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
'Innokenty Fedorovich Annensky and the Classical Ideal',
not 'Innokenti] Fedorovic Annenskij and the Classical
Ideél'. 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 1n 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' 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 actlive 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 Acmeilsts
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 1t was
one literary method among many, as Varneke pointed out:

Cpeny Moux mnpodeccopoB ObaM GONbuke 3HATOKU, HO KM

OH MaJo yctTyhaJjg 1o dogaTCTBy CBOWX B3HaHUM, npesocxons

GOJBWKHCTBO KX WMPOTON cBOoero obmero o6pas3oBaHKA.
His attitude to the classics was not static; 1t
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. 1 compare his approach 1in 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 1s 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' 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, 1n which his anti-academic attitude to the
classics 1s 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
colloguialisms. This process 1is especially evident in

Annensky's mature collection Kiparisovyl 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, gquotations 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 1s
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 Realenzyklopddie not

Realencylopéddie).

Dates
Dates before February 1 1918 are given in 0ld Style, dates

after February 1 1918 in New Style.

References

References to the standard editions of Annensky's works,

Knigi otrazhenii, Stikhotvoreniya i tragedii
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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
1s 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 TopXeCTBEHHOCTDb CKpHBAJa INEeTCKOe JEeIKOMbCJKe; 38
ru6Ko#f NMONBMEKHOCTDBI €r0o KIeit Taulach OKOUEHEeJOCTb IOymy,
KoTOopad He pewalNachb NepecTyNUTb W3BECTHHE TI'paHl
NNO3HAHUA ¥ CTpawujach M3BECTHHX IOHATKH; 3a ero
JUTEPaTypPHOKW CKPOMHOCTBHLK MNpPATAJOCh IpoMagHoOe camoinbie;
ero CKeInTHLM3MOM IpUKpHBAaJacbhb OTKpPHTAA LOBEPUKBOCTD

M TallHaA CKJOHHOCTbL K MUCTHUKE, CBOHCTBEeHHas ymam,
MbiCIALKM o6pasaMy M accoUrauusmMy; TO, UTO OH Ha3bBal
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CBOMM ,LMHK3MOM" OHJO OnHOH M3 GOpPM HEXHOCTH €ero
ayuu; ero yde)K,EeHHbIM MOILEPHK3M 3aCThJ U OCT&HO?VJICH
Ha onpep,eneHHom TOUKe HauaJja LeBAHOCTHX T'OOOB.

The air of mystery and paradox surrounding Annensky's

life is so dense that one émigre 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, 1s that so many well-known poets, such
as Mandelstam, Akhmatova, Pasternak and Mayakovsky, admired
and imitated his work. He 1is an outstanding illustration
of Tynyanov's proposition that pupils prepare the way for
their teachers:
O6bUHO NpencTaBJeHKEe, UTO YUKTEJb MNOATOTOBJIAET NPUATHE
yueHukoB. Ha camMom xe nene coBepmaeTcsa o6paTHoe:
TooTueBa NOLTOTOBUAMU IOJA BOCHpuATHA PeT U CHMBOJKCTH.
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 1t 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',K 11
2. I1'in, 'IA 1 konets Periklova veka Rossii', 50

’

3. Tynyanov, Arkhaisty 1 novatory, 582
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initiated interest in him in the West:; before that the

only articles on him had appeared in emigré 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, 1inevitably,
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 1s
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
Andreli Fedorov appeared; it was the first general study of
the poet in Russian. The most valuable section of Fedorov's
book 1is 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 1is no general bibliography.
The basis for the study 1is 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 1s 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 1deas 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 1in 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 allen 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 Anrensky leads

to 'verzehrende Perspektive' and 'charakteristische

MiRBverstdndnisse'. Like many Symbolists, Annensky

mythologised his own biography, particularly in his

lyric poetry. 1Isolation 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' (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 1interest in the classics associated him
with traditional gualities, 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,
1t 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 proscriptive: 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 1is 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
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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 Mandelstanm,
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.l 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

by Tsarist educational reforms.2
My second justification 1s the approach I have adopted.

This study i1s 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 littérateur 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.l

1. 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', its history
and ideological implications, I refer the reader to
the Introduction to Reed, The Classical Centre.




- 0, xakx 3ByueH, kak npexpaceH
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YexoB

CHAPTER ONE

'Chelovek v futlyare': classical education,
scholarship and classicism in Russia,
1870-1910



9/

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'.l Other critics
have been equally laudatory. V.S. Setchkarev wrote:

It 1s amazing how much Annenskij 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 commang of quite remote fields of Greek

philology as well.

Andrei Fedorov, whose assessment of Annensky's career 1s,

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
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praises his achievements as a classicist, describing him
as 'zamechatel'nyi filolog-klassik', 'znatok antichnogo
mira i tsenitel' ego khudozhestvennykh pamYatnikov'. (ST 29)l
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 gehdrt einer Epoche an, in der die

Altertumswissenschift in Rufland eine gewisse

Bllitezeit erlebte.
I believe that this reading of Annensky's biography 1is
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. 1In 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

1. 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,

'IA poet and critic', 200

2. 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.l Classicism in literature has received
only limited critical attention; there are no illuminating
general surveys, and most studies are focused on an
individual classical or Russian writer.2
This omission 1is 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 Rufland, 14-5, has some rather
superficial and misleading comments on classical
education and scholarship.

2. For example, Busch, 'Ynraz in RuBland: Terras, 'Classical
motifs'; Sakulin, 'Klassik simvolizma' [on Bryusov];
Magomedova, 'Blok i antichnost''
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ages.l

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.

1. Recent studies on classicism in Russia include:
[lon the eighteenth centuryl: Segel,'Classicism and
classical antiquity'; Jones, 'A Trojan Horse':;
Stennik, Zhanr tragedii; Klein, 'Trompete, Schalmei...';
[on the early nineteenth century]l]: Egunov, Gomer:
Kazoknieks, Studien zur Rezeption der Antike:; [on the
medieval period] Klibanov, 'K probleme antichnogo
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.l 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 gimnazili 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.l

The litsei, which had offered prestigious education with
heavy classical emphasis in the early nineteenth century,

had also declined. The Aleksandrovskiili litsei 1in

St Petersburg (formerly in Tsarskoe Selo), one of the
few surviving at the end of the nineteenth century, had
only 280 pupils 1in 1913.2

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; 1in 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. Novyl 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

1
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

be considered in this study.2

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.3

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 1l; for the kommercheskie uchilishcha,

Leipkina-Svirskaya, Russkaya intelligentsiya, 9
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expanded rapidly: there were nearly ten times as many 1n
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—189Os.l
However, the perspective changes if the numbers

receiving classical education at secondary schools are

set against the overall population. 1In 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
were taught.2 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

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

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',6 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.l After this date, the dominance of the gimnazii

and thelir status as elite schools began to decline, and
they did not recover the position of 1870-1900.
The figures for geographical distribution of the

gimnazili 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 189%90s none

was without a gimnaziya, and there were even four in

Eastern Siberia.2
What position did the classical languages have in the

curriculum of the gimnaziya? This depended on the shift

of political fashion. 1In 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.3 Their later fate was strange;
they were officially encouraged in the 1830s and 1840s, but
in the 1850s were stigmatised as inspiring dangerous liberal
and republican feeling.4 In the 1860s, there was another
change of policy, as Alain Besancon has described:

L'affaire de langues anciennes devait empoisonner pendant
tout le XIXe siécle le développement de l'enseignement

1. Appendix A, Tables 1 and 2

2. Ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 711

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

4. Ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 700-1
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secondaire. L'offensive du latin et du grec contre
le francais, dans le statut de 1828, se comprend
aisement, le latin symbolisant le savoir "solide*
de l'école de 1'ktat contre le savoir mondain, léger,
dangereux peut-&tre, de la culture noble. Mais on
soupconne bientdt 1'opposition d'utiliser ces mémes
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 préeparation au service
loyale et efficace. [....] Mais gquand, avec le
scientisme, l'opposition passera de nouveau par les
sciences naturelles, le comte Tolstoj, ministre de
l'InstructioT publique, 1mposera 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 gimnazili 1 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:

[Pepopmel ecau He eIUMHCTBEHHAaf, TO OIHA M3 BaXHbBX

NOPpUUMH TaK CUJIPHO OXBaTHBIIEro Halle yualeecHd KWHOWeCTBO

marepuailuama, HUTUIU3Ma, U CcamMoro HaPyGHOPO C&MOMHGHHH.Z

. Besancon, Education et societe en Russie, 18
Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor deyatel'nosti
MNP, 520

N =
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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 freguently modified, but
its basic character did not change.l 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,
though it remained a requirement for university matriculation.2
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. 1In 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:

