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Introduction

This thesis will analyse two translations of Romeo and Juliet completed in
the early years of the Soviet Union: one produced by Konstantin Bal’'mont
in 1919, the other by Anna Radlova in 1934. The research will use the
Descriptive Translation Studies framework, particularly Gideon Toury’s
idea of translation norms, in order to try to account for some of the
choices made in both translations, as well as for the reception of these

translations.

The texts that form the focus of this thesis have not yet received the
scholarly attention they deserve. Konstantin Bal’'mont’s version of Romeo
and Juliet was completed in 1919, having been commissioned for a 1921
stage production by Alexander Tairov’s Kamerny Theatre in Moscow.
However, it was ultimately rejected and replaced, and was never
published as a standalone literary work. Having only been rediscovered by
Bal’mont’s relatives in 2011, the translation has received little critical
attention, with only a single scholarly article, devoted to potential reasons
for the translation’s failure, having been published in 2019.1 In the early
1930s, Anna Radlova also undertook a translation of Romeo and Juliet, for
a 1934 production of the play by her husband Sergei Radlov, who was the
artistic director of the Radlov Studio Theatre in Leningrad. The translation

was used onstage again by Radlov in subsequent re-interpretations of the

1 See E. Lutsenko, Perevodcheskoe fiasko K. D. Bal’'monta: Chernovaya redaktsiya “Romeo i
Dzhul’etty” U. Shekspira, Shagi 5(3) (2019), pp.84-102



play, with a new staging being introduced in 1939, and was also chosen
for the seminal Vil'vam Shekspir: Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, which was
published by Academia between 1936 and 1949.2 Radlov’s productions of
Radlova’s translations seem to have been highly popular with the public,3
making their continued absence from literary criticism remarkable.
Indeed, the only research devoted solely to Radlova’s translations of
Shakespeare has been Warren’s unpublished 2015 doctoral thesis, which
concentrates on Radlova’s translation of Othello and its various

productions by Sergei Radlov.#

In addition to the absence of critical literature on these specific
translations, analysing translations for the stage from a Descriptive
perspective is a relatively new approach. Descriptive Translation Studies
emerged as an alternative to the prescriptive approach to translation,
based on the notion of ‘equivalence’.> It began to see translations as
independent texts within complex systems and to describe translation
choices in relation to these systems. In this way, the translation was

considered as part of the target culture, and the translator could ‘be said

2See G. Tihanov (ed.), Gustav Shpet's Contribution to Philosophy and Cultural Theory (Indiana,
Purdue University Press: 2009), p. 71

3 See J. Warren, Rewriting Othello for the Stalinist Stage: The Case of Sergei and Anna Radlov.
Working Papers in the Humanities, MHRA 11 (2017), pp.17-29 (pp.17-18)

4 See J. Warren, Acculturating Shakespeare: The Tactics of Translating His Works Under Stalin in
the Light of Recent Theoretical Advances in Translation Studies. (Unpublished PhD thesis: The
University of Nottingham, 2015)

5 See G. Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies — and beyond (Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company, 2012)



to operate first and foremost in the interest of the culture into which they

are translating’.® As Bassnett and Levefre explain:

Translations are never produced in an airlock where they, and their

originals, can be checked against the tertium comparationis in the purest
possible lexical chamber, untainted by power, time, or even the vagaries
of culture. Rather, translations are made to respond to the demands of a

culture, and of various groups within that culture.”

While Descriptive Translation Studies have been applied broadly to
literary texts, and studies of drama translations have been growing in
popularity since the 1960s,8 Descriptive Studies of translations for the
stage only began to appear in the 1990s, with works such as Heylen’s
1993 study of Hamlet in France.® More recent examples include Ploix’s
2020 exploration of the role of verse and rhyme in Moliére translations for
the English stage.'% Warren’s study of Radlova’s Othello is currently the
only Descriptive study of an English play translated for the Russian stage.
A similar analysis will be attempted here, with the translations of Bal’'mont
and Radlova examined in their specific theatrical and socio-cultural
contexts. Approaching these two versions of Romeo and Juliet with a

focus on explanation rather than evaluation will provide a range of

6Toury, 2012: 6

7See A. Lefevere and S. Bassnett (eds.), Translation, History and Culture (London: Pinter, 1990),
p.7

8 See 1. Ordoiez, Theatre Translation Studies: An overview of a burgeoning field (Part I: Up to the
early 2000s). Status Quaestionis, 2(5) (2013), pp.90-129 (p.92)

9 See R. Heylen, Translation, Poetics, and the Stage. Six French Hamlets (London: Routledge,
2014)

10 See C. Ploix, Translating Moliére for the English-speaking Stage: The Role of Verse and Rhyme.
(London: Routledge, 2020)



insights, particularly due to highly divergent, yet interrelated, contexts in
which they were completed. In order to most usefully evaluate the
influence of these contexts, it will be necessary to choose aspects of the
Descriptive method which are most relevant to both works as translations
for the stage, as well as to each individual translation and its distinctive

background.

Toury characterises his Descriptive approach as looking at the relationship
between the function, process and product of a translation. It is ‘the
prospective function of the translation, via its required textual-linguistic
make-up [...], which yields and governs the strategies which are resorted
to during the production of the TL (target language) text in question, and
hence the translation act as a whole.’'! In order to understand the
function of a translation, it is vital to identify the socio-cultural norms
present during its production, since it is in relation to these norms that
translation choices are made. As Toury explains, translation choices occur
where ‘the norms [of the target-language culture] intersect with the
translator’s liberties,’ resulting in a balance between a translation’s
‘acceptability’ in the target language culture and ‘adequacy’ as a
representation of the original text.12 This study will consider the major

cultural and theatrical norms at play in the production of Bal’'mont’s and

" Toury, 2012: 6
12 Toury, 2012: 68-69



Radlova’s translations of Romeo and Juliet, and the extent to which the

translators adhere to each of these norms in their translation choices.

In order to allow for as scientific a comparison of the translations’
relationships between their functions, process and final product as
possible, Descriptive Translation Studies require a high degree of
comparability between the translations under consideration.!3 The
translations of Romeo and Juliet produced by Bal’'mont and Radlova fulfil
this requirement extremely well, being translations of the same text, into
the same language and for the same purpose, namely for performance
onstage. They were also both produced after the 1918 Revolution and
were the only surviving translations of the play completed between 1918
and 1934. However, despite these shared characteristics, the translations
were completed at two pivotal, and very dissimilar, moments in the early
years of the Soviet Union. This period saw waves of cultural change, and
both translations were completed at turning points in the development of
the state’s cultural policies. Bal’'mont’s was during the ‘cultural Revolution’
following the Bolshevik Revolution, while Radlova’s was completed during

the formative period of Socialist Realism, which was declared as a ‘single

'artistic method' for literature and culture’ in 1932.14

The combination of controlled and independent variables presented by

these two translations is valuable when considering the effects of various

13 Toury, 2012:5
14 See E. Dobrenko, ‘Socialist Realism’ in The Cambridge Companion to Twentieth-Century Russian
Literature, Cambridge (eds. E. Dobrenko and M. Balina) (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2011), pp.97-113



cultural norms and contexts on translation practice. This thesis will aim to
compare some of these effects by exploring both the production and
reception of the two translations. First, it will identify some of the cultural
norms that were dominant during the production of each of the
translations, in order to offer potential explanations for the translators’
choices. This will involve looking into the background of the translators,
as well as the immediate context in which they were working on the
translation, including the commissioner of the translation and the purpose
for which the translation was being commissioned. Following this, in order
to understand more clearly why each of the translations received the
reception it did, it will be necessary to examine the norms that were
prevalent at the time of the translations’ completion. This will take into
account not only the overarching cultural atmosphere of the time, but,

where possible, also the attitudes of critics and audiences.

Each of the translations under consideration in this study are located
within extremely different contexts. As a result, in each case, norms
based on the background of the translator and the cultural environment in
which they were translating will be explored. Analysing Bal’'mont’s
translation will require understanding his background as a Symbolist, as
well as his relationship with Alexander Tairov. This will involve examining
the translation in light of Bal’'mont’s own writings on foreign literature and
drama; Symbolist translation theories; and Tairov’s theatre practice
before and after the Revolution. In Radlova’s case, due to the lack of

scholarship on Radlova’s work, the study will look at the environment in



which she evolved as a poet and translator, and particularly at Sergei
Radlov’s theatre practice throughout the 1920s. In addition, the influence
of Socialist Realist norms, which were gaining prominence in the early
1930s, will be taken into account. This contextual, Descriptive method is
particularly applicable here because little is known about the specific
details of how the two translations were produced. They largely exist as
standalone works, unaccompanied by commentaries either by the
translators themselves or by others. Indeed, in Radlova’s case, very little
academic research has been undertaken on any aspect of her life or work.
However, the Descriptive approach bypasses and, in fact, thrives on this
absence of direct commentary and evaluation. Instead, it builds a broader
contextual framework around the translations and allows for the reasons

behind the translators’ choices to be tentatively reconstructed.

This thesis argues that, in both cases, the translations were the products
of the translators’ adherence to certain aesthetic and cultural norms.
Bal’mont’s translation choices seem to stem from his background as a
Symbolist and his collaboration with Tairov, who in the early 1910s
formed a synthetic theory of theatre in response to both Naturalism and
Symbolism. Radlova’s translation, meanwhile, was influenced largely by
the changes that took place over the decade between the Revolution and
the inauguration of Socialist Realism. Having only begun to undertake
translation work during this period, Radlova’s work may have been
particularly susceptible to the aesthetic approaches being developed at

the time, and adept at incorporating them into her work.



It also becomes clear that the reception of the translations was influenced
in each case by whether the dominant translation and theatre norms
changed over the period when the translation was being written. Although
both translations were to be staged during periods of cultural change, the
consequences of this were markedly different for each translator. In
Bal’'mont’s case, the Revolution produced an entirely new set of
translation and theatre norms, as expressed by Tairov in his writings and
embodied in his productions. Bal’'mont’s translation was produced at the
very end of the Neo-Realist period, as this school of thought was falling
into obscurity. As a synthesis of Realism and Symbolism, Neo-Realism
was retrospective, and was being overtaken by a rush to produce a new
thesis fit for a Revolutionary epoch in Russia’s cultural history. In
Radlova’s case, on the other hand, the cultural upheaval of the 1930s was
in part born out of the developing theatre and translation norms of the
preceding decade. Radlova’s translation was informed by norms that were
only gaining strength by the time her translation was completed. It was
part of the new ‘thesis’ which had taken over from Tairov’s ‘synthesis’ of
Neo-Realism. In this way, Radlova’s ability to achieve continuity between
norms, and Bal’'mont’s failure to do so, arguably informed the reception

and future of each text.

Finally, this explanation of the divergent fate of the two translations will
be extended to the fact that Bal’'mont and Radlova undertook the
translation of Romeo and Juliet at a certain point in their careers;

Bal’mont was an established translator, while Radlova was only beginning
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her translation career. Bal’'mont’s translation could be seen as a
summation of his life’s work as a theatrical translator and collaborator of
Tairov, bringing with it decades of artistic and aesthetic evolution. In
contrast, Radlova’s version of the play was produced during the
formative, malleable phase of her career as a translator. This was perhaps
intensified by the fact that Radlova’s first years as a poet and translator
coincided with the start of a new era, in a period of innovation and
cultural rejuvenation. Radlova’s youthful engagement with theatre in the
first decade following the Revolution, and her blossoming as a translator
in the first years of Socialist Realism, may have allowed her to accept
more readily emergent norms and, therefore, to produce a highly
acceptable translation of Romeo and Juliet. Bal’'mont’s work, meanwhile,
was taking place towards the end of a cultural era in which he had been a
leader, which perhaps played a role in the translation being perceived by
some as stale and outdated. In this way, it is proposed that not only the
translation choices, but also the reception of both translations were
inevitable consequences of each translator being located in a specific
place and time, and at a specific moment in their career, when they chose

to undertake their translations of Romeo and Juliet.
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Konstantin Bal’'mont’s 1919 version of Romeo and Juliet

In order to analyse Bal’'mont’s translation of Romeo and Juliet from the
perspective of Descriptive Translation Studies, it is necessary to identify
the main cultural and translation norms that were at play during his
translation process. Arguably, the major influences on Bal’'mont’s work
were his being a Symbolist poet and translator, and his work as a
translator for the stage, specifically for Alexander Tairov’'s Kamerny

Theatre.

First and foremost, Bal’'mont was a Symbolist poet and translator, and his
translations were undoubtedly as important a part of his creative output
as his poetry.1> It is therefore important to consider the ways in which
Symbolist theories may have influenced the choices he made when
translating Romeo and Juliet. In addition, this study is concerned with
Bal’mont’s translation only as a translation for the stage. Not only was the
translation explicitly intended for the stage, but it was also never
published as a text, having only been discovered in its unpublished form
in 2011.1% As a result, the translation will be analysed in terms of its
intended and limited function as the script for Alexander Tairov’s 1921
production of Romeo and Juliet on the stage of Tairov’s Kamerny Theatre

in Moscow.

15 See A. Pyman, ‘Russian Symbolism acquires a name. Bal’mont, Briusov, Dobroliubov and
Konevskoi (1894-1900)" in A History of Russian Symbolism (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1994), pp.56-90 (p.59)

16 Lutsenko, 2019



12

These major cultural contexts within which Bal’'mont was operating will
inform the materials used in the analysis of Bal’'mont’s translation. First,
the influence of Symbolist thought on the translation will be inferred
largely through the words of Bal’'mont himself. Bal’'mont’s poetry
embodies his Symbolist priorities, while many of his essays convey his
attitude toward foreign authors, including Shakespeare. This will be
supplemented by a survey of Symbolist ideas more broadly, particularly
the Symbolist approach to translation. Secondly, Bal’'mont’s translation
will be placed in the context of Tairov’s theatre practice. Bal’'mont’s role
as a translator for Tairov’s productions began with the theatre’s opening
production, Sakuntala, in December 1914.17 This makes Tairov’s
developing view of his Kamerny Theatre, from its inception in 1914 until
1919, central to understanding the role of Bal’'mont’s translation and the
way in which this may have influenced his translation choices. Particularly
useful will be an exploration of Tairov’s Neo-Realist phase, which lasted
from 1914 until the Revolution, as well as his gradual shift to ‘Concrete
Realism’ after 1917. In order to gain a sense of the extent to which
Bal’mont shared Tairov’s vision of the theatre, this study will examine
Bal’mont’s own writings about the theatre alongside Tairov’s numerous
essays on theatre theory and the articles in which he explains his aims in

each production.

