer seine padagogische Verpflichtung darin 
gesehen, durch seinen Unterricht bei den Schulern 
das asthetische Empfinden zu wecken, ihr Kunstverstandnis 
zu fordern -- davon zeigt eine ganze Reihe von 
Aufsatzen, ja, wie mir scheint, ist seine kiinstlerische 
Biographic aufs engste mit seinem Lehrberuf -- und 
umgekehrt -- verbunden.

1. 'Maski Eleny 1 finished June 1908 (KO 478); 'Tavricheskaya 
zhritsa 1 finished July 1908 (KO 480); essay on The 
Trojan Women, finished mid-July 1909 (KO 488); essay 
on Supplices, finished late 1909 (KO 488)

2. Conrad, IFAs poetische Reflexionen, 167-8 footnote.
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Annensky's essays and reviews attracted little 

critical attention in the sixty years after his death. 

Only one of the numerous obituary articles on him deals 

with the essays. Sergei Makovsky, who wrote a study 

of Annensky's criticism in the early 1960s, speaks of
o

him as a forgotten writer and a fin-de-siecle curiosity. 

But by the late 1960s the situation had changed. 

The facsimile edition of Knigi otrazhenii in 1969 was 

followed by the publication of two full-length studies 

by Barbara Conrad and Felix Ingold, and since then there 

have been numerous articles, including two substantial 

introductory essays in the Soviet Knigi otrazhenii. There 

have also been several doctoral dissertations. Current 

critical opinion rates Annensky's literary criticism as 

highly as his poetry, and as much attention has been given 

to it recently as to his lyrics.

However, the wealth of writing on Annensky's criticism 

is deceptive. Interest has been confined to the Knigi 

otrazhenii and to other essays belonging to the first 

category as defined above, notably 'Chto takoe poeziya? 1 

and 'O sovremennom lirizme'. There has also been one

article on Annensky's pedagogical theories, albeit in a

4 rather obscure Dushanbe publication. The classical essays,

on the other hand, have not been the subject of any book 

or article since Annensky's death, and the most lengthy 

analysis available is six pages in V.S. Setchkarev's book,

1. Chulkov, 'Traurnyi estetizm 1

2. Makovsky, 'IFA — kritik 1

3. Articles by Podol'skaya, Malysheva, Fedorov, Ponomareva; 
theses by Tucker and McDuff.

4. Vlasov, 'Metodicheskaya sistema IFA 1
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in which they are discussed as a preamble to his chapter 

on Annensky's neo-classical dramas.

Concentration on the Knigi otrazhenii has been marked 

by certain recurrent assumptions . The essays in the two 

collections, and the other essays on modern literature, 

have repeatedly been described as 'subjective'. 'Annensky's

attitude towards literary criticism was most peculiar, '

2 Setchkarev writes. James West, in his study of

Vyacheslav Ivanov, describes Annensky as an 'impressionist' 

critic. Sergei Makovsky describes Kniga otrazhenii 

as 'subjective', 'mannered' and 'stylised':

Majio saMeyeHHan KHnra Majio KOMy KSBeciHoro
fla M #KpeKTOpa LjapCKo-CejibCKofi ruMHasHH, no 
— cyry(5a-cy(5'BeKTHBHaH KHura, flaje He 6es

HecKOJibKO MaHepHOM cTHJiHaaijHK

Some critics feel that the 'subjective 1 style is accompanied 

by a general lack of coherence and logic. Chukovsky used 

the term 'aesthetic nihilism' for Annensky's criticism; 

Khodasevich savagely condemned Knigi otrazhenii as ' tetrad ' 

uchenicheskikh sochinenii ' and 'ryad razroznennykh, nichem 

mezhdu soboi ne svyazannykh statei ' . Other critics, 

such as Barbara Conrad and Felix Ingold, have felt that 

Annensky's essays on modern literature are close to the 

work of the German Romantics, such as Schlegel and Fichte, 

and the French Symbolists, such as Mallarme, Verlaine, and

1. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 155-162

2. Ibid., 209

3. West, Russian Symbolism, 247

4. Makovsky, 'IFA — kritik 1 . When KO was published Annensky 
was in fact no longer Director of the Gimnaziya.

5. Chukovsky, 'Ob esteticheskom nigilizme 1 ; Khodasevich 
'IFA: Kniga otrazhenii ' .
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Rene Ghil.

This selective approach to Annensky's literary criticism 

has led to a polarisation of the Knigi otrazhenii and 

the essays on modern literature on one hand, and the 

essays on classical literature and education on the other. 

The latter have repeatedly been defined as more academic. 

Setchkarev argues that Annensky's 'thorough scholarly 

interests' affected the style of his essays on classical 

literature, and particularly on education, which is 

less subjective than that of the collected essays:

In his articles published in the magazine Russkaja 
skola, Annenskij is less 'original' than in the 
Books of Reflections. This of course is easily 
explained by the selection of his readers -- serious 
pedagogues are not inclined to follow impressionistic 
escapades, however spirited and refined they may

Some critics have maintained that the Knigi otrazhenii 

are not only less academic than Annensky's other essays, 

but also more interesting. The editors of the Soviet 

Knigi otrazhenii, for example, distinguish between 

Annensky's literaturno-pedagogicheskie stat'i and his later 

essays, to the evident detriment of the former. (KO 577) 

This viewpoint is not totally unreasonable; there were 

practical pressures on Annensky. He contributed both 

to academic and to literary journals, and naturally tended 

to observe the house style of the journal for which the 

essay or review was intended. The review article on modern

1. Conrad, IFAs poetische Reflexionen, 49-68 et passim; 
Ingold, IFA; Sein Beitrag,passim; see also Bauer, 
Artur Schopenhauer, 167-179

2. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 249-250
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Russian poetry which he wrote for Apollon, '0 sovremennom 

lirizme 1 , is much more idiosyncratic than are his bread- 

and-butter reviews for ZMNP; one senses a desire to 

impress the literary glitterati of St Petersburg.

But I do not believe the distinction is as clear 

as earlier critics have suggested. The emphasis which 

has been placed on the divide between scholarly essays 

on classical literature and subjective, idiosyncratic 

essays on Russian literature clearly results from a 

misapprehension of Annensky's abilities as a classical 

scholar on the one hand, and of his critical principles 

in his essays on Russian literature on the other.

In this chapter, I shall analyse the approach which 

Annensky adopted in his essays on classical literature; 

I shall show that his treatment of the classics was 

idiosyncratic and that the divide between the essays 

on modern and on classical literature was not so deep 

or so significant as has been supposed. I shall discuss 

some aspects of Annensky's views on classical literature 

which are central to his poetics. My reading of the 

essays is not definitive; I do not suggest that Annensky's 

interest in classicism is the only important factor in 

his literary criticism. However, I believe that his 

nostalgia for an imaginatively conceived picture of Greek 

art was an important part of his idealistic aesthetic. 

Throughout his life he was preoccupied with classical 

literature, returning to it again and again; it was an 

area which he found at once reassuring and deeply disturbing, 

and its effect on his essays was both unifying and profoundly 

disruptive.
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As a prelude to the discussion of Annensky's essays 

on classical literature, I shall summarise briefly some 

features of the Knigi otrazhenii which I think are important. 

The first impression made by these collections is that 

they are indeed, as Setchkarev put it, 'most peculiar 1 , 

self-consciously literary and subjective. In the foreword 

to the first volume Annensky emphasised that his criticism 

was eccentric, and in particular that his choice of 

material was not objective: 'ya zhe pisal zdes ' tol'ko 

o torn, chto mnoi vladelo 1 . (KO 5) No attempt is made to 

justify the selection of particular authors or works, 

some of which do not belong to the literary canon. Podol'skaya 

remarked on this, and described Annensky's choice of 

works as 'strange':

c TaKHMM uie#eBpaMK, KaK nFaMJieT", ,,MepTBbie 
", nEpecTynjieHHe H naKasaHHe", [AHHGHCKHM] HepeflKO 

odpamae-rcH K npon3Be#eHHHM B-ropocTeneHHbiM — TaKHM, 
KaK ,,CTpaHHaH HCTOPHH" TypreHesa, ,,AH$Hca" JI. AH^peesa,
H flp. (KO 51)

Annensky disregarded not only conventional standards of 

literary value, but also academic ideas about chronology 

and genre. In Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii, a study of Hamlet 

follows studies of Andreev and Heine and precedes a study 

of Ibsen's Brand . Poetry, prose and drama are jumbled up. 

Kniga otrazhenii is divided by genre, but the essays 

are not placed in chronological sequence.

The approach in individual essays is also markedly 

subjective. Historical and biographical facts about the 

authors are ignored. In '0 sovremennom lirizme 1 Annensky 

was later to attack the reader's interest in such facts: 

'Vprochem, ne vse li ravno, kak zhi 1 Valery Bryusov ' . ( KO 341)
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The essays are concerned instead with 'literariness' 

(not defined but understood to be the formal characteristics 

of the text), and with what Annensky described in the 

foreword to Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii as 'problema tvorchestva 1 

(KO 123). The central preoccupation of the literary text, 

it emerges, is the literary text itself; even committed 

works, for example the 'three social dramas',are shown 

to be inward-looking and self-conscious. Three Sisters 

is said to be about the class of people who cannot 

distinguish between literature and life, 'literaturnye 

lyudi', and Hamlet's central frustration is that of the 

artist: 'estetizm lezhit v osnove ego natury' (KO 168).

The style of the essays is self-consciously colloquial 

in places, in others elevated and poetic, and direct 

statement is avoided. At the beginning of 'Geine prikovannyi ' 

Annensky launches into an imaginative account of Heine's 

last months :

In3Hb refine CTajia B 3-ro BpeMH, HOMHMO MVKM, 
nOTBJie^eHHan". Jlnqa flpysen yne CTMpajmcb fljia Hero 
ysopoM odoes; jiiotfoBb npuxoflMJia, nan CKflejina, c 
cocTpa#aHneM, c ycJiyroM, sa6biB o CBOHX TpetfosaHHHx; 
CMex ToyHo npuKpbiBaji cyflopory; caMbin noi^ejiyw yace He
TOMHJI H H6 OIIbHHHJI —— 3TO 6bIJIO CKOpee CHMBOJI,

UTO-TO yyjKoe M cjiytiaiiHoe... (KO 153)

Throughout the Knigi otrazhenii and the other essays on 

modern literature, Annensky avoids the impersonal and 

academic authorial my, and makes conspicuous use of the 

first person, 'ya dumayu', 'mne kazhetsya'. The essays 

are occasionally given an anecdotal character: Annensky 

introduces himself into the narrative. In 'Umirayushchii 

Turgenev 1 he concludes a, by implication, first-hand account
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of Turgenev ' s funeral with an example of personal association

Tenepb, Kor#a HesaMeTHO #JIH caMoro ce6n H 
c njiomaflH H B TeMHOsaTbiM BecTn6iojib TeaTpa K

ffiejITO CMOTpHT Ha M6HH yjKG CKBOSb 6TO IlblJIbHbie
— Korfla BpeMenaMH, yepes njie^o coce^a, H 

caMoe OKOIIIKO Kaccbi... 0, Tenepb H OTJIH^HO 
Ty cBHSb, KOTopan pas Hascerfla cqenmia B MOCH 
noxopoHbi TypreHesa c ero nocJieflHeM noBecTbio. (KO 37)

The idealist philosophy expressed by Annensky was also 

close to that of the Symbolists. In the essay ' Khudozhestvennyi 

idealizm Gogolya ' there is a bald and simple statement of 

his dualistic world-view. Being is divided into 'this 

world 1 and 'the other world', 'the world of things' and 

'the world of ideas', 'I' and 'the Other 1 . The split is 

not, however, irreconcilable; it may be transcended by 

human intellectual activity, mysl ' :

Hac OKpyacaroT H, BepOHTHO, cocTaBJinioT flsa MHpa: 
seiqeH H MHp Hflen. STH MHpu 6ecKOHemio flajieKH 
OT flpyroro, H B TBopeHHH O^HH TOjibKo qejio
MX BblCOKO-lOMOpHCTimeCKHM (B $HJIOCO$CKOM CMblCJie) H 
JIOrHHeCKH-HenpHMHpHMblM COeflKHGHHeM.

B cnjiy cTpeMJieHHH, BJio}KeHHoro B Hac co 
MM Be^HO HiqeM cdjiHJKaTb B ce6e Mnp Beii^en c

om^mafl, npocBeTJinn H BosBbiman CBOHD 6peHHyio
KHSHb 60JKeCTB6HHbIM npHKOCHOBeHHeM K H6M

HfleajibHoro, H B BTOM 3aKJIK)^aeTCH BCH KpacoTa 
H secb GMbicji Haiuero cymecTBOBaHHH. (KO 217)

The theoretical statement from Annensky 's Gogol' essay 

makes a number of points typical of French Symbolist 

definitions of poetry. The French Symbolists believed 

in a mysterious second level of spiritual reality which 

was morally superior to the concrete, corrupt world:

En depit de la diversite de leurs temperaments et de 
leur philosophic ou de leur croyance, nous discernons
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d'abord chez tous ces poetes une meme inquietude devant 
1'aspect quotidien des choses, le sentiment qu'il y a 
une mystere au fond du tout: aux uns comme aux autres, 
1 f experience. poetique a revele une realite cachee sous 
1 ' apparence .

The sense of a 'hidden reality' was essential to Russian 

Symbolist theory also. Blok wrote:

JIn6o cymecTByroT Te [jiMJioBue Mnpt>iJ, Jindo HBT. J\JIH Tex, 
KTO GKaffiGT M HeT", Mbi ocTaeMCH npocTO M TEK cede

MH" , co^HHHTejiHMH HeBH^aHHbix omeHHM, a o 
roBopKM Tenepb TOJIBKO noTOMy, IITO

In her lucid and informative essay on the concept of myth 

in the Symbolist aesthetic, Zara Mints gives a summary 

of the Symbolists' philosophy which makes it clear how 

close Annensky's view of a deep, but reconcilable divide. 

was to theirs:

poMaHTtmecKoro nABoeMMpnH xapaKTepHa npaMan CBHSB 
c njia-roHHSMOM. IlpOTHBonocTaBJieHMe Bemibix M^en H
MX MaTBpHajIbHblX ,,TeHeH" HeOTfleJIKMO SfleCb OT MX L46HHOCTHOM
nepapxHH (Hflen npuHafljiexaT Mupy cymHOCTeii, nepsonpKm:H
M nepBOOCHOB —— ,,TeHH" OdpasyiOT MMp KaJKHMOCTeH, B
M caM no cede 6es)KH3HeHHbiH). IlaHTeHSM CHMBOJIMCTOB 
npOTHBonojiaraeT tl flBoeMMpHK?" — ,,MHoroMHpne" M 
cooTseTCTBeHHoe CHflTMe HepapXHM B oqeHKe ,,MHPOB" . 
XapaKTepHbiM nepesofl KOHBBCKHM TepMHHa ,,naHTen3Ma" K 
,,Bce6o)KHe" (c HHTepecHbiM npOTHBonocTaBJieHMeM ero n
pOMaHTHKOB) HaXOflUT djIHJKaMUiee COOTB8TCTBHe B M npOTeH3Me"
BprocoBa: ,,H BCGM doraM H nocBHmara CTHX".

The subjectivism and self-consciously literary 

style of Annensky's essays recall the literary criticism

1. Michaud, Message poetique du symbolisme, 708

2. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 5, 432

3. Mints, '0 nekotorykh "neomifologicheskikh" tekstakh', 90 
This essay is one of the best short introductions to 
Symbolist aesthetics; unfortunately, Mints pays practically 
no attention to Annensky's literary criticism and poetry.
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of the Symbolists and Decadents. Several of the essays 

written on Annensky's own poetry by his contemporaries, 

such as Punin, Arkhippov and Ivanov have an imaginative, 

fictional character. The Symbolists' theoretical statements 

are wayward and metaphorically phrased, and are often 

digressive in character. The following passage from Blok's 

essay '0 sovremennom sostoyanii russkogo simvolizma 1 is 

typical :

C -roro MOMeHTa, norna B fly max HecKOJibKKx
SajIOXeHHblMK 3TK npKHUKHb! , SapOff.flaeTCH CKMBOJTH3M, E03HI'.Ka6T
uiKOJia. BTO — nepsan JOHOCTB, fleTCKan HOBKSHa nepsux
OTKpblTKft. SfleCb 6IH6 HKKTO H6 3Ha6T, B KaKOM MKpe
HaxoflKTCH flpyron, He 3HaeT STOTO flaxe o ce6e; see TOJTbKO 
M nepeMnrKBaioTCH", corJiacHbie He TOM, ^TO cymecTBye-r pacnoj:
M6)Kfly 3TKM MKpOM K ,,MIlpaMM KHblMK 11 ? flpyKHbie CKJIb! KflyT Ha
6opb6y sa STM n KHbie", eme HeKSBecTHue MKpw.1

Annensky's subjectivism is rather different from that of 

his Symbolist contemporaries, however. His tone is 

conversational, not hieresiarchal , and his essays are 

not wilfully obscure in the manner of Mallarme's, Vyacheslav 

Ivanov 's or even Blok's. There may be a lack of logical 

connection between the points he makes about literary 

texts, but each separate point is clearly expressed.

The 'symbolism' and 'impressionism' of Annensky's essays 

on modern literature is inconsistent. As T.A. Ponomareva 

pointed out, his methods are often those of the academic 

establishment of his day:

npKHqunbi KpKTKwecKoft nposbi AHHeHcnoro TecHO 
c TpaflKi4Mefl pyccKoro aKa#eMM^ecKoro

1. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 5, 427

2. Ponomareva, 'IA i A. Potebnya', 64
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Annensky's respect for akademicheskoe literaturovedenie 

is evident in the fact that he had acquainted himself - 

with the critical literature on the texts he studied. 

There are no footnotes, and references to sources are 

given in an opaque and rather coy way: 'odin mastityi 

uchenyi [....] nebrezhno zametil gde-to 1 (KO 65); 

'ya chital kak-to v knige odnogo nemetskogo uchenogo 1 

(KO 79). Nevertheless, it is possible to trace the 

references, and it is clear that Annensky knew works 

by Georg Gottfried Gervinus, Kuno Fischer, Georg Brandes 

and Yury Nikolaev on Hamlet, and by I.Milovidov, Pisarev, 

Pavel Annenkov and M. Mikhailov on Pisemsky.

Other important aspects of the essays temper their 

'subjective' and 'impressionistic' character. The strong 

educational drive which inspired Annensky is evident 

even in these superficially 'poetic' works. In 1906 

Annensky wrote to Sergei Sokolov, the publisher of the 

almanach Grif and the journals Zolotoe runo and Pereval, 

and explained that the purpose of his essays was to correct 

popular opinion about literature:

B ,,Becax" Menn HassajiH BCTeTtmecKHM HHTHJIHCTOM — 9TO 
Tan KaK H HPmero He OTpuqaK). Ho

M6HH H6T tfOJIbllierO VfiOBOJIbCTBtf fl,
BqepauiHero BeposaHHH. (KO 468-9)

1. See Podol'skaya ' s notes to the two essays in Knigi
otrazhenii (KO 602-3 and 586-8); she remarks 'mozhno 
polozhit', chto Annensky vedet zdes' skrytuyu polemiku 
s M.E. Saltykovym-Shchedrinym' (KO 587)
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The style of '0 sovremennom lirizme' is whimsical, but 

its purpose is clear: to attack the practice of certain 

well-known poets, such as Sologub and Bryusov, a purpose 

typical of Annensky ' s criticism. His choice of texts may 

negate academic standards of excellence, but his desire 

to undermine 'illusion' about literature, and by implication 

to reveal the 'truth 1 , indicates that these standards do, 

after all, influence him.

It was not in itself unusual that Annensky's essays 

should combine academic and literary elements; this was 

typical of Symbolist literary criticism and literary theory. 

Both Vyacheslav Ivanov and Bely wrote essays in which 

ornamental and fanciful prose was combined with philosophical 

terminology, philology, and scientific or pseudo-scientific 

use of diagrams and schemata. What was unusual about 

Annensky's work was the academic tradition with which he 

chose to ally himself. He deliberately avoided specifically 

Symbolist philosophical jargon, and did not use Solov'evian 

terminology, such as Vechnaya zhenstvennost ' or Mirovoi Dukh . 

He shied away from abstract issues as well as from abstract 

language; literary-theoretical observations are always woven 

into an analysis of particular texts. The abstract-sounding 

titles of the essays 'Iskusstvo mysli ' and 'Chto takoe poeziya? 1 

are misleading; the former is a close study of Prestuplenie 

i nakazanie, the latter a comparison of Homeric epic with 

French Symbolist poetry. As Podol ' skaya ^pointeout , the 

academic tradition to which Annensky was close was that of 

mainstream, politically conscious, Positivist criticism:

M
6bijin paHO ycsoeHbi AHHGHCK^M H cBoeodpaaHO 

B ero TBODUSCTRP. (
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The refined, aesthetic character of Annensky's essays 

is mingled with contempt for aestheticism . In a fragment 

of an unpublished essay he describes the formula 'art for 

art's sake' as 'ne tol'ko mertvaya, no dazhe nikogda ne 

zhivshaya'. (KO 504) Even when he polemicises with the 

Populist tradition, he accords it a higher status than 

would have been allowed by most of the Symbolists. This 

difference is piquantly illustrated by Khodasevich ' s vicious 

attack on Annensky's essay ' Bal ' mont-lirik ' :

Hac dojibine saHHTepecoeajia du nocjie#HHH CTaibH KHKTH
,,EajIbMOHT-JIHpHK" , KaK HaHHCaHHaH npHJimiHHM UeJIOBGKOM
HHOTO JIMTepaTypHoro jiarepn, ecjin dbi He dburo B Heft
nOJieMMKH C dyjIbBapHbIMM KpHTKKaMH, C MH6HHHMH nOdlljeCTBa"
B ybHX rjiasax r. AHHeHCKuft saweM-TO cTapaeTCH 
iiOnpaBflaTb" BajibMOHTa, H ecjiH dbi caM OH He cflejiaji B Hen 
yjKacaroujero npHSHaHun: ,,fl JIHWHO ycnejr (?) 6ojiee KJIK 

pasodpaTbcn (?) B TBOpuecTBe o^Horo MS HOBBIX 
TOB — K..H. BajibMOHTa. . . " A Be#b npomjio POBHO

jieT c Tex nop, KaK Bbiuuia BTOpbiM wsflaHKeM KHwra 
Chefs d'oeuvres".

To summarise: Annensky's Knigi otrazhenii and his essays 

on modern literature are superficially creative in style, 

and Symbolist in philosophy, but this style and philosophy 

are confusingly and sometimes incongruously combined with 

academicism and traditionalism. The problems presented 

by the essays on classical literature are diametrically 

opposed to those of the Knigi otrazhenii. They outwardly 

proclaim their closeness to the academic tradition. 

Annensky's knowledge of classical literature, in particular 

of Euripides, was extensive, and was commended by his

1. Khodasevich, 'IFA. Kniga :otrazhenii' , 138 Chefs d'oeuvres 
is, of course, by Bryusov, not Bal'mont; Khodasevich 
is clearly using it here as an example of the Symbolist 
movement to which Bal'mont belonged.
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academic colleagues. Varneke praised the thoroughness of 

Annensky's studies in his obituary of the author:

fla, EepunHfla OH snaji jiymiie, ^eM KTO-Jin6o flpyroii B
POCCHK, H H6 TOJIbKO 6TO T6KCT, HO H OTpOMHyiO JI

nocBHineHHyio, saHMMaiomyio He oflMH uiKa$ B ero
HOH H doraTOM 6n6jinoTeKe. OH seji oco6eHHyio 

, Ky#a saHocuji sarjiaBHH pa6oT 06

Signs of this extensive reading can be seen in the essays

on classical literature. In 'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya Evripida 1 ,

an essay on Euripides' Iphigenia in Aulis, there is a short

introductory literature survey with references to some

2twenty-five previous studies of the play. Annensky

also discusses the guestion of critical editions, which 

had not concerned him in the Knigi otrazhenii. In his 

essay on Euripides' Heracles, he mentions the editions of 

Bekker, Wecklein, Wilamowitz-Moellendorf and Weil, and 

the variants suggested by the different editions.

In the essays on classical literature there is 

extensive guotation in Greek and Latin, and often no 

translation is offered. The essay on alliteration in 

Lycophron's poetry contains many pages of examples in 

Greek illustrating different types of consonance, with
A

only a brief introduction in Russian. The linguistic 

demands made on the reader in the essays are extended by 

detailed discussion of the significance and etymology 

of Greek and Latin words: in the essay 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa 1 

the etymology of the name 'Iphigenia 1 is considered at some 

length/ and various possible explanations for its origin

1. Varneke, 'IFA -- nekrolog 1 , 40

2. 'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya 1 , 67-8

3. 'Mif i'tragediya Gerakla', passim

4. 'Iz nablyudenii nad yazykom Likofrona 1
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are given.

The essays on classical literature contain literary- 

historical information, not found in Knigi otrazhenii. 

Annensky impresses the specific problems of the classical 

text on the reader. In 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 there is 

some consideration of the contamination of Attic tragedies

by later authors, in special acting editions, and by various
2editors. The last section of the essay on Rhesus is

devoted to the question of the dating and authorship of 

the play, with extensive summaries of different critical 

opinions, and the essay on Iphigenia-in Aulis has an 

introductory section in which the vexed issues of the 

authenticity of the exodus and parts of the parodos are 

dealt with. 3

Annensky also pays some attention to historical questions: 

as he put it in the introduction to Teatr Evripida. 'po 

chasti mifov i kul'tury', that is, Greek literary life, 

religion and philosophy. The essay on Iphigenia in Tauris" 

opens with a description of the variants of the cult of 

Artemis found in different regions of Greece, and of their 

sociological significance; that found in Sparta, for example,

is a reflection of the rost grazhdanstvennosti in the
4 state. Some of the characters and happenings in the plays

are said to bear a direct relation to actual historical 

persons or phenomena: in Hippolytus, we are informed, Phaedra's 

rationalism displays the influence of Socrates: 'pered nei

1. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa 1 , part 2, 416-7

Z. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 20-1

3. 'Res, tragediya', 123-7; 'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya', 68-70

4. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa', part 2, 419-420
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bessonnymi nochami vstavali problemy Sokrata' ( KO 385). 

In Medea, Jason's eloquence is said to be an unfavourable 

representation of the emergence of the Sophist philosophers. 

The plot of Iphigenia in Tauris, in which a statue of 

Artemis is stolen from barbarians and brought to Athens,

is linked by Annensky to rising Athenian nationalism

2in the fifth century.

Annensky 's concern to observe academic standards of 

factual accuracy and systematic presentation in his own 

essays on classical literature was reflected in his reviews 

of works on classical literature by other authors. He was 

sharply critical of errors and of vagueness. In his review 

of Merezhkovsky ' s translation of Daphnis and Chloe, he 

savages the introduction, because Merezhkovsky ' s dating 

of Longus ' work is hundreds of years out. In another 

review, of A. Tambovsky's edition of Anacreon in Russian, 

he ridicules the author for the Schwarmerei and loose 

writing of his introduction. He quotes and mocks one 

particularly unfortunate passage:

Mbi caMK npeKpacHO BHflejiK, UTO AnaKpeoHT n 
B CBoefi JKK3HH He Majio rjiyOoKHX oropweHHM 1'. —
JIM CTOMT OdcyXflaTb tfCTOpHtieCKVK) LJGHHOCTb 3TOTO

1. 'Tragicheskaya Medeya', part 3, 491

2. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa 1 , part 2, 419-420

3. 'Dafnis i Khloya. Drevnegrecheskii roman Longusa', 34

4. 'A. Tambovsky. Anakreont. Pervoe polnoe sobranie ego 
sochinenii', 47. The emphasis in the passage which 
I have quoted is Annensky's
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Annensky's approach to the classical world was 

superficially historical. In his essays on Euripides -- 

particularly the earlier essays -- he gives an account of 

the classical world which stresses its separateness from 

modern life. In the passage cited here he speaks about 

the development of the cult of Dionysus in the Ancient 

World:

He, ropHue oprKK CUJIK B PpeLjKM K npK 
K nosjRe; oTTy^a OHK nepeiiuiK flaxe B MTajitfio, K 
K pMMJiHHaw; pMMCKKe MaTpOHbi eme B Ha^ajie II Bena 
aHTKUHoft spbi c ropflmKMK $aK6JiaMK K B oflejKfle BanxaHOK 
cfierajiM K Tn6py, a pasHysflaHHOCTb cjiyxKTejieft Banxa (quos) 
nihil nefas ducere BbiSBajia B 186 rflfly flo P.Xp. cyp 

ceHaTa, KOTOPWM sanpemajincb BaKxaHajiHK, nan 
6ecnopH^Ki!. (T. Liv. xxxix, 8-19) 1

The approach of most of the Russian Symbolists, on the 

other hand, was syncretic and ahistorical. The essays on 

classical literature and the Ancient World written by 

Ivanov and Merezhkovsky concentrate on the significance 

of classical history and literature for the modern world. 

Historical facts and dates are suppressed:

Tan KpyroBOH flKijmpaMtfKtiecKKft xop pacnajicn Ha
M paaBKTKe npoflojixajiocb B AByx pas^eJibHbix pycjiax
B KosjiKHbix Macnax Bbipa6oTajr ,,flpaMy caTKpos", KOTOpan
Bbi6pajia B CBOM cocTaB Bee, ^TO 6biJio B nepBonayajibHOM
^K$Kpaw6e HeycTpoeHHOro, KwnpoBKSKpoBaHHoro, pasHys^aHH
K pesBoro. Bee 3Ke reponuecKoe, noxopoHHo-TOpJKecTBeHHoe
M njia^eBHo-noMKHajibHoe, BbicoKoe K Ba^Hoe CTajio
TOTO flK$KpaM6a — MysbiKajibHoro fluajiora Meatfly xopow n 
npoTaroHKCTOM-repoew — OTKyfla Bbiuura

1. 'Dionis v legende i kul'te 1 , LXXI

Ivanov, 'Primechaniya o difirambe', Sobranie sochinenii, 
2, 196. In Merezhkovsky's essay on Daphnis and Chloe 
a lengthy comparison is made between Longus' contemporaries 
and the Symbolists: 'Oni takzhe, kak i my, lyudi gluboko- 
razdvoennye, lyudi proshlogo i budushchego 1 . (Polnoe 
sobranie sochinenii, 19, 203)
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Annensky's respect for the academic tradition, his 

knowledge of classical literature, and of classical scholarship, 

are not open to doubt. But his approach to scholarship 

was passive and his essays are not the work of an original 

scholar. He never produced a book, or even a dissertation, 

on classical literature; his sketch on alliteration in 

Lycophron's poetry is the only essay on classical literature 

which is directly academic in approach. Annensky's 

main contribution to classical studies was as a teacher 

and translator, and almost all his essays and reviews 

are connected with these activities. The only edition of 

a classical text he undertook was a textbook containing 

extracts of Xenophon's Memorabilia, with a long introduction 

on the history of Greek philosophy. Most of his reviews 

on classical literature concern Russian versions of Greek 

and Latin authors, or school editions of the classics. 

By far his most important essays were the studies of Euripides' 

plays which he wrote as companion pieces to his translations.

Hitches in publication notwithstanding, the essays were 

intended for a particular collection, and this gives them 

a certain coherence. Like the translations, they were 

intended for a wide public, not for a narrow circle of 

experts. In his essay on Apollon Maikov, Annensky complained 

of the ignorance and hostility which characterised the 

Russian public's attitude to classical literature (KO 292-3), 

and in 'Genrikh Geine i my' he argued that the enduring 

popularity of Heine's poetry in Russia was partly due

1. Ksenofont. Vospominaniya o Sokrate v izbrannykh otryvkakh
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to Heine's hatred of classicism:

CaMan aHTHKJiaccnqHOCTb FeiiHe ctfjiKxajia ero c 
CTOHT npouecTb nCesepHoe Mope", H BH noHMeTe, 
KjiaccimecKaH sacTbijioc-rb KOHTypos H flaxe 
ojiHMiraftijeB npnMo-TaKH 6biJia eMy He no flyuie, 
ero 9CTeTHuecKK. (KO 398)

All Annensky's activities in the field of classical 

studies were directed towards propagating the cause of 

classical literature. He did not feel that this polemical 

purpose would be well served by narrow classical scholarship 

of the kind he had ridiculed in his essay 'Chto takoe 

poeziya? ' :

HasapxoB, IUIUBIDHX no# MJIHOH, Tenepb y)Ke 
He roBopamne, caMbie SBynn STHX HMCH, Hascerfla 
H norn6iiiMe, B TOpJKecTBeHHOM Kaflance CTPOK, TOJKe 6ojiee 
RJIH. nac He HOHHTHOM, BJieKJia sa codoro B BOcnoMKHaHKHX 
flpeBHero 3jiJiHHa jKHBbie qenn i^BeTymnx jiereHfl, KOTopbie
B HaUIH flHH CTaJIH no6jieKUIHM flOCTOHHMGM CKHMX CJIOBapeH,

B JIewnqnre. ( KO 254)

Annensky dismisses the minutiae of textual analysis and 

exegesis contemptuously in the words 'poblekshee dostoyanie 1 . 

He was aware that this reader would require some information 

on cultural and literary history, because without it 

there would be no chance of appreciating the 'umolkshee 

i pogibshee'. He could not rely on the level of knowledge 

in his reader he had been able to rely on in the Knigi 

otrazhenii , which he had prefaced by the remark, ' Ya pishu 

tol'ko o torn, chto vse znayut, i tol'ko o tekh, kotorye 

vsem nam blizki ' ( KO 123). But the historical issues 

are discussed at an introductory and elementary level; 

they are never the central concern of the essays.

Political history is not discussed at all; it is possible
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to read all the essays without gathering who were the 

central figures in Athens of the fifth century, what 

the main political issues were, or even that there was 

such a thing as the Peloponnesian War. It is possible 

that Annensky intended to concern himself with this in 

a long essay, 'Evripid i ego vremya', which was written 

as the introduction to the second volume of Teatr Evripida. 

However, the only part of the essay which has been published 

suggests that here again he was concerned with cultural 

history.

Even the social issues which Annensky set out to discuss 

in the essays on Euripides tend to be handled superficially, 

and often problems are resolved hastily and unconvincingly. 

In the essay on Iphigenia in Tauris, Annensky contends that 

the reason for the fact that Artemis was served by female, 

rather than male, priests was entirely practical: women

were not necessary to the Greek state for defence purposes,

2 and so they could be spared their normal social duties.

This argument does not indicate a very sophisticated 

understanding of the nature of ritual on Annensky's part, 

or a profound interest in it.

Annensky's essays on Euripides do not suggest any 

great affection for the history of Attic Greece, and it 

is not interpreted as a model for life in the present. 

In the Foreword to his classical drama, Melanippa-filosof, 

he expresses a feeling of distate for life in Attic 

Greece which is implied in many of his essays:

1. 'Afinskii natsionalizm i zarozhdenie idei mirovogo 
gosudarstva 1 (on the philosophy of cosmopolitanism 
and the attitude to slavery in fifth-century Attica)

2. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa 1 , part 1, 363
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ABTOp TOMMTCH CpeflH o6pa3UHKOB COBpeM6HHbIX EOHHTMH
o npeKpacHow, HO OH nepsbiH 6e)Kaji 6u He TOJIBKO OT
odmecTsa nepcoHaacew eBpnnnflOBCKOM TpareflHK, HO
H OT rocTenpuKMHoro cTOjia Apxejian H ero yseH^aHHux
posaMH codeceflHMKOB c caMbiM EBpunnflOM B rjiase. (ST 308)

The views of the German Romantics, for whom Republican 

Athens was an ideal of political freedom and freedom of 

conscience, are not reflected at all in Annensky's essays; 

nor is any sophisticated critique of the Athenian state 

attempted.

Annensky's essays take account of some of the 

preoccupations of the late nineteenth-century classical- 

scholarly world, and give some account of the favoured 

methods of criticism (archaeological, textological, 

historical). But he adopts no recognisable scholarly 

methodology and no particular orientation; he even ignores 

the structural analysis Zelinsky had brought to the study 

of Greek literature. Of all contemporary classicists, he 

is closest to Wilamowitz; he lacks Wilamowitz 1 enormous 

erudition, but his essays on Hippolytus and Cyclops 

are clearly influenced by the German scholar's work on 

those plays. Like Wilamowitz, Annensky modernises, 

though his literary principles are those of Modernism, 

not Realism.

The brief and generalised treatment of historical 

issues in Annensky's essays was not well received by the 

classical-philological establishment in Russia. When 

Zelinsky edited the second edition of Teatr Evripida, he

1. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Griechische TragoJien, 
volume 1 [Hippolytus ], volume 3 [Cyclops ]
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was perturbed that Annensky had not supplied a detailed 

commentary and notes for the plays dealing with historical, 

political and linguistic points. He accordingly provided 

them himself, and excised what he described as 'neudachnye 

s f ilologicheskoi tochki zreniya soobrazheniya ' from the 

introductory essays to the plays. Zelinsky's own 

nauchno-populyarnye stat'i in the collections Iz zhizni idei 

were concerned with historical, social, religious and 

philosophical issues. 2 : In Annensky 's essays the fo-cus 

is on the texts as 'literature', particularly on their 

formal characteristics. As Teatr Evripida progressed, 

less and less attention was given to historical issues. 

The titles of the essays indicate this change; the early 

essays are given the title of the play: 'Res, tragediya, 

pripisyvaemaya Evripidu ' , the later essays literary 

titles such as ' Poeticheskaya kontseptiya Al ' kesty ' .

Discussion of the formal and linguistic aspects of 

the plays is not technical; Annensky shied away from this 

as he did from history. In the essay on Hippolytus , he 

wrote that he was not going to concentrate on 'facts':

KpaCOT CTMJIH, JIKpKSMa, 3KOHOMKH
CTpoHHocTK B pacnpeflejieHHK napTMH no

OTfleJIbHUM CL^eHaM MH6, K COXaJieHHK), H6 npMXOflMTCfl
TporaTb BOBce. Rejio B TOM, q-ro H HaMepeH rosopKTb 
He o TOM, qTO nofljiexMT MccjieflOBaHHK) K noflcyeTy, a o 
TOM, IJTO H nepeacHji, BjjyMbiBancb B peun repoes K 
CTapancb yjioBHTb sa HMMK HfleMHyio H 

(KO 363)

1. Zelinsky in TE 1916, ix. His reservations were shared 
by Varneke ('IFA -- nekrolog')

2. Zelinsky, Iz zhizni idei; first published in 1905, it 
ran to several editions. It seems likely that in some 
cases Z. was directly polemicising with Annensky; his 
essays on Iphigenia in Aulis (1900) and classicism 
in Maikov's poetry (1899) were written immediately after 
essays by Annensky on the same subjects were published.
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The essays on Euripides are just as 'subjective 1 as the 

essays on modern literature. Annensky is concerned with 

such vague and indefinable matters as 'zvuki' 'torzhestvennyi 

kadans strok 1 and 'zhivye tsepi tsvetushchikh legend 1 . His 

resolution of textological questions illustrates this concern 

He does admit the importance of such questions, but is 

inclined to conservatism; for him there is little doubt 

that Euripides was the author of Rhesus. The yardstick 

against which passages of doubtful authenticity are measured 

is not historical probability, but 'the artistic unity 1 of 

a text. His views on the exodos of Iphigenia in Aulis 

are determined by poeticheskoe chuvstvo, and he argues 

that it is genuine not because of internal linguistic 

evidence or external historical evidence, but because

'iskhod predstavlyaetsya mne vpolne garmoniruyushchim s

2 samoyu tragediei'. His rejection of part of the

parodos is based on similar grounds:

MHOH pyKOBon.KJiK He cTOJibKO coo6pa?K.eH^H o 
npoHCxojKfleHMH 9Toro KaTajiora B jmppmecKOM $opMe, 
coo6pa«eHMH cy6i>eTMBHo-3CTeTnyecKHe: H He MOT 
noyyBCTBOBa-rb HH xyfloacecTBeHHOM CBHSH Tpex 
CTpo$HtiecKHx nap c npeflujecTByiomeio yacTbio napofla, HK

HX LJSJIH HJIH

1. This at least is what A. argues in 'Res, tragediya 1 ; but 
in 'Res na gimnazicheskoi tsene', written thirteen 
years later, he calls the play 'edva li prinadlezhashchaya 
klassicheskomu veku tragediya'. (367)

2. 'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya', 70

3. Ibid.
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Poeticheskoe chuvstvo also determines the order of the 

translations and essays. Annensky followed neither of the 

conventional practices for arranging Euripides' plays, 

alphabetical order and chronological order, insofar as 

this can be established. His arrangement appears to have 

been based on thematic considerations: Iphigenia in Tauris 

and Helen, which were to be published in the second volume 

of Teatr Evripida (1906), are both tragedies about 

women suffering the aftermath of the Trojan War. In 

the first volume, there is an obvious resemblance between 

the heroines of Medea and Hippolytus; and the remaining

four plays are unusual and eccentric interpretations of

2the genre of tragedy.

In all the essays on Euripides, the problems of 

character are discussed. Annensky's view is ahistorical. 

The plays represent universal and ever-recurring psychological 

conflicts of different types; historically and nationally 

specific elements are played down. In 'Tragediya Ippolita 

i Fedry' it is argued that the play presents the universal 

and eternal conflict of men (Theseus and Hippolytus) and 

women (Phaedra and her Nurse). This psychological problem 

has incidental elements: Hippolytus is a follower of Artemis, 

Phaedra and her Nurse belong to the gynekaion, a specifically 

Greek institution; but Annensky's analysis is concerned 

almost exclusively with the abstract struggle of rationality 

and irrationality:

1. See letter to Anna Borodina of 6.8.1908 (KO 480). It 
is not clear which other plays might have gone in to 
volume 2, but it is possible that The Trojan Women 
would also have been suited by its subject matter.

2. One of the four, Cyclops, is not a tragedy at all, but 
a satyr play (see Chapter 5 of the present study)
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ECJIH H npasHjibHO noHHMaio EBpnnn#a, CMbicji ero
SHaMeHKTOM CI^eHbl JI6JKHT B npo6jI6Me K6HCKOH flyilJM . KaK
B ,,AjibKecTe" CBoeodpasHoe pa3flBoenne flymesHbix COCTOHHKM 
nocjiyjKKJio noflKJiaflKOM HSHIIIHUX cqeH Meatfly AflMeTOM H 
0>epeTOM H AflMeTOM K FepaKjiOM, Tan B ,,MnnojiKTe" $eflpa 
n KopMHJiHi^a MsodpamaroT cosHaTejibHyio M 6ecco3HaTejibHyio
CTOpOHy 3K6HCKOM flyillH, 66 60}K6CTBeHHyiO K 66 paCTHT6JIbHyK)
$OpMy. (KO 385)

Annensky's ahistorical approach to character often modernises 

Euripides. The dramatis personae are portrayed as decadent 

early twentieth-century aesthetes. One such is Admetus 

in Alcestis:

He aTJieT, STO HaTypa cosepi^aTejibHan. OH
My3, HO SaHHTHH $PUIOCO$H6H H6 OCJia6MJIM B 6TO
rapMOH^mecKOH HaType pejinrH03Horo Ha^ajia: B
H6T TOpflblHH n6H$6H, BeJIJI6pO(|)OHTa, MKCMOHa. OH JIK)6PIT

: n Jiupy, M jiHBHHCKyio (JjieM^y, cKyjibiiTypy

Even the god Apollo in Ion shares the feelings of an 

aesthete and a poet. Annensky argues that his apparent 

cruelty in causing Creusa suffering is caused by his 

creative delight:

AnojiJioH nrpaji c Kpeycofi H MOHOM.
CTpaHHan nrpa, CKa&eTe BH. Passe ona flocTOMHa 6ory? 
He 3Haro. Ho, BO BCHKOM cjiy^ae, rjiydoKO-yejiOBetiHbiH 
K)MOp TpareflHH, KOTOpuw cpeflM Bcex yjKacoB M npoKjiHTufi 
yMeeT nonasaTb cseTJiyK) yjibidKy 6ora, Bosce He noxojK 
Ha noTexy Hafl yejiOBeyecKHM cTpaflaH^eM. BnpoweM, Krpa 
AnojiJiOHa c jrioflbMH He yMepjia H flo CHX nop, XOTH MH CT&JIV. 
HecKOJibKO TyrM Ha ee noHHMaHne, TOJibKO HrpaeT yace —
He caM Anoji^OH, a ero fle-rn — no3Tbi, H Hrpy MX
HCKyCCTBOM.

Sometimes Annensky's emphasis on the resemblance of his 

characters to modern aesthetes is hard to accept. His

1. 'Poeticheskaya kontseptsiya Al'kesty', part 1, 95

2. 'Ion i Apollonid', 545
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insistence that Medea's hatred of Jason is motivated 

by the feelings of a poet rather than by straightforward 

sexual jealousy denies the character much of her force, 

and bowdlerises Euripides' portrait.

As in the Knigi otrazhenii, Annensky's view of literature 

as self-contained and inward-looking, independent from 

social and historical issues, is accompanied by a self­ 

consciously poetic authorial style. In all the essays, 

the main discussion of the text is in the form of an 

extended, 'synthetic' synopsis. This is not a bald summary 

of the plot; it is an imaginative reconstruction of it, 

with the use of different narrative voices. Impersonal 

academic narrative is interrupted by first person 

colloquial outbursts from the critic, affected hesitation, 

questions and discussion. In the following passage from 

' Tragicheskaya Medeya ' a factual statement of Medea's 

actions is suddenly interrupted by an exclamatory section 

in which the reader's thoughts are anticipated and countered:

roTOBHT njian MBCTH, KOTOpbifi norydHT scex ee 
sparoB, HO BMecTe c HHMH Beflb norndHeT H OHa caMa. . . 
A fleTM? CyflbH EspHnHfla He saHKMaiOTCH BTOM fleTajibio. . .
HpHTOM 3K6, Tfle TOT (jJHJIHCTep KOTOpblH H6 JIK)6MJI 6bl „

o TOM, KaKOBbi AOJI&HH 6biTb HCTHHHbie repou'r

Besides the neutral narrative voice, we hear the imagined 

voice of the reader — 'A deti?' — and statements by two 

characters, the Philistine and the Critics of Euripides.

1. 'Tragicheskaya Medeya 1 , part 3, 483-4: 'V Medee zhivet poet, 
ei nuzhen tol'ko mechta vlasti'. The sexual passion of 
Medea for Jason was also suppressed by Annensky in his 
translation of the play (see Chapter 3 of this study)

2. 'Tragicheskaya Medeya', part 3, 488
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The narrative is further varied elsewhere by interruptions 

from one of the fictional characters, which are given in 

different ways. There are direct quotations from the Greek 

original, or from Annensky 's translation. Sometimes direct 

statements are given in Russian paraphrase ( c "Udalivshis ' iz 

zhizni," govorit Fedra, "ya eshche do zakata nasyshchu 

Kipridu 1 KO 393). Sometimes the characters' observations 

are given as indirect summary or as erlebte Rede. In 

the following extract from 'Tragicheskaya Medeya', Annensky 's 

evaluation of Medea's feelings at a distance is interrupted 

by a dramatic rendering of her thoughts in erlebte Rede:

Ho BOT npuroBop KopHHCKoro qapn flaeT TOjmen
CHJie. Meflen c(5njia nepBbifi KaMeHb H ijyBCTByeT
3Heprnn. MecTb flOjiJKHa coBepiiiHTbCH cero#HH me. A
yHHJKHjiacb Meflen! Ona, KOTopan He MOJimia Ra
OTL;a, floiiuia flo jiecTH, H nepefl KCM? 0. KpeoHT floporo
eft sanJiaTHT sa 9Ty BbiHyjKfleHHyio JiacKy.

Annensky 's use of different voices was obviously partly

a result of the fact that he was an accomplished lecturer

2
who liked to read his essays out loud. It also makes

the subjectivity of his approach evident; he is not a 

detached scholar, evaluating Euripides from a distance, 

but a reader and poet who is involved with and 'reflects' 

the characters. In 'Tragicheskaya Medeya' Annensky uses 

the characters' speech to suggest insidiously that Jason 

is not a sympathetic character. His thoughts are always

1. 'Tragicheskaya Medeya', part 3, 487

2. 'Izvestno, chto Annensky lyubil chitat 1 napisannoe im 
"po svezhim sledam" 1 -- Podol'skaya. (KO 610) 
Annensky's essays 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 'Ion i Apollonid 1 , 
1 Tavricheskaya zhritsa' were originally written as 
lectures.
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summarised: 'soderzhanie rechi Yasona svoditsya k 

sleduyushchemu ' . He does not analyse where Euripides 

'meant' our sympathies to lie, but makes the reader 

share Medea's position.

The subject of the essays on Euripides is similar 

to that of the Knigi otrazhenii: the poeticheskaya sushchnost 

of the text. But there are important differences between 

the collections. As we have seen, in Kniga otrazhenii 

and Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii Annensky was often critical 

of contemporary literature, and was eager to debunk modern 

figures. In the essays on Euripides he was attempting 

to impress the beauties of classical literature on his 

Russian audience, and he almost invariably appears as an 

apologist for Euripides' practice; he takes issue with 

negative appraisals which have been made by other critics. 

He even makes out a case for Rhesus , which has generally 

been found wanting in artistic merit, and counters

suggestions that it is not tragic by putting forward Hector,

2 not Rhesus, as the hero. When objections are voiced

by Annensky about some aspect of Euripidean drama, they 

are set aside with the contention that it is Euripides ' 

imperfections which make him a great dramatist. In 

'Tragicheskaya Medeya' Annensky eulogises certain problem 

scenes in Euripides' plays:

fl JiK)6jiK) y EepMnHfla nedpe^HocTb H nppmyflbi, B KOTOPUX 
Tan qacTO 6jiemeT reHnw. TparuK 6yflTO CMeeTCH Ha.n

BbiflepjKaHHocTbio o6u\ero 
noKasaTb, m-o KpacoTa

1. See this chapter, page

2. 'Res, tragediya', 110-2
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H II033HH JI6JKMT H6 B OflHOH rapMOHHH: KaKOM CB63KeM,
HOTOM nposBymiT y Hero HHor^a BOMH 

Mona, njiHCKa CTapMKOB B ,,BaKxaHKax", HJIM
Ha ci^eHHqecKHe npneMbi 3cxnjia cpeflM 

H TporaTejibHoro CBHflaHMH CTaporo Kopwimibqa 
c ero HHmeio H yHKaceHHoio ^apeBHOK) (B ,,3jieKTpe").

Annensky's task in the essays on Euripides and elsewhere

is sometimes extended, and he becomes an apologist for

classical dramatic practice or classical literature in

general, and defends its particular character. In 'Ion i

Apollonid 1 he attacks modern critical statements that

the classical dramatic device of stichomythia is unsatisfactory,

and states his own preference for it:

cnocodHOCTb BbipaacaTbCH cTHxoMM$imecKK, coBpeMeHHbie 
#paMaTyprn, BO BCHKOM cjiywae, noTepnjiM oflHo us Moryynx 
cpeflCTB pac^JieHHTb cjio^Hyio ncHxojiorpmecKyio cHTyai^Kio.
IIpH 3TOM, eCJIH TOBOpHTb 0 GCTeCTBeHHOCTH , TO MOHOJIOTK , 
3TH pe^H MS flOMa CyMaiUeflllJHX, CTOJIb paSBHBIIIMeCH CO

IlleKcnpipa, H BecbMa euje orpaHHimeHHbie y flpe 
o He npn6aBJiHK)T K naniHM ci^eHHyecKMM HJIJIIOSMHM.

In the opening paragraphs of his article on Alcestis , he 

argues that in many ways classical drama was more 

satisfactory than modern drama, because the demands of the 

classical stage gave it more diversity; music and dance 

were used, and it was necessary to please an audience composed 

both of illiterates and of educated people. He also 

praised classical poetry; in his essay on Apollon Maikov 

he devotes a paragraph to the stylistic beauty of the 

poetry of Horace. ( KO 293)

1. 'Tragicheskaya Medeya 1 , part 3, 492

2. 'Ion i Apollonid 1 , 543

3. 'Poeticheskaya kontseptsiya Al'kesty' , part 1, 73
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Annensky rarely criticised any classical author; he

expressed mild distaste for Longus ' Daphnis and Chloe,

the style of which he found pallid and mannered, but

his objections were more on moral than on formal grounds.

He found the descriptions of love and erotic games in

the book 'razvrashchennye popytki, pri pomoshchi kotorykh

ritor draznil voobrazhenie svoikh presyshchennykh chitatelei ' .

Annensky 's purpose in writing the essays on Euripides 

and on other classical authors was to argue the outstanding 

merits of classical literature, and for him its canonical 

status is not in doubt: it is the source of all modern 

literature. But his feelings for antiquity did not lead 

him to argue that classical literature was necessarily 

superior to all other literature. He did not believe in 

a lost Golden Age of literature, any more than he believed 

in a lost paradise of morals. In his essay 'Chto takoe 

poeziya? 1 he attacks this view:

us noaTOB 6biji OpcJieM. OTuero ace 6biJi? Passe 
yepnoe secjio Op$eH KpacHBee B SOJIOTHCTOM Tywane yTpa, 
yeM B ajibix cyMepnax? SOJIOTOH sen IIOBSHM B npouuioM — 
3-ro nocTyjia-r, HO flajKe He EBKJIH^OB. (KO 205)

There is a distinction between classical and modern literature 

in Annensky 's thought, as there is between real and ideal; 

classical literature is idealised. But the distinction, 

like that between the mir veshchei and the mir idei , 

is not hierarchical, nor is it irreconcilable. In all 

Annensky 's literary criticism, an attempt is made to

1. 'Dafnis i Khloya. Drevnegrecheskii roman Longusa 1 , 38
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reconcile classical and modern literature by using the 

comparative method. Euripides' plays are compared at 

length with each other and with their sources in Greek 

legend, and Euripides' versions are compared with those 

by other authors, in particular Sophocles and Aeschylus. 

The dramas are also compared with modern literary works in 

profusion and on occasion even in confusion. In his essay 

on Alcestis, for example, Annensky draws a fairly obvious 

parallel between the plot of Euripides' play and the plot 

of Shakespeare's The Winter's Tale. Several other

literary parallels are mentioned in passing, but are not
2 developed. In other essays, Ion is compared with

Leconte de Lisle's Apollonid, and the heroine of Medea with 

Lady Macbeth. In some of these cases there is obviously 

evidence for 'influence 1 in a historical sense. There 

is no doubt that Ion is the source for Apollonid, which 

is close to the Greek original; Iphigenia in Tauris is 

certainly the primary source on which Goethe and Rucellai 

based their plays; some motifs in Shakespeare's plays may 

well go back to Euripides. It was these historically 

proven cases of influence which Annensky had mentioned 

in his introduction to Teatr Evripida:

flaxe B caMoe nocjieflHee BpeMH, yme nocjie JIeKOHTa-#e-JlHjib,
BJIHHJI H BJIHH6T Ha $aHTa3HlQ TaKMX nOSTOB,
, KaTKJiJi Man^ec M Mopeac.

1. See in particular 'Khudozhestvennaya obrabotka mifa ob Oreste

2. 'Poeticheskaya kontseptsiya Al'kesty', part 2, 97

3. TE 1906, v
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But there are also numerous cases where there is no evidence 

at all for a historical connection, and we have what 

Varneke described as 'otryvochnye i sovershenno sluchainye 

sopostavleniya ' . Examples of these are the comparison 

of Alcestis and the Sanskrit epic the Mahabharata, which 

must have been meaningless to the majority of Annensky's 

readers, and the comparison of Euripides' ideas about 

love in Hippolytus with Christian charity in the Gospels:

6ojiee BflyMbieaiocb a. B 3TO o6cTOHTejibCTBO, T6M 6o;iee
Ka3K6TCH MH6, qTO (f)HJIOCO$ CLjeHbl, KOTOpblH COSflaJI, T.6.
nepejKHJi H ^eflpy, H MnnojiHTa, H B caMOM flejie 6biJi
MS HeMHOTMX 3JIJIHHOB, KOTOpbie M yrOTOBHJIH

— TOJibKo eMy rpesmiocb He 
JKHTHM , B. MB^ITa H $HJIOC 0$CKHM 
(KO 393)

Annensky's essays on modern literature contain many 

references to the classics, likewise with and without 

historical foundation. Hamlet, for example, is compared 

with Orestes: 'Camlet ukhodit kornyami v Oresta 1 ( KO 172). 

Heine's bedridden years at the end of his life are likened 

to the torments of the captive Prometheus, which is suggested 

by the adjective ' prikovannyi ' . Direct references in the 

essays alternate with elaborate metaphors drawn from Greek 

literature, the meaning of which is often opague. In the 

essay 'Brand-Ibsen', for example, Annensky uses the legend 

of Pygmalion as a metaphor for realist art:

EcTb cTapan cKasna o BanTejie, KOTOpOMy
ojKHBHTb cBoe HSBaHHHe. H Korfla B ero cosflaHHH saropejiacb
tiyjKflan eiviy H coBceM flpyran flyuia, TO OH odpaflOBa
noTOMy IJTO JiiodMJi CBoro CTaTyro. fl HHKor^a He MOT

1. 'IFA — nekrolog', 40
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3TOM cnasKM 6es rjiydoKoro yHbiHun. M B caMOM 
HMKTO He npoKSHec 6ojiee cypoBoro npnroBopa 
MCKyccTBOM. HeyKTO ace, uTo6bi o6pec-rn JKHSHB, 
flOJixHa HenpeMeHHO qpiTaTb raseTbi, xoflHTb B
H LjejIOBaTbCH? (KO 177)

Other such ornamental classical references are found in 

'Yumor Lermontova', where Tolstoy's concept of trud is 

described as 'lish' chernyi kamen' Sisifa 1 (KO 137), 

and elsewhere in Annensky's prose. Even his private 

correspondents were subjected to classical allusions: in 

a letter to Anna Borodina of November 1908, Annensky 

described bibliophiles as like pious Athenian worshippers 

of Pallas Athene who dressed the Palladium in ritual 

vestments (KO 482).

When Annensky compared classical literature and modern 

literature, he did not do it to the disadvantage of modern 

literature. In his essay on Iphigenia in Tauris, he 

acknowledges the superiority of Goethe's version to the 

Greek original, particularly in the refinement of its 

expression of feeling. In 'Chto takoe poeziya? 1 his 

defence of modern poetry rested on his contention that 

it was psychologically more advanced than classical poetry:

flnew B HCKyccTBe cjiosa see TOHbme M see
paBflHBee pacKpblBaeTCH HH^HBHflyajibHOCTb c 

ee KanpHSHbiMH KOHTypaMH, (5ojiesHeHHbiMM BosBpaTawn, c 
ee TaMHOM H TparmiecKHM cosHaHKeM Haiuero 6esHafle)KHoro

H 3$eMepHocTH. (KO 206)

1. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa', part 4, 494
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Annensky's respect for the modern and the classical 

tradition led him to take a particular interest in 

neo-classical literature, which he saw as an attempt 

to synthesise the traditions of classical literature with 

modern and national literature. It was a continuous, but 

by no means homogeneous tradition. In 'Ion i Apollonid 1 

he argues that French neo-classicism differs from that 

of Germany because the most important neo-classicists in 

Germany, Schiller and Goethe, knew very little Greek.

Neo-classicism does not and must not slavishly 

imitate the classics, Annensky argued; it was a 'reflection'

of the original, 'odin iz masok dlya vechnogo geniya

2 Antichnosti'. Each generation turns to the interpretations

made by successive earlier generations of neo-classicists, 

as well as to Greek and Latin texts:

Ho TpeBOKHOH fly in e yejioseKa XX CTOJieTHH 
nacTOpajm eflsa JIM 6jiKxe dpaHHofi cjiase anoca, M 
CHMBOJIBI PoMepa BOsdyjKflaioT B Hac yxe COBCGM flpyrne
9MOIIJHH. AXHJIJI flpaSHHT Hailiy $aHTa3HK) CB06M TaUHCTBeHHOH
H TparMuecKon KpacoTOH. BojimedHHLja Knpna 
HaM c Koma^beH CRHHOH, KaK y BepH-fljKOHca, a Ha 
Mbi yJKe He Mosceivi CMOTpeTb HHa^e, nan cKBOSb 
FeTe HJIM JlenoHTa fle JInjiH. (KO 205)

It was natural that Annensky's interest in the neo­ 

classical tradition should be extended to Russia, and 

indeed almost all the lyric poets whom he wrote on -- 

Maikov, Polonsky, Pushkin, A-K^Tolfjby -- produced some poems 

that belonged to this tradition. In Annensky's essays praise 

of individual writers of a neo-classical cast is tempered

1. 'Sluchainost nadelila luchshikh poetov Frantsii prevoskhodnym 
znaniem grecheskogo yazyka 1 -- 'Ion i Apollonid 1 , 531

2. 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii', 
part 4, 288
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with regret that the neo-classical tradition in Russia 

should be fragmented and underdeveloped:

Ha nopore XIX B. pyccKan caTnpa yxe cMeeTCH
n03THW6CKHM HaCJieflHGM Fopai^HH, KJiaCCHLJHSMOM:

TepneT y Hac TajiaHTbi H flejiaeTCH 
c oflHOH CTopOHbi, H napo^HH — c 

a B pyccKOH JIHTepaType HaflOJiro
K (JpaHLjyscKOMy KJiaccHL^HSMy, KOTOpbin MH

OKpeCTHJIH H £0 CHX HOp 30B6M JIOXHblM, H6CMOTpH Ha
nonpaBKK, BHeceHHbie B cy^fleHKn JleccMHra c 
Haw yyeHbiMK HeMi^aMH. (KO 293)

Annensky's criticism was intended to interest the Russian 

public in Greek and Latin literature, and to stimulate 

the growth of a Russian neo-classical tradition. According 

to Zelinsky, the rebirth of such a tradition, or 'Slavonic 

renaissance' was one of the preoccupations of Annensky's 

career:

AHTHTIHOCTB flajieno eiije He cnasajia HaM csoero nocjie#Hero 
cjiOBa. [....] He pas deceflOBajm MU c noKOHHbiM Ha 9Ty 
TeMy, He pas pncoBajm cede KapTHHy rpnflymero 
nCJiaBHHCKoro BOspoacfleHMfl", Kan TpeTbero B pn^y 
peHeccaHGOB nocjie pOMaHcnoro — xiv-ro H repMaHCKoro 
— xvm-ro BeKOB. [....] H Mbi ysepeHbi: Kor^a 

BOspojKfleHne — HacTynHT HMH M.^. , Ka 
HS ee npeflTeu, osapnTCH HOBWM 6jiecKOM.