Pedopma 1864 r. He ynoBleTBOpKJIA KJIACCKKOB, TakK Kak
HeMeIJeHHO BO BCe KJacCCKUeCKUe TUMHa3VKU ObJIO BBEIEHO
IXWb OpernomaBaHUe JATUHCKOIO fA3bKa, NpelolaBaHUe Xe
rpeyecKkoro nNpenjoxkeHo ObJO BBOOUTH IIOCTENEHHO, IO Mepe

1. The gimnazii even survived the Revolution for a year.
'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 (Hans, History of Russ. Educ. Policy, 208-9)
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NPUTOTOBIEHUA yuuTeneil sToro aAsmka. A uX He ObJIO V¥
OCTaBajioCh HEU3BECTHbM, KOTr'za OHK 6yInyT.
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
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.3

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
about the emphasis on classics 1in the school curriculum.4

They suffered far worse than mathematics, another compulsory

subject taught for many hours, because they lacked 1its

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.l Such small classes

were extremely unusual in gimnazii, where overcrowding

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

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

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

gimnazii 1in Russia.4 They felt that standards in England,

too, were higher. Gottlieb, writing in the second edition
of Brokgauz-Efron, remarked with admiration on the excellent
knowledge many English schoolboys had of Latin:

B nyumux wmrosax noyueHue OPEBHUX A3LHKOB CTOUT OUEHbD

BbICOKO; YUEHUKM OBJaneBalT JATHHCKOH ngbIO HaCKOJBbKO,
UTO TNIHUWYT NO-JaThHY COUVHEeHUA U CTUXHK.

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. 1In 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. Novyl ents. slovar', Gimnazii, 538
3. See Appendix C
4. On the 'zavidnaya vysota' of German classics teaching,
see 'Soveshchanie prepodavatelei lat. yaz. v SPb', 100

5. Novyli ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 531
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first-year students at his university, Kazan',K remarking
that in many cases their knowledge of Greek did not
exceed their knowledge of Lithuanian, which they had
naturally never been taught.l 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 1in
Russian schools:
[lpoexTupyeMmulit cres3l neTepOyprcKUX MNpenonaBaTesedd NOJKEH, B
HHTepecax KlacCHUl¥3Ma, KarKk 3TO HUM IIapanokKcaJbHO,
Tpe60BaTb YHUUTOXREHUS NPUBKIETrUN KJACCUUECKUX TKMHa3VH
1 YypaBHEHKA BCEX CpelHe-yueOHHX 3aBelleHu#l mo mnprmepy
llpycur. 3arem, cbe3n LOJXeH TpeboBaThb UIY LOCTATOUHOTO
yyclysia YPOKOB IOPEeBHUX HA3HKOB, MEM, B NPOTKHBHOM Clyuae,
[....] MOJHOTO MX YHUUTOXEHUA.
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:
Hepe,u HaMly -- KapTHH&a BOCCTAaHUA MepTBel OB, Bbh3BaHHHX
Ha TNPOKJIATOM MeCTE€ H3-II0OL MOT'MJIbHBX KaMHel uapamu

sakJyHaHUil Bonwe6HUKa DBeprpama, u nidcka kX, NOK
He NpPOOKJ uac OMNATh BEPHYThCA B XOJNOIHY MOTUJY.

The classical system also began to be questioned in official

circles relatively early 1in 1ts existence. An Order of
1. Varneke, 'Grecheskii yazyk v universitetakh',6 142
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 i1n Greek and Latin:

OgH¥M 3 Haubojee KPYMHHX HENOCTATKOB KAaHOUIATOB B
IIO3HAHUAX YUEHUKOB HaluxX T'UMHa3Ui#l MO IPEeBHUM fA3bKAM
ABJIASTCA HEyMENOCTh,Pasobparh U MePeBeCTH HOBHM,
HEUUTaHHL OTPHBOK.

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 1n 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

teaching.2 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).

3

Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor deyatel'nosti MNP,
633

Ibid.

'Programma 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.l

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

L'école moyenne (srednjaja) se trouve & la pointe
modernisée d'une société od le sous-développement
regne aux niveaux inférieurs. Elle a été établie
sur le mode€le occidental. [....] Un fossé
infranchisable sépare donc le gymnase, qui fait
partie de la machine de 1'Etat, dont le personnel
occupe un rang honorable dans la fonction publique,
gqui émerge reguliérement du budget, et 1l'école
primaire, presque inexistgnte. 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 gimnazili 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',

2. Besancon, Education et société en Russie, 19

39
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and that their ex-pupils' reactions were close to those
of the narrator in 'Kto vinovat' by Chekhov, himself a

graduate of Taganrog gimnaziya:

yBo! WHorma A uyBcTByw0 ceb6A B CMEWLHOM IOJOXEHUM
6erymero kKora. I[lompo6HO KOTEeHKy, B CBOe BpeMA 4

UMeJ] YeCTb YUUThCA y OANOWLKY JATUHCKOMY A3HKY.
Tenepb, KOrga MHe NPUXOOUTCHA BUILETh KaKOE€-HUOYIb
Npou3BelleHUe KJIACCUUEeCKO#l OpPEeBHOCTHU, TO BMECTO

TOr'0, uTO6 XagHO BOCTOpraTbcsa, A HaAUKHaAKW BCIIOMKHATH
ut consecutivum, HeNpaBUlibHbE I'JaroJibl, XeJTO-Cepoe
JULO IAOOWKM, ablativus absolutus... 6JelIHeKw, BOJOCH
MOM CTAHOBATCHA nuéoml ¥, NMOONOOGHO KOTYy, A yIapdAioCh

B NOCTHIHOEe 6ercTBO.

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 1in
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 1500 that some universities were forced to
offer crash courses in Greek so that their students could

1

cope with the basic requirements of their degree..

The problems of the klassicheskie gimnazii also meant

that 1t 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

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

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

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 1is
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 'Istoriva

vseobshchayva'. 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

equally 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.l
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:

[lpodpeccopa TONBKO UMTaNM JEKUVH, HA KOTOPHX BHACHANY
cBOe COGCTBEHHOE IMOHKMAHKe MNpo6JieM OaHHOW HayKK, ¥
CTYLeHT, XOTA Ob K XeJal, He MOI' BHpalboTaTh
He3aBKCKUMOT O, JHUUHOT'O OTHOWEHMA K JaHHO# o6racTy
sHaHuA. OH JI¥60 MONUMHANCA MKPOBO3PeHKK npodeccopa,
I60 HEOTUeTJMBO U MOJNYyGECCO3HATEJBHO KPUTHKOBAJ

¥ oTBeprajl ero, UyBCTBYf, UTO OHO er'o He YOOBJETBOpPHAET,
6o (¥ »TO yame BCEero) BOBCE He 3arjansBal B
NpYHUUNKAa bHEE BOMPOCH HayKK, OT'PaHVuKBafChb yCBOEHIEM
daKTHUeCKOT0 MaTepuasa ¥ OCTABAACD COBEPUWEHHO

YyRILIM MPUHLUUIKANTBHOTO K HEMy OTHOWEHMH.

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
of the eight Russian universities.2
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',6 12

2. Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya v Rossii, 149
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in enrolments on the ist-fil fak;l

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
given little attention.2 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.3
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'

and 'formal' character of university lecturing.4 Individual

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 ucropurko-dunonoruueckom darkyibreTe [leTepbyprcroro
YyHUBEpCcUTeTa, HauboJee UYBCTBUTENbHO 3aTPOHYTOM
npennrvcaHuAMY HOBOTO yueGHor'o njJjaHa, OTBOOUBIEIO
6OJbILYH UACTb yueOHOI'O BPEMEHU Ha IOpPEBHUE A3HKYK,
nponojxas LapuTb ,CTpPOTO-HayuHhil, & He MEeHTOPCKO-
IunaxTuueckut gyx"; npo@gccopa—xnaccmxn OCTaBaliCh
nIIPEBOCXOOHLME YUEeHHMU" .