17 See Yu. Golovashenko, ‘Kratkaya letopis’ zhizni i tvorchestva’ in Tairov, A., O teatre (ed. P.
Markov), (Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970a), pp.505-535 (p.509)
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Following an exploration of the context in which Bal’'mont’s translation
was completed, a case study will exemplify the influence of certain norms
on the work. It will be argued that Bal’'mont’s translation choices
incorporated the individualism of Symbolist poetry, as well as the
prioritisation of form inherent in both Symbolist poetry and translation. In
addition, Bal’'mont’s translation clearly adhered to the norms of Tairov’s
Neo-Realism, whose principles regarding speech and music in the theatre
Bal’'mont shared. This blend of norms seems to have led to a harmonious
working relationship between Bal’'mont and Tairov until the Revolution.
However, by the time of the Romeo and Juliet production, the dynamic
had changed, with the Revolution sparking a new period of
experimentation in the theatre and in the arts more broadly. By 1921,
and even before this, Tairov had clearly responded to this change, and
was aiming to adapt his theatre practice to the country’s revolutionary
atmosphere. Romeo and Juliet was Tairov’s first dramatic production to
take place in this period and reflects Tairov’s shift in perspective.
Bal’mont’s translation, meanwhile, as a product of pre-Revolutionary
Symbolist norms to which he remained faithful throughout his career, was
incompatible with this new era. This is most explicitly demonstrated by
the fact that the translation was ultimately rejected by Tairov, and

Bal’'mont never collaborated with Tairov again.
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Symbolist poetry and translation

Individualism

As a leader of the first generation of Russian Symbolists, Bal'mont was a
member of the first literary and artistic grouping to move away from the
Realism and positivism which had dominated nineteenth-century art and
literature. Around the turn of the century, Symbolists such as
Merezhkovsky, Briusov, Bely and Ivanov published essays putting forward
a view on art in which individuality, intuition, inspiration and ‘the
unknown’ formed the key ingredients of artistic creation.® Bal’'mont’s
philosophy was in keeping with those of his fellow Symbolists, as can be
seen from his four lectures on Russian literature delivered at the
University of Oxford in 1897. In these lectures, he too focuses on the role
of the individual in poetry, a form of art which he viewed as taking ‘its
content primarily from the infinite inner world of the individual’.1®
Moreover, Bal’'mont’s individualism permeates his original poetry. For
example, his 1900 collection MNopswme 3gaHuns is explicitly subtitled
‘Ilnpunka cospemeHHomn aywmn’ and includes cycles such as ‘Cosectb’ in
which he explores deeply personal themes. Its fourth poem, ‘Pacceet’, for
instance, details a period which is recognisable as the turbulent

‘bohemian Kiinstlerleben’ of Bal’'mont’s early poetic career.2? Itdescribes

18 See E. Dobrenko, Aesthetics of Alienation: Reassessment of Early Soviet Cultural Theories
(trans. J. Savage) (Northwestern University Press: Evanston, 2005), pp.11-13

19 See E. Metz, Konstantin Bal'mont's Oxford Lectures on Russian "Fin de Siecle" Poetry:
Publication, Introduction and Comments. Slavonic and East European Review, 87(1), (2009),
pp.78-99

20 pyman, 1994: 59
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the ‘npo3sbaHbe / B no3opHOM nonycHe’ in which the poet ‘nckan meuTsl B
BMHe,” and at the end of the poem, Bal’'mont is left with the sense that

‘6onblle HeT Bo3BpaTa/ K ToMy, ueM npexae 6bi."%1

Bal’mont also comments on his appreciation for Romantic, individualistic
poetry in several of his essays. In his seminal ‘4yBCTBO NNMYHOCTMK B
noasun’, for instance, he shows his admiration for the Elizabethan period

of English literature and the Golden Age of Spanish literature, when poets

nenun Kaxabin ana cebs, n BCe e, Kak BOJIHbI, CO34aBasn XOp, Bblpa3umn
B 3BYKaX M obpasax Bce, 4To 6b1s10 CyLWeCTBEHHOro B pOAHON HApOAHOCTH,
n, 6eccTpallHo NpmMKacasiCb K CaMOMy MHTUMHOMY, FrOBOPUIN 060 BCEM C

Takon ceob60a0M 1 C TakKMM camo3abeeHmneM, Kak 6yaTo KpoMme roBopsiLero

He 6bl10 HUKOro ApPYroro B Mupe.??

He sees Calderon, in particular, with his ‘apama nuyHocTn’23 as a
precursor of the Symbolist movement, and highlights the individualistic
spirit of both Calderon and Shakespeare: ‘ncropnyeckas atmocdepa, B
CMbIC/le BO34ENCTBUSA Ha NNYHOCTb, 6bls1a NOMHA Kak B AHIMIMKN, Tak U B
NcnaHuu, o4HOPOAHbIX 3N1IEMEHTOB: HAUMOHANbHOIO MOryLIECTBa,

MHAMBUAYanbHOro 6,1ecka, n rpes o BCEMUPHOM rocrnoacree. 24

21 See K. Bal’'mont, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach (vol.1) (Moscow: Knigovek, 2010), pp.239-
249

22 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Chustvo lichnosti v poezii’ in Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach (vol.6)
(Moscow: Knigovek, 2010a), pp.289-303 (p. 291)

23 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Kal’deronovskaya drama lichnosti’ in Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach
(vol.6) (Moscow: Knigovek, 2010b), pp.304-320

24 See K. Bal’mont, ‘Elementarnye slova o simvolisticheskoi poesii’ in Sobranie sochinenii v semi
tomach (vol.6) (Moscow: Knigovek, 2010d), pp.348-368 (p.349)
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This conception of Symbolism, which promoted the individual and the
intuitive, can be linked to Bal’'mont’s heightened interest in English
Romantic literature, with which he engaged from his youth. Not only did
Bal’mont find himself naturally drawn to English poets and playwrights as
inspiration for his own work, but, from a more self-conscious perspective,
he also saw these writers as important figures in the development of
Russian literature and Russian Symbolism. In an essay entitled ‘O
pycckmx noatax,” Bal’'mont refers to English-language writers such as the
English Romantics, Dickens and Byron as figures ‘c KoTopbiMu
Hepas3pbIBHO CBA3aHa MOS NepBas IHOCTb, a Takxe n 6onee nosgHue

roAbl, roAbl CO3HATENbHOW AYXOBHOW XU3HU. 2>

This was part of a broader and deeper connection that Bal’'mont sensed
between English and Russian literature, since, in his view, English-
language literature ‘kacaeTcs caMbiX 3aBETHbIX U TOHKUX CTPYH pPYyCCKOM
Aywu.?® Bal’'mont compares Gogol to Swift, Dickens; Pushkin to Byron;
and Dostoevsky to Dickens and Poe.?’ Particularly strong is the connection
between English-language literature and Symbolism. For Bal’'mont, some
of the greatest Symbolist works of the nineteenth century were written by
the English and Americans, including Blake, Shelley, De Quincy, Rosetti,
Tennyson, Swinburne, Wilde, Poe and Whitman.28 This undoubtedly

informed Bal’mont’s choice from the early 1890s to undertake translations

25 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘O russkikh poetakh’ in Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach (vol.6) (Moscow:
Knigovek, 2010c), pp.332-347 (p. 333)

26 Bal’mont, 2010c: 333

27 Bal’'mont, 2010c: 334

28 Bal’'mont, 2010d: 352
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of English Romantic poets such as Blake and Shelley, and of English

dramatists including Marlowe, Shakespeare, Shelley and Wilde.

Bal’'mont’s reverence for Shakespeare in particular is apparent from the
three dedications he wrote in honour of the 300% anniversary of the
bard’s death. These were published as part of a 1916 English literary
anthology, A Homage to Shakespeare, alongside contributions by such
figures as A. C. Bradley, pointing to Bal’'mont’s status at the time as an
authority on Shakespeare. In ‘Tenunn sugsuwero cepgua,’ the first of these
three dedications, Bal’'mont explores the Russian affinity for Shakespeare,
claiming, for instance, that Shakespeare’s language speaks to people of
all nations, but to Russians ‘most of all’.2° He goes on to declare a more
general compatibility between England and Russia through invoking the
words of Shelley - ‘meek and bold’ — which he uses to characterise the
‘poetic temperament’ of both countries.3% This perhaps indicates that
Bal’mont saw a continuity between Shakespeare and the English
Romantics, which may suggest that Bal’'mont took a similar approach to
his translations of the two areas of English literature, namely producing
highly individualistic, intuitive renditions of the English. This is supported
by some of the critical reviews of Bal’'mont’s translation of Shakespeare.
For instance, Vadim Shershenevich, whose own translation of Romeo and

Juliet would come to replace Bal’'mont’s in Tairov’s production, criticised

2% See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Genii vidyashevo serdtsa’ in A Homage to Shakespeare (ed. I. Gollancz)
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1916), loc.7658
30 Bal’'mont: 1916, loc.7678
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Bal’mont’s translation style for the alleged flaw of modifying the original
work in an unnecessary and periphrastic way, whether it was Shelley,
Whitman or Shakespeare:
Ecnv BanbMOHT 6b1n1 BCcerga MHe Yy Kak nosT, TO Kak NepeBoAYnK OH
6blN1 HEBbIHOCUM <...> Kaxabll nepeBos banbMoOHTa — 3TO BOJIbHOE
nepenmnBaHne BoAbl N3 NYCTOro B NMNOPOXHEE. OTnan,aeT 1M 3aMbicen, un

dopma noanvHHuka. Tak 6bino ¢ Wennun, c YutmeHoMm, ¢ NaynTtMaHoM. To

e ctano u ¢ lWekcnunpom.3?

While Bal’'mont was undoubtedly individualistic in his approach to
translation, Shershenevich’s view that the meaning and form of
Shakespeare’s original play are lost in Bal’'mont’s translation is

unfounded, as will be demonstrated in the following discussion.

Poetic form in translation

While admiring the individualism of Shakespeare and the Romantics, and
emulating this in his own translations of their work, Bal’'mont was clearly
also influenced by the formal experimentation of English and American
writers such as Shelley and Poe.3? This manifested itself in Bal’'mont’s
translation practice in his desire to remain as close as possible to the form

of the original text, as was characteristic of many Symbolist translators.

31 See Shershenevich in Lutsenko, 2019: 89
32 Pyman, 1994: 59
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One of the foremost Symbolist theorists of literary translation was Valery
Briusov, a fellow Moscow Symbolist who worked closely with Bal’'mont
until their aesthetic split in the mid-1910s and who encouraged Bal’'mont’s
early translations for Tairov’s Kamerny Theatre.33 For Briusov, translation
was to be carried out with the aim of transposing the timelessness of the
original text to the host language. The aim was to ‘replace the original for
the Russian reader,’3* giving Russian speakers the experience of reading a
foreign text in a foreign language while understanding it. Thus, translation
was not to be made ‘easy’ or adapted for the short-term linguistic
preferences of the contemporary audience and would most likely retain
features that would be ‘alien to the Russian reader, 3> but would therefore
be timeless in their ‘alienness.’” Bal’'mont seems to have shared this
approach, explicitly writing to his wife that he hoped his translation of
Romeo and Juliet would remain in Russian literature for centuries:
‘LLlekcnupom 5, BepHO, byay 3aHAT BeCb 3TOT ro4. MHe xo4deTcsa caenaTb
HEeYTO KpyMnHOe, YTO OCTaHEeTCs B PyCCKOM nuTepaTtype U pyccKoM TeaTpe

HaZoro, Ha croneTuns’.36

This aim of rendering the original text as literally as possible, in order to

ensure its timelessness, led to a reverence for form, particularly in poetry.

33 Sundaram, 2011

34 See V. Briusov, ‘On the Translation of Virgil’s Aeneid’ (1920) in Baer and Olshanskaya, (eds.),
Russian writers on translation: An anthology. (Routledge: London and New York, 2013), pp.71-73
(p.72)

35 See V. Briusov, ‘A Few Reflection on Translating Horace’s Odes into Russian Verse’ (1916) in
Baer and Olshanskaya, (eds.), Russian writers on translation: An anthology. (Routledge, London
and New York: 2013), pp.69-71 (p.70)

36 See E. Andreeva-Bal’'mont, Vospominaniya (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo imeni Sabashnikovykh, 1997),
p.145
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Briusov notes this in his discussion of Virgil, claiming that ‘nowhere is
form so intricately tied to content as in the works of classical writers,
especially poets.”3” Nikolai Gumilev, an Acmeist who had nonetheless
been influenced by Symbolism,38 concurred with Briusov’s prioritisation of
form, stressing the potential for formal modification to change the tone of
the original poem. He went as far as to give his translator-readers
‘Commandments’ which ‘are just as crucial as those of Moses, and yet I
hope they will be more readily observed’: ‘every translator should leave
unchanged: 1) number of lines, 2) metre and measure, 3) alternation of
rhymes, 4) enjambment, 5) the type of rhymes, 6) the style of the
vocabulary, 7) types of comparisons, 8) distinctive devices, and 9) shifts

in tone.”3°

Bal’'mont seems to have undertaken translation using a hybrid approach,
preferring a non-literal, ‘free’ style which was steered by inspiration and a
sense of individualism,4% while maintaining a deep respect for formal
accuracy. It could be argued that Bal’'mont’s approach was a
manifestation of his Symbolist philosophy, rooted in the English poetry of
both the Romantic period and the nineteenth century. This is shown by
the way in which it simultaneously prioritises the personal inspiration of

the author and the original work’s musicality and form.

37 Briusov, 1920: 72

38 See S. Driver, Acmeism. The Slavic and East European Journal, 12(2) (1968), 141-156 (p.144)
39 See N. Gumilev, ‘Poetic Translations’ (1919) in Baer and Olshanskaya, (eds.), Russian writers on
translation: An anthology. (Routledge: London and New York, 2013), pp.95-98 (p.97)

40 | utsenko, 2019: 86



21

As will be explored in the second half of this section, Bal’'mont’s version of
Romeo and Juliet serves to illustrate this translation method. On the one
hand, Bal’'mont remains intensely faithful to Shakespeare’s meter and
formal effects. On the other, he is translating the work of a dramatist
from whom he saw the English Romantics - and, in turn, the Russian
Symbolists — developing. As such, while maintaining proximity to the
words and form of the original text, he continues to use Romantic - and
Symbolist — techniques in the translation, including elevated and
idiosyncratic language. This middle ground between the individualism of
Symbolist poetry and the literalness of Symbolist translation arguably
made Bal’mont the perfect translator for Tairov, with whose ‘Neo-Realism’

this approach corresponded.
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Tairov’s Kamerny Theatre

Bal’'mont translated three plays for Tairov’'s Kamerny Theatre: Kalidasa’s
Sakuntala, which was staged in December 1914 as the theatre’s first
production; Wilde’s Salome, which premiered in October 1917; and
Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet, which was intended for Tairov’s May
1921 production. In the following exploration of Tairov’s theatre practice
as it evolved between 1914 and 1921, Tairov’s principles will be compared
with Bal’'mont’s, demonstrating the initial compatibility of their views on
theatre. It will also show, however, that by 1921, when Romeo and Juliet
was staged, their common theoretical outlook seems to have fractured.
While Bal’'mont and his version of Romeo and Juliet remained subject to
pre-Revolutionary norms, Tairov had adjusted his outlook and his theatre

practice in response to the Revolution.

Symbolist origins of Neo-Realism

The idea of a ‘"New Drama’ was a popular discussion topic among cultural
figures at the turn of the century, when the Symbolist movement had
started to rail against the Realism that had dominated the arts in the
nineteenth century.4! In theatre, Realism had taken the form of

Naturalism, the attempt to re-create everyday life onstage, which became

41 See M. Green (ed.) The Russian Symbolist Theatre: An Anthology of Plays and Critical Texts.
(Michigan: Ardis, 1986), p.14
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famous through the productions of Stanislavsky at the Moscow Art
Theatre. While this kind of theatre was popular with audiences,
Naturalism was seen by the Symbolists as a manifestation of European
theatre’s decline, which could only be rectified by returning to non-

Naturalistic theatre forms of the past.42

Briusov was particularly vocal in rejecting Naturalism, for instance in his
1902 article ‘Against Naturalism in the Theatre’. In the essay, he
describes the Moscow Art Theatre as ‘on a false path’#3 and invalidates its
Naturalistic attempts at verisimilitude, asserting that ‘to reproduce life
faithfully on the stage is impossible. The stage is conventional by its very
nature.”#4 In fact, for Briusov, the closer a piece of art is to reality, the
less convincing it is, and the less it is perceived as artistic.%> He calls,
therefore, for a rolling back of imitation in favour of stylisation and clarity,
as in the tradition of ancient theatre. This would include the work of
playwrights, whose job it is to ‘make it possible for the actor to express
the physical in the spiritual’, since ‘plays are only forms into which the

actors pour their own content.’#®

Bal’mont also expressed concerns with Naturalism, even many years after
his work with Tairov, for example in his essay ‘Cnoso o Kanugace’, in

which he sees Naturalistic and realistic theatre as failing to fulfil theatre’s

42 Briusov, V. ‘Against Naturalism in the Theatre’ (1902) in Green, M., ed., The Russian Symbolist
Theatre: An Anthology of Plays and Critical Texts. (Michigan: Ardis, 1986), pp.24-31 (p.24)

43 Briusov, 1902: 25

44 Briusov, 1902: 26

45 Briusov, 1902: 27-28

46 Briusov, 1902: 29
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role of celebrating and improving humanity. Bal’'mont, in his envisioned
‘Theatre of Youth and Beauty’, foresees a movement away from the
Naturalism which he felt was propagated by ‘rpy3HbIMK HawmMmn
6bITOBMKAMM, HU3BOASALWMMM TeaTp A0 Y6Ororo uennsaHus 3a CKYYHyYH
N3XUTYIO BELWECTBEHHOCTb.Y He echoes Briusov’s calls for a return to the
harmonious theatre of Ancient Greece, citing Shelley’s admiration for the
poetry and multi-disciplinary nature of Ancient Greek drama, which
cobupaeT camble brecTawmMe ny4ym YenoBevyeckom npmpoabl, pasgenseT ux
N BOCNPOMU3BOAMUT U3 NPOCTOTbl 3TUX NEPBUYHbIX (DOPM, HanaraeT Ha HUX
rneyaTb Be/MYNA N KPacoTbl, YMHOXAaET BCe, YTO OHO OTpaxaeT, N ogapdeTt

3TM OTpaXKeHUs CroCco6HOCTbIO PacnpoCTpaHATb CBOe noaobue Bcloay, Kyaa

OHM TOJIbKO ynagyT.*8

It is Ancient Indian theatre, however, that Bal’'mont touts as the ultimate
model, due to the way in which it shows that ‘nytn aywm n nytn meutsl
6oraue 1 KpacuBee, 4eM ynopHoe npebbiBaHMe B HU3MHAX XWU3HU, cpeau
rpyboctn n manoro aemoHmama’. For Bal’'mont, the works of Kalidasa,
particularly Sakuntala, achieve this in their ‘onnuetsopeHuel...]