Annensky's idea of the 'Slavonic renaissance 1 , like 

his descriptions of classical literature, was complicated 

He admired the erudition and complexity of the French

Parnassians, which he praised in his essay 'Antichnyi mif
2v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii' But in his essay

'0 sovremennom lirizme', he criticised the unnecessary

1. Zelinsky, 'IFA kak filolog-klassik', 9

2 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii 1 , part 
1, 185
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and ostentatious academicism of Vyacheslav Ivanov's poem 

1 Sud ognya':

B ocHOBe CTHxoTBopeHHH jiejKMT KyjibTOBafl axeHCKaH 
06 oflHOM us MHoroyKCJieHHbix EBPHIIMJIOB. DpH 
TpoHHCKOM flodbmH $eccajinei4 EBpunuji Bbidpaji ce6e Ko 
jiapeij, pa6oTy Fe$ecTa — B HBM onasajicH 
3cnMH6Ta, H, OTKpbiBiiiH cBoe npno6peT6Hne, repOH coineji 
c yMa. C odbmnbiM MacTepcTBOM HOST, CTHKaBiiiHM ce6e

Tb BejiHKOjienneM CBOHX BaKXHuecKMX H3o6paaceHHfi, 
HaM satfojieBanne EBpunHJia. [... ] TyT He snaeuib 

, vewy 6ojiee nsyMJiHTbcn: TOHKOCTM JIM H 
HJIH ero KOJiopMTy; cacaTOCTH JIM CTHXOB HJIH MX 
CTHJIK). Ho KTO SHaKOM, CKaMTe, y Hac c 
EBpnnnjia? (KO 332)

Annensky makes it clear that he objects, not because he does 

not understand the reference, but because he feels that 

it is a self-indulgent display of erudition. Vyacheslav 

Ivanov's poetry comes off relatively lightly in the 

essay; Bryusov's is described as 'letopis' nepreryvnogo 

uchenichestva i samoproverki ' (KO 341), and Annensky declares 

that it is hardly worth trying to understand the obscure 

references in Sologub's poetry at all (KO 355). In a 

review of Bunin's collected works published in Zhurnal 

ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniya, Annensky rebukes 

this writer for showing off his knowledge of the classics, 

remarking tartly, 'K zhanru Bunina kak-to malo idet 

deshevaya eruditsiya latinskikh tsitat ' .

Annensky's plans for the revival of neo-classical 

literature were very far from the academicism of Symbolist 

writers, whose poems he contemptuously described as 

kriptogrammy. The revival was not to be based on imitation 

of specific devices in classical poetry, or the style of

1. 'I. Bunin. [Sobranie sochinenii]', 237
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any one author. Russian poetry was to be 'classical' in 

a general sense, and was to model itself on the polished 

artistry of Greek and Latin literature. Annensky gives 

a detailed definition of classicism in his essay on 

Apollon Maikov. The poetry of Horace, which he takes 

as quintessentially classical, is formally perfect; it 

also has the moral qualities of self-restraint, abstinence, 

and detachment:

M 6biji eflsa JIM He caMHM HCKycHbiM MS scex IIOBTOB.
[...] $HJIOCO(J) COdCTBGHHOrO TBOpqeCTBa H HJIJIIOCTpaTOp 
CBOHX ri03TPmeCKHX TeOpHM, OH flO TaKOH CTeneHK BOnjI
B cede KyjibTypHO-accMMHjinpyiomyio cKJiy PHME, yTO 
OTflejibHbie uepTbi ero Tuna flo CMX nop KHByT B IIOSSHK 
HTajibHHqeB H (JpaHqysoB HesaBHCHMO OT TOTO, K 
HanpaBJieHHK) npHHafljieacHT TOT HJIH flpyrof! pOMaH 
jiMpMK: ysajKeHMe K nosTtmecKOM pe^n, HaKjiOHHOCTb K 
ee CTHjiHSHpOBaHHio, ncKycHoe nojibsoBaHne
H KpaCHBaH CTpO$HiIHOCTb, yMepeHHOCTb B
wyscTB, HsnmHbiM 3nnKypeH3M, cosepi^aTejibHoe H 
HacMeiiijiHBoe OTHomeHne K JKHSHH, KyjibT KpacoTbi, 
6ojiesHeHHOM MeyTaTeJibHOCTH. (KO 292-3)

Maikov 's poetry is likewise praised for these qualities, 

and for its classical rationalism and detachment:

QKaMeHejibiH, KpncTajijiH30BaBiiiHMCH, oTpaJKeHHbiM 
cede 3HaTb BflyMUHBo H cnoKOMHO, OH He BOJiHyeT, He 

, He BbisbisaeT Ha 6opb6y, He CTasiiT sanpocoB; 
no^flaeTCH H anajinsy H rapMOHKsai^HH. (KO 283)

In Annensky 's essay on Bal'mont, written six years later,

the qualities of self-restraint and judgement in the

work of art are indicated by the word dobrodetel ' , 'virtue 1 ,

which is distinguished from moral ' , 'morality, ethics'. ( KO 97)

This extension of the normal meaning of the Russian word
7 / 

dobrodetel ' may be derived from the Greek o(ptr* , which

indicated excellence of any kind, not necessarily moral.
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Annensky 's definition of classicism has polemical 

overtones. In his essay on Maikov, he had stated that 

Russian literature had two abiding faults, which were 

derived from its Byzantine origins and from the bureaucratic 

reforms of Peter the Great. The first fault, whose effects 

have been widespread and pernicious, is mysticism:

MHCTHIJHSM, saKpbiBaBiiiHM OT jiio^eM cojinqe K 
npacKH, 6biji HeywojiHM no OTHomeHHK) K HarneM no33Mn: B 
ero qepHbiH cnHOflHK sanncaHbi jiymoe pyccKHe KMeHa: 
EyKOBCKHX, ForojieH, TOJICTWX H .HOCTOGBCKHX — OH 
CBOK) THjKKyio pyKy #a}Ke Ha# TOJIOBOH HyiiiKHHa, HO 6biJi

pyKOM ^[aHTeca. (KO 293)

The second fault is tendentiousness , exemplified by the

genre of sluzhilaya satira which originated in the

eighteenth century. ( KO 293-4) Annensky saw classicism

as a necessary corrective to these faults in Russian literature;

its rational character would counterbalance excessive

mysticism, its artistichnost ' excessive political zeal.

The definition of classicism has a historical, as 

well as a national, context; the idea that classical 

literature exemplifies formal perfection and restraint 

is traditional; this is how the word 'classicism' is often 

understood. Annensky 's view of classical literature recalls 

the eighteenth-century theoreticians, in particular 

Winckelmann ' s formulation of Greek art as 'eine edle Einfalt 

und eine stille GrOBe ' in his seminal work of 1755, 

Gedanken tlber die Nachahmung der griechischen Werke in 

der Malerei und Bildhauerkunst . Annensky deliberately 

detached himself from contemporary ideas about the 

classical world by phrasing his ideas about classical 

literature as he did.
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Annensky's classical ideal also recalls Nietzsche's 

concept of the Apollonian as expressed in Die Geburt der 

Tragfldie, a work with which Annensky was certainly familiar: 

he cited it atithe beginning of his essay on Viast 1 t'my 

(KO 63). According to Nietzsche, classical art 

was the product of a synthesis of two principles, the 

Dionysiac, which was ecstatic, intoxicated, and inspired, 

and the Apollonian, which represented law, culture, restraint 

and artistic illusion. These principles revealed themselves 

more or less in certain types of art. Sculpture and 

architecture were associated with the Apollonian, music 

and dance with the Dionysiac; in classical tragedy they 

were most perfectly synthesised. The decline and decadence 

of the classical world was caused by attempts to suppress 

the Dionysiac principle. Nietzsche saw Euripides' drama, 

which he attacked, as an example of this rationalising 

tendency:

Jenes ursprtingliche und allmachtige dionysische Element 
aus der Tragodie auszuscheiden und sie rein und neu 
auf undionysischer Kunst, Sitte und Weltbetrachtung 
aufzubauen -- diese ist die jezt in heller Beleuchtung 
sich uns enthullende Tendenz des Euripides, [....] 
ein Dichter, der mit heroischer Kraft ein langes Leben 
hindurch dem Dionysus widerstanden hat --? urn 
am Ende desselben mit einer Glorifikation seines 
Gegners und einem Selbstmorde seine Laufbahn zu 
schliefien, einem Schwindelden gleich, der, urn nur 
dem entsetzlichen, nicht mehr ertraglichen Wirbel zu 
entgehen, sich vom Turme herunterstiirzt.

Annensky's ties with the conventional classical- 

philological establishment, and his admiration for Wilamowitz, 

were strong enough for him to regard Nietzsche's work as

1. See also Chapter 4 of this study, page 192

2. Die Geburt der Tragfldie, 81-2
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a distortion of historical fact about the Ancient World; 

in 'Vlast 1 t'my 1 he referred to Die Geburt der Tragfldie 

as ' rebyachaya skazka', though he praised its brilliance 

( KO 63) But Nietzsche's work was a convenient point 

of reference in arguing his own view of classicism. The 

Russian Symbolists, in particular Vyacheslav Ivanov, had 

used Die Geburt der Tragodie as an authority for their 

perception of the classical world, which was religious, 

mystical and ecstatic. Ivanov had rebuked Nietzsche for 

not giving enough emphasis to the Dionysiac gualities 

in his work, and had compared him to Euripides' Pentheus :

'Nitsshe tak zhe propovedal Dionisa — i iskal zashchity ot

2 Dionisa v sile Apollonovoi ' .

Annensky ' s interpretation of Nietzsche was almost 

certainly produced in response to Ivanov 's, and is 

diametrically opposed to it. He emphasised the anti-mystical, 

anti-religious character of Nietzsche's work. In a fragment of an 

unpublished essay, 'Zametki o Nitsshe', he argues 

that the philosopher was really, unknown to himself, 

an Apollonian:

rjiydoKO oiuHdajicH B npnpofle CBoefi pa#ocTH. Ona 
He 6biJia flMOHMGOBCKOH, a 6ojiee noflxoflHJia K T^ny 
anojijioHOBCKOH. 3-ro dbijia paflocTb MHCJIM. EflUHCT 
KOTOpan flaeT jiioflHM w^eio ^ejioBeqecTBa. (KO 589)

Annensky 's defence of Apollonian, traditional classicism 

was a leitmotiv in all his criticism. His reading of Ion 

was influenced by his polemic with the Symbolists. He argues 

that Euripides' conception of Apollo is central to the play,

1. On Wilamowitz 1 antipathy to Nietzsche, see Hist, of Class. 
Philology. xii

2. Ivanov, Po zvezdam, 2
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and that the god is 'tragically justified ' in it; he 

emphasises Euripides' connection with Apollonian cult

6biJi 6JIH30K K nyjibTy AnojuiOHa — 9TO 6uji ero
Kyjib-r; MOKST dbiTb, HMBHHO no3TOMy 

OH flBaJKflbi onpaBflaji AnojuiOHa (B ,,3jieKTpe" H f,HoHe"), 
Kan HM Fepa, HK ^HOHHC, HM KnnpH#a He

KM

Annensky 's defence of the traditional understanding 

of classicism as order and formal beauty against the 

reassessment in Nietzsche's work and his attack on the 

mystical cult of Dionysus are central to his work. It 

would, however, be wrong to present his classicism as 

coherent and unified. In his 'Zametki o Nitsshe 1 he had 

maintained that Nietzsche exemplified the ideas of his 

age, a time that was 'strastno tsinischeski antonimichnyi ' 

( KO 589). Annensky 's own literary theory was equally 

contradictory. He praises one classical model, Horace, 

for harmony and coherence; another, Euripides, for 

breaking down traditional genre models and for deliberate 

fragmentation. According to Sergei Makovsky's recollections, 

Annensky was depressed by the extent to which he was 

himself tainted with the Dionysiac emotion:

ce6n IIJIOXHM cjiyrofi AnojuioHa, 6ora
KpaCOTbl H Mepbl. HoCJieflHee OtfCTOHTeJIbCTBO npHBOflKJIO
ero flaace B Henoe TporaTejibHoe CMymeHHe. nBeflb H
CTapbiM npncjiy)KHHK ,HnoHnca, HacMemjiHBbiH caTup
(OH CTaBMJi y^apeHHe Ha a.), MOH Mysa — MeHa^a, nan
6bi HM nporHajiH M6HH MS xpawa CseTOsapHoro H JlyueHOCHoro.
H TyT jKe ycnoKanBaji ce6n TCM, qTo BTH 6orn — 6jiK3KKe
pOACTBeHHMKM H HOSTOMy, MCHOBeflyH OflHOTO,
H

1. 'Ion i Apollonid', 533

2. Makovsky, 'Innokenty Annensky', 242-3
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Although Annensky rejected classicism as understood 

by the Symbolists, his criticism was heavily influenced 

by Symbolist perceptions; as a reviewer of the second 

edition of Teatr Evripida wrote, 'izvestno, chto pokoinyi 

Innokenty Fedorovich byl v znachitel'noi stepeni modernistom'. 

His essays attempt to reconcile a traditional perception

of the form of classical works of art with a Symbolist
2perception of the nature of language, of myth.

Annensky's essays are concerned to some extent with 

the study of concrete, historical Hellenic legends, and 

their geographical variants. This is not, however, his 

major interest. He was preoccupied with the unity of legends 

and not with their diversity, with 'myth' in a general sense. 

In '0 sovremennom lirizme 1 he describes myth as 'obshchenarodnyi' 

(KO 333), and distinguishes it from legend, which is 

historically and geographically determined. Legend is 

individual, and myth general:

ECTb HGCKOJIbKO CHJI , KOTOpblG MGlliaiOT CJIOBaM paCEJIblBaT bCH
B 6erjioM cHMBOjiKKe. IlepBaH saKJiiotmeTCfl B 
jiereHfle. A$po#HTa sa6biBaeT MHCTMwecKyio fl 
CBoero CHMBOjia AiiiTopeT, K peyecKMH jioflotiHKK 
ee BOSHMKaTb us 3reficKoft nenu npnwo TOTOBOH 
(KO 338)

But Annensky was not primarily concerned with comparative 

mythology, any more than with the history of Greek myth; 

he was interested in the nature of representation which was 

found in mythology. In 'Mif i tragediya Gerakla 1 he

Dil', 'Teatr Evripida ' , 450

Significantly, in a review of 1907 Annensky attacks 
a traditional, Winckelmannian perception of classical 
art with the words 'Eto uzh sud'ba grecheskogo 
iskusstva kharakterizovat'sya obshchimi mestami'. 
'Robert Zaichik. Lyudi i iskusstvo ital'yanskogo 
vozrozhdeniya', 83
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speculates that the ultimate origin of myth was 

collective primitive perceptions of nature and psychology: 

it had 'nachal'noe, mozhet byt ' praariiskoe, sootvetstvie 

s tern ili inym yavleniem iz oblasti solyarnoi ili 

atmosf ericheskoi ' . The word mif is used interchangeably 

with simvol and slovo to indicate the ultimate transcendental 

link between the polarities of real and ideal, subject 

and object, mind and matter:

BjiaropoflHewiuee HasHa^eHne CJIOB — cBHSbisaTb nepejiKBHoi 
CKMBOJIOB H_ H He-H, ropflo H CKOpdHO cosHasaH ce6n

—— H npHTOM eflMHCTBeHHbIM CpeflHHM , M6)Kfly
3THMH flByMH MnpaMM. CuMBOJiMCTbi cnpaBe#JiHBee Bcero 
HasbiBa-rb, no-MoeMy, Tex EOS-TOB, KOTOpue He 
3a6oTHTCH o BbiaaceHUH MJIH
CTapaiOTCH yCBOHTb H OTpaSHTb MX BG^HO CM6HH10IHHeCH

(KO 339)

The link is not stable; it alters according to the character 

of the object and the perspective of the subject, as is 

indicated by the words 'perelivnaya set' ' .

When Annensky uses the words slovo, mif and simvol 

he is not describing the character of all language. In 

'0 sovremennom lirizme 1 the language of the nauchnyi tekst 

is rigidly distinguished from the poetic utterance:

otfjiacTb snaHHH TO^HO HiijeT ocBodo#MTbCH OT nyT
M6Ta$OpbI, OT MH$OJIOrHWeCKHX C6T6M pe^H —— HO yjK. , 
KOH6WHO, H6 flJIH KSblCKaHHOCTK CTHJIH, a yT06b! yHTK 
B TepMHHOJIOrHK), B 6e33ByyHOCTb , B HMCbMO, B aJI(j)aBKT
Ha annapaTe IVlopse. ^TO 3Ke dyfleT ona flejiaTb — cKajKH 
— co CTUXOM, STUM nesyyHM reHHeM MHpa, yBepnioiiiKM ee 
B BewHocTH HpOTen H 6eccMepTHH HenpecTaHHO TBOPHMOM 

(KO 339)

Scientific discourse is direct and unambiguous; but poetic

1. 'Mif i tragediya Gerakla', 100. On the Symbolists'
perception of myth, see Chapter 1 of the present study, 
54-5
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language has an indirect relation with its material, which 

it radically transforms.

Annensky's statements about the nature of language, 

like his statements about literature in general, are 

contradictory. His philologist's interest in the 

etymology and semantics of particular words jostles 

uncomfortably with his view that poetic language is 

elusive and indefinable. In 'O sovremennom 'lirizme', 

by far his most radical statement about poetry,.he 

interrupts a discussion of Bryusov's poetry with an 

excursion into the exact meaning of the Greek words
,/K ?'
•</?£*i Toy' and c*i/*ToV . (KO 342) In a review of 

Ovsyaniko-Kulikovsky's Rukovodstvo k izucheniyu sintaksisa 

russkogo yazyka, Annensky argues that language has certain 

fixed and universal rules, such as those of grammar, which 

are known to every speaker, and the disruption of which is

remarked by every speaker, an argument which restricts

2 the radical powers of poetic language. G.M. Ponamareva

has shown that some of Annensky's linguistic theories aie 

close to those of Potebnya and other members of the 

psikhologicheskaya shkola. The latter argued that the 

literary text was ambiguous, it had vnutrennyaya and 

vneshnyaya forma, but that this ambiguity was stable and 

could be illuminated by close reading.

Annensky's theories of the word and of the artistic

1. Annensky also made incongruous statements about the 
need for poetic language to be 'ordinary 1 . (See my 
article. 'Bacchic Revels? 1 , in Essays in Poetics 1985, 2} —————————————

2. 'D.N. Ovsyaniko-Kulikovsky. Rukovodst vo' , 214

3. Ponamareva, 'IFA i Potebnya', 66-8
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text were deeply divided. He was faithful to the academic 

tradition. His views on language were partly based on 

the study of ancient texts in dead languages, and were 

'philological 1 as defined by Voloshinov / Bakhtin in an 

essay of 1928, 'Western linguistics':

Under the pressure of the needs of philology, linguistics 
has always based itself on the completed monologic 
utterance — the ancient literary text as the ultimate 
reality. It was in work on this sort of dead monologic 
utterance, or rather -- on a series of such utterances 
with nothing more in common than the language in 
which they were written, that linguistics evolved its 
methods and categories.

But Annensky simultaneously argued a contradictory, 

Symbolist perception of the word or the poetic text as 

'the ultimate reality 1 in a different sense: a god-given, 

elusive messenger between two worlds.

Annensky's writings on the classical text are affected 

in particular by the unresolved contradiction in his 

views on language. In accordance with academic and 

literary traditions, it is seen as self-contained, 

historically specific, and autonomous, elevated to a unique 

and inviolable position. Classical form is perfect, smooth, 

without contradictions, and coherent, the model for all 

later literature. At the same time Annensky argues that 

all literature, including classical literature, is 

fragmentary, unresolved and contradictory, that it is 

not straightforward, but complex and demanding. No single 

meaning can be extracted from the text, but a huge number

1. Bakhtin School Papers, 43
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of different meanings, some of which may not be obvious 

to the author. The theme of classicism is present in 

all Annensky's literary essays, but it does not unify 

the essays and reviews; it illumines the inherent 

contradictions.

The educational message of Annensky's literary essays 

is an obvious link between his criticism and his drama and 

poetry. He was an example of the type of writer ironically 

described by Wolf Friedrich as 'die auch-dichtende 

Gelehrsamkeit'. His essays were written in part as 

a commentary on his own literary works, an exercise which 

he had recommended to the Russian Symbolists in '0 

sovremennom lirizme 1 :

6bi noaTy, B caMOM #ejie, He flaeaTb K CBOMM
BblCOKOLjeHHbIM IlbecaM KOMM6HTapMH, KaK flGJiajI B CB06

JleonapflH? (KO 332)

Conversely, his poetry and dramas were dependent on his 

literary essays, and were written to illustrate theories 

which he had begun to develop in the 1890s, before he 

had written much serious poetry. The idiosyncratic 

classicism which is expounded in his essays and which he 

exhorts the Russian public to follow is developed, with 

all its contradictions, in his literary works. His 

translations are eccentric versions of the classical models; 

and his original dramas and poetry were written to be the 

foundation of the eagerly-awaited 'Slavonic renaissance'.

Quoted in Stephan, Studien zum Drama des russischen 
Symbolismus , 100



jKasopoHOK HUB K naxKTefi — BeprmiKM, 
ajib6aTpoc Bo^jrep, mib cojioseH BepjreH 

TBOBH JIOBHTBOIO — Bee B qyjKeseMHbiH 
He sawaHHTb Te6e HTML; BOJibHbix 6es

MOM MMjibiH nTML^ejioB — M Bepno, 6es

He odoHfleiiibCH TH, no3T, n 6es 
XOTH 6 TH flpyroM 6biJi BCGX 

sjia 6oTaHMKOM, H nacTupew ~

CHAPTER THREE

'S Proteem bud 1 Protei 1 -- Translations from 
classical Greek
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In late 1907 Aleksandr Blok summarised the current state 

of Russian literature in a letter to his mother. 

Publications abounded, but there were few original works:

fl otieHb ocBeflOMjieH B coBpeMeHHOH jiHTepaType K
iBOflbi oueHb peuiMTejibHbie: sa OTOT TOA, B 
HTore: I) nepesoflHan jiHTepaTypa npeo6jia,n,aeT

OpHrHHaJIbHOH: 2) KpKTHKa H KOMMGHTapCTBO ——

Blok's analysis is true not only of 1907, but of the entire 

Symbolist movement. He himself produced numerous literary 

essays, and several translations; all the other Symbolists 

wrote essays and manifestos, and translated widely. Bely 

was the only Symbolist who does not seem to have been 

interested in literary translations. Some of the Symbolists 

(though not Blok) were more prolific as translators and 

essayists than as writers. Twenty-one of the twenty-five

volumes of Merezhkovsky ' s collected works are devoted to
2 essays and translations.

The Symbolists' translations have at least as much 

merit as their essays. They were the result of much 

effort and concentration; many of them are outstandingly 

successful; and the Symbolists' experiments with verse 

translation undoubtedly helped to found the outstanding 

tradition of tvorcheskii perevod in Russia in the present 

century. The excellence of their translations has been

1. Blok, letter to his mother 27.11.1907, Sochineniya v 
8 tomakh v 8, 219

2. Merezhkovsky, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, volumes 1-21
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widely recognised, and they have been widely reprinted and 

anthologised in the Soviet Union.

The Russian Symbolists' emphasis on literary essays 

followed French Symbolist traditions: the major French 

Symbolists all wrote essays and manifestos. Their interest 

in translation, on the other hand, was an innovation. The 

French Parnassians were avid translators: Leconte de Lisle, 

for example, put Sophocles, Euripides and Aeschylus into 

French; but translation was not important for the Symbolists. 

Mallarme translated Poe into French, but this was a significant 

exception. For Russian poets, translation was a way into 

the new poetic ideas circulating in France. It helped them 

to assimilate French Symbolism and introduce it to the 

Russian public. Before 1900, they translated almost 

exclusively from French literature; thereafter, from other 

European languages as well.

Annensky's literary career is typically Symbolist. 

As has been shown, his first contact with literature was 

through essays and reviews, he was always active as 

essayist and reviewer, and his kommentarstvo was the centre 

of his literary work. His translations were no less 

significant. He produced far more translations than 

original poetry; he translated nearly eighty lyric 

poems and over twenty thousand lines of dramatic verse 

altogether — contrast his original output (four neo­ 

classical dramas, thirty prose poems, and about three 

hundred lyric poems). By 1900, before he had published 

even one original poem, he had brought out several 

translations, and his first collection of poems, Tikhie pesni,
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His translations were fairly well-known in his lifetime, 

and their popularity lasted after his death; they were 

frequently anthologised; and in 1923-1939, when few of 

Annensky's poems were republished in the Soviet Union, 

more than fifty of his translations, (including extracts 

from them), appeared in anthologies.

Valentin Krivich states that his father knew fourteen

languages, including Sanskrit, Hebrew and one African
2 language. But Annensky's translations do not indicate

the full breadth of his linguistic talents. He never 

attempted any translations from Sanskrit or Hebrew, and 

apart from one poem by Longfellow, the only modern European 

languages represented are German and French. He covered 

a wide range of contemporary and near-contemporary authors, 

particularly French poets (among them Baudelaire, Verlaine, 

Rimbaud, Mallarme, Leconte de Lisle and Sully Prudhomme), 

but he never worked on medieval, renaissance or even 

eighteenth-century authors.

Annensky's professional and private interest in 

classical literature naturally led him to translate from 

Greek and Latin. He was particularly active as a 

translator of Greek; his most important achievement was 

his Russian version of all Euripides' plays (including 

Rhesus), a job which took nearly twenty years. He also 

put a few Greek and Latin lyrics into Russian: poems by

1. See Ingold, 'A Bibliography'; Voronkov, Drevnyaya 
Gretsiya i drevnii Rim

2. Krivich, 'IFA po semeinym vospominaniyam', 200



135/

Horace, Bacchylides and Simonides of Ceos, and one of the 

1 Homeric Hymns'.

The textual history of Annensky's translations from 

French and German is not complicated. Most of them came 

out in Tikhie pesni as a separate section entitled 

'Parnastsy i proklyatye 1 . About twenty others were first 

published in Posmertnye stikhi (1923). Stikhotvoreniya i 

tragedii included six more, and all Annensky's translations 

from French, German and English are now accessible in this 

edition. Most of them were republished in Sozvuchiya in 

1979.

The fate of Annensky's classical translations, like 

that of his essays on classical literature, is less happy. 

Even the Euripides translations have not been published 

in a single edition. Annensky never managed to translate 

the fragments, but had finished translating all nineteen 

complete plays by his death. He intended to publish the 

translations, with the essays on them, in a three-volume 

edition (Teatr Evripida), but only the first volume 

appeared. After Annensky's death, a six-volume edition 

was planned; it was edited by Zelinsky, and was also 

called Teatr Evripida. Only three volumes of this had 

come out when Zelinsky emigrated, and it was abandoned. 

In 1960 a third Teatr Evripida appeared; but even this 

did not contain all Annensky's translations, since the 

manuscripts of Prositel'nitey (Supplices) and Troyanki

1. Horace Odes II, 8 III, 7; III, 26 (ST 229-231); Odes
1,5; 1,13: Razbor stikh. perevoda ...Porfirova, 11-12, 15 
Bacchylides, Ode XVI, see 'Yunye zhertvy'; Simonides 
of Ceos, Fragment 13, in Golosovker, Lirika drevnei Ellady, 
48-9; see also Appendix.
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(The Trojan Women) appear to have been lost at some stage 

after Annensky's death. The edition was republished 

under different titles in 1969 and 1980. Two 

translations (Res and Finikiyanki) were only ever published 

in periodicals. The first publications of all the remaining 

fifteen translations took place in various editions; many 

first came out, like the essays, in ZMNP.

Matters are further complicated by Zelinsky's 

aggressive editing. He was not content to leave the 

translations more or less untouched, as he had been with 

the essays. He admitted himself that he had changed 

nearly 5,000 lines (out of about 16,000) in the plays 

which he edited. He may have made other, unadvertised, changes.

Annensky's translations of classical lyrics have never 

been collected. Most are not even in Stikhotvoreniya i 

tragedii or Sozvuchiya, though the editor of the latter, 

Fedorov, states that it contains all Annensky's translations 

of lyric poetry: 'Nastoyashchim izdaniem okhvativayutsya

vse prinadlezhashchie poetu perevody liricheskikh i
4 neskol'kikh epicheskikh stikhotvorenii'. In fact, the

only classical translations in either of these volumes are 

the Horatian odes first published in Tikhie pesni. (ST 229-31). 

Other translations are difficult to find; some have been 

printed only once; and Annensky's archive in TSGALI may 

contain unpublished translations from Greek and Latin.

1. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 5

2. As Svripid: Tragedii

3. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 5

4. Sozvuchiya, 164



137/

The critical history of Annensky's classical translations 

is also obscure. In accordance with the lively interest 

in Symbolist translation, his translations from modern 

languages have been widely studied, though they have not 

yet been the subject of a monograph. Besides Fedorov's 

introduction to Sozvuchiya and his remarks in the preface 

to Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii and his recent book, there 

have been several articles.

Little interest has been shown in Annensky's classical 

translations — or for that matter in those by other 

Symbolist poets. When the first volume of Teatr Evripida

was published in 1906, several reviews appeared, mostly
2by classical scholars. The first two volumes of

Zelinsky's edition also attracted one or two reviewers. 

After that, Annensky's Euripides was ignored until the

1960s. The Soviet editions of Annensky's Euripides contain
4 short introductions of little interest. Little has

been written on Annensky's translations of poetry; 

many critics, like the editor of Sozvuchiya, appear to 

have been ignorant of their existence. Busch has covered 

Annensky's Horace translations, including those in the 

essay on Porfirov; his remarks are brief, and far from

1. Fedorov, 'Dva poeta' (Sozvuchiya 5-17); see also (ST
55-60); Innokenty Annensky, 101-111; articles by O'Bell, 
Gifford, Byrns and Kotzmanidou, Borker, and Ritz, 
150 Jahre russische Heine-Ubersetzung, 315-321

2. Zelinsky, 'Evripid v perevode IA 1 ; Varneke, 'Teatr 
Evripida'; see also reviews by Nilender, Kholodnyak

3. Dil 1 , 'Teatr Evripida' (on vol. 1); Gel'd, 'Teatr Evripida' 

(on vol. 2)

4. Golovni in Teatr Evripida1960; Yarkho in Evripid, Tragedii, 
1969, 596-8
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exhaustive, but interesting.

The only significant study of Annensky's classical 

translations — indeed, the only significant study of

Russian early twentieth-century translations from Greek

2-- is Armelle Goupy's doctoral thesis (1968). This

is a detailed account of Annensky's translations of 

Euripides; special attention is given to his Medea and 

Hippolytus. Goupy makes lengthy comparisons of Annensky's 

version of Medea with the original and attempts to 

reconstruct his translating principles; she also discusses 

his policy on the resolution of Greek metre. She concludes 

that Annensky's approach to the text was both scholarly 

and literary:

? 'intuition poetique est done 1'ultima ratio de I 1 art 
de traduire d'Annenskij. [....] Irremplac, able et 
souveraine, elle ne se suffit pas a elle-meme mais ^ 
s'exerce a la lumiere d'une ample et riche erudition.

Goupy applauds this combination of erudition and intuition,
4 calling it 'a harmonious conjunction 1 and 'a dynamic synthesis'.

She considers Annensky's metres a felicitous compromise 

between Russian and Greek practice:

1. Busch, Horaz in Ru&land. 209-211; 'Zwei vergessene 
Ubersetzungen von IFA'; on Horace see also Goupy, 
L'Euripide russe, 44-62

2. Goupy, L'Euripide russe. Her article 'L'art de traduire 
selon Annenskij' is a digest of many of the most 
important points in the thesis.

3. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 130

4. Ibid.
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La traduction des parties lyriques du Theatre 
d f Euripide admet la substitution de metres russes 
traditionnels aux formes antiques; elle adopte aussi 
la transportation d'un systeme de versification dans 
un autre. Mais quelle que soit la formule a laquelle 
il s'arrete, le poete-traducteur est constamment guide 
par le souci d'etablir un rapport etroit entre les 
moyens d'expression de la lyrique grecque et ceux de 
la poesie nationale.

Goupy's thesis covers a neglected area in detail, 

and contains much of value. Her analysis of the Russian 

text and comparison of it with the Greek original are 

systematic and interesting, and her work will undoubtedly 

be the basis of all future study of Annensky's Euripides 

translations. But I question her adulatory account of 

Annensky's abilities as scholar and translator. The 

preceding chapter has shown that Annensky's essays were 

not significant contributions to original scholarship. 

When he was preparing the translations, he consulted

numerous different editions, and did extensive research

2 on the critical literature. It is doubtful, though,

whether this research is evident in the finished text; 

the translations are certainly not, pace Goupy, equal to 

critical editions of Annensky's plays:

Annenskij a apporte sa contribution a* 1'etude du texte 
d'Euripide, et le philologue est fonde a consulter sa 
traduction au meme titre qu'une edition critique.

Zelinsky, the foremost expert on classical literature in 

Russia, was hostile to Annensky's versions. This is clear 

not only from ±he drastic alterations he made to Annensky's

1. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 179

2. Varneke, 'IFA — nekrolog', 40

3. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 41
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text, but from the articles he wrote on Teatr Evripida. 

His frankest statement was in a letter to Rozanov written 

in 1917 in defence of his editorial stringency:

STOT flocTaiowHo-TaKH cjia6. KaK $njiojior, 
He HaxoflMJiCH Ha BbicoTe CBoew 3a#awn; K&K

HOST, OH, 60S COMH6HHH, Ha MHOTO POJIOB Bblffle M6HH — 
HO tfopbda C (JtfSHUeCKHMH TpyflHOCTHMH H6 R&BT paSBHTb
ero BfloxHOBeHHio. EBpmiHfl y Hero dojibtueio uacTbio TJieeT, 
a He ropHT, M TOJibKO s^ecb H TaM BcnuxHBaeT. 
fl snaio, tjTo 3TO He EBpunn^, UTO STO KaKOH-To cjiadbiH 
jieneT, B KOTOpofi e^Ba cJiumeH Mory^HH TOJIOC rpewecKoro 
TparnKa, a HHor^a H npnMoe HSBpan^eHMe ero MUCJIM.

Goupy is aware of Zelinsky's hostile attitude, and refers 

to his alterations as 'une severe critique' of Annensky's 

methods as translator. But she dismisses his objections, 

implying that Zelinsky has simply not understood Annensky's 

translation and the approach he adopted:

II pretend de fonder en raison une critique dont on 
s'apercpit bientSt qu'elle est affaire de goQt 
personnel, mieux vaudrait dire simple reaction 
d'allergie.

Goupy's defence of Annensky illuminates the precise nature 

of the problem: he was not a scholar, Zelinsky was. In 

defence of Annensky's scholarship, Goupy states that some 

of his readings of individual lines. which seemed eccentric 

to his contemporaries have been independently upheld by 

later scholars. The few examples which she gives are 

clearly happy coincidences, and do not constitute satisfactory 

evidence that Annensky was a notable scholar.

1. Zelinsky in TE 1917, xvii-xviii

2. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 161

3. Ibid.,25-7
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Goupy f s evidence for Annensky's ample et riche 

erudition is thin, and her discussion of his intuition 

poetique, the second part of her formulation, is incomplete. 

She shows that Annensky's translation of Medea was determined 

by his views on the 'central unity' and 'psychological 

motivation 1 of the text, but does not comment on how 

successful this method was. Her thesis ignores the texts' 

merits as Russian literature, together with their relation 

to the Russian literary tradition and to Annensky's own 

poetry. She does not discuss whether the translations find 

an appropriate Russian idiom.

When Annensky's Euripides translations were first 

published, few commentators discussed their accuracy, but 

the style was universally attacked. The Symbolist critic 

Filosofov condemned Annensky's Hippolytus in one sentence: 

'Stikh g. Annenskogo grub, tyazhel, a inogda i komichen'. 

The classicist Nilender, writing in Vesy, was less 

categorical, but also had serious reservations:

Hac peuiHTejibHO He yflOBjieTBOpneT HSHK nepesofla,
nO-BHflMMOMy, C03HaT6JIbHO H3(5paHHbIH IiepeBOflytf KOM .
Mbi cmiTaeM pemnTejibHo HeywecTHbiMK B nepesofle c 
flpeBHe-rpewecKoro JiaTHHKSMbi, rajuiMLjHSMbi M repMaHKSMbi: 
KaKOBH, HanpuMep, y r. AHHeHcnoro ceHTeHLjMH Kopnyc 
(fajiboJHBbiH inapjiaTaHCKHH Ha Manep Tpayp repojibflbi 
ysynaTOp BaTepnac cyjiTaHbi TOH TpioM daHT Mapm 6aHK6T 
6apbep H T.A.

In short, Annensky's translations provoked the dislike 

of both scholars and litterateurs.

In my view, Goupy's analysis of Annensky's intentions is

1. Filosofov, 'Teatral'nye zametki', 9

2. Nilender, 'Teatr Evripida', 231



142/

correct. He wanted his classical translations to be both 

scholarly and literary, an ambition he shared with some of 

the other Symbolists. Unlike Goupy, I do not see this 

as a source of 'harmonious conjunction 1 , but of unproductive 

dissonance and confusion. I feel that Annensky's scholarly 

ambitions made his translations from Greek wooden and 

lifeless, and I consider them, in Mikhail Gasparov's phrase 

about Bryusov's version of the Aeneid, plodotvornaya 

neudacha.

I begin with a brief account of Symbolist theories 

of translation, especially Annensky's. I shall then 

analyse some examples of Annensky's translations, my 

choice of illustrative material being selective. It 

would clearly not be practicable to attempt an account of 

all Annensky's Euripides translations, and so I shall 

confine myself to some sections of a single play, Hippolytus, 

which was also translated by Merezhkovsky. The disadvantage 

of this method is that it will not be possible to discuss

whether Annensky's ideas about translation evolved over

2 the long period when he was working on Euripides.

The problems of Zelinsky's alterations to Annensky's text 

will not be dealt with; Annensky's Ippolit will be cited 

from the original publication, in ZMNP in 1902.

I also intend to discuss Annensky's translation of 

one other Greek poet -- Bacchylides, since this translation 

has been ignored in previous studies. I shall compare it

1. Gasparov in Bryusov, Torzhestvennyi_ privet, 13

2. The peak of Annensky's enthusiasm for translating
Euripides seems to have been between 1900 and 1906. 
After the publication of Teatr Evripida in 1906, 
his attitude to the translations became increasingly 
world-weary as he grew more absorbed in his original 
works.
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with Vyacheslav Ivanov's version of another ode by 

Bacchylides.

I shall place more emphasis on Annensky's intuition 

poetique than on his ample et riche erudition. I shall not 

make line-by-line comparisons of the Russian version with 

the Greek originals in order to establish how accurate 

a translator Annensky was; I shall be concerned with the 

Russian idiom in which he chose to realise his version. 

The patchy history of translations from classical 

languages in Russia made the selection of a literary idiom 

a particular problem, as Varneke pointed out:

nepesofla KoweflHH M ocodeHHo Tpare#HH odpasqaMH CTKJIH 
H TOHa MoryT cjiy^KTb HaiiiM opnrMHajibHbie TpareflMH K 
KOMeflMM. M ecjiK cTMXOTBopHbie nepesoflbi RjiaBTa npOKSBOflHT 
Tanoe yflpyyaiomee BneyaTJieHHe Ha BCHKOTO, He jiMiiieHi 
BKyca tiHTaTejiH, TO BHHOBaTbi B BTOM He O^HH TOJibKO 
nepesofltinKH, cKJioHHbie HjiaBTa cTaBHTb Ha o,E,Hy flocn; 
c dbiTonncaTeJieM ,,PacTepflHHOM yjiKi^bi". Be^a B TOM, 
HaBcerfla, no-BHflKMOMy, yTepnna CBHSb c Hamen
OpHTMHaJIbHOH KOMeflMeM ,,B CTKXax", CO CTKJI6M 

, IIlaXOBCKOTO H XMejIbHHL(KOrO.

In the late nineteenth century, as classical scholarship 

expanded in Russia, the publication of classical literature 

in translation also increased. Sophocles, Homer and other 

well-known authors enjoyed most popularity, but recently- 

discovered texts were also published (e.g. a fragment of 

Sophocles' satyr-play Ichneutai and fragments of Euripides'

Hypsipyle translated by Zelinsky), as were works by lesser-

2known authors (e.g. Zenon and Epiktetes).

1. Varneke, 'Teatr Evripida', 231

2. Zelinsky, 'Novonaidennaya satiricheskaya drama 1 ;
'Tsaritsa-prisluzhnitsa' -- see Voronkov, item 2413 
For Epiktetes and Zenon, see Voronkov, item 2487; 
Prozorov, item 1854
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Many translations were by classical scholars or 

by schoolmasters. They had two main functions. There 

were literal versions of texts published in critical 

editions as supplements to the commentary, such as 

Latyshev's translation of some lines from Euripides and 

the scholia to Euripides in the collection Scythica et 

Caucasica . Then there were versions for schools: cribs 

to classical texts set for the attestat zrelosti examination 

Their purpose was functional: they were in prose, and had 

no literary pretensions. It is instructive to look at 

one such translation by a late nineteenth-century academic. 

In the early 1890s the tireless V.A. Alekseev translated 

eight of Euripides' plays, which appeared in the Deshevaya

biblioteka edition and were approved for use in real ' nye
o

uchilishcha. They were in lumpy, convoluted, ugly

prose. The following sample is from Euripides' Hippolytus 

( epodos to the second choric ode):

Onyio esdeHHKy, HeBHHHyro, HO sHaBuiyro ys 6pana 
no BOJie A$po#HTbi, nopa6jib pasjryymi c ceMbeio, K, CJIOBHO 

BanxaHKy, ona #ajia ee B jKGHbi cbmy
cnpaBHB qpeflM pesHH H no^apa KpoBaByw C 
HesecTa!

Bednaya drama, the reader is tempted to add.

Not all translations by classical scholars were as 

bad. Zelinsky's involvement with Hellenism, and his desire 

to popularise classical literature, led him to take a 

particular interest in translation. In his essay 'Drevnii mir

1. See Voronkov, item 2385

2. The plays were Medea, Iphigenia in Tauris, Iphigenia in 
Aulis, Hippolytus, Bacchae, Alcestis, Ion and Heracles. 
(Prozorov, items 742-9)

3. Quoted by Filosofov, 'Teatral'nye zametki', 9
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i my' he criticised the low standards of Russian

translation from the classics. He himself translated
2 Euripides' Bacchae and Cicero. His translations

were published in Vestnik Evropy, a literary and general 

social periodical, except for the Bacchae, which appeared 

in Filologicheskoe obozrenie. They were metrical and far 

more readable than Alekseev's prose. In 1914 Zelinsky 

published a translation of Sophocles' Sledopyty (Ichneutai) 

The extract below is taken from one of Silenus 1 speeches:

CmieH (B djiaropoflHOM Hero#oBaHHH)
KaK? Ssyna ncnyrajiKCb BH? Ms Bocna
Bac BbiJienmiH, y-ro JIM? Hero#HH,
Ssepbe npoKJIHTOe! Beflb BaM cTpaxn
MepemaTCH, ^y-rb uiejioxHeTCH KycT!
Jlmub K padcKOH, flpndjioii, HeflocTOMHOM cjiyjKde
Bbi npncnocodjieHbi, H TOJibKO MHCO
H BMy B sac, #a HSBIKH, fla.... dy^eT !
Hy)K#a HarpaHeT — Ha cjiOBax Bcer^a BBI
HafleatHH, a flOM#eT flo flejia — Tpycw!
TaKOB JIM dbiJi poflMTejib sain, OTpo^be
HeroflHoe?

Zelinsky's translation is far better than Alekseev's, but 

his handling of comic invective is uneasy; the markedly 

literary verse form which he chooses does not accord 

well with Silenus 1 terms of abuse. His translation has 

no great merit.

Despite Zelinsky's commitment to popularisation, he 

had little respect for translation as a craft. It was 

a means to an end, a way of encouraging people to learn 

Greek and Latin and read the classics in the original. In

1. Zelinsky, 'Drevnii mir i my', part 2, 19

2. Zelinsky, 'Vakkhanki 1 ; Tsitseron, Rechi

3. Zelinsky, 'Novonaidennaya satiricheskaya drama 1 , part 
2, 149
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'Drevnii mir i my 1 he argued that translations were 

always necessarily inferior to the Greek original:

He 6y#eM npenedpera-rb nepesoflaMM, HO He 6yfleM
b KX flocTaToqHOH saMeHOH nofljiKHHMKa. UloneHrayep
, WTO OHM OTHOCHTCH K IIOflJIHHHKKy ( OH HM66T B
HTM^Hyro jiHTepaTypy), Kan LjKKOpHft K Ko$e; KTO-TO

CKasaji, TJTO OHM nepe^aioT jiHinb HSHaHKy KOBpa. 
STO, noatajiyH, HecnpasefljiMBo; cKopee MOJKHO 6'yfleT 
cnasaTb, tjTO npn csoeodpasHbix ycjiOBKHx flpesHen pewn 
Harbin nepesofl ApeBHero npOMasefleHKH Ha O#KH KS HOBUX
HSblKOB 6yfl6T OTHOCMTbCH K nOflJIHHHHKy npn6jIK3L'TeJTbHO
Tan )ne, nan flepeBHHHbie MOflejiM ^ejioBeyecKoro Tejia,
KOTOpblMH nOJIbSyiOTCfl npM npOXOKfleHKF^ aHaTOMKK, K

Tejiy.

This patronising academic view of translation was alien 

to the Symbolists. As has been said, translation was central 

to their literary activities, and they considered it as 

creative as writing an original poem. Translating for 

them, as for Baudelaire, was analogous to the process by 

which the poet deciphers and communicates the mysteries 

of the universe:

Si nous etendons la demonstration (non seulement nous 
en avons la droit, mais il nous serait infiniment 
difficile de faire autrement), nous arrivons a cette 
verite gue tout est hieroglyphe, et nous savons que 
les symboles ne sont obscurs que d'une maniere relative, 
c'est a dire selon la purete, la bonne volonte, ou 
la clairvoyance native des ames. Or, qu'est qu'un 
poete (je prends le mot dans son acception la plu§ 
large) si ce n'est un traducteur, un dechiffreur?

As Annensky put it in the poem 'Drugomu 1 : 'I veshchikh snov 

ieroglify raskryv / Uzornuyu pishu ya chetko frazu'. (ST 156) 

Despite the importance of translation to the Russian

1. Zelinsky, 'Drevnii mir i my', part 2, 19

2. Michaud, Message poetigue du symbolisme, 722
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Symbolists, none wrote a treatise on it, or evolved a 

theory of translation. There was exchange of opinion 

between them in reviews; but from this one can only 

establish their guiding principles. They were eager 

to detach themselves from academic methods of translation 

Bryusov attacked the dogmatism of academics in his essay 

'Fialki v tigele', and distinguished it from the attitude 

of the 'real poet 1 :

HyiiiKHH, TIOTUGB, $eT tfpajincb sa nepeBOflbi, KOHe^no, He
US TKejiaHHH nIIOCJiyJKHTb MeHbllieft (5paTKH M , H6 1'iQ 
CHHCXOXfleHHH K JIIOflHM HefiOCTaTOyHO-OdpaSOBaHHbIM , KOTOpbie
He MsyynjiM HJIH HeflocTaTO^HO nsyuHJiK HeMeqKKft, aHrjiKftcKH 
MJIM jiaTbiHCKHft HSbiK. Ho3TOB, npn nepeBo^s CTKXOB, 
yBJienaeT ^HCTO xyflo^ecTseHHan 3an,ava: BOccosflaTb Ha 
CBoeM HSbiKe TO, yTo KX njieHKJio Ha wysoM, ysji 
}KejiaHne — ,,yyscoe BMHT noyyBCTBosaTb CBOKM",

Filosofov defended Merezhkovsky's translation of Hippolytus, 

which scholars had attacked for inaccuracy, by claiming 

that they simply lacked artistic taste:

peqeHseHTbi-cneijMajiHCTbi OTHecjincb K nepesofly r-Ha 
MepejKKOBCKoro HeflodpomejiaTeJibHO. C flodpocoBecTHOCTbio 
HacTOH^Hx yuKTejiew rHMHasKK, OHM HaKHHyjincb Ha no9Ta 
sa HeTouHOCTb nepesofla, sa KCKajKeHMe no^JiHHHKKa, naK 
dyflTO see flejio B 6yKBe, a He B flyxe. Ho passe MOJKHO 
y6e rn,MTb B STOM cnei^HajiMCTOB, ? 6ecnomaflHo Hac scex

Ha IlIKOJIbHOH CKaMbe?

The Symbolists' methodology of translation was not 

systematised; it depended on their definition of language. 

Like the French Symbolists, the Russian Symbolists defined 

poetry as 'musical'. They did not mean by this that the

1. Bryusov, 'Fialki v tigele', 11

2. Filosofov, 'Teatral'nye zametki', 8-9
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structural and compositional qualities of poetry were 

like those of music. The meaning of 'music' was much 

vaguer: it was the non-visual, emotional qualities of 

language which could not be analysed intellectually. 

Blok wrote in 'O sovremennom sostoyanii russkogo simvolizma '

Mnpu, npeflCTaiomne ssopy B cseTe jryyesapHoro M 
CTaHOBHTCH Bee 6oJiee SOBVIIJMMK; yuae us rjiydnHbi K 
HecyTCH meMfliijHe MysbiKajibHbie ssyKH, npHSbiBH, monoTbi, 

cjiosa.

This idea was formulated rather more clearly by Wyzewa, 

one of the French Symbolists:

La poesie veritable, la seule qui demeure irreductible 
a la litterature proprement dit, est uoe musique 
emotionelle de syllabes et de rhythmes.

The Symbolists argued that word-for-word translation, 

bukval'nyi perevod, was impossible; the translator's 

task was to capture the 'music' of poetic language in 

the new version. Annensky was in agreement with these 

ideas :

Tb yacio flaeT nepeBo^y jinuib 
6jiM30CTb K nofljinHHMKy, — nepeBOA HBHBTCH cyxHM, 

, H sa fleTajiHMH TepneTCH ^epeAa^a
nbecbi.

None of the Symbolists discussed the details of the

translator's method, nor the important question of how

to decide which aspects of the poem were essential, musical,

1. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 5, 427

2. Michaud, Message poetique du symbolisme,778

3. Razbor stikhotvornogo perevoda...Porfirova, 2
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and which could be sacrificed. They gave more attention to 

'music' in the literal sense than had previous translators: 

to the metre and sound effects of the original. All the 

Russian Symbolists produced metrical translations. As 

Bryusov put it, 'Stikhi, perelozhennye prozoi, dazhe khoroshei 

prozoi, umirayut'. But there was no discussion about 

whether to retain the original metre, merely suggest it, 

or ignore it. The identification of musicality was left 

to the judgement of individual translators. Bryusov's 

review of Chulkov's translations of Maeterlinck argues 

that Chulkov's attention to the imagery of the original 

rather than to its sklad and dvizhenie is misconceived. 

But Bryusov does not reflect on taste and judgement in

general: his review simply expresses a difference of

2 opinion on the characteristics of Maeterlinck's poetry.

Annensky's recipe for translation, like Bryusov's, 

did not go beyond subjective comments on individual 

authors. In 1909, he sent his friend Nina Begicheva two 

variants of a translation of Heine's 'Ich grolle nicht', 

and appended some interesting comments on his working 

method:

3-ro He FeHHe, MHJian Huna, 3TO — TOJIBKO H. Ho 
TaKJKe H FeHHe. 06paTHTe BHHMaHHe Ha pasiviep, a 
Ha TO, tJTO nlch grolle nicht" HayHHaeT nepeyio H

BTOpyro CTpo$y, OTtiero B nepBOM 
pn$Ma, npmieM Ha TOT JKB rjiacHbiH 

K neHMio, H flyMaro, no^oHfleT.
cH cepfli^a" H nrpusymero sMen" H K36exaji, 

fla STO H y FeMHe He CHMBOJIU, a 3M6jreMbi. ( KO 493)

1. Bryusov, 'Fialki v tigele 1 , 10

2. Ibid., 13-17
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Annensky translated by appropriating certain isolated 

features of the original, and working them into his 

own style. Fedorov has described this process as 

sub"yektivnoe svoeobrazie prelomleniya originalov and 

russif ikatsiya. The effect is little different from 

an original poem by Annensky with quotations from 

Heine or Baudelaire. Annensky 's version of Rene Henri's 

'Poeme', 'Grozoyu polden 1 byl tyazhelyi napoen ' is so

Annenskian that the editors of the authoritative Stikhotvoreniya

2i tragedii classed it as an original poem by Annensky.

Annensky 's translation of Leconte de Lisle's poem 

'Epiphanie 1 ('Yavlenie bozhestva 1 ) is a good example of 

his approach to a modern literary text. Like many of 

his translations, it appears to have occupied him for 

some time, and two versions exist. The first appeared in 

Tikhie pesni , and has been reprinted in most subsequent 

editions of Annensky 's works. It is given below with the 

French original:

Ha# ceeTJibiM osepow HopBer^M CBoen 
Ona HfleT, Me^Ty saflyMWKBO Jiejien, 
M ID era TOHKyio KpoBb posoBan eM 
Jlyua sapn sjiaTMT cpe^K CHeros ajiee.

Bepes Jieneyymnx eme npoapawHa ceHb, 
H AHH oTpaflHoro eme Mepi^aeT 
M 6jieflHbix BOfl Jiasypb ee KaqaeT

odseeT JIK BOJIOC AymncTbix JISH, 
10 OH sbidbio nenejibHofi njie^o ew o^eBae 

saHasec pecHnu flpoaci^T, ocepe6peH
rJias, Kor^a nx

1. Fedorov, T>va poeta ' , Sozvuchiya, 12

2. (ST 219). The mistake was corrected in Lirika -- see 
note, page 354
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Htt T6HH, HM CTpaCTeft KM H6 OCTdBHT

Ha Mxpa flOJibHero yMnajmcb nx
15 He yjibitfajiHCH, He njianajin OHH,

M B rojiy6yio flajib PJIHAHT CIIOKOMHO

CTpam saflyMUKBbifi MMCTM^ecKKx 
C 6ajiKOHa ajioro cjieflHT c yjibitfKofi 
3a jierKMM np/.spaKOM HopBe^cKnx 6eperoB 

20 CpeflH 6eccMepTHbix BOJIH oflexflbi tfejiocHexHOM. ( ST 262)

fipiphanie

Elle passe, tranquilie, en un reve divin,
Sur le bord du plus frais de tes lacs, 6 Norvege!
Le sang rose et subtil qui dore son col fin
Est doux comme un rayon de 1'aube sur la neige.

5 Au murmure indecis du frene et du bouleau,
Dans 1'etincellement et le charme de 1'heure, 
Elle va refletee au pale azur de 1'eau 
Qu'un vol silencieux de papillons effleure.

Quand un souffle furtif glisse en ses cheveux blonds, 
10 Une cendre ineffable inonde son epaule;

Et, de leur transparence argentant leurs cils longs, 
Ses yeux ont la couleur des belles nuits du Pole.

Purs d'ombre et de desir, n'ayant rien espere 
Du monde perissable ou rien d'aile ne reste, 

15 Jamais ils n'ont souri, jamais ils n'ont pleure, 
Ces yeux calmes ouverts sur 1'horizon celeste.

Et le Gardien pensif du mystique oranger 
Des'balcons de 1'Aurore eternelle se penche, 
Et regarde passer ce fantome leger 

20 Dans les plis de sa robe imraortellement blanche. 1

1. Leconte de Lisle, Poemes tragiques, 66-7
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Annensky's procedure in this poem was much as he 

described in the letter about Heine. He has retained 

the vowel colour (particularly long a_, for example in 

the second stanza), and the consonance of the original 

— he renders ' Quand un souffle f_urtif_' as 'Ef_ir ob_veet 

li _volos ' . To do this he has introduced certain words, 

such as efir, which are not present in the original. The 

translation is metrical: a standard Russian metre, the 

six-foot iamb, has been used. The number of syllables 

is identical to the original (twelve), but the effect 

is very different. The long, balanced French sentences 

have been made rather short and compressed, for the 

number of words to a line is smaller in Russian. The 

effect is agitated rather than contemplative, and only 

in the last stanza is anything resembling the measure of 

Leconte de Lisle's poem reproduced.

Certain central images, such as the Gardien pensif 

and the vol silencieux de papillons have been retained, 

though the personification has been played down; capitals 

are not used. Annensky has kept some characteristic 

Parnassian adjectives, such as transparent and divin, 

though their position in the poem has been altered. On 

the other hand, doux, frais and celeste have been replaced 

by adjectives of light and colour typical of Annensky's 

own poetry: alyi, svetlyi and goluboi. Some of the 

phrases used in the translation, such as otradnyi den' 

and lepechushchie berezy, are Russian poetic cliches which 

assimilate the piece to the Russian literary tradition in 

general rather than specifically to Annensky's own poetry. 

A few trivial alterations have also been made, perhaps to
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fit the metre. Annensky has altered orager (singular) 

to sady , and balcons (plural) to balkon.

Annensky's version of Leconte de Lisle's poem is a 

success. He has adapted a theme and imagery untypical 

of his own poetry by using marked Annenskian devices. The 

result is an 'imitation', a new Russian poem, rather than 

a literal account of the French original.

When translating the classics, Symbolists met a problem 

which they never resolved: should they approach literary 

works from different historical traditions and cultures 

in the same way as modern European literature, or 

differently? Despite their absolutist and open-ended 

notions of literature and of the symbol, they believed 

that certain writers were 'more Symbolist' than others, 

and developed their own literary hierarchy accordingly:

Si 1'on donne au mot symbole le sens elargi que nous 
lui avons donne, on avouera que les poetes symbolistes 
ont ete rares. Je ne vois guere qu'Eschyle, Dante, 
Rabelais, Goethe.

In their literary essays, the Russian Symbolists concentrated

on those writers who were more Symbolist, and their choice

of texts to translate was similar. The overwhelming

majority of the pieces selected were contemporary or

1. The version of 'Yavlenie bozhestva 1 given in one of A's 
notes to 'Lekont de Lil 1 i ego Erinnii ' has variants 
of the last two stanzas; it may be a later version 
of that printed in Tikhie pesni . The editors of KO 
do not comment :

HM T6HM, HM CTpaCTeM MM H6 CyjIMJIM flHM ——
OT Hac JIM, rMtfHyiijMX, KpujiaToro He TEHST? 
He yjibidajiMCH, He njianaJiM OHM, 
M He6ocBo rn, OAMH K cede MX

M HOMepaHLjeBblX MMCTMqeCKMX LJBeTOB
C 6ajIKOHa 3TOrO, CKJIOHHHCb, CTpaJK 6e3MOJIBHb!M
Cjiejo.MT sa npMspanoM HopBe^cKMx deperos
M nan OAeacfl ero 6eccMepTHO-6ejibi BOJIHH. ( KO 408)

2. Saint-Antoine quoted in Michaud, Message poetique,
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near-contemporary French lyrics, particularly by the 

Parnassians and the proklyatye, as they called the 

French Symbolists; they also favoured the German 

Romantics. The only Symbolist to translate much from 

English was Bal'mont, who was also alone in working on 

exotic poetry: he translated some Indian and Mongolian 

verse. The Symbolists' main source, apart from French 

poetry, was classical literature. Not only Annensky, 

but most of the major Symbolists translated the classics. 

Some (Vyacheslav Ivanov, Kuzmin, Bryusov, Minsky and 

Merezhkovsky) translated many texts; Ivanov worked mainly 

on Greek lyric poetry, Bryusov on Latin; Merezhkovsky 

did several Greek tragedies, Minsky a new Russian version 

of the Iliad. The only major Symbolists who did not 

translate from the classics were Bely, Bal'mont and

Sologub. Blok translated some Latin lyrics, but these

2 translations are insignificant.

The Symbolists' interest in French literature was 

independent of formal study; but most of them, as has been 

said (Chapter 1) had some kind of classical education. 