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', 21. The

two titles set were 'Mif o Meleagre v literature 1
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 discoverlies 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.l

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




31/

Bibliographies of classical studies in Russia reveal that
publications proliferated and became more specialised after
1860.l Russian classical scholars were sensitive to
international developments, and were influenced by the
scholarly tradition in other.countries, particularly
in Germany.2 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:
Honynﬂpnsauuﬁ KJlaCCUUEeCKUX BHaHUH crapaeTcsa NPOHVKHYTD
Jaxe B camgle oOTnaJeHHble, TJYyXKe YyTOJKM Hallero
oTeuecTBa.
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
and dedicated enough.4 Malein, too, indicated that
the standards of Russian classical scholarship were not

consistent.5

There were many reasons for the difficulties which

1. Prozorov, Sistematicheskii ukazatel': Lebedev,
'Ukazatel' k russkim izdaniyam'.,

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

3. Chernyaev, 'Puti proniknoveniya v Rossiyu',6 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 Mesew in the late seventeenth century was

the first sign of the development of classical scholarship
in a modern sense:

HauuHas ¢ XIII cToJNeTus M MOUTK BIJOTH oo XVIII-oro

He MOXeT GTTb V. peuy o0 Tpymax B oOJacTV KJIaCCUUEeCKOi

dunosoruu.
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
literary classicism.2

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 1in

the early 1920s emigrated to Warsaw. The speed with which
classical scholarship declined after the Revolution is

an 1ndication of how little at home it was 1in Russia.l

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. 1Ivan
Tsvetaev's expedition to collect material for a book on
Latin inscriptions in Central and Southern Italy was an
exception.2 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 sanapHo-eBponefickoil Hayko#t KNaccruecKoil IPEeBHOCTV
CONMM3KAN HaC He Hauu yYBJlleueHVa aHTHUHOCTbhI,
nonuepnaemMo? U3 BIOOXHOBEHMH pOOHHX MOBTOB, & TE€
peajibHble OCTaATKK HCUEe3HYBlero Mupa3 KOTOpbLE HaxOLNJL
¥ HaxXondAT B Ipeleyax Hameill DPOOKHH.

In literary criticism, on the other hand, Russians were

hampered by their lack of access to early manuscripts and

1. Bilets'ky, 'Russkaya 1lit. i1 antichnost'' denies that
classical scholarship in Russia decayed after the
Revolution, but admits: 'Chislo spetsialistov,

zanimayushchikhsya antichnost'yu, u nas neveliko'. (65)
2. Chernyaev, 'Puti proniknoveniya v Rossiyu', part 2,
139-140

3. Ibid., part 2, 136



34/

papyri, which made textological criticism and the preparation
of critical editions difficult.l 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:
JOBOJIBPHO UACTO Ha TPYOb PYCCKUX YyUeHHX o0palainT
BHUMaAHKe V¥V 3allajgHbe KX COépaTbH, U BHUMaAHKEe 3TO
yoenanock 6b B ropaspno 6osbuweir cremeHu, eciar-0b
M3yUeHUe DPYyCCKOTO fA3bKA HEe NPefCTgBJANO He0O0XOLVMbIX
IouTH pr,ILHOCTeM OJad MHOCTPaHLEB.
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',6 1lists
a numpber 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.l 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':

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 membegs 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 1in
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.l The low status of classical
scholarship, as opposed to classical education, 1is 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
other members of the Academy.2

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

Kom&die), 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.l

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 man% of the

authors chosen for translation and interpretation were

1. On Zelinsky and Bakhtin, see Clark and Holguist,
Mikhail Bakhtin, 30-34. An appreciation of Zelinsky
as a classical scholar is given by Bryullova, 'Professor

FFZ. K ego 25-letnemu yubileyu'
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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 1in two
fields. The first was the specialist societies. In 1874

the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii i pedagogikili 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 'O Sekstii Nigre',

A.F. Enman, 'O prirodnom znachenii Dioskurov',6 F.F.
Zelinsky, 'O pervonachal'noi rimskoi religii', I.F. Annensky,
'Ratsionalizm Evripida'; G.G. Zorgenfrei, 'Real'noe 1
gumanitarnoe obrazovanie', B.V Farmakovsky, 'O ritsunakh
na drevnikh grecheskikh vazakh, kak istochnik dlya istorii
iskusstva', B.V. Latyshev, 'O raskopkakh v Khersonese

Tavricheskom'.l

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.l 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. 1In 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

appreciated.2 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

obshchestvo over 900 members 1n 1895.3 The Klassicheskoe

obshchestvo had some distinguished members, but 1t 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, 8l15. 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',6 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 obshchestvb, it rapidly ran into difficulties.

The circulation was minute: there were 322 subscribers in

1893, and 304 in 1899.l 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:

[lucaTesnp Takoro KM3naHuA, camoe GOJblOE, MOXET PACCUKTHBATH
Ha ONJaTy CBOMX K3JEpXeK [0 NeuaTaHul ¥ BO3HArPAXIEHM
CBOMX COTPYILHUKOB XOTA-Ob HEGOJbUKM KOJIUUECTBOM

OTHLENbHHX OTTUCKOB WJIM CaMmbM CKPOMHHM T'OHOpapem. Ha
nepBoe BpeMda MOXHO JaXe, HaBepHOe, PACCUKUTHBATH Ha

yOHTOK U, OKMLATDH, UTO HE MOKPOWTCA NaXe PAaCXOf M0
¥3IaHUK.

1. 'Otchet po 1izdaniyu FO v 1893 g.': 'Otchet po izdaniyu
FO v 1899 g.'

2. Belyaev, 'Filologicheskoe obozrenie. Tom 1', 172
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His fears were not long in being realised. 1In 1893 the
jJournal had a running deficit of over a thousand roubles,
and things had got worse by 1899. It folded in 1902.1

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. Gimnazivya, which

was published in Revel' in the 1890s, was a journal with,
as 1ts 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
in very small runs, and bookshops were scarce.2 The

situation was worse for classicists. Naguevsky bitterly

described the situation in 1884:

He cMoTpsa Ha ycTaHOBUBLEEe y HAC KJacCHueckoe ob6pasoBaHue,
0O CHX IOp HEeT HU ONHON KHUXHOK QupMB B poJe HEMeLKKX
Teii6Hepa nau BeiinmaHHa u nmapuxckux -- [Juiobe u [apHbe,
Cllel/aJbHO 3aHUMaLUNKUXCA KU3NaHUEM QUIONOTUUECKUX TPYILOB.

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'

3. Naguevsky, 'O 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' na nee desyatki rublei'.l
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 1n 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 inadeqguacies
of contemporary classical education and scholarship. Few

of the Russian classicists had been taught Latin, still

1. Varneke, 'Teatr Evripida',6 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 TrediakovsKky. The
extensive use of French translations and commentaries had
marked effects on the literary tastes of the period, as
Mara KaZzoknieks pointed out:
Die starke Bevorzugung der lateinischen Literatur ist
nicht allein auf die weiter verbreiteten Sprach-
kenntnisse auf diesem Gebiet zurlickzufiihren, sondern
war ebenso ein Zeichen der Sympathie gegeniiber
Frankreich, wie spdter nach dem Napoleonischen Krieg
das stark zunehmende Interesse fir d}e Griechen eine
Folge der Anndherung 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 0ld Russian or Biblical history, not classical
antiquity), 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. Kanknieks, Studien zu Rezeption der Antike, 52
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Greek tradition.l 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
'Imitations' in the style of these poets.2 The Latin
lyricists, above all Horace, were also the subject of

podrazhaniya.3 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 cepenuHe XIX Bexa MOWHOe pa3BKTKEe DPYyCCKOIO poMaHa,
9TOM HaLKOHANBHONA QOPME PYCCKOT'O BIMKUECKOrO XaHpa, Ha
BpeMA yCTpaHfAeT HaJoOHOCTb B IIepeBONHOM B3Ioce.
XpoHOJIOr¥S 3TO NOALTBEepEIaeT: NepeBols u3 ['omepa
NOgBONAT Hac, B Kpyrawx uudppax, ¥ 1850 romy, s3arem

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', Polnoe

sobranie sochinenii v 10 tomakh, 3, 62

3. Busch, Horaz in RuBland, 17-18
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ncues3awT: BHOBb NOABIAKTCA OHKM B 90-e I'OIObl, Kor'oa

9IoXa PYCCKUX DOMEHOB yke MMHQBaja, MHaue rosopd,

OOHO KaK Ob MHCKIouaeT Ipyroe.

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
attitude to it was positively hostile.2 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, Gomer v russkikh perevodakh, 403
2. Dukor, 'Problemy dramaturgii simvolizma', 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.l 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:
HauuHaerca nocreneHHoe pa30buleHUe MNepelfoBOil o6LecTBEHHOM
MLICIM C n&HTHUHOCTBHH'", ofpalleHMe K KOTOpPO# Kak Ohl
IIPOTKBOIIOCTABJIAAETCHA XUBOM XU3HU, 0co6eHHO mocJe
BBEIlEHVA B cpelHe#l mroJNe ,kjaccuuusma" -- 0683aTesbHOIO
U3YUeHUA OPEBHUX ABLHKOB KaK cpencTBa 60pbOh C
nHUTUIK3MOM" ¥ peBonwuueit. PeakUMOHHbHE Meps INIPaBUTEIbCTBA
BOIAT K TOMYy, UTO HHTepeC K HTHUHOCTKU KOCHeeT,
CTaHOBUTCH JLOCTOAHKEM y3KOI'0O Kpyra CIelUaJUCTOB.