CNNIOXHOCTU B eanHCTBE .49

On a practical level, it was Vsevolod Meyerhold’s stylised (‘uslovnye’)
productions that most explicitly adopted the Symbolist philosophy and

brought new Symbolist dramas to the stage from the early 1900s until

47 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Slovo o Kalidase’ in Izbrannoe: Stukhotvoreniya. Perevody. Stat’i. (Moscow:
Pravda, 1990).

48 Bal’'mont, 1990

49 Bal’mont, 1990
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the mid-1910s, when Symbolism began to wane as a movement.>°
However, the ideas of the Symbolists also formed the basis of the work of
Tairov, whose personal search for a New Theatre led him to reject the
extremes of both Naturalistic Theatre and the Theatre of Convention. On
the one hand, like the Symbolists, he believed that Naturalism was both
undesirable and unattainable.>! On the other, he saw Meyerhold'’s
extreme use of stylisation and convention as superficial, flattening the
onstage action and detracting from the all-important actor’s craft.>?
Naturalism was misguided in its attempt to remove formal conventions
from its reality, while Conventional theatre was misguided in its attempt
to remove reality from its formal conventions. Tairov’s Kamerny Theatre,
and his so-called ‘Neo-Realism,’ offered a synthesis of the two extremes
by reconciling formal experimentation with the creation of a new kind of

‘reality’ onstage.>3

This Neo-Realism was not only to be found in theatre, but in the arts
more broadly. For instance, Evgeny Zamyatin’s Synthetism has been
described as Neo-Realism in its bringing together of Realism and
Symbolism.>#In his 1922 essay ‘O cuHTeTusmMe’, Zamyatin describes his

‘synthetism’, the school of the Neo-Realists, as one of the three schools of

50 Green, 1986: 15

51 See A. Tairov, ‘Pro Domo Sua’ in O teatre (Zapiski rezhisyera) (ed. P. Markov), (Moscow:
Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970), pp.77-106 (p.82)

52 Gee A. Tairov, ‘Stsenicheskaya atmosfera’ in O teatre (Zapiski rezhisyera) (ed. P. Markov),
(Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970c), pp.157-173 (p.159)

53 Tairov, 1970c

54 See 0. Tolmacheva, Khudozhestvennaya sistema E I Zamyatina: k voprosu ob universal’nosti.
Vestnik Tambovskovo universiteta. Seriya: Gumanitarnye nauki. 2 (2012)
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art: thesis, count-argument, and synthesis, which is the counter-counter-
argument (‘yTBepxxaeHue; oTpuuaHme; u CUHTE3 -- OTpULaHMe
oTpuuanHunsa’).>> The Neo-Realists had their roots in Realism while
appreciating the heights of Symbolism - they ‘cnyctunmncb Ha 3emnio,
BEPHYJINCb K POAHOW MOYBE, HO COXPaHWIN «B3rNs4 CBEPXY», KOTOPbIA
AAET MM BCEOXBATHOCTb, Aa/IbHO30PKOCTb N HEOHXOAMMYO KPUTUYHOCTb B
oTobpaxeHun peanbHocTn’.”® As it was for Tairov, the power of the return
to earth for Zamyatin was its fresh perspective, as a result of which
‘TONbKO elle UCCTYNJIEHHEN nouenyu, ewe nbsHee noboBb, ele sapye
Kpacku, ewe oCTpee rnasa, BbIXxBaTblBaloWmMe CaMyro CEKYHAHYIO CyTb

NTMHUIA N dhopM. ">’

The correspondence not only between Zamyatin and Tairov but between
Zamyatin and Bal’'mont is clear from Zamyatin’s inclusion of Whitman
among the ‘Neo-Realists’.”® Bal’'mont, too, in an essay dedicated to
Whitman, celebrates the poet’s engagement with both heaven and earth:
‘OH Cnun BOEAWMHO 3/1EMEHT NINTEPATYpPHbIN, MOIMTUYECKUA, PENUTNO3HbIN,
C 2/1IEMEHTOM YUCTO-XKU3HEHHOW AENCTBEHHOCTHU, rnybokasa aywa
coegmMHUNach 34ecb C KpacMBbIM CUIbHBIM TeNoM, beccTpalime MbICaKn C
6eccTpawmem aencremsa’.>? In this way, Zamyatin serves to embody the

connection between the Neo-Realist philosophy of Tairov and the implicit

55 See E. Zamyatin, ‘0 sintetizme’ in Sochineniya (Moscow: Kniga, 1988)

56 Tolmacheva, 2012: 121

57 Zamyatin, 1988

58 Zamyatin, 1988

5% See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Pevets lichnosti i zhizni’ in Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach (vol.6)
(Moscow: Knigovek, 2010e), pp.519-535 (pp.521-522)
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Neo-Realist version of Symbolism that Bal’'mont admired. The following
section will further demonstrate how Bal’'mont’s vision for the future of

theatre often coincided with Tairov’s theatre theory and practice.

Pre-Revolutionary Neo-Realist Theatre

On a practical level, Tairov’s priority as a Neo-Realist theatre director was
the ‘theatricalisation of theatre’,° whereby the actor would use a
playwright’s dramatic material to craft a unique onstage ‘reality’. Tairov
described how Neo-Realism ‘co3gaeTtcs peanbHbIM UCKYCCTBOM aKTepa B
peanbHol (B npeaenax TeaTpanbHOW NpaBabl) cueHn4Yeckon atmocdepe’.5t
Importantly, this reality was to be achieved by means of the actor’s skill
and was not inherent to, or dependent on, the dramatic text itself.
Theatre was not a secondary function of literature but an independent art
form, and any written drama would need to be fully reconceived when
being transposed onto the stage. 2 Tairov’s view was that ‘npounsseaeHune
ApaMaTuyeckoe Aa)ke Takoro reHusl, kak LLekcnnp, — He ecTb eLlle

npoun3sBeaeHne TeaTpasnbHoe, 3

60 See A. Tairov, ‘Zritel” in O teatre (Zapiski rezhisyera) (ed. P. Markov), (Moscow: Vserossiyskoe
teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970d), pp.181-192 (p.188)

61 See A. Tairov, ‘Stsenicheskaya atmosfera’ in O teatre (Zapiski rezhisyera) (ed. P. Markov),
(Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970c), pp.157-173 (p.166)

62 See G. Aronson, The Tragedy of the Cosmopolite Tairov. The Russian Review, 11(3) (July 1952)
pp.148-156 (p.150)

63 See A. Tairov, “Romeo i Dzhiul’etta” (1921) in O teatre (Rezhisyerskie eksplikatsii) (ed. P.
Markov), (Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970), pp.284-291 (p.286)
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In facilitating the creation of this actor-centric stage reality, Tairov would
aim to reject the reconstruction of everyday life while at the same time
celebrating its potential, producing a “»Xun3HeyTBepxxaeHue, yTBepxaeHue
PAAOCTN XMU3HN KaK TaKOBOM, HECMOTPSA Ha TO, UYTO AENAETCa B peasnbHOMN
NeNcTBUTENIbHOCTU AaHHOro nepuoaa.’®* This sense of Romantic
Humanism can also be found in Bal’'mont’s vision of an ideal theatre,
which he saw as inspiring activity and positivity. Unlike Naturalistic
theatre, which was for Bal’'mont a ‘Hu3Koe ylwemneHme yenoBeyeckom
aywm, [...] HegocTonHoe 3aMeaneHme [...] NICTUHHO YesloBevYeCcKoro
cywecTtBoBaHus’, %5 theatre ought to entice the audience. Human vice,
while being reflected onstage, was to remain in the background of the
mirror or should be represented in such a way that it ‘nyrano ee, Ho

Takxe n oboraulasno CBOew CTpaLLUHOK TanHoi'.66

Tairov’s simultaneous ‘HucnposepxeHne GopM U HOPM AENCTBUTENBHOCTH,
cywiectBoBaBlen [...] B 3To BpeMsa'®” and triumphant espousal of human
potential led to the Kamerny Theatre engaging predominantly with
‘«kpanHum[un]» xaHpam[un]’,®8 particularly tragedy — which Tairov saw as
opposing petty feelings and quotidian concerns — and harlequinade - with
its innovation and exuberance.®® Within these genres, the specific pathos

of each production’s onstage reality would be expressed through every art

64 See A. Tairov, ‘Lektsii: 2 yanvarya 1931 g.” in O teatre (Ob iskusstve teatra) (ed. P. Markov),
(Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970e), pp.195-208 (p.199)

65 Bal’'mont, 1990

66 Bal’'mont, 1990

67 Tairov, 1970e: 198

68 Golovashenko, 1970: 45

69 Markov, P. ‘O Tairove' in Tairov, A. Y., Zapiski rezhisyera (ed. P. Markov), (Moscow:
Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970), pp.9-41 (p.17)
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form, ‘My3bika, CBET, Kpacku, ANHAMU3M CLEHMYECKOon aTtMocdepsl,
HaxoAsLWMNCS BO B3aMMOCBS3M C AMHAMUKOW pa3BMBatOLMXCS
CLleHMYeCcKnx aktepckmnx obpasos’.”’? This idea of a Gesamtkunstwerk was
also central to Symbolist thought, and was one of the driving forces
behind Symbolist drama production, due to theatre’s ability to act as a

‘meeting place of the arts’.”?

Music was a particularly important element of this multimedia approach to
theatre for both Tairov as a Neo-Realist and for Bal’'mont as a Symbolist.
For both, music was an artform to which other artforms ought to aspire.
For example, Tairov was preoccupied with the idea of a ‘rhythm’ flowing
through each of his productions, which he saw as rooted in music and,
specifically, in the musicality of the dramatic text. It was music and
‘Marmsa ee putmoB’ that ‘nomMmorna Ham nepexuTb CNagoCTHbIN Npouecc
3apoXAeHUs CLEHNYECKOro CMHTE3a, OWyTUTb B cebe nepsoe pobkoe
6ueHne amoumoHanbHol dopmbl’.”2 He often constructed ‘cueHnyeckoe
aKTepckoe aencteme [...] N0 3aKOHaM My3blKanbHOW ApaMaTyprum, no
3aKOoHaM My3blKanbHOro uckyccrea’’3 and, in order to achieve this, in
Tairov's view, the poet was indispensable. It was the poet alone who was
able to ‘obneub peyb akTepa B HYXHbI PUTMUYECKUIN PUCYHOK N NpUaaTb

el 3aBepLIEeHHY0 XYA0XeCTBEHHYO dopmy’.”4

70 Tairov, 1970e: 204

71 Green, 1986:17

72 Tairov, 1970:92

73 Golovashenko, 1970: 64
74 Tairov, 170a: 150
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Bal’'mont clearly shared these ideas, whether in regard to poetry,
translation or theatre. As has already been mentioned, expressiveness
through form and rhythm were central to Symbolist poetry, whether
original or in translation,’> and music, as an embodiment of form’s
triumph over content, was the artistic ideal of the Symbolists.”® Indeed,
Alexander Blok described the fragmentation of European culture, to which
he was reacting, as a loss of ‘musicality’.”” Bal’'mont was seen as one of
the most musical of the Symbolists. He was ground-breaking in his use of
‘highly refined (or even overly refined) style that can overshadow [...]
content,’”® and the ‘hypnotic onomatopoeia’ of his poetry captivated his
readers.”? His 1915 essay [1033ua kak BowebcTBo, in which he declares
that ‘noa3nsa ectb BHYTpeHHAS My3blka, BHELLHE BblpaXKeHHasi pa3sMepHOto
peubto’, is a particularly in-depth treatise on the use of musical sound in
poetry.8% Moreover, it was Bal’'mont’s poetry that prompted the Symbolist
trend of linking the structure of poetry to musical compositions, with
‘collections of verse [...] considered as an organic whole, lyric poems [...]
more often presented in cycles, and the poema [...] seen as an

architectural or symphonic construct.’8!

75 See B. J. Baer and N. Olshanskaya (eds.), Russian writers on translation: An anthology.
(Routledge, London and New York: 2013)

76 Pyman, 1994: 62

77 Sundaram, 2011: 98

78 See R. Peterson, History of Russian Symbolism (Amsterdam, Philadephia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company, 1993), p. 33

79 Pyman, 1994: 60

80 See K. Bal’'mont, Poeziya kak volshebstvo (Moscow: Skorpion, 1915)

81 Pyman, 1994: 62
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Bal’mont was conscious of his own musicality, saying of himself, ‘MHe
CNnaaKo neTb, Kak cnagko netb BeceHHen ntuue’.82 This is demonstrated in
both the style and subject matter of his poetry, for instance in ‘3mMenHbIn
rna3s’, the first cycle of his 1903 collection bygem kak conHue. KHura
cumBosioB. Almost every one of the cycle’s twenty-six parts refers to the
poet as singing and to his music as an echo of nature, and among them
are poems that explore ‘fapmoHuns cnos’, ‘CnoBa-xaMeneoHbl’, ‘Mowu
necHoneHbsa’ and ‘Akkopabl.’83 In the cycle’s famous second part, Bal’'mont

recognises the uniqueness of his musical gift, claiming of himself:

S - U3bICKAHHOCTb PYCCKOM MeANUTENbHOWN peun,
Npeno MHOK Apyrue noaThl - NpeaTeyn,
$1 BnepBble OTKPbI B 3TON peyn YKIOHbI,

I'IepeneBHble, rHeBHble, HEXHbl€ 3BOHbI.