This did not necessarily mean they had an outstanding 

command of Greek and Latin; indeed, most were imperfectly 

educated, and knew it. Bryusov wrote in 'Fialki v tigele 1 :

Bee Mbi noTpaTHjiH 6ojibiue CBMM JIBT Ha nsyweHKe Kjiaccpmeciu:x 
H3HKOB, tiHTajin Ha ypoKax H OflHCceio K MjiKafly B 
HO peflKo KTO MS Hac sHaKOM c PoMepOM He no
H lyKOBCKOMy.

1. See appropriate entries in Voronkov, Drevnyaya Gretsiya

2. Magomedova,,'Blok i antichnost'', 42

3. Bryusov, 'Fialki v tigele', 11
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The main effect of the Symbolists' contact with the ancient 

world was to make them timid and defensive about translating 

Greek and Latin literature. They wrote introductions to 

their classical translations, which they had not felt 

it necessary to do with their translations from French, 

and made ostentatious reference to their own erudition, as 

if to justify their handling of forbidden material. Ivanov's 

introduction to his translation of Bacchylides ' Ode 17 

is turgidly academic in style:

Mbi CO^JIH yiviecTHbiM o6paTHTb
coo6ii|aeMbiM nepeeoflOM He 9TOT ncKjiioyFiTejibHbiM no CBoewy
HCTOpHKO-JIMTepaTypHOMy SHayeHHK) IiaMHTHHK.

The semi-academic character of Annensky's translations 

is typically Symbolist. His translations of French and

German poetry were done privately, and he appears not to

2have thought of publication at first. But his

translations of classical poetry were specifically for 

publication, and most were published shortly after they 

were written. He shared the Symbolists' defensive feelings 

about translating from the classics, but was more vehement. 

In his introduction to Teatr Evripida he wrote:

Pa6oTa MOH Ha# EBpnnnflOM dbijia cTporo
B yeM MOffieT y6eflHTbcn BCHKMM, KTO 3HaeT TGKCT
H caM padoTaji Hafl KPHTHKOH TeKCTa B0o6me.

1. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 816

2. Many of them, like his poems, were done first of all 
for his friends. In 1900 he sent Borodina a copy of 
Sully-Prudhomme's 'L 1 ideal 1 with the words 'Poeziya 
Pryudoma tak astral'na, chto ona dolzhna vam nravit'sya' 
(KO 449)

3. TE 1906, vi
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The Symbolists' attitude to classical poetry was 

more faint-hearted than to contemporary poetry. They 

argued here for the very technique of bukval'nyi perevod 

they had attacked elsewhere. Annensky was the sternest 

advocate of this. His attitude even to the translation 

of French literature was more rigid than that of his 

contemporaries. In 1909 he gave Voloshin a sound 

schoolmasterly rap over the knuckles for minor inaccuracies 

in a translation of Paul Claudel's poem ' Les Muses':

noKasbiBaji MHB KjioflejieBCK^x nMys" B BauieM 
, H H npocM#eJi sa HKMK yaca ne-rbipe. . . . Hy, 

ysc H padoTa 6bijia. Ho oi^ero, cnaMTe, Bbi nocjiajin 
6pyjib9H? HeT JIM TyT npocTO HeflopasyMeHKH? H CBepmi 
nojiOBHHy c TeKCTOM... HeT, Bbi AOJJJKHH nepepa6oTaTb 3TO 
BTOTO Tpe6yeT Mysbi npeacfle Bcero. A HOTOM K K 
H Baiiie H KjioflejieBCKoe. ( KO 490)

Annensky 's views on translating classical literature were 

unbending. In 1908, he reviewed Merezhkovsky ' s translation 

of Euripides, and criticised some lines, ending with the 

acid comment: 'Evripid ne zasluzhil takogo k sebe 

otnosheniya so storony russkogo perevodchika 1 . He argued 

that any translator of Euripides must have a thorough 

knowledge of Greek:

H npHJitmHoro nepesofla EBpnnH#a OTHioflb He 
Tex cKyflHbix SHaHHH no rpeyecKOMy nsbiny, KOTopbie
BblHOCHTCH M3 rUMHaSKM. [ . . . ] SfleCb HyJKHO COJIHflHOe
Hsy^eHMe M nsuKa Boodme, H aBTOpa B yacTHOCTH, anoxn,
B KOTOpyK) OH }KMJI , KyjIbTypHblX yCJIOBKH, 2 B KOTOpblX
npoTeKJio ero cBoeodpasHoe T

Two points arise. Firstly, when Annensky disagrees with 

Voloshin 's translation from French he reproves him for

1. 'Perevody D.S. Merezhkovskogo', 239

2. Ibid., 238
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carelessness; when he disagrees with Merezhkovsky he 

accuses him of ignorance. Secondly, Annensky's criticisms 

of Merezhkovsky ' s Euripides pick up deviations from the 

Greek which are quite trivial, and which distort the text 

much less than his own versions of Leconte de Lisle.

Other Symbolists also argued that bukval'nyi perevod 

was the only permissible approach to classical texts. For 

Vyacheslav Ivanov, this meant above all rigid adherence 

to the original metre:

HCTOJIKOBdTeJIb yyffiOTO CTHXOTBOpeHUH,
ero MeTp H PKTM, no#MeHHBaeT KHOKJ, 

— ero MysuKajibHyro flymy.

Bryusov was also an advocate of literal translation, as 

Mikhail Gasparov records:

OTB6T HanpaiiiHBaeTCH ofli'H: KjiaccKwecKyro nossnio 
nepeBOflHTb Tan, KaK MOJKHO nepesoflMTb noasKio HOBenuiyio: 
B HOBeMiiien no33HH MOJKHO HenocpeflCTBeHHbiM omyin

rjiaBHoe OT BTOpocTeneHHoro H nepesoflKTb
Tonnee ,n,pyroe BOjibnee, B KjiaccHyecKon H6T BTOpocTeneHHoro , 

see rjiaBHoe K see TpedyeT ToyHoro

Gasparov himself appears to accept without question the 

view that classical texts are sacrosanct, that 'tarn vse 

glavnoe'. Most of the Symbolists also accepted this, and 

did not seem to be conscious that there could be a 

different view. Only Merezhkovsky argued the opposite: 

that it is easier to translate classical texts than 

modern texts, since all readings of them must necessarily 

be provisional:

1. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 818

2. Gasparov in Bryusov, Torzhestvennyi privet, 11
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Bee MejicmHoe, BpeMeHHoe yxoflUT c BpeMeHeM, ocTaeTCH 
setiHoe; H HCHOHD flOJiJKHa 6biTb TOJILKO qenb,

HaiiiM noMbicjibi H aejiaHKH c flyuion BBJIKKOTO 
H npopona.

MerezhkoFsky was also unusual in not writing lengthy 

explanatory -introductions to his translations; his versions 

of Medea, Prometheus Bound, Antigone and Oedipus at

Colonus have no introductions, and the pieces on Oedipus
2 Rex and Hippolytus are very brief.

The Symbolists' attitude to translating classical 

texts was profoundly conservative, with individual 

variations. The self-consciously radical and ahistorical 

stance of their essays on classical literature is not 

evident in their translations. They did not create a 

new canon of classical authors: with few exceptions, the 

authors they worked on were already enshrined in Western 

tradition. The most popular Symbolist choices were Virgil, 

Horace, Sophocles, Homer, Sappho, Euripides, Anacreon and 

Pindar. More obscure works, such as the Orphic texts, 

the mystical character of which might have been expected 

to recommend them to the Symbolists, were left untouched. 

Nor, surprisingly enough, were they particularly interested 

in Hellenistic literature. Even their choice of works 

by favoured authors was not innovative. For example, 

Merezhkovsky ignored Euripides' Bacchae, despite its 

links with Dionysiac cult, and concentrated on traditional 

favourites, Medea and Hippolytus. The main Symbolist 

discoveries were made by Vyacheslav Ivanov, who

1. Merezhkovsky, 'Tragediya tselomudriya i sladostrastiya 1 , 66

2. See Merezhkovsky, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, volumes20 and 21 —————————————
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translated some Greek poets, for example Hipponax and 

Mimnermos, who fall outside the traditional canon.

The Symbolists' conservatism affected their versions 

of the classics in two main ways. They preserved far more 

of the imagery and exact wording of classical originals 

than of modern French originals, and were reluctant to 

compress or paraphrase. As a result, their translations 

were often verbose. When strict fidelity to the original 

was combined with attempts to imitate classical metrics, 

the result was usually laboured. Bryusov's translations 

of Sappho, for example, are wordy and metrically uneasy:

Tbi KyflpH CBOH, fluKa, yKpacb, MHJian MOH,
H JIOMKHM aHMC Tbi 3anjI6TH CJiaflOCTHblMH p
B LjBGTax Tbi rpafleiiib; BMecTe c Todon — djiarocTHbie

XapnTu. 
Ho yyxflbi doraM — Te, KTO npn^yT, posaMn He

In fact, many of the Symbolists' translations are little 

different from those produced by academics: less accurate, 

but no more inspired.

The Russian literary language chosen by the Symbolists 

for their translations was also conservative. As Bryusov's 

words about Zhukovsky and Gnedich ' s versions of Homer

indicate, they associated classical authors with the
2 language of the early nineteenth century. In their

own translations, they sought to imitate the nineteenth- 

century tradition. The style is self-consciously 'high 1 ; 

poeticisms abound (in Bryusov's Sappho fragment above 

both gryadesh ' and blagostnyi occur). Where they used

1. Bryusov, Torzhestvennyi privet, 193

2. See this chapter, page 154
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Russian, rafcher than specifically classical, metres, these 

were traditional. They did not use the dol'nik or other 

forms of tonic verse, and the metrical innovations 

found in original poems by the Symbolists are not evident

here.

The texts I have chosen to analyse represent the two 

main genres of classical poetry which the Symbolists chose 

to translate: the Greek lyric and Attic tragedy. They 

had little interest in comedy, or for that matter in prose: 

Kuzmin translated Apuleius' The Golden Ass, but not until 

long after the Revolution.

The first case-study is Euripides' Hippolytus. Its 

plot is among the most familiar in Greek tragedy, and it 

has enjoyed lasting popularity in the West. By the late 

nineteenth century it had been translated into many different 

European languages, and several Russian versions existed. 

Not only V.A. Alekseev, but also P.D. Shestakov and E.P.

Shneider had translated the entire play, and A. Tambovsky
2 extracts of it. Further literal versions of it were

clearly not necessary. It was therefore ideal material 

for free, literary versions, and it seems reasonable to 

expect that Annensky and Merezhkovsky, the two Symbolists 

who worked on it, would have attempted to produce explicitly 

Symbolist reworkings of the text.

The introductory essays which both poets wrote for 

their translations present typically Symbolist readings of 

the play. Merezhkovsky sees it as a dualistic conflict

1. Kuzmin, Apulei Lutsei, Zolotoi osel

2. Shestakov, Gippolit; Proizvedeniya Evripida v perevode
E.P. Shneidera, Vyp. 1; Tambovsky, 'Proklyatie zhenshchin 1 
-- see Prozorov, items 727, 741, 1842
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of passion and reason, represented symbolically:

TaK»e-xe, KaK [3BpKiiHfl 1, Mbi noHHJiH, n TO
MHpOBoft XH3HK saKJuonaeTCH B oKpy^aiomeM , B
Bcex Hac B6JIHKOM 6opb6e #Byx BBJIMKHX Hanaji, Tan ace, nan
OH, yBMfleJIH , yTO rOBOpHTb 0 H6H MOJKHO TOJIbKO CKMBOJiaMK, 
H KaK OH —— CJIHIIIKOM OCTpUM M TOHKHM C03HaHK6M 61116 H6
cyiviejiH HatiTM nocJieflHefi rapMOHHH nocjie^Hero

Merezhkovsky also argues that the philosophy of the play 

prefigures Christian ideas about sexual love and chastity.

Annensky's essay on Hippolytus has been discussed in 

detail in Chapter 2; it makes a greater show of scholarship 

than Merezhkovsky ' s , but is as ahistorical, and many of 

Annensky's ideas are similar to Merezhkovsky ' s ; he also 

stresses the links between Hippolytus and Christianity, 

and dwells on the play's symbolic significance.

And yet Merezhkovsky and Annensky's Symbolist readings 

of Hippolytus do not seem to have affected their translations. 

Neither has translated the moral terminology of the play 

so as to heighten its connection with Christianity: everywhere 

we have 'the gods', not 'God', for example. The symbolic 

unity of the text has not been emphasised. In her analysis 

of Annensky's version of Medea, Goupy showed that the 

translation uses the key word gnev for several different

Greek words, and that this plays up his reading of Medea's
2 character. This does not seem to have been Annensky's

practice in Hippolytus . In translating Phaedra's climactic 

speech, Annensky (like Merezhkovsky), uses several different 

words for the powers and functions of the intellect (Annensky

1. Merezhkovsky, 'Tragediya tselomudriya i siadostrastiya', 64

2. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 98 ff
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has urn, duma, rassuzhdenie, serdtse, razmyshlenie, reshenie, 

mysl ' ; Merezhkovsky urn, razum and a variety of different 

verbs. Neither poet emphasises the antithesis between 

passion and reason which both saw as central to the play. 

Their renderings of the choruses convey the symbolism of 

the original, but do not enhance it.

The language of both translators is traditional. It 

abounds in poeticisms; in the scene between Hippolytus and 

the hunters at the beginning of the play, Annensky has 

vosslavit ' , deva, chado, charuyushchii , otradnyi , and

in the same passage Merezhkovsky has dscher ' , deva, chertogi ,
2 obitaet. Annensky uses more anachronisms and poeticisms

than Merezhkovsky, but does not modernise the language 

systematically. Goupy asserts that his language is more 

colloquial than Merezhkovsky ' s :

La ou Merezkovski j emploie des pxeprsi'tiiDiTs verbales de 
type litteraire -- les seules qu'il connaisse -- 
Annenskij demande a la langue parlee ses constructions 
sans verbes ou des mots appartenant a diverses 
categories morphologiques, un adjectif, un adverbe, 
une interjection, ont fonction de predicat.

But Annensky 's use of colloquial language : is restricted. 

He has made more effort to distinguish between the 

discourse of the various characters than Merezhkovsky; 

his Nurse's speeches contain popular expressions not found 

in Phaedra's speeches:

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit 1 , part 2, 179-180; Merezhkovsky, 
'Ippolit', 18-20

2. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 1, 142-3; Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit', 
6-7

3. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 141
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Hy, paccyflM-x... KTO cnopMT... 6biJio 6 jiymue
He nojiiotfMTb... A nojiio6njia TU,
TaK yx OTflaHca-x jiymiie ^odpoBOJibHO,
EcTb y M6HH H cpeflCTBo OT Heflyra
JIio6oBHoro — HH yecTH He
HH pasyMa OHO He

In the above passage the particle -zh is used twice, and 

there is much ellipsis: A polyubila ty / Tak uzh otdaisya, 

for example. But these devices are studied, and stand 

out unnaturally against the specifically literary forms 

found elsewhere in the Nurse's speeches. In an earlier 

address to Phaedra she uses a foreign word and some overtly 

figurative language:

3a TO riOBHHHbl Ka3HH? CTpaHHbIM npH3
MJIM noTOK Knnpn#bi ocTaHOBMiub? 
Tbi ycTynH eiwy — Tedn BOJIHOM 
OH jiacKOBO odHMMeT, a nonpodyft 7 

MJIH Harjio cnopHTb c HHM.

Annensky's language is less even than Merezhkovsky ' s . He 

is more literal: he paraphrases less, uses more words, 

and the sentence structure is complex. He uses many 

poeticisms, but also gratingly anachronistic and popular 

language. The mixture of styles recalls his own poetry, 

but there is a difference. There, as Lidiya Ginzburg 

pointed out, the language is not normative; no gualitative 

distinction is made between 'high style' and 'low style 1 :

BoBce H6T nrpbi Ha npyrjibix nepexo^ax OT HHSKOTO K
BblCOKOMy, OT BblCOKOrO K HHSKOMy —— CTOJIb MKJIblX

COSHaHMK) XIX B6Ka.
Mepy LjeHHOCTH Beu\evi — TeM caMbiM K BbicoTbi CJIOB -

Tenepb B MX CHMBOJimiecKoft CBHSH c flyui 
H paflocTHMK yejiOBena. lllnnbi He HHace cTpyn, 

noTOMy WTO H Te H ,n,pyrne HBJTHIOTCH sHanaMM BamHbix

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 2, 184

2. Ibid., part 2, 181

3. Ginzburg, 'Veshchnyi mir 1 , 355
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In the translations there is a linguistic norm: the high 

style of early nineteenth-century poetry; lapses from 

it have an effect which is unsettling, and sometimes 

even bathetic or unintentionally comic.

In one way Annensky is definitely more conventional 

than Merezhkovsky: he appears to have bowdlerised. Goupy 

has given an example of this from Medea. For line 286, 

the Greek text of which means roughly, 'You are angry 

because you have no man to sleep with 1 , Annensky has 

'Bez muzha ostaesh'sya i toskuesh''. There is 

nothing so striking in Hippolytus; but Annensky's version 

of the following section of the parodos is much coyer 

than Merezhkovsky's:

Ipe6nH
Pasee OH TanHa MHB
HeMOUJH po6KH6, CKOJIbKO TaMTCH B HHX
MpaKa

Merezhkovsky renders the same lines as

Ho OT Bena Hpas y
HenOKOpHbIM, npUXOTJIKBblM —— 
H B 6epeM6HHOCTK TH5KKOH
H B nopbisax

Annensky's main Modernist innovation in his translations 

was external: he inserted long stage directions, which 

are, of course, his own. Moreover, they aid the appreciation 

of the reader in a particular way: they are not descriptions 

of classical theatrical conventions; they are imaginative 

recreations of Greek landscape and architecture:

1. Goupy, L'Euripide russe, 115

2. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 1, 148

3. Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit', 11
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KHOiiia c JiOKonaMH sojioTMCTO-dejioro i^seTa K 
CTporuM JIMLJOM; y Hero CBeTJibie rojiydbie rjiasa, ero 
o^exfla H npneMbi 6ojiee roeopHT o najiecTpe, oxoTe K 
Hrpax, HGM o BOHHe H jiarepe. B pynax y Hero BCHOK
MS nOJieBblX LJBeTOB.

Annensky's stage directions attracted comment from 

contemporary reviewers, mostly unfavourable. Zelinsky's 

alterations to them were received with approval:

HSBeCTHO, UTO nOKOMHblH MHHOK6HTMH ^eflOpOBHU 6bIJI B
BHa^MTejibHoJ! Mepe MOflepnucT; STO saMeTHO, M. np., 
B ci^eHH^ecKHx pewapKax Hs^aHMH 1906 rofla; ^.^. CTOJIB 
depeiKHO Bepnyji HX K aHTH^nocTH, ^TO HyjKHa Tii^aT 
H BflyivmnBaa CBepKa flByx peflaKi4HH, ^To6bi Boo6me 
nepeMeny.

Merezhkovsky has far fewer stage directions, and they are 

strictly functional, for example, 'Ippolit vbegaet iz 

dvortsa, negoduyushchii. On ne zamechaet Fedry. Za nim 

kormilitsa'.

Some of the technical suggestions in Annensky's stage 

directions recall the Naturalistic theatre. For example, 

he is fond of the pause; and he attempts to break up the 

long set-piece speeches by using rows of dots. This gives 

his rendering of Phaedra's speech on love and morality the 

character of an agitated internal monologue, not a public 

statement:

Ho H xoyy c Todoio 
PemeHbH xofl... Kor^a 3poTa )Ka.no 
fl B cepflLje oiqyTHjia, KaK ero 
HepeHocMTb, H CTajia flyiviaTb, 
M Hawajia c TOTO, ^To6bi saTanT 
Ero, nan MOKHO rjiydace. HpOKy

Hac B pe^ax. IlycTb nHor^a HSWK

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 1, 142

2. Oil', "Teatr Evripida', 450

3. Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit 1 , 26



166/

HaM flpyroro
Ho paHbl H6T 60JIbH6M, II6M OT HGTO.

[Hay 3 a]
fl flyMajia HOTOM, q-ro nwji 6esyMHbiM 
OCHJIK)

EOT,
Korjja HM TaHHa, HM 6opb6a — K no6e#e 
He npHBejiH MGHH, [TMXO]

Annensky's fragmentary style here has an important effect 

on the characterisation of Phaedra. She is presented 

as an introverted modern neurotic, not as a powerful 

woman who will provoke Hippolytus to misogynistic 

outbursts. Merezhkovsky ' s version of the same passage 

is more direct and the tone which he adopts grander:

M EOT, KaKMM nyT6M H mjia, —
B rpyflH Moen saxrjiacb 

Jierye CTpacTb nepenecTH, 
fl, OT JiiofleH coKpbiB ee, 
KTO H3biKy BepaeT TaHHbi

H caMOMy ce6e. 
H pasyMOM xoTejia 

MOID. Ho TmeTHO. H Tenepb 
fl yMepeTb peiunjia.

The metre used by both Annensky and Merezhkovsky is 

conventional: the basic metre for dialogue and speeches 

is the five-foot iamb, which had been used in several 

nineteenth-century neo-classical tragedies, including 

Katenin's Andromakha and Mei's Serviliya. Its effect 

can be monotonous, as Nilender pointed out in his 

review of Annensky's translations. Annensky is 

slightly more inventive than Merezhkovsky; in some of 

Phaedra's speeches he uses amphibrachs:

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit 1 , part 2, 179

2. MereznKovsky, 'Ippolit', 19

3. Nilender, 'Teatr Evripida', 51
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floflHHTbCH XOVy H... HoflHHTbCH C MSTOJIOBbH
Mne rojiosy flawTe... HGT CHJIW... Bee TGJIO 
Moe pasjioMHJio. . . 3a dejibie pynn 
BOSMHTG M6HH EH, sa cjia6bie pynn!

The choric odes are rendered in standard Russian metres, 

such as dactyls and trochees; as in the original, they 

are metrically distinct from the text, but Annensky 

and Merezhkovsky do not attempt to imitate the original 

metres exactly or even approximately.

I shall now analyse three extracts from Hippolytus 

to illustrate how Annensky handled three different 

types of dramatic discourse: the speech, the dialogue, 

and the chorus. Passages from Merezhkovsky ' s version 

will be quoted as a comparison.

The first extract is from the Prologue, in which the 

deus ex machina, Aphrodite, addresses the audience, and 

announces her intention to destroy Hippolytus through his 

stepmother Phaedra. It is a functional piece: important 

information is communicated to the audience about the events 

of the play, some of which depart from the tradition of myth 

and legend. A succinct exposition of the function of the 

tragic prologue is given in the Pauly-Wissowa encyclopedia:

Die Funktion der Prologoi in der Tragtfdie ist 
vorwiegend die der Exposition; sie enthullen die 
Grundziige der Sagengestaltung, die der Dichter in 
seiner Tragodie durchfuhren will; da meist die 
gleichen Sagenstoffe wiederbehandelt wurden, 
betonten sie die Anderungen, die jeweils am allgemein 
bekannten Gang der Ereignisse vorgenommen wurden und 
beleuchteten so den Gegensatz zu friiherer, meist der 
letzt vorgegangenen, Darstellung des Stoffes.

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 2, 169

2. Der Kleine Pauly, Prologos
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Annensky appears to have tried to preserve most of 

the details of the original; this, combined with the 

constraints of scansion, has led to obscure Russian 

which it would be nearly impossible to recite. His version 

of the passage in which Aphrodite describes Phaedra's love 

for Hippolytus unnecessarily complicates a central part of 

the speech:

Korfla JK $ecefi, ^Todbi ce6n OMHTB
OT npOJIHTOM KM KpOBH HaJIJiaHTHflOB ,
B MsrnaHHe us ATTMKH c KBHOM 
Ciofla, B TpeseH, CBOM napyc HanpaBJineT 
Ha qejibiM rofl — HecyacTHan, 
BesyMHbie co c-roHaMH Meiiian, 
3#ecb OT 3poTa majia coxHyTb 
OHa MOjmnT. Ms wejiflflH HKKTO 
0 TaMHe H He snaeT. TOJIBKO 
He cysfleHO yracHyTb 6es cjie^a: 

o Hew H paccKa^y,

It is not at all clear that neschastnaya refers to Phaedra, 

whose name is not mentioned until the end of the prologue. 

The language is clumsy, particularly the inverted passive, 

strasti / Ne suzhdeno ugasnut' bez sleda. The original 

is marked by consonance, which Annensky has attempted to 

retain, using repeated £ rn and n,, but the sound of the 

translation is marred by the awful jingle on stalo and 

zhalo (Zdes* ot Erota zhala sokhnut* stala). The metrical 

and syntactical unit are not properly reconciled: in the 

first half of the extract, a single sentence spans five 

lines .

Merezhkovsky f s version is shorter and simpler, but 

all the important information is retained. We learn that 

Phaedra is in love with Hippolytus, that she has told 

no-one about this, and that Theseus is absent, but about

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 1,



169/

to return. He has left out some details, such as place 

names, and has inserted 'uvidev Ippolita 1 to pad one 

line, but these changes are relatively unimportant. The 

version reads easily and is dignified:

Teseft
O^KCTHTbCH OT KpOBH EaJIJiaHTHflOB ,
B HsrnaHHe K TpeseHCKHM deperaM 
ripnnjibiji, H sflecb, yBHfle 
OrpaflaeT $eflpa, JUO^HT H 
HpHUHHbi MyK ee HHKTO He 
Ho npefl LjapeM H ^e^py

The long speeches in Hippolytus are interrupted by 

passages of dialogue between up to three characters and 

the chorus. These dialogues are formally constructed: 

the characters normally exchange one line each; occasionally 

exchanges of distichs or hemistichs are found, but fairly 

strict parity is maintained between speakers. This

construction, which is typical of all Greek drama, is
2 known as stichomythia. Stichomythia is fast-paced,

tense exchange, which is frequently in question and 

answer form, and can sound like a series of riddles.

In one important dialogue the Nurse tries to ascertain 

the cause of Phaedra's unhappiness. Both Annensky and 

Merezhkovsky appear to have felt unhappy with the stylised 

construction of stichomythia, and have attempted to alter 

it. Annensky preserves the exchange of single lines 

between the characters, but attempts to slow down the 

pace, using punctuation to break lines in the middle. 

He has also included much detail in his version, which 

means that he loses the sense of antithesis between Phaedra

1. Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit 1 , 6

2. See also the entries for stichomythia in Oxford Classical 
Dictionary, Per Kleine Pauly
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and the Nurse's utterances:

HeT Ha pyKax TBOHX, Hafleiocb,
3>eflpa 

fly ID a BO MHe... fly ID a sapaHena.
KopMHJiHqa 

9TO spar Te6e

0, H6T, Mbi sjia flpyr flpyry He XOTHM: 
Ho OH y6beT, H H y6nTa 6yfly.

Todow ^ecen He corpeuinji?
^eflpa 

nepefl HUM He corpeuiKTb 6u

Merezhkovsky has made no attempt to retain the structural 

principles of stichomythia ; he not only breaks lines in the 

middle, but uses rows of dots to introduce pauses. But his 

version is more compressed than Annensky 's and the antithesis 

comes across better in the ne...a construction he uses twice:

CojonoTOM, B yacace] 
PyKM TBoen He sariHTHajia KpoBb?

He pyKH H, a fly ID y ocKBepHUJia. . .
KopMHjinqa 

BbiTb MOJKeT, spar

He spar MCHH, a flpyr jno6oBbio 
H caM TOTO ne 3HaeT.

0, ecjin6 MHe npefl MYJK6M 
M He 6biTb BHHOBHOH

Neither Merezhkovsky nor Annensky's version of the dialogue 

is particularly dramatic, and there is no sense of contrast 

in pace between this passage and the long speeches.

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit', part 2, 175

2. Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit', 15-16
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Symbolists writing on classical tragedy tended to 

emphasise the chorus, in accordance with their admiration 

for the philosophy of Nietzsche, and their view of drama 

as a collective experience. Annensky was not a Nietzschear 

but the choric odes appealed to his taste for lyrical, 

rather than dramatic, poetry.

The third choric ode in Hippolytus, which separates 

Phaedra's suicide and Theseus' return, is typically 

Euripidean. Its connection with the action is tenuous; it 

expresses the desire to flee in figurative language; in the 

first stanza the image of a sea-bird hiding in the cliffs 

is used, and there is a mythological reference to the 

destruction of Phaethon.

Both Annensky and Merezhkovsky have used conventional 

literary language. Annensky uses poeticisms such as 

zemnye vysi , bregi , devy , and the high-style instrumental 

ending -oyu ; Merezhkovsky uses stai pernatye, devy , 

blagovonnye . These are more appropriate here than in 

the speeches and dialogues, since the choric odes were 

the oldest part of Greek tragedy, and linguistically 

the most archaic. Even so, the greater simplicity of 

Merezhkovsky ' s version is preferable. Annensky 's 

substitution of the abstract (and incomprehensible) 

phrase zemnye vysi for the concrete 'rocks and cliffs' 

is gratuitous, and his rendering of the final two lines 

is very curious Russian:

0, ecjintf yKpbiTbCH Morjia H 
Ty^a, B 3TH seMHbie BBICM, 
0, ecjin6bi BeJieHMGM 6ora,

1. See Chapter 4 of this study
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Meac nTMu;aMH BOJIBHOIO
Bmiacb H. Tyfla 6bi
Ty^a 6bi H xoTejia, r^e Mope
CnHeeT, K 6peraM 3pnflaHa,
Pfle B BOJiHbi nypnypHbie, 6jiecKOM
OTqOBCKMM rOpHIIJHH BOJIHbl,
HecmacTHbie flesbi, He cjiesbi 
B neyajiM no 6paTe norH6ineM, 
flHTapHoe

Both versions are metrical: Annensky's metre is amphibrachic , 

and Merezhkovsky has chosen an anapaestic metre. Merezhkovsky ' s 

irregular line length is a better choice, as it is more of 

a contrast with the five-foot iamb of the speeches and 

dialogues :

OTCKDfla B neqepbi rjiy6oKne, 
F#e KHByT TOJibKo CTaH nepHaTbie ! 

, ^ajieno a noivmajiacb 6bi
BoJIbHOH HTHI^eH MOpCKOM

Ha npn6pejKbe nycTbiHHoe
BOfl,

M K OTLjy peuHOMy 6ory
B T6MHO-CHHIOK) BOJTHy
npeBpaii^eHHbie B 
To^aJI cjies 
BjiaroBOHHbie

Annensky's Euripides translations are, as Filosofov 

maintained, much less successful than Merezhkovsky ' s , 

even though Annensky's original poetry was better than 

Merezhkovsky ' s . It is, of course, unjust to compare a 

translator of all Euripides' plays with one who worked 

on only two. Some of the defects of Annensky's Euripides 

can be explained by lack of time. But his other translations 

from Greek are also disappointing.

1. Annensky, 'Ippolit 1 , part 2, 195

2. Merezhkovsky, 'Ippolit', 30
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Annensky's most important translation of Greek lyric 

was his version of Bacchylides ' Ode XVI, 'Theseus, or 

the Athenian Youths and Maidens ' , to which he gave the 

title, 'Yunye zhertvy, ili Fezei Vakkhilida 1 . The original 

is a narrative poem of 132 lines, arranged as six strophes, 

which describes Theseus' journey to Crete. There is an 

encounter between him and Minos; Minos challenges Theseus 

to prove his divine origins by fetching a golden ring 

from the bottom of the sea. The hero accomplishes this 

task, and returns with gifts from Amphitrite. The poem 

ends with a few lines of praise to Apollo. Annensky 

also translated a second ode by Bacchylides, Ode XVII 

or Theseus , which was first published in a Soviet anthology 

in the 1930s.

Bacchylides was an early fifth-century lyric poet, 

traditionally said to have been born on Ceos . He had 

the sixth place in the Alexandrian canon of nine lyric 

poets, and worked in several genres, including dithyrambic

odes, paeans, and Ti£/)£V£ tot or ritual songs for a chorus
2of young girls. Annensky's interest in his work may

have been prompted by Euripides ' alleged admiration for 

Bacchylides. He was not the only Symbolist poet who 

was interested in Bacchylides. Vyacheslav Ivanov translated 

Ode XVII, which also relates to the deeds of Theseus, 

though it is a spoken dialogue (between a chorus and Aegeus ) ,

not a narrative poem. Ivanov also translated a paean
f ' 

fragment and some of the */«TiK^or love songs.

1. See Appendix.

2. See entries on B. in Oxford Classical Dictionary; Per Kleine 
Pauly; article by Zelinsky in Novyi ents. slovar'

3. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments, ed. Jebb, 74
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Annensky and Ivanov's work on Bacchylides illustrates 

their leanings to academicism. Bacchylides is far less 

well-known than his contemporary, Pindar, and has left little 

trace in later literature, though Horace apparently admired 

his work. Indeed, until the late ninenteenth century, 

little of his work was known directly. Then, in 1896, a 

papyrus despatched to the British Museum from Egypt was 

found to contain substantial fragments of important 

works in several genres, mainly 1 40</d*A4. 001, and f H < Vi K «e< . 

This discovery naturally excited classical scholars. News 

of it rapidly reached Russia, and Annensky and Ivanov both

published their translations shortly after the publication
2of Kenyon ' s edition of the Bacchylides papyrus in 1897.

Annensky 's appeared in ZMNP in 1898, Ivanov's in his verse 

collection Prozrachnost ' in 1904.

Bacchylides was not a poet of great profundity, nor is 

his language complex. In this he is traditionally contrasted 

with Pindar. 3 Many of his odes are balladic in character, 

with a strong narrative drive. 'The simple and direct

method of heroic epos is that in which Bacchylides treats
4 mythology 1 , Jebb writes. It is customary to praise

Bacchylides rather patronisingly for elegance of style.

The Pseudo-Longinus spoke of his &<<* \ t WXf •*> and y

Jebb refers to 'the curious felicity which is often found

1. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments, 77

2. The Poems of Bacchylides, from a Papyrus in the 
British Museum, /ed. Kenyon

3. See Stern, 'An Essay on Bacchylides Criticism'; Zelinsky's 
article in Novyi ents. slovar 1 ; Jebb in B., The Poems 
and Fragments, 59-61

4. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments. 58



175/

in [Bacchylides'] phrases'.

On reading Annensky and Ivanov's versions, one has 

the impression that they must be translations of two 

quite different poets, neither of which is Bacchylides. 

Annensky's version is relatively straightforward. The 

total number of lines is the same as the original, but 

the strophic divisions are slightly different. The first 

strophe and anti-strophe have twenty-five, not twenty- 

three lines, the second strophe and anti-strophe twenty-one, 

not twenty-three; only the epodoi have the same number 

of lines as the original: twenty. No attempt has been 

made to preserve the original metre, which Jebb describes 

as 'difficult and obscure 1 , and which is a combination

of many different types of feet, including iambs, trochees,

2 paeons, anapaests and cretics. Annensky uses only

two metres: trochees and amphibrachs. He also uses rhyme 

in the second strophe and antistrophe to add some variety 

to his metrical pattern.

Annensky's translation of Bacchylides, like his 

translations of Euripides, is verbose and detailed. 

Bacchylides' narrative flow is lost under a welter of 

subordinate clauses and inversions:

0 KHOCHHCKMX paTew
Tbi cenyac ace 6pocnuib, BOHH, 
pe6eHKOM njiawy 
nycKaft HeMepKHyBiiien

1. Longinus, On the Sublime, XXXIII; Bacchylides, The 
Poems and Fragments, 78

2. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments, 115-6
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CHHHbH MMJIOrO H6
ECJIM H copeaTb Te6e IIOSBOJIIO
XoTb OflHy H3 9THX H63KHbIX B6TOK.
Cmiy pyn MOHX HSBeflafi paHbme, — 
A neMy IIOTOM cjiyqu-rbCH Hajjo, 
STO, ijapb, 6es Hac paccyflHT 6orn.

Annensky's ornate style lacks simplicity and directness 

and sometimes obscures important elements in the narrative. 

For example, Minos refers to the ring which Theseus is 

supposed to fetch from the deep as eta zlataya krasa, a

phrase which is completely meaningless: it could refer

2 
to a beaker, a necklace, or a bracelet.

Zelinsky described Bacchylides as a poet of little 

originality; it is clear that the genres in which he

worked had fairly rigid traditions. They also
4 

demanded specifically Doric words and grammatical forms.

Annensky has attempted to suggest this with a mixture 

of devices from the Russian oral epic tradition, and 

commonplaces from high literature. He does not use 

explicitly regional words or phrases, but contrives a 

general folksiness. He uses elements characteristic of 

the bylina: formulae, such as doblestnyi vityaz'; pleonasm, 

such as Sem' yuniits, sem' yuniikh yuniitsev; and popular 

syntax, such as a devy, chto krashe dennitsy. These 

are combined with high-style words, such as desnitsa, 

dscher' , zlataya, uzret' , and poeticisms, such as _v 

volny s siyayushchikh lilii. Annensky has laid 

particular emphasis on the epithets of the gods; in the

1. 'Yunye zhertvy', 41-50

2. Ibid., line 65

3. Zelinsky in Novyi ents. slovar' , VakKhilid

4. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments. 79
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opening strophe the following passage occurs

M noKa B yrofly flese 6paHefl 
Ha CHHBIUMM napyc bopea#u 
HajierajiH fleBti, A$po#MTa, 

co6jia3Hbi B
Mem flapoB yxacHbix JKajio 
B cepue MnHocy qapio ero

The goddesses Artemis and Aphrodite are both given 

brief descriptions (deva branyaya and chto tai t . . ) .

Annensky's idiom is similar to that used in the 

Euripides translations, though the self-conscious 

anachronisms are missing. The effect in Russian is 

uneasy. It has no affinity with the style of any 

recognisable Russian literary genre; yet there are 

two genres which would have been most suitable for Russian 

renderings of Bacchylides: the verse skazka and the Russian 

literary ballad. Annensky has also paid little attention 

to the sound of the poem. There are cacophonous 

combinations of consonants, particularly zh , sh and 

s, which are unfortunate in a poem intended for dramatic 

recitation :

lajio GKop6n rpyflb eMy npoH3H.no 
en (DJiHCTaroiUHM nonpOBOM,
a npOMOJiBHJin: M 0, 

Ma 6oros CHJibHeHrnero —

Ivanov's version of Bacchylides is remarkable for 

two reasons. He attempts to reproduce the metrical 

pattern of the Greek original, substituting stress for 

quantity. Jebb has rendered the pattern of the Greek 

as follows:

1. 'Yunye zhertvy', 6-11

2. Ibid., 19-22
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, — w, w — , w— , w-,

WWW, — w, W"1 , W — , ~

— I — w, w — , w — , w — ,

5 — o, - ~i ~— , «- "
— O. - w, w — , w — , —

IO — , — w, w — , w*<

— o» — ̂» ^— » « —i — 
*» -«» ̂  — • V — » ^~» ̂ — I

— w , — w, w — , w — ~

— w, — w, — w, I —— -
I __ ' 

15 — — , — w, w — , w— , w — , *—

Ivanov's rendering is very close. The first strophe is 

given below as an example:

S S / S /
xxxxxxxxxx

/ / sxxxxxxxxxx
/ S / S

xxxxxxxxxx
/ / / /•xxxxxxxxxx
/ S / ,

5 xxxxxxxx
/ ' / 'xxxxxxxxx

/ S ' 
X X X X X X
^ S /xxxxxxxx
s / s sxxxxxxxxx

/ x/>10 xxxxxxx
/ / S S 'xxxxxxxxx

S S S / /xxxxxxxxxxx
X /
xxxxxxxx
S S 
xxxxxxxx /

15 xxxxxxxxxx

1. Bacchylides, The Poems and Fragments, 118
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To make the metre work, Ivanov has distorted a number 

of stresses, for example vepritsa, nade"zha, po serdtsu 

The spondees are curious in Russian:

Xop
CJIOBO, CBHTHX A$MH 

POCKOIUHHX MOHHH Bjiaci 
HpoflpedesjKajia nom-o Tpy6bi 
IlecHb dpaHHyro sbmno 
AJIH HauieM SBMJIH KOHqw 
06cTynnji H se^eT rposy c

Ivanov commented that translating with the original metre

meant that the Russian text could be sung to the original
2musical setting (were it ever discovered). This

statement hardly holds up, however, since the many 

consonant clusters in his version would make it 

unsingable.

The second feature of Ivanov's translation is an 

attempt to assimilate Bacchylides to his own hieresiarchal 

and ornate lyrical style. This translation was a 

companion piece to Ivanov's original difiramby, 'Orfei', 

'Ganimed 1 and 'Gekliady 1 . He has ignored the simplicity 

of Bacchylides' verse, and has given it an exclamatory, 

Dionysiac character like that of 'Rasterzannyi Orfei':

Mbi — cMyTa H CTOHbi, Opqpen, Op$eM! 
Mbi nyT nepenoHbi, Tyry 
XOTHM CTpHXHy-rb! CoftflK

b Hauiy ropeyb B sewHyio

Mbi TejiaMM cnjiejiHCb, Op$eM, Op$eH!
BoJIOCaMH CBHJIHCb, KaK HOJIG 3M6H !
Tocna HaM rjio^eT 6e;iy

XO^GT, He MOJKBT co

1. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 818

2. Ibid., 817

3. Ibid., 801
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Bacchylides 1 dithyramboi are, as Zelinsky pointed out, 

not hymns to Dionysus, but ballads. 1 In Ivanov's 

version, however, Theseus is absorbed into the Dionysiac 

tradition of the dithyramb he had described in his article 

'Primechanie o difirambe 1 :

KaK 6bi HH CTaBMJicH Bonpoc o npoKCxo)KfleHKK
, B $opMe BaKxmiMflOBa nTesen" Hejiban He Bn 

coeflHHHioiiiero Tparefluro c nepBOHanajibHbiM
XOpOBbIM ,,fleHCTBOM". IIOBHflMMOMy,
KyjibTOBOM Antjupaivid, BbiAejmB us ce6n 

npoflojiacaji yTBep^aTbcn B cBoen jiKpi^ecKOM 
H nopofluji napajijejibHyio TpareflMH $opMy, 

Ko-ropofi nepefl

Ivanov was the only Symbolist who produced genuinely 

Symbolist versions of classical texts. Both his choice 

of works to translate and his method of translation were 

innovatory. His version of Bacchylides is eccentric, but 

it is at least more than a pallid imitation of late 

nineteenth-century academic translations.

Annensky ' s translations from Greek were probably 

the least successful activity inspired by his interest 

in classicism. They are vastly inferior to his 

translations from French, and to his translations of Horace. 

But it is only fair to point out that Annensky ' s translations 

of classical Greek texts, like those of many other Symbolists,

1. Novyi ents. slovar', Vakkhilid

2. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 816

3. Annensky's Horace translations are unlike his other
classical translations, as Armelle Goupy pointed out. 
They are much less literal: 'Elles sont si eloignees 
du texte latin quant a la proportion des termes qu'elles 
accueillent sous la forme d'un equivalent formi par le 
dictionaire que, meme dans la pratique d'Annenskij, 
ils constituent un cas-limite 1 . L'Euripide russe, 54
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were pioneering in their day. Moreover, they have 

not been superseded. Annensky's Euripides, whatever 

its faults, is the only complete version available 

to the Russian reader. (The same is true of Kuzmin's 

Golden Ass) . Arrensky's translations are also important 

in the context of his literary career. It is 

illuminating to analyse why they are not a success 

in themselves; their connections with his original 

works are also significant. Annensky cut his poetic 

teeth on these translations; some of his original 

works were directly inspired by them, and others 

undoubtedly benefited greatly from his experience with 

them.



ECJIH Ha doros OJIHMH He 
pacnpocTpaHHeTCH saKOH 
MM cyjKfleHo, no KpaftHefi Mepe

AHH6HCKMH

CHAPTER FOUR

'Vechnoe iskanie tainy krasoty 1 
The neo-classical tragedies
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Annensky's literary career began in earnest only after 

1900, when he was forty-five. Before 1900 he had published 

articles, reviews and five of his Euripides translations. 

His poetic output before 1900 was very small, and he 

published no lyrics until after 1900. The first original 

works he published were plays: Melanippa-filosof came out 

in 1901, Tsar' Iksion in 1902. They were published in 

small print-runs by a minor publisher in St Petersburg. 

Melanippa is dated March 1901; Iksion, which is not dated, 

was probably finished shortly after Melanippa. It is not 

clear when Annensky began writing Melanippa; none of his 

published letters mention the play, but it is likely that 

he started it in late 1900. 2

Annensky wrote a third play, Laodamiya at much the 

same time; it was completed in June 1902 (KO 450). But 

it was not published until 1906, when it came out in the 

almanach Severnaya rech'. Between completing and publishing 

the manuscript of Laodamiya Annensky made some minor revisions, 

as was often the case when he published original works. 

The line 'Esli startsam mechta tyazhela 1 became 'Esli 

duma plecham tyazhela', for example. Most of the

1. See Chapter 6 of this study

2. Fedorov asserts that Melanippa was written in 1899, 
but gives no evidence for this early dating (ST 29)

3. On the textual history of Laodamiya, see Annensky's
letter to Borodina, 14.6.1902 (KO 450-6). The assertion 
by the editors of KO that the differences are due to 
'opiski' is unconvincing: we are clearly dealing with 
a primary version of the text (KO 651)
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text, however, was left unaltered.

Annensky's three tragedies have many elements in 

common. All three are subtitled 'tragedy 1 — in the 

case of Laodamiya, 'lyrical tragedy' — and all three 

are in verse. The verse used, as in Annensky's translations 

of Euripides, is chiefly unrhymed iambic pentameter. All 

are based on Greek myths, and all imitate the form of 

Attic tragedy. None of the three has ever enjoyed much 

popularity. The three tragedies are the most neglected 

of Annensky's mature works; there has been far less 

attention given to them than to his poetry, his literary 

essays, or even to his later original 'Bacchic drama 1 , 

Famira-kifared.

This neglect is partly due to the manner of their 

publication: since Melanippa and Iksion were both originally 

published by an obscure publisher, they were not reviewed 

in the powerful literary journals, nor even in specialist 

classical-philological journals except Filologicheskoe 

obozrenie. The only other items published were newsoaper 

reviews. Laodamiya, which was published in a literary 

almanach, reached a rather wider audience. A number of 

the Symbolists read it, including Bryusov and Sologub. 

Bryusov's review of Laodamiya was lukewarm: he stated 

that it was the best thing in Severnaya rech', but went 

on to say that it was lacking in vigour, was forced and 

pretentious in style, and that the opening was particularly 

weak. The level of his attention to the piece can be gauged 

from the fact that he states it is in iambic tetrameter

1. For reviews of Melanippa, which were unfortunately
unavailable to me, see Ingold, 'A Bibliography 1 , items 
164, 165, 166, 167, 168. Varneke's reviews for FO 
are summarised in Lavrov and Timenchik, 129
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(not pentameter). Vyacheslav Ivanov devotes considerably 

less attention to Annensky's neo-classical tragedies 

than to Famira-kifared in his article 'O poezii Innokentiya 

Annenskogo 1 . Blok had hardly remarked any of the plays

until Annensky sent him autographed copies in 1906; he
2 sent a polite, but non-committal letter of thanks.

Most recent critics have observed that the tragedies 

are very close to the classical tradition, and have left 

it at that. Nina Denissoff, for example, wrote that 

Laodamiya was a tragedy: 'en vers, en quatre actes, d'une 

maniere tres antique, tres grecque 1 . Fedorov writes: 

'Chto kasaetsya khora v tragediyakh Annenskogo, to rol' 

on vypolnyaet v osnovnom takuyu zhe, kak u antichnykh 

avtorov'. This view has been dictated by the belief 

that Annensky was an outstanding classical scholar, 

which has already been questioned in Chapters 2 and 3. 

Simon Karlinsky, for example, argued:

Annenskij and Vyaceslav Ivanov's [....] attempts 
to revive Greek tragedy were supported by,_a deep 
knowledge of its origins and development.

There are only five detailed studies of Annensky's drama: 

by the Soviet Marxist critic I.Dukor, by Vsevolod Setchkarev 

in his book on Annensky and in his essay 'Laodamia in Polen 

und Rutland', by the Russo-Hungarian critic Lena Szilard, 

and by Fedorov in his recent book. The pages in 

Setchkarev's book given to the plays are no more than

1. Avrely, 'Sbornik Severnaya rech''

2. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 8, 151, 163

3. Denissoff, 'La Guerre de Troie', 65

4. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 237

5. Karlinsky, Marina Cvetaeva, 258
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extended and rather confusing synopses of the plot, with 

isolated remarks on metre, style and characterisation. 

Fedorov's study is marred by his failure to give a 

clear statement of the historic features of Attic tragedy, 

where Annensky's tragedies differ from the Attic model, 

and where they are similar. The other three essays 

all study Annensky's works in the context of Symbolist 

drama in general, and are focused on Laodamiya, since 

the subject of this play was also used by Sologub in 

Par mudrykh pchel and Bryusov in Protesilai. The problem 

with this approach is that Sologub and Bryusov's plays 

post-date and were directly inspired by Laodamiya; hence,

any differences between the three versions of the subject
(H/ /V fa* ftuvh 

can be explained That Sologub and Bryusov were striving
2 not to imitate Annensky intdetail.

The study of the three Protesilaos — Laodamia plays 

has also been concerned more with variations in subject 

matter than with formal aspects. No clear picture has 

emerged of the extent of classical influences in any of 

the plays, even Laodamiya. Both Setchkarev and Szilard 

have remarked that the material of Laodamiya is Euripidean, 

and the language is not, but have failed to develop this 

point. Dukor's essay is more systematic, but it is hostile 

to the 'decadence 1 of Symbolist drama in general, which is

1. Having argued on page 237 of his study that the chorus 
in Annensky's tragedies is like that of Attic tragedy, 
Fedorov then says of Famira: 'Khory menad v 
Famire-kifarede eshche bolee, chem v predshestvuyushchikh 
p'esakh, udalyayutsya ot svoego antichnogo prototipa 1 
(238) .

2. Bryusov, Protesilai, in Polnoe sobr. soch. i perevodov, 
vol. 15; Sologub, Par mudrykh pchel, in Sobranie 
sochinenii, 8
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contrasted unfavourably and often inaccurately with 

'classical drama' (of which period, and whether of Greek 

or Latin origin, is not specified).

This chapter is a more detailed study of Annensky's 

plays than has previously been undertaken. For the first 

time, Annensky's theoretical statements about tragedy will 

be analysed, and their relation to the plays will be 

illuminated. It will be shown that Annensky's tragedies, 

though more explicitly classical than his other works 

(except his translations), have an idiosyncratic and sometimes 

bizarre admixture of decadent and Modernist elements. More 

attention will be given to Melanippa and to Iksion than 

to Laodamiya, since the last play has been most widely 

studied in the past.

There is no doubt that Annensky's desire to write 

classical tragedies was inspired by his work on translating 

Euripides into Russian. The subjects of Annensky's tragedies 

were covered by the Greek author in plays which are now 

lost or of which ansubstantial fragments survive. 

There are also parallels between Annensky's plays and 

some of the surviving plays of Euripides. The fate of the 

heroine of Melanippa -- she has two sons fathered by a god -- 

recalls the fate of Creusa in Ion; the madness of Ixion, 

personified as Lyssa, recalls that of Heracles, who is 

tormented by the same goddess.

The doll theme in Laodamiya recalls the statue 

of the heroine in Alcestis, a play which Annensky translated

1. See this chapter, page 198 ff
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just before he wrote Laodamiya (it was published in 1901). 

But there is no particular connection between Annensky's 

plays and the other plays by Euripides Annensky was working 

on in the early 1900s (Electra, Hippolytus and Orestes). 

Three very important observations can be made about 

Annensky's choice of Euripides as model. The first is that, 

unlike the Russian tragedians of the eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries (for example Sumarokov and Katenin), 

his tragic ideal was Greek, not French, in origin: his 

tragedies are based on first-hand knowledge of Attic 

tragedy. Secondly, they are based on the practice 

of one particular author at a specific historical period, 

rather than on a notional idea of Greek tragedy in general. 

The third important fact is that Annensky chose Euripides, 

who had traditionally been considered the least of the 

three great tragedians of classical Greece, and who had 

been neglected even by the most Hellenist of neo-classicists, 

the Weimar classicists of Germany:

Nach allgemeiner Meinung der Goethezeit uberragten 
Aischylos und Sophokles den Euripides bei weitem. 
[....] Fur Goethe verkorperten [Aischylos und 
Sophokles] den 'hohen Stil 1 bzw. den 'schonen Stil 1 .

In fact, only Goethe, of all the German neo-classicists, 

wrote tragedies which showed Euripides' influence: Iphigenie 

in Tauris and Act III of Faust II, both of which Annensky 

knew, and which he had analysed in two of his essays on 

Euripides.

1. Katenin's subject in Andromache was Greek, but the 
form of his drama owes nothing to Attic tradition.

2. Brown, 'Der Chor und chorverwandte Elemente 1 , 247

3. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa' [IT] and 'Ion i Apollonid 1 
[ Faust] .
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Annensky 's choice of Euripides departs from most 

neo-classical tradition, and also from the tastes of his 

contemporaries. Vyacheslav Ivanov's neo-classical 

tragedies are modelled on Aeschylus, not Euripides, and 

the neo-classical plays written by Bryusov and Sologub 

are not based on the subject-matter or modelled on the 

style of any one Greek author. The only real precedent 

for Annensky's interest in Euripides is Leconte de Lisle. 

L ' Apollonide is based on Euripides' Ion , to which it 

is fairly close. Annensky had discussed L ' Apollonide 

in his essay on Ion , and had described the French poet's 

style as 'divnoe sochetanie impressionizma s chisto 

ellinskoi krasotoi izobrazheniya ' . The play was 

not a slavish imitation of the Greek original; it was 

a reconstruction, with modern elements:

HOH $paHqy3CKoro ncoTa Boece He Heonop, n B ero Kpeyce 
He Ha^o HCKa-rb flo^epK jiereH^apHoro 3pnx$OHHH K CTpaiimo 
MCTKTejibHKqw sa HapyiueHHbie npasa TyseMHofi flKHacTKK n 
CTaporo KyjibTa. JleKOHT #e Jlmib, KOHe^HO, cyMeji 6bi - 

Bee 3TO B SBywHbix cTHxax, CTasH Hac Ha nouBy
Ho OH dbui no3T-MUCJiKTejib n U.

Annensky's view of Leconte de Lisle was in harmony with 

his reading of Euripides, whom he had described in 

'Antichnaya tragediya 1 as the most modern of the three 

great tragedians, praising his psychological acuity and 

realism. Leconte de Lisle's method in his neo-classical 

plays seems to have directly inspired Annensky. In his 

introduction to Melanippa , he sets out his intentions in

1. 'Ion i Apollonid 1 , 553

2. Ibid., 547

3. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 27
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a paragraph whose phrasing recalls 'Ion i Apollonid 1 :

J}JIH TpaKTOsaHMH aHTnqHoro cwxeTa B pacnopnxeHHH aBTopa 
6biJio flBa cnoco6a MJIK Me-rofla:
6ojiee jierKHft, K MHJmnecKKfl, KOTOPWH nonasajiCH

STOT MeTOfl, flonycKaiomKft aHaxpoHnsMbi K 
, IIOSBOJIMJI aBTopy rjiy6xe 3a?poHyTb Bonpocw

nCKXOJIOTKM K 3TKKK K 60J166, KaK 6My KaSaJIOCb, CJIKTb Mi'.p
c cospeMeHHOH fly iii oft. (ST 308)

The play was not to be an academic reconstruction of

Euripides' dramatic technique; Annensky has not set

himself the 'thankless task 1 (neblagodarnaya zadacha)

of directly imitating the Greek poet (ST 307). He

intends to combine Modernist and Greek elements, to

'slit 1 mir antichnyi s sovremennoi dushoi'. Similar

observations are made in the introductory essays to

the other two plays. In the Foreword to Iksion, he

states categorically, 'Avtor staraetsya kak mozhno

men'she podrazhat' antichnoi tragedii' (ST 371), and

in the Foreword to Laodamiya he speaks of Hermes as

a decadent figure, 'blednoe otrazhenie svoego klassicheskr>go

sobrata ' (ST 446).

As Annensky's phrase sovremennaya dusha indicates, 

he was particularly interested in modernising the 

psychology of the characters. He says of Leconte de 

Lisle's Creusa:

Kpeyca JleKOHTa-fle-JImib He repOHHH n He jibanqa; ona 
— cjia6an, ..HesHaH xeHiiittHa, acMByman HepsaMH,

In his essay of 1908, 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi 

poezii ' , Annensky had argued that the French Parnassians'

1. 'Ion i Apollonid', 549
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poetry expressed modern psychological truths in classical 

form.

Two elements in Annensky's plays are immediately obvious. 

The plots are taken from classical sources, and the 

characterisation is modernised. What precisely Annensky 

understood by 'classical form 1 is harder to establish. 

Unlike Vyacheslav Ivanov, Annensky wrote no essays on the 

theory of tragedy; his views on the genre in general must 

be summarised from a number of different essays. 'Antichnaya 

tragediya 1 , the title of which sounds promisingly broad, 

is in fact largely devoted to an analysis of Aeschylus' 

Prometheus Bound, and to biographical studies of the 

three great tragedians. Annensky concludes by discussing 

the relevance of tragedy to the modern world, but the 

terms which he uses are extremely vague. Tragedy is

universal and eternal: it is 'universal'naya forma tvorchestva,

2 
poskol'ku ono yavlyaetsya vechnym iskaniem tainy krasoty'.

The words 'vechnoe iskanie tainy krasoty 1 are not illuminating, 

and do not indicate how tragedy is to be distinguished 

from poetry or from the novel, both of which Annensky had 

described in similar words in his essay, 'Simvoly krasoty 

u russkikh pisatelei' (KO 128-136). For a clearer 

statement of what Annensky meant by the universality of 

tragedy, we must turn to three essays from Knigi otrazhenii, 

under the general title of 'Three Social Dramas', on 

Pisemsky's Gor'kaya sud'bina, Tolstoy's Vlast' t'my, 

and Gor'ky's Na dne.

1. 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii 1 , 
part 1, 179

2. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 41
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From these essays it is clear that Annensky did not 

follow the large number of his Symbolist contemporaries, 

especially Vyacheslav Ivanov, who, under the influence 

of Nietzsche, considered that tragedy was a direct 

development of the ecstatic cult of Dionysus, embodying 

the principles of Dionysiac religion, and in essence 

musical. Ivanov wrote in his essay '0 sushchestve tragedii' 

that tragedy was a 'maenad 1 :

TpareflKH — weHafla, M fleficTByiomee JIKLJO ee B 
fleficTBe eAHHCTBeHHo — weHafla. fleftcTBKe npOKCxo^KT 
6oroM K anoxHOB9HHD.M KM JteHiqMHoK, npeflCTaBJieHHOK) xopOM; 
HO flpesHKft xop cosHaeT cedn O#HKM JIULJOM, roBopKT o cede
B eflKHCTBeHHOM

These Symbolist interests were well summarised by the 

French critic, Claudine Amiard-Chevrel, in her article 

on Symbolist poetry, which significantly does not mention 

Annensky:

Ce n'est pas tant la tragedie elle-meme qui les 
interesse, telle que nous en connaissons les textes 
et les representations, mais 1'epoque lointaine ou 
le peuple entier celebrait le sacrifice de Dionysos, 
le moment imprecis ou le dithyrambe est devenu 
tragedie, ou les rondes^liturgiques se sont 
transformees en choeur.

Annensky's views were different. He did not argue that 

tragedy -- at least of the classical period -- was 

primarily religious or ritualistic in nature. Its origins 

were in cultic rites, but these origins were of little

1. Ivanov, '0 sushchestve tragedii', Sobranie sochinenii 
2, 197

2. Amiard-Chevrel, 'L'antiquite et 1'esthetique
theatrale', 10. See also Gurevich, 'Mechty i mysli 1 , 
156-7
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significance by the fifth century. His essay 'Antichnaya 

tragediya' analyses only the aesthetic characteristics 

of the genre: legends of Dionysus, he argues, were chosen 

as subjects of tragedy because Dionysus' life made good 

drama. And in his 'reflection1 of Tolstoy's Vlast' 

t'my, he contrasts this play, which for him is without 

doubt a tragedy, with Nietzsche's idea that tragedy is 

a musical phenomenon, expressed in Die Geburt der Tragfldie 

He points out that, by a coincidence, Tolstoy's play 

was published in the same year as the second edition of 

Nietzsche's tract:

B 1886 r. Bbiiiuio B CBBT flBe saMeyaTejibHbie KHHTH. 
MS HMX [....] roBOpmia o npOKCxojKfleHMM TpareflKH 
Ayxa MysbiKM, flpyran nonasbiBajia Ha npuMepe, #o

9Ta nsjnodjieHHan .HHOHKCOM $opMa 
#yxa, — UOJK.BT cosHaTejibHO K, He nepecTasaH 

xyfloscecTBeHHO, CTaTb yyjKOM wysbiKe. ( KO 63)

Some of Annensky's contemporaries remarked the striking 

difference between his ideas and those of mainstream 

Symbolism; the well-known drama critic Lyubov ' Gurevich 

advised her readers to consult Annensky rather than Ivanov 

on the subject of tragedy. Vyacheslav Ivanov contrasted 

Annensky's ideas with his own in his essay on Annensky:

OH nncaji aHTHiiHbie flpaMbi He noTOMy, tiTo6bi xoTeji
yTBepflHTb KaKOH-JIM60 3CTeTM^eCKHH T63MC, HO HOTOMy,
IITO 6JIH30K 6biJi eMy aHTpmHbiH MH$ K nasajicH
M odmenpuMeHHMbiM, [...]H noTOMy, qTO OH npKBUK
B 3TMX CHaX 0 pei4MH KJIK CKOpee TeillKTbCH CBOKMK

Ivanov's view that Annensky's interest in Greek drama

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 14

2. Gurevich, 'Mechty i mysli', 157

3. Ivanov, 'Poeziya IA', 298
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was not 'aesthetic' signifies only that Annensky's aesthetics, 

which were anti-mystical and anti-Nietzschean , were different 

from his own emphasis on religion, morals and social 

duty. Annensky's view of tragedy was more traditionally 

'classical' than Ivanov's: he returned to the most 

conventional source of genre directions for tragedy, 

Aristotle's Poetics , though he interprets Aristotle 

idiosyncratically.