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', material, or were presented 1n

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.l
Western scholars, who on the whole avoid discussing the
ideology of classical literature itself, have naturally
been uneasy about discussing the political implications
of 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 Verhdltnis der

Symbolisten zur Antike wiirde [....] eine eingehende

Kenntnis des antiken Schriftums voraussetzen, wie

sie die Symbolisten selbst besessen haben. [....]

Der Zauber, den die Antike filir den russischen Symbolismus

vor allem bes§B, 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', 3, 32

’



48/

A.A. Galustov, in an article about Bryusov's knowledge
of ancient history, repeatedly praised the thoroughness
of the poet's research, and the guality of his

scholarship:

3apaHye HacTroAmei# paboThH -- OCBeljeHUe HayuHOH
oedATeNbHOCTH bBpwcoBa-ucToprKa, OTIaBUEIl'0 MHOTYE TIOIbl
CBOE#l HayuHO-UCCJELOBaTEeJbCKO paboTh TIyOOKOMY K3YyUEHUN
UCTOPUM IOPEBHErO0 MUpa, HEKOTOpPHX BONpocoB CpefHEeBeKOBbA
1 ucropur Hosoro BpemeHu. [....] TpyZns KCTOPUKOB FK
apxeonoros, ¢unrocopoB ¥ nucarejeit, NUCbMEHHLE U
BelleCTBEHHbHEe MMaMATHUKK CTapuHb, Mudn, JereHis, NpelaHd,
-— BCe HK3yuaJ OH IMLTJXBHM yMOM, OTOKpas HHTepecHeNuwun
MaTepual LJs y6enuTeJbpHOTO OOKa3aTeJbCTBA CBOUX CYXIeHKH
¥ TUIOTES3.

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 1in
the classical languages; the loathing inspired in many

Russians by the gimnazii was felt with especial sharpness

by Symbolists 1like Blok and Bal'mont, who were neurotically
sensitive.2 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.3

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

2. 'Gimnaziyu ya proklinayu vsemi silami,' Bal'mont wrote 1n
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.l 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
Symbolists.2

It is important, however, not to accept the Symbolists'
use of esoteric sources, the academicism of thelir 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 Dar mudrykh pchel, see Setchkarev, 'Laodamia'’
and Chapter 4 of the present study.
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AHanorvio eruneTCKMX NUpPaMuUll OH BUIEN B KYNOJbHHX
rpo6Huuax dreir u nupamunax wmaiieB (leHTpanrpHas Ameprra).
Taxue %e aHalOTHUM OH HAXOIOUJ ¥ B 06JacT¥ PEIUTHO3HOM
MbiCIX ¥ B OHTY, XU B CUCTEeMe HayK, 1 B IprKemax

XyOOXKeCTB ¥ T.O. Bce aTo0 HapeJso BpocoBa Ha MHCIb O
CyllecTBOBaHKM yIpPaKyJabTYyph".

The journals published by the Symbolists, such as Mir

iskusstva, 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
in translation.2 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.3
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.4
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 1 nekotorye voprosy ant. mira',6 249

2. For example, tne reviews of Zelinsky's Drevnil mir 1 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', 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 1its

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' Versailles series gave them the landed ancestry

they/craved.l The Mir iskusstva group was dominated

by painters and applied artists, and their journal gave
more space to i1llustrations 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

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

The Symbolist Jlittérateurs had little nostalgia for Russian

neo-classical literature; even in the poetry of the period
Russian classicism 1is represented by sculpture, architecture

and painting.

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

2. As, for example 1n 'Alisa'’ and 'Maskerad v parke' from
'Vecher' (Stikhotvoreniya i poemy 41-2)




52/

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 Trag8die 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.l
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,
literary material.2

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:

Bynymas ®XMBONKCH XOUeT BUIETH XyOOXHKKa, colenmero cC

HanoeBWer0 KOHbKa épatement du bourgeois,CHO6u3Ma!

lyctb XynoxHur 6ymeT Lep3oK, HeClIOXKeH, Ipy6, NPUMUTVBEH.
Bynywaa XuBOMKUCH 30BET K JANVLAPHOMY CTUJL, HNOTOMY UTO

HOBOE HKCKYCCTBO HE€ BBHOCHUT YTOHUEHHOI'O —- OHO
IIPECTUIOCh UM.

JNeMeHTH HelaBHell XUBOMUCH -- BO3OYyX, COJHLE, 3€JeHb:
DJIEMEeHTH Oynymeid -- UeJOBEK M KaMeHb.

Bynymas XMBONKCBH CIOJ3ET B HUBUHH TI'pPy6OCTU —— OT
XUBONXCY TeNeperHeh, KYyJbTYypHOW, oThMawumeir CBOGOLHYI
BOJIO UCKaHMN -- B MalO MCCJIeNOBaHHHE 06JacCTK JaluIapHOTO
CTUJIA.

Bynymasa %MBONKCH HAUHET C HEHABUCTM K CTapoit, UTO6H
BHpacTaTb U3 cebd Ipyroe IMOKOJNeHUEe XYILOXHUKOB, B JKOGBEK
K OTKPHBUIEMyCA HOBOMY IHYyTH, KOTOPH! HaM MONy3HaKOM,
CTpameH ¥ OpraHUUecKM BpaxneGeH.

npenuecTByoUKi I'Ja3 CKOJb3UT MO MOJUPOBAHHHM

¢opmam IlpakcureneBa ['epMeca, HeBOJbHO OCTAHABIUBAETCH Ha
LETCKOM DUCYHKe: OH TOUHO uUyeT, UTO CBEeT IpPOJbETCH Uepes
peéﬁqecxnﬁlneneT Hapoxjaopuerocs HOBOT'O KJACCHUECKOTO
UCKyCCTBa.

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',6 61

2. See reproduction in Gusarova, Mir iskusstva, 48




54/

in particular the ancient Egyptians.l

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 café
literature. These elements are found together not only 1in
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' '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?' 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 umlike the original.

The 'new classicism' of which Bakst wrote had 1little 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:
Beny msaa rpekos repor, 6ory, O60OTHMHK, NPOCTHE CMEpPTHbHE
-— JIb HOpenygor nJja BOCIIeBaHUA oOHaXeHHOI'O0 TeNa...
Bynymasa xuBOomMChb NOoBepHeT Tyna xe!
HOHeLIHO, Hapaln JYU Ha X0JCcTaX ¥ CTeHaxXx BHOBDb INIOABATCH
AnonnoHwl, Adpomure u [laHu.
Benpy Munns Bocmnemas, uepes mnpusmy Buprunusa, OpexpacHhHi
CUnysT ¢paHUy3CKOIO KpPecThAHWHA U, B CYWHOCTH,
ObHJI He Tak jajek oT NyTu Oynymelr XMBONUCH.
Her ocHoBaHudA IIpeinoJjararb, UTO KCKJIWOUNTEJDbHO
SQJNJVHIYUECKUEe CHXeTh ABATCA HeOGXO,II,MMOC’I‘bIO, TOJDBbKO

MOTOMYy, YTO upean Gynylueil, kMBOMACH COBMANYT C
unearaMy aHTUUHHX IOB3TOB.

1. Bakst, 'Puti klassitsizma v iskusstve',6 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 i1s 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.l 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
Varneke.2 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.3
1. See Novyi ents. slovar': Annensky, Inn. Fed.
2. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA v neizdannykh vospominaniyakh'

3. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, chapter 1
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Despite the wealth of information, some basic
facts about Annensky's life remain unclear. Until
recently, the year of his birth was in gquestion (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, 1is incorrect.l Printed sources
which pre-date Annensky's death (and could therefore

have been corrected by him) sometimes give his date

of birth as 1855, sometimes as 1856.2 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.3 No records are

available anywhere else; it is possible that they died

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam',6 216

’

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.l 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, Marivya Fedorovna, had the married
name of Strakhova, and 1t 1s possible that her husband
was the well-known theologian and philosopher Nikolai

Nikolaevich Strakhov (born 1852), who was professor at

’

the Khar'kov dukhovnaya akademiya.