S - BHE3anHbIN U3/10M,
S - nrparoLwmnn rpom,
S - Nnpo3payHbIN pyyen,
A - anga Bcex n Hn4en.
[...]
BeyHo IOHbIN, KakK COH,
CunbHbIN TEeM, 4YTo BAO6EH
N B cebs u B apyrux,

A - U3bICKaHHbIN CTUX.8

82 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Revolutsioner ya ili net?’ In Revolutsioner ya ili net? (Moscow: Verf’, 1918)

83 Bal’'mont, 2010: 356-370

84 See K. Bal’'mont, Sobranie sochinenii v semi tomach (vol.1) (Moscow: Knigovek, 2010), pp.354-
355
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The importance of musicality to Bal’'mont’s translation of dramatic texts
manifested itself in the productions on which he collaborated with Tairov.
Firstly, in Bal’'mont’s essay on Kalidasa, he refers to the playwright as a
‘dramatic poet’ and calls for drama to be an expression of poetry, which
Bal’'mont clearly associated with music.8> Moreover, Bal’'mont explicitly
claims that music should be used as the basis for drama if theatre is to
reach the heights of Kalidasa’s play Sakuntala: ‘0oCHOBOWM HalInX MbICNeEN
Mbl cAenaeM Mysblky, 6/1aroroBeHune u notwouwyto Meuty’.88 Interestingly, in
discussing the role of the poet in the theatre in general, Tairov makes a
similar reference to Bal’'mont’s beloved ancient Indian theatre tradition,
explaining how, in the work of the actors, ‘M nomoran [...] noaT,
obnekaBLlNN B CTUXOTBOPHbIE CTAHCbl UX peyb Toraa, Korga 3Toro
TpeboBan HapacTaBwun nagoc ux amoumn’.8? Music was also central to
the Kamerny Theatre production of Salome, as explained by Tairov in his
essay ‘My3blka B TeaTpe,” which focuses not on the use of music as such,
but on the musical use of the text in his productions, ‘koTopbIi 5 YCIOBHO
Ha3blBalD OPKECTPOBKOWN MbECbl N pUTMUYECKUM pa3pelueHneM ee’.88 Tairov
draws particular attention to the musicality of Bal’'mont’s translation of
Salome, saying that ‘puTMmnyecknin 1 KOHTPaNyHKTUYECKUN PUCYHOK TakK

4eTKo bbeTcs B ee CI0BECHOM MaTeEpUnane N Tak HEYAEPXXMUMO B3bIBAET K

85 Bal’'mont, 1990

86 Bal’'mont, 1990

87 Tairov, 1970a: 151

88 See A. Tairov, Tairov, A., ‘Muzyka v teatre’ in O teatre (Zapiski rezhisyera) (ed. P. Markov),
(Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970b), pp.153-155 (p.153)
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BOMJaOLWEHUNIO, YTO HDOVITM MMMO HEro, No-Moemy, abcontoTHO

HEeBO3MOXHO. 89

The clearly documented overlap of Tairov’s and Bal’'mont’s views on
musicality and the role of the poet is especially helpful in the current
research. Indeed, of all the similarities between Tairov’s and Bal’'mont’s
theoretical views of theatre, this affinity has the greatest practical
implications, since Bal’'mont was three times entrusted with the phonetic
manifestation of his and Tairov’s theatrical vision. Bal’'mont’s
incorporation of musicality into his translation choices will be

demonstrated in the case study of his version of Romeo and Juliet.

Tairov’s 'Revolutionary’ theatre

Following the Revolution, theatres remained a popular source of
entertainment despite the difficult material circumstances,?° and the
period of War Communism saw a burst of theatre experimentation. In the
‘left-wing’ group of theatres were Proletkult, Meyerhold’s Studio, workers’
theatres and street troupes, while the most prominent representative of
the ‘right” was Stanislavsky’s Moscow Art Theatre. Tairov’s theatre was

described in 1924 as one of the remaining members of the post-

Revolutionary ‘centre’ group of theatres, many of which were run by the

89 Tairov, 1970b: 153
90 See R. Leach, ‘Futurism and Revolution’ in Russian Futurist Theatre: Theory and Practice
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2018), pp.47-76 (p.49)
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State and controlled by Lunacharsky.?t The Kamerny Theatre was among
several theatres characterised as bringing together aspects of both left-
wing ‘communist’ theatre and the individualistic theatre of the right: ‘Like
the State theatre directly under Lunacharsky, they cling to the traditional
in matter. In manner they partly continue the Right Group traditions, and
partly apply the Left Group principles in seeking to develop a curious
blend of symbolic and revolutionary method.’?? The changing socio-
political context had led to a distinct shift in Tairov’s view of his

productions, as the director himself noted:

B peBontoumio Haw TeaTp Bowen 6e3 CBA3WM C K1acCoM, 3Ty peBOIOLMUIO
npounsseawunmM. OTcoaa Hawe CybbeKTUBHOE BOCMPUSATUE PEBOTIOLMOHHOMN
OENCTBUTENBHOCTU 6bI1I0 BOCMPUATUEM HE C TOYKWN 3PEHUS KTaCCOBOW
60pbbbl, @ C TOUYKM 3pEHMS PEBONOLUMOHHOIO nadoca, peBoSTIOLUMOHHbIX
NOTEHUMIN, pEBONOLUMOHHON NAaTETUKN, PEBOOUMOHHOM CUMbl 3TOrO

nepuoaa.®?

Tairov’s new perception of theatre’s role is demonstrated by the types of
play that he staged immediately after the Revolution. Particularly
noteworthy is the increase in harlequinades: Lothar’s ‘King Harlequin’ in
November 1917, Debussy’s pantomime ‘The Toy Box’ in December 1917
and Hoffman’s Princess Brambilla in May 1920.°4 Tairov himself described

how pertinent the form of the harlequinade was to the atmosphere of the

91 See H. Carter, The New Theatre and Cinema of Soviet Russia (London: Chapman and Dodd,
1924), pp.128-129

92 Carter, 1924: 148

93 Tairov, 1970e: 202-203

94 Golovashenko, 1970a: 511-512
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revolution, where masks were torn off and reality was exposed.®> Even
those productions of the period which were not explicitly harlequinades
exhibited a similar theme. For instance, Tairov saw Oscar Wilde’s tragedy
Salome, staged in October 1917, as part of his change of direction. Just
as King Harlequin saw the ripping off of the royal mask, Salome showed
how the ‘MackupoBka 6ubnunein, Mackmposka LenbiM pSAoM pesIMrmo3HbIX
obpsaoB, npeapaccyakos, Tpaanumin’ could be removed, and provided an
example of the ‘peBonOLUMOHHOrO0 HUCNpoBepXeHUs boxxecTesa, BO NMS

XVU3HW, BO UMSA MJIOTU, BO UMSA NNIOJOHOCHOCTU XU3HN'.%6

Tairov clearly saw Romeo and Juliet as suitable for this new phase of his
theatre practice. In describing ‘How I Work on the Classics’, he claimed
that classic works must be presented in such a way that they remain
relevant to the contemporary audience. This could be ensured by pruning
those parts of classic plays which had lost their effect, like a ‘cagoBHUK
OTCEKAET OMepTBEBLUME BETKM AEpeBa, He TO/IbKO HE paHsa 3TUM AepeBa,
HO, Haob6opoT, coobwasa eMy HOBYIO XXNM3HECNOCOOBHOCTb U
XU3HeycTonumBocTb.?” Referring to Romeo and Juliet specifically, Tairov
explains that he attempted to rid the play of its Romantic associations,
propagated by figures like Belinsky.?8 The play is ‘He cnaakas «necHb

necHen nbeu», a CMMPOHUSA Aep3HOBEHHOW U CTPACTHOMN, MOry4yen u

95 Tairov, 1970e: 203

% Tairov, 1970e: 203

97 See A. Tairov, ‘Kak ya rabotayu nad klassikami’ in O teatre (Ob iskusstve teatra) (ed. P.
Markov), (Moscow: Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970f), pp.240-242 (pp.241-242)

%8 See S. Nel’s, ‘Romeo i Dzhul’etta: Optimisticheskaya tragediya’ in Shekspir na sovetskoy stsene
(Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1960), pp.93-104
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BCEMNOrOLWAOLLEN, MPEKPACHOM M XECTOKOM NtoboBHOM cTuxmn’.?? It is a
‘Tparmyeckunii ckety’1% and, in places, a harlequinade.1?! Tairov’s wife,
Alisa Koonen, who played Juliet in the production, reiterates Tairov’s view
of the play in her memoir, explaining how, for Tairov, the theme of the
play was the ‘ropsiyas u cunbHasa nboBb ABYX MOMOAbIX N04eN, Ha NyTU

KOTOPbIX CTOST NPENATCTBUSA, KOTOPblE HYXXHO npeoaoneTs’.102

Similar interpretations of the play would go on to appear elsewhere in
Europe in the following years. For instance, in Paris in 1925, Cocteau also
staged a harlequinade version of Romeo and Juliet, which Joseph Warren
Beach claimed to be the most ‘living” Shakespeare he had seen onstage.
In his review he repeats Tairov’s words almost exactly, saying that ‘to
resuscitate a classic it is necessary to translate him into the imaginative
terms of our own time’.193 For Beach, ‘in our mechanical age, it was most
natural to represent human beings in pantomime, abstracting from all

that makes them individuals’.104

For Tairov to produce a truly Neo-Realist production, this new
interpretation of the play would need to be reflected in the ‘rhythm’ of
every aspect of the production, just as it had been in his previous
productions. For instance, in his staging choices, Tairov set out the action

of the play across seven platforms of different heights, ‘Ha kKoTopbIx MOrno

99 Tairov, 1921: 290

100 Tairov, 1970f: 242

101 Tairov, 1970f

102 5ee A. Koonen, ‘Moi shekspirovskiye roli’ in Shekspirovskiy sbornik (1958)

103 See J. W. Beach, Shakespeare and Harlequin. The Virginia Quarterly Review, 1(2) (1935),
pp.247-260

104 Beach, 1935
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CTPEMUTENBHO pa3BMBaTbCS BCE HAMOMHEHHOe 6eCYNCIeHHbIMY
npenatcrBuamm aelcrene’.19 Koonen also notes that the roles were to be
played simply, since ‘npocToTa n caep>XaHHOCTb UCMOAHEHUS MOTYT
MOMOYb AOHECTU A0 3puTens rnybuHy n obuievyenoBe4YHOCTb NCKYCCTBA
Lekcnunpa’.1% Although Tairov makes no explicit reference to the text of
Romeo and Juliet, considering these descriptions of the scenic
atmosphere, it might be proposed that the text of the play would be
required to reflect the same worldliness and simplicity. This is supported
by Alisa Koonen’s comments about Tairov’s approach to the translation of
Racine’s Phédre, which premiered nine months after Romeo and Juliet.
Koonen describes the significant involvement of Tairov in the translation
process, noting his advice to Briusov to deviate from the meter of the
original, which was seen as inappropriate, as it ‘pa3pywaln] Hawe

npeacTtaBfieHne o Tpareanu.’t07

While Tairov’s method ‘aligned with Briusov’s own thoughts’198 at the
time, the same cannot be said of Bal’'mont. Shershenevich attacked
Bal’mont’s translation and its failure to fulfil Tairov’s expectations,
recalling in his memoirs how ‘NpUHATL 3TOT TEKCT 6bISI0 HEBO3MOXHO.
CTaBUTb B CTapOM TEKCTE, BCE Xe NydyleM, 4eM 6anbMOHTOBCKMIM, Tanpos

He xoTesl. OH 3aKka3an MHe ncnpaBmTb 6aJ'IbMOHTOBLIJ,VIHy. A oTkasancs

105 Tairov, 1921: 291

106 Koonen: 1958

107 See A. Koonen, Stranitsy zhizni (Iskusstvo: Moscow, 1985), p. 267
108 Koonen, 1985: 267
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HaBOAWTb NIOCK Ha 3Ty NapuKMaxepckyto paboTy. Mpuwnock Aenatb HOBbIN

nepesog,’.10°

Bal’'mont’s opposition to modernising and simplifying the classics for a
post-Revolutionary audience is undoubtedly linked to his broader
disillusionment with the October Revolution and his wish to separate the
spheres of art and politics. In 1918, Bal’'mont published a collection of
works entitled PesosroymnoHep s unm Het?110 and argues in the title essay
that ‘'noaT BbiWwe BCAKMX MapTuin. Bolle nnmn HUxXe, 3TO TaM BCAYECKHU
6bIBaeT, HO, BO BCSKOM c/iydyae, — BHe. 111 He rejects the narrow definition
of ‘revolutionary art’, claiming that:
HEeT, B CYLWHOCTWN, HN O4HOIO reHns, HM O4HOr0 KPynHoOro tTanaHTa,
KOTOPbIN NO Npupoae cBoen He 6bin 6bl peBOMIOLUMOHHBLIM. eHUn n
KpPYMHbIA TanaHT NoYTK BCerga AoMaeT CcTapoe 1 co3gaeTt HoBoe. Ecnu xe B
cmny Kaknx-nmbo 4yaCTUUHbIX YCHOBMVI JMYHOCTU NN NCTOPUHECKUX
obcToATENBCTB FreHun BbICTYNaeT 3allUTHNKOM CTaporo, camas
BbIpa3nNTE/IbHOCTb BCEX €ro ABMXEHUN U NMPOsSBIEeHn BO36yxaaeT BOKPYr
Hero Takyto 6ypto, 4To oH o6oCTpsieT n ycunueaeT BO3HMKLWYO 60pbby 3a

HOBO€E, N B 3TOM C/Zly4Yae€ He NpdaMO, HO KOCBEHHO BCE paBHO ABNAETCA

PEBOJIIOLMOHHON CUON. 112

Bal’mont’s refusal to ‘revolutionise’ his work in the manner of Tairov will
be further explored in the following section, in a close reading of his

translation of Romeo and Juliet. In many ways, Bal’'mont’s abstention

109 Shershenevich in Lutsenko, 2019: 89
110 Bal’'mont, 1918
111 Bal’'mont, 1918
112 Bal'mont, 1918



from Tairov’s newly evolving theatre norms can be seen as part of his

retention of Symbolist horms.
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Bal’'mont’s Romeo and Juliet: a case study

The translation that Tairov ultimately used for his 1921 production of
Romeo and Juliet, by Shershenevich, does not survive, removing the
possibility of comparing Bal’'mont’s version with a version approved by
Tairov. However, Bal’'mont’s translation itself provides evidence of the
influence of the norms discussed above. In addition, comparisons of
Bal’'mont’s translation with two older translations — which Shershenevich
suggested as more appropriate for Tairov’s production than Bal’'mont’st13
- serve to highlight Bal’'mont’s translation choices. These are

Mikhailovsky’s 1899 version of the play, and Grigoriev’s 1860 version.

First, and most striking, is Bal’'mont’s prioritisation of Shakespeare’s
poetic form and musicality, sometimes resulting in the modification of
Shakespeare’s wording. As part of achieving this, Bal’'mont often uses the
high-flown language and constructions that he admired in the Romantics

and which had become so characteristic of his own poetry.

An example of this can be found in Act 2, when Juliet calls Romeo back to
her and Romeo responds with the following lines:
It is my soul that calls upon my name.

How silver-sweet sound lovers’ tongues by night,

Like softest music to attending ears!#

113 Shershenevich in Lutsenko, 2019: 89
114 See W. Shakespeare (ed. René Weis), Romeo and Juliet (Arden Shakespeare Third Series)
(London: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2012), I1.ii.164-6
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Bal’'mont’s version reads:

Aywa Moa MOE& 3aecb knmnyet nmsa!
Kak cepebpucto-HexeH 3BYK NH060BHbIN

B HOYHOM TULWIN — B HEM My3blKa ANSA ciyxall®

Mikhailovsky’s version reads:

To Mmnnasa Mmosa 30BET MeHH
Kak cnagocTHO 3By4daT cnoBa BNO6AEHHbIX
B HOUYHOM TULWIN, Nenes HeXHOo CnyXx,

Kak My3bika!ll®

Grigoriev’s version reads:

[ylwa mMoa MeHsl, 9 Cnbilwy, KIn4eTb
Mo nmeHun! Peub MUIOM Bb TULLUNHEL HOYHON —

Y70 MY3bikMN cepebpsiHble 3BYkun!it?