His eccentricity of approach is evident in the studies 

of Vlast 1 t ' my , Na dne and Gor'kaya sud'bina. These 

three 'social dramas' have no outward connection with the 

classical world: they are set in Russia in the nineteenth 

or early twentieth century, and are not titled tragedies; 

their political and social commitment is manifest. But 

Annensky illustrates that they nonetheless conform to a 

view of tragedy which can be traced back to Aristotle. 

Gor'kaya sud'bina, for example, inspires pity ( sostradanie ) 

and fear (uzhas ) , as Aristotle had directed tragedy 

should; but the factors which produce these emotions are 

not the same as in classical tragedy:

, TO ecTb ocHOsa Tpare^nM, saKJiioyaeTCH B FopbKoft 
He B cmibHbix cTpacTHx , He B 
flyxa, He B POKOBOM

He B ocTpoTe HesacjiyxeHHbix CTpaflaHHM, a B 
flyiiiHofi cyrojioKe saflbixaiomnxcH jiiofleH, KOTopbix sanepjin B 
TeMHyio 6aHio. Ms flpaMbi HCT npocseTa, Kan HCT H 

KM3HH, KOTOpan B Hen HSodpaxae
He 6bijia 6bi

, a llMceMCKHM xyfloxHMKOM, ecJin 6bi OH He 
Haw yxaca CBoeii ^paMbi CHJIOKD

. (KO 58)

And in the essay on Na dne it is argued that the classical 

idea of fate is central to the modern social drama, though
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it has been recast as environmental determinism:

CaMoe RHO FopbKoro, nan sjieMenT TpareflHH, ne 
npe#CTaBJiHeTe HMKanoM HOBOCTH. STO CT 

Ta ey-t*yj*t&^ , KOTOpan Kor^a-To
rjiasa flnny w sa^yuiHJia ^eaflewioHy. (KO 74)

These social dramas even conform in some degree to

Aristotle's formal recommendations for drama, since

they observe the 'Unities' -- at least in a restricted sense

B Tpareflwn, KOHemio, HBT KjiacctmecKnx G^MHCTB
H Bp6M6HK, HO eflKHCTBO flGHCTBHH COtfjnOfleHO C 6oJIbI110H 
H HapOUHTOM TOUHOCTbKD. B HbeCG dyKBaJIbHO H6T HK 
OflHOTO HBJI6HHH, KOTOpOB 6bl H6 6bIJIO Hy?KHO flJIH 66 
paSBHTKH, H fl6MCTBK6 pa3BMBa6TCH qeJIbHO H H6npepbIBHO 
(KO 60)

Tragedy is seen by Annensky in two ways. It is a 

genre with classical origins, whose characteristics, 

established in ancient times, have been modified by 

history. At the same time, it is a genre which had a 

particular significance and appeared in a particular 

form in fifth-century Attica. Tragedy is a historical 

phenomenon and a phenomenon which transcends history. 

In his essays on the Social Dramas Annensky studies 

the transcendental features of tragedy; in ' Antichnaya 

tragediya' he makes a historical study of Attic tragedy, 

with much detailed description of masks, costumes, and 

staging, and also of the biographies and literary careers 

of the three great tragedians. His three tragedies follow 

this pattern: they are surprisingly close to the classical 

pattern in certain minute details, but their allegiance to 

tradition in broad matters is idiosyncratic.

Since Annensky's plays are likely to be unfamiliar to

* < '
1. Greek ^ *J/uuel : that which is alloted, apportioned 

(from u{iA
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some readers, and the only synopses available (Setchkarev's) 

are over-long, confused and rather unhelpful, it seems 

best to summarise them here in brief.

Melanippa opens with a prologue in which the eponymous 

heroine, daughter of Aeolus and granddaughter of Hellen, 

the rulers of a small state in Thessaly, describes how 

she has been seduced by a man whom she takes to be the 

river and sea god Poseidon. The result of this liaison 

was twin sons, whom the god instructed her to hide in 

the fields, where they would be looked after. She 

confided her secret only in her nurse. The arrival of her 

father from abroad is imminent, and she fears discovery. 

Aeolus duly returns from consulting an oracle, and joyfully 

relates that his descendants are to bring him glory. He 

encourages Melanippe to marry. A stable-boy enters: two 

foundlings have been discovered suckling from a cow. 

Aeolus orders that they be produced. Then an argument 

ensues about what should be done with the boys. Aeolus, 

under pressure from his father, concludes that they should 

be put to death. Melanippe pleads eloquently for their 

life; when this fails, she reveals that they are her 

children. Her assertion that they are a god's sons is 

deemed blasphemous; she retracts it, but Aeolus orders 

that she should be blinded. After the blinding, her 

mother Hippe appears in an epilogue in the form of a 

star, and announces that Melanippe's descendants have 

been provided for by Poseidon and will found two Greek 

states.

Iksion concerns the (rather better-known) legendary 

king, who was sentenced to torment by the gods for the
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murder of his father-in-law, which was the first murder

ever committed. This part of the myth precedes the action

of the play. At the opening Ixion is discovered on the

slopes of Olympus, accompanied by the goddess Lyssa

(madness). Suddenly, Iris, the cup-bearer of the gods,

appears, and announces that Zeus has pardoned Ixion. He

ascends to Olympus, where he tastes the food of the gods

and is granted immortality. At the banquet, he conceives

a wild passion for the goddess Hera, who rebuffs him. Later,

the goddess Apate (Deception) appears, and says that

she will lead Ixion to Hera. Ixion departs and spends the

night with a woman he takes to be the goddess; but in

the morning Apate tells him that what he thought was

Hera was a cloud-image she made in the shape of the goddess.

The whole episode, it emerges, was planned by Zeus, who

now decides on a terrible punishment for Ixion. Hermes

arrives and announces that Ixion is to be strapped to

a flaming wheel and endure eternal torment.

Laodamiya concerns the wife of the legendary Thessalian 

king lolaos. She has been left by him on her wedding day 

when he departed for the siege of Troy. She longs for 

his return; a messenger arrives and announces his heroic 

death, which she refuses to accept as true. Hermes appears 

in disguise, leading the shade of lolaos, and allows him 

and his wife three hours together. When lolaos returns 

to Hades, Laodamia's reason fails and she falls in love 

with a wax image of her husband. Her father Akastes 

arrives, and demands to know why no funerary rites have 

been carried out, and he orders that a fire is built to 

begin them. A servant boy comes on stage and tells how
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he has seen Laodamia fondling a wax statue. Akastes is 

appalled, the more so when his daughter emerges dressed 

as a maenad. He asks, then orders her to burn the doll 

Laodamia's pleas are in vain; and when the doll is put 

on the fire she flings herself after it.

One important distinction between Annensky' s plays 

and the plays written by the neo-classicists active 

a hundred years before him, as has been pointed out, 

is the classical subject and classical setting of 

Annensky's tragedies:

With the two exceptions of Hamlet (laid in Denmark) 
and Aristona (laid in Persia) all [Sumarokov's] 
tragedies have ostensibly Russian subjects, remotely 
derived from the chronicles.

Some of the plays written by the French neo-classicists, 

such as Racine's Andromague, took their plots and 

settings from classical legend. This was true also of 

certain plays written by Russian authors in the early 

nineteenth century (for example, Ozerov's Edip v Afinakh, 

and Katenin's Andromakha). The sources of these plays, 

however, were well-defined and circumscribed: most plots 

were taken from the Trojan cycle. Annensky's sources 

were much more esoteric. He ignored familiar and favourite 

legends like those of Prometheus, Bacchus and Ariadne, 

Iphigenia. The legends he chose were obscure: the legends 

of Melanippe and Ixion were not popular even in classical 

times, and the legend of Laodamia was only briefly popular 

in late antiguity.

Annensky lays much stress in his introductions to the

1. Brown, A History of Eighteenth-Century Russ. Lit., 124
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plays on the authentic origins of the legends: different

variants are given in detail, and sources are cited

(in footnotes) -- the more necessary since he eschews

the variants given by the most popular authors, such as

Homer. He affects an academic, rather turgid style,

referring to himself in the first person plural, as

my, or in the third person singular, as avtor. Annensky

recommends these forewords as surveys of some of Euripides'

fragments in his introduction to Teatr Evripida; they

are in the same vein as his other essays on Euripides, though

more official in tone. They are not detailed or technical

enough to interest a specialist, and are clearly intended

as introductions for the non-specialist, much in the

manner of encyclopedia articles.

Despite this exaggerated emphasis on the origins of 

his material, Annensky departs from classical norms in that 

he is not bound by the particular local or historical 

traditions he so meticulously surveys. His choice of the 

three legends was inspired by Euripides' use of them, but 

he does not adopt the particular variants chosen by 

the Greek author (which can be determined from surviving 

extracts of the lost plays, citations from them, and "• * **"*, 

descriptions of them). Melanippa is extremely close to 

the plot of Euripides' Melanippe-soph¥; the events in 

Annensky's plays are almost identical to the synopsis of 

Euripides' work in Pauly's Realenzyklopadie, including 

Melanippe's speech in defence of her children, the agon 

between Melanippe and Aeolus, and the epilogue in which the 

deus ex machina, Hippe, appears on stage to predict the 

future of Melanippe's children and the glory of Hellen's
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descendants. This is not the case with Iksion and 

Laodamiya. The plots of both plays are amalgamated from 

several sources; there is little attempt to discover 

what might have been used by Euripides; instead, all 

extant versions, or a historically incompatible selection 

of them, are combined in a non-existent Ursage. Annensky 

remarks only one departure from the version used by 

Euripides in the introductions: the death of Laodamia 

by fire rather than by the sword. An equally important 

alteration (the fact that in Annensky's version Laodamia's 

husband's name is originally lolaos, not Protesilaos, for 

which there is only one classical authority, and which was

not found in Euripides' version) is not mentioned by

2 Annensky. The plots of Annensky's plays are not

a result of the invention of new myths (mifotvorchestvo) 

but of the adaptation and conflation of existing variants. 

There is little in any of the plays that is not found in

one of the variants, but there is, equally, no single

3 variant which contains all the events in the play.

Much is also made of the parallels between the myths 

on which the plays are based and other better-known myths 

with similar content. In the introduction to Iksion, 

Annensky comments on the similarity between his hero 

and Prometheus (ST572)Sometimes such references are cross-

1. Paulys Realenzyklopadie, Melanippe

2. Paulys Realenzyklopadie, Laodamia

3. For a summary of the variants, see Annensky's introductions 
to the plays, and the articles in Roscher's Lexikon 
on which he based them. The variants of the Laodamia 
legend are summarised in Zelinsky, 'Antichnaya Lenora 1 .
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cultural: in the introduction to Laodamiya, the heroine 

is described as 'drevnegrecheskaya Lenora', a reference 

to Btlrger's poem; the comparison between Euripides and 

Btlrger was also made by Annensky's friend and colleague 

Zelinsky in an essay of 1906. Annensky's literary

essays describe mythology as 'universal 1 , transcending

2 geographical and historical boundary. The fusion

of different layers of myth shows the practical application 

of his belief that myth was universal.

The setting of all the plays is classical and Greek, 

but the plays take place in the periphery, not the 

heartland of Greece. All three are set in Thessaly, 

to the east of the Hellenic mainland, a large and mountainous 

area particularly famed for horse-breeding. The landscape, 

of mountains and the sea-coast, is alluded to in all the 

plays, and there are references to specific landmarks, 

such as Mount Olympus and Mount Pelion. But none of the 

plays is set in a recognisable town. Melanippa takes 

place in 'an old town in Magnesia', which, as Droysens 

historischer Handatlas indicates, could be any of about 

twelve on this large peninsula. Iksion takes place 

'on the slopes of Olympus', which is a whole mountain 

range, not a single peak; Laodamiya is set near Phylake, 

a legendary town which, if it existed at all, was 

probably near the site of Phthiotic Thebes. The exact 

era when the plays are set is no more definite. Iksion

1. Zelinsky, 'Antichnaya Lenora'

2. In the introduction to Iksion, the hero is described 
as 'sverkh-chelovek antichnogo mira' (ST 372)

3. Per Kleine Pauly, Phylake
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and Melanippa belong to the legendary prehistory of Greece, 

and Laodamiya to a later but equally indefinite time: the 

era of the Trojan Wars.

The world in which the characters live is recreated 

in a manner which is both specific and vague. There is 

minute reference to certain details of classical life, 

such as costume and fighting, weaponry, religious cult, 

women's pursuits, (for example, the weaving with which 

both Laodamia and Melanippe occupy themselves). In her 

opening monologue, Melanippe alludes in some detail to 

the ritualistic duties of unmarried women:

HJIH, flexeH KopMHBman,
ft E XOpOBOfl B00TH fl6BHWHH, HJIH
fl Ha ajixapb flymncTbiH CBOH B6HOK
C 6e36paqHbiMH peinycb oTflaTb 6orHHe? (313)

The historical allusions in the plays are always 

comprehensible to the non-specialist, though; and their 

effect is modified by the presence of glaring anachronisms 

and Russicisms. f\e number of these is much greater in 

the later plays. A search of Melanippa produced no 

anachronisms, and the only examples of Russicisms were 

svirel ' (ST 322) and khorovod (ST 313), the national 

specificity of which is open to doubt. But in Iksion 

there are numerous exotic words: tuberoza and levkoi 

(378), kalambur (437), artistichnost ' (437); in Laodamiya 

the modern skripka and smychok (490) replace the Greek 

lira ; there is talk of a bedhead (izgolov ' e) , which 

is hardly characteristic of Greek furnishing (490); 

there is talk of terem Eleny (456), pesochnye dvortsy (498), 

and atlas (508). In all the plays tsar', tsaritsa and
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tsarevna are used throughout. Annensky's plays, as he 

termed it, are not an 'archaeological' recreation of Greek 

life, but an impressionistic portrayal in which certain 

details take on symbolic significance and stand for 'the 

Greek way of life' in general.

The timeless quality of the plays is stressed by 

the presence of numerous fantastical beings, such as 

centaurs, nymphs, walking ghosts and the like. This is 

particularly true of Iksion, which resembles a sort of 

Olympian mystery play. Immortals abound, and even the 

hero is granted immortality soon after the beginning 

of the play. In French and Russian neo-classical drama 

the intrusion of the supernatural was very small, and 

the events were usually portrayed as historical fact. 

The tension in Annensky's plays between accuracy and 

anachronism, supernatural and historical, was not 

characteristic of his neo-classical predecessors.

The conflict between authenticity and modernity 

is also central to the characterisation in Annensky's 

plays. The characters have the outward traits of those 

in Greek and neo-classical tragedy. The heroes belong 

to the highest social class: all are members of royal 

houses, albeit not of the most illustrious and famous 

houses (such as those of Thebes and Athens). Their standing 

is expressed in Greek and not in modern terms; the stage 

directions make it clear that the houses they inhabit 

are relatively simple -- an undecorated pillared facade 

is indicated — and they are certainly far from palaces 

in the modern sense. The manner in which the heroes live 

is equally unassuming. They are surrounded by crowds
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of subjects and slaves, but their royalty is very much 

a dramatic convention without direct bearing on the plot. 

This aspect of Annensky's dramas was singled out as 

authentically Greek by the classical scholar Boris 

Varneke in his obituary of the author. It is certainly 

very far from the traditions of neo-classical drama, in 

which the characters freqently referred to their royalty 

and the duties it imposed on them. In Faust II, for 

example, Helen speaks of the self-control which should 

be exercised by those of royal birth:

Es ziemet KdJniginnen, alien Menschen ziemt es vielleicht, 
Sich zu erfassen, zu ermannen, was auch drohend „

tlberrascht i^

In Annensky's plays, royalty is an issue with little 

significance, and certainly without the real political 

bite it had in the dramas of seventeenth or eighteenth 

century France, Germany and Russia. There is little 

interest in issues of state in Annensky's plays, and 

the heroes do not themselves allude to their royalty. 

Only in Laodamiya is royalty of any significance: the 

heroine finds her social standing burdensome, since it 

impairs her private feeling for her husband; the conflict 

between official duty and inner life is exemplified by 

her refusal to acknowledge her husband's heroic title, 

Protesilaos.

The minor characters conform to the standard types 

of Greek tragedy, though some of them seem in fact to

1. Varneke, 'IFA — nekrolog 1 , 41

2. Goethe, Faust, lines 8915-6
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be inventions of Annensky's, with no precedent in 

Euripides' versions. The Nurse in Melanippa and the Nurse 

in Laodamiya recall the character in Hippolytus, although 

their role in the plot is less important. The other slaves, 

like their counterparts in Greek tragedy, play only minor 

roles, and are stereotyped figures. The stable boy in 

Melanippa and the boy slave in Laodamiya are distinguished 

only by feeble-minded superstition and malice respectively.

Externally, the characters resemble the stock types 

of Greek tragedy; internally, however, the heroes exemplify 

the dusha sovremennogo cheloveka of which Annensky had 

spoken in his introduction to Melanippa (ST 308). Often 

mythological tradition has been altered, very much in 

the manner of Leconte de Lisle's plays. Leconte de Lisle's 

Creusa is a much softened version of the vengeful and 

proud Greek original:

Pourtant, ce meurtre est lache, et mon coeur en murirmre
II mettra sur mon nom une longue soillure.
Get Ephebe,^si beau dans sa jeunesse en fleur,
A-t-il cause ma honte et voulu ma douleur?
Et des que je 1'ai vu, sur les marches sacrees
Du temple, couronne de ses boucles dorees,
L'arc en main, souriant dans la lumiere, et tel
Que m'apparut jadis 1'eclatant Immortel,'
Un invincible attrait ne m'a-t-il pas cnarmee? 1

Annensky's version of the Greek Ixion, a bogoborets who 

was the epitome of arrogant greed and villainy, is a 

thoughtful, unaggressive man undone by obsessional 

sexual passion. The whole notion of 'heroism 1 is 

called into question by these characters.

In his essay on the French Parnassians, Annensky

1. Leconte de Lisle, L'Apollonide, Derniers poemes, 
122-3
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wrote that one of the most important aspects of tne 

classical heritage was the ideal of heroism-

ToJibKO 6jiaroflapa aHTH^HbiM MH$an BoaHHKJia Ta KaTeropHH 
repoHsna, 6ea KOTopoft B HameM Tsop^ecTBe. BeponTHo, He 
o6pa30Bajiocb-6bi HH no3Mbi, HH ipareflHH, HH poMana. A 

oSpaaoM aHTH^Hbin MH$ Bee enje He TOJIBKO onpeji 
, HO H caMbie $opMW HameH TBopwecKOH MWCJIH.

The essay does not indicate whether modern literature 

should continue or subvert this ideal. In his 

introduction to Melanippa, however, it is clear that 

this play at least was intended to continue the classical 

tradition :

ToJibKO 3Ta XH3Hb. KpHCTaJIJIHSOBaBfflaHCH B HpKHX 
HBJI6HHHX M CJI3BHbIX MyKaX . H MOI6T 6bITb npeflM6TOM
TpareflHH. (ST 308)

All Annensky's heroes undergo torment in a direct, physical 

sense: Melanippe is blinded, Ixion is sentenced to undergo 

everlasting torture strapped to a flaming wheel and 

Laodamia burns herself to death. However, this does 

not make them heroes in Annensky's terms. Heroism is 

indicated by the nobility of response to suffering: not 

merely muki , but slavnye muki. This nobility is certainly 

shown by Melanippe and Ixion, both of whom respond to 

adversity with dignity, and both of whom make stately 

final speeches. Melanippe is radiant:

HecwacTbeM H cjienoToro TOUHO
YHHxeHa qapeBHa. Ho CBewH
Ona CBoeH eiqe He noiyuiHJia,
H. wTofibi KHTb, ofinaHOB H Haflexfl
He Haflo eH.... 0 6or, o HHCTWH paayn! li>T 3^5)

Ixion nobly restrained:

1. 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii', part 
2, 179
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Tbl Ifleillb MOHX npOKJIHTHH. . .

HTO qeJioseK, HflH na KasHb HJib ntiTKy, 
IlpomaeTCH HJib npoKJiHHae-r.

Hex,
H3 flyillH M06H yJK BbllDJia 3J!06a. (439)

These closing speeches are formulaic in character, and 

very like those made at the end of Attic tragedies by 

the hero (for example, in Oedipus Rex and Heracles). 

Another formula taken from Attic tragedy is the implicit 

comparison of the heroes with some of the subsidiary 

characters, to the disadvantage of the latter. The 

bigoted old men in Melanippe, and the mean-minded 

servants, illuminate the heroine's integrity, and her 

more than ordinary stature.

The case of Laodamiya is rather different. The 

heroine by no means conforms to the pattern of slavnye 

muki, and when she receives the news of lolaos' death, 

she first abuses the messenger as a liar, then insists that 

his version must be incomplete. During the final scenes" 

of the play she descends first into pathetic childishness, 

fondling her waxen husband, then into Bacchic-inspired 

madness. She is not set off to advantage by the other 

characters in the play, since the messenger behaves 

with more dignity in adversity than she, and her 

father Akastes is a more sympathetic character than Hellen 

and Aeolus, and is genuinely concerned for her. She does 

not even have a concluding speech, but throws herself 

mutely onto the fire. It is evident that the concept 

of heroism in the play has moved away from slavnye muki; 

Laodamia's nobility is unimportant. We are no longer 

in the world of classical heroic formulae, but of
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psychopathology.

Annensky's words kristalizovavshiisya and yarkie 

geroicheskie yavleniya — as opposed to deistviya — 

suggest another aspect of his heroes: their passivity. 

The tragedies which befall them are not of their own 

creation. The birth of Melanippe's sons is at the will 

of Poseidon, and her blinding is a punishment dictated 

by her authoritarian father. The death of lolaos is 

nothing to do with Laodamia, and happens far away from 

her. The passivity of Ixion is still more remarkable. 

The Greek Cain has become a passive individual; his one 

morally culpable action, the murder of his father-in-law, 

precedes the events of Annensky's play; and has no 

relevance to tbem. A hero in the mould of the Nietzschean 

Obermensch or the Titans of Vyacheslav Ivanov's plays has 

been transformed into an example of resigned suffering 

very close to the lyric hero of Tikhie pesni and Kiparisovyi 

larets. The play cannot be intended to be a reply to 

Ivanov's plays, since it predates Tantal and Prometei, 

but it polemicises with the Romantic ideal of the 

Promethean hero, which is partly the inspiration of Ivanov's 

plays.

The great passivity of Annensky's characters means 

that they cannot be condemned for their own downfall in 

moral terms; they do not commit sins, not e^en sins of 

omission. This is contrary to the standard nineteenth-century

1. Annensky's last drama, Famira-kifared, continues the
decline of the heroic tradition (see Chapter 5 of this 
study)

2. Ivanov's Tantal was first published in 1905, his
Prometei not until 1915, and it is more likely these plays 
were produced in response to Annensky's than vice versa.
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interpretation of Aristotle: the Greek philosopher's

recommendation that the hero's downfall should be a
«. /•

result of •y^r»oc , or fault, was determined by a reading

of the word as 'moral weaknessv1 . Annensky did not
i /

comment on the interpretation of <*yu**pTi< , but he almost

certainly shared the views of his contemporaries, since 

he regarded classical literature as essentially didactic 

and moralistic:

3jmiHCKaH nossKH HaiiiKx flHefi He 6epe-rcH yuKTb Y.Q.Y. -ra 
aHTKWHan, KOTopan Henorfla xKjia 3T OM BUCOKOM TeH^eHq^en 
L. ..JUHa ycTynnjia ee noasKK KHflKBKflyajiKCTKiiecKofl, rue
TeHfleHlJKfl aHTKUHOCTM K3 StejiaHKH yUKTb BUpOfll'JiaCb B
CTpacTKuiKy nopajKaTb K cjienKTb HecdbiTo^HocTbio, nepsocTbio 
nopoKow K fla^e 6eso6pa3KeM . 2

Decadence in the sense of derzost ' and porok is almost 

absent from Annens<y's writings; the decline of the 

characters from their heroic prototypes is indicated 

solely by their inability to act.

However one interprets Aristotle, the passivity of 

Melanippe, Ixion and Laodamia in no way recalls any of 

the vivid and active characters of the Attic stage. 

Euripides, whose plays Annensky had described as 'static 1 

and 'analytical', nonetheless created dynamic characters 

Medea, Heracles, Phaedra. The stoicism of Annensky's 

characters resembles the well-bred restraint of certain 

characters in neo-classical drama, such as Katenin's 

Andromache, though their inability to act is tinged with

£ /•

1. 'Die lange als moralisch mifedeutete */t.*fTV, bedeutet 
fur Aristotle ein von moralischer Beschranktheit 
verursachtes Verfehlen des Richtigen 1 Per Kleine Pauly, 
Aristotle.

2. 'Antichnyi mif v so-remennoi frantsuzskoi poezii 1 , part 3, 
288

3. 'Antichnaya tragediya',27
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fin de siecle angst and neurosis. At times, cnei^ 

reflection and meditation is dangerously undramatic, 

and Annensky is forced to move the centre of interest 

on to minor characters, such as the old men in Melanippa, 

or the gods.

In most neo-classical tragedy, the gods take no part 

in the action; the characters sometimes refer to them, 

but the references are stylised and insignificant. In 

Racine's Berenice Titus exclaims:

N'en doutez point madame, et j'atteste les dieux 
Que toujours Berenice est presente a* mes yeux.

This is no more than a conventional figure of speech, 

which certainly gives no sense that the gods are in any 

way involved with the fate of the characters.

In Annensky's plays the gods are far more than the 

subject of passing reference; they are a central part 

of the world in which the characters live. They appear 

more often than in most Attic tragedies, and in greater 

numbers. Some actually come on stage: Hermes, the messenger 

of the gods, in all three plays; Iris and Hera in Iksion; 

Hippe, Melanippe's mother, 'in apotheosis'. Other gods, 

who are invisible, are equally important. The plot 

function of all the gods goes far beyond that of the 

traditional deus ex machina, who was often used as a 

means simply of bringing an awkward plot to a conclusion, 

as in Euripides' Iphigenia in Tauris. Poseidon, in 

Melanippa, brings about the heroine's pregnancy, and

1. Racine, Oeuvres completes, 172
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foreordains the fate of her children, which is then 

communicated by Apollo. Zeus, in Iksion , personally 

engineers the downfall of the hero through his agents 

Lyssa and Apate. In Laodamiya, where the presence of 

the gods is less important, the return of the hero from 

the underworld is supervised by Hermes.

Annensky's gods are also characterised, although 

sketchily (realistic detail is obviously out of the 

question for supernatural beings). With the exception 

of the solicitous Hippe and the attractively cynical 

Hermes, the gods are uniformly superficial, to guote 

Annensky, 'legko zhivushchie', remote from emotion and 

indifferent to human sufferings, except as entertainment. 

They are not immoral, they are amoral, Hermes explains 

in Laodamiya:

0 6or, yacejib cTpa^aHBH Haiiitf TOWHO 
fljiH BEG Hrpa?

A acepTBbi-TO? A MOJi 
FepMec 

OHH HyjRHbi, HO BEM... CBotfoflHbi 6orn,
H 3TOT Mttp, 0 XeHmMHH, flJIH HaC ——
PacKpbiTan cTpaHwqa KHMTH, TOJIBKO. (ST 485)

Sometimes the indifference of the gods is satirised. Hera 

is vain and vapid; she encourages Ixion's professions of 

passion, then causes his downfall out of egotism: 'dlya 

sebya / Khotim my byt', ne dlya muzhei prekrasny', she 

announces. (ST 405)

Annensky is at pains to stress the Greek character of 

his gods. Their names are given in Greek, not Latin, forms,

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 21; the Greek phrase used by A. is
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and the depiction of the gods, blasphemous or at least 

irreverent as it might seem to modern readers, accords 

with that typical in classical Greece, where the gods 

inspired fear rather than love, as Dodds describes:

Divine law, like early human law, takes no account 
of motive and makes no allowance for human weakness; 
it is devoid of that humane cjuality which the Greeks 
called muOctK or tpttavf^wirfc* [....] Of the major 
Olympians, perhaps only Athena inspired an emotion 
that could reasonably be described as love. 'It would 
be eccentric 1 , says the Magna,Moralia, for anyone 
to claim that he loved Zeus. 1

Classical literature contains many satirical portraits 

of the gods; in the Iliad the Olympians bicker and deceive 

each other and men much in the manner of Annensky's gods, 

and of the dramatists, Euripides in particular often 

portrays the gods in a hostile manner. Apollo in Ion 

treats Creusa in a disgraceful fashion; Death in Alcestis 

is nothing short of a buffoon.

The frivolity of the gods also means that religious 

practice in a narrow sense is necessarily discredited 

in the plays. Worship of the gods as individuals is 

unreasonable, since they patently do not deserve it. 

Those characters who offer worship are either ignorant 

and benighted, like the servants, or bigoted and unsympathetic, 

like Aeolus and Hellen. Only Melanippe is shown to be 

sincere, and she does not believe in the gods as individuals; 

she believes in a transcendent moral force:

1. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, 35



KTO 6 HH 6biJi TU, o 3eec, Ha He6ecax 
3$HpHwx — 6or HJib paayn, CHOBHfleHbe 
OxHBiaee HJib ropflan MewTa... 
Ho H Te6n aosy, BejiHKHH npamyp... (311)

In the course of the play this supreme force emerges, 

and is recognised by Melanippe in her concluding speech 

as that of Reason, which lies beyond the gods and is 

not represented by any one of them.

Since the gods are amoral, they cannot represent 

any absolute standard of right and wrong. They represent 

rather the power of irrational fate, which is beyond the 

understanding of human beings. The characters do not 

allude to Fate in the abstract, as was the case in 

neo-classical drama, and its place is evidently taken 

by the gods collectively. Fate is only once benevolent, 

when Melanippe's misfortune is shown to be incidental to 

plans for the future glory of her sons; most of the time 

it is unambiguously malevolent, and the characters are 

at the prey of forces which will their destruction. Annensky's 

concept of fate does not correspond to the Greek word 

nemesis, or righteous punishment; it is closer to the 

idea of phthonos, according to which the gods and mankind 

are in permanent conflict, and the gods jealously will 

the destruction of their opponents.

It is not the character of the gods which Annensky 

modernises, nor is the extent to which they are satirised 

modern; but their absolute domination of the drama is 

a novelty. Annensky wrote in his essay 'Antichnaya tragediya 1

1. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, 29-31
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that the Greeks considered the gods fundamentally unsuited 

to tragedy. It is significant that Euripides' 

satirical portraits of gods appear in plays (Ion and 

Alcestis) which are not tragedies in the conventional 

sense. In Annensky's plays, the gods' untragic world- 

view leads the reader to question the stoicism and silent 

suffering of the other characters, whose beliefs are 

faintly ironised. The reader's sympsthies are manipulated, 

and it is impossible to identify absolutely with the 

heroes.

Annensky has also modernised the symbolic significance

of the gods, in accordance with his rationalist beliefs

2 about myth. In the Notes to the Lyrical Sections of

Melanippa, Annensky explains how the myths narrated by 

the chorus, which they take to be literally true, in 

fact are only an indirect reflection of the changing 

seasons:

MysbiKajibHbift aHTpaKT nocBHiijeH CTapOH 
o Fepe H Ho, KOTopan nocjiyxmia B 9TOM BH^e
CK)»eTOM flJIH OflHOH H6 flOffleflffleft flO HaC H, BepOHTHO,
caTHpoBCKOM flpaMbi Co$OKJia. B Heii oTpaamiHCb
npHpOflHbie HBJI6HMH, CBflSaHHblG C HapOflHblM 6jiarOCOCTOHHH6M 
C OflHOH CTOpOHbl —— paSJIHB MJIHCTOH TOpHOH
Mnaxa, c flpyroft — sacyxa. (ST 626-7)

Likewise, the Centaurs are said to represent Attic 

conceptions 'o grubom byte gornykh naezdnikov', mingled 

with folk belief in mountain or cloud spirits. (ST 627) 

There is one element in Annensky's dramas which

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 21

2. See Chapter 2 of this study
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can only be derived from classical theatrical practice: 

the presence of a chorus. The chorus is without doubt 

the most problematic aspect of Greek drama for a modern 

audience, as was observed by R.W.B. Burton:

This traditional element in Greek tragedy strikes 
moaern taste as its strangest and least intelligible 
feature.

Its presence has often been explained, in fact, as the 

mere relic of tradition, with no dramatic virtues and 

many obvious vices; it has been said to slow down the 

action and to make it uncomfortably artificial:

C pasBHTHeM TpareflHH KaK flpaMbi, no3Tbi noji
C 3THM HGyCTpaHH^blM IiepeJKHTKOM.

The chorus fell out of favour even in Latin literature, 

and few classical revivalists before the nineteenth 

century attempted to reintroduce it in any form, let 

alone as it is found in Greek dra-na. There are very 

few exceptions: a modified chorus appears in Racine's 

Athalie, Schiller's Die Braut von Messina, and in 

Goethe's Faust II, Act III. The chorus is absent 

from Russian neo-classical drama of tne eighteenth 

and early nineteenth centuries. It is significant that 

one commentator finds the presence of a chorus in 

Annensky's Laodamiya and Bryusov's Protesilai sufficient 

grounds for describing the plays as authentically neo­ 

classical :

Annenskij et Brjusov ont conc,u leur piece d'une 
manie*re tres depouillee, tres antique -- le choeur

1. Burton, The Chorus in Sophocles ' Tragedies, 1

2. Zelinsky in Ents. slovar', Khor
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y tient une place tres importante.

One reason for the disfavour traditionally shown 

in Western drama towards the chorus was a narrow 

understanding of its functions. August Wilhelm Schlegel's 

description of it as 'ein idealer Zuschauer 1 , an ideal 

spectator, suggested that it was detached from the central

action and that its dramatic function was limited to

2 observalion and sententious comment. In fact, this

was only one of its roles in Attic drama:

Der Chor der klassischen Tragfldie ist ein vielfaches, 
nicht einfaches Gebild.

By the Jatr nineteenth century it was appreciated that 

the chorus could have a very wide range of dramatic 

functions. Zelinsky's article on it in the Brokgauz- 

Efron encyclopedia mentions thai at could represent 

tne retinue of the hero, replace an extra character,

cover for action off-stage, and height t-r- dramatic

4 tension by its exclamations. The growth of

understanding of and knowledge abDut tne chorus in 

tne a~a~:eric establishment was accomoanied oy an 

upsurge of literary interest. Many of the Russian 

Symbolists, in accordance with their post-Nietzschean 

view of tragedy as a religious phenomenon, emphasised 

the religious nature of the chorus, which was supposed

1. Denissoff, 'La Guerre de Troie', 67

2. Brown, 'Der Chor und chorverwandte Elemente', 244

3. Ibid.

4. Zelinsky in Ents. slovar', Khor
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to embody the Dionysiac origin of drama and to facilitate 

religious participation by the audience in the theatrical 

mystery. This view was expounded particularly by 

Vyacheslav Ivanov.

As one would expect, Annensky's view of the chorus 

was very different from that of Ivanov. In his essay 

1 Antichnaya tragediya' he plays down the religious 

origins of the chorus, as he does those of tragedy: its

'musical nature 1 is seen to create dramatic variety, not

2 mystic union with the Dionysiac principle. It is

of some importance also that Annensky based his practice 

in this aspect, as in so many others, on Euripides' drama, 

not on Sophocles' or Aeschylus'; in Euripidean drama the 

chorus is of lesser importance. Aristotle had criticised 

Euripides' failure to dramatically integrate the chorus 

in his plays:

The Chorus should be regarded as one of the actors; 
it should be an integral part of the whole, and take 
its share in the action. The model is the practice 
of Sophocles, and not Euripides. In subsequent 
authors the choral songs in a tragedy have no more 
connection with the plot than with that of any 
other play.

The less important role played by the chorus in the

dramatic scenes reflects its less significant place in

the play as a whole:

Die Ara von Aischylos und Sophokles [wird] allgemein

1. Ivanov, '0 krizise teatra' , Sobranie sochinenn, 2, 218

2. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 41

3. Aristotle, On the Art of Poetry, 62
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als die Blutezeit des griechischen Chors angesehen. 
Viele Beurteiler weisen auf seine geminderte 
Bedeutung bei Euripides hin.

In Annensky's plays, the number of lines given to the 

chorus is noticeably smaller than the number given to

it in Vyacheslav Ivanov's plays, which are Aeschylean in

2 character. The dramatic role of the chorus is also

smaller: most of the lines are grouped in vstupitel'nye 

pesni and muzykal'nye antrakty, the equivalent of the 

great lyrical odes of Attic tragedy, the parodos and 

stasimon. There are few interventions by the chorus in 

the body of the text. In the central dramatic scenes 

of the three dramas (Act III in Melanippa; Act III in 

Laodamiya; and Acts IV and V of Iksion), the chorus is 

almost silent. It never takes an active part in the 

action, unlike the Tolpa in Ivanov's Prometei, which is 

manipulated by Pandora into betraying the hero.

The choric passages in Annensky's dramas are markedly 

distinct from the dramatic dialogues, and are rarely 

directly connected with them. They do not refer to 

events on stage, but to general themes (such as love, 

marriage and separation in Laodamiya), or to myths and 

legends obliquely connected with the plot or the heredity 

of the characters (the 'divine marriages' of Zeus in Melanippa)

1. Brown, 'Der Chor und chorverwandte Elements', 247

2. Comparative (approximate) figures:
Melanippa total lines 1500 chorus 321 
Iksion 1560 371 
Laodamiya 1435 417 
Tantal 1200 354 
Prometei 1100 300

3. Ivanov, Prometei, Act 2, Scene 6
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When the chorus comments on events, it does so in a general 

and metaphorical way. Melanippe's tragedy and that of 

her family is represented as the destruction of an eagle's 

nest (the eagle being Zeus' totem):

0, neyajibHan, THxan Hom>, 
0, rnesflo paaopeHHOH ceMbH! 
He Ha paflocTb Te6n Ha aeMJie 
CBHJI Korfla-To He6ecHbiH opeji. 
Hafl To6oH, o 6e3yMHan flo^b, 
HjiaqyT HexHbie omi MOM, 
M acajieK) B nojiyHotiHOH MTJIG
fl Te6H, OflHHOKHH 30J1...
0, rneaflo pasopeHHOM ceMbH, 
0, neqajibnan, Twxan Ho^b... 
.......................... (366)

The separate identity of the chorus is intensified 

by the fact that it is characterised, a tendency which 

increases in the later plays. The chorus members are 

a distinct body of individuals (in Melanippa mountain 

women; in Iksion Oreads; in Laodamiya wives and widows 

of Phylake). In Iksion there is a rather facetious 

attempt to portray the Oreads as innocent but gigglingly 

vapid young women: when Iris relates the story of the 

nymph Dorippe's appearance on Olympus, their comments 

are gushing:

BBI yapaM HHM$ flHBKTbcn 6bi 
A He MOKM... YsHaTb 6biJia H pa#a, 

BO #BOpu;e, ynpaflKOM OT 
MS Bac... 

[Cwex ]

Mbi nojibineHbi, MH o^eHb nojibiqeHbj. (ST 366)

The mythological content of the choric passages 

is much higher than in the dramatic dialogues. In
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the choric odes many myths and legends are related;

Melanippa is especially rich in mythological reference.

The chorus accepts the legends as literally true, and

its members are closer to the gods than the isolated

heroes . In Laodamiya , the heroine loses interest in

Hermes as soon as she discovers that he has brought

back Protesilaos, and the god is left with the Coryphaeus

and the nurse for a talk about the relevance of worship. (ST 482

The choric passages also have more abundant imagery 

than other sections of the plays. The choruses in 

Laodamiya stand out particularly, perhaps on account 

of the infrequency of mythological references in them. The 

richness of language is sometimes so great that the 

effect is surrealistic:

H3
YBHT

b KOCbl.
, pocw,

Byajib y
TbI X, K HSrOJIOBbK), 
SaJIMTOH KpOBbK) 
IIpHJIbHyB meKOH), 
B TOCK6 6eCCJI63HOH 
M HOWbK) 3B63flHOH
He 3Hafi noKow. (490

Sense is subordinated to musical effect, which is intensified

by the very short lines, with frequent rhyme and strongly

marked rhythm. In all three plays, the dialogues are

in iambic pentameter, as in Annensky's Euripides translations

Annensky avoids the iambic trimeter, which can sound

rather heavy in Russian; Vyacheslav Ivanov's attempts to
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use it in his plays were unsatisfactory. In the choric 

odes, Annensky also comes to a compromise with tradition. 

As in his translations, he does not imitate the Greek 

metres used; in his plays he also makes abundant use 

of rhyme, another step away from Greek metrical 

tradition. But the marked lyricism in the choric odes, 

and their distinctive metrical character, make them 

resemble the Greek originals at least in outline. Rhyme 

is also occasionally used for the choric interventions 

in the main text, which gives these an epigrammatic and 

sententious weight.

The lyrical character of the choric odes is not, 

though, an end in itself, pace Dukor:

CzMBOJIZCTbJ CWZTajIZ , WTO My SblKaJIbHOe Ha^aJIO flOJIJKHO
peajizsosaTb ce6n B xope. OTHbiHe xop CTanoBZTCfl,
Ha pHfly C OTflGJIbHblMZ repOHMH, aKTHBHblM $aKTOpOM

M, HaKOHei^, BO HMH coxpaHeHHH cotfopHoc
yHK^TOxaeTCH napTep: OH floJixeH 6biTb 

xopOBoro TaHija z xoposofi

The musicality of Annensky 's choruses functions dramatically, 

not mystically, unlike the choruses of his Symbolist 

contemporaries. The choruses here are intended as 

relief after the tragic intensity of the dialogues, 

as is indicated in the introduction to Melanippa :

noHMeT TaKie, MTO B HeKOTopue MOMeHTbi, 
TOTO MTo6w ocjia6HTb H3JiHniHee Hanp^^eHHe HepsoB H 
ocBo6oflHTb flyiuy fljin HOBbix BnetiaTJieHHH , MTo6u, Tan 
cnasaTb, o6oflpHTb ee, as-ropy npHxoflHJiocb npH6eraTb 
B xopax K npocTOTe H cnoKOHCTBHW no^TH animecKHM. (308)

1. Dukor, 'Problemy dramaturgii simvolizma', 119
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The lyrical passages work in much the same way as the 

comic scenes in Shakespeare's plays; the audience is 

given time to relax, so that it should not become blase* 

about the suffering depicted. But the presence of the 

chorus is constant, unlike that of the Shakespearian 

comic, and it does not move off-stage in the dramatic 

scenes. In these its function is rather different.

Annensky's chorus acts as a counterbalance to the 

hero, as he had suggested it should in his introduction 

to Melanippa: 'Khor individualizirovan, sostavlyaya 

garmonicheskoe dopolnenie k geroine tragedii' (ST 308). 

Firstly, like the chorus in Attic tragedy, Annensky's 

chorus builds up the reputation of the hero, although 

this works differently in each of the three plays. 

In Laodamiya and Melanippa, the members of the chorus 

compose the heroine's retinue; they are bound to her 

by service, and also by gender, since they are women. 

As with the minor characters, their lowly position 

emphasises her greater status, and impresses on the 

audience that this character is out of the ordinary. 

In Iksion the chorus of nymphs is not directly connected 

with the hero; their sex is different, and they are spirits, 

not human beings. The distance between chorus and hero 

is greater than in the other plays. But the chorus 

nonetheless comforts the hero and expresses respect 

for him.

In the closing scenes of the plays, the presence 

of the chorus intensifies pathos, as it expresses shock 

and dismay at the fate of the hero, often by repetitive 

exclamations -- 'uzhas, uzhas!' -- though Annensky never
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employs this classical device with as much frequency as 

Schiller did in the closing scenes of Die Braut von Messina 

Sometimes the chorus narrates events which have occured 

off-stage in such a way as to heighten pathos. In 

Melanippa the coryphaeus warns Aeolus of his daughter's 

terrible state:

Ho EOT OHM... 0, EOT OHH . . .
Co6paTb Tenepb Bee CMJIBI floJixeH TU...
To, WTO ceHtiac yBHflHiiib TU, ymacno . vST 358!

The short, epitaph-like passages assigned to the chorus 

also have this function: 'Prosti i nas, stradalets . . . ' 

(ST 439), 'Esli nit 1 u slepoi razvilas 11 ( ST 307), and 

'0 pechal'naya, tikhaya noch ' ' (ST 366).

But in some scenes the chorus 1 role is more complex, 

and it expresses open disagreement with the hero. In 

the central scene of Melanippa , the agon between the 

heroine and her father, Aeolus is moved to fury by 

Melanippe's speech on behalf of the foundlings, and 

describes her words as ' unmaidenly ' :

fl 6 He xoTeji 6paHHTb Te6n. Ho 
fleBHMHH H flOMepHHH, MeJiaHHnna, 
Tbi, KaseTCH, 3a6wjia. HccTynmi 

, Hac oflHH H TOT xe flen 
b nyTW H ero nopsaji cKopefi. 
, EH, patfbi, 3MeeHbiuieH sa MHOH 

, aflecb He MBCTO BaM, H B 
flaBHo Bac TepeM

The audience is inclined to sympathise with Melanippe, 

and regard her father as a bigoted patriarch; indeed, 

there is some reason for this. But the coryphaeus' words 

make it clear that Melanippe's rhetoric is repellent to 

Greek society in general:
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TBOKM cJioeaM npenpacHbiM H
Ho CMejibifi MX nojieT MSHH nyraeT. (ST 346)

Euripides' Melanippe was one of the examples given by 

Aristotle of unsatisfactory and unconvincing characterisation; 

such intellectual content would not have been found in 

a woman's discourse:

It would be inappropriate for the poet to represent 
a woman as valorous in this way, or masterly in 
argument .

In Annensky ' s case nicety of social observation is less 

important than is emphasis on the enormity of his heroine's 

action, and the way it places her outside society. 

Similarly, in Iksion , the remarks of the chorus emphasise 

the hero's isolation -- the nymphs comment on his great 

impudence in loving a goddess. In Laodamiya , the chorus 

classify the heroine's actions as madness, bred .

In his introduction to Melanippa , Annensky wrote

that his chorus was unlike that of Attic tragedy because

2 it was 'individualised 1 This is not really the

case. It is no more 'individualised' than the chorus 

of goggle-eyed tourists in Euripides' Ion , for example. 

Its relationship with the hero, of alternate praise 

and censure, is parallel to that in Greek tragedy, and 

its presence allows for many of the same effects, such 

as tautness of action, and the use of a very small number 

of separate speaking characters. What has altered is

1. Aristotle, On the Art of Poetry, 48

2. See below, page 221
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the attitude of the audience. The chorus was an expected, 

indeed an inevitable, feature of Attic drama, and its 

appearance did not startle the audience. This was not 

at all the case in the early twentieth century. Annensky 

has therefore taken some trouble that the chorus 1 

interventions should seem dramatically justified. In 

Euripides' Medea, there is a much-criticised dramatic 

awkwardness: the chorus learns of Medea's intention to 

murder her children, but does not act to stop her crime. 

In Melanippa, on the other hand, the prologue in which 

the heroine explains the origins of her children occurs 

before the entry of the chorus, and there is no cause 

to wonder why the coryphaeus does not betray her to 

Aeolus. Annensky's plays are carefully structured for 

an audience which does not take the chorus' presence 

for granted.

Paradoxically, the unfamiliarity of the chorus is 

also worked on, with important results: the chorus acts 

as an alienation device. It is immediately clear that 

the drama in no way adheres to the norms of naturalistic 

characterisation, and that it is not a realistic action. 

The chorus also contributes to the polyphonic structure 

of the drama. The independent voices of the hero and 

subsidiary characters in conflict alternate with those 

of the disinterested gods. The chorus manipulates the 

audience's emotions by aligning itself with first one, 

then another party. The author's own voice is not heard, 

and his opinions cannot be guessed at: there is no 

personazh-klyuch.
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The structure of Annensky's tragedies observes the 

norms not only of Attic drama, but of neo-classical 

drama too. The traditional unities of time, place and 

action, to which Annensky had paid particular attention 

in his essays on the three Social Dramas, are observed. 

Annensky's plays resemble Attic drama, rather than neo­ 

classical drama, in that these are dictated by the presence 

of the chorus, not simply adopted of themselves. He is 

also less strict than neo-classical dramatists in 

interpreting the unity of time, and closer to Attic 

dramatists:

The fact that the chorus was normally present throughout
the action imposed certain conditions from which
the modern dramatist is free. [....] Change of
place is very rare. [....] It might be expected
that the constant presence of the chorus would
also require that the action should be continuous
in time, though in fact this so-called 'Unity of
Time' was not strictly observed. Aristotle (Poet.
5) notes that it was the usual practice to represent
(in a play lasting up to three hours) events which
could fall within about twenty-four hours, so that
considerable intervals of time might be supposed
to elapse during a choral ode.

All Annensky's plays do indeed take place within twenty- 

four hours, but time on stage is not exactly equivalent 

to that represented, and we must assume gaps in chronology 

In Laodamiya the distinction between stage-time and real 

time is made clear when Hermes marks the three hours 

the heroine may spend with lolaos in about three minutes. 

But Annensky followed neo-classical tradition in affirming 

the formal advantages of the unities, feeling that they 

were in keeping with his mythological subject:

1. Oxford Classical Dictionary, Tragedy, paragraph 17
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Do rjiy6oKOMy y6e*fleHHK) [ aBiopa] , aHTHUHufi MH$ opraHHMecKH
CBflSaH C TOK) (fopMOfl, B KOTOpOH OH H306pa*aJICH Ha CU6H6 
a$HHCKHMH TpaPHKaMH V B6Ka. lileKCHHpOBCKHe
cynjecTByioT fljin 6ojiee CJIOJKHWX $a6yji. (307)

One may assume that he was attracted by the concentration 

and tension of Attic drama, which does characterise his 

own dramas to some extent; Iksion, the play in which 

the hero is least central, and in which there is a host 

of minor characters, is the least dramatically successful 

of the three. The use of the unities has also another 

function: it suited Annensky's anti-naturalist stance 

to adopt a highly self-conscious form.

The plays are ordered in the manner of classical 

drama. Sections of dialogue of roughly equal length 

are interspersed with choric odes, labelled akty and 

antrakty respectively. The acts are divided into 

numbered scenes, which, though it does

not accord with classical practice, does follow Annensky's 

practice in his Euripides translations, as well as that 

of numerous other translators of the classics, among 

them Wilamowitz-Moellendorf.

The language of Annensky's plays is the one aspect 

which has consistently been described as modernised. The 

editor of Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii, Fedorov, expresses 

an extreme version of this view when he states that 

the language of the plays is very close to that of 

everyday speech: 'Bolee vsego zdes ' vpechatlyaet pochti 

bytovaya razgovornaya prostota rechei personazhei, osobenno 

geroev'. Annensky certainly makes no attempt to imitate 

Greek diction or idiom, which in any case would hardly 

be possible. Only in Melanippa is stichomythia used,
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and then sparingly:

Te6fl TOMHT Heflyr... HJIH
MeJiaHHnna 

He 3Haw, yen TOMJIWCB, HO TOJIBKO racHy.

Tbl B XOpOBOfl fleBHtlHH HaiD BOHfleillb?
MeJiaHHnna

0 H6T... 0 H6T... He HaflO
KopH$eH

Mjlb fl6BbI Tbl 6oWeCTBeHHOH H6 WTHlIJb?
MeJiaHHnna 

fl yxy ee.. Ho naflaJiH, yBbi. . . (316)

The diction and syntax conform, however, to a self-consciously 

poetic high style which recalls eighteenth- and nineteenth- 

century verse drama, and the archaising language of 

Annensky's Euripides translations, and which is very 

far from razgovornaya prostota. The sentences are 

measured, the constructions often unnatural, and there 

is much use of archaisms: usty (ST 316), deva (317) are 

invariably used in place of the modern guby and devushka . 

The use of anachronisms heightens rather than lessens 

the artificiality of the language, since it disrupts 

its unity altogether. The formality of the plays can 

be readily appreciated if one compares a passage from 

Melanippa (the most formal of the plays) with a passage 

from one of Annensky's dramatic lyrics, 'Nervy 1 , in which 

the speech of a husband, wife, servant and street vendor 

alternate. In the lyric poem everyday speech is certainly 

imitated, if in a stylised form. The diction of the 

characters is staccato and elliptical, and lines are 

frequently broken:
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— He OH... A ecjin OH? 
Bee BHJKeT, 6o)Ke MOM... HocyflMM XOTB HewHOJKKO..." 

MopoiiiKa, nrofla MopouiKa!
ii EOT TOJIbKO 6bl CIiyCTKTb JIKJIOByK)
it%o, 6apbiHH, umnHaTy 6yfleM 6paTb?" 

, AHHyiiiKa!" (ST 163)

In the following passage from Melanippa , on the other hand, 

the pace of the dialogue is slow, and the characters speak 

without interrupting each other:

3oji
Ho flo^epM He Buxy... MejiaHnnnbi: 
SflopoBa JIM OHa? M r#e OTGII, 
BoraMK HaM eme xpamiMbiM PejuieH?

MOM K flepJKaBHblM l^apb, TBOMM
Tan cjiaflKO MHe BHKMaTb cJiosaM, M Bsopy 
Tan MMJibi rjias secejibie Jiymi...

3oji 
MajiioTKa, TH 6jieflHa M noxyflejia...
FlyCTb CUaCTM6M M MHpOM Haft T060M
Jlyy FejiMH OTHUHG sacMHeT...
Tbi He 6ojibHa, Ha^ewcb, MejraHMnna? (ST 327)

As in Annensky ' s translations, the norm is high-style

and the colloquial interventions stand out. In Melanippe's

formal plea to her father for the life of her sons, the

colloquial particle zh and the imperative skazhi stand

out incongruously amongst unusual and high-style

diction ( zhrets , veshchii ) and awkward syntactical

inversions (Hi nado / Sredi rabov . . . ) :

BKHOBHOTO TOTOBKTCH, TO cy# 
Ero peuiKjr, H AyMaw... A KTO 
CyAeio 6biJi, peuiMBiiiMM cMep-rb
MjTb flpHXJIbIM TOT yJK6 HeSpHUKM 

, MOK6T 6bITb, TBOM KOHK)X?
pa6oB TpycjiMBbix cyfleM
, oTeq?... Mne CTH^HO...

Opo BemMM 3Han 3oji s
MTO PejrjieHy OH peub Ben^aji. A
To HoceMAOH pasrHeBaHHbiM Te6e
CBOHD BOJTHy nocjiaji AJTH BpasyMjreHbH? (ST 347)
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The jerky, uneven quality of Annensky's language differs 

sharply from the uniform diction and flowing periods of 

Leconte de Lisle's plays. The following passage comes 

from a speech by Ion in L'Apollonide. It contains no 

anachronisms, and no specifically French references:

O Laurier, qui verdis dans les Jardins celestes 
Que 1 ' Aube ambroisienne arrose de ses pleursi 
Laurier, desir illustre, oubli des jours funestres, 
Qui d'un songe immortel sais charmer nos douleurs! 
Permets que, par mes mains pieuses, 6 bel Arbre, 
Ton feuillage mystique effleure le parvis, 
Afin que la blancheur venerable du marbre 

£blouisse les yeux ravisl 1

The imagery used in the plays is directly and 

obviously modernised. Many of the central images belong 

to the Greek world, but there is a studied quality about 

them, as there is about the references to Greek customs; 

they are obviously planted to give the drama an authentically 

'Greek 1 feel. Often, too, they are used in an elaborate 

and decadent manner. In the fifth act of Iksion, the 

hero addresses the sun in the following rather lurid 

words:

fl TancTBa nepejj Todon K 
Me3K posoBbix nejieHOK Taw B

cojiHUjeM He 
, TBI sHaeiiib... (ST 429)

The double epithets customarily used for the gods in Greece, 

such as 'owl-eyed Athena', are replaced by invented 

alternatives, 'sinekudryi bog' (Poseidon), 'rumyanyi bog 1 ,

1. Leconte de Lisle, L'Apollonide, Derniers poemes, 92
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(Dionysus ) .

An explicitly Symbolist feature is the construction 

of an overall pattern of imagery, so that individual 

words become loaded with significance; a practice Armelle 

Goupy has argued that Annensky followed in his translations. 

The symbolism of Annensky 's plays is more systematic than 

that in his translations. In Melanippa , Iksion and 

Laodamiya , the mythological references are only obliquely 

connected with the plot, but Annensky is careful that 

the choric odes should have internal coherence: for 

example, in Melanippa all the choric odes allude to the 

loves of Zeus and the disasters brought by his attentions 

to mortal women.

In all the plays, extended chains of images are 

constructed. Certain key-words are repeated; one of these, 

as in Medea , is more* the sea, in Melanippa and Laodamiya , 

the sea dominates the landscape, and is addressed by 

the heroine in her opening speech. In Melanippa , it is 

personified as Poseidon and is central to the plot. 

Marine imagery is extended to many objects not literally 

connected with the sea, such as the sky:

B
MHCKOH H6 BH6MJIK) H 
BeSMOJIBHbl

cHHue BOJIHH 
B acwpe. (ST 315)

Even the heroine's hair is linked with the sea:

B MarHecwn yx nocjie MejiaHHnnon
fl npocjibijia sa BOJIHH uepHbix KOC... (ST 311)

In Laodamiya , the sea metaphorically represents the

1. See Chapter 3 of this study, page 161



231/

distance that separates the women and their menfolk, 

and the longing they feel for them:

Kan napycoB
He pasorHaTb scejiaHbH nojiHbiM CJIOBOM,
Mine He flano yTeiiiHTb sac, yBbi! (ST 450)

At the end of the play, marine imagery is used by Akastes 

for the irrational forces which have overtaken 

Laodamiya:

A GJiesbi Be#b TBHJIM y Heft us rjias
]/i c MOJIOKOM MemajiMCb B yaiiie Me^Hon. (ST 506)

Other important natural features which gradually acquire 

symbolic connotations are the mountains of Magnesia 

in Melanippa, and the alternation of day and night 

in the same play. The heroine's black hair and the 

black veil she wears show her association with night, 

which she alludes to in her opening speech. Her blindness 

is another aspect of this association, and it is possible 

that Annensky is indirectly alluding to the Greek 

regional cult of Melanippe as a goddess of death. 

The heroine's mother Hippe, metamorphosed into a star, 

stands for the opposite qualities of light and reason. 

In the course of the play, the symbolism of dark and 

light is reversed, and Melanippe, who had previously 

symbolised blindness, attains a new rationalism. Her 

superficial lack of sight is balanced by a new inner vision

1. See Roscher's Lexikon: Melanippe
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IlycTb KpoBb rjiasa MOH
HycTb HSBbi cepjwe Mne TepsaioT... Tu
He yracafi BO MHe, 3$Hp, H jKpe6nft
CBOH He CMeHio Ha cnacTbe TSMHUX flyni. (ST 366)

The use of key-words gives the plays inner coherence, 

which transcends the fragmentation of characterisation 

and occasionally of narrative. It is noticeable that 

Iksion, the least successful of the three plays, is 

also the play in which the key-words are the least evident 

The use of these words or symbols also links the three 

plays, making them a tragic trilogy interpreted in a 

Symbolist manner. They are not an Aeschylean trilogy, 

since they do not use the same characters, but they 

have more coherence than the trilogies of Sophocles 

and Euripides, who presented on occasion three quite 

disparate plays as a trilogy. Annensky's plays repeat 

certain motifs, such as Zeus' love affairs in Melanippa 

and Iksion, the fiery end of the hero or heroine in Iksion 

and Laodamiya, the sea, in Melanippa and Laodamiya. The 

plays are very loosely connected, and the style differs 

in each, but there are certain repeated themes, and the 

relationship between them resembles that between the poems 

in Annensky's lyric trilogies, or trilistniki, the 

preferred arrangement in his later collection, Kiparisovyi 

larets.

The particular key-words used are also a link with 

Annensky's poetry. The sea is not a central feature of 

the primarily urban landscape of his poems, but in two 

poems, 'Dva parusa lodki odnoi ' (ST 155) and 'Svechka 

gasnet' (ST 82) it appears as the element of passion.
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The case of the central symbol of the wax statue in 

Laodamiya is more striking. In the lyrics 'Chernaya 

vesna' and 'Moya toska' wax symbolises the frailty and 

corruption of the body:

IlyCTb TpaBbI CM6HHTCH Hdfl KanHIIjeM BOJIHGHbH
M BOCKOBOH B rpody sady^eTca pyna... (ST 171)

The fire by which the statue is consumed also appears 

in the lyrics, where it symbolises the consuming forces 

of passion or of the creative imagination:

Ee $aneji 6t>ui orneH H aji,
OH 6biji TajibiM H cyivipayHbiH CHer,
OH rjiHfleji Ha Hee H cropaji,
M cropaji OT HenosHaHHbix Her. (ST 116)

Sometimes the symbols of wax and fire are united in that 

of the candle, which contains them both and is consumed 

by itself ('Svechka gasnet' and 'V zatsvetayushchikh 

sirenyakh 1 ). The wax lolaos therefore represents 

Laodamia's self-destructive passion for her husband. As 

a statue it is also linked with statue symbolism in the 

lyrics, such as Trilistnik v parke. It represents the 

frailty of the work of art, which though formed by a 

human being, is not human.