This section 1s 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 1intend 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 Steilin 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, 1 pritom chinovnika

ne 1z samykh vidnykh, ministerstva narodnogo prosveshchenlya'l

would make pretty dull reading. Unfortunately, the
main memolir of Annensky_as scholar and teacher (by Varneke)
1s bilious and biased‘gzh tone: the accusations made
by Varneke that Annensky kowtowed to the authorities are
also ironic in view of the fact that Varneke himself was
shot 1in 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 1n great detail, but at this stage Annensky's only
literary acquaintances were minor figures like the poet
'Vii'.3 The recollections of his writer friends,
such as Sergeili 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 1is much less detailed
and 1s 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.l 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 11ll-
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, va
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
menya sostavlyall zanyatiya grecheskim yazykom').2
Annensky's cousin, Aleksandra, had a qualification

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

and his brother Nikolai had two degrees: a degree 1in law

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

’

2. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 8-9
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from Kiev, and the degree of kandidat istoriko-filologicheskikh

nauk granted to him at the St Petersburg university 1in

1873. They were therefore well able to give Innokenty
o ofgWWLW\A
Fedorovich equivalent to or better than that of the

klassicheskaya gimnaziya. In 1874 Annensky failed his

first attempt at the university matriculation examination
as an external candidate, but in 1875 he passed 1it,

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 1n 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: 'Svoel
spetsial'nost'yu on izbral klassicheskuyu filologiyu'.l
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

the South Russian dialect.2 Annensky also studied

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

2. Vengerov, Kritiko-biog. slovar' 6, 341-2
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under the noted professor of Slavonic philology V.
Lamansky, and his first published article was a contribution

to Commentationes Philologicae, a Festschrift for

Lamansky.l

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' was the norm. His achievements
were sufficient to gualify him for an academic career;
however, his material circumstances were not. His
father, who had been an important civil servant 1n
Siberia, suffered setbacks in his career when the
family returned to St Petersburg, and finally disaster
occuned when he had a stroke and was unable to work.2
Innokenty Fedorovich acquired his own financial
responsibilities even before he graduated. 1In 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 poeziel russkogo severa'
2. Fedorov, Innokenty Annensky, 6
3. Ibid., 13-14. The names of Annensky's stepsons were

Platon and Immanuil.
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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,

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 mailn
subject may well have been a move to ensure promotion:

directors and inspectors of gimnazil 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

(1896-1906).2 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 l905.3 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 1s 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. Novyl ents. slovar', Annensky, Inn. Fed.

a
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by Varneke's allegation that he was rejected for the

post of head of the Istoriko-filologicheskil institut
1

in St Petersburg in 1906.

From 1898 Annensky also worked for the Ministerstvo

narodno@ 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 1in

the Ministry's Journal.2
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

wlith 1rritation:

Jlo cux mop A BCHOMKHaw 06 3TUX rolax, Kak O JyuleM
BpeMeHy B Moel XMa3HK. B kKpuTuKe Ha NOpPAIKY,
3aBeleHHbEe B T'MMHA3UK, KOHEUHO, He ObJO HejgocTaTKa,
KaK 5TO Bcerja OnBaeT NpPYU BCAKOM fABJEHKM, BHXOLALEM
U3 OGBHUHOWH HOpPMbI; ¥, IpaBna, CIEIKWTb 3a PEMOHTOM
I'¥MHasKueckoif mpauemHo#, pasbupaTbCa B copTax
roBAOUHL, NogaBaBuwefica K TMaHCUOHCKOMY CTOJY,

caxaTh B Kaplep YUEHVKOB 34 NpexIeBPEeMEeHHOe

kypenue umu nanupoc U.Q. 6wn He macTep, Ha u He
OXOTHUK NPy Bcell cBoell NOGPOCOBECTHOCTU K CIyx6e.

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 1in classical literature. 1In the

1. Lavrov and Timenchik, 'IA po neizdannym vospomilnaniyam',
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:
Pa3BuTOo#l yM ¥ TOHKUR BKyC He KOTUDPYKWTCH Ha DhHKEe,
rie UapuT 3TOT IOPOMbUWJIEHHKWK, 60r ¢ Hum! [....]
HopmanbHOoe of6umee ob6pa3oBaHue NpecrielyeT OLHY
yeJb —-- pa3BUTUe yMa, T-e. JOI'MUECKOIO MbllJEHVKA
n daHTaszuu.
Seven years later, a letter to his friend Anna
Borodina shows a new defensive and desperate attitude:
Bu crnpocure MeHs: ,3auem Bu He yiimere?" O, CKOJBKO
4 oymas o6 sToM... CKOJBKO A 06 ©DTOM MeuTal...

MoxeT 6bTb, ®TO ObJIO 6b ¥ He Taxk TPYyIHO... HO
3HaeTe, Kak B gymaere cepbe3H0? lMMeer Jau

HPaBCTBEHHOE MpaBO yOexIeHHH! 3aWUTHUK KJaccullKM3Mma

5pOCMTb ero 3HaMA B Tako# MOMeHT, KoOorga OH CO

BCEX CTOPOH OKPYXEeHO 3JbiMbl HenpuATeaaMu? bBexaTb

He 6yIneT CTHIOHO? (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
speclalised 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' in official

terms even after 1890. He was one of the first

classicists 1in Russia to introduce stagings of drama

at the gimnazii. In 1893, the Vos'maya gimnaziya 1in
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.l Annensky himself

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:

CocTaBUB 3apaHee ’I‘HlaTeJIbeIﬁ I[IJJaH CBOEro kypca K, B

UaCTHOCTU, HOpencToAuuXx JekUuuit, OoH, OOHAKO, HKUETrOo

INUCaHHOro ¢ coboil Ha kadenpy He 6par. [....]

XyLOXHUK ,MeNJUTeJbHON peur" ckasajcd U 3IeCh.

CnywareJbHrLUaM NaMATHE ObJIX Te MOMEHTH, KOTIa

KpaCHOpeqMBblﬁ TOJBKO UTO JEKTOpP BHe3alHO yYMOJKaJ,

HacTynaJa naysa, MHOr'Ja IOOBOJBHO IOJNMHHasg. ITO

3HauUuJoO, UTO JEKTOp Haépen Ha MbICJIb, KOTOpOI?I OH

oco6eHHO Hopoxui. Ee OH He XoTes BHPas3uUTh

IIePBLIMK BCTPEUHBIMK CJOBaMK: OH HaOyMhBal 060POTH,
nonbupad TEPMUYL, CTapalica HafiTu Tpebyemyn

GOpPMYyJIUpPOBKY .
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.4 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)

369

’

2. 'Res na gimnazicheskoi tsene'

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 1in his

memoirs how a disaster in the oral examination 1in 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 Toro, uTo A nejawn, ¥ DadAOa Ha AHHEHCKOTO,
NPUCYTCTBKE KOTOPOI'O MEHA Upe3BhHUAHO BOJHOBAJO,
TaK KaK A UTKJ ero MO0B3UI, A 3aKpPhJ KHUTY K CTad
yyuTaThb MO NaMATV MOK IIepeBOn, OTUETIUBO CHKaHIUDPYA
rexsameTrp. HKorma A npouwnTtan nocienHue CTPOKKM [.... ]
SK3aMeHaTOop NIOCMOTpeJs Ha IoneuuTessa yuebHOI'o OKpyra.
AHHeHckU#, yabOHYBUWUCH BIEPBhHE 34 OHK BK3aMeHOB,
IIPOU3HEC, [IOCMOTPEB Ha MEHS:

w[lepeBon, MOJOLO# ueJloOBeK, cTpalaeT HETOUHOCTbH:

y OBuiousa, ka¥ B 3Haere, pudMm HeT..." [....]
Ha ppyro#f meHb OMPEKTOP Bh3BaJ MEHA B CBOMH
KabrHeT.

1

nHauanbHVK yue6HOro okKpyra," ckasaj OH,
nllepelesasl BUepa Bally apudMeTHUecKY eIUWHKLY Ha
TPOKYy ¢ MHHYyCOM, 3aABMB, UTO MaTeMaTWKa BaM,
NOo-BUIOUMOMY, B KMBHU He INpurogutrcA. ATrecrar
3pesocT BaM ofecrneueH."

llBepu yHUBepcuTeTa, O KOTOPOM A TakK MeurTasn,
packpuauCch Nepeno MHO#. Ho A He porapmanca paxe
nvcaTb AHHeHCKOMY GﬂaPOﬂapCTB?HHoe n¥cemo. Ha
crnenyvurii ron AHHeHCKuA 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

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

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 1s
a minor 1naccuracy: Annensky was 1inspektor, not
popechitel', of the uchebnyi okrug.