From a formal perspective, some of the most important features of the
original lines are arguably: their meter; their auditory effects; and the
way in which the content is organised across the lines. Firstly, in
Shakespeare, the meter is unrhymed iambic pentameter with masculine

endings. Bal’'mont adheres most closely to this uniformity, retaining

115 See K. Bal’'mont, ‘Uilyam Shekspir. Tragediya “Romeo i Dzul’etta”. Perevod s angliskovo K. D.
Bal’'monta. Publikatsiya T. V. Petrovoi. Solnechnaya Pryazha, 5 (2011), pp.132-186 (p.149)

116 See D. Mikhailovsky, Vil’yam Shekspir. Romeo i Dzhul’etta (perevod D. L. Mikhailovskovo) (St
Petersburg: Kristall, 2001)

117 See A. Grigoriev, ‘Naiprevoshodneishaya i prezhalostnaya tragediya Romeo i Dzhul’etta. V piati
deistviakh’ in Polnoe sobranie sochinenii Shekspira (vol.1) (ed. S. Vengerov) (St Petersburg:
Brokgaus-Efron, 1902)
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iambic pentameter throughout and adding a feminine ending to each line.
Mikhailovsky, while keeping iambic pentameter, alternates between
masculine and feminine endings, while Grigoriev deviates further still from

the meter, alternating between iambic pentameter and iambic hexameter.

Secondly, the most striking image of the lines is perhaps the ‘silver-sweet
sound’, due to its sibilance. Bal’'mont tries to maintain the compound
adjective, with ‘cepebpucro-HexeH 3ByK’, while Mikhailovsky seems to
prioritise content over the form with the single word ‘cnagoctHo’, while
still retaining the synesthetic effect of using the word ‘sweet’ to describe a
sound. Grigoriev, meanwhile changes both the form and the content,
transferring the ‘silver-sounding’ to music from ‘tongues’ and removing

the quality of ‘sweetness’ from the description of the sound.

Finally, these three lines demonstrate a neat containment of ideas, with
one thought confined to each line. In the first, the focus is the person
calling Romeo’s name; in the second, the sound of lovers talking is
described; and in the third, the sound is compared to music. Again,
Bal’mont follows this more strictly than both Mikhailovsky and Grigoriev,
keeping the same content in each line apart from the transferal of ‘by
night’ to the third line. Mikhailovsky and Grigoriev stick more closely to
Shakespeare’s exact words but sacrifice some of the structural integrity.
In Mikhailovsky’s version, the smoothness of the lines is lost slightly due
to the enjambment brought about by the addition of a fourth line, while

Grigoriev distributes Romeo’s thoughts across the lines very differently,
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with Romeo’s ‘name’ being transferred to the second line and the ‘silver-

sweet’ being pushed into the final line.

Another formally interesting excerpt from this scene is the parting of
Romeo and Juliet. In the original, a couplet spoken by Juliet is followed by

a couplet spoken by Romeo:

Juliet: Good night, good night. Parting is such sweet sorrow
That I shall say good night till it be morrow.
Romeo: Sleep dwell upon thine eyes, peace in thy breast;

Would I were sleep and peace, so sweet to rest.!18

Bal’mont’s version reads:

Juliet: Mpolian, npowian, Kak HeXXHO paccTaBaHue,
A po ytpa npoanwuna 6bl npolwaHbe
Romeo: COH NnackoBbIM O4YaM, - MOKOW MeyTam,

O 6yab A CHOM, Kak cnagko 6b1s10 6 Ham!119

Mikhailovsky’s version reads:

Juliet: Tpowan, npowan; MWHYTbl pacCcTaBaHbs
NcnonHeHbl CTONb CNaaKkoro cTtpajaHbs,
YTto 9 Tebe no camoro yTpa
FoToBa 6bl XenaTb CMOKOMHOW HOUMN.
Romeo: MyCTb KpenKuin COH rnasa TBOWU 3aKpOeET,
B TBOEW rpyau nyctb BOABOPUTCS MUP.

O ecnu 6 9 6611 3TUM CHOM U MUpoMm!120

118 Romeo and Juliet, 11.ii.184-187
119 Bal’'mont, 2011: 150
120 Mikhailovsky, 2001
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Grigoriev’s version reads:

Juliet: Ho — nobpoi Houun, nobpon Houmn! Tak

Cnaaka neyasnb NpowanbHOro NpuBETa,

'\\

YTo ,,006pOI HOUM!™ 4O AHEBHOrO CBETA

Tesepauna Bce 6bl 5!

Romeo: O, ha cCoOMKHeT
Tsou pecHuubl coH! [1a HU30MaeT
Ha cepaue mup! Xoten 6bl o6paTntbCs

1 B COH U B MUp, 4YTObbI B TEbA BCcenuTbes. 12!

Immediately, even from a visual perspective, formal differences between
the three translations stand out. In terms of meter, all three remain in
line with the original, with the use of iambic pentameter. However, only
Bal’'mont keeps the structure of the four lines, with two sets of rhyming
couplets, prioritising this form over the content, for instance by replacing
‘peace in thy breast’ with ‘peace to your dreams’ (‘nokon meutam’) and
removing ‘peace’ from the final line. Mikhailovsky and Grigoriev use seven
lines in order to retain the content of the original, with Grigoriev splitting
the fourth line over two lines. They also both change the rhyme scheme,
with Mikhailovsky using a rhyming couplet followed by five unrhymed

lines, and Grigoriev creating a new scheme: ABBCCDD.

121 Grigoriev, 1902
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Another example of Bal’'mont’s focus on musicality, in particular, can be
found in his translation of the Prologue preceding Act II. In the original,
the final two lines of the chorus are:

But passion lends them power, time means, to meet,

Tempering extremities with extreme sweet.!??

Bal’'mont’s version of these lines is:

Ho cTpacTb — AacT BnacTb, UM NyTb AacT — BpeMs B bere,

B Toli KpaliHOCTM M3BeAaTb KPAaWHOCTb Hern, 23

Mikhailovsky’s translation is:

Ho cnyyan MM BpeMsi NocbliiaeT,
M nbin Nto6BM UM MyXeCcTBO AaeT
[nsa BCTpey, - U MUT BaXeHCTBa yTelaeT

M cnagkylo oTpaay B cepaue nbet.124

Grigoriev’s version is:

Ho 6auTtb nobBM Hagb HUMU BbUHbIV FrEeHiNn:
YKaxeTb Cny4dan OHb U AacCTb BO3MOXXHOCTb UMb

YNnTbCs Bb TpeneTs 6/71aXXeHCTBOMb HE3EMHbIMb. 12°

122 Romeo and Juliet, 11.0.187-188
123 Bal’'mont, 2011: 145

124 Mikhailovsky, 2001

125 Grigoriev, 1902
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Shakespeare’s final two lines here are extremely musical, creating a lilting
effect and echoing the closeness between Romeo and Juliet by means of
several formal methods. For example, in the first line, ‘passion’ and
‘power’ are made alliterative, followed by the alliterative and sibilant
‘means’ and ‘meet’. Bal’'mont recreates this effect, and arguably heightens
it, in his rendering of the lines. First, in place of the alliterative ‘p’s,
Bal’'mont uses a triple internal rhyme - ‘cTtpacTtb — gacrt BnacTtb/,
replicating the strength of the lovers that is embodied in Shakespeare’s
word choice. This half of the line is then further connected to the second
half with another ‘aact’ in place of the omitted repetition of ‘lend’ in the
original. Furthermore, at the end of the line, where Shakespeare uses
sibilance and alliteration in ‘time means, to meet’, Bal’'mont again follows
the pattern, with ‘Bpemsa’ and ‘B 6ere’ acting as two alliterative words with
the same use of a lengthened vowel in the dominant first syllable of each
word. Finally, the symmetry of Shakespeare’s second line is retained by
Bal’mont. Like Shakespeare, who splits ‘extremities’ and ‘extreme’ with a
single word in the middle of the line, Bal’'mont separates ‘kpanHocTn’ and
‘kpanHocTb’ with ‘nsseaatb’, highlighting the two ‘extremes’ that cancel

each other out when Romeo and Juliet are together.

Comparing Bal’'mont’s version of these lines with those of Mikhailovsky
and Grigoriev highlights Bal’'mont’s comparative prioritisation of
Shakespeare’s musical effect. In Mikhailovsky’s translation, Shakespeare’s
first line is spread over two and half lines in Russian and prioritises

content over musicality. Shakespeare’s order of ideas and grammatical
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structure are modified, with object followed by subject (‘cnyyan nm Bpems
noceinaet’) and then subject followed by object (‘nbin nto68U MM
My>ecTBo gaet’), and the final ‘to meet’ being moved to a third line.
Shakespeare’s final line is reduced to its positive half, as Mikhailovsky
describes the lovers’ ‘Mur 6naxeHcrtsa’ and ‘cnagkyto otpaay’ without
references to the extreme danger of their situation that their bliss will
counter. This reduction is also found in Grigoriev’s version, in which he
has the lovers able to 'YnuTtbcs Bb TpeneTs 61a)XeHCTBOMb HE3EMHbIMDB'
without Shakespeare’s wordplay around the collision of ‘extremities’ and
‘extreme’. In Grigoriev’s first lines, the structure and musicality is
removed along with Shakespeare’s imagery as in his version it is the
‘No6Bu [...] BbUHBbIM reHin who 'YkaxeTb cnydam OHb M AacTb BO3MOXHOCTb

UMb / Ynutbes'.

Bal’mont’s preoccupation with form and musicality, as well as his
individualistic self-expression, unsurprisingly result in an abstention from
simplification in his translation. This is arguably the most meaningful way
in which Bal’'mont fell short of Tairov’s expectations for his 1921
production, in which he aimed to repurpose the classic play for a working-
class audience through simplification and exaggeration. Indeed, while
undoubtedly musical, some of Bal’'mont’s constructions remain complex,
perhaps impeding immediate understanding on the part of the audience.
The extracts above serve as instances of this complexity, and other

examples can be found throughout Bal’'mont’s translation. For instance, at
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the end of Act 3, when Romeo and Juliet are spending their final morning

together, Juliet tells Romeo he must leave:

It is, it is! Hie hence, be gone, away!

It is the lark that sings so out of tune,

Straining harsh discords and unpleasing sharps.
Some say the lark makes sweet division;

This doth not so, for she divideth us.

Some say the lark and loathed toad change eyes.
O, now I would they had changed voices too,
Since arm from arm that voice doth us affray,
Hunting thee hence with hunt’s-up to the day.

O, now be gone! More light and light it grows.!26

Bal’mont’s version is formally inventive and complex:

Nawn. Crnewwu. TOT CBET eCTb CBET 3apu.
To »XaBOPOHOK TaK NOET HECTPOMHO, -
PaspbiBYaTbIM U HENPUSATHbLIN 3BYK.

KTo BblayMas, YTo XXaBOPOHOK 6yATo
MoéT paszaenbHO-HeXxHo? O, HenpaBaa!l
OH pa3gensieT pe3Kkon necHew Hac.
NoBepbenecTb Takoe, A cnbixana,

YTO >XaBOPOHOK C HEHAaBUCTHOM >xaboi
Cnaszamun obmeHsancsa. 4 6 xortena,

Y106 06MeHsancs ronocom op C Hew.
Pyka c pykoW, Tbl 6bls1 CO MHON, U PYKK
OH BApYr pa3bsan, No&T HaM O pasnyke.

Nown. Y cBeT MAET, U CBET pacTeT.!?’

126 Romeo and Juliet, 111.v.26-35
127 Bal’'mont, 2011: 167
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As has been typical of Bal’'mont’s translation, he often makes attempts to
follow Shakespeare’s form and musicality. For example, he renders ‘harsh
discords’ with the onomatopoeic ‘pa3pbiBuaTthiit’. He also echoes
Shakespeare’s repetitions and word play, recreating ‘sweet division’ and
‘divideth us’ with ‘pasgenbHo-HexHO’ and ‘pasaenseT pe3kon’; ‘More light
and light it grows’ with ‘cBeT naét, un ceet pactét’; and ‘hunting” and
‘hunt’s-up’ with the alliterative ‘pa3ban’ and ‘pasnyke’. Moreover, he
intensifies the idea of separating ‘arm from arm’ with ‘Pyka ¢ pykon, Tbl
6b11 co MHOM, N pyku / OH BApYr pa3sbsan’ by having the two ‘pyku’
together at the start of the line, as in the original, and then enacting the
separation of the hands by ending the line with ‘pyku’ and using
enjambment to complete the clause with ‘OH Bapyr pasbsan’ on the
following line. It could be argued that, onstage, and for an uneducated
audience, this complexity may have created confusion, despite the

appropriateness of its acoustic effect.

Here, it is perhaps most useful to compare Bal’'mont’s version with that of
Radlova, which was also written after the Revolution and for a working-

class audience:
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HeT, HeT, HacTano! Yxoan ckopen!

To »XaBOpPOHOK TaK He B naj noeT,
BbITArMBas XXeCTkuii, oCTpbl 3BYK.

S cnblwana, YTo Tpesb ero HexHa, -
HenpaBaa: BeAb OHa Hac pasfy4aer...
YTo C xabo NOMEHANCSa OH rnasamu, -
N ronocom nyckain 66l nomMmeHsnca:
Beaob OoH 06bsTbS HaWM pa3oOMKHYN;
OH BMecCTe C HOYbIO 1 TebS CnyrHy”n.

O, yxoan! CBeTNeeT SACHbIM AeHb. 1?8

This translation is manifestly more concerned with the comprehension of
Shakespeare’s content by the audience. The simpler “»xecTkni, octpbin’
are used instead of ‘PaspbiByaThin’. Rather than the complex rhetorical
question ‘KTo BblgyMas, 4To XaBoOpoHOK 6yaTo / MNO&T pa3aesibHO-HeXHOo?’,
Radlova simply has her heroine say in ordinary speech that ‘A cnsbiwana,
4YTO Tpenb ero HexHa’', removing Shakespeare’s complex play on
‘division’/ ‘divideth’. Similarly, there is no reference to arms being pulled
away from each other in Radlova’s easily comprehensible line ‘Beab oH
06baATbA Hawwm pasoMkHyn'. Radlova’s active simplification of
Shakespeare’s text, which contrasts with Bal’'mont’s incidental complexity
in its intentionality, will be considered in more detail in the second half of

this thesis, which is dedicated to her translation.

128 See A. Radlova, ‘Vil'yam Shekspir. Romeo i Dzhul’etta (per. A. Radlovoi)’ in Vil’'vam Shekspir.
Izbrannye proizvedeniya (Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaya literature, 1939)
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Bal’'mont’'s Romeo and Juliet as a landmark translation

From the analysis of Bal’'mont’s translation choices it becomes clear that,
in his version of Romeo and Juliet, the translator brought together his
Symbolist priorities of individualism and poetic form with the musicality
that was central to his and Tairov’s vision for theatre, and to Bal’'mont’s
approach to art as a whole. These features dominate his translation,
occasionally resulting in the slight modification of Shakespeare’s wording.
In addition, and arguably as a consequence of adhering to these
principles, Bal’'mont’s translation did not fulfil Tairov’s changing needs in
1919. Bal’'mont remained the form-oriented Symbolist translator that he
had been in the early 1910s, rather than adjusting his translation practice
for a post-Revolutionary audience. Tairov, by this point, seemingly
needed a Revolutionary poet-translator, who could meet the needs of the
new audience and whose rhythm corresponded to the Revolutionary

pathos of the time.