It is evident from this brief comparison of Annensky's 

poems with his plays that the two genres are interdependent, 

and that reading the poems can elucidate the plays, 

and vice versa. It can certainly save the critic from 

V.S. Setchkarev's solecism. Setchkarev flatly denied 

that the statue in Laodamiya had any symbolic significance, 

adding baldly: ' Auch im Symbolismus ist nicht alles
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Symbol'. In general his conclusion could be defended; 

in this particular case it is clearly wrong.

Though many of the symbols in Annensky's plays have 

a classical origin, there is no attempt to reproduce 

the significance which they had for the Greeks. For 

example, in classical times wax was considered to have

magic properties, and dolls made of it were used in occult
2rites. In Bryusov's version of the Laodamia legend

the occult connection is of some importance: the heroine 

appeals to Hecate, a goddess of women and sorcery, :to 

raise Protesilaos. In Annensky's play, on the other 

hand, the magic properties of wax are of little importance. 

Laodamia's attachment to the doll expresses her immaturity, 

not her familiarity with sorcery.

The overt symbolism of Annensky's plays affects the 

way in which they are read. The characters are not 

presented in a historically or archaeologically accurate 

manner, but they are not portrayed realistically or 

naturalistically either. Human behaviour is abstracted 

to an ethical or aesthetic problem: in Melanippa the 

conflict between ritual observance of the gods and 

individual conviction, in Iksion the destructive power 

of sexual love, and in Laodamiya the irreversibility of 

death. Because there is no raisonneur in any of the plays, 

and no guidance is given in any of them about which

1. Setchkarev, 'Laodamia in Polen und RuBland', 370

2. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, 293-4

3. Bryusov, Protesilai, Act III
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character is supported by the author, the plays are 

analytical, not sententious. The other-worldly, 

idealistic outlook of the heroes links them with the 

personae of Annensky's poetry, but the plays are not a 

vindication of idealism, as Vyacheslav Ivanov argued:

EcTb op$KyecKKM CTKX: ..OJIHMH — yjibidKa 6ora; cjresb: -- 
po,n JJIOACKOM". KaieTCH, VTO 3TOT CTKX wor 6bi cjryautTb 
3iiKrpa(j)OM KO scew #pawaM AHHeHCKoro. OTHOiueHKe Me#.fly 
AByMH MKpaMK TaKoso, yTo rKdeJib K KasHb Ha sewjie paBH$: 
6jiarocJiOBeHnio OT doroB, ropbKoe 3,n,ecb -- cjian,Koe Taw.

The chorus, the gods and the subsidiary characters have 

different ideas, and all of them carry weight in the 

drama.

The historical viewpoint of the plays is important 

also to any discussion of their message. In all of 

them, there is tension between the modern viewpoint 

of author, audience and hero, and the classical world 

which the characters belong to. This tension is least 

evident in Melanippa, the most 'Euripidean 1 of the plays, 

but even here the rationalist attack on religion at the 

centre of the play owes at least as much to Annensky 

(who expressed similar ideas in his lyrics 'U sv. Stefana 1 

and 'Buddiiskaya messa v Parizhe 1 ) as to Euripides. Iksion 

relates the tragic conseguences of loving a goddess, and 

the punishment of the hero's arrogance, but it is also 

a Romantic fable of the transience and illusion of all 

love. The hero's passion for Hera, grand as it is, will 

not last, as the goddess herself tartly remarks:

1. Ivanov, 'Poeziya IA' ( 303
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A TW 3a6biJi, cKaKH, 3JiaTyio
He flojiro xe TW juo6HiDb, HKCHOH.
H cjia6oe, floJiXHo 6biTb, cepflqe xoweuib

flepaocTbio acejiaHHfl npHKptiTb. (4 12)

The hubris of Ixion is a subject proper to Greek tragedy; 

with themes like the isolation of the individual and 

the falsity of ideals of everlasting love we are firmly 

on Symbolist territory.

By far the most interesting conflict of classical 

and Symbolist ideas occurs in Laodamiya, where the 

situation found in the other plays is reversed: outwardly 

Symbolist themes are resolved in a way which recalls 

the classical tradition. The heroine's emotion for 

her dead husband is decadent in character and leads 

her into excesses of behaviour, such as the transfer 

of emotion to her husband's statue. The play dwells 

on the unnatural character of the relationship between 

Laodamia and lolaos (it is of great importance that 

their marriage was never consummated). The relative 

popularity enjoyed by this play, compared with the 

other two, is evidence of the topicality of its theme 

in the early twentieth century. On the other hand, 

Annensky's play is considerably less sensational than 

are the other two Russian versions of the story, by 

Bryusov and Sologub. Annensky plays down the physical 

aspects of Laodamia's passion for her husband, and her 

Bacchic speeches are restrained: she prays for spiritual 

unity with her husband:
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Ha flajibHefi Hucce, 
B jiasypHOM Mope
06B6TOBaHHOH,
F^e B Kt'.HaMOHax 
HecTpeiOT nTuqw, 

, 6o»e

B 6jia3K6HHOM dpane, 
InBoe c wepTBbiM, 
Kan cojiHue c Tbwoio 
B flyiuHCTOH pome,

B OTpa^HbiM cywipaK. (ST 500)

The status of Laodamia's Bacchic madness is not clear 

Unlike the deviant behaviour in Sologub's Par mudrykh 

pchel, it is not directly held up for the reader's 

admiration. The chorus states at the end of the 

play, 'I bezum'e lyubyat poety' (ST 508), but it is 

not clear whether the author counts himself one such 

'poet'. Laodamiya is a study of irrational passion, 

not an evaluation of it, and it is quite possible 

Annensky's views coincide with those eloquently 

expressed by Akastes:

MTO me flejiaib? HaM 
Beflb He oflHHM TepneTb... Tbi yepnbifi
IIoJIK)6HIllb CBOH,

[JlaoflaMHH npmiajia K ero $apocy H
KaK K CTapOCTH npHBblK 

BeCCHJIbHOH H, flHTH, H 66CTO JIKOBOH. (ST 503)

The Symbolist praise of Dionysiac passion conflicts in 

the play with more traditional classical ideals of 

self-restraint, dignity and rationality.

The complexity of the moral picture in Annensky's 

plays contributes to their literary interest; they are 

more subtle and stimulating than are Vyacheslav Ivanov's 

monolithic and neo-romantic dramas. But this subtlety
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makes it difficult to imagine how they could have been 

staged. There is a paucity of theatricality, of striking 

scenic effects; most of the exciting action happens off­ 

stage. The technique of off-stage action can be explained 

by Annensky's desire to imitate Attic tragedy; but a 

more serious criticism is the abundance of discussion 

in the plays, particularly in Iksion, where some speeches 

are of positively epic length (for example, one of Iris 1 

is 108 lines long). The inconclusive and fragmentary 

focus of the dramas, the absence of direct statement, 

leads to a lack of punch.

Like his translations, Annensky's plays have elaborate 

stage directions; but, as in the translations, these 

have the character of scene-setting for a reader, not 

instructions for a director. The impression given 

by the tragedies is borne out by their theatrical history: 

none of them was taken up by a stage company, even when 

Symbolist drama was at the height of its popularity.

Extracts of Laodamiya did appear in an anthology for

2 reciters published in 1911.

The three plays which Annensky wrote between 1901 

and 1902 are a homogeneous and independent group, and 

after 1902 he did not return to writing tragedies. His 

next classical play, Famira-kifared, was very different 

in character, and it will therefore be discussed in a 

separate chapter.

1. Varneke, 'IFA -- nekrolog', 42, describes how an attempt 
to perform Iksion did not come off.

2. O.E. Ozarovskaya, Shkola chtetsa: Khrestomatiya dlya
dramatich. kursov, [1913] (see Arkhippov, 'Bibliografiya 
item 320



, 6eperncb! CTapi'.H caTi'.p He 

fl cjibiiuy CTyn KonwT. Pora
B6HLIOM ,

EOT OH, jiradoBHKK HKM$, c nw
06eso6pa}KeHHbiM nopwBOM CTpacT^

CTana HeKHoro pynoii KOCHyjicn

Mit welchem fasten unerschrockenen Griffe 
fafite der Grieche nach seinem 
Waldmenschen , wie verschamt und weichlich 
ta'ndelte der moderne Mensch mit dem 
Schmeichelbild eines za'rtlichen, 
flbtenden, weichgearteten Hirteni

Nietzsche

CHAPTER FIVE

"Zhadnaya pytlivost ' i bogataya fantaziya 
Famira-kifared, a 'Bacchic drama 1
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Annensky did not abandon neo-classical drama after 

completing Laodamiya. He wrote only one further play, 

but it, too, is classical. In August 1906 he announced 

to his close friend Anna Borodina that he had completed 

a new tragedy, Famira-kifared (Thamyris the Citharede). 

The writing of the work had cost him a good deal of 

time and anxiety:

fl c6biJi [....] eqe oflHO — #ejio He flejio — KOTOpoe 
MytjHjio M6HH y)Ke flaBHO. JleT uiecTB TOMy Hasa# H 
safiyMaji Tpareflnio. [....] B MapTe H 6ecnoBopOTHO 
peuiHJi, HJIH HanncaTb cBoero ,,$aMHpy" K asrycTy, HJIM 

oTKasaTbcn Haecerfla OT STOM saflayH, KOTopan
MHG TO HenocujibHOM, TO HecToiomeH. (KO 468)

Annensky's published letters (which seem to represent his 

correspondence only selectively) rarely discuss his original 

works in detail. There are lists of items recently 

completed, or sometimes brief synopses of works sent to 

friends for approval. It is unusual for him to expand 

at such length about the composition of a work, or to 

record such great anxiety about it. The only other 

original tragedy mentioned in his correspondence is 

Laodamiya, which he sent to Borodina with a letter making 

it clear he felt the play would be well received (KO 450-6).

The anxiety which Annensky felt about Famira-kifared 

seems to have persisted, for it was not published during 

his lifetime, unlike his three earlier tragedies, and 

he did not apparently make any attempt to place it with
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publishers. This was most unusual at this stage of his 

life. Much of what he wrote before 1900 remained 

unpublished until after his death, but he made great 

efforts to have all that he wrote after 1900 published; 

his desperate attempts to place his lyric poetry in 

particular attracted the ridicule of the Symbolist 

establishment. Famira-kifared is the only complete 

major work which he seems to have been content to leave 

unpublished.

In the last two years of Annensky's life, when his 

contacts with other writers had become more freguent, 

he often read lyric poems, and occasionally other works,

aloud at informal 'evenings' in his house at Tsarskoe
2Selo. He also took part in public readings organised

by the Obshchestvo revnitelei khudozhestvennogo slova. 

Famira was not read aloud publicly, however, until 

December 18, 1909, some weeks after Annensky's death. 

Even then it does not seem to have attracted much attention;

of Annensky's colleagues on Apollon, only Makovsky and

4 Ivanov were familiar with it prior to publication.

Unlike some of Annensky's works which were not published 

in his lifetime, such as his translation of Hecuba, the 

manuscript of Famira was complete when he died; it even 

had an introduction and a dedication. It seems likely,

1. See Chapter 6 of this study, page 303

2. Makovsky, 'IA', 236-8; Adamovich, 'Vecher u A'

3. 'Pis'ma k S.K. Makovskomu', 220

4. It appears that A. read it aloud to Makovsky privately 
before his death ('Pis'ma k S.K. Makovskomu 1 , 220) 
Ivanov's '0 poezii IA', written in 1910, places a lot 
of emphasis on Famira, which suggests he may have 
read it in manuscript.
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therefore, that he stopped trying to publish or even 

publicise the play because of his friends' hostility 

to it, which he describes in the previously quoted 

letter to Anna Borodina:

EOT Tenepb yEe cocTOHJiocb yT6Hne Moero M$". 
EnaTepKHa MaKCKMOBHa Myx^Ha naxoflKT, XJTO 3TO d 
Bbicman HX MOKX TpareflKft. Ho, KaxeTCH, nona TOJibKo 
eft fla ApKaflKio AHflpeeBKwy ,,$aM." MOM K noHpaBMjicn. ( KO 468)

Annensky 's difficulties with Famira were caused 

by the fact that it was different in conception and 

realisation from his earlier tragedies. This can 

partly be explained by its later date of completion. 

Laodamiya was finished in 1902, four years before 

Famira . Famira also took much longer to write: Annensky 

wrote all three earlier tragedies in little more than 

a year, between 1901 and 1902; Famira took six years. 

Moreover, at this period Annensky was intensely active 

as a writer: his first collection of poetry Tikhie pesni , 

his first collection of essays, and numerous individual 

essays and reviews appeared between 1904 and 1906. He 

was also starting to put together a second collection 

of lyrics. He continued work on his translation of 

Euripides: he worked on translations of Ion and Cyclops , 

and in June 1905 completed an essay on Cyclops and 

the satyr play, the last items to go in to the first 

volume of Teatr Evripida ( KO 459)

Neither Ion nor Cyclops is a conventional tragedy. 

In his introduction to Teatr Evripida, Annensky described 

them as 'distinctive' ( k h a rakternye ) . In the former

1. TE 1906, x
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play the tragic ending is averted (Annensky called it 

a 'romantic drama 1 ). The latter play is not a 

tragedy at all, but the only surviving example of a 

quite separate genre, the satyr play. It is likely 

that the experience of studying and translating these 

non-tragic dramas inspired the modifications of the 

tragic genre to be observed in Famira.

Annensky's anxiety about Famira, and that of his 

first audience, has been echoed by the uncertainty of 

critical opinion. When Famira was first published in

1913. it was moderately popular. It was twice reprinted 

in 1919, and it was probably more widely-known than 

any of Annensky's works apart from his lyric poetry. It 

was favourably reviewed by Vyacheslav Ivanov, Gumilev, 

Mandelstam and lesser-known figures, such as Arseny 

Al'ving. The popularity of the play is indicated by

the fact that Gumilev's Akteon, first published in

21914. parodies its plot, characterisation and style.

Famira also had the distinction of being staged, unlike 

all Annensky's other plays, and, indeed, unlike many 

Symbolist dramas in general; it was one of the first 

productions mounted by the famous avant-garde director 

Aleksandr Tairov at the Kamernyi teatr in Moscow. The 

performances took place at the height of Annensky's

TE 1906, x

Acteon's language, like Thamyris', is characterised
by double epithets and elaborate imagery: v see his
speech to the moon, Gumilev, Sobranie sochinenii. 3, 27-8;
and my essay, 'Bacchic Revels?'.
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popularity as a writer, in late 1916. But Famira's 

success was brief, and is partly to be attributed to 

the sentimental attachment to the mythologised figure 

of Annensky which was inspired by the manner of his 

death. Most of the contemporary reviews refer to the 

difficulty of the work; one early critic wrote, 'slishkom 

slozhna p'esa sama po sebe 1 , Ivanov described it as

1 eklekticheskii barocco', and Gumilev as 'stremlenie k

2 prekrasnoi trudnosti ' .

The critics' confusion about the play, and general 

ignorance about it, are illustrated by the number of 

alternative titles in circulation. The play was originally 

published as $aMHpa-KM(|)ap3fl. It is so spelt in Arkhippov's 

bibliography, and in Fedorov's edition; this accords 

with another spelling of the word citharede as 

KM$ap3fl in the poem 'No dlya menya svershilsya vydel ' 

(ST 218). But the majority of Russian critics, as well 

as the director, Aleksandr Tairov, have stubbornly called 

the play: $aMMpa Knfoapefl. In Mandelstam's review it appears 

as $aMHpa-KH (fcapefl. Both the latter spellings have the 

disadvantage of recalling the suffix -e#, or eater, as 

in caMOefl, hence 'Thamyris the cithera eater 1 . This 

would, however, be no crazier than Slonim's translation 

of the title, Thamira of the Cither, A Bacchic Tragedy, 

which is equally meaningless in Greek, Russian and English.

1. On Tairov's production, see this chapter, page 295 ff.

2. Tugenkhol'd, 'Pis'mo iz Moskvy', 72; Gumilev, 'Pis'mo
o russkoi poezii' 1914, 129; Ivanov, 'O'ooe?ii IV, 301

3. Slonim, The Russian Theater, 189
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Famira fell from favour after 1920, and was not 

reprinted for over thirty years; it also received very 

little critical attention. Most references to it are 

in general histories of the Russian theatre, and are 

concerned with Tairov's production, not with the text 

of the play itself. There are only two recent 

contributions of any length on Famira. Simon Karlinsky 

described the play as 'amongst the finest accomplishments
o

of Russian Symbolist poetry 1 in his book on Tsvetaeva. 

He is also the author of a short article, 'Frustrated 

Artists and Devouring Mothers in Cechov and Annenskij'. 

This is a comparative study of Famira, Chekhov's The 

Seagull, and Freudian theory, which argues that there 

is a similar attitude to destructive maternal love in 

the three authors. Vsevolod Setchkarev's book on 

Annensky has a chapter on Famira. He tends, in general, 

to praise Annensky's writing excessively, but has 

serious doubts about this play:

It has neither the unity and conciseness of Laodamiya, 
nor the clear structure of Tsar'-Iksion, nor the 
impressive simplicity of Melanippa-filosof.

The confusion and incomprehension which have been caused

1. See, for example, Slonim, The Russian Theater; Lo Gatto, 
Storia del teatro russo.

2. Karlinsky, Marina Cvetaeva, 258

3. Karlinsky rules out direct influence but fails to point 
out that the similarity lies essentially in a common 
conception of Greek myth.

4. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 194-5
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by Famira seem to stem from the fact that it is anachronistic 

and idiosyncratic. Annensky himself wrote in the 

introduction, 'Ot klassicheskogo teatra ya ushel daleko 1 

(ST 511). Karlinsky felt that the play was set in a 

'Franco-Russian, herb-scented, psychedelically illuminated 

fin de siecle Greece 1 . Setchkarev found the play 

even more puzzling:

It is a complicated psychological play, comprising 
decadence in antique forms, and its end does not 
satisfy as do the clear, logical conclusions of 
the three previous plays.

Gumilev argued that Annensky's main innovations in 

Famira were linguistic:

MBI He 3HaeM, nan TOBOPHJIH flpeBHne
H3bIK HX I103TOB —— H6 paSTOBOpHblH H3BIK, HO BC6 JK6
HejibSH noeepHTb, yTotfbi B MX ojiosax ssyyajiH OTTOJIOCKM 
BajibMOHTa H BepjieHa.

Mandelstam, on the other hand, felt that the modernisation

was psychological: Annensky had approached his material

4 's boleznennoi ostorozhnost'yu sovremennogo cheloveka 1 .

None of the critical articles and reviews on 

Famira to date have analysed the play in depth; nor 

has there been any attempt to explain why Famira should 

be different to the earlier plays. It is not simply

1. Karlinsky, 'Frustrated Artists', 230

2. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Works, 195

3. Gumilev, 'Pis'mo o russkoi poezii' 1914, 129

4. Mandelstam, 'Famira-kifared'

5. Fedorov's chapter in Innokenty Annensky discusses
Famira without taking much account of the differences 
between it and the other plays (221-249)
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because Famira is idiosyncratic and Modernist in character; 

the earlier tragedies were this also, yet they have 

been persistently described as ' Euripidean ' , a term 

which has never been applied to Famira. Many aspects 

of Annensky's fourth play are very close to the pattern 

of modernised classical drama developed in Melanippa, 

Iksion and Laodamiya .

The key to the problem of Famira is in the subtitle 

of the play. The earlier plays had all been subtitled 

tragedy , or, in the case of Laodamiya, 'lyrical tragedy'. 

Famira is called a 'Bacchic drama 1 , a term which has 

no precedent in the classical tradition, and which 

indicates that it has non-tragic elements. Vyacheslav 

is the only critic to have commented on this, and he 

also correctly identified the source of the alien elements 

-- the specifically classical genre of satyr-play:

Rpauia n^aMKpa" — npnnyfljiMBoe H CTpaHHoe n 
Ha nojioBHHy TpareflHH, na nojiOBHHy (M 9TO c 
no-uieKcnupoBCKn reHHajibHo) Mrn,paMa

This chapter is intended to present the first study 

of the satyr-play elements in Famira . It will be 

concerned with the Greek tradition of the satyr-play, 

with how Annensky adapted elements from it, with 

their function in the play, and with how they affect its 

theatricality. The genre of satyr-play is obscure, and 

is unfamiliar to non-classicists. Annensky's interest 

in it was far more esoteric than his interest in classical

1. Ivanov, '0 poezii IA 1 , 308
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tragedy; but his treatment was no more reverent: he 

altered it as freely as he altered classical tragedy, 

and in many ways more successfully. I share the opinion 

of Johannes Holthusen that the satyr-play elements in 

Famira make it the most interesting of Annensky's dramas, 

though I would go further than him and state that they 

contribute to its success as a text for reading, as well 

as a script for performance:

Vom streng poetischen Wert einmal abgesehen, wtlrde 
ich (,Famira-kifared" [....] als Annenskijs gelungenstes 
Theatersttick ansehen, gerade.weil hier die zweite 
Ebene (das Satyrspiel!) der Handlung Raum schafft.

The plot of Famira is more complicated than that 

of Melanippa, Tsar'-Iksion or Laodamiya; though the central 

action is simple enough, there are numerous subsidiary 

characters and episodes. The hero Famira, (Thamyris or 

Thamyras), is a citharede, or poet who accompanies his 

song on the cithara, a seven-stringed wooden instrument 

analogous to the lyre, but of different form. He is the 

son of the Thracian king Philammon, but his father 

rejected him when his poetic ambitions were discovered. 

Argiope, his mother, is a nymph whom Zeus attempted to 

seduce in the form of a lizard; when she brushed him off 

her body by mistake, he sent a wasp to torment her. She 

spent twenty years pursued by it; it was then killed by 

Papposilenus or Silenus, an old satyr.

The action of Famira-kifared begins when Argiope

1. Holthusen, '[Setchkarev], Studies', 443
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returns to Thrace to look for her son. First of all she 

speaks to his old Nurse, then she encounters a chorus 

of Maenads, whose song inspires her with incestuous 

passion for Thamyris. When he returns from a poetry 

contest, she attempts to ingratiate herself with him, 

but fails altogether until she promises to arrange for 

him to hear the Muse Euterpe play. She and Papposilenus 

then organise a contest between Thamyris and Euterpe 

-- the only circumstance in which mortals may hear the 

gods play. At the contest Thamyris is so overwhelmed 

by the beauty of Euterpe's playing that he cannot play 

at all, and so loses automatically. He is punished 

by losing his musical ear. When he discovers this 

punishment he leaves the stage in despair, and blinds 

himself. Whilst he is off-stage, the ghost of his father 

Philammon (who has committed suicide) appears and warns 

that further punishments await Thamyris and Argiope. In 

the final scene, Thamyris reappears, and the deus ex 

machina, Hermes, arrives to state that he will live the 

rest of his life in poverty and isolation. His mother, 

transformed into a bird, will accompany him on his 

wanderings.

The legend on which Famira-kifared is based is 

Ancient Greek, as with Melanippa, Laodamiya and Iksion. 

But Thamyris is even more obscure than the heroes of the 

earlier plays. He was not popular in Greek literature; 

the Oxford Classical Dictionary dismisses the majority 

of legends about him as 'unimportant tales'; and he 

does not figure in neo-classical literature, unless one
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counts a passing reference in Milton's Paradise Lost, 

III, 35:

So was I equalled with them in renown 
Blind Thamyris and blind Maeonides.

The main literary source for the legend is Homer's Iliad, 

II, 595 ff., which describes how Thamyris boasted of 

his great talent, and thus provoked the anger of the 

muses:

They who lived in Kiparesseeis and Amphigenia,
Pteleos and Helos and Dorion, where the Muses
encountering Thamyris the Thracian stopped him from singing
as he came from Oichalia and Oichalian Eurytos;
for he boasted that he would surpass, if the very Muses,
daughters of Zeus who holds the aegis, were singing

against him, 
and these in their anger struck him maimed, and the

voice of wonder 
they took away, and made him a singer without

memory.

Thamyris was also the hero of a play by Sophocles; only 

a few fragments of this survive, and little is known 

about the plot.

In the introduction to Famira, Annensky relates 

the legend as recorded by Homer; but his play in fact 

also makes use of other sources. Roscher's Lexikon 

lists numerous variants of the Homeric legend, and it

is reasonable to assume that Annensky relied on it here,

2 as he did when writing Laodamiya and Iksion. He may

well also have made use of the account in Pauly. The 

parentage of Thamyris in Annensky's play is supplied by

1. Homer, The Iliad transl. Lattimore, 91-2

2. Roscher, Lexikon, Thamyris

3. Paulys Realenzyklopjidie, Thamyris
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post-Homeric tradition, as is the nature of Thamyris 1 

punishment: Homer's meaning is not clear, and the suggestion 

that Thamyris was deafened and blinded himself comes 

from later tradition.

Annensky has invented some elements of the plot of 

Famira , in particular the histories of the hero's parents. 

The suicide of Philammon has no basis in classical tradition, 

nor has the miserliness to which Thamyris ' nurse refers 

(ST 516). There is not much information in classical 

sources about Argiope; she is usually said to be a nymph 

who was seduced by Philammon, and afterwards ran away in 

shame; there is an alternative version according to 

which she lived with him until she was found to be 

pregnant, when he rejected her. The elaborate story of 

Zeus' attempt to seduce Argiope, the attack by the 

wasp, and her subseguent wanderings has no classical 

source. The story of lo, who was seduced by Zeus, 

and whom the jealous Hera transformed into a cow and 

caused a gad-fly to pursue round the earth, is the 

probable source of Annensky 's version. The story is 

guoted by him in 'Antichnaya tragediya'; significantly, 

the traditional gad-fly is here replaced by a wasp:

MHaxa, KOTOpan nwero He Aejiajia B cB 
TepeMe, yTo6bi noHpaBMTbcn Sescy, v. flepsKHfi T/.paH 
[Prometheus], KOTOpbiH Cflejiaji see, UTo6bi ero yxacHyib —
O6a HBJIH10TCH JKepTBaMtf OJlKMUKVma Ha flJIMHHbIM pHfl JI6T .
M Ha cqeHe nepefl HaMH c O^HOM cTOpoHbi 6or, np/.K 
MOJIOTOM Pe(|)ecTa, c flpyrofi — wyflOBMme — Tejina, 
no BceMy MKpy ocoft. 1

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 9
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But there is no classical source for the story that Zeus 

appeared to Argiope, or for that matter to any of his 

other loves, in the form of a lizard; this piece of 

'mythology' was invented by Annensky, as he invented 

the incestuous love of Argiope for her son. There are 

some changes of emphasis in the play. The traditional 

contest between Thamyris and the 'Muses' has become a 

contest between Thamyris and a single Muse -- Euterpe. 

The fate of Thamyris has been altered: in Homer he was 

'a singer without memory'; in Annensky's play the maimed 

singer's inability to forget is a central part of his 

punishment, which he contrasts with the fate of Arachne:

BjiarocjioBeHHbi 6orn, qTo xpaHHT
CoSHdHbe HEM H B MVKaX.

Ho nayn 
3a6B6HHH Ha npoiujioM... OH #odpee. (ST 578)

In Laodamiya, Iksion and Melanippa, Annensky had 

stuck closely to the classical sources of his plots, 

displaying originality only in the manner in which he 

combined different versions of the same legend. In 

Famira Annensky handles myth much more freely. This 

shift in the use of classical material had been 

anticipated in the conclusion to 'Antichnaya tragediya', 

in which Annensky indicated that he felt free invention 

in the classical manner was the most productive method 

for modern literature:

06jiacTb (JparMeHTOB us EHTimHux Tpare#MH H MH$OB
flOJIJKHa HBJIHTbCH, nO-MOGMV, JIMUIb OflHMM H3 HCTO^HKKOB 
flJIH CBOtfOflHOH TBOpUeCKOM padOTbl. JlniIIb
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BoccosflaHHio rpeuecKKX MH$OB cy^neHo HOMTI: 
ynpajKHemifl Ha roTOsyio

Famira is the only play written by Annensky which is not 

based on a fragment of Euripides; this removed him from 

the restrictions of writing in the manner of the Attic 

author. Thamyris is mentioned in Euripides' Rhesus 

(921-5), but the reference is insignificant:

It was when we Muses, all arrayed
with instruments, went to the gold-soiled mountain-mass 
of Pangaeus, and the high contest of melody 
with the great Thracian singer, and we blinded him, 
Thamyris, who had vilified our craft of song.

The introduction to Famira indicates Annensky 's lessened 

respect for the mythological canon: it is not at all like 

the detailed, pseudo-scholarly, footnoted accounts of 

sources in the introductions to the earlier plays. It 

is brief, has no footnotes, and gives no summary of the 

classical tradition; Annensky refers in passing to a 

single classical source, Sophocles' play. His main 

concern is to dissociate his version from the Thamyris 

story written by his ex-pupil (at the Eighth St Petersburg 

Gimnaziya) Aleksandr Kondrat'ev:

Bo BCHKOM cjiyyae HM co cKasKoft r. KoHflpaTbesa, HK, seponTHO, 
c #paMOH CotfoKJia MOM ,,$aMKpa" HK KMee? HKwero o6mero,
KpOM6 MK$HtjeCKHX KM6H H BblllJeynOMHHyT OTO OCTOBa CKaSKM.
(ST 511)

Famira, then, is less academic than the earlier plays; 

it is also more self-conscious. The characters allude 

to other classical legends in the text, and even to

1. 'Antichnaya tragedlya', 41

2. Grene and Lattimore, The Complete Greek Tragedies, 4, 126
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classical authors. Thamyris compares himself unfavourably 

with Orpheus, saying 'UvyI ya ne Orfei' (ST 542), and 

Papposilenus warns him of failure in the contest with 

the Muses, alluding to the ghastly fate which befell 

Marsyas. We are expected to believe that a mythological 

character has read Herodotus:

T3... T3... T3... T3.... MOM MMJIblH. . . A yCJTOBbH?
Rpo MapciiH Tbi cjibiuiaji? MHor#a

nojiesno... B PepoflOTa. (ST 545)

There are literary parallels in the text which are not 

remarked by the characters: the end of Famira is a 

reminisence, with parodistic overtones, of the end of 

Oedipus Rex. In both plays there is an incestuous 

relationship between mother and son, and in both the 

hero blinds himself. But the transformation of Thamyris 1 

mother into a self-possessed pichuzhka is absurd when 

set beside the tragic death of Jocasta.

Annensky also refers to his own tragedies in Famira. 

The blinding of the hero recalls the heroine's fate in 

Melanippa-filosof. The final speeches of both characters 

are similar: both praise the powers of reason left to 

them, despite their blindness. But Thamyris 1 tone is 

resigned and stoical, where Melanippe's was ecstatic.

The literary parallels place Famira in the tradition 

of classical tragedy, but at the same time illuminate 

how different the play's tone is from that of classical 

tragedy. The play is a further stage in the decline of 

the classical tradition. As in the earlier plays, 

mythological representation is undercut and ironised by
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a realistic, prosaic understanding of life:

Tbi He KOpMKJia ero, a 6pocKJia, K OH JKKJI 6es Te6n
M EOT ceroflHH, iiiajibHan, TBI HajreTejia BopoHoii

c HUM B OJO,MH flenb. (ST 571)

Tnis distinction is emphasised in Famira by the use of 

prose passages to express the realistic perception of 

life, and verse for the mythological narratives, and by 

the insertion of invented and absurd detail into the 

classical sources for the play.

One final modification which Annensky has made to 

the mythological tradition is the setting of the play. 

Thamyris was a Thracian in Homer, and in most later 

variants of the legend, but accounts differ as to 

where the contest took place. The location of the places 

mentioned in Homer is not known, and various hypotheses 

are in circulation; but Annensky seems to be alone in 

assuming that the contest was in Thrace. His siting 

of the contest has symbolic significance; it indicates 

his move from Hellenic Greece to a place outside the 

borders -- but a place which is not too far away.

The handling of the mythological tradition is 

the main innovation in Famira ; the characterisation and 

structure of the play are in the same adapted pseudo- 

Euripidean style as before. The number of speaking 

characters is about the same as in Attic tragedy, and 

in Annensky's earlier plays: there are six (Thamyris, 

Argiope, Papposilenus , Philammon, Hermes and the Nurse).

1. Paulys Realenzyklopadie, Thamyris
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The Satyrs with blue and pink ribbons, and the Langorous 

Satyr, are simply members of the chorus, who have the 

functions of the coryphaeus and parastatos of Greek 

tragedy. No more than three characters appear together 

in one scene. The central characters have the conventional 

attributes of figures in Attic tragedy, and of the heroes 

of Annensky's own tragedy: they are divine (Hermes), 

semi-divine (the nymph Argiope, Silenus), or of royal 

blood (Thamyris and his father Philammon). Their behaviour 

accords with their status; in the second scene, Argiope 

treats the Nurse in the manner of one accustomed to 

command, and the Nurse responds with appropriate 

subservience. As in his earlier plays, Annensky uses 

the stock types of Attic tragedy: Hermes, the deus 

ex machina, who has the role of the conventional messenger, 

is characterised to a greater extent; he is cynical, even 

camp.

The main characters closely resemble those in the 

earlier plays: they are discursive rather than active, 

and rationalistic, rather than impetuous. As in Iksion, 

Annensky has altered an active, arrogant classical 

bogoborets to a passive figure. In Homer's account, 

it was Thamyris' hubris which led him to challenge 

the Muses:

For he boasted that he would surpass... 

In Famira, on the other hand, the hero's challenge to 

Euterpe is simply a means of hearing her play, and he 

makes the challenge at Papposilenus' instigation:
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C EBTepnotf neib — Hejibsn, HO 
M c MysaMK BOSMOJKHO. 06

C Heft... (544)

Annensky's character is too remote from life to feel 

professional, or any other, pride, and he despises those 

worldly honours which have been accorded him; even his 

own victories in tragic contests fail to interest him. 

There is little which is conventionally heroic in Thamyris; 

the stoicism and impassivity of Melanippe, Ixion and 

Laodamia has developed in him to a state which is close 

on idiocy. He has been aptly described by Fedorov as 

'ne ot mira sego' (ST 41).

The impetus for the action in Famira comes entirely 

from subsidiary characters, and the drama of the scenes 

in which the hero appears comes from the contrast of 

the passion they hope to provoke in him and his 

astonishing indifference. Only Thamyris 1 closing words 

resemble those of the hero of Attic tragedy; they are 

conventionally epigrammatic and sententious, like those 

of Euripides' Heracles:

The man who would prefer great wealth or strength , 
more than love, more than friends, is diseased of soul.

In Thamyris 1 case, the conventional formula is in odd 

contrast to the rest of the hero's speeches.

The only main character in the play who is developed 

to any extent (apart from Papposilenus, of whom more later)

1. Euripides, Heracles 1425-6; Grene and Lattimore, 
The Complete Greek Tragedies, 3, 337
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is Argiope. The main dramatic interest is provided by 

her vacillations from incestuous passion to jealousy 

and guilt. The tragic action as a whole is wanting 

in tension. The plotting 

is rather loose, and there is no real attempt to build 

up suspense. There are several episodes which do not 

advance the climax of the play at all, such as the 

reappearance of Philammon. Even the central action: 

Argiope's passion for Thamyris, her contrivance of the 

contest, and her prayer to Zeus to destroy him, depends 

on a series of random events which are not logically 

linked, and which have no steady basis of naturalistic 

psychological motivation. The play works by a series 

of contrasts, not by a forward linear progression.

Annensky has constructed the dialogue in Famira 

according to the principles used in his earlier plays. 

Stichomythia is absent altogether; it is not used even 

to the limited extent it was used in Melanippa. Statements 

break off in mid-line, and a single line of verse 

may be divided between two or even three characters. 

The question and answer formula of Stichomythia is, 

however, retained:

9TO #OM, CKaJKH MH6 . He
CTapyxa 

Tan, rocnojKa, $aMnphi.

JK OH CaM? (ST 515)

1. See this chapter, page 282 ff.
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The speeches in Famira are constructed in much the same 

way as in the earlier plays; there are naturalistic 

devices, such as pauses and rows of dots, to suggest 

hesitation and incoherence, and rhetorical questions 

are frequent; as before, these are combined with formal 

syntax and unnatural inversions:

fl DOMHK) ——
Tan weapon 6biJi. OxoToft

Mbi B ropax. ]/[ EOT oca, 
Cb B noce Moetf, ryfleHbeM

MSHH npHBCTaTb — K BMU.T 
yepnbie K BbinyKjibie rjiasa 

MeHH saBopojKiuia. . . TaM, sejieHbiM 
Ha cojiHLje nexacb TejioM... (ST 526)

But the set-pieces of Attic tragedy favoured by Annensky 

in his earlier plays have been dropped. Famira has 

no prologue; when Argiope enters, she does not address 

the audience, and her history and purpose in visiting 

Thrace must be deduced from her actions and from the 

explanations which she gives to the Nurse. The main 

speeches in the play do not come at climactic points 

in the plot, and there is no agon , or central scene 

of disputation. Thamyris 1 speeches are lyrical outbursts 

in which he describes emotional and aesthetic experiences 

His description of the contest with Euterpe does not 

relate the facts of the contest; it refers only to the 

effects of her playing on him. Thamyris 1 interventions 

in scenes with other characters are also lyrical rather 

than dramatic, and often have little direct relation to 

the content of the speeches which they interrupt. As 

Argiope is telling him her history, he bursts in:
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3apH cpaBHHJiacb c He6oM. Buxy
H sojiOTO cjienKT MSHH. 0 He? —
fl OTOMny. Mjib nofiTe rjiyme, CTpyHbi! (ST 528)

Famira, like Annensky's earlier plays, observes 

the unities; the entire action takes place over one day, 

from sunrise to sunrise, and the scene does not move 

from outside Thamyris ' hut. Thamyris is present in 

most of the scenes, and when he is not, the action 

directly concerns him, with the exception of one scene, 

which will be discussed later. The action is continuous; 

Annensky has abandoned the anachronistic act divisions 

of his Euripides translations and neo-classical tragedies, 

and the scene divisions simply indicate entrances and 

exits .

The stage directions in Famira are even more lengthy 

and elaborate than in the earlier plays. Only some relate 

to the staging; sketchy indications are given that the 

costumes should be long, loose robes, reminiscent of 

Greek dress. A new feature is the description of nuances 

of light which would have been beyond the resources of 

an amphitheatre. This picks up a point made in 'Antichnaya 

tragediya ' , in which Annensky had criticised a performance 

of Aeschylus' Prometheus Bound given in the classical 

manner, suggesting that the producers were foolish to 

ignore the technical advances made by the modern theatre, 

particularly in the field of lighting:

B TOM, UTO cqeHa c
flKH ocBemeHa oflUHanoBO. J\va ^aca He A&IOT

MJIJII03KM flpaMaTH^eCKHX CyTOK C pa3H006pa31*eM CBeTJ.j: 
K T6H6M K CMeHbl HaCTpOeHtffi. IlOJIOJKKM, y rpeKOB 3TOTO
Toae He tfbijio, HO B TOM-TO u flejio, UTO y nac Be^b STO 
ecTb, M

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 4
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The stage directions make it clear that, as in Annensky's 

earlier tragedies, the characters are not supposed to 

wear masks, and suggest changes of expression far too 

subtle to be noticed in an amphitheatre. The remarki 

in Famira are often actively intrusive; they describe 

the emotions of the characters, duplicating information 

already conveyed by the action and dialogue, and their 

tone is often melodramatic. When Argiope enters, she 

is said to have 'nervous movements' and 'the triangle 

of her brow is agonisingly ( tomitel ' no ) white' (ST 513)

Some critics of Famira have argued that the 

language of the play is colloquial. This view was 

particularly prevalent among Annensky's contemporaries, 

such as Gumilev:

Ero nepcoHajKM BSHTW KB aHTH^Horo MKpa, OHK He 
Himero, ^TO He 6biJio 6bi CBoftcTBeHHO KX anoxe, HO MX 
pasroBopw, sa MCKjnoyeHnew o6me-no3TKuecKoft 

HanMcaHa B 1906 r.) ocTpo c

In fact, the modernisms and colloquialisms in Famira , 

as in Annensky's earlier plays, are few, and their 

effect is superficial. Anachronisms like skripach 

and kreml ' occur, and there are occasional colloquial 

passages in the speeches of the main characters. In 

Scene Four Thamyris suddenly drops his lyrical tone 

and turns to Argiope with the incongruously colloquial 

question :

KaK? 
A cnasKa yx oKOHumiacb? lajiera... (ST 527)

1. Gumilev, 'Pis'mo o russkoi poezii ' 1914, 129
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But, as in Annensky's Euripides translations and his 

neo-classical tragedies, the poeticheskaya povyshennost' 

of the speech of the major characters is much more 

noticeable than its contemporary flavour. The language 

of Argiope's life-story, for example, is ornamental and 

full of poeticisms. There is much use of participles, 

verbal nouns, archaisms ( zheny for zhenshchlny , palata , 

chelnok , for example -- ST 529). Syntax is often 

unnaturally inverted: Zhen / On bol'she ne laskaet 

(ST 529). The following passage is typical, especially 

the central section which I have emphasised:

HOCTOM, nocTofi... 0 fla, H n
%0 TbI M6HH H6 JIK)6Hfflb, tJTO npOCTHTb
He Moxeiiib Tbi 6esyMHOM HHM$e ne 
XojioflHoro, 6es jiacKK K 6es Tex 
HaM naMHTHbix HaseK

CpaHKT Hac MaTb, HOTCM cweeTCH, 
EoTOM, JiacKan, njiayeT, a B OKHO

flepeBbH, H TaKKX dOJTbllJMX,
sejieHbix, Beiomnx Tan cjraAKO, 

6ojibiue He 6bieaeT HKKor^a. (ST 530-1)

The style is elevated and poetic. A characteristic 

device is the use of elaborate double epithets, which 

often suggest colour tones, such as temno-zvezdnyi , 

struisto-svetlyi , sladkozvuchnyi (ST 530). Sometimes 

the same effect is produced when adjectives are used 

together, linked by a comma or i_: zamedlennyi i nezhnyi , 

zelenye, veyushchie tak sladko. This device was parodied 

by Gumilev in Akteon ; the adjectives he uses are patently- 

absurd. Annensky's use of double epithets recalls the 

odic tradition of the eighteenth century, and Tyutchev's 

poetry in the nineteenth.

1. See Tynyanov, Arkhaisty i novatory, 381-2
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The language of Famira is less reminiscent of the poetry 

of Annensky's Symbolist contemporaries than that of 

Pushkin, Baratynsky and other poets of the nineteenth 

century. Famira's closeness to the nineteenth-century 

tradition is emphasised by the use of five-foot iamb 

for most of the dramatic sections, though substitution 

of other metres is more frequent here than in Annensky's 

other plays, as Yury Lotman has indicated.

Annensky has adopted the chorus of Attic tragedy 

in Famira, as in Melanippa, Laodamiya and Iksion, but 

his handling of it differs in his last play. The chorus 

speaks about the same number of lines as before: roughly 

a quarter of the total, but they are differently 

distributed. There are fewer choric odes than before, 

they are shorter, and they no longer divide the play 

up into sections of equal length. The chorus 1 interventions 

in the dramatic scenes are longer and more important. 

This indicates Annensky's attempt to integrate the 

chorus dramatically; its members are not merely passive 

observers, but active participants in the action who 

bring about several important links of the plot. The 

Maenads' song is the cause of Argiope's incestuous love 

for her son; one of the Satyrs, Papposilenus, kills the 

wasp which has plagued Argiope, judges the poetry contest, 

and brings the news of Thamyris' defeat. The stage 

directions indicate that the chorus should be extremely 

active: in the opening choric scene, several different 

tempi of dancing are required, and the Maenads are

1. Lotman, 'Metricheskii repertuar IA 1 , 125
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directed to run about 'with flying thyrsi, whirling plaits, 

laughter, whistling and music 1 (ST 519).

The chorus in Famira does not remain on stage 

throughout the action, as Annensky pointed out in his 

introduction: *khor pokidaet tsenu' (ST 511). There 

was a tradition in Attic drama that the chorus was on 

stage from its first entrance until the climax of the 

play, though exceptions to this tradition were tolerated. 

In Vyacheslav Ivanov's Tantal, which is a more academic 

and self-conscious imitation of classical drama than 

Annensky's plays, the chorus is off-stage for long 

periods at the end of the play. Annensky, however, follows 

the practice of his model, Euripides: the chorus remains 

on stage even when taking no part in the action. In 

Iksion, Scene Nine, the Oreads are asleep, and their 

presence is not dramatically necessary, but Annensky 

directs that they should remain where they are (ST 415). 

In Famira the chorus is never off-stage for very long; 

it is, however, significant that its absence should be 

tolerated at all.

The chorus members in Famira are characterised, as 

they were in Iksion. There are aethereal Bacchae, sensual 

Maenads, and coarse Satyrs. The style of choric odes 

alloted to each group is different, but in general the 

odes depart from the style of Annensky's earlier choric 

odes. The lines are shorter, the composition of the 

stanzas less elaborate, and the imagery simpler than before

1. Der Kleine Pauly, Chor
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dejibie
H SHOdKMbl M najIKMbl,
B LJjapCTBO CHeJKHblX HCnOJIMHOB
Bee nojiflMM — flojiro IIIJIK MU.
He6a SHOH, nojien poca JIM, —
B Hac KejiaHbH He cjiadejiM.
HJIM flapOM nodpocajiH
Ha padbiHb MU KOJiutfejiM? (ST 533)

Annensky's choric passages in Famira depend less on 

complex visual imagery, and more on musical effects -- 

assonance, consonance -- than the choric odes in 

his tragedies.

But the most significant novelty in Famira is the 

composition of the chorus: it is divided into three 

groups. Double or even triple choruses are found in 

classical tragedy, and two of the groups, the Maenads 

and the Bacchae are perfectly proper tragic figures. 

The presence of Satyrs, on the other hand, is an alien 

feature. There is no classical tragedy in which satyrs 

take part; their coarse, folkish character was unsuited 

to its elevated style. The chorus as a whole is a bridge 

between the elements of tragedy and satyr-play in Famira; 

the women belong to the former genre, the satyrs to 

the latter.

Before discussing the elements in Famira which are 

adapted from the Attic tradition of the satyr-play, 

it is important that the characteristics of the genre 

should be summarised in brief, since it is rather 

obscure, at least to non-classicists. It is also helpful 

to know something about the nineteenth-century tradition 

of criticism on the satyr-play within which Annensky was 

working.

Little was known about the satyr-play in the early
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twentieth century. Major fragments of Sophocles' Ichneutai 

and Aeschylus' Diktyoulkoi, which have contributed 

much to the knowledge of modern scholars, had not then 

been discovered. Euripides' Cyclops -- still the 

only complete satyr-play available to scholars -- was 

the basis for study of the genre; other satyr-plays were 

known only from quotations and from allusions in the works 

of classical authors. Critics in Annensky's day had

only one primary source to draw on, and it was one which

2 has since been discovered to be atypical in some respects.

Lack of knowledge about the satyr-play was accompanied 

by a lack of critical interest. Ussher's bibliography 

of the satyr-play in his edition of the Cyclops lists 

under thirty items published before 1910, including 

critical editions of Cyclops. The Cyclops had been 

translated into Russian before Annensky's version 

appeared (an anonymous version was published in Moscow 

in 1877), and a version by A. Artyushkov appeared three 

or four years after Annensky's. But Annensky's 

essay on the satyr-play was the first to appear in Russian, 

apart from general articles in encyclopedias. The only 

other articles ever to appear on the satyr-play in

Russian were by Zelinsky and Varneke, friends of Annensky
4 who were quite likely inspired by his work.

1. Euripides, Cyclops, ed. Ussher, 172

2. Ibid., 173

3. See Prozorov, item 730; Voronkov, item 2431

4. Zelinsky, 'Novonaidennaya satiricheskaya drama'; 
Varneke, 'K istolkovaniyu dramy satirov 1
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The attitude to the satyr-play current at the turn 

of the century was a mixture of puzzlement and a certain 

prudish disapproval of the genre's coarse humour. As 

late as 1941 G.M.A. Grube could write that the Cyclops 

was of little interest, and toss it a condescending 

bone with the words: 'It is all good, though none too 

clean fun 1 . Wilamowitz was less squeamish about the 

play's coarseness, which he euphemistically termed lack 

of prudery in sexual matters, but he considered it 

of little intrinsic interest; it had some literary- 

historical value as the single surviving example of a 

lost genre. He held it to be rapid, conveyer-belt work,

and biliously added, 'Die Ubersetzung hat sicher die

2 zehnfache Arbeit gekostet'. Passive disapproval

became active bowdlerisation, as is illustrated by 

a comparison of the modern translation of Cyclops 

by William Arrowsmith with that done by Wilamowitz. 

Arrowsmith's translation of lines 179 ff., the Coryphaeus 

remarks about Helen, is openly foul-mouthed:

When you took that woman, did you all take turns
and bang her? She liked variety in men,
the fickle bitch! Why, the sight of a man
with embroidered pants and a golden chain
so fluttered her, she left Menelaus,
a fine little man. I wish there were _
no women in the world -- except for me.

For the passage underlined above, Wilamowitz has the coy:
4 

'nahm sie gleich / Ein jeder auf ein Sttlndchen in sein Zelt ' .

1. Grube, The Drama of Euripides, 448

2. Wilamowitz, Griechische Tragodien, III, 15

3. Grene and Lattimore, The Complete Greek Tragedies, 3, 241

4. Wilamowitz, Griechische Tragodien, III, 58
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Annensky's essay on the satyr-play shows that his 

attitude to the genre was more favourable than that of 

his contemporaries. He felt that it was full of life 

and vigour. It was a natural complement to tragedy, 

since tragedy illustrated human divinity; the subject

of the satyr-play was the bog-zver', the bestiality of

2divinity. He also, typically for a nineteenth- 

century scholar, saw it as a moral action: 'Iskhody 

satirovskikh dram vsego chashche imeli nravouchitel'nyi 

kharakter 1 . For him it seemed exciting and artistically 

innovative to study and imitate the satyr play. But 

nonetheless some features of the genre had to be toned 

down and made acceptable to the sexual reticence of 

his contemporaries, particularly in the world of 

scholarship.

Ethical and aesthetic judgements about the satyr-play 

have changed, and there has also been controversy about 

the genre's characteristics and history. Special 

attention has been given to the question of whether 

satyr-play or tragedy is the primary form; though, given 

the lack of documentary evidence, discussion is necessarily 

speculative. Annensky's essay on Cyclops does not 

enter the debate about whether the satyr-play is the 

source of tragedy or vice versa, nor does it specify in

1. 'Kiklop i drama satirov', 628

2. Ibid., 597

3. Ibid., 595

4. Ussher's discussion on the relative merits of different 
satyr-play writers in the introduction to his 
edition of Euripides' Cyclops, for example, is 
necessarily entirely speculative.
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detail what he conceived to be the genre's essential 

features. His definition of the satyr-play is 

based on Aristotle's definition of tragedy, which 

had also been the basis of his own statements about 

the nature of tragedy. The satyr-play, like tragedy, 

inspires pity and fear, but the action is less 

emotional, and the effect is not cathartic. Some 

attention is given to the technical aspects of the 

genre, but Annensky is more concerned with the 

symbolic significance of the action. His attitude 

allowed him plenty of leeway to adapt the satyr-play 

in Famira. His own 'Bacchic drama' adopts certain 

details of the historic satyr-play, but is allied to 

the Attic tradition more obviously in terms of its 

symbolism and structure.

Annensky followed tradition in his placing of 

Famira. The satyr-play was never performed on its 

own; though it was distinct from tragedy, it was 

always closely associated with it, as Frank Brommer 

writes:

Das Satyrspiel ist in seiner Bltltezeit also nicht 
ohne die TragOdie denkbar, die TragOdie aber auch 
nicht ohne das Satyrspiel.

A satyr-play was always performed as the fourth play 

in a tetralogy, immediately after the tragic trilogy. 

Annensky wrote Famira-kifared, his fourth play, after 

he had produced just such a tragic trilogy: Melanippa,

1. ' Kiklop i drama satirov', 601

2. Brommer, Satyrspiele,11
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Iksion and Laodamiya.

Famira does not share one noticeable formal feature 

of the satyr-play -- its shortness. At just on seven 

hundred lines, Cyclops is half the length of Iphigenia 

in Tauris; Ichneutai seems to have been much the same 

length. Famira is over fifteen hundred lines long, and 

has the dimensions of a tragedy, not of a satyr-play.

The setting of the satyr-play was determined by 

convention; the satyrs' rustic and hearty character 

demanded that it be set in open country. 'Deistvie 

sovershalos ' nepremenno sredi dikogo sel'skogo peizazha' , 

Annensky wrote. In Cyclops the action takes place 

in front of Polyphemus' cave and a flock of sheep is 

called for; Ichneutai and Diktyoulkoi are also set 

in the country. The central part of the setting for 

Famira is a hut and flowery field, as is proper to the 

satyr-play, but this idyllic view is hemmed in by barren 

cliffs :

BflaJiH HarpOMoacfleHKH cnaji [ . . .] C rop TEM VL CHM, TO^HC 
cnojisan BHKS, ocejin TeMHbie n 6ejibie K&MHK . [....]
HeBbicoKKft XOJIM, Ha cnaTe KOTOporo CTOKT AOM $aMHpw, 
nocTeneHHO nepexoflMT B LjBeTymyw jiyxaflKy. (ST 513)

The stage direction is obviously symbolic: the meadow 

belongs to the pastoral Satyrs, the rocks to the tragic 

characters.

The most important link between Famira and the satyr- 

play is the presence of a chorus of satyrs. Such a chorus

1. 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 595
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was the defining feature of the Attic satyr-play, as 

Kaibel remarked:

Daft ein Satyrdrama ohne Satyrnchor bestehen konnte, 
seinen Namen also ohne Berechtigung trug, lafit sich 
in keinem einzigen Falle glaublich machen.

Annensky also made this point in his essay on Cyclops:

'Drama nazyvalas ' satiricheskoi potomu, chto khor ee
2sostoyal iz satirov 1 . But he has adapted this central

feature of the satyr-play: its presence, like that of 

the tragic choruses, is intermittent. The satyrs are 

absent in the first scenes of the play, and in the sixth 

scene, when Papposilenus (a speaking character, not a 

member of the chorus) appears, he is accompanied by 

only two young satyrs. In the last five scenes, though, 

the satyrs do speak as a chorus, and their presence 

dominates the action. In the scenes in which the 

satyrs do appear, their appearance, character and 

function are close to the choruses in the Attic satyr-play

The appearance of Annensky's satyrs is only an 

approximation to the costume of satyrs on the Attic 

stage, which is documented in numerous vase-paintings. 

The dress of satyrs combined the features of horses 

and goats: they wore masks with goats' snouts, and goat­ 

skins, but their tails were the tails of horses. Over 

their loincloths they wore grotesque phalloi. Most of 

the satyrs were young, but Papposilenus, their leader

1. Kaibel, 'Kratinos *v4W ', 72

2. ' Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 595

3. See Brommer, Satyrspiele



271/

or 'father 1 (always a speaking character) was older, 

and was fat, bald and bearded.

Annensky's essay describes the costumes of the 

satyrs as 'poluzverinye', and his play is equally inexact. 

The Satyrs have no goatskins, tails or masks, according 

to the remarki, and they resemble their Greek prototypes 

only in being young, whilst Papposilenus is old, fat and 

grey. Moreover, Silenus is said to have goats' horns 

(nebol' shi-e rozhki) , and two of the young satyrs wear 

pink and blue ribbons. They are closer to the fauns 

of Roman and neo-classical tradition than to satyrs; the 

absence of phalloi symbolises their new respectability.

The behaviour of satyrs in Attic drama was stereotyped 

They were 'bestial in their desires and behaviour 1 , 

and often venal as well, as is clear from the plot of 

Cyclops, in which they shamelessly vacillate according 

to their own interests, and are as cowardly in deeds 

as they are boastfully brave in words. But Silenus 

was capable of a greater nobility of character:

The Silenus par excellence in these plays is 
the old Papposilenus, who has many weaknesses, 
but who also has intellectual talents. He is 
entrusted with the education of Dionysus, and , 
even voices a proverbial philosophy in Pindar.

Annensky's satyrs are more restrained than their classical 

counterparts. They show appetite for physical enjoyment 

of predictable kinds, such as drinking and pursuing 

maenads over the stage. The scene in which Papposilenus 

tries to encourage Thamyris and his mother to join him

1. Oxford Classical Dictionary, Satyrs
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in a toast, then downs all three portions himself, is 

not very different from the drinking scenes in Cyclops. 

The coarseness of the satyrs, however, is less evident 

than in Attic drama. They do not talk about farting and 

belching, and when Silenus advises Thamyris of the 

delights of wine and women, he does it in terms which 

would not affront a drawing room:

DjIOXO CIIKlllb
Bes xeHiijKHbi, $aMwpa, ecjiK MOJTOA, 

flo6poro 6oKa;ia... (ST 565)

Annensky's satyrs are very much in the tradition 

of Russian nineteenth-century Anacreontic poetry, in 

which the appearance of a satyr was the excuse for 

mildly risque eroticism very far from the outspoken 

coarseness of the satyr-play. A typical satyr appears 

in Fet's 'Nimfa i molodoi satir 1 , an early poem from 

the 'Antologicheskie stikhi ' :

IIOCTOH XOTH Ha MKP ! 0 KaM6Hb KJIH D6Hb
Tw MOffieuib ynsBKTb paaflVTyio cTyneHb; 
Euje HesKHHan, 6ejKa OT Ban 
Po-roBa ypoHKTb oflHy TH us
Ho EOT, KOCMaTbie KOJI6HK n
OH y Horn TBoeft no^Ma^ KOHeu peMHH 
SaTHHeTCH Tenepb He cnopo ysejr npo 
CaTup, K MOJioflOH, — He OTpoK HenopouHbiH I 1

Annensky has, however, accentuated a feature of the 

Greek satyrs not normally found in their neo-classical 

descendants -- their sly wisdom. The younger Satyrs in 

Famira are buffoons, but Papposilenus voices a commonsensical 

and astute view of life which contrasts with that of the

1. Fet, Sochineniya v 2 tomakh, 1, 173
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heroes. This is effective in the scene in which Argiope 

consults him about her incestuous love for Thamyris. 

Papposilenus ' cynicism cuts through her Schwarmerei ;

Tbi BosBpamaji MCHH paccyflKy TOJIBKO?
CmieH

Hy, 3Ti'.M-TO, nojioxMM, Tbi nox 
He o^eHb CTecHeHa. (ST 539)

In the scene which follows, there is a clash between 

Thamyris and Silenus. The hero's desire for transcendental 

experience is set against Silenus' hedonism:

K 3KHB6M MbI —— H6
ft cyacTbH MMHepajioB. Tbi JK

AOJUKHO 6biTb, 
yww 60HTCH 

KoTOpoe jieTaeT, K n 
Kor^a HX Haflo ecTb He pasMbiimiHH. (ST 543)

But Annensky's characterisation of the satyr-play figures 

is modernised. Silenus 1 'proverbial philosophy' is 

undoubtedly authentic, but it dominates his sensuality 

to a greater extent than in the Attic satyr-play. The 

proverbs in which he speaks are not translations of 

Greek proverbs; they are indigenous Russian proverbs:

6ornHH. Sflecb Haiiura 
Koca Ha KaMeHb, HHM$a. (ST 540)

There is no evidence that the language of the satyr-play 

was appreciably different from that of tragedy. More 

licence in the use of colloquial and peculiar forms 

seems to have been allowed; Ussher suggests that it may 

also have been more rustic in character than the language
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of tragedy. Annensky argued that the satyrs' speech 

differed from tragic characters' speech in content rather 

than in form:

B caTupoBCKMX flpawax yaiije HasbisajiHCb CBOHMM
npeflMBTbl H HBJI6HHH o6bIfleHHOH JKM3HH , ( npn U6M
npeflMe-rbi rpy6bie n HenpujipmHbie odosHawajiMCb 
M onHcaTejibHO ) , TanoBbi 6biJin: KyuiaHbH,

The only subjects which the Satyrs discuss in Famira 

and the tragic characters do not are wine and sex. The 

Satyrs' speeches do not include many references to 

'predmety i yavleniya obydennoi zhizni', but there is 

more concentration on the physical than in the speeches 

of the tragic characters. When Thamyris describes Euterpe, 

he alludes to the aethereal charm of her music (ST 559-560) 

When Silenus describes her, he gives a list of her 

physical attributes, such as her slender hands and 

haughty demeanour (ST 541). There are also some 

differences of register. The language of the satyr- 

scenes is simpler, there are fewer participles and 

inversions, and there are prominent colloguial and 

popular features: proverbs, folk words, elliptical 

syntax, and some modern or foreign words (spich, artist). 