2. Zorgenfrei, 'Neobyazatel'nyil grechesk11 yazyk',6 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

komandirovkili available to him were even fewer than

those available to academics. 1In 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.l Annensky was
never able to visit Greece, and his only other trips
abroad were to France.2

Annensky's contacts with the academic world were

mostly made through the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi

filologii 1 pedagogiki. He was a member of its organising

committee from 1900, and presented a number of papers

at meetings; he was also regularly involved 1n 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.3 His closest friendships were with

1. Krivich, 'IA po semeinym vospominaniyam',6 232-245

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

3. Krivich, 225-231; see also Varneke in Lavrov and

Timenchik 74
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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; Tatlana

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 1s
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 GpaTa, COXpaHKBUKE, BIPOUEM, N0 KOHLA XK3HW

Jyumye OTHOWEHUs, ObJM JOIbMKM COBEPUWEHHO pPasJKyHOTI'O

nyxosHoro ckiaga: WN.®. nmepxanca Bcerga Bralexe OT

TO# MapTH¥, BUILHBM JUIEPOM KOTOPO# OblJ H.®., »

He 0e3 HEKOJOpOro npeHebpexeHua OTHOCHJCA BooOuWe

K IOJUTHKE.
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 andAwriters of Paris.l He was also receptive
to the Symbolist movement in Russia from its inaugration;
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 gimnazivya,

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 1i
iskusstv?'.2 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. Oon

A's equally fearful literary 'evenings' after 1900,
see Varneke in Lavrov and Timenchik, 75
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Boobwe OH Iepxaica oueHb He NPOCTO: CJOBHO
HakpaxmasieHHoit. CaH OUpeKTOpa T'MMHA3KKM HaJoXkjia Ha
Hero cBow neuarTb. CTpaHHO ObJIO OyMaTb, UTO OH —--
eIMHHOYTPOOHHR 6paT Hukosas AHHEHCKOIO, HEYT'OMOHHOTO
ocTpfAKa, y KOTOporo gywa OuJa Iaxe uepecuyp
Hapacnauwky. [....] Hukakoro c6iuxeHus He MNpPoOU3OWJO,
Ia 1 He CMeJ MeuTaTb O COJUXeHUu: pobeJ Iepen HUM IO
6eapasburusa. Ocob6eHHOe BHeuaTsJeHUe NPOMBBEJN Ha

MEHA er0 MOHYMEHTallbHHi#l kKabuHerT, rae 6bJIO MHOXECTBO
PpaHLy3CKUX ¥ IpPEeBHErpeuecKuX KHUT.

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 i1 direktor gimnazii v Tsarskom

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

This attitude has deceived some modern commentators, such

as McDuff:
Annensky's life was obscure and tormented. [....]
He was very much part of the bourgeols 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 wi§h 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', 304-5

2. Makovsky, 'IA -- kritik', 126. As a metropolitan
headmaster of the fourth chin, A. was something of a

znachitel'noe 1litso, not the Akaky Akakevich of Makovsky's

portrait.

3. McDuff, 'IA -- poet and critic',K 200-1

’



72/

Oren BoOOWE TepHneTh He MOI' HMKAKWUX MATKKX pybaler

¥ He INpu3HaBaJ HUKAKOTO O06JeTueHrsa B KOCTIMe, HashBaf
9T0 Hony-uwyTa ppacnyweHcTBoM". [....] OH MCKpPeEHHO
BO3MyliaJCsa, €eCl¥ KTO-HWOYIb U3 6JIU3F¥X HaleBas Tar
Ha3bBaeMoe upyccrkoe mniarbe".

There 1s 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:

lonuTUKOB BCe X¥e HeJb3A He yBaxaThb. OTO JOIOK MHCJIH,
nony orBleueHHocTu. OHU 6eaMepHO Bhlle MepeXKOBCKEX
y¥e o OJHOMYy TOMy, UTO y TeX, y MepexkKoBCKUX, KMEHHO
OTBJEUEHHOCTK-TO ¥ HET, UTO Yy HUX TOJbKO MHCTUHKTHI
na caMOBJWOJEHHOCTb NPOKIATAA, UTO Yy HUX HE MBICJHb,

a 30JI0TOE KOJbLO Ha raircTyke. C DCHEKOM MOXHO
PPH3ThCA, LaXe HeJb3A Ha TI'PHBTbhCA, MHAUE OH TJOTKY
[IepepBeT -- HO B bBioxe Benb MOKHO TOJNbBKO YBSA3HYTbH.
Hcxary bora -- QoHraHra 83. CpHBaTh aNJOIUCMEHTH
Ha bore... Ha coBecrtr. MWecrkarpy Bora no nAaTHuUaM...
Karko## uvHEaM! (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',
which was abrasively phrased, caused great offence to

a number of 1its 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‘.l 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 He HpaBaATca HU nTuxue necHu", Hu o06e HHury
OTpa}KeHMﬁ, TOT JJEI'KO CMOXeT 3acCcTaBUThb KX Ha NOoJKaX
cBoeit 6ubnuorexu TomMoMm Tearpa Eppunuga v xrno#

OTTUCKOB X0TA OH yllemaroruueckux nucem". OTV
paboTH IIOCTOAT 34 CebA caMmu.

1. Varneke, 'IFA -- nekrolog',6 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 Real schools
Schools Pupils Schools Pupils
1855 77 17,817 - -
1865 96 26,789 - -
1875 157 40,443 41 7,475
1881 213 60.800 87 19,482
1891 207 52,969 102 22,084
1894 207 54,590 102 22,672
1898 208 66,819 110 32,842
1900 212 71,584 111 37,924
1902 216 80,487 121 42,296
1904 223 89,966 141 46,835
1506 230 91,000 150 50,000
1908 283 106,000 176 59,000
1910 322 114,000 230 66,000
1912 391 128,000 270 75,000
1914 453 152,110 291 80,800

Source: Hans, History of Russian Educational Policy,
235

Population of the Russian Empire, (without Finland), 1855-1914,
and figures for those attending all schools

Year Population Number attending all
schools
1855 71,108,000 400,000
1865 75,125,000 800,000
1875 90,218,000 1,200,000
1880 97,705,000 1,600,000
1885 108,787,000 1,900,000
1890 117,787,000 2,500,000
1895 123,920,000 2,800,000
1900 132,960,000 4,500,000
1905 143,980,000 5,600,000
1910 160,748,000 7,200,000
1914 175,140,000 9,500,000

Source: Hans, History of Russian Educational Policy,
242
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Number of students at universities in the Russian
Empire (not including Finland), 1850-1914

1850 3,018

1855 3,659

1860 5,443

1875 5,569

1880 8,193

1885 12,939

1890 12,495

1894 13,944

1900 17,606

1902 17,808

19506 24,454

1914 35,695

Sources: Besancon, 73; Leipkina-Svirskaya, Intelligentsiya
v Rossii vo vtoroi polovine 19 veka, 56: Entsiklopedicheskil
slovar', Universitety, 799; Leipkina-8virskavya,

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. X1.3% 9.8% 5.2% 3.9%
Vost.yaz. 0.4% 0,8% 0.6% 1.1%
Source: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar',6 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 I II ITI IV \Y VI VII

Latin 5 62 6% 63 6 6% 6%

Greek - -3t 3 o

Teaching 30 31+ 332 333 332 333 3332

week total

2. 1871

Classes I IT ITI IV \Y VI VII VIII
Latin 8 7 5 5 6 6 6 6
Greek - - 6 6 6 6 6 7
Teaching 23 27 31 30 29 29 28 29
week total

3. 1890

Classes I IT ITI IV V VI VII VIII
Latin 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5
Greek - - 4 5 6 6 6 7
Teaching 23 28 29 29 29 29 29 29

week total

4. 1902

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

Classes I II IITI IV Y VI VII VIII

Latin - - 5 5 5 5 5 5

Greek - - - - - - - -

Teaching 26 28 28 27 27 28 29 29

week total

Gimnazii with Greek also (paragraph III of Vysochaishee povelenie,

20.6.1902)
Classes I II III IV \Y, VI VII VIII
Latin - - 5 4 5 5 4 5
Greek - - - 4 6 6 5 5
Teaching 26 28 28 27 29 29 29 29

week total
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5. 1914

Classes I II ITI IV v VI VII VITI
Theology 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Russian 6 6 4 4 4 4 4 3
History 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4
Geography 3 3 2 2 - - - 2
Science 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 2
Physics - - - - 2 3 3 2
Maths 4 4 5 5 4 3 3 2
Cosmography - - - - - - - 1
Poreign lang - - ~ - 4 4 4 4
Graphic arts 3 3 3 3 -~ - - -
P.E. 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
'Special'’ - - 5 5 - - - -
'Additional' - - - - 6 6 6 6

'Additional ' subjects included Latin in the klassicheskie
gimnazii.