It should be remembered, however, that Bal’'mont was not simply ‘out of
touch’ with contemporary reality but, as has been noted, his adherence to
Symbolist norms was part of an active disagreement with the idea of
‘revolutionary’ art and with the October Revolution more broadly. Indeed,
in the years leading up to his emigration, he refused to sell his works to

Proletkul’t, reportedly stating ‘He Mory neuyaTtaTb y Tex, Y KOro pyku B
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kKpoBu,'12% and complained of the Bolsheviks’ ‘kpoBaBbIX pykax, Aep>aLinx
Poccuto 3a ropno’.13% He had been planning to leave the country since the
autumn of 1919.13! Interestingly, Bal’'mont’s emigration was perhaps an
additional reason for the rejection of his work by Tairov. After narrowly
escaping execution,32 Bal’'mont was among the many writers who applied
for permission to leave the country in 1920, and he was first to be
granted this permission with the support of Lunacharsky, on the condition
that he ‘He 6yneT BpeanTb 3arpaHuuen [sic] nHtepecam CoBeTCcKoOM
Pecny6nnkn’.133 By 1921, he had become a deeply controversial figure
due to a false rumour that he had broken this oath of loyalty by making
statements against the Soviet Union and, in doing so, had led to other
writers being prevented from leaving the country.134 Despite these
rumours being refuted by Bal’mont and Lunacharsky, as well as by their
supposed source, Isidore Gukovsky, Bal'mont was at this time viewed
with suspicion by the Soviet authorities, and was perhaps treated with

caution by fellow artists.13°

Despite the fact that Tairov chose to reject Bal’'mont’s translation, his
1921 production of Romeo and Juliet was not a critical success. Several

reviewers resented what they saw as the production’s dullness and failure

129 See S. Polyakov (Litovtsev), O poete Bal’'monte. Posledniye novosti, 169 (10 November
1920), p.3 in Bird and Ivanova, 2004: 81-82

130 See K. Bal’'mont. Krovavye Iguny. Volya Rossii, 209 (22" May 1921), p.4-5 in Bird and
Ivanova, 2004: 79

131 Bal’'mont, 1921, p.79

132 polyakov, 1920; Bal’'mont, 1921

133 See R. Bird and E. Ivanova, Byl li vinoven Bal’'mont? Russkaya literatura, 3 (2004), pp.55-85
(p.56)

134 Bird and Ivanova, 2004

135 Bird and Ivanova, 2004
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to capture the spirit of Shakespeare. One highlighted the dissonance
between ‘nonHokpoBHasa Tpareaus LLekcnupa n apabno-TpannyHble
coopyxeHusa dkctep’ (the designer).13® Another lamented the ‘CyxocTb
BMECTO TeMNepaMeHTa, YepCTBOCTb BMECTO OFHEHHbIX YyBCTB,
6yxrantepus cepael, BMECTO YyAecHOro packpbitma’.137 Morozov, writing
in 1947, recalled feeling that in Tairov’s production Romeo and Juliet
‘r’mbnn He OT CTOIKHOBEHMUS C OKPYXatoLWMM MUPOM, HO OT C/1Eenown

cnyyanHocTn’. 138

However, it could be argued that the production, and the kind of
translation that Tairov demanded for it, paved the way for the Socialist
Realism that began to develop at the turn of the 1930s. Writing in 1946,
Tairov himself claimed that every era has its own form of Realism,
including Socialist Realism and that, with each new iteration, the form and
style ‘BMAOM3MEHSAIOTCSA B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT MAEN, Bbipaxkatowen Ty nnm
NHyto anoxy.’13? Clearly the ideas and atmosphere of post-Revolutionary
Russia prompted Tairov’s gradual move from Neo-Realism in the 1910s to
what he refers to as ‘Concrete realism’ in the mid- and late-1920s, and

the start of this shift is already evident in his Romeo and Juliet.14°

Charting Tairov’s development therefore acts as a bridge between this

research into Bal’'mont’s translation and an exploration of Radlova’s 1934

136 Treplev in Lutsenko, 2019: 90

137 Margolin in Lutsenko, 2019: 90

138 Morozov in Lutsenko, 2019:91

139 See A. Tairov, ‘Teatr i dramaturg’ in O teatre (Ob iskusstve teatra) (ed. P. Markov), (Moscow:
Vserossiyskoe teatralnoe obshestvo, 1970g), pp.255-264 (p.256)

140 Golovashenko, 1970: 52
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translation of Romeo and Juliet. While Tairov’s approach to Shakespeare
in 1921 was largely unappreciated, by the time Radlova was translating
the play for Sergei Radlov in 1934, it seemed appropriate, and was
accepted as part of the discussion around how to stage Shakespeare in
the emerging culture of Socialist Realism.14! Written at the start of the
Socialist Realist period, Radlova’s translation appears to share Tairov’s
focus on worldliness, ease of understanding, and action. She expresses
many of the same thoughts as Tairov when discussing her approach to
translating Shakespeare, for instance claiming that the first priority when
translating Shakespeare is ‘TO4HOCTb, 61M30CTb K NOA/IMHHUKY, HO
6/11M30CTb He dopMasbHasg, a xuBas. 142 She also notes that, ‘cuntas
SKBUPUTMUIO WU SKBUIIMHEAPHOCTb, KakK ee Ha3blBalT HEKOTOpbIe
KpUTUKK [...], B NpuHUMNE NpaBUIbHON, 1 He Aenato U3 Hee Anga cebs
detnw’.143 Similarly, many of Radlov’s intentions, both in the 1920s and
as the director of Romeo and Juliet in 1934, align closely with Tairov’s.
The similarities between Tairov, Radlov and Radlova mean that these two
translations of Romeo and Juliet are not only of interest in isolation, or in
relation to their individual contexts. They can also be used to chart the
development of Russian theatre in the first half of the twentieth century,
and to show a tangible progression from Realism to Symbolism, to Neo-

Realism, to ‘Concrete Realism’, to Socialist Realism.

141 See Tverskoy in D. Zolotnitsky, (ed.), V sporakh o teatre: sbornik nauchnych trudov (St
Petersburg, 1992), p.59

142 Gee A, Radlova, ‘O perevode’ in Gamlet (Leningrad, 1938)

143 Radlova, 1938
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Anna Radlova’s 1934 version of Romeo and Juliet

As in the preceding section focusing on Bal’'mont, the following
exploration of Radlova’s translation will apply a Descriptive Translation
Studies approach, taking into account both the type of text under

consideration and the specific conditions in which it was created.

Firstly, as with Bal’mont’s translation, this section will consider Radlova’s
translation in its theatrical context. It is important to note that, unlike
Bal’'mont’s translation, Radlova’s translation was also published in text
form, and was included in Academia’s landmark Vil’'vam Shekspir: Polnoe
sobranie sochinenii, published between 1936 and 1949.144 Although the
reception of this published version Radlova’s translation would
undoubtedly be of interest in further studies of Shakespeare translations
in the Soviet period, it will not be considered here. In this study,
Radlova’s translation will be analysed solely from the perspective of its
position within a dynamic, live performance, namely Radlov’s 1934
production of Romeo and Juliet, in which Radlova was - and saw herself
as — an active collaborator. In such a situation, ‘performability, as the
quality that ensures the play’s success in stimulating and sustaining the
authorized game of make-believe that is the theatre[,] is as much a

default concern of stage translation as expressive writing is of the

144 Tihanov, 2009: 71



56

novelist.’14> Radlova’s translation choices were clearly made with
theatregoers and theatre performers in mind, and it was her ‘shifting
gaze'l46 that completed the hybrid version of Shakespeare - shaped by
her personal relation to the text, to theatre practice and to the spectator

- that was brought to the Soviet public.

Secondly, the specific circumstances of Radlova’s translation career
necessitate the exploration of particular areas of influence. Radlova’s
relationship with translation, and specifically translation for the stage,
differs markedly from Bal’mont’s. Firstly, while for Bal’'mont translation
was an integral part of his creative oeuvre, standing equal with his
original poetry from the start of his career, for Radlova, translation came
as a distinct second phase in her career. Radlova began her creative life
as a poet, before transitioning into translation for the stage in the 1920s,
perhaps due to her lack of success as a poet. Radlova was therefore a
less experienced translator than Bal’mont at the time when she translated
Romeo and Juliet, and this may be one of the reasons for the lack of

commentary on her translation.

However, despite this divergence in overall translation experience,
Radlova was arguably at an advantage when translating specifically for
the theatre. Unlike Bal’'mont, by the time Radlova had begun working as a

translator, her entire creative career had been accompanied by a deep

145 See D. Johnston, ‘Metaphor and Metonymy: the Translator-Practitioner’s Visibility’ in Staging
And Performing Translation (eds. R. Baines, C. Marinetti, M. Perteghella) (London: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2011), pp.11-30 (p.18)

146 Johnston, 2011: 19
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connection to the theatre world, which was facilitated by her marriage in
1914 to the emerging theatre director Sergei Radlov. This relationship
gave her unique access to the developments taking place in
Petrograd/Leningrad theatres from the late 1910s until the early 1930s,
many of which were driven by Radlov himself. Thus, in the early 1930s,
when Radlova started work on Romeo and Juliet for Radlov’s Studio
Theatre, she was already operating within the context of Radlov’s norms
as a theatre director and avant-garde theatre experimentation more

broadly.

These two major aspects of Radlova’s translation career - the lack of
scholarly commentary on her work and her continuous collaboration with
Sergei Radlov - will inform the materials used in this study. Primary
materials by Radlova are clearly important although scarce, limited to her
translation of Romeo and Juliet and her article ‘O nepesoge,” which
appeared in the programme for Radlov’s 1938 production of Hamlet. In
addition, Sergei Radlov’s writings, and scholarship on his work as a
theatre director, will feature heavily in the analysis of Radlova’s
translation. These will not displace the section’s concentration on Radlova
herself, but are necessary due to the paucity of materials about Radlova;
the fact that Radlova’s translations for the stage were commissioned by
Radlov for his productions; and the fact that Radlov can be seen a

representative and leader of larger trends in post-Revolutionary theatre.
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Radlova’s 1934 translation of Romeo and Juliet occurred at a significant
moment, following a decade of theatrical experimentation in
Petrograd/Leningrad while also appearing at a pivotal time in the
development of Socialist Realism. In order to reflect this, the following
study will follow a dual methodological approach, whereby the translation
will be analysed in both its synchronic and diachronic contexts. The
diachronic approach will consider the experimental atmosphere of
Petrograd/Leningrad theatre following the Revolution, as well as Radlov’s
development over the course of this period. The synchronic approach, on
the other hand, will look at Radlova’s translation as a specific product of
1934, locating Radlova’s work at the intersection between the preceding
decade of theatre experiments and the emerging discussions of Socialist

Realism and of staging Shakespeare within the Socialist Realist tradition.

Examining the environment in which Radlova developed as a poet and as
a translator, particularly her involvement with the work of Radlov, points
to three overarching trends by which Radlova’s translation was arguably
influenced. Firstly, Radlov was part of a theatre tradition which looked
back to various forms of popular theatre. This influence can be found not
only in Radlov’s staging of Romeo and Juliet, but also in Radlova’s
translation for the production, particularly the translation’s move away
fromm Romanticism and its juxtaposition of comedy and tragedy. Secondly,
the post-Revolutionary period saw an enthusiasm for mass spectacles.
Again, Radlov was highly involved in several mass dramatic productions

and pageants, as well as in circus performances. The principles of these
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forms of entertainment and artistry are reflected in the way Radlova’s
translation presents the play as a form of entertainment. Finally, the
influence of Expressionism and Emotionalism can be felt in the style of
Radlova’s translation. During the 1920s, in the period leading up to the
production of Romeo and Juliet, both Radlova and Radlov were leading
members of the Emotionalist movement. Radlova produced several
collections of Emotionalist poetry and Radlov incorporated Emotionalist
and Expressionist tendencies in his approach to drama, such as achieving
a harmony between the speech and movement of his actors, as will be

discussed further.

In addition to the influence of avant-garde theatre experimentation,
Radlova was arguably influenced by the appearance of Socialist Realism in
the arts. While Socialist Realism first established itself in literature, 4’ it
was also beginning to infiltrate theatre. Radlov’s Romeo and Juliet is
arguably one of the first productions in which its influence can be felt,
particularly in Radlova’s translation. After demonstrating Radlova’s
incorporation of 1920s theatre experimentation into her translation, as
well as her awareness of discussions around Socialist Realism, it will be
argued that this confluence of norms was responsible for the translation’s
success. In many cases, the norms of 1920s theatre either coincided with,

or were repurposed for, Socialist Realist ends.

147 Dobrenko, 2011
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Sergei Radlov and the theatrical experiments of post-

Revolutionary Petrograd/Leningrad

Popular theatre

The rediscovery of popular theatre techniques did not begin with the
Revolution, when theatre began to open up to more diverse audiences. Its
use by the intelligentsia can be traced back to the ‘HapogHbin Teatp’
movement of the 1860s, the aim of which ‘was to propagate high culture
among the masses, not to perpetuate popular culture.''*® The educational
role of mass theatre continued with the pre-Revolutionary left-wing
intelligentsia.4? At the same time, popular theatre was also employed in
the dramatic experiments of those with more esoteric aims, as has been
seen from the work and theories of Tairov, whose popular theatre
techniques were employed as part of a response to the Romanticism and
Naturalism of the nineteenth century. 1°0 In addition, the traditions of
pantomime, commedia dell’arte and Russian balagan were often seen in
Symbolist theatre, which was most famously brought to the stage by

Meyerhold.1>1

Meyerhold’s theatre studio, which opened in St Petersburg in 1913 and

had Sergei Radlov among its first students,!>2 brought together the

148 See C. Kelly, 'Petrushka and the Pioneers: The Russian Carnival Puppet Theatre after the
Revolution' in Discontinuous Discourses in Modern Russian Literature (eds. C. Kelly, M. Makin, D.
Shepherd), (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1989), pp.73-111 (p.76)

149 Kelly, 1989

150 Markov, 1970: 18

151 See M. Green, The Russian Symbolist Theater: Some Connections. Pacific Coast Philology, 12
(1977), pp.5-14 (p.6)

152 See D. Zolotnitsky, Sergei Radlov: The Shakespearian Fate of a Soviet Director (Amsterdam:
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1998), p.4
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aesthetic and educational possibilities of popular theatre. Aleksei Gripich,

one of his students, recounts Meyerhold’s preoccupation with genre:

Menepxonbj pewan CUeHUMYeCKyo 3a4a4y Bcerga B onpeaeneHHoM npueme
(Hanpumep, B NpueMe rpotecka, Tparmieckoro gapca, nateTM4yecKkom poMaHTUKM,
ypbaHunama), noackasbiBas CTUIMCTUYECKYO MaHepy UCNosiHeHUs (HanpuMmep, B
MaHepe Kanno, B Tpaanumax cnektaknen XVII n XVIII BekoB, B CTU/1€ PYCCKOro

6anaraHa, dpaHLy3CcKoN ap/ieknHaabl). t>3

Particularly important was an education in popular theatre. The students
were given the task of creating pantomimes after learning about the
techniques of commedia dell’arte with Vladimir Soloviev, who would
initiate the students into ways of organising scenic space and structuring

mise-en-scenes.1>4

The studio’s training was part of Meyerhold’s broader vision of creating his
own ‘people’s theatre’, whose basis he saw in the popular theatre of the
past, ‘B pycckoM banaraHe, ntanbaHckon Commedia dell’arte, anoHckom
TeaTpe «Kabykun», B LLleKCNMpOBCKOM TeaTpe, B UCMAaHCKOM TeaTpe 3rnoxXu
Bo3poxaeHus, B pycckoM Teatpe 30-x 1 40-x rogoB XIX Beka'.1>> Like
Tairov in Moscow, Meyerhold was simultaneously engaging with and
moving away from the approach of the Symbolists. However, while Tairov
developed his esoteric Neo-Realism before moving toward a theatre for

the masses, Meyerhold was already predicting a new, popular audience

153 See A. Gripich, ‘Uchitel’ stseny’ in Vstrechi s Meierkhol’dom. Sbornik Vospominanii (Moscow:
Vserossiiskoye Teatralnoye Obshchestvo, 1967), pp.114-145 (p.119)

154 Gripich, 1967:122

155 Gripich, 1967:128
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for his work before the Revolution. Throughout the mid-1910s, he was
engaged in polemics with critics and complained that ‘6yp>ya3Has
nybnnka ero He NOHMMaeT, a BOT NpMUeM BbICTYMJIEHUN CTyaun B
nasapeTax nokasblBaeT, YTo congathbl (Nogpa3yMeBaeTcs Hapoa)

NMOHMMAIOT ero.’ts6

Radlov joined Meyerhold’s studio in 1913, when it opened, and soon
became a star pupil, eventually being invited to teach at the studio in
1917.157 He clearly shared his teacher’s enthusiasm for popular theatre,
as demonstrated by the prevalence of four major features of popular
theatre in many of Radlov’s productions: an underlying sense of
optimism; the juxtaposition of comedy and tragedy; the incorporation of
‘high” and ‘low’ content; and a rejection of Romanticism. These appeared
across a range of production styles, from Radlov’s early work with musical
theatre and operetta to his operatic and dramatic productions.1>8 Given
the fact that Meyerhold and Radlov saw Shakespeare as foundational in
the formation of a new popular theatre, it is unsurprising that features of
popular theatre were also emphasised in Radlov’s Shakespeare

productions.