In the following passages these features have been 

indicated by underlining:

Myp-^yp MeHHJ BesyMbH He npopoyb: 
"PynoH noflaTb — $nac , n
B $nace ace n caM H yroparo. (ST 538 )

1. Euripides, Cyclops, ed, Ussher, 204-6; cf Obnovsky
in Ents. slovar', Sat, drama, Long in his ed. of Cyclops

2. 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 627
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Ox, 3TK CTpyHbi — xojiofly HanycTHT,
7Ta, nan TyMaH, OTpaBHT sac MeuTOM. (ST 539)

Hy IITO ace? Torfla MM B ropu; 
TaKMe TaM ecTb yrojiKK —
V\ CTpaCTbK) 06JIMTbI.TsT 540)

These features include the ellipsis of the verb to go 

in the phrase togda my v gory; the post-posed adjective 

in fias -- i ochen' shumnyi, the folk genitive ending 

in -11 in kholodu; popular words and phrases, for example 

ugolki, rukoi podat', and napustit' (in the sense of 

'to inspire 1 ), the conjunction da and the interjection 

okh. But all these elements suggest, rather than 

actually imitate, colloquial speech, and the Satyrs' 

diction is like that of no known dialect. The satyrs' 

speech resembles that of the 'low' characters in Annensky's 

Euripides translations and neo-classical tragedies. 

It seems that irregularities of metre not often 

found in tragedy were tolerated on a fairly wide 

scale in the satyr-play. Annensky does not attempt 

to imitate these metrical freedoms exactly, but the satyrs 

are allowed some degree of freedom from the five-foot 

iambs in which the tragic characters speak. In the 

sixth scene,.for example, Silenus speaks in irregular 

rhyming doggerel:

IlpOCTHTe MH6, Ce
Bam

Hac necKOJTbKo poflHKT. fl 6biji 6bi oueHb 
HonacTb B Bam He^Hbift njien, 
Ho, K coxajieHHio, fljrn Menafl
.HaBHO H TOJIbKO H6KHblM 6paT .
MeHH sosyT — Ilana-CHJieH. (ST 536)

1. Euripides, Cyclops ed. Ussher, 209-210
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In the ninth scene, though, he speaks throughout in blank 

verse indistinguishable from Thamyris'.

The satyrs' choric odes are brief and not particularly 

lyrical; the stage directions indicate that they should 

be accompanied by bucolic dancing. They are composed 

in stanzas, with relatively primitive rhymes, and the 

metre suggests the lumpy•rustic rhythm of the dance 

which is to accompany them:

CaTHDbl
JIio6aM HOXJM, qpjieftTe

H
HHM$I>I, npujiejiefiTe Hac , 
HHM<f)bi, no^ajieHTe Hac! 
3a3Ho6nji H rydbi ! (ST 554)

Annensky ' s essay on Cyclops argues that the satyr- 

play was an extremely conventional genre; the main area 

of authorial freedom lay in how the satyrs were incorporated 

into a mythical plot to which they did not traditionally 

belong. He illustrates the problems of this task by 

lengthy reconstructions of the plots of Aeschylus' 

Amymone and his satyric Prometheus. Euripides' Cyclops 

is an example of the successful marriage of plot and 

satyrs, he argues.

In Famira-kifared there is a double task. The satyrs 

must, firstly, be introduced into a myth to which they 

are strange. This is accomplished quite easily: the 

link between Thamyris and the satyrs is Argiope, 

Thamyris 1 mother. As a nymph, she is one of the satyrs'

1. ' Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 605-611
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traditional companions, and it is quite plausible that 

she should have been a member of the thiasus, and 

that she should call upon her friend Papposilenus to 

engineer a contest between her son and the Muse Euterpe. 

The presence of the satyrs in the vicinity of Thamyris' 

hut is equally natural, since he is living on the 

fringe of meadows, their natural home. The participation 

of the satyrs in the final scenes is justified because 

Papposilenus has been one of the judges in the poetry 

contest. Papposilenus 1 willingness to arrange the 

contest can be explained by a typically pedantic desire 

to convince Thamyris of the folly of his ways; he 

anticipates the failure of the contest, and regards the 

outcome as educational.

The second task in Famira is the integration of the 

satyrs into a tragic action to which they are unsuited. 

Annensky has done this by imitating the relations between 

the hero and the chorus found in the satyr-play. In 

the satyr-play, the satyrs were traditionally found in 

the company of gods and heroes. This did not elevate 

their characters or alter their coarseness; they 

treated the heroes with no respect, and the behaviour 

of the gods and heroes was lowered to accommodate them 

to the satyrs. The satyrs in Cyclops treat Odysseus 

as their equal, as the low characters in tragedy could 

never have done, and on occasion they are actively rude 

to him. When the hero arrives, Silenus gives him the 

discourteous greeting:
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I've heard of you, a glib sharper, Sisyphus' bastard. 1

As Annensky pointed out, the characterisation in the 

satyr-play was unstable: the characters were neither 

invariably dignified, nor invariably undignified:

cnpasefljiKBO saweTHJia, UTO, HacKOJibKO MOXHO 
no ,,KMKJiony", caT^pOBCKMM HOST He GOHJTCH npoTHBopem*ft 
B odpMCOBKe nepcoHajKeft H MOT^poBKe OTfleJibHbix Reft 

6biTb, KHorfla OH flocTKraji STOM He6pexHOCTbio 
CBoeo6pasHoro 9$$eKTa, flencTBHe pasBepTbiBaji 

jierKO, OHO euro HenpKHyjK^eHHee, 6ojibiiie noxoxe Ha
C ee H6H36e}KHbIMM H6C006pa3HOCTHMH K

In Famira the satyrs' relationship with the main 

characters is not the 'harmonious complement' Annensky 

had held it was in tragedy ( ST 308). It resembles the 

relationship of chorus and main characters in the satyr- 

play. The satyrs are bold, even rude, with the heroes. 

Silenus bluntly points out to Argiope that her behaviour 

is folly, and she accepts his criticisms without question

fl ocTaHycb 
C $aMKporo, CKJISH.

CKJI6H

OH He nporHaji... Kan seHinHHbi ynpHMbi! 
HTO JK ^onasaTb TW

H flOM MO^ s^ecb. . .
CKJI6H

He HOBbie npKKpacbi 
He HOBOTO xejiaHbH. (ST 538-9)

1. Euripides, Cyclops. line 104; Grene and Lattimore, 
The Complete Greek Tragedies, 3, 237

2. 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 626
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The mixture of comic and serious elements in Famira 

is novel in the context of Annensky ' s own dramas; in 

the earlier dramas the comic elements, such as Hermes' 

bitter joke at the end of Iksion, are insignificant. 

But the tragi-comic tone of the play, and the semi-ironic 

attitude to the hero are typical of the Symbolist theatre. 

In Blok ' s Balaganchik Pierrot's lyrical statements about 

his love for Columbine alternate with comic outbursts 

of protest'.from the Author, who declares that the characters 

are out of control. Annensky was alone, however, in 

seeking the breakdown of classical tragedy within the 

classical tradition, in the mixed classical genre of 

satyr-play. A comic Satyr appears in the final scene 

of Par mudrykh pchel, but his presence does not make 

any significant difference to the scene; he simply 

utters some bawdy asides .

In ' Kiklop i drama satirov 1 Annensky refers to
r ' 

the classical description of the satyr-play as "EiPtYcOd /<<.
'

o 0 /oC , or 'jesting tragedy', and links it with 

other classical texts which attempted to undermine

constrictive notions of genre, such as the semi-comic

2 Alcestis . He was particularly interested in those

of Euripides ' plays which he read as attacks on 

conventional genre-boundaries, for example Ion , Helen 

and Alcestis .

Annensky's description of the satyr-play as inconsistent, 

tragi-comic and realistic anticipates Bakhtin's 

description of late classical genres which belonged to 

the oblast ' ser ' ezno-smekhovogo , or 67Too4oV£ AGIO/" , such

1. Sologub, Par mudrykh pchel, Sobranie sochinenii, 8, 121-2

2. 'Kiklop i drama satirov', 601
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as the Socratic dialogues, the symposia, and the 

Menippean satires. These genres rejected tradition in 

favour of invention, and were characterised by contemporaneity, 

as opposed to the 'absolute past 1 of myth, and by their 

inconsistent style -- raznogolosost ' and mnogostilnost ' -- 

with especial emphasis on colloquial speech:

B HenoTOpbix [saHpax] HadjiioflaeTCH cMeuieHMe
K CTKXOTBOpHOM pe^K , BBOflHTCH JKKBbie flKdJieKTbl H

The fact that the satyrs do not appear in every scene of 

Famira , that it is not an exact imitation of the satyr- 

play, means that the action can be read on two levels. 

Thamyris ' lyrical outbursts in the earlier scenes have 

absurd elements, but the reader is invited to read them 

straight. Two interpretations of the play are possible: 

we can see Thamyris as a posturing and misguided idiot, 

or as a stoical hero in the mould of Melanippe and Laodamia 

The satyr scenes are not simply light relief which 

intensifies the effect of the tragic scenes in the manner

of the comic scenes in Shakespearian tragedy, as Ivanov

2 read them. They raise serious doubts about -the

meaning of the play. Thamyris 1 love of inanimate objects, 

such as stones, links him with the lyric hero of some 

of Annensky's poems, for example 'Nosha zhizni svetla 

i legka mne 1 ( ST 181). Annensky also identified himself 

with Silenus, however, as Makovsky recalled.

But the polyphonic character of Famira should not

1. Bakhtin, Problemy poetiki Dostoevskogo, 124

2. See this chapter, page 246

3. See Chapter 2 of this study, page 126
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be over-emphasised. Despite the many stylistic levels 

in the play, the norm remains the lyrical, high-style 

speeches of the main characters, which is disrupted only 

intermittently by stylised colloquial interventions. 

The ambiguity of the action is also undermined by its 

transparently didactic purpose. In accordance with Annensky's 

reading of the satyr play as a moral action, he has 

used the plot of Famira as an allegory. The characters 

are types: the Artist; the Nymph; the Satyr; which 

was not true of the earlier heroes.

In Annensky's essay on the satyr-play the satyrs 

are glossed as nature spirits, who represent the ever- 

changing face of the woods; 'veyanie lesa i radostnaya 

nezlobnost' bessmertnykh', he says, quoting Horace. 

But in Famira the satyrs' function as nature spirits 

is of little importance; their association with Dionysus

is much more significant, as it was for other scholars

2 of Annensky's generation. Dionysus does not appear

in Famira, and the satyrs do not sing hymns to him, but 

they are described as 'Bacchus' nurses' (ST 536), 

Silenus' traditional role, and they are certainly part 

of the thiasus. Silenus often refers to Dionysus' train, 

and he greets the Maenads, worshippers of the god, as 

his equals in dress at least: 'Vash naryad / Nas neskol'ko 

rodnit' (ST 536).

The symbolism in Famira is of such importance that 

it often dominates the action to the detriment of dramatic 

tension. This would have been inconceivable in Attic

1. 'Kiklop i drama satirov', 597

2. Objpovsky in Ent.s. slovar ' , Sat, drama; Kaibel, 'Kratinos
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tragedy, where the action most certainly had symbolic 

or religious significance, but was also 'an exciting 

series of events' and interest in 'the study of the 

characters' was great. The chorus scenes in Famira 

are not a commentary on the main action, and are not 

even related to it; they portray scenes of lyrical 

ecstasy and brute appetite in which the reference to 

the main characters is symbolic and indirect; the only 

connection is that these emotions are shared by the 

main characters. This was allowable in classical tragedy: 

the chorus scenes in Euripides, and in Annensky's own 

neo-classical tragedies, are tied in loosely. But the 

norms of classical tragedy would not have allowed that 

dramatic scenes be completely irrelevant to the plot, 

as is the case with a central scene in Famira.

The scene in which Thamyris' father Philammon returns 

from the dead has not been anticipated by any previous 

scene in the play. Indeed, in the second scene, the 

Nurse has told Argiope that the king is still alive, 

though living in misery:

M cTpor Ham i;apb... H SOJIOTO OH JHOO'KT, 
Ho B cjiHTKax, a He B nocax. (ST 516)

It is therefore confusing when Philammon turns up without 

warning, and the scene in which he appears does not 

develop the plot. It follows the contest with the 

Muses, and the punishment of Thamyris; the action

1. Oxford Classical Dictionary, Tragedy
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of the play is complete. The only conceivable dramatic 

reason for the scene is that there must be some action 

on stage to cover the period when Thamyris is off-stage 

blinding himself. But since this purpose could have been 

accomplished as easily by a chorus scene, the justification 

for the appearance of Philammon can only be its 

symbolic function.

The majority of the characters in Famira live on 

a different level from ordinary mortals. The satyrs, 

the gods, Argiope, whose suffering has not aged her, 

are all immortal, and even the mortal Maenads are attached 

to a god's train. The hero, who is surrounded by strange 

beings, takes on some of their attitudes to life. He 

despises earthly existence, describing humans as 

'sacks of warm blood 1 (543)and longing for 'starry 

heights' (ST 530). Only the Nurse is an ordinary 

human, and her part in the play is small and unimportant; 

Thamyris' mortal father has not figured in the play. 

In two of the earlier tragedies, on the other hand, 

(Melanippa and Laodamiya), the only living relatives of 

the central characters were male. In one of his essays 

on Hamlet, Annensky pointed out that the father was 

the more important parent in Greek society (an 

argument produced by Euripides' Orestes in his own defence, 

Orestes 554-5 ) :

tyro Tanoe MaTb? PaMJieT VXOAHT KOPHHMM B OpecTa. A 
3cxnjia pojKflaBiiiMM dbiji euje OTGLJ;, a He MaTb --
^ £ tiBtMxt** (KO 172) 1

1. 'Problema Gamleta', from which this quotation comes,
was written at the same time as Famira (see note, KO 602) 
The appearance of Hamlet's father's ghost is clearly 
a possible source for the Philammon scene.
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The presence of Philammon is not to be explained by 

pedantic desire to conform with historical fact, though; 

this would have been uncharacteristic of Annensky. 

Thamyris is 'more the son of his father than his mother 1 

in an important symbolic sense: he is mortal. His 

transcendent art cannot save him from rotting in the 

grave, and we are reminded of the limits set on his 

earthly existence just after he has tried to exceed 

them by his experience of divine music.

All critics of Famira have recognised that the 

action is symbolic, but interpretations of the symbolism 

have varied widely. Fedorov felt that the message of 

the play, like that of Annensky's earlier tragedies, 

was democratic: it celebrated the moral victory of 

mankind over the gods:

cyjjbdbi He MOTVT CJIOMMTB repoee M repoMHb 
. [....] OHM #0 KOHqa ocTaroTCH 
cKoro flocTOMHCTBa nepefl JIKLJOM cy,n,b6bi, nepefl 

JIMLJOM HecnpaeeflHbix 6oroB, no CBoeM.y npoMSBOjiy 
pacnopHjKaiomnxcH jiioflbMM. 3nnrpa(|)OM KO seen 
AHHeHCKoro MOTJIO 6bi cjiyxHTb

M OjIMMnHML;bI SaBKCTJIKBbIM OKOM [....]

H Mbicjib, npasfla, He BbicnasaHa
KOcseHHO HH oflHMM us nepcoHaaeg 

AHHeHCKoro , HO MMeHHo wopajibHaH noOe^a 
Hafl ojiMMnFiML^aMK, ero HpascTBeHHoe npesocxoflCTBO
—— EOT OKOHHaTeJIbHblM CMblCJI KaJKflOH MS TpareflMH . (ST 42-3)

Fedorov himself indicates in the passage I have underlined 

that his view cannot be justified by reference to Annensky's 

plays; his interpretation better fits Vyacheslav Ivanov's 

classical tragedies with their defiant bogobortsy 

heroes. Mandelstam's interpretation is equally 

unsatisfactory: he argues that the central problem of
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Famira was the problem of love, and that the play showed 

the impossibility of genuine earthly love.

The fault of these readings is that they are too 

general. Famira is the tragedy of an artist, not of 

the human individual in general; this is the difference 

between it and Annensky's earlier tragedies. Dukor and 

Karlinsky both realised that Thamyris' occupation is 

central to the play, but produced diametrically opposed 

readings. Dukor felt that the play symbolised the 

artist in conflict with a hostile world which finally 

destroys him. The hero is at fault because he 

refuses to accept the philosophy of the satyr choruses:

He TOJIBKO noTOMy, UTO OH 
conepnimaTb c wysaMn, HO K noTOMy, UTO OH npouieji MKMO 
TOTO, qTO yTBepJK#ajiocb jiKpunoM, KaK efl^HC
BOSMOJKHOCTb H0JI OB6WeCKOH paflOCTK (paflOCTb
Ho KHawe OH nocTynKTb He wor. B QTOM v. (Jhijio ero 
BbicoKoe npeflHasHaweHne, nan no9T.2

Karlinsky presented the problem the other way round: the 

artist is innocent, but is destroyed by life, symbolised 

by the rapacious and predatory sexuality of his mother:

'The main problem of Thamyris is the artist's creative 
power and its relation to life 1 , Vsevolod Setchkarev 
justly observed. Many other Russian twentieth-century 
writers stated this problem in some of their most 
important works: Majakovskij in 'About That', Cvetaeva 
in 'The Pied Piper', Pasternak in 'Doctor Zhivago 1 , 
and Nabokov in just about everything he has written. 
It is^interesting and possibly significant that 
both Cechov and Annenskij connected it with the 
destructive power of maternal love.

1. Mandelstam, 'Famira-kifared'

2. Dukor, 'Problemy dramaturgii simvolizma', 149

3. Karlinsky, 'Frustrated Artists', 232
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These interpretations account only for the central part 

of the action, the tragedy; the Satyrs and Maenads are 

to be seen merely as metaphors for 'life 1 in a basic 

sense, or as sensual beings, who view life as an 

opportunity for maximum pleasure. This reading is 

unduly simple. The satyrs' and maenads' traditional 

association with Dionysus is important, since it lends 

them a greater dignity than their behaviour has in 

itself. They are artists in a different tradition to 

Thamyris ' , whose inspiration comes from physical pleasure, 

and whose art is tied to earthly things. They play the 

flute, not the cithara, and are hostile to Apollonian 

music. Silenus argues the superiority of drinking to 

lyre-playing:

Bti oTBewajin: n fl He nbio", 
KaK H cKasaji 6bi: ,,He now",

HCKKfi 6or KM$apy
eMy noflTflrKBaji H B rnMHe. (ST 553)

The maenads are more refined than the satyrs, but their 

songs celebrate physical love, sexual union with the 

divinity. Thamyris is inspired by a desire for the 

aethereal, for things that are unchanging, like stones, 

or immortal, like the Muse. He despises sexual pleasure, 

and his art is devoid of emotion:

B Moew cy#b6e
HH MaTepn, HM cecTpaM, HH OTiiy 
HeT MecTO, GJiaflKOSByyHan:

JKHBy H
fljiH yepHO-cseTJibix Bbicen; jiMiiib OHM 
Ha HSbiKe saMeflJieHHOM H HGJKHOM 
KaK seuepa cTpyncTO-cseTJibiM B 

HOIOT. (ST 530)

Of all Annensky's works, Famira shows the most obvious
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influence of Nietzsche's Die Geburt der Tragfldie. 

The division between the contemplative and passive poet, 

and the poet whose work is ecstatic and sensual is based 

on the Apollonian / Dionysiac dichotomy, though, as in 

Annensky's essays, Nietzsche's theory has been adapted 

and simplified. Thamyris is a citharede, and therefore 

under the protection of Apollo, inventor of the lyre; 

the satyrs and maenads are associated with Dionysus; 

the panel of judges at Thamyris ' contest includes the 

Dionysiac figure of Pan. The Muse Euterpe represents 

a divine synthesis of Apollonian and Dionysiac elements. 

Her Olympian status links her with Apollo, but she is 

also associated with Dionysiac art, since she is 

patron of flute-playing.

Vyacheslav Ivanov remarked the dualistic portrayal 

of the artist in Famira , showing that it involved a 

metaphorical contrast at every level: between motion 

and fixity, time and eternity, music and silence. He 

compared Thamyris with Euripides' Pentheus, making it

clear that he saw the play as a warning against the

2results of ignoring the Dionysiac. He felt that

Annensky's sympathies were with the Dionysiac artist:

OH sanosapHBaeT ropfleJiKByro H caMo#oBJieioinyio B CBoen 
ycnoKoeHHOCTM, no-wejiOBewecKM M anojiJiOHKftcKyio" 
npacoTy, Kan #ypHon M $ajbiiinBbiH nepeBOfl c 

K HenoHHTHoro

Thamyris' pale imitation of the divine Apollonian art

1. Except perhaps for the lyric 'Drugomu' discussed in 
Chapter 6.

2. Ivanov, '0 poezii IA', 309

3. Ibid.
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of the Muse is less acceptable than the crude high spirits 

of the satyrs.

Ivanov's reading is conditioned by his own 

conviction that the Dionysiac emotion was of greater 

importance than the Apollonian. Famira, though, is 

more ambiguous than Ivanov's interpretation suggests. 

Thamyris' loveless existence and his longing for 

transcendence are closer to the emotions expressed 

in Annensky's poetry than are the high spirits of 

the satyrs; in 'Moya toska' Annensky had described his 

Muse as bezlyubaya (ST 171). The lust of Silenus and 

the satyrs for wine, women and bawdy song, even in 

the emasculated form in which it is presented in Famira, 

is quite alien to Annensky's poetry; in this pleasures 

of the flesh are absent. The dithyrambs of the maenads 

are also unconnected with Annensky's lyrics.

The balance of Dionysiac and Apollonian forces is 

maintained throughout Famira. The Dionysiac is physically 

triumphant: Thamyris, the Apollonian artist, is destroyed. 

The satyrs' mockery of him is justified, since he is 

weak and passive, and his poetic statements are often 

incomprehensible and absurd. Yet the reader is invited 

to sympathise with him, not the cunning Silenus; though 

the latter is more than Thamyris 1 equal intellectually, 

he is not allowed to expound his philosophy at such 

length. It is impossible to condemn Thamyris for not 

taking Silenus' advice; he is doomed because he cannot 

act any other way. He is mortal, and cannot synthesise 

Apollonian and Dionysiac elements in the manner of the 

divine Euterpe, and so he is inevitably destroyed.
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In Famira-kifared, the ubiquitous myth of a contest 

between a mortal artist and one of the divinities has 

been reinterpreted as a Modernist fable about different 

types of poet, with fashionable Nietzschean overtones. 

Annensky takes up a stance against the admiration for 

Dionysiac poetry current in Russia around the turn of 

the century. Despite the weight given to the Dionysiac 

case, the meaning of Famira is clear. However flawed 

the Apollonian artist may be, he is still capable of 

greater grandeur than is the Dionysiac artist, whom 

Annensky associates primarily with comedy.

The moral of the play is pointed by the freguent 

references made by the characters to the future. Argiope, 

for example, makes a speech in the fifth scene in which 

she foresees a doleful future for classical art, and 

by implication for the classical world as a whole:

0, SeBCOBa yjibidna! flosace BBI 
Ee noMMeTe, jiraflH, — MH B

ee BaM — B cepbix 
6y#eM MH, noKopHbi MOJIOTKY 

McnycHoro BaHTejin, Ha sauiKx 
FpodHKijax cnaTb — c npnacaTbiMH 
Vi ycTpeMMB B nycTbie He6eca 
CBOM rjiasa, nycTbie Tosce... (ST 527)

The idea that classical art will be neglected in the 

modern world is a recurrent theme in Annensky's works 

At the end of Laodamiya it is voiced by Hermes:

A IIOTOM,
Korfla B6KOB MHHyeT TbMa H 
fl MpaMOpHbiw H nosadbiTbiM 6oroM, 
He nomaseeH AOSCAHMM, rfle-HK6y^b 
Ha cesepe, y BapsapoB, B ajuiee 
SanymeHHon n T6MHOM, MH 
B Ho^b 6ejiyio KJIM HioJibCKMM 
fl yjibidHycb MJTM B^K)6jreHHOM

BflOXHOBJIK) n03Ta KpaCOTOM
sadseHbH... (ST 485)
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Significantly, both these speeches are addressed to the 

audience. They have no immediate relevance to the dramatic 

situations in which they occur, and Argiope's speech 

is prefixed by the address ' lyudi ' . The characters step 

outside the classical world which they inhabit and look 

at it from a modern viewpoint. The tone is elegaic, 

and the placing and phrasing of the speeches make them 

so prominent that one has the impression of direct 

authorial intervention.

The fact that the tragic characters have foreknowledge 

of the future adds further weight to the conflict of 

Dionysiac and Apollonian elements. The satyrs, 'podvizhnye 

natury 1 as Annensky described them, apparently 

have no future, they are tied to the classical period, 

and their music, too, will vanish without trace. The 

tragic characters, on the other hand, will live on, if 

only in a mutilated state. This is the meaning of 

Hermes' words at the end of the play:

A TbI —— TbI JKMTb, TbI 6yfleiIIb flOJITO XKTb,
XoTb B HM^eTe, $aMKpa, K BosBpaTa
B OTL^OBCKHM #OM H6 JKflM. . . ( ST 577)

Classical sculpture will also survive, even if it is 

ignored, like Hermes the 'mramornyi i pozabytyi bog'. 

Tragic myth and classical sculpture, which Nietzsche

had called the archetypal Apollonian art forms, will

2 outlive ephemeral music and drama. The conclusions

of Famira reflect those of Annensky's poem 'Drugomu 1 ,

!• 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 625

2. This symbolism is also found in Annensky's statue 
poems, discussed in Chapter 6.
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in which he argues that his poetry will survive, though 

it will be neglected and misunderstood by the multitude, 

as Thamyris will be the butt of vulgar and uncomprehending 

audiences.

The nature of Thamyris 1 punishment also has symbolic 

significance. He loses his sight and his musical sense, 

and this is representative of the future of all artists. 

The modern artist will not be simultaneously poet, 

painter and musician, as many of the classical poets 

were. Sophocles, for example, was a musician, and 

played Thamyris in his version of the play; Euripides 

was a painter. In the future the artist will be 

entirely dependent on the word. When Thamyris has 

lost all musical gifts and his vision, he can still 

understand words:

x
Cjioea TEK HCHO cjibiuiy H... a C 

JK Mysbina, CmieH? (ST 564)

His description of the Muse's song is poetically phrased, 

though he is no longer able to sing:

fl Ha sanaT cMOTpeji, nan posbi 
HedecHbiM nyrb sacbinajin, a HOTU 
Co CTpyH ee KHtJapu Ha cTesio
BsflblMajIUCb M flblMHJIHCb. . . 3TO 6blJIK
He Bbi H BH — He sHaio, HO rpy6eft 
Bbijia 6 M TeHb. (ST 559)

The word is independent of painting and music, though 

it has some of their properties. The insistence on 

the autonomy of the word reflects the growing 

importance of the kul't slova in Annensky's theory in

1. See Annensky's introduction to Famira (ST 511); 
Oxford Classical Dictionary, Euripides.
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the last years of his life.

By stating that the artist is a craftsman of words 

Annensky also declares his pedagogical purpose in 

writing the play, which was to illustrate a wide range 

of verbal effects as an example to his readers. Mandelstam's 

essay praised this aspect of Famira in particular:

" npejKfle scero npoKssejieHKe cjioBecHoro 
. Bepa AHHeHcnoro B MorymecTBO CJIOB Cesrpa 

Oco6enHo saMeyaTejibHO ero yweHne nepeflasaTb cJioBawK see
OTT6HKK L^BGTHOrO CHeKTpa [....] RjIHCKK K XOpb! AHHeHCKOTO

CH nan y?Ke BonjioiiieHHbie H MysbiKajibHan
HH^ero He npi!6aBKT K cjrase t,^aMKpbi-Ki/.$ape fn1 a" -

The play is rich in visual imagery, in the stage directions 

as well as in the speeches, but the rhythmic and tonal 

effects are more unusual and more striking: the choruses 

imitate the sounds of musical instruments, and have 

strong dance rhythms. But sense, though subordinated 

to sound, is not sacrificed completely: the choruses 

do not invent words, and are more or less comprehensible 

as expressions of lust, or as love songs to Dionysus:

b, CKJIOHKCb,
0

K Ham KM 
ne

0

ToJIbKO KOCHKCb, 
CjiaflOCTHOBeMHblM ,

0 flKOHKC, 
He)KHO-OTBeTHbIX
BosflyxoB — PKS, — 
MKTOM coBbewcH 

, o 6ojKe,

Tbi o6jieTejibiM. . . (ST 520-1)

1. Mandelstam, 'Famira-kifared'
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The linguistic effects in Famira are one of the most 

interesting aspects of the play. They recall the 

experiments with language which Annensky made in some 

of his poems, such as 'Kek-uolk na tsimbalakh 1 and 

'El 1 moya elinka 1 , and the 'Trilistnik shutochnyi'. 

But Annensky's linguistic experiments in Famira lack the 

defensively self-ironising quality of his lyric poems.

Annensky also had another purpose in writing Famira 

to illustrate the possibilities of a new kind of theatre 

In his essay on Gor'ky's Na dne, completed about a year 

before he wrote Famira, he attacks Naturalist theatrical 

convention:

MHG jimiHo Memajin 6bi, H sHaio,
B HHTepecHyra TKanb nosTuwecKOH KOHijeniJiMK PopMroro:
B6Cb 3TOT HeCTpOHHbIM TVJI JKH3HH , HeflOTOBpeHHbie
xjionaHbe flBepefi, MejibKaHbe MOKpux no^ojiOB, CBKCT 
HanHJiKa, njia^ pedeHKa — CJTOBOM, see, ^TO HeKstf
B 3KH3HK K ^TO, MOK6T 6bITb, COCTaBJIH6T TOpTKGCTBO
cqeHnwecKoro KCKyccTsa, HO UTO MeuiaeT flyMaTb n 
B TeaTpe, nan B flewcTBMTejibHocTK. ( KO 72)

Annensky had always taken an interest in the theatre, 

though his active experience was limited to his production 

of Rhesus. Shortly before his death, in September 1909, 

his translation of Iphigenia in Aulis was performed at 

the Aleksandrinskii teatr in St Petersburg. Annensky 

had no part in the production, but took quite an interest 

in it, and wrote to Nina Begicheva that he was very 

disappointed to have missed the performance (KO 492).

Annensky's fellow classicist Tsybul'sky was unimpressed 
with the production, which he described as ' izdevatel'stvo 
i glumlenie nad antichnoi tragediei' ('I. na 
Mikhailovskoi tsene'). The statement that IA was 
performed in the Aleksandrinskii teatr comes from 
Podol'skaya (KO
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In his second 'Pedagogichesoe pis'mo' Annensky remarks 

that one of the most hopeful signs in Russian schools 

is the increase in dramatic activity, including the 

performance of plays by classical authors; he considers 

first-hand experience of drama an essential part of 

aesthetic education. In 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 

he expounds at length on a performance of Aeschylus'

Prometheus Bound, and discusses in general how classical

2
plays should be performed.

Annensky' s interest in the theatre has not always 

been recognised. Mandelstam wrote that he was positively 

hostile to the theatre, and that Famira showed his 

hostility. Andrei Fedorov argues in his introduction 

to 'Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii' that Annensky's plays, 

like those of other Symbolists, were nearly unperformable

KMSHK 6ojibiiinHCTBa STKX rtbec Meniajio
OTCyTCTBMe nOflJIMHHO 3KH3H6HHOrO COflepXaHKfl (XOTH
6bi M pacKpblToro B ododujeHHo-HHOcKasaTejibHbix (fopwax),

npaBflbi, M TSM caMbiM npasflbi 
CTBue xapaKTepoB y nepconajKeM. 
AHHGHCKMM nncaji CBOH flpaMbi KaK

H, no-B^flHMOMy, He AyMaji AJIH HKX o 
dyflymeM. (ST 40-1)

Fedorov's remarks are dictated by the norms of the 

naturalist theatre, the very norms which Annensky had 

attacked in his theory. Annensky clearly did not 

write Famira with the intention of having it performed, 

since he was without the necessary contacts and experience 

But the play was at least partly inspired by his desire

1. 'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma. Pis'mo vtoroe', 65

2. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 1-4

3. Mandelstam, ' Famira-kifared'
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to shape a new kind of theatre based on classical principles, 

which he expresses clearly in his essay 'Antichnaya 

tragediya ' :

fl flyMaro, HaKoneii, y-ro, coo6pa3HO I^GJIK, M 
npneMbi aHTHUHOH ci^eHbi )K#yT CBoen o^epeflH Ha 
Peqb KfleT, KoneyHo, HH 06 oTKpbiTbix TeaTpax, Macnax 
KJIM KOTypHax, a o MysbiKe n 6ajieTe, T.-e., o
UlMpOKOM paSBHTKM JIHpH3Ma H MHMKKK , KOTOpbie 6bIJIK T

o H Tan HecnpasefljiuBO pasodmeHbi c

The satyr-chorus in Famira allows the introduction of 

more dance and dumb-show than a conventional tragedy, 

partly because the audience has no experience of the

form, and hence no preconceptions about it, and partly

2 because dancing is central to the satyrs' character.

A play cannot be called ' unstageworthy ' simply 

because it is not naturalist, pace Fedorov; the 

staging of Famira had only to wait until the play 

aroused the interest of a director. Annensky's 

dramatic principles were attractive to a section of the 

Russian theatrical avant-garde of the early twentieth 

century. Aleksandr Tairov shared Annensky's hatred of 

naturalistic theatrical effects; and Annensky's idea 

that the classical theatre was a model for the modern 

theatre because of its use of different genres 

anticipated Tairov 's combination of elements from pantomime 

and tragedy in his productions for the Moscow Kamernyi 

teatr . It is no accident that Tairov chose to produce 

Famira , nor that this production was one of the most

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 41

2. On the satyrs as dancers, see 'Kiklop i drama satirov 1 , 597



296/

successful in the early history of the theatre, and was 

generally considered a turning point in Tairov's career 

it exemplified many of the aims of the theatre at the 

period :

OpeMJieHne nanTM -run 3Moi4KOHajibHo-TparniiecKoro
H B LjejiocTHocTn M saMKHy-rocTK CBOKX
$OpM M nOflHMHeHHOTO SaKOHaM CB06MflHMHeHHOTO SaKOHaM CB06M 

C06CTB6HHOH BHpaSHTeJIfaHOCTH . B H3B6CTHOM CMblCJie

,,^aMnpa-KH(J)apefl" floc-rnr Hfleaji TaKoro cneKTaKJin.

The play was generally well received by critics and public, 

though it does not appear to have been sold out after 

the premiere, on November 8, 1916. 2 It was given 

seventeen times in 1916, and remained in repertory 

until February 1917, when the theatre temporarily closed. 

Despite an unfortunate juxtaposition in Derzhavin's 

memoirs of the premiere of the play and the bankruptcy 

of the theatre, we need not blame Famira for Tairov's 

misfortune; as the date suggests, the closure of the 

theatre was due to more than financial difficulties. 

There was some adverse criticism from reviewers

of Tairov's methods, which were felt to ignore the spirit

4 
of the play. It would certainly be wrong to suppose

that Annensky's ideas about the staging of Famira were 

carried out directly. His play appealed to Tairov 

because it was a stylised drama of mixed genre, not for 

any more specific reason. Tairov's Zapiski rezhissera

1. Derzhavin, Kniga o Kamernom teatre, 65

2. The premiere is given by Ingold, Derzhavin, Fedorov 
and others as 2.11.1916, but according to the dates 
of the reviews and the ob"yavleniya for the theatre 
in Utro Rossii and Russk. vedemosti, it was 8.11.1916

3. Derzhavin, Kniga o Kamernom teatre, 60

4. E.g. Tugenkhol'd, R-ii, Glagol', Maigur.
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maintain the complete freedom of the director from any 

authorial wish, and in this work he fails to mention 

Annensky's name even once, though he refers to Famira 

constantly. Annensky's instructions for the set, for 

example, were completely ignored, because they were 

felt to be traditional and uninspiring:

BblJIH HTHOpHpOBaHbl H aBTOpCKM6 peMapKK, H6
ypOBHeM BecbMa TpaflHLjHOHHoro npeflCTaBjieHHH o 

fleKopai^MOHHoro o$opMjieHHH

But on the whole, the staging did not go against the 

author's instructions, which were simply realised in 

a minimalist way (stones and trees were represented 

by blocks which made vague allusions to features of the 

Greek landscape; pyramidal blocks suggested cypresses). 

The designer, Aleksandra Ekster, also produced costumes 

which were reminiscent of classical dress without

historical accuracy in detail. Stylised makeup was

2 substituted for masks.

Other aspects of the production, such as the lighting 

and the acting, were more directly in line with Annensky's 

ideas. One of the most noticeable features of the 

remarki is the nuances of light they suggest, and there 

seems to have been some attempt to capture these in the 

production. A new system of stage-lighting, invented 

by Zal'tsman, was used; overhead lighting, rather than 

the commoner footlights, was used. One critic was

1. Derzhavin, Kniga o Kamernom teatre, 66

2. Photographs of the performance can be found in Tairov, 
Zap, rezhissera, 1970 and in Kuhlke's translation; 
illustrations of the costume designs in Tugenkhol'd's
review.
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extremely impressed with what he termed the 'ostroumnoe 

osveshchenie'.

In 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 Annensky had dwelt on the 

fact that acting in Ancient Greece was not naturalistic:

Tenepb aKTep TBM Jiymue nrpaeT, T6M 6ojibiiie flaeT OH
MJIJII03MH fleHCTBKTeJIbHOCTH. MSTOHHIOT BC6 yCJIOBHOG,
rpMMM, noTOMy yro B apTMCTe flOjiJKHa CBo6o#HO

flyiiia yejiOBena. He TO 6biJio B 
Tpare#nn. HanpOTMB, Krpa aKTepa 

OTpbisaTb Ay^y spHTejin OT

The remarki in Famira suggest stylised gesture and expression 

Tairov's acting school, with its stress on pose and 

gesture was well suited to give an appropriate performance. 

Tseretelli's action was particularly successful:

He KMHeMaTorpa$ JIK, yepes desrjiaroJibHyio uiKOJiy 
KOTOporo npomeji apTKCT, flaji eMy STOT onbiT, BTO

nosupoeaTb, KOTOporo Tan neflocTaeT 
Ha yexoBCKHx n 11

Above all, the actors were sensitive to Annensky ' s experiments 

with language, and appreciated the range of non-rational 

onomatopoetic and musical effects:

B H^aMKpe-KpKfape.n.e" no o6ujeMy npn3HaHKK) 
cneKTaKJifl 6bijia ci^ena cTaHCOB ^aMHpu. M OHa |e, 
HecoMHeHHo, 6biJia caMOH HenoHHTHOM no

Tairov's production of Famira proved that it was 

a play for the theatre as well as for the study, and

1. R--ii, 'Famira-kifared'

2. 'Antichnaya tragediya 1 , 5

3. Tugenkhol'd, 'Pis'mo iz Moskvy', 74

4. Tairov, Zapiski rezhissera, 92
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illustrated the work's lasting merits. The symbolism 

in it may seem dated and uninteresting to a modern 

reader, but the mixture of genres in the play, and 

the experimental character of its language, are 

genuinely innovatory. The influence of Annensky's 

work on Tairov was far-reaching; in his production notes 

for Fedra in the 1940s he referred to Annensky's theories 

on classical tragedy, and it is clear that the two men 

had a shared approach to classical tragedy, and on the 

way it should be adapted for the modern stage.

Famira-kifared is the most interesting of Annensky's 

dramas. It does not simply imitate and modernise the 

classical tradition; it undermines and disrupts it. 

It represents a transitional phase in Annensky's work: 

its use of classical myth lies half-way between the direct 

reference and citation of the early dramas and translations 

and the essays, and the indirect, allusive, 'buried 1 

use of the classical tradition in Annensky's lyric 

poetry.

1. Tairov, Zapiski rezhissera 1970, 443



ce6e no sauiKM KOBpaw
Byio, UTO uKCTeftmeB 

Jiio6j3K) KpacHBbie Bemnubi, He 
xyjRe OTTOTO, y?o sajinnaHbi

K KpOBbJO, npOXOflH DO
c Tan^M TOBHOM, nan

Bbl.

CHAPTER SIX

Kholodnyi sumrak ametistov 1 : classicism 
in the lyric poetry
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In an autobiographical sketch first published in 1911, 

Annensky states that he began writing poems when he was 

very young. He self-ironisingly records that his first 

efforts had little literary merit:

tfOJIblllKHCTBO JUOflGM MOeTO nOKOJieHHH, 6CJIK OHH, K
H, BbipocjiH B jiHTepaTypHbix H flajKe ToyHee — jiK
TpaflKlJHflX, H paHO HaqaJI IIKCaTb. [....] fl BCe-TaKH
nKcaji TOJibKo CTKXK, H Tan KaK B Te roflbi (70-e) eu\e 
He SHajiM GJioBa CKMBOJIHCT, TO duji MHCTMKQM B IIOSSKK M
tfpeflHJI peJIKTMOSHblM )KaHpOM MypMJIbO, KOTOpblH K CTapaJTCH
M o$opMJiHTb GJioBaMK 11 . ^epT sHaeT ^TO! ( KO 495)

Annensky's juvenilia have not been published in full, 

but some short pieces written when he was about eighteen 

were included in Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii (ST 12-13), 

and these bear out his negative appraisal of his early 

work. Fedorov, too, condemns Annensky's first poems:

M BC6H KCKpeHHOCTH [paHHee TBOp^eCTBO AHHeHCKOTO ]
euje oyeHb 6eflHo BbipasnTejibHbiMK cpe^CTBaMii. [....] 
B qejiOM see 3TO HOCKT eme coBepmeHHo 
xapaKTep, H KajKeTca, ^TO 3TO nncaji
(ST 11, 14)

After the mid 1870s, Annensky stopped writing lyric 

poetry for about fifteen years, though he produced 

occasional verses and epigrams, such as the following 

on a successful poet writing for a popular journal:

,Haiocb H ^ocJaH n,nBy, C= Fof anov ] 
KaK MOT TBOM reHufi cpasy

, 
M nepenojiHKTb uBasy".

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vosoominaniyam', 226. Lavrov 
and Timenchik suggest the reference may be to Feigin, a 
third-rate poet of the 1890s, not Fofanov (page 142).
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Some of his prose poems may also date from this period. 

In the 1890s he started writing lyric poetry again; 

the earliest dated poem in Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii, 

1 Nocturne', was written in February 1890. Like several 

of his poems, it seems to have been written as a romans: 

his friend the composer Sergei Bulich composed a setting 

for it (ST 605).

As a reviewer and translator, Annensky produced large 

quantities of material, often of uneven quality. His 

methods as a poet were different. The total number of 

his mature lyrics is small -- Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii 

contains 'under three hundred original poems — 

an output of only ten poems or so a year. He worked

very intensively on individual poems, often producing

2 several versions of a single lyric. His poems are

also quite short. He wrote no narrative poems (poemy) 

and few of his lyrics are over thirty lines long.

Annensky's reviews and his classical translations 

were written for professional purposes; some were commissioned, 

and all were intended for publication. His lyrics, like 

his translations from the French, his essays on Russian 

literature and his neo-classical dramas, were written 

for his own pleasure, and he did not at first expect 

that they would be published. He occasionally read them 

aloud to a small circle of acquaintances, or sent them 

to friends in letters, invariably adding one or two 

mildly self-deprecatory remarks:

1. Fedorov writes 'Tsikl ['Autopsia 1 ] prinadlezhit,
nado polagat', rannemu tvorchestvu pisatelya 1 (KO 649)

2. On his work methods see Fedorov's note, (ST 582)
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o xouy cero^HH He BflasaTbca B JIMPKSM...
He Becejibi, TO XOTH doflpu.
EOT BaM, oflHano, O#HO MS MOKX Jinp

CTHXOTBOpeHMM. (KO 463)

Annensky did not publish any poetry until about fourteen 

years after he started writing in earnest. In 1904 

his first collection Tikhie pesni appeared; it contained 

only fifty-three original poems. His unsureness about 

publication was marked by the coy pseudonym 'Nik. T--o', 

'no-one, a translation of the reply Odysseus gives the 

Cyclops in the Odyssey when asked for his name.

Tikhie pesni was reviewed quite favourably, if 

patronisingly, by two influential critics, Bryusov and 

Blok, and Annensky appears to have been encouraged 

by this. After 1904 he was more enthusiastic 

about publishing his poetry, but his attempts to 

place it ran into considerable difficulties. His lack 

of formal connection with the Symbolist movement 

meant that he did not have contacts with their journals 

and almanachs, which more or less monopolised the 

publication of lyric poetry after 1900. Sergei Sokolov, 

the editor of the short-lived Moscow journal Pereval, 

was prepared to accept some of Annensky's lyrics, but 

considered others too esoteric:

OTHOCHTeJIbHO CTHXOTBOpeHHH: Baffle ,,HeB03MOJKHO" ——
M yTOHueHHan. Ho nona ,,IlepeBaJi n He 

, HejibSH HaM neuaTaTb Bereft,
Ha H6MHOTMX M36paHHbIX. ( KO 655)

1. Avrely, 'Nik. T—o. Tikhie pesni 1 ; Blok, Sobranie 
sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 5, 619-621
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Other Symbolists were less sympathetic. Bely found 

Annensky's efforts to get his poetry published 

ridiculous, as Gromov records:

B nosflHeftmnx MeMyapax AH^pen Eejioro 06 AHHencKOM 
paccKasbiBaeTCH KaK o CMeiiiHOM CTapowoflHOM HOJKKJIOM 
uejiOBeKe, HenocTHXKMo noyeMy B#pyr B 900-e ro
SaTOJIKaBIUKMCH no peflaKLJKHM CO CBOHMH CTHXaMM.

Annensky's problems continued even after he joined the 

editorial board of Apollon. His influence in the journal 

was less wide-ranging than he had hoped, and his plans 

for publishing his own poetry were restricted by Makovsky 

In November 1909 Annensky, upset that some of his lyrics 

had not appeared in the second issue of Apollon , wrote 

an embittered letter to Makovsky:

fl dbiji , KoneyHo, o^eHb oropueH TGM, WTO MOM CTMXK He 
noMflyT B „ AnojuioHe" . Ms Baiuero niicbMa H HOHHJI, yro 
3TO dbijin cepbesHbie npumiHbi. lajib TOJibKO, ^TO Bbi
XOTMT6 BMfleTb B M06M KejiaHMM , VT06bl CTI1XM dblJIM

MMeHHO B 2 W> — Kanpus. [....] Mne 
flocaflHO, UTO neyaTaHne paccTpomiocb. ( KO 494)

In early 1909, Annensky began to compile a second 

collection of poems, and to start looking for a 

publisher for it. It was submitted to the Apollon press 

in mid-1909, but Makovsky procrastinated with the edition.

Eventually, Voloshin helped Annensky place it with the

2 Grif publishing house. Annensky then set about

revising the manuscript for publication, but the revisions 

were cut short by his death, and the volume, Kiparisovyi

1. Gromov, A. Blok, ego predshestvenniki, 220. G. gives 
no exact reference, and it has therefore not been 
possible to trace the passage in Bely to which he refers

2. Timenchik, '0 sostave 1 , 307-8
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larets, appeared posthumously in 1910. It was edited 

by the author's son Valentin Krivich, himself a minor 

Symbolist poet. And Annensky's literary reputation before 

1909 can be ; gauged by the fact that his son published 

as many lyrics in periodicals and almanachs as he did 

himself. After Annensky's death, interest grew.

Kiparisovyi larets was reviewed favourably by important

2 figures in the literary world. His lyrics began to

be published in greater quantities in periodicals, above 

all in Apollon.

Interest in Annensky's lyric poetry continued after 

the Revolution. In 1923 Tikhie pesni and Kiparisovyi 

larets were republished, and in the same year Krivich 

put together Posmertnye stikhi, containing seventy-four 

original poems which had not previously been published, 

including one in French, 'Poesie derniere'. Krivich's 

memoir of his father also included several unpublished 

poems, mostly early works. Annensky's lyrics aroused 

only slight interest after 1925, but in 1939 the 

first collected edition of his works, Stikhotvoreniya, 

appeared; it made no new publications.

In 1959 a more ambitious edition of Annensky's lyric 

poetry was published to mark the fiftieth anniversary 

of his death: Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii, which remains

1. Masanov, Slovar ' psevdonimov

2. For example, reviews by Avrely (Bryusov), Gumilev 
('Pis'mo o russkoi poezii' 1910), Gofman.

3. 13 poems were published in Apollon in 1910-1911, 2
in Grif in 1913, 1 in Zhatva in 1916. (See notes
to section 'Stikhtvoreniya, ne voshedshie v sbornik',
ST 605-614)
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the fullest edition of the lyrics. It contains all the 

poems previously published in collections and periodicals, 

except 'Poesie derniere'; eight poems are published for 

the first time, mostly parodies and book inscriptions. 

McDuff has dismissed Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii as 

'rather selective 1 , a description which he does not 

justify. The main omissions, unless the TSGALI archive 

contains unpublished poems known only to McDuff, are the 

juvenilia and the prose poems. Some of the latter 

appeared in Knigi otrazhenii, but most, like the juvenilia, 

remain unpublished. The publication of the remaining 

prose poems and juvenilia would only be justified on 

literary-historical grounds; judging by what has been 

published so far, Annensky's early experiments were of 

low quality.

Two further editions of the lyrics have appeared in 

the Soviet Union, both based on Stikhtvoreniya i tragedii. 

Lirika, published in 1979, and edited by Fedorov, like 

both earlier collected editions, contains most of the 

lyrics in the 1959 edition except for the epigrams. 

Stikhotvoreniya i perevody (1981) is a curiosity. It 

is a large print-run (50,000) edition, abominably printed, 

with some astonishing errors: the poem 'On i ya' appears 

in it as 'On i ona' (page 104). Vladimir Tsybin's notes 

and introduction are uninteresting.

1. McDuff, 'IA, poet and critic 1 , 202

2. A Soviet scholar I consulted said it was most unlikely
that there are any unpublished mature lyrics in archives

3. Many of his prose poems have recently been found to
be translations (see Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 81-4)
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The only noteworthy Western publication of Annensky 

is the facsimile of Kiparisovyi larets (1910) brought 

out by Ardis in 1982. This otherwise useful volume has 

lamentable English translations by R.H. Morrison, too 

far from the original to be acceptable podstrochniki, but 

lacking any compensatory literary merit.

Annensky's poetry has been more widely published 

than his other works, most of it being readily accessible, 

unlike his essays, plays and translations. But one 

textological problem has preoccupied all Annensky 

specialists. Like most Symbolists, he paid close 

attention to the composition of his collections. Individual 

lyrics are arranged in mini-cycles, which are in turn 

ordered within ;the -collection itself. In Tikhie pesni, 

groups of two and three poems are grouped under a 

single title: for example, 'Bessonnitsy' is the general 

title given to a group of three poems, 'Bessonnitsa 

rebenka' , ' Tarki -- bab'e lepetan'e" 1 and 'Daleko... 

daleko 1 (ST 509). Other poems, e.g. the three 

1 Muchitel'nye sonety ' , are not printed together, but 

are linked by their subject matter and titles into 

groups which cut across the linear order of the 

collection.

Kiparisovyi larets is also composed of micro-cycles, 

mostly of three poems and titled 'trilistniki', 'trefoils'. 

The obvious problem is that the arrangement of the book 

had not been resolved by Annensky's death, and, as Fedorov 

points out, it is unclear to what extent Krivich determined 

the book's final form. (ST 582) Recently the Soviet
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scholar Roman Timenchik discovered important new evidence 

about the composition of Kiparisovyi larets: a letter 

from Annensky's stepdaughter and confidante 01'ga 

Khmara-Barshchevskaya to Krivich containing a copy of 

a planned layout of the sbornik which Annensky had sent 

her in 1909. Unfortunately, the plan predates Annensky's 

death by several months, and so cannot be used as evidence 

of his final intentions, but it does confirm that the 

divisions of the collection and their titles, ' trilistniki, 

skladni, razmetannye listy 1 , were Annensky's.

Annensky's poetry has received more critical attention 

than his other writings: it has been the subject of 

a monograph (by the Italian Slavist Bazzarelli), and 

several substantial articles. The publication of 

Setchkarev's book led to an Annensky vogue in the USA 

in the 1960s and 1970s; between 1970 and 1981 he was

the subject of six doctoral dissertations, five of them

2 devoted almost exclusively to the lyrics. He has

also been consistently popular in the Soviet Union and 

among Russian emigres.

On closer scrutiny Annensky criticism turns out less 

healthy than it might seem. His popularity seems to 

have waned; little has been published on him since 1980. 

Many of the articles in Ingold's bibliography turn out, 

on examination, to deal with Annensky only in passing.

1. Timenchik, '0 sostave 1 , 309-311

2. Alexander, The Lyric Style of IA; Borker, Studies; 
Tittler; Nebolsine; Shapovaloff.

3. For example, Ivask, 'Poety dvadtsatogo veka 1 ; Gifford, 
'Imitation as a Poetic Mode 1
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Others are devoted to specialised areas, or to studies 

of his influence on later poets.

Why are there so few good general introductions 

to the lyrics? Perhaps because it is hard to generalize 

about them. On first reading his poetry appears as a 

series of fragmentary, disconnected or even contradictory 

utterances, which, though they contain few obscure 

or even unusual words, are yet stylistically baffling. 

Certainly there is an identifiable Annenskian manner. 

It was caught by Akhmatova in her early poem 'Podrazhanie 

Annenskomu 1 : the elements are a self-absorbed lyric 

hero (often immersed in a book), a mutable suburban 

landscape, and a vague sense of uneasy nostalgia for a 

lost and nameless lover:

H C T060M, M06M MHJIOH
fl npocTMjicH. BOCTOK rojiydeji. 
IIpocTO MOJiBKjia: M fl He 
fl ne cpasy nosepmi Te6e.

BOBHHKaiOT, CTHpaiOTCH JIHLja.
MKJI ceroflHH, a saBTpa 
OT^ero aee Ha STOM cTpanmje 
fl Kor,n,a-T0 sarHyji yrojioK?

Bcer^a OTKpbiBaeTCH 
B TOM ace MecTe. H CTpaHHO Torn,a 
Bee nan 6yflTO c npoqajibHoro 
He npouuiK HeBOSBpaTHo ro#a.

0, GKasaBuiMM, ^TO cepflqe MS 
HasepHo: OHO MS OTHH...

He nowMy, TBI djiMSKa MHe 
TOJibKO jiio6HJia

1. An example of the former genre is Baer on A. in 
Arthur Schopenhauer; of the latter, Khardzhiev 
on A. and Mayakovsky, and Ketchian on A. and 
Akhmatova.

2. Akhmatova, Stikhotvoreniya i poemy, 47
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But there are many poems by Annensky, such as 'Drugomu', 

'Poetu', 'Nervy 1 , 'V vagone' and ' Peterburg ', which 

are not 'Annenskian 1 in this manner at all.

The critic is not helped by external factors. The 

poems cannot be placed in chronological order, as Annensky 

dated very few of them. It seems likely tihiat most of 

the poems in Tikhie pesni are earlier than those in 

Kiparisovyi larets, but the later collection cannot 

be interpreted as an organic development of the first. 

All that can be said is that Kiparisovyi larets is a 

more mature collection than Tikhie pesni; even this 

moderate statement would not be supported by all 

critics. Nor is it possible to establish any 

order for the poems which Annensky did not include in 

his collections.

The lack of data also makes it difficult to discuss 

the creative history of individual lyrics; where two 

or more variants of a single poem exist, it is difficult 

to determine which is primary and which secondary.

Biographical criticism is quite unsuited to Annensky's 

poetry. Personal names and references to friends and 

relatives are almost absent. One of the few explicitly 

autobiographical poems is 'Sestre', an affectionate 

evocation of Annensky's childhood, and this is readily

1. Setchkarev, for example, disagrees. (Studies in the 
Life and Work of IA, 57)
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understandable without any extra knowledge of his 

biography:

Sejienan
C HM3KHM ee nOTOJIKOM,

HHHH B cmnax M c yjiKOM. (ST 159)

The suppression of dates and places means that the 

poems cannot be seen as a lyrical diary. They transcend 

personal experience. Despite the concrete settings of 

many poems, and the specific objects mentioned in them, 

they are curiously anonymous. In the opening stanzas 

of 'Toska belogo kamnya' a town is described:

KaMHM MJI6IOT B KCTOM6, 
JIlOflK SaJIKTbl CB6TOM,
EcTb JIH ropo#a jieTOM

B TpatJapeTe TOTOBOM
OH — ysop Ha nocyfle...
]A He BOG JIM paBHO BaM:

K TaM MJIM JIJOflM? (ST 120)

The subscript to the poem indicates that it was written 

in Simferopol 1 , but this information does not contribute 

to reading it; it might as well have been set in Petersburg 

or Tsarskoe Selo, since local colour is entirely absent. 

Similarly, 'Lunnaya noch' v iskhode zimy' becomes no 

more comprehensible when one learns which particular 

branch of the Russian railways it was written on 

(between Vologda and Tot'ma) (ST 106-7).

The vague settings of the poems do not lend themselves 

to biographical elucidation, though Makovsky attempted 

this when he argued .that the theme of disappointed love
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in Annensky's poetry was the reflection of a real-life 

tragic love affair.

Other critics have adopted a more sophisticated
A*

biographical approach: moved by sympathy &? Annensky's

early death and complicated medical history, they have 

placed undue emphasis on motifs of sickness, death and 

decay in his lyrics:

BnpotieM, ne B BTKX, B KOHLte KOHLJOB, jKajiKMX jie6e,n,Hx 
Bee flejio; H anai^HK, TOHKHe, TpeneTHO mypuiamtfe, c
TaKOK) M6JIKOK) flpOKblO , M TOJIbie B6TBH CyXOM JIHIIbl, H 

naBHJIbOH, M H06o, TaK IIO-LjapCKOCeJIbCKH
a rjiaBHoe — KanaH-TO cjiyyaMHan, pas 

HaBcerj3,a cjiojKMBiuaHCH accou;MaL^H — sacTaejiHioT
BCnOMHHaTb. . . SflBCb TOBOpKTb... HJIH —— 6CJIM
TOTO pacuyBCTBOBaTbCH — Tan ynTaTb TpaypHyro 
pOMaHTKKa-CKMBOJiMCTa, Haiiiero paHHero 
Haiiiero

A popular variant of the biographical approach is the 

attempt to characterise Annensky's philosophical and 

political views on the evidence of his poetry. There

have been two main branches of this essentially futile
* , 

activity. Emigre critics have tried to convert Annensky

to Christianity, attributing the melancholy of some of 

his poems to a failure to find God. Khodasevich, whose 

normal piercing wit and intelligence appear to have 

deserted him in this instance, wrote in 'Ob Annenskom ' 

that Annensky, like Tolstoy's Ivan Il'ich, realised 

the futility of life without religion:

H o6oKX cnaceHne saKjnonajiocb B TOM, ecjin 6u CBOK 
ntiyscTBO H MWCJin", CB06 ^eji QBeqecKoe M H" cyweJiK 6bi
OHK nOfl^MHHTb TOMy BblCIlieMy pyKOBOflCTBy, KOTOpOe flaeTCH

dbi CBOIO MyyHTeji bHyio (y AHHeHCKoro K

1. Makovsky, 'IA 1 , 230
2. Punin, 'Problema zhizni', 47. See also Introduction, 4-5
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TOMy ate MHTexHyro, 6yHTapCKyK), HSBHTejibHyra), HO y
otfOHX OflHHaKOBO CTpaCTHyK) JIK)60Bb K XK3HK, OCBeTKJIK 
OHM JIK)60BbK) K Bory.

This view was developed with less elegance and more inanit

2by Nebol'sin and Kreps. In fact the strongest

y

religious element in Annensky's poetry, expressed in 

for example 'U svyatogo Stefana 1 , 'Buddiiskaya messa v 

Parizhe' and ' Kulachishka ' is sarcastic contempt for 

Christian and non-Christian ritual.

The mirror-image of the emigre reading is the attempt 

made by some Soviet critics to claim Annensky as a 

socialist. Some of his poems, for example ' Starye estonki ' 

are held to reflect his support for the 1905 revolution 

and for progressive politics. Fedorov argues that 

Annensky's political commitment is evident in many poems 

(ST 24). His poetry is anti-religious and anti-mystical:

HecoMHeHHo, [....] ^TO MwpoBospeHne, CTOHinee sa
BC9M 3TMM, H6 COBna#a6T C HfleajIMSMOM peJIKTKOSHblM ,
yTemaiomHM yejioseKa Mbicjibjo o sorpodHOM BosflaHHUH sa
36MHbie MyKH. AHH6HCKHM OTKaSblBaeTCH OT 
K pejIMTKOSHblX HJIJII03HH KfleajIKSMa . ( ST 38)

Fedorov 's arguments, which are reiterated with still 

greater fervour in his recent book, have a specific 

political context: he is presenting Annensky as a 

suitable candidate for inclusion in the Soviet political 

canon, and justifying the republication of his works. 

They are an excusable misrepresentation of Annensky,

1. Khodasevich, 'Ob Annenskom', 137

2. Nebol'sin, 'Poeziya poshlosti'; Kreps, 'Analiz
stikhotvoreniya' maintains that A. was a devout
Orthodox, but gives no evidence for this.
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but a misrepresentation nonetheless. Annensky's lyrics 

reflect the same lack of interest in political and 

historical issues which was evident in his literary essays 

He rarely alludes to current political events in his 

poems, and the Mother-Russian nationalism characteristic 

of certain other Symbolists, such as Blok, is absent.