Sources

1. Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', Gimnaziya, 702
Rozhdestvensky, Istoricheskii obzor, 438

2. Bol 'shaya entsiklopediya, Gimnazii, 712; Rozhdestvensky,
Istoricheskii obzor, 527

3. Entsiklopedicheski1i slovar', Gimnaziya, 703

4. Novyi ents. slovar', Gimnaziya, 532

5. Ibid., 533: Pedagogicheskaya entsiklopediya, Gimnaziva,

569
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Timetable of

classical languages at Prussian
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Gymnasien, 1882

Classes

IIa IIb Ia Ib

Latin
Greek

8 8 8 8
7 7 6 6

Teaching
week total

30 30 30 30

Source: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar',

Gimnaziya, 697
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APPENDIX D

Timetable of zhenskie gimnazii in the Russian empire
administered by the MNP

Classes I I1 ITI IV Y VI VII
Theology 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Russian 4 4 3 3 3 3 3
Maths 3 3 3 3 3 4 4
Geography 2 2 2 2 - - 2
History - - 2 2 3 3 2
Science - - - 2 2 3 3
Calligraphy 2 2 1 1 - - -
Handicrafts - - 2 2 2 2 1
Voluntary course (a)

German 5 5 4 3 4 3 2
French 5 5 4 3 4 3 2
Drawing 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Pedagogy - - - - - - 2
or (b)

Foreign lang 5 5 4 3 4 3 2
Latin 6 6 6 5 5 5 5
Greek - - 5 5 6 5 6
Hours pw 24 24 30 30 30 30 30

wilith classics

The private gimnazii were organised according to the rules
of the MNP: the Gimnazii vedomstva Imperatritsy Marii did
not have classical languages on the curriculum.

Source: Entsiklopedicheskii slovar', Gimnaziya, 707

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

Year Schools Pupils
1855 61 72,033
1865 120 9,129
1875 192 30,417
1881 259 46,791
1891 303 55,527
1894 306 55,866
1898 336 88,753
1900 368 107,769
1902 415 128,186
1504 499 157,444
19506 583 184,186
1908 657 215,000
1910 759 248,000
1912 899 290,000
1914 978 323,577

Source: Nicholas Hans, History of Russian Educational Policy,
235




Le Paradis n'était pas grand: parfaite,
chague forme ne s'y épanouissait gu'une
fois: un jardin les contenait toutes.
-- §'i1]1 était, ou s'il n'était pas, Qgue
nous importe? mais il était tel, s'1il
était. Tout s'y cristallisait en une
floraison neessaire, et tout était
parfaitement ainsi que cela devailt €tre.
-- Toute demeurrait immobile, car raien
ne souhaitait d'@tre mieux.

André Gide

CHAPTER TWO

'Mir okamenelyi,

kristalizovavshiisya':

Classicism 1n 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. Malecki's comparative and historical
study of Polish grammar, which came out in 1881, when
Annensky was twenty-five, and had just left university.l
On the day of his death, November 30 1909, he was due

to read an unpublished essay on Euripides to a meeting of

the Obshchestvo klassicheskoi filologii in St Petersburg.2

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

2. 'Tavricheskaya zhritsa u Evripida...',6 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.l

This mass of material is daunting, and study 1is 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)
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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'.l

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 Knig1i

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
vollstdndige Verzeichnis s8mtlicher Schriften von und
iber 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 gt 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.l Essays on all nineteen
plays were planned, and also essays on the fragments.2

The essays on the fragments were never written, and it

seems likely that Annensky did not write essays on Hecuba,

Andromache and Heraclidae.3 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', which came out
separately in 1902). Six essays appeared in the first
volume of Teatr Evripida; one, 'Kiklop i drama satirov',6 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.l 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 of
the Bacchae altogether, but his alterations to the essays

he published were not very significant.2 When he

emigrated to Poland, two of the fifteen essays Annensky

had completed remained unpublished.3 '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
1s 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:

Bl cyumwecrTBOBaJ¥ nOJA MEHA OO0 caMoro IoclenHero BPEMEHU

He KaK OIVH, a KaK MHOI'0O nucarenei. A sHax lepeBOouUlKa

EBpunvpma, HO BOBCE He COEOUHHI ero C TeM, KTO
nucag o purmax banrbMmoHTa u Bpocosa. (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 1i
poeziel russkogo severa' 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' and Goncharov. The second category 1is the essays
on classical literature; on Euripides, and also on
Lycophron and Xenophon. The third category 1is 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' 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.l 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 gimnaziva:

but they pervade his literary criticism in general:

Er hat immer seine pddagogische Verpflichtung darin
gesehen, durch seinen Unterricht bei den Schiilern

das &dsthetische Empfinden zu wecken, ihr Kunstverstidndnis
zu fordern -- davon zeigt eine ganze Reihe von

Aufsédtzen, ja, wie mir scheint, ist seine klinstlerische
Biographie aufs engste Qit seinem Lehrberuf -- und
umgekehrt -- verbunden.

1. '‘Maski Eleny' finished June 1908 (KO 478): 'Tavricheskaya
zhritsa' 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.l Sergei Makovsky, who wrote a study
of Annensky's criticism in the early 1960s, speaks of
him as a forgotten writer and a fin-de-siecle curiosity.2
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 1in the Soviet Knigi otrazhenii. There

have also been several doctoral dissertations.3 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?'
and 'O sovremennom lirizme'. There has also been one
article on Annensky's pedagogical theories, albeit in a
rather obscure Dushanbe publication.4 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'
2. Makovsky, 'IFA -- kritik'
3. Articles by Podol'skaya, Malysheva, Fedorov, Ponomareva;

theses by Tucker and McDuff.

4. Vlasov, 'Metodicheskaya sistema IFA'
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in which they are discussed as a preamble to his chapter
on Annensky's neo-classical dramas.l

Concentration on the Knigi otrazhenii has been marked

by certain recurrent assumptions. The essays 1in 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,'
Setchkarev writes.2 James West, in his study of
Vyacheslav Ivanov, describes Annensky as an 'impressionist'

critic.3 Sergei Makovsky describes Kniga otrazhenii

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

Mano saMeueHHas KHUIa MAaJo KOMYy K3BECTHOI'O IlepeBOUKHEA
oBpununa v prupexkropa llapcro-Cesnbcro#t rumHasuu, 0
CTUJIHW -- Ccyry6a-cyO6BeKTHBHadA KHUTA, Laxe He 6es
HEeCKOJBbKO MaHepHOﬁ CTUIU3aguy MecTami.
Some critics feel that the 'subjective' style 1s 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'.5 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 Mallarmé, 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'. When KO was published Annensky

was 1n fact no longer Director of the Gimnaziya.

5. Chukovsky, 'Ob esteticheskom nigilizme';

- Khodasevich
'IFA: Kniga otrazhenii'.
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René 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 1is
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
be.

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 1is 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, 'O sovremennom
lirizme', 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, 1idiosyncratic
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 1s not definitive; I do not suggest that Annensky's
interest in classicism 1is 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',
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 tom, chto mnoi vladelo'. (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':
Hapany c¢ rakumy wenespamy, kaxk ,lamier", ,Meprabe
onyuu", wllpecrynnieHue ¥ HarxazaHue", [AHHeHCKUi#] HepemKO
obpamaeTcsad K NPOU3BElEeHUAM BTOPOCTEIEHHHM —-- TaKUM,
kak ,CrpaHHaa ucropua" TypreneBa, ,AH¢uca" J. AHmpeeBa,
u np. (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 1s 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 'O sovremennom lirizme' Annensky
was later to attack the reader's interest in such facts:

'Vprochem, ne vse li ravno, kak zhil Valery Bryusov'. (KO 341)



92/

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'

(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-1looking 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:

Kusup T'eiiHe crasa B B5TO Bpemd, I[IOMUMO MYyKH, Kakag-TO
nOTBIeueHHaa", Jluua npyseit yxe cTHUpaluch OJA HeEro
y30opom o60eB; JNw06OBb NpUXOLUTa, KaK CHUIOENKa, C
cocTpalaHueMm, C yciayroit, sabnB O CBOUX TpeOOBaAHUAX;

CMeX TOYHO MNPUKPHBAJ CYLOpPOTy; cCaMuil nouenryil yxe He

TOMUJ ¥ He OIbAHAJN -- 3TO ObLJIO CKOpPEe CHUMBOJ,
yCKoJb3awuas MeuTa, UTO-TO UyXoe U ciyuaiHoe... (KO 153)

Throughout the Knigl 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' he concludes a, by implication, first-hand account
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of Turgenev's funeral with an example of personal association:
g F

Tenepp, KOrga He3aMeTHO IJA caMoro ce6d A MNPONBUHYyJCA

C niowal¥ ¥ B TEeMHOBATHil BecTHOWJIb TeaTpa ¥ TYCHJbH
I€Hb XEJTO CMOTPUT Ha MEHS yXe CKBO3b €ro MuJbHbE
CTeKja -- KOorna BpeMeHaMmu, uepes IJeuo cocela, s BUXY
Jaxe camoe OKOWKO Kacch... O, Temnepb A OTJIMUHO IOHKMAW
Ty CBfi3b, KOTOpasa pas3 HaBcerna clenuja B MOed IaMATH
IIOXOpPOHE TypreHesa c ero moclejHeit moBecThbb. (KO 37)