Writing in 1920, Radlov had already begun to express that the ‘dramas of
Shakespeare, Moliere, Hans Sachs, and Calderon [...] expressed the true

popular aspiration of past epochs [...] It was the "deaf and blind"

156 Gripich, 1967: 129
157 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 4
158 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 58-60
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nineteenth century, [...] that destroyed the people's theatre, replacing it
with Realism, "a barbarous memorial from the barbarous end of the
nineteenth century”.’?>® Once again, it is interesting to note how close
Radlov was to Tairov’s view, even in his wish to simultaneously see
Shakespeare as a ‘realist’ while rejecting ‘Realism’ in the sense of the
Naturalism of the nineteenth-century stage. However, while Tairov
seemingly failed to promote his vision in his 1921 production of Romeo
and Juliet,'®% Radlov’s development of this approach suggests that, by

1934, it was gaining wider acceptance.

Viewing Shakespeare as a popular playwright led to Radlov’s shift away
from the Romantic reading of Romeo and Juliet. During the nineteenth
century, this had been the dominant interpretation of the play, inspired by
the German Romantics, who saw the lovers’ tragic end as a punishment
for their sinful passion, and Belinsky, who proposed that Romeo and
Juliet’s love was too pure to survive on Earth.16! For Radlov, however, as
for Tairov, interpreting Shakespeare in a humanistic, realistic way was
central to maintaining the playwright’s relevance and of bringing it into
the present.12 Thus, just as Tairov had attempted in his 1919 production,
Radlov in 1934 aimed to move toward a dynamic and modern

presentation of the story which was relatable for the audience.193

159 See M. Gordon, Radlov's Theatre of Popular Comedy. The Drama Review: TDR, 19(4) (1975),
pp.113-116 (p.115)
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An underlying sense of optimism was central to this vision of the play.
Radlov believed that Romeo and Juliet was ‘a play about a struggle for
love, for the right to love, of the young, strong and progressive people
fighting with feudal traditions [...] This makes the play living, and
permeated with a spirit of struggle and passion’.164 Later that year, the
director took this life-affirming approach to a new extreme when working
on Prokofiev’s ballet version of the play for the Leningrad State Academic
Theatre of Opera and Ballet. Working on the four-act libretto with Adrian
Piotrovsky, Radlov went as far as to give the story a happy ending.16>
While this major diversion from the original storyline was ultimately
rejected, it nonetheless demonstrates the positivity with which Radlov
read the story. Indeed, according to Zolotnitsky, ‘the director considered
that the hero’s passions could become tragic only if it was motivated by

being essentially positive.’166

Radlov’s anti-Romantic, optimistic reading of the play manifested itself
most clearly in his production’s juxtaposition of comedy and tragedy. This
had been a feature of Radlov’s Shakespearean tragedies since his 1927
version of Othello, which he described as ‘built upon a well-considered
and regular alternation of the tragic and the comic.’'®’ Seven years later,
Konstantin Tverskoy, a director working on Richard III at the Bolshoi

Drama Theatre, described Radlov’'s Romeo and Juliet in similar terms:

164 Radlov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 115
165 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 113-114

166 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 132

167 Radlov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 51



65

‘PS4 MOMHOKPOBHBIX, NMO-LEKCNMPOBCKU peanmcTUYeCkn TpakTOBaHHbIX
CLeH, rae BbICOKOE U HU3KOEe, CMELLHOe MU Tparmyeckoe BbICTyNnatT B MUX
B3aMMOMpPOHMKHOBEHUN. 168 For Tverskoy, the staging was something to
be learnt from; as an experiment, it ‘HenpeMeHHO Ao/XeH 6bITb yUTeH
APYrnMun Teatpamu, paboTaroWwMMmn Hag KNAacCMKOWM, B YAaCTHOCTU Haz
LiekcnnpoM.’1%® The poet and playwright Nikolai Kostarev also noticed the
interplay of the comic and the tragic, drawing attention to the scene in
which the lifeless Juliet is discovered by her parents: ‘Hasepxy nexut
mMepTBas [xxynbeTtra. Hag Heln nomaeT pyku MaTtb. CKopbuTt oTel. BHuU3y
NbsiHbIE CNYry ropnaHaT necHu’.t’0 Interestingly, Tairov had been similarly
attentive to this scene, which he singled out in his article about Romeo
and Juliet, insisting that the usually-omitted episode with the musicians
ought to be retained by theatre directors.1’! Again, the approaches of
Tairov and Radlov appear to have had much in common. Seemingly,
however, it was only in the formative years of Socialist Realism that such
experimentation was beginning to be integrated successfully into Soviet

theatre.

The traces of popular theatre in Radlov’s production were noted by
reviewers and commentators in the 1930s. For some, it was seen as a
desecration of the versions of Shakespeare to which they were

accustomed. The critic Yuzovsky, for example, (described by one

168 Tverskoy Zolotnitsky, 1992: 59
169 Tverskoy in Zolotnitsky, 1992: 59
170 Kostarev in Zolotnitsky, 1992: 59
171 Tairov, 1921: 289
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commentator as ‘a defender of the romanticized Shakespeare that had
traditionally been played on the Russian stage’)172 saw Radlov’s
Shakespeare as an extension of the vaudevilles that Radlov was staging
at the same time: ‘Romeo and Juliet in Radlov’s Theatre [...] is closer to
Karatyagin than to Shakespeare both in its performance and in its
interpretation [...] we need not mention that Montague, for example, is
“toned down” to a common comic personage from Karatyagin’s
vaudeville.”t73 In Yuzovsky'’s castigatory view, ‘Radlov was afraid to be

romantic.’t74

However, many others, including theatre directors and playwrights, were
inspired by Radlov’s new interpretation. The theatre director Nikolai

Akimov felt that he had been present

npu coBnedeHuu LLlekcnmpa ¢ NoXHOK/IacCMYecKkoro neegecrana, npu
YCTPAHEHUWN B HEM AeKNnaMauumn, 3CTETUYECKUX MMU3AHCLEH M T. n. A
yBuAen, 4to Kk LLlekcnupy noaxoasT, Kak K aBTOpY, KOTOPbIA MOXET caM 3a
cebsi NoCToNATb, AaXKe eCc/iIn OCBETUTb €ro CU/bHbLIM (pOHapeM unu

paccMaTpuBaTb €ro Npu AHEBHOM cBeTe.'t”>

Similarly, Kostarev saw the rejection of the Romantic and sentimental as
heightening the true tragedy of the play, citing the scene in which Romeo

learns of his banishment:

172 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 120
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PomMeo B ncctynneHmmn kataeTcs no nosy... MoHax KopuT ero n nageBaeTcs
Ha4 HMM 3a 3TO ManoAaywme n Maab4ymwecTBo, — M Ha CaMoOM Jene 3To
nocneaHsas tHowecKkas BCrblwka Yy POMeo; BHelWHe OHa BbipaXaeTcs
HenenocTtamMu: B HeM Bce kunut!.. Ho y»xe nogHaBWKUCh € nosia, Pomeo
MAeT A0 KOHUA ApaMbl NPSMOM M CNOKOMHbBIA U A0 NMPO3PaYvyHOCTU SCHbIN,

OBEsIHHbI TpareavMen HaaBuratouwerocs cobbiTms.’6

In this way, it seems that the popular theatre techniques that Radlov had
explored since the mid-1910s were becoming accepted and even

promoted as important aspects of Shakespearean tragedy.

The analysis of Radlova’s translation in the case study to follow, will serve
to show how her choices supported the optimism and anti-Romanticism of
Radlov’s productions. It will also demonstrate how her translation seems
to have successfully fulfilled Radlov’s attempt to historicise and modernise
Shakespeare and, in doing so, also responded to Socialist Realism’s

emerging interest in humanism and the Renaissance.

Mass theatre

The general post-Revolutionary interest in popular theatre manifested
itself more specifically in an enthusiasm for mass spectacles and circus
performances, particularly in Petrograd. Mass spectacles were theorised

most famously in Platon Kerzhentsev’s TBopuecTBo Teatpa, which called

176 Kostarev in Zolotnitsky, 1992: 61
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for a replacement of professional theatre with popular, amateur
theatre.l’” Kerzhentsev was a leading member of Proletkul't whose vision
for mass theatre was ‘to bring art “to the streets,”1’8 in the form of
communal spectacles celebrating the events and atmosphere of the
Revolution. Perhaps the most famous example of this was the 1920 mass
re-enactment of the storming of the Winter Palace, produced by Nikolai
Evreinov and performed by a cast of six thousand performers for an
audience of one hundred thousand spectators.’? The mass spectacle was
an attempt to break down barriers between performer and spectator and
between social groups, using techniques taken from carnival, commedia

dell’arte and the circus.180

These mass spectacles were not only forms of entertainment, but were
also used for educational purposes, to help form a ‘New Soviet Man’. The
idea of a ‘superman’ emerging from the Revolution had already been put
forward by Trotsky in his 1924 Literature and Revolution,'8! and would
continue into the Socialist Realist period. However, it was Bogdanov, a
founder of Proletkul’t, who proposed that the ‘New Soviet Man’ could be
shaped through mass culture, and he promoted an aesthetic of ‘life-
building’, whereby Socialism would be brought about by means of a

collective, proletarian culture. 182 Mass theatre would become part of this,

177 See F. Dedk, Russian Mass Spectacles. The Drama Review: TDR, 19(2) (1975), pp.7-22 (p.21)
178 See K. Clark, Petersburg, Crucible of Cultural Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1995), p.124
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182 Dobrenko, 2005: 12-13
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simultaneously depicting and helping to achieve the Revolution’s
transformation of society.!83 This ambition can be seen in the fact that
mass performances often presented storylines symbolising the struggle of
the proletariat and the final victory of the exploited over their
exploiters.184 In this way, the spectacles aimed to ‘revive the pathos of
the revolution,’ both celebrating the Revolution itself and attempting to
bring its exultant atmosphere into the present and the future.!8> For
Piotrovsky, a leading director of such spectacles, the aim was to
‘transform’ the participants and in doing so to provide a ‘window into the

future’.186

Radlov took an active role in mass theatre from its beginnings after the
Revolution, both as a teacher and as a practitioner. In 1918, Meyerhold’s
Studio, where Radlov was teaching, met with the Theatre Department of
Narkompros,'8” and both Radlov and Meyerhold joined the department,
with Radlov becoming part of the repertoire section.8 Alongside this,
Radlov began teaching on Meyerhold’s new 'Kypcax mactepcTBa
CLleHMYecKnx noctaHoBok. 182 He promoted Meyerhold’s call ‘k pa3pbiBy co
CLLeHOMN-KOPOBKON, K YCTPONCTBY NpeacCTaB/eHNA Ha naowaasx, K
TeaTpanunsauum HapoaHbIX NpasaHecCTB, K ykpaweHuto ynuy’, as well as

Meyerhold’s ideas ‘o0 noxogHoM TeaTpe, NMPOHUKAIOLWEM B CaMYIO IyLLy

183 Dobrenko, 2005: 13
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185 Clark, 1995: 133

186 pPjotrovsky in Clark, 1995: 126
187 Gripich, 1967: 130

188 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 5

189 Gripich, 1967: 137



70

HapoAHbIX Macc.1?% In April 1919, when Meyerhold was forced to leave
Leningrad for health reasons, Radlov took over as the leader of the

course.191

The same year, Radlov was personally involved in producing mass open-
air spectacles and pageants. He organised two productions at the Baltic
Navy Theatre, working ‘in the mass cultural organizations of the
Petrograd military district and the Baltic navy.’*°2 1920 saw his acclaimed
production of The Sword of Peace to celebrate the second anniversary of
Red Army, which involved ‘joint theatrical societies of the Petrograd
garrison, as well as the chorus and the band of the military district,’1°3
and a May Day production of The Promethean Fire for a Red Army
audience. Between 1920 and 1922, he was responsible for three further
mass outdoor pageants and, despite the fact that the NEP period saw ‘a
retreat from the "huge, free squares" into the "boxes" and "kitchens",'1°4
mass theatre clearly continued to inspire Radlov. In 1927 and 1929, he
produced mass performances in Leningrad to celebrate the tenth
anniversary of the Revolution and the results of the first year of the first
Five Year Plan respectively.19> Finally, as late as 1932, Radlov directed an
open-air production of Oedipus Rex (1932), which was seen as unusual

for its time and was a great success.1°°
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Mass spectacles went on to influence Radlov’s dramatic productions,
particularly in their celebration and promotion of a ‘New Man’. Already in
1928, the literature and drama critic Mokulsky was drawing attention to
the way in which Radlov used actors not just to talk to the audience, but
to be exemplary citizens. Part of this was manifested in the prioritization
of action over speech. While in the nineteenth century, as well as in the
NEP period, the actor had become ‘mainly a talker’, Radlov reversed this:
‘modern man, a man of action, made it the playwright’s task to express
this ability for action.’®” Radlov himself expressed this idea in a 1929
article entitled ‘Actor Training’: *Our actor will never carry out his function
if he proves unable to become a model of a man as he should be [...]
Such an actor, whenever he appears on stage, will be the best kind of
agitation for a new way of life and a new man [...] What gigantic work
must be done in order to learn creating not only good actors but also such
‘exemplary people!’198 Radlov’s version of Romeo and Juliet continued to
promote this idea, as demonstrated by the fact that the production’s
atmosphere was felt to be almost Komsomol-like. This was first noted by
Piotrovsky, who described Smirnov, the in the role of Romeo, as acting
‘YyTb 1IN HE C HANIeTOM HEeKOero ycaoBHO “"KOMCOMObCKOro”, Kak 6bl
“TpamoBckoro” 6oapsayectsa.’’®® One year later, at the Theatre of the

Revolution, Mikhail Popov staged another version of Romeo and Juliet and

197 Mokulsky in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 95

198 Radlov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 40

199 See A. Piotrovsky, ““Romeo i dzhul’etta” v Teatre-studii p/r S. E. Radlova’ (1934) in Teatr. Kino.
Zhizn’, (Leningrad: Iskusstvo: 1969), pp.117-120 (p.119)
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dedicated it to the Komsomol, and later in 1935 Radlov himself claimed
that Romeo and Juliet was ‘maybe, the most ‘Komsomol-like’ of all

Shakespearean plays. 290

In addition, Radlov was particularly inspired by the incorporation of circus
techniques into the theatre. The use of circus performers had been used
for Revolutionary purposes since the Revolution, for instance during and
after the Civil War, when 'travelling troupes of actors’ would perform
agitprop ‘to keep up morale among the soldiery during the war, and after
it to propagate literacy and hygiene.'?° The most famous of these was
the Sinyaya bluza, whose ‘acts mixed circus acts and acrobatics with
literary forms.’202 Circus performers were also included in mass
spectacles, for instance in Evreinov’s famous 1920 showcase, in which
‘the audience was treated to a comic interlude as the circus stars [...]

gave free reign to buffoonery and acrobatics.’203

However, it was Radlov who introduced this kind of entertainment into the
theatre in Petrograd, through his Theatre of Popular Comedy, which
operated from 1920 to 1922. The theatre aimed to revive the methods of
popular theatre in a new, Revolutionary environment?%4 and engaged ‘the
services of professional circus entertainers and acrobats rather than that

of actors.’?%> Radlov also exhibited his understanding of and closeness to

200 Radlov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 115

201 Kelly: 1989, 79

202 Kelly: 1989, 79

203 Clark, 1995: 123

204 See V. Shklovsky, Sobranie sochinenii: Tom 1. Revolyutsiya (Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe
obozrenie, 2018), p.284