The difficulties of Annensky's verse have been better 

handled by those critics concentrating on the text's 

linguistic level. One possible approach is close analysis 

of individual poems. David Borker's thesis concentrates 

on four short lyrics by Annensky, 'Verbnaya nedelya 1 , 

1 Ledyanaya tyur'ma', 'Posle kontserta' and 'V vagone'. 

His analysis of certain references and images in 'Verbnaya 

nedelya 1 is especially helpful: he illuminates aspects 

of Orthodox ritual which may have suggested the puzzling 

reference to 'kheruvim' in the last line. The problem 

with this approach is that the critic concentrates 

precisely on the sort of local and personal detail which - 

is not important in Annensky.

Annensky criticism by those working in the traditions 

of Formalism and semiotics, such as Ginzburg, Lotman, 

Kushner and Igor' Smirnov, has been more productive, 

since it illuminates the structural and organising

principles of Annensky's poetry and, which is just as

2important, its internal conflict and dissonance.

1. Borker, Studies, 14 ff. For a briefer and more readable 
version ofthis analysis, see Borker's 'Intrinsic 
and extrinsic aspects of structure'

2. Ginzburg, 'Veshchnyi mir', Lotman, Analysis of the Poetic 
Text, 107-113; Kushner, 'Intonatsionnaya nerovnost''; 
Smirnov, Khudozhestvennyi smysl, 72-84
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Lidiya Ginzburg's 'Veshchnyi mir 1 is probably the best 

available general introduction to the lyrics.

The manifestly self-conscious character of Annensky's 

verse, with its epigraphs, literary references, and use 

of stock themes and motifs, has dictated the last 

significant trend in annenskovedenie: the study of 

how his lyrics relate to the literary tradition. This 

approach has been particularly popular in the last fifteen 

years. Subtexts have been identified for numerous poems; 

quotations and reminiscences of a more general kind have 

also been discussed. But much still remains to be done. 

Most commentators have confined their observations to 

nineteenth-century Russian authors (notably Chekhov, Tyutchev 

and Pushkin) or to French Symbolist poets (notably Verlaine

and Mallarme). The influence of German Romanticism has

2 gone unremarked. There are even obvious gaps in

coverage of the nineteenth-century Russian tradition: no 

work has been done on the connection between Pushkin's 

'More 1 and Annensky's 'Prostimsya, more'.

Classical and neo-classical tradition is an almost 

completely neglected area. As has been argued above, 

Annensky's professional life was dominated by his interest 

in the Ancient World, his theories about classical literature 

being central to his literary activities. It has also

1. See Borker, 'A. and Pushkin's "Osen'"'; Cherny, 'A.^i
Tyutchev 1 ; Ivask, 'A. und Cechov'; Prutskov, 'A.P. Cechov 
i IFA'

2. Ritz, 150 Jahre russische Heine-Ubersetzung has nothing 
on Heine reminiscences in A's original poetry.
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been recorded that his main love, apart from Attic tragedy, 

was classical lyric poetry. It would be remarkable were 

his own lyric poetry to bear no trace of his classical 

interests. But little critical work has been done on 

this central question; even introductory pieces, such 

as Setchkarev's book and Ginzburg's article, almost 

ignore it. Setchkarev argues that French Symbolism was 

the only literary tradition important to Annensky:

There is unquestionably a very strong connection 
between Annenskij and French symbolism. Baudelaire, 
Mallarme and many minor Symbolist poets influenced 
him so strongly that he tried to write exactly as 
they did.

A few critics have touched on the subject, but have argued 

that Annensky's poetry does not reflect his interest in 

the classics at all. Fedorov writes:

OLJieHKH AHHGHCKOrO BaJKGH OflHH $aKT . 3TOT
$HJiojior-KjiaccHK, nepeBO#ynK EspMnnfla, snaTOK aHTimHoro 
Mupa H i^eHHTejib ero xyflOJKecTBeHHbix naMHTHHKOB, B 
CBOHX co6cTB6HHbix cTHxax coBepiiieHHO He o6pamaeTCH K

TewaTHKe, K aHTimHUM MOTMBaM, KOTOpbie Bcerfla 
acTeTM^ecKH 6;iaroflapHbiM MaTepnaji no3TaM,

dejKaTb OT }KHSHM B ,,6aiiiHio us CJIOHOBOM KOCTM",
B MMp ,,UHCTOH KpaCOTbl". ( ST 29)

Fedorov's remarks are partly prompted by the dubious 

standing of classical literature and of neo-classicism,

which has led another critic to apologise for Belinsky
2 

because he admired the neo-classical poetry of Maikov.

But Western critics not subject to the same constraints 

have also ignored classical elements in Annensky. Lubov

1. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 54

2. Priima, 'Poeziya A.N. Maikova 1 in Maikov, Izbrannye 

proizvedeniya, 6
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Shapovaloff says:

Unlike many of his fellow poets, Annenskii, though 
himself a classicist and an expert on classical 
literature, avoided the use of tropes traditional 
in classical literature, particularly its mythological 
paraphernalia, perceiving their exhaustion for his 
era.

Ivask acknowledges Annensky's 'modernised, nervy classicism 1 ,
o 

but does not discuss in detail what this is.

Such conclusions are based on a common misconception 

of Annensky's attitude to the classics. All critics 

have assumed that he was an outstanding classical scholar. 

They therefore expect recondite classical references 

and a parade of knowledge of classical texts and myth 

in his lyrics. But the classicism of Annensky's poetry 

is anti-academic, and this is in keeping with the non- 

scholarly approach of his literary essays, and with his 

strictures on the excessive academicism of Ivanov and 

Bryusov.

There are almost no citations from classical literature 

in Annensky's poetry. One important exception is the 

epigraph to 'Mesyats 1 ; as Setchkarev points out, this 

is a fragment of the Aeneid, 1, 71. The line reads 

'Sunt mihi bis septem praestanti corpore nymphae', O r 

'I have twice seven sea-maidens of surpassing beauty'. 

The source of the reference is of little significance; 

Annensky's poem is a light-hearted address to the moon,

1. Shapovaloff, 'IFA 1 , 166-7

2. Ivask, 'Poety-liriki drevnei Ellady i Rima v perevode 
Ya. Golosovkera'

3. Setchkarev, Studies in the Life and Work of IA, 94
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not a speech by the moon, and the only connection with 

Virgil is that the moon is personified:

ne Tbi JIB KOJiflyeuib, 
Tbi, KOMy ocTajibHbie

MX He TBOM JIH passeji M ymep6, 
Ha ropejioM nHTHe jKejiTocepn,

Tbi, CKHTajieLj[ He6ec
C HpOHPmeCKOM flyMOH? (ST 161)

There are no other epigraphs from classical authors to 

Annensky's lyric poems; even Euripides, on whom he worked 

for nearly twenty years, is absent. Annensky did not 

address any poems to Euripides or to his characters; 

there is only one reference to his plays, in the 

poem ' Drugomu ' .

Annensky's poems depart from mythological tradition. 

The stock figures of neo-classical poetry, for instance 

Diana, Endymion, Narcissus, do not appear. There are 

no historical narrative poems on classical themes in 

the manner of Maikov's 'Ovidii', Polonsky's 'Kassandra 1 

or Fet's 'Son i Pasifaya 1 , in which narrative voice and 

recorded episode are contemporaneous. Annensky does 

not adopt a pseudo-classical persona, as Verlaine did 

in the poem ' Langueur ' , translated by Annensky as 

' Tomlenie ' :

fl — djie^HbiH puMJiHHHH 3I10XH AnocTaTa. 
IIoKyfla nopTHK MOM OT ryjia doHHM THX, 
fl CTHjieM sojioTbiM cjiaraio aKp 

yMHpaeT dJiecK nypnypnoro

He Meflbio THJKKOK), a CKyKOM rpyflb
M nycTb KpOBasbiM CTHP TaM Bee? Ha
fl He jiiodjiK) Tpydbi, MHe SHKH CTOHW MX,
H HecTepnMM seHOK, jinmeHHbin apoMaTa. (ST 270)

None of Annensky's poems is actually set in classical Greece
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or Rome, or even at one of the famous sites. His 

Italienische Reise in the 1890s does not seem to have 

borne fruit, unlike Goethe's. The only lyric which is set 

in Italy, 'Villa Nazionale 1 , describes a firework display 

in Naples, and has no connection with the country's 

classical past (ST 79). There are no travel-pictures 

of modern Greece, and no imaginative evocations of its 

classical past.

Annensky greatly admired the Parnassians, in particular 

Leconte de Lisle, whom he described as his teacher, and 

he wrote occasional 'epiphanies' in the Parnassian 

manner, in which a vision of the classical world is
^

translated to a modern setting (as in 'Epiphanie* or 

'Yavlenie bozhestva'). In Annensky's poem 'Kartinka 1 

the poet's journey through a wet, dreary Russian landscape 

is transformed by the appearance of a peasant girl riding 

a horse who seems like a figure from another world:

EOT ejia. . . — ^ep$n K 
— sawoTaHHan B

nepefl MHOH. [....]

H B TyiviaHe
6 Hc^esnyTb, KaK MnpajK. (ST 136)

But, unlike Leconte de Lisle, Annensky does not stress 

the divinity of the apparition, and the only word which 

links the girl to the classical world is amazonka, which 

is regularly used loosely in Russian to mean 'horsewoman 1 

(as in Severyanin's poem 'Amazonka 1 ). In 'Kartinka 1 the 

change of mood produced in the hero is emphasised, not 

the beauty and perfection of the vision. Annensky's



319/

neo-classical dramas resemble Leconte de Lisle 's in some 

respects, but he seems to have made little attempt to 

imitate the French writer in his lyrics.

The 'Anacreontic' lyric was one genre of neo-classical 

poetry which was particularly favoured in nineteenth- 

century Russia: light verse on wine, women and roses. 

Fet's poem 'Vakkhanka' typifies the genre; Maikov's 

' Epikureiskie pesni ' are a less explicit variant:

MH6
MHPTOM 
K)Homa,

MpipTa sejienoM JIOSOH 
CTapijy BeH^aBiiiMCb ,

nofl 6ece#KOM ryc-ron,
JI030M BHHOrpaflHOH.

Annensky did not write conventional love lyrics. His

poetry follows the command made by Rilke to his correspondent

in the Briefe an einen jungen Dichter, 'Schreiben Sie

2nicht Liebesgedichte ' . But occasionally he used

traditional Anacreontic imagery in lyrics about inanimate 

objects, e.g. 'Dal'nie ruki ' :

Bbi — reMiiiH (JoHapHbix
IlHTb P03, o6pytI6HHblX
Ho H6T y KnnpMflbi
He GKasaHHbix saMH ji 106:110. (ST 149)

Annensky 's poetry also departs from the traditions 

of the Symbolist neo-classical revival. There are no

1. Maikov, Izbrannye proizvedeniya, 72

2. Rilke, Briefe an einen jungen Dichter, 8
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rococo trifles in the manner of Kuzmin and Benois, and 

there is nothing which resembles Ivanov's pseudo-erudite 

high-flown mysticism in some of his lyrics (for example 

1 Podrazhaniya Platonu'):

Cepe6poKpt>ijibie, npefl cKopoio
Ilofl'BeMjiiOT jiebeflu flOTOjib HM yyjKflbiH rjiac
H CJiaflOCTHO nOK)T Hafl BJiaJKHOIO paSHHHOM, 
IlOHDT, 6jia3K6HHbie, VTO 6JIH30K BOJIM

%o 6ora CBoero yspHT xjpes MMT 
EflBa seMHoro ^HH nocjieflHKft Jiyy yrac... 
RpopOKaM $e6a Bepb! Bepb necHH jiedeflHH

3KA6T sa rpaHbio KHSHH Mac.

The introverted, restrained tone of Annensky's poetry 

is different in spirit from Ivanov's hymnic addresses 

to classical gods; his statements are private, not 

public.

Classicism is almost absent from the surface of 

Annensky's verse; there are few overt references to 

classical texts or myths. But at a deeper level, the 

classical tradition is very important; references to 

it are buried, and the reader must puzzle them out. 

One of the few critics to have perceived this is 

Jean Alexander, who writes:

Annensky's poems are noticeably free of specific 
literary references and cultural allusions -- 
artistic, historical, or philosophical. [....] 
The cultural tradition is present not in references 
which can be traced back to particular sources, 
but in vaguely suggestive objects, themes, words 
and atmosphere.

Annensky's method in his lyrics recalls his own description

1. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii, 1, 786

2. Alexander, The Lyric Style of IA, 116
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of Verlaine's poem 'Je devine a travers un murmure' 

(which he translated as 'Nachertaniya vetkoi triodi', 

ST 267). Annensky praised Verlaine's skill in concealing 

the concrete object to which he referred:

ce6e $ap$opoBbie cespcKne nacbi, H Ha HKX 
KpacKaMH, KaK Fopbi KayaioT AMypa. Fopu — 

, HO caMbie yacbi CTapuHHbie. H EOT HOST no#
PHTM 3TOTO OflHHOKOTO yXOffifleHHH tiaCOB SaflyMaJICH Ha 
OflHy H3 CBOHX JIK)6MMbIX T6M 0 CMepTH, T.6., KOHe^HO ,
CBoefi CMepTH. MarKo-MOHOTOHHoe yepeflosaHMe KBHCKHX 
pn(j)M HHKorfla 6bi, KaaceTCH, He KomiHJiocb, HO 3Ty MQ.HWQ 
paspeiuaeT (JopMyjia pucyHKa: ,,BOT OT Tannx 6u Ka^ajien 
yMepeTb".

^To6w cKpbiTb OT Hac KapTMHy, nopoflHBiuyio ero 
CTHXH, BepJieH saHHTpwrMpOBaji Hac, BMBCTO MH$ojiorimecKKx 
Pop nocTaBMB CJIOBO yacbi c MajieHbKOM 6yKBM, n BMec-ro 
AMypa — HanMcaB jnodosb, KaK yyBCTBo. (KO 356)

In Annensky ' s translations, essays and plays, his 

relationship to the classical tradition is obvious; in 

his poetry, it is concealed. The lyric texts are 'neo- 

mythological ' , to borrow Mints' useful term, not 'mythological'

ECJIH BHyTpn xy#ojKecTBeHHoro MHpa
npoHSBefleHHH MH$ BbiCTynaeT KaK BbipajKGHMe, a odpas
H BospeHHH aBTopa OKasbiBaioTCH ero rjiy6nHHbiM
TO B ,,HeoMM(j)OJiorpmecKHx" TeKCTax pyccKoro
HanpoTKB, njiaH Bbipa^eHMH saflaeTCH KapTMHaMH
COBpeMeHHOH HJIH HCTOpH^eCKOM KH3HM HJIH MCTOpM6M
jinpimecKoro ,,H" , a njiaH coflepseaHUH odpasyeT 
cooTHeceHHe wsodpa^aeMoro c MH$OM. MH$, 
o6pasoM, nojiyuaeT $yHKqnio ,,H3biKa" 
npoflCHHK)ii|ero TaMHbin CMHCJI

Identifying the altered character of Annensky 's lyrics 

is straightforward; the problem is, why the alteration? 

The vague allusions are consonant with the abstraction 

of the lyrics; and they reflect a changed relationship 

with the reader. Annensky 's poetry was intended for a

1. Mints, '0 nekotorykh "neomifologicheskikh" tekslakh 1 , 
93
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more intimate audience than his essays or plays. Unlike 

his other works, his lyrics were not written as 

manifestos of the virtues of classical literature, or 

as illustrations of how particular classical genres 

could be reworked. Many Symbolists, for example 

Ivanov and Merezhkovsky, wrote for a closed circle of 

initiates; the classical references in their poetry made it 

incomprehensible to those not part of the circle. The 

idea that poetry should be wilfully obscure and understood 

only by the few was quite alien to Annensky. As Gumilev 

said, he wrote his poems for no special reader, or to 

put it differently, for any reader:

fl cnpocMJi eac, KOMy BBI nKineTe CTMXH, He 3Han,
JIM Bbl Od 3TOM... Ho MH6 KaSteTCfl, Bbl MX HMUieT
caMOMy ce(5e. A eme MOJKHO nMcaTb CTMXM #pyrMM 

MJIM Bory. KaK rmcbMa.

In many poems by Annensky there is no evidence of 

classicism even in a shadowy form. In ' Garmoniya ', for - 

instance, there are typically Symbolist motifs of decay, 

nostalgia and the divided self:

A rfle-TO TaM MHTyrcH cpe#b OTHH 
TaKne K H_, 6es c^eTa n HassaHbH, 
H wbe-TO MOjiofloe sa MBHH

B TOCKS cymecTBOBaHbe. (ST 166)

Other poems, such as 'Chto schast'e?' conform in every 

way with the traditions of reflective and philosophical 

poetry laid down by Baratynsky and Tyutchev:

1. Quoted Adamovich, 'Vecher u Annenskogo', 215. Annensky's 
reply is not recorded.
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0#Ha MMHyTa na 
P#e c nouejiyeM
CjIMJIOCb HeCJIblllJHOe UpOCTH? ( ST 196)

But the 'vaguely suggestive 1 allusions, as Jean Alexander 

put it, are extremely important, and merit discussion 

at greater length than has been allowed in previous 

critical writings. The reader of Annensky's poetry 

does not need to be an expert on classical literature 

and mythology, but some knowledge of his interpretation 

of the classical ideal and his idiosyncratic views on 

classical literature is essential if key references in 

the poems are to be understood. Annensky's poetry is 

similar to Mandelstam's; Mandelstam was not a classical 

scholar either, but he delighted in making oracular 

and indirect references to the classical tradition, as 

Taranovsky points out:

Though taken with the music of [Mandelstam'sJ verse 
and his exguisite imagery, I was annoyed with my 
inability to understand the cryptic messages of 
certain of his poems, to grasp their 'deep 
meaning 1 . [....] Subseguently I came to believe 
that in order to understand his poetic world, one 
had to acquire Mandelstam's culture, as far as 
possible.

Appropriately, it was Mandelstam who gave the best 

definition of Annensky's classicism: 'domestic Hellenism 1

OH 3Haji paccTOHHKe, yyBCTBOBaji ero na$oc K xojiofl, 
H HHKor^a He ctfjmacaji BHeume pyccKoro H OJIJIKHCKOTO 
Mnpa. YpoK TBop^ecTBa AHHeHCKoro fljin pyccKOM
n033HH H6 SJIJIUHMSaL^HH, a BHyTpeHHHH 3JIJIMHH3M,

fl.vxy pyccKoro nsbiKa, TaK

1. Alexander discusses some classical motifs in The Lyric
Style, but her analysis is brief and unsystematic. (92 ff)

2. Taranovsky, Essays on Mandelstam, v
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1

Annensky's references to the classical world occur 

in three contexts: 1. in poems about poetry; 2. in poems 

which rework standard, 'anthology', neo-classical themes, 

such as statue poems, poems about architecture; 3. in 

mythic poems about the urban landscape, for example 

'Oktyabr 'skii mif ' (ST 122).

The thematic functions of Annensky's classical allusions 

vary in different lyrics, but there is a unifying factor. 

In all there is a dialogue, often a violent dialogue, 

between classicism and Romanticism, or classicism and 

Symbolism, and in several poems he re-examines the 

Romantic tradition. In two poems, 'Ego 1 and 'Net, mne 

ne zhal 11 , Annensky attacks Romantic feeling for Nature. 

In 'Ego 1 the German Romantic's active participation in 

Nature, suggested by a reference to mountain-climbing, 

is contrasted with the contemplative attitude of the 

decadent :

fl — cjia6biM GbiH 6oJibHoro noKOJieHbH 
H He noftfly ncKa-rb ajibnnncKHx pos,
Htf pOnOT BOJIH, HH pOKOT paHHMX
Mne He fla^yT oTpaflHoro

HO MHJIbI MH6 Ha pOSOBOM CT6KJie
AjiwasHbie H njiayy^Me ropbi,
ByneTbi pos yBH^iiiMX Ha CTOJie
H njiaMeHM Be^epHero ysopbi. (ST 182)

The subtext of the second poem is probably Goethe's ' Ich 

ging im Walde', a poem of his middle years. The lyric 

hero is persuaded not to pick a flower; he uproots it to

1. Mandelstam. Sobranie sochinenii, 2, 254
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plant it in his garden:

Ich wollt ' es brechen, 
Da sagt ' es f ein : 
Soil ich zum Welken 
Gebrochen sein?

Ich grub's mit alien 
Den Wurzlein aus , 
Zum Garten trug ich's 
Am hiibschen Haus.

Und pflanzt 1 es wieder 
Am stillen Ort; 
Nun zweigt es immer 
Und blunt so fort.

In Annensky's poem, Goethe's civic feeling of responsibility 

towards Nature is contrasted with an aesthete's selfish 

joy in beauty, whatever the cost:

HeT, MHG He ftajib LjeeTKa, Kor^a ero copsajin, 
tyro 6 OH SEBHJI B Moen GBepKaiomeH donate.

qepHOTbi MGJK pososbix 
BbipsaH OH, — m-o MOJKGT 6biTb

H HejKHbix rjias MOHX MMpajKHoio 
HeyjKTO H nHTHa 6arpoBoro He CTOK),

, ropnmero B nycTbiHe
ce6n O^HHM co6oM? (ST 197)

There is a straightforward contrast between the poems in 

which Annensky re-examines the classical tradition, and 

those in which he discusses the Romantic tradition. At 

a deeper level, in the classical poems there is complex 

interplay between the classical tradition and the 

Modernist approach to literature. Indirect classical 

references appear in combination with Symbolist 

language and imagery.

1. Goethe, Gedichte, 255
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1. Classicism in poems about poetry

In Annensky's first collection, Tikhie pesni, there are 

several poems in which poetry is personified, normally 

as a woman who bears some resemblance to the Muse of 

classical and neo-classical tradition. In the first 

part of the collection, 'Poeziya 1 , this woman appears; 

she has divine status, and lives on a mountain-top, 

like the Greek Muses; her dress is classical (sandals):

Ha# Bbicbro njiaMGHHOH 
TyMaH Ee

EH, Ee He 
Tew de3Ha#e)KHo ropnueft. (ST 66)

But as he describes the Muse, Annensky distances himself 

from the classical tradition. Some of the images used 

are Biblical: the Muse stands on Sinai, not on Parnassus; 

and, like a Christian saint, she lives in the desert. 

The poet will not offer the conventional sacrifice of 

incense and a wreath, topoi of neo-classical poetry. 

The first line of Maikov's 'Poeziya 1 reads: 'Lyubi, lyubi 

kamen, kuri im fimiam!' The Muse which Annensky seeks 

synthesises Greek and Biblical tradition.

The poet, too, has a classical guise in Tikhie pesni 

In '?' he is a wise man, a seer (Homer?):

flycTb flJiH Baiiinx OTKpbiTbix
J\o CMX nop 3TO — GBeT
C ynoHTejibHofi jiHpoft Optjen,

MeHH 8-ro — CTapbiM Myflpeq. (ST 77)

In one of the longer poems, 'Rozhdenie i smert ' poeta 1 , 

a dialogue for two choruses and a speaker written for 

Pushkin's centenary, the poet is praised and urged to

1. Maikov, Izbrannye proizvedeniya, 64
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become a star, the traditional fate of classical heroes 

and heroines (Orion, Perseus, Andromeda):

A
Bee Hoyb Hafl HKMM CTejieT ceHb,
0 TGHb, o paflocTHan
CTaHb BH(f)JieeMCKOK}
AjiMasoM na ee rpy^M —
H K flOMy 6ora Hac seflu! (ST 89)

A classical image for the poet also appears in an undated 

poem first published in 1959; the poet is an archer and 

cithara player (both traditional roles of Apollo in 

classical mythology):

Ho flJIH M6HH CBepIlIHJTCH
H EOT KaKMM ero H BH#eji: 
3jiaueHHO-6ejibiH —

npHMO C 6JIKM ——
BBIJI KK$ape# OH H GTpejiei^. (ST 218)

In all these poems there are non-classical elements. Apollo 

is pryamo s elki, a phrase which has cosy domestic Russian 

connotations, and the word strelets means not any 

archer, but a member of the elite Old Russian Strel'tsy 

corps. The old man and seer in '?' is explicitly 

contrasted with Orpheus, a traditional classical and 

neo-classical poet symbol. Pushkin is to become a 

star, like classical poets, after his death, but the 

star which he is to become is the Star of Bethlehem. 

The figures representing poetry and the poet in 

Tikhie pesni are harmonious; the alien, non-classical 

elements are not dissonant, and do not disrupt them. 

In Annensky's later collection, Kiparisovyi larets, 

the figures representing poetry are more puzzling, and 

in many cases also more threatening. Their link with
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the classical tradition is weaker. In 'Moya toska 1 , 

Annensky's last dated poem, poetry is represented by 

a figure whose only connection with the classical 

tradition is that she is female and wears a wreath:

B B6HK6 M3 TpOHyTblX, M3 BHHyilJMX
Codpajiacb HGTB oHa... He CMOJIK M nepBbiM CTMX, 
KaK MajieHbKMx fleTefi y HGH nepesflsajiK,
CjIOMaJIM pyKM MM M OCJieilMJIM MX. (ST 171)

Her other characteristics, depravity and debauchery, 

link her with Polonsky's nightmare visions in his 'Muza' 

poems:

Bes Bepu B HCHbiM
CMeillHO 6M 6bIJIO BflOXHOBGHbe,
M 3BOHKMM rojioc sarjiyuiaji 
Moe pM(pMOBaHHoe neHMe.

H 6M 6biJi Becb Ham RapHac 
naMM noMMaHHan Kjiaya — 
BHO MSMyueHHbiM Ilerac; 

Ho 9TOT cwex — npeflBecTHMK 
He pasy He noccopMJi Hac.

The pedigree of Annensky's 'Toska 1 can also be traced 

in such French Symbolist poems as Rollinat's 'L'ami 1 , 

translated by Annensky as 'Pnyatel' 1 (ST 297), and 

Mallarme's 'Le don d'un poeme', which describes the

painful birth of a sickly infant like the doomed

2 malen'kie deti of 'Moya toska'.

In Tikhie pesni Annensky's presentation of poetry 

was concrete and static; in Kiparisovyi larets it is 

abstract and dynamic. The personifications of poetry 

are ambiguous; they are found in fewer poems than before

1. Polonsky, Stikhotvoreniya i poemy, 197

2. Annensky translated 'Le don d'un poeme 1 as 'Dar poemy 1 
(ST 287)
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The emphasis is now on polemical and programmatic 

discussions of classical style.

The most important instance of Annensky's use of 

classical elements in his later poetry is ' Drugomu ' , 

which Karlinsky described as central to his poetics. 

Since it is also central to this chapter, it is quoted 

in full below:

fl nojno6nji deayMHbifi TBOH nopus,
HO 6bITb T060H H MHOH HGJIbSH TUB
H, Beujttx CHOB neporjin$bi pacKpbis, 

nmiiy H yeTKO $paay.

$nrypHO TaM oTodpasmiCH cTpax, 
M KaK Tocna 6yMara cepflqa MHJia, 
Ho no CTponaM, KaK npuspaK Ha nupax, 
TeHb flBHxeTCH TaK flejiaHHo K BHJIO.

TBOH M6WTU — Menaflbi no
jiyHHbiii BHxpb B CBepKaHHK pasMaxa

BOjiHbi KOC BSMeTaeT no
COH — aa TKaHbio

Ha rojiose ee 3iiia$ofla)K,
M TOT np^KpblT KOK6TJIKBO
3aTO HHTfle MOM CTporHH 
He ycTynajr CBOHX co

Tbi secb — oroHb. H aa KOCTPOM TW
HcnenejiMuib, HO He ocTa
M 6or Tbi TaM, r^e H jirciiib

rOCTb, HeJIOBOK H HeBHHTeH

ro^a... BbiTb MOKCT, MecHi;a
flHH, H Mbi cofifleM c 

Tbi — B jienecTKax flyuiMCToro 
fl npocTO TaK, aaABHHyTbiM Ha

1. Karlinsky, 'Veshchestvennost 1 A. 4 , 78
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Hanepenop aaBMCTJiHBoft cy#b6e 
M HKiijeTe y6oro-cJia6oflyuiHOH, 
Tbi nawHTHHK ocTaBHiiib no cede,

xo-rb c

Moefi Meqibi 6eccjieflHo MMHCT #eHb...
KaK 3Ha?b? A Bflpyr c flyuiofl, no^BHJKHeM Mopn,
Jlpyroft HOST ee nojifobuT TeHb
B HeTpoHyro-TopxecTBeHHOM y6ope...

riojiK)6nT, K ysnaeT, H
yBMflas, ^TO TeHb npocHyjiacb, 

BjiarocjiOBHT HeMoM ee nojieT
KOTOpue He cjibiiuaT. . .

flyCTb TOJIbKO 6bl B KpyJKeHMH 6bITHH
He BHUIJIO Tan, ^TO STOT flyx BJi 
MOM 6paT H Mar He oKasajicn H_, 
B HMUTOKecTse cjierKa jinnib noAHOBJieHHbiM. (ST 156)

1 Drugomu' is part of the second section of Kiparisovyi 

larets, 'Skladni' or diptyches. (This disposition is 

preserved in the rough plan published by Timenchik and 

in both editions of Kiparisovyi larets). It is clear 

from the numbering in the original plan that 'Drugomu 1 

has no pairing, but was itself considered a diptych, 

like some of the other poems in the section. The 

poem which follows 'Drugomu', 'On i ya', describes how 

the -lyric hero rejects pleasurable surrender to the 

seductive powers of music. Others indulge themselves, 

but he selects certain tones from the mass, like a piano 

tuner:

A H jiyyen HHOM s 
Hmy B coMHeHbi: n 
fl, KaK HacTpoftuuiK, Bee 

ocTopojKHo.

1. Timenchik, '0 sostave', 311
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1 Drugomu' is also antithetical. It is a speech 

by the lyrical I, 'ya 1 , to the 'Other 1 , addressed as

'ty 1 . More has been written on this poem than on any 

other lyric by Annensky, and opinions have diverged. 

There are two current critical views. Jean Alexander 

feels that 'Drugomu 1 is to be understood as a dialogue 

between Annensky and his alter ego, or subconscious 

self, and that it can be linked with 'Dvoinik 1 and

'Kotoryi 1 from Tikhie pesni:

'Drugomu 1 , then, is not so much a polemic as an 
analysis of a psychological dilemma, Annenskii's 
own, to be sure, but by extension that of the 
contemporary artist.

The other interpretation of 'Drugomu 1 sees it precisely 

as a polemic: it is a poetic manifesto in which Annensky 

expresses his disaffection with mainstream Symbolism .

This reading originated in Gumilev's review of Kiparisovyi
2larets, published in 1910. It has been repeated by

Karlinsky, Setchkarev, Gromov and Ingold in their 

critiques of 'Drugomu 1 .

It would be a mistake to imply that the poem can 

only be read in one way; it is difficult and ambiguous. 

But the placing of it with 'On i ya' and its structure 

suggest that it is not simply an elaboration of the 

theme of the divided self. The Other is distinguished 

from the lyrical I throughout the poem and is everywhere

1. Alexander, 'A and the "Other"', 227

2. Gumilev, 'Pis'mo o russkoi poezii'.1910

3. Karlinsky, 'Veshchestvennost' A', 78; Setchkarev,
Studies, 70; Gromov, A. Blok, 218-220; Ingold,
IA. Sein Beitraq zur Poetik, 135-143
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addressed as 'ty', which does not apply to the alter ego 

in 'Kotoryi' and 'Dvoinik 1 . Neither of these poems is 

addressed to the problems of artistic creation, as 

'Drugomu' is.

My reading of 'Drugomu 1 amplifies the traditional 

view. I believe that it addresses itself primarily to 

the specific problems of the Russian neo-classical 

poet, and the choices which confront him, not to the 

general psychological issues of the divided self and 

of artistic creation.

In the opening stanzas of 'Drugomu 1 , Annensky 

characterises his own poetry. It is contemplative: 

he has 'deciphered the hieroglyphics of prophetic 

dreams'; it is lucid, chetkii, but decorative and 

formally beautiful: figurnyi and uzornyi. It is emotionally 

restrained: Annensky does not submit to the bezumnyi 

poryv of the Other, and he is a moralist. His pencil 

is 'strict' and he has not surrendered its assonances 

to 'points' 4 tochki ) -- a rather puzzling reference. 

It is possible that Annensky means 'points of view 1 , 

or polemical points which fall outside the proper 

domain of poetry. He could, on the other hand, be 

using a metaphor from the visual arts, and contrasting 

the indefinite technique of impressionism, or pointillisme, 

with his own strong outlines, strogii karandash.

Felix Ingold pointed out that Annensky's view of 

his work in 'Drugomu' is classical, and that it prefigures 

Kuzmin's essay '0 prekrasnoi yasnosti ' and the manifestos
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of the Acmeists:

Annenskij pladiert hier, etliche Jahre vor Kuzmin, 
ftlr die prekrasnaja jasnost ' , die schone Klarheit, 
fur eine 'klassische Kunst 1 , die dort beginnt, wo 
das Chaos besiegt 1st.

Annensky attributes the traditional classical virtues 

of serenity, clarity, beautiful illusion and moral 

restraint to his own poetry, as he had to Horace's poetry 

in his essay on Apollon Maikov. In 'Drugomu', as in 

his essays, Annensky presents a view of classicism 

very close to Nietzsche's definition of the Apollonian 

principle:

Alles, was im apollinischen Teile der griechischen 
Tragodie, im Dialoge, auf die Oberflache kommt, sieht 
einfach, durchsichtig, schon aus. [....] So 
uberrascht uns die Sprache der sophokleischen Helden 
durch ihre apollinische Bestimmtheit und Helligkeit, 
so daft wir sofort bis in den innersten Grund ihres 
Wesens zu blicken wa'hnen.

The mechta or Muse who inspires Annensky's poetry is also 

Apollonian-classical. The words za tkan'yu suggest a 

reference to Homer's Andromache sitting at the loom (Iliad 

6, 491). For Nietzsche, Homer was the archetypal 

Apollonian poet:

Die homerische Naivitat ist nur als der vollkommene 
Sieg der apollinischen Illusion zu begreifen: es ist 
dies eine solche Illusion, wie sie die Natur, zur 
Erreichung ihrer Absichten, so haufig verwendet.

Annensky's vision of his own poetry in 'Drugomu 1 ,

1. Ingold, IA. Sein Beitrag zur Poetik, 141

2. Nietzsche, Die Geburt der Tragadie, chapter 9

3. Ibid., chapter 4
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like that in 'Moya toska', has non-classical, dissonant 

elements, though these do not dominate the poem to the 

same extent. The composition of poetry is described 

in a typically Symbolist manner: it is the translation 

of eternal truths. And the completed work has decadent 

elements: it is 'wilting' (vyalyi) and 'affected' 

(delannyi). The culmination of this curious vision is 

the image of Andromache. Annensky has chosen a figure 

who exemplifies the classical tradition, popular outside 

Greece as well as in Greece. Besides appearing in the 

Iliad, Andromache is the eponymous heroine of a play 

by Euripides; she also appears in The Trojan Women, which 

Annensky described as his favourite Euripides play (KO 488). 

She is the heroine of plays by later authors, including 

Racine, and Annensky's compatriot Katenin. Annensky's 

Andromache does not resemble her .predecessors, however. 

She wears an eshafodazh, presumably from the French 

'echafaudage', which could mean 'a gallows' or 'an 

elaborate structure' (perhaps of hair) on her head, 

covered with a platochek (headscarf). The French word 

links her with Annensky's interest in French Symbolism, 

the homely platochek with Russian folk culture. 

Andromache, like the figure of Toska in 'Moya toska 1 

is no harmonious synthesis, but an unsettling combination 

of discordant characteristics.

In 'Drugomu', as in his essays, Annensky's poetic ideal 

is modified neo-classicism, and, as there, it is defined 

in opposition to other views of poetry, in this case the 

view held by the Other. The Other's poetry is opposed
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to Annensky's in every way. It is elemental, associated 

with fire, moon and sea. The Other is god-like and 

wreathed in laurels, and his poetry is transcendental 

and inspirational; it lacks the physical substance of 

Annensky's: it is sladostno-vozdushnyi, not chetkii 

or tochnyi. Its source is madness; it is described 

as 'a mad outburst 1 (bezumnyi poryv). Annensky's Muse 

is the homely and domesticated Andromache, but the 

Other's poetry is inspired by Maenads.

But the Other's work is united with Annensky's by 

allegiance to the classical tradition, to which Maenads, 

as well as Homeric heroines, belong. The Other's poetry 

is identified with the Dionysiac principle, which, like 

it, was associated with chaos, drunkeness, the sexual 

instinct and ecstasy:

Wenn wir zu diesem Grausen die wonnevolle Verztickung 
hinzunehmen, die bei demselben Zerbrechen des principii 
individuationis aus dem innersten Grunde des Menschen, 
ja die Natur emporsteigt, so tun wir einen Blick in 
das Wesen des Dionysischen, das uns am nachsten 
noch durch die Analogic des Rausches gebracht wird. 
[.... J Es gibt Menschen, die aus Mangel an Erfahrung 
oder aus Stumpfsinn, sich von solchen Erscheinungen 
wie von M Volkskrankheiten" spOttisch oder bedauernd 
im Geftlhl der eigenen Gesundheit abwenden: die Armen 
ahnen freilich nicht, wie leichenfarbig und 
gespenstisch ebendiese ihre ..Gesundheit" sich 
ausnimmt, wenn an ihnen das gltihende Leben 
dionysischer SchwSrmer vortiberbraust.

Like Nietzsche, Annensky acknowledges that those who do 

not accept the Dionysiac spirit are inferior, even 

decadent. His Muse is 'a spectre at the feasts' and his

1. Nietzsche, Die Geburt der Tragfldie, chapter 1
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'I' has none of the Other's grandeur; honour passes 

him by even when he dies.

In 'Drugomu 1 , Annensky's presentation of the conflict 

between the Apollonian and Dionysiac psychologies has 

a contemporary setting; it is not placed in the past, 

as it was in Famira-kifared. The language of the poem 

recalls Annensky's critigue of Vyacheslav Ivanov's 

poetry in '0 sovremennom lirizme 1 . In the essay Annensky 

chose 'Pered zhertvoi', a poem about a Maenad, to 

illustrate Ivanov's style, and described him as a 

classical poet ('Vyacheslav Ivanov obuchil [menadu] 

po-grecheski ' KO 329). None of the other Symbolists 

were referred to as classical; of Bryusov, he said 

'Ellada nichego ne skazala by Valeriyu Bryusovu 1 (KO 346). 

Ivanov's poetry was described as transcendental, in 

contrast to Sologub's self-obsessive manner:

UsaHOB flame KaK 6yflTo KHWHTCH Tew,
MOK6T yXOflHTb OT CBOHX COSflaHHH Ha KaKOG XO^ST
paccTOHHMe. (HaxoflKTe, HanpMMep, nonpo6yMTe, 
BnyecjraBa PisaHOBa B nTaHTajie". HeT, H He nmnTe 
jiymiie, OH TaM n He 6bisaji HHKorfla.) (KO 348)

In 'Drugomu 1 the Other is said to 'burn up 1 the matter 

of his poems :

Tbi Becb — oroHb. H sa KOCTPOM Tbi 
, HO He ocTaBHUjb

The respectful tone of 'Drugomu' echoes 'O sovremennom 

lirizme 1 , in which Ivanov is the only Symbolist (apart 

from Blok) described with sympathy; and also Annensky 's 

only published letter to Ivanov, in which he recalls
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their disagreements in the past, but reminds his 

correspondent of how close their positions are in reality, 

and looks forward to future harmony:

B KanpusHOH derjiocTH ssyKa, TO 
, TO ponoTHo pas6erancb, CBHsaHHbie M He 
flpyr #pyra, Mbi euje npOflOJiMM BOSHMKiuee 

HeflopasyweHne. TojibKO He B ysKocTM jiKyHoft
OnpaBflaHMM H Od^HCHeHMH, a B CB060flHOH

B nocMeiiiHOM padjeeneHMH
060MX MbICJIH. (KO 493-4)

Gromov points out that the characterisation of 'the Other 1 

is close to that of the addressee in Blok's 'Vyacheslavu 

Ivanovu' , a poem completed in 1912, but first conceived 

in 1909, the same year as 'O sovremennom lirizme 1 . 

Blok also portrays Ivanov as an elemental force, with 

a status far above that of the beggarly narrator. 

The link between Blok and Annensky's lyrics is emphasised 

by their form: both are in iambic metre, though Annensky's 

has five feet, not four, to a line; both are in 

four-line stanzas with alternate rhyme, and both have 

ten stanzas (which is unusually long for a poem by 

Annensky ) .

The contrast between the self-confidence, popularity 

and inspiration of the Other and the hesitancy and public 

neglect of the speaker in 'Drugomu' recalls the contrast 

between Sophocles and Euripides which Annensky had made 

in 'Antichnaya tragediya'. Sophocles had a synthetic 

intelligence, Euripides an analytical intelligence; 

Sophocles was unified where Euripides was fragmented:

1. Gromov, A. Blok. ego predshestvenniki, 218-220
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KopeHHan pasHHija saoioyaeTCH, MOJKGT 6biTb,
B TOM, IITO CMHTeTKHeCKHft yM Co(|)OKJia MOT C tfOJIblUMM
ycnexoM onepuposaTb nafl MH$OM, coxpaHHH ero 
KpacoTy H noBbiiiiaH ero 3-rtmecKoe 3Ha^eHne,

The polemical character of 'Drugomu' did not restrict 

its audience when it was first written. Annensky's 

disagreements with Vyacheslav Ivanov on the nature of 

poetry were relatively well-known among the Symbolists;

Makovsky recalls one of their disputes in his memoir

2 of Vyacheslav Ivanov. The first number of Apollon

published a dialogue, 'Pchely i osy Apollona'; in it a 

'Professor 1 (Annensky) airs his views to a circle of 

acquaintances; his main opponent is a certain 'Philosopher 1 

(probably Vyacheslav Ivanov). The Professor's restrictive 

view of Apollo as a symbol for order and culture, a 

bulwark against Bacchic excess, is formulated in 

opposition to the Philosopher's opinion that Apollo 

and Dionysus are inseparable:

AnojuioH M .HHOHMC Hepas#ejiMMbi. Hejibsn MbicJiHTb 06 
, sa6biB flpyroro. ^e;ib(J)MHCKoe scpeuecTBO 

flBye#HHyio pejmrHio HepasflejibHbix M 
6oroB. BejibiM JIHK AnojuioHa MHe pncyeTCH,

JIMK CMepTM. fl H6 BHJKy , Kyfla MOJK6T B6CTK 
AnOJIJIOH B 3KH3HH.

npo$eccop
M6HH AnOJIJIOH —— CHMBOJI KyJIbTypbl. BOP CTpOH, 
, HCHOCTM, KOTOpOTO TaK H6flOCTaeT B HatlJH

CMHTGHHoro xaoca. fl nptfBeTOTByro ero 
Ha

1. 'Antichnaya tragediya', 39

2. Makovsky, 'IA', 283-4

3. 'Pchely i osy Apollona', 80, 81
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In 'O sovremennom lirizme 1 , Annensky condemned the 

Symbolists for conducting literary quarrels in poems 

with titles like 'Drugu i bratu' (KO 337). The irony 

is that his own 'Drugomu•, as its title suggests, is 

just such a poem.

The final stanzas of 'Drugomu 1 take the dispute 

with the Other into different territory. A third 

character, an unknown future poet, is introduced. 

Annensky implies that, despite the status enjoyed in 

the present by the Other, it is his own poetry which 

will survive and inspire a reader in the future. In 

'0 sovremennom lirizme 1 he had complained that Dionysiac 

Symbolism was already outmoded:

TKpcu HauiHX nepBbix M6Ha# npuMaxajiMCb 
flaBHo yjKe onymeHbi M — no seen JIHHMH. OTOIIIJIM 

H HHoseMHbie ycTaBiquKK oprnM. (KO 328)

The references to the Other's 'monument' links him with 

the 'Pamyatnik' odes of Derzhavin and Pushkin, but it 

is Annensky's poetry which, like Pushkin's, will 

inspire another poet:

]/[ GJiaBGH 6y#y H, flOKOJib B^ofljiyHHOM mipe 
IMB 6y#eT XOTB O^HH HHHT.

Annensky's version of Pushkin's statement is modernised 

and is less confident; he hopes that his poetry will 

be remembered, and commends his 'brat i mag' into the 

hands of fate. But the final stanza is not as pessimistic 

as Jean Alexander suggested:

1. Pushkin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v 10 tomakh, 3, 340
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How could the brat i mag of such a ia be anything 
but its duplicate? [.... J Here Annenskii, in 
typical fashion, uses poetry to lament and explain 
the failure of poetry.

Like the heroes of his classical dramas, Annensky 's poetry 

is a flawed and decadent representative of the classical 

tradition; but like them it survives despite its imperfections

In another polemical poem addressed to a fellow-poet, 

' Poetu ' , Annensky distinguishes again between two types 

of classicism: the cultic tradition of the mysteries, 

suggested by the figure of Isis, and the tradition of 

clarity and restraint embodied by the Muses:

Kpaca OTKpbiToro
BjieKjia Op$en n
y&ejib flocTOMHbi EH nesqa,
HoKpOBbl KyKOJIbHOH HsKflbl? ( ST 220)

The qualities Annensky recommends in poetry are similar 

to those in ' Drugomu ' : clarity, light and fixity:

Jlrodn pasflejibHocTb H
B pojK^eHHOM KMM apoMaTe .
Tbi yaiutf npKue TOWM

qejiOKyriHbix BocnptiHTMM. (ST 220)

The central point of 'Poetu 1 , though, is different from

that of 'Drugomu 1 : the inferiority of art to concrete objects

Ta BJiacTb ManK, SOBBT ona,
B H8H coyeTajiKCb 6or n TJieHHOCTb,
M nepefl Hero Tan djie^Ha
Beuien B MCKyccTBe npuKpoBeHHocTb. (ST 219)

In the poems discussed so far, texts and objects

1. Alexander, 'A and the "Other"', 227
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directly connected with the classical tradition are

mentioned, though the references to them are vague.

There are also several poems in which poetry is

connected with the classical world indirectly by

imagery suggesting classical qualities, for example

fixity and balance. Annensky had described the world

of Maikov's poetry as 'petrified and crystallised 1 .

In his own lyrics, the art -- stone connection, which

is central to Mandelstam's early poetry, is not particularly

significant. But the image of the crystal appears in

several poems, as do the associated images of ice, snow

and glass. In 'V volshebnuyu prizmu' Annensky describes

how the moment of poetic inspiration, represented in

typically Romantic fashion as intense and painful ('tarn

ruki s muchen ' em razzhaty 1 ) is refined and transfigured

by refraction in 'the crystal' of reason and contemplation:

JIK ycTOH TBI
HK CJKaTblX, HM pOSHHTblX pVK ,
Ho paflyrn HGTV no6e#Hen 

paflyra KOHyeHHbix MVK.

In one variant of the poem 'Ametisty 1 Annensky plays on
* /

the original sense of the Greek word *yu.*0i/*roy , or 'not

intoxicating 1 , by extension 'a remedy against drunkenness 1 

The amethysts stand for the crystallising power of 

poetry, which tones down the 'intoxicating rays' of 

raw experience or naked perception:

1. There is, however, an indirect stone -- art connection 
in the statue poems discussed later in this chapter.
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Fjiasa 3a6biJin
MM COJIHUia EMJIb H6 SOJIOTHCTa, 
Ho B6Cb OflHKM fl CHOM

rpaHen

3aT6M, yTO TaM nbHHen BGCHH
H decnoKOHHGH,
OTHH

M cepflLty, r^e jinuib CTbifl fla CTpax, 
HGT rpesbi jiacKOBO o6MaHHen,

CTaTb KpMCTajiJioM npn 
B JIMJIOBOM xojio^e MepuaHKM. (ST 213)

The Greek word *f\JCT<f.\\e$ , ° r ice, is the etymological 

link between led and khrustal , and suggests another 

range of poems in which ice and snow stand for art. 

In ' Sneg ' the winter landscape is linked with sculpture 

and drawing:

pesaHHOGTb JIKHHH, 
STOT rpysHbiH HOJIGT,
3TOT H^meHCKM CKHMH
M sanjianaHHbiM jiefl! (ST 126)

In some poems, the group ice-snow-crystal is opposed to water- 

thaw-heat, and the principle of stasis opposes the principle 

of movement and dynamism. The beauty and perfection of the 

crystal or ice is doomed: it must submit to the power of 

movement. In 'Sneg 1 , for example, the lyric hero admires 

the beauty of the landscape, but knows it will not last:

TOUHO GTa^a B 
HenopoyHbie CHH — 
Ha TOMMTeJibHOH rpaHH
BceCOJKGHbH BeCHbl. (ST 126)

1. In the variant of 'Ametisty 1 published in Kiparisovyi 
larets the reference to drunkenness is cut, and the 
first lines of the second stanza read: 'I chtob ne 
znoinye luchi / Szhigali gram ametista 1 (ST 110)
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Sometimes Death is associated with crystal and snow, and 

adjectives of whiteness and fixity are used. In 'Doch' 

laira 1 the freeze is described as 'almaznaya zastylost'', 

and is personified as the shrouded corpse of Jairus 1 

daughter. The narrator admires the cold, dead stasis 

of the frozen landscape, and for him the thaw (conventionally 

bringing happiness) signifies the destruction of beauty 

(ST 127) .

McDuff recognised the importance of the movement / 

fixity antithesis in Annensky's poetry. He argued 

that the division is moral as well as physical, and that 

Annensky is invariably hostile to the qualities of stasis 

and petrification. He spoke of Annensky's 'fear of 

zastylost ' ' and 'hatred of fixity' which the poem 'Ofort 1 

exemplifies:

The poet senses himself drawn forward by a nightmarish 
clarity into the frozen lines, which seem to have 
been produced precisely but coarsely, like strokes 
made by vodka spilt on bronze.

McDuff's phrase 'vodka spilt on bronze' suggests that 

he has not understood that 'Ofort 1 is a whimsical 

description of the technique of etching. There is also 

a more important misunderstanding. Annensky's attitude 

to the conflict of stasis and dynamism is more complex 

than McDuff suggests. Snow and crystal are associated 

with death in a metaphysical sense, with an eternal 

state of balance and repose. The physical facts of 

death, the paraphernalia of corpse and coffin, inspire 

disgust, and they are portrayed grotesquely in 'U groba 1 ,

1. McDuff, The Poetry and Aesthetics of IA, 168-176.
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'Chernaya vesna' and 'Kulachishka' ; in these poems death 

is seen as the gross end of a gross physical existence. 

But certain states in nature, such as frost, pre-figure 

an ideal state of total balance. They are destroyed 

by the opposing forces of movement; such destruction, 

like the destruction of Annensky's static and passive 

tragic heroes, is inevitable and is inherently tragic.

2. Rewriting the anthology.

Annensky's use of mythology owes little to the Russian 

neo-classical tradition, but he worked in two other 

genres which are typical of this tradition: poems about 

neo-classical sculpture and architecture.

Poems about classical statues were very popular 

among neo-classical poets in Russia. In Lessing's 

Laokoon and Winckelmann ' s Gedanken tiber die Nachahmung 

der griechischen Werke in der Malerei und Bildhauerkunst, 

which were important theoretical works for the whole 

neo-classical movement, Greek sculpture was associated 

with the archetypally classical qualities of restraint 

and reflection. This association was carried on by 

Nietzsche, for whom sculpture and the visual arts were 

quintessentially Apollonian. In the Russian nineteenth- 

century tradition the statue likewise symbolised 

restrained beauty. One of the earliest examples of 

the statue poem genre is Pushkin's 'Tsarskosel'skaya 

statuya 1 , a poem in elegaic couplets in which the classical 

statue radiates unchanging charm and grace:

1. Nietzsche, Die Geburt der Tragfldie, chapter 1
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c BOflow ypOHHB, 06 yTec ee
newajibHo CH#HT, npas^no

He CHKH6T Bofla, HSjiHBancb KB ypHbi pasdKTOM;
CTpyen, Beyno newajibHo CKAHT.

Later examples of the genre include Maikov's ' Mramornyi 

f avn ' , addressed to a classical statue which has survived 

many post-classical eras, and which has yet remained 

self-sufficient and aloof. The poet attempts to 

express pity for it, but is discouraged by its 

sarcastic look:

fl flojiro HflOjioM sadbiTbiM jiro6oBajiCH, 
OH MHe MS KycTOB jiyKaso yjibidajicH.

Mne CTajio }Ka;ib ero. ,,Tbi HeKor^a dbui 6or,"

Perhaps the most striking statue poet, though, is Fet, 

among whose 'Antologicheskie stikhi ' are several 

notable examples of the genre, including 'Nimfa i 

molodoi satir 1 and Venera Milosskaya':

]/[
CMHH HaroTOM,

6omecTB6HHoe TGJIO
Kpacon.

3TOM C6HbK)
na npwnoflHHTbix BOJIOC 

Kan MHOTO Hern 
B He6ecHOM JIKKB

TaK, BCH flbima na$occKOH
BCH MJiea neHOio MopcKOM
M Bcenode^HOM BGH BjiacTbio, _
Tbi CMOTpMiiib B Be^HOCTb npefl co6oM.

Annensky wrote several poems about classical sculpture

1. Pushkin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v 10 tomakh, 3, 171

2. Maikov, Izbrannye proizvedeniya, 81

3. Fet, Sochineniya v 2 tomakh, 1, 173
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'L.I. Mikulich', 'Traktir zhizni ' , 'Tarn', and, most 

important, the three grouped together in Kiparisovyi 

larets under the title 'Trilistnik v parke'. They 

describe three neo-classical statues in the park at 

Tsarskoe Selo (the scene also of Pushkin's statue 

poems, though not of Fet's and Maikop's). Like 

their precedents, these poems describe the beauty 

and remote calm of the sculptures. Peace (Pace) is 

aloof and solitary:

OflHM TyMaHbl K H6M XOJIOflHbie
M panbi iiepHbie OT BjiajKHbix ry6

Ho #eBa KpacoTOM no-npe}KHeMy rop#a,
M Tpas BOKpyr Hee He KOCHT HKKorfla. (ST 134)

But Annensky's statue poems, unlike those of tradition, 

are polemical. Like 'Drugomu', they are manifestos 

for the virtues of Apollonian classicism, and its 

superiority to fashionable Dionysiac art. In '0 

veselom remesle 1 , Vyacheslav Ivanov had argued that the 

renaissance of classical art was concentrated on music:

He njiacTHKy K Mepy 9JiJinHCKyio HinyT [
BapBapcKoro sospoacfleHHfl] BonpecKTb K BBecTK B
coBpeMeHHoe cosnaHMe, HO Kopn6aHTK3M asKficK
(JuieMT K MysbiKy TparmiecKHx xopos. HosoMy ji
HyjKHbi AjieKcaHflpnH H EepHKJioB AJJJKH; HOBOMy BapsapcTBy
— Majian ASHH FepaKjiHTa HJIK snoxn TMpaHHOB K

The choice of statues as subjects is a gesture of defiance 

by Annensky; and this defiance is heightened by the 

description of Pace, who is explicity dissociated from

1. Ivanov, Po zvezdam, 240
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Dionysiac cult. She carries no thyrsus or timbrel, 

attributes of the Maenads:

He TeiiiHT THpc ee, OHa He 6beT B
M 6ejiOMpaMopHbiH ee He jiio6MT HaH. (ST 134)

The poems associate themselves with the Russian nineteenth- 

century tradition. In the poem 'L.I. Mikulich 1 , 

Annensky refers to the statue described by Pushkin in 

1 Tsarskosel ' skaya statuya 1 :

TaM HKMtpa c TanqKofi BOAOH,
KOTOpOH He

'Bronzovyi poet 1 , the second poem in 'Trilistnik v parke ' , 

is a light-hearted reworking of Pushkin's Pamyatnik ode: 

the poet's monument in a physical sense, the bronze 

statue erected to him in Tsarskoe Selo, seems about to 

leave its pedestal at nightfall and disappear into the park:

He uieBejmcb — cefiyac rB 

BosflyiiiHbie KycTbi cojibioTCH n
M 6pOH30BblM H09T, CTpHXHyB flpeMOTbl TH6T,
C noflCTaBKM Ha Tpasy pocncTyio cnpurHeT.

The form of 'Pace' is neo-classical: like ' Mramornyi 

f avn ' it is written in six-foot iambic rhyming couplets 

(alexandrines). The statues which Annensky chooses 

also belong to the neo-classical tradition; unlike 

Maikov's marble faun or the Venus de Milo, they date 

from the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century, 

the same period as the literary genre Annensky is imitating

But the poems also modernise and disrupt the literary 

tradition in which they are conceived. The statues 

Annensky describes, unlike those in the poems of his
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predecessors, are pathetically flawed. Pace has a 

broken nose and Andromeda a broken arm:

JllOtfjIIO O6nfly B H6H, 66 yflaCHblH HOC,
M HOTM cseaTbie, H rpy6bin yseji KOC. (ST 134)

ECJIM JK sepnTb T6M iiienoTaM 6pe#a,
%0 TOMHT MOM IlOCTblJIblM nOKOH,
TaM TOCKyeT no MHe AH,n,pOMefla
C HcnajieyeHHOM 6ejioM pynoH. (ST 133)

In 'Tarn 1 and 'Traktir zhizni 1 two classical statues 

(of Eros and Psyche) are placed in surroundings of 

the utmost degradation and squalor; they represent 

the last fragments of classical civilisation in a 

decadent culture:

Bnpyr 6ejieiomeM
Te )Ke dfiMKycbi
Te K6 rpycTHbie
TOT }Ke raM n TOT ?Ke yafl... (ST 76)

POBHO B nojiHoyb roHr
KX T6HM B uepHOM 

dejieji 3poT 6ecKpbiJibiM 
MCKyccTBeHHbix asaji^M. (ST 77)

Annensky's neo-classical statues are directly associated 

with the flawed neo-classical poetry of ' Drugomu ' ; and 

in ' Na dne ' the speaker is a grustnyi oblomok, 

Andromeda's lost arm, which is clearly supposed to 

represent the poet himself.

Annensky's statue poems are a coherent, isolated 

group. None of his other poems on visual art describe 

neo-classical works: ' Na polotne' describes a

Naturalist picture in the style of the Peredvizhniki (ST 194) 

He also has contributions to the typically Symbolist 

genres of ofort (etching) (ST 132) and Japanese painting
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('Nezhivaya', ST 131). But he shares with traditional 

neo-classicists a preference for painting and sculpture 

over music. There are fewer poems about music than 

about the plastic arts; landscape is much more frequently 

described in visual than in musical terms -- even the 

sounds of brooks and leaves are absent -- and visual 

imagery predominates even in the poems about music. 

In 'Posle kontserta 1 , for example, the sounds of music 

suggest light and colour:

A CKOJIbKO 6blJIO TaM paSBGHHO fly III K
CpeflK paccenHHbix, MHTejKHbix K 6eccjiesHbix 
%o seyKOB npojiKTO, BSJiejieHHHbix B TKUIK,
CnpeH6BbIX, K JiaCKOBblX, H SBGSflHblx!

TaM C HHMH IlOpBaHHOM B BOJIH6HbK HHOTfla,
Cpeflb MecHiiHbix jiyyefi, H HexHu n 
B pocKCTyro Tpasy KaTHTCH aM 
M racHyT 6es cjiefla. (ST 138)

This is not a case of typically Symbolist synaesthesis . 

The poems about sculpture and the visual arts do not use 

musical imagery; indeed, Annensky emphasises the anti- 

musical silence and self -containment of the sculptures.

Annensky 's poems about architecture, 'Oreanda' 

and 'L.I. Mikulich ' , also have neo-classical precedents: 

they belong to a mode in which the poet surveys the ruins of 

past glory. In Maikov's 'Drevnii Rim 1 the lyric hero 

surveys the city of Rome:

fl BKfleji flpeBHHH PHM; B passaJiHHe 
M xpaMbi, n flBOp^bI, nopociiiMe TpasoM, 
H njiKTbi rjiaflKne CTEPKHHOM MOCTOBOM, 
M KOJiecHnq cjieflbi nofl apKOM TpnyM$ajibHOM, 

B jiyHHOM cywpaKe, c

1. Maikov, Izbrannye proizvedeniya, 103
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Other examples of the genre are Fet ' s 'Zolotoi vek ' and 

Shelley's ' Ozymandias ' . In Annensky's 'Oreanda' the poet 

visits the site of a former palace in the Crimea, now 

burnt to the ground, and finds it of more interest than 

the natural landscape round him:

Ho B nHTHax pososbix no CMJiysTaM 
HanpacHo H Ayiun, cBoeft #yuin
fl C H6K) BCTpeTHJICH B KapTHHHOM 3anyCT6HbK
Cropejioro flsopqa — r^e HexHoe LjBeTeHbe 
BexKT no MpaMopy pas6MTbix CTyneHen. (ST 162)

In the poem addressed to Lidiya Ivanovna Mikulich

( Veselitskaya ) , an authoress and resident of Tsarskoe, the poet

reflects on the vanished glories of the Tsarskoe park;

TaM BOflbl 3bl6jIK)TCH CB6TJIO
ropflo qapcTByioT depesbi,

6bIJIH pOSbl, 6bIJIM pOSbl,
aM B noTOK KX yHecjio. 