The idealist philosophy expressed by Annensky was also
close to that of the Symbolists. 1In the essay 'Khudozhestvennyi

idealizm Gogolya' there i1s a bald and simple statement of

his dualistic world-view. Being is divided into 'this
world' and 'the other world', 'the world of things' and
'the world of ideas', 'I' and 'the Other'. The split is

not, however, irreconcilable; 1t may be transcended by

human intellectual activity, mysl':

Hac oxpyxawT #, BEpOATHO, COCTAaBJAKNT LBa MuUpa: MUD
Beme## ¥ MHUp uUmei. OTU MUDPH OECKOHEUHO JaJjeKM OILUH
OT Opyroro, ¥ B TBOPEHUM OIUH TOJDBKO UEJOBEK fABJIAETCH
X BHCOKO-HMopucTuueckuM (B duiocodpckoMm cmeiciie) U
JOTUUECKU~-HEIIPUMUPUMBIM COELVHEHUEM.,

B cuny crpemieHusa, BJIOXEHHOI'O B HaC co3paTeleM,
Mbl BEUHO uleMm cbiuxaTb B cebe MUD Bewmwe#r C MUPOM
IYXOBHbBM, oOuullad, NPOCBETNAA ¥ BO3BHWAA CBOW O6PEHHYD
TeJeCHY XV3Hb OOKECTBEHHHM NPUKOCHOBEHUEM K Hell
MUpa MOealbHOI'0O, U B 3TOM 3aKJwWUaeTCA BCA KpacoTa
¥ BeCb CMbICJ Hallel'0 cymecTBOBaHUA. (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 dépit de la diversité de leurs tempéraments et de
leur philosophie ou de leur croyance, nous discernons
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d'abord chez tous ces poétes une méme inquiétude devant
l1'aspect quotidien des choses, le sentiment qu'il y a
une mystére au fond du tout: aux uns comme aux autres,
l'expérience1poétique a révéelé une realité cachée sous
l'apparence.

The sense of a 'hidden reality' was essential to Russian
Symbolist theory also. Blok wrote:
Jlu6o cymecTBywT Te [NuUNOBHe MUpH) Ju6o HeT. [na rex,
KTO CKakeT yHeT", Mb OcCTaeMcd NPOCTO »Tak cefbe
nexaneHTaMu", COUMHUTEJAMMY HEeBHIAHHHX OLyleHuft, g o
CMEpTH TI'OBOPKM Tenepb TOJbKO MOTOMy, UTO yCTajau.
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 reconciilable divide.
was to theirs:
g pOMaHTUUECKOI'0 ,IOBOeMUpus" XaparkTepHa NpsAMasd CBA3b
C INJaToHM3MOM. IllpoTuBONOCTAaBJIEHVE BEUHHX UOe# K

X MaTepuaJbHhHX yTeHell" HeoTHenuMo 3IeCh OT KX LEHHOCTHON
nepapxuu (KMIey nNpuHaIJexaT MUDPY CYWHOCTe#, NepBONpPKULH

U TNEPBOOCHOB -- ,TeHU" 06pas3ywT MUDP KaxXxumocTei, BTOPUUHHN
1 caMm o cefe Ge3xXus3HEeHHH . [l[aHTeu3M CUMBOJUCTOB
IPOTHBOMNOJATraeT nLBOEMUPUL'" -- yMHOTOMUDME" I

COOTBETCTBEHHOE CHATUE MEepapxXuy B OlEHKe oMUDPOB".

XapakKTepHbH NMepeBOn ROHEBCKUM TepMUHa pllaHTersMma' Kak
nBceboxue" (c MHTEpecHbHM MPOTUBOMNOCTABJIEHUEM E€r'0 npeLUHOOOXMKD"
POMAHTUKOB) HaXoOUT Oauxalimee COOTBETCTBUE B nlipoTename”
Bpwcosa: /I Bcem 6oram g nmoceAman CTUx"S

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, 'O nekotorykh "neomifologicheskikh" tekstakh',6 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 'O sovremennom sostoyanili russkogo simvolizma' 1is
typical:
C Toro MOMeHTa, KOI'na B OyWlaxX HECKOJbKKX JIel OKa3bBaKTCE
3aJJOXEeHHbMY 3TV TNPEHUEIL, 38pOXLaeTcd CKMBOJLIKE3M, EOIHKF&ET
WKoNa. JT0 -- IepBafd WHOCTb, OETCKafd HOBK3Ha INE[BbX
OTKPHITKI. 3nechb euwe HUKTO He 3HaeT, B KaroM MKpe
HaXoOoWTCA Ipyro#, He 3HaeT 3TOro naxe o0 cebe; BCe TOJSbKO
wllepeMUrrBapTca", coriacHsoe He TOM, UTO CYWECTBYeT [&CHKOx.
MEeXIy ST¥M MKDPOM ¥ ,MIEpPaAMK KHBMI"; IOPYXHBE CRJSH KIOYT Ha
6opp6y 3a BT .KHbHE", elle HeV3BECTHHE MK[H.
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 Mallarmé'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:

MeTonuueckne NPUHLKIL KPUTXUECKON NpOo3k AHHEHCKOT'O TECHO

CBA3aHH C Tpanuuueg PYCCKOI'O 8KaIeMMUecKoro
JUTepaTypoBeNeHNd.

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

2. Ponomareva, 'IA 1 A. Potebnya',6 64
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Annensky's respect for akademicheskoe literaturovedenie

1s 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' (KO 65):
'va chital kak-to v knige odnogo nemetskogo uchenogo'
(KO 79). Nevertheless, it 1s 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.l

Other important aspects of the essays temper their
'subjective' and 'impressionistic' character. The strong
educational drive which inspired Annensky 1s 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 wBecax" MeHa Ha3BaJ¥ B3CTETUUECKUM HUTHUJIUCTOM —-- BTO
HEeTOYHO, TakK KakKk f HUUero He orpuuan. HO medcTBrTeNBHO
-- I8 MeHs HeT OOJbWEro yLOBOJBCTRMUA, KaK yBUIETH
WIJNHN30PHOCTh BUepallHeI'o BepoBaHusa. (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 'O 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', 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 poezivya?'

are misleading; the former is a close study of Prestuplenie

1 nakazanie, the latter a comparison of Homeric epic with

French Symbolist poetry. As Podol'skaya _pointsout, the

academic tradition to which Annensky was close was that of

mainstream, politically conscious, Positivist criticism:
OGmecTBEeHHbEe M JUTEPATYPHO~3CTETUUECKYE BITJNALM

HaponHMUecTBa ObJKM PaHO YCBOEeHH AHHEHCKEM I CBOEOOPa3HO
NpeJOMUIUCH B €r'0 TBODUECTRA. (KO &N2)
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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 6onpwme zarHTepecoBasa OuW NOCHENHAA CTATbA KHUTU
nDaJIbMOHT-JUDPKK" , KaK HalKUCcaHHAA MPUJIHUHBM UEJOBEKOM
MHOT'O JIUTEepaTypHOr'o Jareps, eciu O He ObJO B Helt
NoJIeMUKM ¢ O6yJbBapHHIMM KPUTHKaMu, C MHEHHAMU ,o6mecTBa’,
B UbUX ryia3aX I'. AHHEHCKMI 3aueM-TO cTapaercs
nwOllpaBrarb" bBanbMmMOoHTa, ¥ eciu ObH caM OH He cheyajJ B Heit
ykacapmero npuaHaHud: »f nuuHo ycnex (?) Gonee rnau
MeHee pasobparbcAa (?) B TBOPUECTBE OLHOI'O U3 HOBHX
nosroB -- H.J. baabmoHTa..." A Bemp npowso POBHO
IecATb JeT C TeX NQp, Kak BhllJa BTOPHM M3JaHKEM KHUTA
,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
1s 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:
Jla, EBpunvia oH 3Han Jyume, uyeM KTO-JUOO0 IOPyTo# B
Poccuu, u He TOJBKO ero TEKCT, HO U OIPOMHYH JKTEepaTrypy,
eMy MOCBAllEHHYb, 3aHuMabyyio He OINMUH mkad B ero
BMECTHUTEJbHON u Goraroit 6ubnuorere. OH Bed ocodeTHym
TeTpalb, Kyla B3aHOCHUJN 3arjaBusg paboT 00 EBpunugne.

Signs of this extensive reading can be seen in the essays

on classical literature. In 'Posmertnaya Ifigeniya Evripida',

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

introductory literature survey with references to some
twenty-five previous studies of the play.2 Annensky
also discusses the question 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.3

In the essays on classical literature there is
extensive guotation in Greek and Latin, and often no
translation is offered. The essay on alliteration 1n
Lycophron's poetry contains many pages of examples 1n
Greek illustrating different types of consonance, with
only a brief introduction in Russian.4 The limguistic
demands made on the reader in the essays are extended by
detailed discussion of the signifi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>