TaM see, ^TO Hascerfla ymjio, 
^To6 HaseBaTb cupeHHM rpesbi. (ST 211)

Annensky's architecture poems, like his statue poems, 

refer to neo-classical works, not classical works; he 

laments the decline of the latter, European, classical 

tradition. The form of 'Oreanda 1 , like that of 'Pace 1 , 

is neo-classical: rhyming alexandrines.

But, as in the statue poems, Annensky departs from 

nineteenth-century tradition. There is a decadent 

enjoyment of the decline which he laments -- the ruins 

and the zapusten ' e excite and attract him. In nineteenth- 

century poems, the decay of the building was a symbol 

for the poet's own isolation and alienation, and for 

the loss of youth. In Annensky's poems the biography
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of the lyric hero is of little significance; Shelley's 

Romantic political theme -- the decline of despotism -- 

is also absent. The decline and decay of Annensky ' s 

poems is that of a whole culture; and this is emphasised 

in 'L.I. Mikulich 1 by the use of the pronoun 'we 1 . 

Annensky 's architecture poems amalgamate the Symbolist 

lament for a lost generation (for example, Blok's 

'Rozhdennye v goda glukhie 1 ), and the neo-classical 

lament for the passing of Greece and Rome.

3. Myth

The most important classical references in Annensky 's 

poetry are in the lyrics in which he addresses the problems 

of writing poetry. But Annensky also uses mythological 

references to transform his description of everyday 

objects, experiences and phenomena, and suggest their 

connection with another, supernatural, world. This 

technique was described by Vyacheslav Ivanov as 'associative 

or 'idealistic 1 Symbolism, the opposite technique to 

his own, which he called 'realistic' Symbolism:

I103T-CFiMBOJIMCT 3TOTO THIIE 6ep0T HCXOflHOH TO^KOH B
npoqecce csoero TBop^ecTBa He^To (jwsnyecKK KJIM 
ncHxojiormiecKH KOHKpeTHoe H, He onpe#ejiHH ero 
HenocpeflCTBeHHO, ^aqe flase BOBCG He HasbiBan, 
tfsodpaxaeT pn# accoijnaijKii, KMeroiqux c HMM Tanyio 
CBHSb, o6Hapy)KeHMe KOTOpOH noMoraeT MHorocTopoHHe
M HpKO OC03HaTb flyilieBHblH CMblCJI flBJISHKH, CTaBUieTO

no3Ta nepejKHBaHMeM, H HHor^a BnepBbie
— npejKfle o6bmHbiM H nycTbiM, HbiHe me CTOJib

6TO

In Tikhie pesni Annensky 's use of mythological

1. Ivanov, '0 poezii IA', 291
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references is unsubtle. The collection was originally 

intended to bear the precious title Iz peshchery 

Polifema, which, like the pseudonym used by Annensky, 

'Nik. T--o', suggests a connection with Homer's Odyssey 

Obvious references to the Greek text occur in a number 

of poems scattered in the collection, though by no means 

in all or even most of the lyrics. In 'V otkrytye okna' 

skuka is personified as the Cyclops:

He CKYKH jib TaM LJuKjion sajier,
OT sojiOToro SHOH XMBJIGH,
%o, posoBeH, yrojien
B saKpuTbifi rjias ero HaueJieH? (ST 69)

In 'Sentyabr 1 ' the decadent way of life is represented 

by the lotus-eaters:

Ho cepflqy ^yflHTCH JIM nib KpacoTa 
Jlniub ynoeHne B saBOpo^eHHOH
M T6X, KOTOpbie yjK JIOTOCa BKyCHJIH,
BojiHyeT BKpaflyKBbiH oceHHHH apoMaT. (ST 72)

Another reference to Greek mythology -- this time not 

specifically to the Odyssey -- occurs in the ' bessonni tsa ' 

poem ' "Parki -- bab ' e lepetan'e" 1 :

Ho Man 6ejioro 
GTpaHKLjbi 
H cjibimy y

BepeTeHO — H, nan 
Sa^aBjieH KaMHHMH o 
OHO yac JieneT odpbiBajio. . . (ST 83)

The image of the Fates spinning is typical of the mythological 

references used by Annensky; they are all well-known, 

even banal, and very much part of the Russian neo­ 

classical tradition (here underlined by Annensky's use
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of the title of a poem by Pushkin).

Annensky also uses some devices of classical epic 

poetry in his first collection. As Barbara Conrad 

pointed out, the first and last poems in Tikhie pesni 

are modelled on the invocation and 'signing off 1 of the 

epic poets, and the language used in them is traditional

['Poeziya 1 ] la'Bt sich der Topik der Invocatio zurechnen, 
wie sich auch Annenskij in der Bildlichkeit durchaus 
an traditionelle Muster halt. Ganz entsprechend ist 
auch das Ende der Originallyrik in den Tichie pesni 
gestaltet. [.... J Auch hier wird in Musterform 
ein traditioneller Abschlufttopos aufgegriffen: da 
man zur Nacht vom vollbrachten Tagewerk ermudet 
(hier ist das klassische Bild des Pfliigers eingesetzt) 
seine Riihe finde.

There are many conventional heroic images in Tikhie pesni 

In 'Eshche odin 1 , for example, the Sunset is personified 

as a confrontation between the figures of Day and Night:

M nbijiOK 6biJi, M rposen 
M B SHEMH BepKJi rojiy6oe, 
Ho Ho^b npKuiJia, H HGJKHO 
BepeT ycTajioro 6es don.

Kan Majio KX ! Euje 
B jiytmx cjiadeiomefi

najiaflMH. (ST 78)

A similar image is used in ' Padenie lilii': Day hands over 

its duties to Night like an Olympic torch ( ST 85). The 

collection is also characterised by conventional 

personifications of abstract nouns: Nadezhda ('Eshche 

odin'), Somnen'e i Trevoga ('Nenuzhnye strofy').

The classical references in Tikhie pesni give the 

collection a faded and conventional ornamentalism ; the

1. Conrad, IFAs poetische Reflexionen, 105-6
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most successful poems in it are those in which classical 

references are not used, such as 'Khrizantema' , 'Ideal', 

the 'Muchitel'nye sonety 1 and the 'Fortep'yannye sonety'. 

In Kiparisovyi larets the use of myth is more sophisticated 

In some lyrics there is a link with particular Greek 

myths, but this is normally faint. In 'V zatsvetayushchikh 

sirenyakh' the narrator addresses a beautiful lilac 

bush to which he feels drawn:

co MHOM rpycTHa, no6y#b co MHOH o#Ha: 
fl ne flonuji eiije TOCKM TBoefi #0 #Ha... 
Mne Haflo CTpyH TBOHX: OHH #pojKaT ne^ajibHen 
M cjiaiiie, yew JIKCTH Ha TOM 6epese flajibHeH. (ST 212)

But he feels threatened by a mysterious external force 

which may cause the bush to destroy him:

fl SHaio: 6a6ouKM 
He B cKJiax noiyiiiHTb MymiTeJibHoe 
M SHaio, KeM oroHb TOT TpaypHbiM 
C KOTOporo OHK cojKJKeHHbie

There appears to be a hidden reference in the poem, 

suggested by the etymology of siren', which is derived 

from the name of a Greek nymph, Syrinx, who was loved 

by Pan, fled from him, and was metamorphosed into a 

bed of reeds. Her name was given to the reeds, to 

the Pan-pipes cut from them, and by extension to the 

lilac bush (this extension is post-classical). In 

'V zatsvetayushchikh sirenyakh' the link between lilac 

and Pan-pipes turns what is superficially a poem about 

the destructive powers of female sexuality into a 

poem about the sinister qualities of beauty and art.

Another poem with an encoded reference is 'Rabochaya

Per Kleine Pauly, Syrinx does not mention the link with 
lilac.
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korzinka 1 . It appears at first reading to be a typically 

Symbolist vision: Virtue is personified as a woman who 

sits spinning in an urban room:

co cnaTepTK TpeneTHbin Kpyr 
He cnycKaji CBOMX acejiTUx 
M MepijaHbH saMefljieHHbix pyK 
PasBOflKJin TaM cepbie HHTH, 

M UTo6 Tbi pasHHMajia c TOCKOM 
HMTH OflHy sa #pyron, 

H nocjie
CKpeneBOH peflbio nrjia 

3a Mepi^aiomeH KHCTbro XORUJI&. (ST 151)

There are hidden references here, too. The woman's 

spinning links her with the Parcae, and her habit of 

undoing and redoing her work recalls Penelope in the Odyssey . 

Annensky's use of the word dobrodetel ' is based on that 

in his essays: like the Greek arete , it means more than 

moral excellence; here, it means literary excellence. 

Dobrodetel ' , like Toska , is a curious variant of the Muse.

Another example of indirect mythological reference in 

Annensky's poetry is ' Dozhdik ' , in which he describes how the 

rain is metamorphosed into many different objects, and points 

out the classical precedents with a joking reference 

to Ovid:

0 H6T ! Bes TBOMX 
B O#HO uTO-Hn6y£b 
He xoueiub JIM flpeMOM oceHHen

Man?

MHOIO, 6biTb 
H us yrproMbix KajieK, 

M Bcex ysepHTb, ^TO He
H nepBblM OBHflK6B B6K. ( ST 121. -2)

In other poems, all mythological references are 

absent, and the only connection with classical mythology 

is that the poem is constructed like a myth. One such 

poem is ' Oktyabr ' skii mif', which describes the rain
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stamping on the roof like an old man

MH6 TOCKJIHBO. MH6
fl ID am cjienoro cjiumy:
HaflO MHOK) OH BCK) H0<4b
OcTynaeTCH o Kpuiiiy. ( ST 122)

The figure has no direct resemblance to any classical 

god; the only link with classical mythology is that 

the elements are assigned divine properties. Similarly, 

in Annensky's 'myth 1 , addressed to Vyacheslav Ivanov, 

'Mifotvortsu -- na bashne ' , Ivanov is credited with 

supernatural powers, but is not compared to any god:

posoeejia nojioca
6ejiecbie OTCBeTbi... 

BeryT Ha 6aiiiH!o rojioca, 
Ho, ocjiadeB, yy-rb mermyr: nFfle TH?"

A TaM flpyron MJIGLJ yac —
M cjien c nodpusroB 6ejioM KpacKK,
M CMOTpHT TOJIbKO ry6bl MaCKM
C pacnaxHyBiiiMxcH raseT. (ST 222)

In Tikhie pesni the mythological references mostly 

occur in poems about Nature. 'V otkrytye okna ' and 

'Sentyabr' ' both describe landscape. In Kiparisovyi larets 

Annensky begins to modernise the modern metropolis. 

In 'Zimnii poezd ' a steam-engine is characterised as a 

fire-breathing dragon:

fl sHaro — nbimymufi
Becb saneceH nyuiKCTbiM CHeroM,
Cewtiac nopseT MHTeJKHbiM 6eroM
3aBOpOJK6HHOH flEJIK COH. ( ST 129)

Other objects to receive this treatment include barrel 

organs, pianos and alarm clocks. But perhaps the most 

impressive example of new urban mythology is the poem 

'Peterburg 1 , in which the Bronze Horseman appears as
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Prometheus:

TojIbKO KEMHH HdM fldJI
fla Hesy 6ypo-scejiToro
fla nycTbiHM HOMBIX n
F#e KasHMJin jnoflen #o pacceeTa.

H y-ro 6bijio y Hac Ha SGMJIB,
^eM BosHeccH opeji Ham flByr,
B TeMHux Jiaspax rnraHT Ha cnajie, —
SaBTpa CTaneT pednqeH sadasoM. (ST 199)

Mythic presentations of the urban landscape abound in 

French Symbolist poetry. Rollinat's 'La Bibliotheque ' , 

which Annensky translated as ' Biblioteka ' , describes 

an other-worldly experience in a library (ST 294). 

In Blok's 'Gimn 1 the town sun is personified as a 

1 heavenly smith ' :

B nbiJibHbiH ropofl HedecHbin Kysneq
OrHGBOM nepeM6HtlHBbIH flHCK.

M no yjiHLiaM — CJIOBHO 6ecwKcjieHHHX 
Cwex M cnpeneT H BUST.

Bely sarcastically termed urban-mythological poets the

2 
'titan v restorane 1 school. Their poetry attempted

to represent the unnatural landscape of the city, to 

show that the city-dweller feels as alienated from 

the life of the town as the inhabitant of classical 

Greece did from the gods, and to represent the 

grandeur of the big city.

In Kiparisovyi larets Annensky evolved a use of 

myth which was calculated to awaken many associations 

in the reader, and combined references to different

1. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 2, 151

2. See Dukor, 'Problemy dramaturgii', 140
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mythological traditions. He had used Christian imagery 

in several poems in Tikhie pesni , but had never combined 

it with classical imagery. In 'Konets osennei skazki' 

there is a reference to the Crucifixion, but no classical 

references; 'Sentyabr 11 and 'V otkrytye okna' do not 

allude to the Christian tradition. The only exception 

to this rule is 'Poeziya', the opening poem.

In Kiparisovyi larets references to different cultural 

traditions are regularly found in single poems. The way 

Annensky plays on various levels of association in the 

reader is best illustrated by detailed analysis of 

a single poem. 'Doch' laira 1 , one of Annensky's best 

and most dense poems, has been chosen, and is quoted 

below in full. The first stanza, which was omitted when 

the poem was published shortly before Annensky's death 

in Apollon, but which was restored by Krivich in the first 

edition of Kiparisovyi larets, is given in square brackets:

MAMPA

K peKH, cseTJibi seen, 
M c Hedec K us MOTKJI 
BCGM OTB6T: itXpKCTOc BocKpece!" 
KTO 6 o cyacTbe He MOJIHJI.]

TpaBbi, 6ejibi 
M SBOHHT no6e£HO 
,,rojiy6bie jibAbi pas6nTbi, 
M OHH flOJiXHbi cropeTb!"

cojiHqe,
M HJI6H CBOH H03a6blB; 

ToJIbKO MH6 B IiaCXaJIbHOM PKMH6 
CJIblUIHTCH

noA CHeroM cepflqe 6miocb, 
Taw THHyjiacb JKHSHH 
Ty ajiwiaaH

6bijio
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C KOHTypOB
HenopouHOH KpacoTbi, 
Fpytfo copsaH caeaH 

saiieM ee

uero Tan CHHB 
PacKajieHHocTb Tan 6ejia, 
M, ryflH, c KOJiOKOJiaMK 
CJIHJIH SBOH KOJioKOJia?

TOT, rpexH 
OcymaeiiiHM peKH cjies, 
Tan JIM floyepb tiaupa
IlOflHHJI HGKOrfla XpKCTOC?

He
He aasbiduji BeTep T
Hofloiiieji cnacHTejib K
M GKaaaji ew THXO: ,,BcTaHb" . (ST 127)

The concrete event which is the subject of ' Doch ' laira 1 

is the coming of Spring, an event of complex literary 

and cultural significance. It is an event which is 

associated with Russian customs: when the ice breaks, 

'Copper sounds victoriously 1 , a reference to the ringing 

of church bells for Easter, and perhaps also to the firing 

of a cannon from the Peter and Paul Fortress when the 

ice broke on the Neva (though gremet ' would be more 

natural in this case than zvoni t ' ) . Annensky ' s description 

of the coming of Spring, particularly the phrase 'golubye 

1'dy' recalls the reference to the thaw in Pushkin's 

Mednyi vsadnik:

BoeHHan
T'BOeM TBepflblHK flbIM K
Korfla nojiHomHan Ljapmja 
,HapyeT Cbma B LjapCKKft 
HJIK no6efly Hafl sparoM 
POCCKH CHOBa 
HJIK, BSJiOMas CBOH CKHUM 
Hesa K MOPHM ero HeceT 
H, uyn B

1. Pushkin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii v 10 tomakh, 4, 227
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The poem refers also to the significance of Spring for 

Christendom, and to the rejoicing which greets Easter. 

The original first stanza quotes words from the Orthodox 

Easter rite ('Khristos voskrese ! ' ) . Spring is the 

time of the Resurrection; it also has another Biblical 

parallel: the raising of Jairus 1 daughter from the dead 

by Christ (Luke 8, 41-56).

The poem does not only draw on Christian associations 

Spring is seen as a time of death and destruction, as 

well as of resurrection, and its violent effect is 

described by the verbs razbudit ' , sgoret ' and razbit ' . 

The association of Spring and death is determined by 

Annensky's classical imagery of fixity. It may also 

be classical in a more exact sense. In Greek tradition, 

as Vyacheslav Ivanov pointed out in his essay 'Ellinskaya 

religiya stradayushchego boga 1 , the coming of Spring was 

not an occasion of rejoicing:

Tan K B BeceHHen pajjocTM rpeKK He 3a.6biBd.jiv o 
BecHa KaK 6u roeopujia KM: ,,rjiH#HTe, CMepTHbie: H 
— L;B0Ty, H — Kopa Ilepce^oHa! [.... ] BecHa 6bijra

#JIH Bsopa upeBHKx: ona 6biJia 
, 6biTb MOJKeT, He BbicnasbiBaioTCH BKjj

<_» I
KOpHK flKOHKCimeCKOM B6pbl.

The language of Ivanov ' s piece has affinities with ' Doch ' 

laira 1 as well as the content. Annensky's poem also makes 

the association between flowers and death, though there 

it is the flowers of winter which must die: 'Zhech' 

zachem ee tsvety?' And, though the word prozrachnyi 

is not used, there are two instances of the word 'white 1 , 

which has similar value: white flagstones (or gravestones), 

white molten heat.

1. Quoted Taranovsky, Essays on Mandelstam, 157
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The poem does not simply polarise two cultural 

traditions. The narrative voice identifies itself with 

each tradition in turn, moving from stanza to stanza. 

First the poet expresses his regret that Spring has come, 

and with it the resurrection (Tol'ko mne). Then he 

recognises the necessity of Spring (Ved' pod snegom), 

then again expresses regret at the passing of winter, 

asking Dlya chego and zachem.

The mythical background is similarly blurred. The 

figure of Christ, who raises Jairus 1 daughter, is 

associated with the sun: he 'dries rivers of tears', 

and the sun burns the ice of rivers. There is an 

indirect link through the sun to Apollo, who is 

alluded to in 'Nenuzhnye strofy' as luchezarnyi bog, 

the 'radiant god 1 (ST 73). Christ's actions are 

also mythical in a more general sense: the raising 

of Jairus' daughter and the Resurrection parallel 

the upsurge of life in Nature.

It is through the figure of Christ, who combines 

pagan and Christian elements, that the author reconciles 

himself with the arrival of Spring. Christ's raising 

of the sleeping girl is peaceful and does not disturb 

the cloth and candle-flame; it is in sharp contrast to 

the violence of the opening stanzas.

The conflict between Christian and classical 

world-views is central to the time-levels in the poem. 

The Christian events take place in the past; the 

natural events, such as the breaking of the ice and 

the spinning of the sun, in the present, and they are 

part of a continuous process. The historical moment,
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associated with the Christian world-view, is opposed 

to the classical view of the world in flux, of time 

as a cycle.

'Doch' laira' illustrates how Annensky's poetry 

works at its best. It is not in the least obscure; 

the language is everyday; it is firmly placed in a 

series of settings marked out by concrete objects 

(such as the cloth and candle-wick of the final stanza); 

the literary references are all comprehensible without 

the aid of a mythological dictionary. But the poem 

is not simple. It is many-layered and ambiguous, and 

its prozrachnost' allows several different readings.

Annensky's notion of mythology affected his 

presentation of the objects found in such large numbers 

in his poems, as well as of the natural and urban 

landscape. Kushner argued that most of the objects 

in Annensky's poetry were ordinary, even banal:

PoBOpH 0 npeflM6THOCTM AHHeHCKOTO, MbI IIOMHKM,
y Hero He Tan MHOTO; GTO nacbi, 6y#KJibHHK, 

yacoB, uiapMaHKa, CKpnriKa n CMbmoK, MOTOR 
$ap$op M c odoflo^KOM Ha Kparo" , xpycTajibHbi 
sasa, cseyKa ... EOT, codcTBeHHo, K see

, Bpofle cyMOWKH AJIH saMKa, KOJib^aToro 
noHca, flyMoyKH HJIH sad^Toro npncTaHUMOHHoro K^oc
JIMUIb ynOMHHyTblX MKMOXOflOM, H6 OTJIH^aeTCfl HtfyeM OT

B flrux, no3TimecKHX cucTeM, XOTH 6u, 
KJIK

There certainly are numerous objects which are chosen

for their gratingly everyday qualities: gazety svezhii

numer in 'Zimnii son 1 , galoshes in 'U svyatogo Stefana 1 ,

1. Kushner, 'Intonatsionnaya nerovnost'', 199
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an umbrella in ' Kulachishka ' . But many of Annensky's 

objects are far from ordinary; they have literary, often 

classical, associations, as Mandelstam pointed out:

B 3JIJIHHHCTtmeCKOM nOHHMaHHH CHMBOJI GCTb yTBapb,
a noTOMy BCHKHH npeflMeT, BTHHyTbiM B CBHiijeHHbiM Kpyr

MOJKGT CTaTb yTBapbro, a cjie#OBaTejibHO,
CHMBOJIOM.

In 'Lira chasov ' , for example, Annensky writes of a clock: 

not just any clock, but one with a neo-classical 

pendulum shaped like a lyre:

0 cepflqe! Kor#a, ji
Tbi GMepTHbiM noyyBCTByeuib cTpax,

jib pyKa, nTo6bi 
B Te6e Tan JKB TMXO Ka^HyTb, 
H MMpy, jKejiaHHOMy Mupy, 
Te6n, MOG cep#L(e, BepHyTb?... (ST 182)

The action of the narrator in starting the clock is 

linked later in the poem with the attempt of others 

to restart his heart after death. The lyre is a

conventional classical symbol, much used in Russian

2eighteenth-century verse. In Annensky's poem the

lyre-symbol links heart-beat, clock-tick and the rhythm 

of verse, an association underlined by the jerky and 

irregular metre. Annensky asks himself whether his 

poetry will be 'restarted 1 , or read, after his death.

The exoticism of Annensky's poetry is most 

obvious in the flowers which he chooses. Unlike 

Akhmatova, he rarely alludes to wild flowers and plants 

with homely Russian names, for instance cornflowers,

1. Mandelstam, Sobranie sochinenii, 2, 253

2. Klein, 'Trompete, Schalmei, Lyra und Fidel
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burdocks and gillyflowers. The typical flowers of 

his poetry are garden plants, and their names are of 

foreign, mostly Greek or Latin, origin (siren ' , azaliya, 

liliya , f imiam , khrizantema, rezeda ) . The flowers stand 

out from their surroundings, making the reader aware 

of their artificiality and literariness.

Many of the flowers, in particular lilies, have 

links with the classical tradition. Lilies grew in 

Hades, and were associated with death and with the 

after-life. In ' Aromat lilei mne tyazhel ' lilies suggest 

death to the narrator:

JIKJI6H MH6 THJK6JI , 
IIOTOMy q-TO B H6M TaHTCfl TJIGHbe...
Jlymue CMOJI flbixaHbe, CMHKX CMOJI,
TojibKo nKTb ero 6es pasflejieHbH. . . (ST 149)

In 'Eshche lilii ' the lilies stand for the after-life 

and immortality:

LIB6TOB MeyTbl M06M MHT6JKHOH
3a(5biB MKHyTHyra Kpacy,
OflHOH JIHJI6H 6ejIOCH6JKHOH
fl B jiymiiHH MHp nepenecy
M apowaT H adpwc nemHbiM. (ST 183)

Annensky never directly links lilies to classical myth, 

however; unlike Mandelstam, he does not refer to the 

flowers of the underworld by their Greek name, <x 

and he does not mention any of the underworld gods 

In contrast Mandelstam is overtly classical:

1. Kor^a 6 BU 3Hajm, MS Kanoro copa 
PacTyT CTMXH, He Be#an GTbifla, 
Kan jKejiTbiM oAysaHUKK y sa6opa, 
Kan jionyxM M jiedefla. 
Akhmatova, Stikhotvoreniya i poemy, 202

2. See also Lotman, Analysis of the Poetic Text, 110-113



365/

HpospayHO-cepafl Becna, 
IloKa euje Ha caMOM #ejie 
UlypniHT necoK, KHIIKT BOJiHa. 
Ho sflecb flyma MOH BCTynaeT, 
KaK Ilepce$oHa, B jierKHH Kpyr, 

B LjapcTBe MepTbix He tfbisaeT 
saropejibix pyn.

Lilies have many non-classical associations. They are 

a Biblical symbol of natural and unself conscious beauty

Ha JIHJIHH, KaK OHM pacTyT: He TpynaTCH
He npWT: HO roBopio B aM , UTO n COJIOMOH BO Been '
cjiase cBoen He oflesajicH Tan, KaK BCHKan MS HHX. (Luke 12, 27)

In the Christian tradition they symbolise purity and are 

attributes of virgin saints. Lilies were also very 

fashionable in the early twentieth century; they were one 

of the organic forms most favoured by the art nouveau 

and the Jugendstil, Annensky avoids making any particular 

reference himself; the reader is left to associate 

freely .

Annensky 's objects are more loosely associated 

with particular cultural traditions than his symbols 

for poetry; there is no strong sense of conflict and 

dissonance. The objects stand outside classical 

and Christian traditions, rather than combining them. 

But the poems do play on the difference between objects 

with poetic associations, such as lilies, and objects 

associated with modern industrial and urban life. In 

'Lira chasov 1 , for example, there is a central opposition 

between the poetic serdtse and lira, and the everyday 

mayatnik and futlyar (ST 181). One of Annensky 's

1. Mandelstam, Sobranie sochinenii , 1, 64
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favourite devices is to use imagery in which some object 

conventionally thought of as elevated is juxtaposed or 

compared with something ordinary. In 'Stal'naya tsikada 

the watch is associated with Greek landscape by the 

word tsikada, whilst the word stal' suggests the modern 

industrialised city (ST 109). In 'Toska sinevy 1 the 

sky is composed of 'sapphires', which are aethereal 

and loosely associated with Annensky's neo-classical 

poems, and 'cotton wool 1 :

H peBHHBO KJIOtlbH BaTbl
K ca$npaM odjiaKaMH. (ST 191)

In 'Karty' the narrator's ambiguous attitude to cards 

is suggested by the juxtaposition of the elevated 

'malachite' and the prosaic 'mud':

SejieHoe CVKHO — U^EQT MajiaxMTOB THHU, 
Becb B nenjie TVS uepBefi Ha cjioMaHHOM 

: sepTBy HaKaHyne rmibOTHHbi
KapTaMH H B KaMeHHOM MeniKe. (ST 114)

Annensky's poems disrupt the conventional distinction 

between high style and low style which his plays and 

translations had maintained.

The poems also disrupt the didactic tone which 

Annensky had felt was characteristic of classical poetry

3jIJIMHCKaH I1093HH HaiHKX flHGH H6 6ep9TCH yilHTb, KaK
Ta aHTMynaH. KOTOpan HeKor^a KMjia STOM BBICOKOM

In ' Poetu ' and ' Drugomu ' the sententious tone of

1. 'Antichnyi mif v sovremennoi frantsuzskoi poezii', 
part 4, 288
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Annensky's instructions to his fellow-poets is modified 

by hesitations and unanswered questions. Even in 'Deti', 

where the sentiments are conventional and unexceptionable 

('Vyzvat 1 shepot — eto sram / Gorshii -- v detyakh 

vyzvat 1 lepet ' ) , the use of the particle 1* in the 

final stanza introduces a note of uncertainty:

Hy, a ?e, ^TO TepnHT 6ojin,
Y KOTO KaK HMTKH pyKH . . .
JIioflH! BpaTba! He sa ^TO Jib
M noKoft Ha iii TOJibKO B Myne... (ST 13O)

One so concerned with classicism might have been 

expected to use classical metres in his lyrics. But, 

as in his translations and plays, Annensk^ >ticks 

to the conventional Russian metres. The only exception 

is one 'trefoil' with the revealing title of 'Trilistnik 

shutochnyi ' , in which he light-heartedly attempts to 

reproduce the Greek paeon in Russian. The paeon grouped 

one long and three short syllables to a foot; the long 

syllable might be the first, second, third or fourth, 

hence the terms 'second paeon ', 'third paeon 1 , 'fourth 

paeon' . In the second poem of the tri listnik Annensky 

experiments with second paeon and fourth paeon:

Ha cjiyjKtfy JlecTH MJIL
PaBHO TOTOBbie KOHCOpTbl,
HassaTb sac BU, HasBaib sac TH, 

BTopoM — nsoH

Kan Ha MOHeTax Bamw 
Korfla-TO cseTJiue wepTbi,
M CTpOKH MIllMCTbie HJIHTbl
Fjiasypbio jibeTe BBI Ha TOpTbi. (ST 145) 

Even here, the attempt to render the metre is half-hearted
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Annensky uses four-foot iambic metre and occasionally 

omits the second and third stress, giving the line 

a passing resemblance to a second paeon followed by 

a fourth paeon. He does not, however, suppress all 

the intermediate stresses: the first two lines read 

x/x/xxx/ and x/x/xxx/x not x/xxxxx/ 

The first poem in "Trilistnik shutochnyi', 'Pereboi 

ritma', is much more obviously experimental; words are 

divided across lines, but the metre is again iambic, 

not paeonic. The first three lines are perfect third 

paeons:

KaK HM ryjioK, HH JKHBVII — 
-6, y-roMJien H OH, saTHx

MepijaHMft SOJIOTBIX. (ST 145)

But this pattern is not continued in the rest of the 

poem:

sac, jinsKHM paMne, 
Jlpyr KpbiJiaTbiM annrpaMM, fio- 
-oHa TpeTbero pasMep. (ST 145)

The experiment in classical metre in 'Pereboi ritma 1 

and 'Peon vtoroi -- peon chetvertyi' is played down 

by the use of a modified sonnet form in both lyrics.

Annensky does not even use the adaptations of 

classical metre enshrined in the Russian neo-classical 

tradition, such as the elegaic couplet and the iambic 

trimeter. Few of his original lyrics are written in 

metres which he used for his classical translations. 

In 'Prizraki' (ST 143), he used a metre which he had used
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to translate an ode by Horace, which is a modification 

of the original Latin metre. In 'Rozhdenie i smert ' 

poeta' Annensky uses a mixture of metres (dactylic, iambic, 

amphibrachic) ; the effect is similar to his adaptations 

of choric odes in his plays :

0, CBHTOK
BesywiHbie CTPOKH, 
Kan rocTb Ha nwpy 
B He6paiiHOM o,n,e)K#e,

K ruiayy... (ST 89)

The final speech also uses a metre characteristic of the 

plays, as Lotman pointed out:

KaHTaTa saBepuiaeTCH apHefi, HanncaHHOH fi-2 
iiinpoKo pacnpocTpaHeHHbiM B

3KBHBajI6HTa aHTMtlHOTO aflOHMH B
AHHeHCKoro.

But such choric passages are combined with others in

which rhyme or devices typical of Russian folk-poetry

are used. Bayan's first speech is reminiscent of the bylina :

MOCKBOIO CTapoM 
He sBesfla B 
Hafl ee 
OH sejieHbiMM

sopbKa pasropajiacH. (ST 88)

These connections are unusual. The five-foot iamb, 

the standard metre of Annensky 's Euripides translations 

and of his own neo-classical tragedies, is one of the 

least frequent metres of his own mature poetry: it is

1. Lotman, 'Metricheskii repertuar 1 , 133; Busch, Horaz, 
210

2. Lotman, 'Metricheskii repertuar 1 , 127
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used in only twelve poems, one of which is a parody 

of Bal'mont ('V more lyubvi', ST 224J. 1 Unrhymed 

five-foot iambs -- blank verse -- are not found 

outside the juvenilia.

The only poems in which Annensky was metrically 

innovatory were fragmentary and Modernist in character: 

'Preryvistye stroki', for example, which is written 

in lines of irregular length and varied metrical 

composition (ST 168); or 'Kek-uok na tsimbalakh', a 

light-hearted imitation of dance rhythm (ST 176).

The clash between different linguistic and 

metrical elements in Annensky's poetry distinguishes 

it from the poetry of other Symbolists, most of whom, 

especially Bryusov and Bal'mont, placed great 

emphasis on muzyka in the sense of euphony. Annensky's 

poetry is not marked by heavy use of alliteration and 

assonance; it sounds spiky and disjunctive. Blok, 

in his review of Tikhie pesni, referred with

disapproval to the 'koryavost' strok, vypadayushchikh

2 
pri beglom peresmotre'. In 'Stal'naya tsikada',

for example, Annensky has deliberately selected 

discordant and clashing sounds, and the short lines 

of his verse are further broken up by ellipsis and 

punctuation :

1. See the table of metres given by Lotman in 'Metricheskii 
repertuar ' , 145

2. Blok, Sobranie sochinenii v 8 tomakh, 5, 520
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fl SHaji, WTO ona
H 6y,n( eT co MHOM — Tocna.
3BHKH6T M 3anaXH6TCH
C flBepbio yacoBujKKa... (ST 109)

In Bryusov's "Tishina 1 , a poem from Stephanos, there 

are numerous musical effects: consonance, assonance, 

and repetition, in marked contrast to 'Stal'naya tsikada'

flap GJiyqaiiHbiM, flap
Ha, npofljiHCb, npofljincb 
paBHHHOH BetiHo neHHOH,

6oeM,
nepBbie

'Tishina 1 is by no means the most extreme example of 

Symbolist sound-play; Bal'mont and Bryusov's famous 

experiments, 'Vecher, Vzmor'e' and ' Moi milyi mag 1 go 

far beyond it.

Annensky's poetic language is innovatory because it 

avoids on the one hand the rationalist and didactic 

character of much neo-classical poetry; on the other, 

the domination of sound-effects found in many 

Symbolist lyrics. Mayakovsky's interest in Annensky's 

poetry is almost certainly explained by the rough, 

unintegrated use of language.

Conclusion

Annensky's enthusiasm for the classics is central to all 

his writings, including his poetry. But in the lyrics 

the emphasis has shifted. His classicism is part of 

the background, and classicism is only one of many

1. Bryusov, Sobranie sochinenii v 7 tomakh, 1, 375
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literary attitudes he adopts. Annensky is no Russian 

Verlaine, but he is no Russian Euripides either. In 

his earlier works, such as the neo-classical tragedies, 

classical literature was the norm, and the modernist 

touches were deviations from it. In the poetry, on the 

other hand, there is no resting place, no final literary 

allegiance. Objects and texts associated with the 

classical world, such as neo-classical statues, excite 

aesthetic pleasure; the objects of the modern industrialised 

town aesthetic disgust (mixed with subversive admiration), 

but neither class of objects is privileged to the 

exclusion of the other. There are no flights of neo- 

rococo escapist fantasy, there is no nostalgia for the 

'golden age'. Annensky's poetic voice discordantly 

unifies the various cultural layers, the only kind of 

unity -- however imperfect -- which can be found in his 

poetry.
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Besides the translations from classical Greek discussed 

in the body of Chapter 3, Annensky translated Ode XVII by 

Bacchylides and the 'Homeric Hymn 1 Dionysus and the Pirates. 

Both translations appeared in Nilender's anthology Grecheskaya 

literatura. According to Nilender, the Bacchylides 

translation was previously unpublished, but the 

'Homeric Hymn 1 had appeared elsewhere; he does not give 

details. I have been able to find no references to 

these translations in any bibliography of Annensky's works, 

or in any critical works on him. They are, however, 

listed in Voronkov's bibliography. I have not discussed 

them here in detail for the following reasons. Firstly, 

they became available to me at a late stage in writing 

this thesis. Secondly, not only is the source of 

Nilender's publication mysterious, but some aspects of 

the form in which the translations appear are puzzling: 

why, for example, are the speeches in Ode XVII alloted 

to 'Medea' and not to a chorus, as is usual? The 

linguistic idiom of the translations is similar to that 

of Annensky's other classical translations: syntax and 

diction are formal; but Annensky has not given Ode XVII 

the folksy tone of his translation of Ode XVI. The metre 

chosen is quite interesting: Annensky uses a Zhukovskian 

hexameter for the 'Homeric hymn', and free amphibrachic

1. In the contents list of Grecheskaya literatura, items 
published for the first time are marked with an 
asterisk.
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metre for the Bacchylidean ode. The latter translation has 

the same number of lines as the original, but does not 

imitate its metrical pattern or the number of syllables 

to a line.

Nilender's anthology is a bibliographical rarity; 

the translations are therefore reproduced in full overleaf. 

Annensky's translation of Simonides of Ceos was, 

unfortunately, unavailable to me at the time of writing.



flHOHHC H RMPATbl

fl dy,n,y neTb fluoHMca, cwHa cjiaBHofi CeMejibi, 
KaK Ha Mbice OTKPHTOM, Ha dpere decnjioflHoro Mopn
Pas OH HBHJICH, nOflOdHblM HDHOIIie B CaMOM paCCB6Te
CHJI MOJioflbix, H Kyflpw ny^Hbie c CHHMM OTJIKBOM
BcTpnxHBaji OH, a njieuM Mory^ne dbijin o#eTbi
HypnypHbiM $apocoM. BbicTpo no HKpncTbiM BOJiHaM B TO BpeMH
K Mbicy iiieji KpenKuM Kopadjib — SJIOH poK noflroHHji
3TO TMppeHCKne dbijiM nupaTbi: flodbmy saBH^H,
TOJIBKO KHBHyjiM flpyr flpyry — H Ha deper npHHyjin;
K)Homy, B cepflLje jiHKyn, Ha cy^HO CBoe
ft-yuan: ,,BepHo, LtapeM OH po^fleH, Seseca
KpenKHMH ysaMH TOTnac CBHsaTb nopeuiHJiH
Ho He flepJKajincb OKOBH — OHH OTJieTajin
PyKH H Horn eMy He TCCHH, a cnHHe OHM
TojibKO CMeaJiHCb. OflHH pyjiesoH noyynji, H TO-rnac
OH, yseman nnpaTOB, cjiosa odpaTHji K HHM H MOJIBKJI

nKTO 3TOT dOT nOJIHOMOmHblH , KOTOpOTO SfleCb Bbl

Fjiynue, B ysax flepJKaTb? Kopadjib ero KpenKHM He CHOCHT. 
KTO 9TO? 3eBc? AHOJIJIOH cpe6pojiyKHH? Mjib 6ypHOH nyw 
MomHbiM BjiaflbiKa? Ha cwepTHbix jiro^eH OH coBceM He noxoflMT. 
BbinycTHM jiymue ero c Kopatfjia Ha nepHyro seMjiio! 
HeT, MopHKK, He KacaMTecb flodbmw, ^To6 njieHHUK, pasrHesaH, 

BeTpu Ha Hac He BOSflBHr H rposHyio dypio" .

Tan roBOpuji OH; eMy xe cypoBO OTBeTMji 
,,Tbi, 6esyMeLU Jiymue cjiefluji 6bi sa BeTpOM ^a napyc 

Ha Ma^Ty, fla cnacTb HSTOTOBMJI, a c WHoiiieH 
ynp'a-BJrrxjfl caMH. B ErnriTe npHCTaneM, Ha K^npe Jib, 

B saropHOM Kpaio MW 6y#eM SHMOH, H Hafleiocb:
flpyseM HaM CBOHX HasoseT HanoHei^ H 

ero flOM H poflHbie: caM dor flapoBaJi HaM 
Tan OH CKasaji: M MayTa BCTaeT, H napyc 
Bsflyjiacb OT seTpa cpe^HHa ero; OHM pacnycTHJin 
Bosjre eiqe napyca. M TyT yy^eca HawajiMCH. 
Bflpyr Ha dbiCTpuM H yepHbiH nopadjib BOJIHOH 
XjibiHyjia cjiaflKan Banxosa BJiara, 
Sanax nomeji OT BHHa. M flHBHCH
CMOTPHT: no napycy cjieflOM H sejienb JIOSH BKHorpa#HOH 
BHHS noTHHyjiacb, H napyc noKpujicH, H rposflbH HOBMCJIM. 
TeMHOio sejieHbio njiiom nonojis, paci^BeTaa, Ha MayTy. 
rijiofl noKasajiCH Ha HCM, M jincTbHMH cnacTH BeH^ajiMCb. 
K depery npaBMTb Tor^a Mopexo^bi BCJIHT, H BHesanHO

Ha najiyde Jies noHBMJicn c 
cpeflH MopnKOB MeflseflMqa c nieeft 

Bflpyr noflHHJiacb, H npocTb ee HanojiHHJia, 
Jles see HeflBHKHO CTOHJI, jiHiiib rposHO rjiH#eji 
B yjKace npnHyjiM TyT Mopexoflbi K KopMe M cT 
Bosjie pasyMHoro. JleB Torfla npanyji B TOJiny H c pasMaxy 
CTapiiiero BbixBaTHji. BMHT, norndejib yBH#n, nnpaTbi 
B BOJi,Hbi djiecTHmwe Mopn dpocaTbcn nouijin, n Aejib$HHOM 
flejiajicfl KajKAbiH nHpaT, a KopMyero cnjibHbiw He 
MHOT HMeHbH eMy noflapuji H CJIOBO

,,HbiHe flepsaH, o doxecTBeHHuw KOpMqnn: flyiue Moen MKJI TH 
fl — fluoHHC rpOMOSByyHHM, flo^b KaflMa CeMejia OT Sesca
C HUM COqeTaBIIJHCb JIKldOBHO, M6HH pOflKJia.

yi, poxfleHHuft CeMeJion, KpacMBbiMH cjiaBHoii 
IlycTb cjiaflKOSByyHOH MHe necHM He neTb, nojib Tedn H sady^y.
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TESEfl

0 Ljapb CBHIIjeHHblX A$KH
M MHTKHX flyillOM HOHHMqeB BJiaflblKa!
Sflecb TOJIBKO UTO dpaHHyio necnb curpajia 
Tpy6a Me#HoycTan: yTO BTO SHaqHT? 
HaeepHo, Kaicoft-HH(5yflb spar oqenjineT 
Haineft seMjiH npeflejibi?

, M03K6T 6bITb, BOpbl —— Ha BblflyMKy SJIbie ——
OT nacymHx,

HacmibeM cTa^a yronnioT? 
UTO, HaKOHeq, 

Tede yxajinjiH cep^i^e? noBeflan! 
HoflyMaTb: KOMy me H JK^a-rb us 
OT CHJibHbix noflMorn, 
M ^a^e OT K)Hbix, noxajiyii, nofl, 
Kojib ne Te6e, Kpeycbi EOTOMOK, fianflKOHOB CHH?

Becb nyTb nepedpas 
HoraMM, MS flajibHero McifMa HBHJICH 

flejia HecKasaHHbie My^a 
Moryyero. CMHHM y6nT MM,

H CMJIOK) BblCIUHM M3 CMGTHblX, pOJKfl6Hbe
Bora flOJiHH JIHTGHCKHX
M KpoHKfla, seMJiH KOjiecaTejiH , qaflo .
B ymejibe sapocuiew
MyjKen ydnBaBinero Benpn cpasmi OH...
M CKHPOH ydHT
SjiofleH, B dopbde H KepKHOH OCHJIGH.
M MOJIOT OT140BCKHM OTdpOCHJI
B floca^e HpoKonTa,
iijibHeMiiiero MyjKa nosHaBiiin
Mne CTpauiHo, ysu! KaKow ace see 3TO npneMJieT

CTpo$a 3

A WTO ace nocoji rosopHT? 
OTKy^a H KTO OH, dessecTHbiH? Kanyio 
Ofleatfly OH HOCMT? B opy«HH jib 6paHHOM 
M MHOTO JIM BoiicKa BefleT OH c co6ora?

BHfleji roHei4 oflHoro H 6es BCHKMX flocnexoB?
T 6biTb, nyTb coBepiuaeT, 

Kan TOproBei; dpoflH^Hii, TOT Myac HewsBecTHbift, 
Kor^a na uyacdHHy
M 6oflp, H KpenoK, M HOJIOH OTBarofi 

OH, KynqaM
npncymeio cmioft...



377/

Ero Ha sjiofleeB caM 6or o 
j^a Kapy npHKMy-r.
A BeqHO TBOpHBIIIHM otfUjRhl OT
yfiTH He jierno: see pano HJIB nos^HO npneMjiiOT KOHeq 

CTpo(j)a 4

Bcero flBa Myxa npn
Kojib BepHTb roHL;y: H sa
OH Me^ nepeKHHyjr. . .
B pynax KG flBa flpO
M rojiOBy CBepx SOJIOTMCTHX BOJIOC
IlljieMOM nenaHKH jiaKOHCKOM. . .
Fpyflb nypnypHbiH XHTOH OKpyacmi eMy HJIOTHO,
M CBepxy xjiaMH^a
Ms uiepCTM OBGLJ (JeccajiHMCKnx
FetJecTa B cmax
CsepKaeT rposHO. HOIITH euje
HoflpocTOK, HO, qapbi Apen BKycHB,
YjK 6p0flHT BOMHOK),
Becb nojiOH OH 6paHHbiM 6pHi;aHneM

yspeTb OH cjraeoH jiiodHMbie cTGHbi A$HH.

Sources: Nilender, Grecheskaya literatura v izbrannykh 
perevodakh, pp. 68-70; 126-7
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This bibliography is intended to supplement Ingold's 

detailed bibliography of Annensky in RLT. Ingold's 

bibliography omits most of Annensky's reviews and 

articles on classical subjects published in periodicals 

I have given a full list of these here. For separate 

publications (especially of the Euripides translations) 

see Ingold.
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RS Russkaya shkola

SPb St Petersburg

(ST) IFA, Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii

TE IFA, Teatr Evripida

ZMNP Zhurnal ministerstva narodnogo prosveshcheniya
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isklyuchitel'no' in ZMNP 1877, noyabr', otd. V, 18-45

LEBEDEV, V. 'Ukazatel' k russkim izdaniyam grecheskikh i 
latinskikh klassikov, azbuk, razgovorov, grammatik i slovarei 
po 1871 g. vklyuchitel'no', ZMNP 1877, dekabr', otd. V, 
52-89

PROZOROV, P. Sistematicheskii ukazatel' knig i stat'ei po 
grecheskoi filologii, napechatannykh v Rossii s XVII stoletiya 
po 1892 god na russkom i inostrannykh yazykakh, s pribavleniem 
za 1893, 1894 i 1895 gody, SPb 1898

VORONKOV, A.I. Drevnyaya Gretsiya i drevnii Rim. 
Bibliograficheskii ukazatel' izdanii, vyshedshikh v SSSR 
1895-1959, M. 1961

'Bibliografia prac Tadeusza Zielinskiego', opracowala 
Gabriela Pianko, in Meander 1959, 14. 437-461

2. Works by Annensky 
(a) collections

[as Nik. T—o] Tikhie pesni y SPb 1904

Kniga otrazhenii, SPb 1906

Teatr Evripida, vol. 1 [all published], SPb 1906 [= TE 1906]
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Vtoraya kniga otrazhenii, SPb 1909

Kiparisovyi larets, M. 1910

Teatr Evripida vol 1 (edited by F.F. Zelinsky), M. 1916 [= TE 1916]

Teatr Evripida vol 2 (edited by F.F. Zelinsky), M. 1917 [= TE 1917]

Teatr Evripida, vol 3 (edited by F.F. Zelinsky), M. 1921 
[= TE 1921]

Kiparisovyi larets, Peterburg [sic], 1923 (second edition) 

Tikhie pesni y Petrograd, 1923 (second edition) 

Posmertnye stikhi t Peterburg [sic], 1923 

Stikhotvoreniya, (edited by A.V. Fedorov), L. 1939 

Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii, L. 1959 [= (ST)] 

Teatr Evripida, (edited by V.V. Golovni), M. 1960

Knigi otrazhenii, (facsimile of 1906 and 1909 editions), 
Slavische Prophyla'en 50, Munich 1969

Evripid. Tragedii. Perevod s drevnegrecheskogo IA i S. 
Shervinskogo, M. 1969, 2 vols

Knigi otrazhenii, (edited N.I. Ashimbaeva, I.I. Podol'skaya 
and A.V. Fedorov), M. 1979 [= (KO)]

Lirika, L. 1979

Sozvuchiya. Stikhi zarubezhnykh poetov v perevode IA i F. 
Sologuba, M. 1979

Evripid. Tragedii. Perevod s drevnegrecheskogo IA i S. Apta, 
M. 1980, 2 vols

Stikhotvoreniya i perevody, M. 1981

Kiparisovyi larets, Ann Arbor 1982 (tnird, 'bilingual', edition 
with translations by R.H. Morrison)

(b) separate works

'Maiecki, Antoni d—r. Grammatyka historyczno-porownowcza 
je,zyka polskiego' in ZMNP 1881, mart, otd. Ill, 170-9

'Iz nablyudenii nad yazykom i poeziei russkogo severa' in 
Sbornik v chest 1 V.I. Lamanskogo, SPb 1883

'Stikhotvoreniya Ya. P. Polonskogo, kak pedagogicheskii material 1 
in Vospitanie i obuchenie 1887, [part 1]: 5, 109-118; [part 2]: 
6, 133-142

'Sochineniya gr. A. K. Tolstogo, kak pedagogicheskii material 1 
in Vospitanie i obuchenie 1887, -[part 1]: 8, 181-191; [part 2]: 
9, 212-220
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'Aristofan. Lyagushki' [review of anonymous translation], 
in Biblioqraf 1888, 9-10, 324

'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma (Ja.P. Gurevichu). Pis'mo pervoe' in 
RS 1892, iyul'-avgust, 146-7

'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma. Pis'mo vtoroe: K voprosu ob 
esteticheskom elemente v obrazovanii' in RS 1892, noyabr', 
65-86

'Tri shkol'nykh izdaniya Sofoklova Edipa tsarya ....' in 
ZMNP 1893, mai, otd II, 282-287

'Gobza, losif. Gerodot. Greko-persidskie voiny' in FO 1893, 
IV, otd. 1, 70-74

'Gobza, losif. Slovar* k Greko-persidskim voinam Gerodota' 
in FO 1893, IV, otd. 1, 74-5

'Merezhkovsky, D.S. Ippolit. Tragediya Evripida' in FO 
1893, IV, otd. 2, 183-192

1 Illyustrirovannoe sobranie grecheskikh i rimskikh klassikov; 
Gerodot. Skifiya. Ob"yasnil G. fon Gaaze 1 in FO 1893, IV, 
otd. 2, 235-8

'Gerodot. Greko-persidskie voiny. Ob"yasnil G. fon Gaaze' 
in FO 1893, V, otd. 2, 136-8

Evripid. Vakkhanki, tragediya. Stikhotvornyi perevod s 
soblyudeniem metrov podlinnika, v soprovozhdenii grecheskogo 
teksta. SPb 1894

'Dionis v legende i kul'te' in Vakkhanki, LXVII-C 

'Evripid, poet i myslitel 11 in Vakkhanki, IX-LXVIII

'Vmesto kommentariya -- ekskurs Vakkhanki Evripida' in 
Vakkhanki, 157-172

'Pedagogicheskie pis'ma. Pis'mo tret'e 1 in RS 1895, fevral', 
87-103

1 Res. Tragediya, prepisyvaemaya Evripidu 1 (translation) in 
ZNINP" 1896, [part 1]: sentyabr' , otd. V, 128-145; [part 2]; 
oktyabr', otd. V, 1-32

'Res. Tragediya, pripisyvaemaya Evripidu 1 (essay) in ZMNP 
1196", sentyabr', otd.V, 100-127

1 Iliada Gomera v perevode N.M. Minskogo 1 in FO 1896, XI, otd.2, 
58^66

'Dafnis i Khloya. Drevnegrecheskii roman Longusa. Perevod D.S 
Merezhkovskogo' in FO 1896, XII, otd. 2, 34-9

1 Iz nablyudenii nad yazykom Likofrona. 0 nachal'nom 
zvukopodobii' in Commentationes Philologicae. Sbornik stat'ei 
v chest' I.V. Pomyalovskogo. SPb. 1897
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'Gerakl. Tragediya Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1897, [part 1]: iyul', 
otd. V, 36-48; [part 2]: avgust, otd. V, 49-96; [part 3]: 
sentyabr', otd. V, 97-8

'Mif i tragediya Gerakla 1 in ZMNP 1897, sentyabr 1 , otd. V, 
99-132

'Finikiyanki [Evripida] 1 in Mir Bozhii 1898, aprel', 1-72 
{with 'Vmesto predisloviya', 1-2)

'Ifigeniya-zhertva. Antichnaya tragediya 1 in ZMNP 1898, [part 1] 
mart, otd. V, 97-147; [part 21: aprel', otd. V, 1-27

'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1898, mai, otd. V, 67-83 ———————

'Yunye zhertyy, ili Fesei Vakkhilida 1 in ZMNP 1898, mai, otd. V,

'A. Tambovsky, Anakreont. Pervoe polnoe sobranie ego 
sochinenii v perevodakh russkikh pisatelei' in FO 1898, XIV, otd. 2, 47-9——————————————————————————

•Elektra. Tragediya Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1899, [part 1]: aprel 1 , 
otd. V, 11-48; [part 2]: mai, otd. V, 49-72

'Orest. Tragediya Evripida 1 in ZMNP 19uO, [part 1]: yanvar',
otd. V, 19-48; [part 2]: fevral', 49-96; [part 3], mart,
otd. V, 97-103

1 Khudozhestvennaya obrabotka mifa ob Oreste, ubiitse materi, 
v tragediyakh Eskhila, Sofokla i Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1900, 
[part 1]: iyul 1 , otd. V, 1-32; [part 21: avgust, otd. V, 
33-72

Melanippa-filosof. Tragediya, SPb 1901

'Al'kesta, drama Evripida, syna Mnesarkhova' in ZMNP 1901, 
mart, otd. V, 108-164

'Poeticheskaya kontseptsiya Al'kesty Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1901, 
[part 1]: fevral', otd. V, 73-96; [part 2]; mart, otd. V, 
97-107

'Antichnaya tragediya. Publichnaya lektsiya 1 in Mir Bozhii 
1902, noyabr', 1-42

'Ippolit. Tragediya Evripida 1 in ZMNP 1902, [part 1]: mart, 
otd. V, 139-148; [part 21: aprel 1 , otd. V, 168-196; [part 3] 
mai, otd. V, 197-226

'Tragediya Ippolita i Fedry' in ZMNP 1902, avgust, otd. V, 
350-368

Tsar* Iksion. Tragediya v 5 deistviyakh. SPb 1902

1 Medeya, tragediya Evripida, syna Mnesarkha 1 in ZMNP 1903, 
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CONCLUSION



Annensky's lyric poetry was. tht culmination of his 

literary career; the discussion of it has brought 

this study to a close.

It has emerged that Annensky's 'classical ideal 1 

was not a unified phenomenon, but was made up of 

diverse and even contradictory elements. He felt 

enthusiasm for the literary and cultural relics of 

classical Greece and Rome, in particular Attic 

tragedy and lyric ooetry, and worked throughout his 

career to introduce them to the Russian public. He 

was influenced by French and German neo-classicism, 

by the literary works of Racine and Goethe above all, 

and by the theories of Winckelmann. Like many of his 

contemporaries, he was influenced by Nietzsche's 

radical re-interpretation of classical culture in 

Die Geburt der Tragodie. His admiration for 

Winckelmann's tenets and for Nietzsche's 'Apollonian' 

spirit dictated his refusal to join with his 

contemporaries, such as Vyacheslav Ivanov, in celebration 

of the cult of Dionysus. The last element in Annensky's 

'classical ideal 1 was deep devotion to the native 

Russian neo-classsical tiadition, to the lyric poetry 

of Pushkin, Fet, Apollon Maikov and Polonsky.

Certain elements in Annensky's appreciation of 

classical and neo-classical literature are constant. 

He admired Greek and Latin literature for its humanism, 

rationalism, and forrral i e r f e>ci i on . But his emphasi?



or these qjai i , itt is at odas w .1 v n has appreciation 

of the fragmentation and genre modifications he saw 

in the plays of Furipides. His admiration for the 

conventional mythologising of n ; • <-t eenth-century 

Anacreontic poetry struggles with his knowledge of 

contemporary theories of myth.

Annensky's attitude to the classics evolved over 

the course of his literary career. He moved away 

from advocating and practising the close imitation 

of Attic models (see especially his earliest neo- 

classical tragedy Melanippa). In his later lyric 

poems, the classic 1 tradition is maintained at 

a subtextual level, and is communicated to the reader 

allusively. Famira-kifared, his last play, 

represents a transitionary phrase: its relationship 

to the classical tradition is overt, but the Attic 

models are very considerably altered by Modernist 

characterisation and linguistic effects. His essays 

on classical literature likewise move from close 

analysis of individual classical texts (as in his 

study of Lycophron's poetry), to free-associative 

assessments of the interaction of classical and 

modern literature (in his later essays on Euripides, 

or the essays on Russian literature published in the 

Knigi otrazhenii).

Annensky's personal feeling for the classics was 

dominated by important external factors. His position 

as a gimnaziya teacher placed him on the fringes of 

the academic wor]d. He had been educated in the classics 

at secondary and university levol; he was much admired as



n teacher. He had read widely ^n nreeK o.-ia Latin 

literature; he respected the scholarly classical 

tradition. But he was not a scholar himself: that is, 

he held no university post; his esrays on classical 

literature rarely enter into technical discussions; 

his presentation of textological facts depends on the 

work of others; most important of all, he almost always 

wrote for the general (though admittedly educated) public, 

whom he sought to convince of the virtues of reading 

classical and neo-classical literature, and of composing 

neo-classical texts themselves. Annensky took a certain 

level of classical education for granted: he was 

intolerant of translators whose Greek grammar failed 

them, and patronising towards readers who could not 

understand classical references. In his essays on 

classical literature, he shows awareness of the 

critical heritage. He would probably have been shocked 

by the attitude of one recent writer, who declares in 

the postscript to her novel on Themistokles, 'This is 

a work not of scholarship, but of imagination, and as 

such does not require a bibliography 1 . But the 

classical texts Annensky studies are important to him 

as living literary works, not as repositories of forgotten 

facts and customs. Unlike his scholar contemporaries, 

he does not see them as hermetic and autonomous historical 

entities; he sees them as inspiration for the present.

]. Paton Walsh, Jill, Farewell Great King, Macmillan, 
London, 1972, 255



AnnensKy is not shy of anachr < m i - T. and ot distortion 

of a text's historical meaning; and in his essays on 

Euripides he resorts as of+en to lyrical paraphrase 

of the pi ays, to imaginative arrl issoo i at i ve interpretations, 

as he does in his essays on moU-in literature. 

Educated and well-read as he was, Annensky was a 

schoolmaster who thought like a poet, not a poet who 

thought like a schoolmaster.

Another important external factor was the nature 

of the literary tradition with which Annensky chose 

to align himself: Symbolism, both in its European 

and its native Russian form. Annensky's biographical 

connection with Russian Symbolism began late, and 

his relations with other poets remained distant; but 

all his most significant literary works show his inner 

closeness to the movement. The esotericism of his 

literary tastes was typically Symbolist, though he 

wore his learning lightly, and never displayed the 

self-conscious erudition of an Ivanov or a Bryusov. 

Like the other Symbolists, he had eclectic literary 

tastes. Classical literature was for him the starting 

place of all European literature, and the Greek and 

Latin literary tradition was the tradition which he 

most admired. But he also enthused about contemporary 

texts such as Dostoevsky's novels, whose character 

cuts right across neo-classical tenets. In his own 

writing the neo-classical h.gh style jostles with 

colloquial speech and popular literary forms, such as 

doggerel rhymes, .street cries and sentimental barrel 

organ ditties. In his plays the completeness



and coherence of classical forrr.s is undercut by 

Modernist fragmentation, incoherence and hesitancy.

At the beginning of my thesis I spoke of wishing 

to disrupt the 'unassailable hierarchy 1 in which 

Annensky's works have so far been ranged. 1 

I have the following adjustments to make. Though 

the essays on Euripides are over-shadowed by the 

context in which they were written (their pedagogical 

purpose is sometimes oppressively evident), certain 

passages in most of them, and certain entire essays 

(those on Medea, Hippolytus and Alcestis), display the 

critical flair which characterises the Knigi otrazhenii. 

I do not wish to play down the importance of Annensky's 

lyric poetry, but I feel that his neo-classical dramas, 

especially Famira-kifared, deserve to be included 

in the canon; their poetical merits are considerable, 

even if their theatrical merits, without Tairov's 

extraordinary talents, are insignificant.

I hope also that the lowly position given by 

English-speaking readers to Annensky's poetry has been 

altered. Annensky's idiosyncratic neo-classicism 

was perhaps the most influential aspect of his work. 

Unlike Vyacheslav Ivanov, he never achieved a harmonious 

synthesis of the classical and the Modernist sensibility; 

he admired the classical tradition from a distance, and 

could not consider himself a latter-day Greek.

See introduction, page 4



E->u t his mod it ned, ur, ac -*if. ••,-1 c ^n^ : jrtuous r,c ::-'.; 1 ass ical 

method was in the end more productive than the hieresiarchal 

erudition of Vyacheslav Tvanov. ^nner.sky's traditional, 

1 Apol 1 on ian ' emphasis on t v-f r- ^.i-.'^ and balance of 

classical culture had element*. •. f neurotic withdrawal 

and life-denial; but in the changed political climate 

after the Revolution his re-vitalisation of the Russian 

nineteenth-century tradition sustained those who cared 

for the Ancient World at all in a way that Vyacheslav 

Ivanov's Dionysiac mysticism and Bacchanalian expansiveness 

did not.