205 Gordon, 1975: 114
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circus techniques in the traditional circus setting. For example, his 1927
production October in the Ring, a celebration of the tenth anniversary of
the Revolution, was staged at the Leningrad State Circus to great
acclaim.2% That same year Gvozdev, a leading Leningrad critic, declared
Radlov’s hybrid style as representative of post-Revolutionary Soviet
theatre: ‘Tak co3panca HOBbIM PYCCKUI TeaTp PEBOJIIOUMOHHLIX feT [...]
KpynHble pexunccepckme TanaHTbl HAy4Yuam CTpouTtb 60bLuon,
pa3Hoobpas3HbIn, yBrieKaTeslbHbI CNeKTaK/b, C BOB/IEHEHMNEM B
TeaTpasnbHY Urpy Bellen, cBeTa, My3blKM, CTAHKOB M OBHOB/IEHHOIO
pun3KynbTYypon Tena aktepos [...] DTa HOBas AMHaMKMKa TeaTpa Bblpocna

KakK noasIMHHoe aeTulle 6ypHbIX NeT pesosouum.207

Many features of Radlov’s early ‘circusation’ of theatre would go on to be
found in his dramatic stagings of Shakespeare. For example, while at the
Theatre of Popular Comedy, Radlov ensured that ‘the expressive
capacities of variety and circus arts were immersed, as it were, into the
nutrient medium of theatricality prepared with considerations to the well-
known script patterns of the Italian commedia dell’arte.’?%® Indeed,
Annenkov reproved ‘similarity of plot’ in Radlov’s productions: ‘a love
triangle that ultimately results in the victory of the young over the old."20°
Later, Radlov would similarly promote Romeo and Juliet as a tragedy

based on youthful protagonists triumphing over stale tradition. In the

206 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 68

207 See A. A. Gvozdev, ‘Reailzm i dostizheniya revolutsionnovo teatra’ in Teatral’naya Kritika
(Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1987), pp.56-60 (p.59)

208 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 10

209 Gordon, 1975: 114-115
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same way, regarding the experience of the audience, the Theatre of
Popular Comedy employed a simple, flat stage, without depth which was
reminiscent of ‘Shakespeare’s theatre’ and felt close to the
‘unsophisticated, responsive and grateful’ audience.?10 Later, in Radlov’s
Shakespeare productions, a comparable set-up was used, and acts were
punctuated by unobstructed interactions with the audience, with
‘MHTEepMeansaMKN Ha NMPOCLEeHNYME, YacTO MaHTOMMMHBIMK, 4acTo

CMeLUHbIMK, 211

An examination of Radlova’s translation choices in Romeo and Juliet in the
case study below will demonstrate the ways in which she balanced the
influence of mass, amateur spectacles and the circus with the emerging
demands of Socialist Realism. In particular, her choices show a wish to
entertain the audience through a striking and memorable script while

controlling any impulses to simply entertain the audience.

Expressionism

A final trend that became prominent in post-Revolutionary Petrograd and
was incorporated into Radlov’s theatre work was that of Expressionism,
which originated in post-WWI Germany and became popular during the

Westernism of the Soviet Union’s NEP period.212In fact, many ofRadlov’s

210 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 9
211 Zolotnitsky, 1992: 58
212 Clark, 1995: 164
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experiments with popular theatre and mass theatre share many features
with the eclectic norms of German Expressionist theatre. For example,
German Expressionism often looked back to the Renaissance,
incorporating grotesque comedy, masks and exaggerated gestures, just
as popular theatre did in post-Revolutionary Petrograd.2!3 Similarly, both
literary and theatrical Expressionism in Germany was based on the figure
of the ‘New Man’, who was both represented and embodied by the actor.
The actor was not only valued for his ability to embody a wide range of
emotional states and convey the feelings of the playwright, but also for
his skill of steering the experience of the audience.?!* As has been
discussed, this idea was also central to the Soviet mass spectacles of the

1920s.

Perhaps more exclusively Expressionist, however, was Radlov’s interest in
the actor’s speech and movement. This had clearly influenced Radlov’s
direction since his productions at the Theatre of Popular Comedy, where
‘the actor’s part served as an outline for the performer’s improvisation’.21>
Following this, the actor gained a new importance at Radlov’s
Experimental Workshop, where Radlov began to put aside his popular
theatre ‘eccentricity’ in order to access ‘the pure substance of acting, as
he visualized it at the time."?1® Radlov’s vision is clearly iterated in his

1923 article ‘On the Pure Elements of the Actor’s Art’, in which he states

213 See M. Gordon, German Expressionist Acting. The Drama Review: TDR, 19(3) (1975a), pp.34-
50

214 Gordon, 1975a: 36

215 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 7

216 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 28
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that dramatic productions must be based on ‘the actor - from whom the
play is modeled - and by no means just the word.’?!” For Radlov, the new
task for the actor was to convey emotion ‘in its purest, unalloyed form’ to
the audience, both through sound and movement.218 Nikolai Golubentsev,
a student of Radlov’s, recalls how Radlov ‘nbiTanca HanTu TeaTpanbHbIN
«unnocodcknii KameHb» B 061aCTU HEKUX «YUCTbIX IN1EMEHTOB>»
TeaTpasibHOro AENCTBUSA: KYUCTOE ABUMXKEHUNE», «YUCTbIN 3BYK», «4uCTas
amoums»."?1% In order to find ‘unctbiit 3ByK’, the students would undertake

a form of training:

TPEeHMPOBKaA Ha coyeTaHne 6eCCMbICIEHHON peyn, 3ayMHOro si3blka C
«4yucTom amoumen». [...] NMOMHIO ero MeHTOpCKMe BO3rnachbl: —
MNMocnywanTte, YTo Bbl TaM pacckasbiBaeTe? MHe He HY>XXHO CMbIC/la B BalleMm
3BY4YaHuK. Bbl oNATb HarpyxaeTe peyb KaKMM-TO COAEpPXaHUEM.

OTpaBanTech aMoumm 6e30T4yeTHOo.220

This is reminiscent of the Geist productions of German Expressionist
theatre, which ‘could be viewed as an ultimate vision of pure expression
without the conventional intervention of dramatic characters or intricate

plot.”??1 Indeed, Radlov wrote and directed two productions which

217 See S. Radlov and L. Ball., On the Pure Elements of the Actor's Art. The Drama Review: TDR,
19(4) (1975), pp.117-23 (p.118)

218 Radlov and Ball, 1975: 123

219 See N. Golubentsev, ‘Iz dnevnika aktyera’ in Vstrechi s Meierkhol’dom. Sbornik Vospominanii
(Moscow: Vserossiiskoye Teatralnoye Obshchestvo, 1967), pp.164-172 (p.165)

220 Golubentsev: 1967: 166

221 Gordon, 1975a: 42
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premiered in January 1923 - YéurictBo Apun bpevitoHa and Onyc N2 1 -

both of which were wordless and based solely on movement and sound.?22

Later, in both Radlov’s Studio Theatre and his College for Stage Arts, the
director would develop these ideas and concentrate on the combination of
word with gesture.223 This would be found in, for instance, Radlov’s 1925
production of Ostrovsky’s He 6b1710 HM rpolua, Aa BApyr anatbiH, and his
1928 version of Plautus’ The Twins, productions which both involved the
actors wearing masks and emphasised gesture.??4 These techniques can
again be traced to German Expressionist theatre, to the extent that they
suffered the same pitfalls, such as extreme experimentation with forms of
bodily expression leading to spoken lines being ‘swallowed or lost’.22>
Indeed, while the actors in Radlov’s production of The Twins were praised
for the expressiveness of their movements, their difficulties in
pronouncing the text were noted by several reviewers.226 This was
perhaps part of the reason for Radlov’s gradual movement towards
Realism in the work of his actors, particularly in the dramatic productions
of his Studio in the early 1930s. For example, he explicitly claimed that it
was in 1932 that he began to treat Shakespeare as a ‘realist playwright’
for the first time,22” and his 1933 production of Ibsen’s Ghosts was

praised for its seriousness and realism.228 It was particularly after his

222 7olotnitsky, 1998: 29-30

223 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 36, 94-95
224 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 95; 101
225 Gordon, 1975a: 46

226 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 96

227 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 102

228 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 106-7
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production of Romeo and Juliet that Radlov began engaging with
Stanislavsky’s method of acting and prioritizing Realism over

Expressionism.22°

In the following case study of Radlova’s translation of Romeo and Juliet,
the way in which Radlova approaches the physical experience of the
actor’s speech in her translation will be explored. Radlova is clearly
concerned with the actor’s ability to convey the meaning of Shakespeare’s
words clearly, particularly for a working-class audience. This seems to
have been influenced by Radlov’s theatre experiments with
Expressionism, as well as by Radlov’s and Radlova’s poetic work as
Emotionalists between 1914 and the mid-1920s. While exhibiting both of
these influences, Radlova’s translation arguably adapts them to the
growing demands of Socialist Realism, which aimed to excite the audience

while prioritising the clarity and accessibility of an author’s message.23°

229 Gee Radlov in A. Ostrovsky, ‘Shakespeare as a founding father of socialist realism: The Soviet
affair with Shakespeare’ in Shakespeare in the World of Communism and Socialism (eds. 1.
Makaryk, I. and J. Price) (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2013), pp.56-83 (p.69)

230 pobrenko, 2011
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Radlova’s translation of Romeo and Juliet: a case study

Radlova’s translation of Romeo and Juliet arguably exhibits the influence
of each of the theatre norms with which Radlov particularly engaged in
the 1920s. The following section will analyse Radlova’s work and suggest
how her translation choices corresponded to Radlov’s directorial interests.
In addition, however, Radlova’s choices were undoubtedly directed by the
emerging conversation about the role of art in the 1930s, and the
development of Socialist Realism. As a result, the case study will also
consider how Radlov’s influence was reconciled with, and may even have
contributed to, the evolving demands of the culture surrounding Radlova.
In many cases, these two sources of influence coincide, with 1920s

theatre experimentation being put towards Socialist Realist ends.

Popular theatre as anti-Romanticism

Firstly, Radlova often approaches Shakespeare with the same rejection of
Romanticism that was prevalent in the popular theatre experiments of the
1920s. Most noticeable are her treatment of potentially sentimental
scenes with irreverence and her emphasised juxtaposition of the play’s
tragic and comic scenes. Pavel Markov, a teacher and theatre writer from
the Moscow Art Theatre, recognised this correspondence in the work of

Radlov and Radlova:
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Paanos xoten aatb “Pomeo” 6e€3 HagoeBLLEeN ONEepHON MULWLYPbI N JIXXUBOIO
6necka 6eHranbckmux orHen. OH xoTen AaTb npasay 6e3 Meno4yHocTn 6biTa,
B CTPOrMX M 3aKOHYEeHHbIX popMax. CnekTaknb Tak U caenaH — 6e3
JNIOXXHOWM KpacmMBOCTU, HO C NOAJIMHHOMN KpacoTow, 6e3 npnnoaHaTom
TOPXECTBEHHOCTU, HO C nobexaatowen cCTpacTHOCTbO, 6€3 rpyCcTHOro
YMUNEHUS, HO C NpoTecTywen cnnon. KoHe4yHo, MONoAOCTb U
TeMnepameHT UCNOJSIHUTENEN Cbirpann CBOK POSib — MUX XOPOLLO
ncnonb3osan Pagnos. KoHeyHo, MHOMO NOMOr NpeKpacHbIi NnepeBos

A. Pagnoson.?3!

One way in which Radlova achieves this is through drawing attention to
instances in which the words or actions of characters ought to be
interpreted as overblown, thus undermining their seriousness. A clear
example of this occurs at the start of the play, when Romeo laments his
lack of success with Rosaline. Commenting on the production, the critic
Zhezhelenko refers to this scene, noting how ‘Pomeo HocuTca ¢
Boob6paxaeMoi, nuTepaTypHoO-noapaxaTtesibHon NoboBblo K PoszanuHe. U
3TN B3A0XW, 3TN KNATBbI, 3TN No6psAKyWw KN MeTadop packpbiTbl PaanoBbim
KOMeaAUNHO. [...] N 3TOT cMex HMYYyTb He BpeauT repoto. HanpoTue, OH
poAHUT PoMeo co 3putensamMu, aenaet PoMeo 611M3KUM U YenoBeyHbl. 232
Radlova highlights the sentimental, learnt nature of Romeo’s complaints
through the addition of three exclamation marks, which break up Romeo’s
speech into discrete, staccato utterances. The effect is amplified by the

addition of three ‘n’s in the final line which, along with the exclamation

231 Markov in Zolotnitsky, 1992: 64-65
232 Zhezhelenko in Zolotnitsky, 1992: 61
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marks of the two final lines, bring Romeo’s words to a melodramatic

crescendo:

Romeo: Alas, that love, whose view is muffled still,
Should without eyes see pathways to his will.
Where shall we dine? O me, what fray was here?
Yet tell me not, for I have heard it all.
Here's much to do with hate, but more with love.
Why then, O brawling love, O loving hate,

O anything of nothing first create?33

Pomeo: YBbI, Nto60Bb cnena, HO 1 6e3 rnas3
OHa BepeT, Kyaa 3axo4yeT, Hac! -
ae mbl obepgaem? YBbl, 6b11 WYM 34€Ch.
He roBopun MHe, BCe yX Ciblwan 1.
CTpawHa HaM HeHaBuUCTb, NOH60BL CTpalLHee.
O 3n06Has noboBb, 0 HEXHbIN Bpar!

O HEYTO M HMYTO, U CBET, U Mpak!?34

Similarly, in the scene between Capulet and Tybalt at the ball, in which
Capulet tries to put an end to Tybalt’s protestations, Radlova again
increases the antagonism of the scene, while Shakespeare seems to show
more nuance. In the original, while Capulet initially lashes out at Tybalt,
in his following words, after Tybalt’s ‘Why, uncle, 'tis a shame’, Capulet

regains his composure, and his exclamations, such as ‘More light, more

233 Romeo and Juliet, 1.i.169-175
234 Radlova, 1939
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light!” and ‘What, cheerly, my hearts!” show a contrast between his quiet,

murmured vexation and the joviality that he presents to his guests.

Capulet:

Tybalt:
Capulet:

He shall be endured.
What, goodman boy, I say he shall, go to!
Am I the master here or you? Go to!
You'll not endure him?
God shall mend my soul,
You'll make a mutiny among my guests,
You will set cock-a-hoop,
you'll be the man!
Why, uncle, 'tis a shame.
Go to, go to,
You are a saucy boy. Is't so indeed?
This trick may chance to scathe you, I know what.
You must contrary me! - Marry, 'tis time,
Well said, my hearts. - You are a princox, go,
Be quiet, or — More light, more light! — For shame,

I'll make you quiet. — What, cheerly, my hearts!23>

Radlova, meanwhile, has Capulet maintain his outbursts of anger

throughout the exchange:

KanyneTttu: TepneTb 3acTtaBito!

TubanbT:

MonuaTtb, Manbumwka! A ckasan - 3actassnio!
KTo 3aecb x0381H? A unb Bbl? CTynanTte!

Bbl "He noTtepnuTe", nomunyn 6or!

Cpeawn Moux rocten yctpouTtb 6yHT!

XoTuTte xopoxoputbca? lNocmotpum!

Ho, asaas, ato ctbia!l

Kanynettu: Noagunte npoub!

235 Romeo and Juliet, 1.v.75-87
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HaxanbHbI Bbl MasibYMLLKa - BCEM U3BECTHO.
Bam 3Tn wyTKnM MoOryT nospeamnTb.

Bbl pasgpaxaete meHa! [loBO/IbHO!

OTnunyHo ckasaHo! - Harney! Ctynaunte!
Cnaute cMupHo! Nnu... - Ceeta! - CTtbigHo!

S ycmupto Bac. - Beceneit, apy3bs!?36

In addition, Radlova often highlights the interplay of the comic and the
tragic through the addition of a humorous tone to otherwise serious
scenes. For example, during the first meeting of Romeo and Juliet at the
ball, when Romeo kisses Juliet, claiming that he is taking back his ‘sin’,
the original text has Juliet responding with the words: ‘You kiss by th’
book’.237 This sentiment is retained in, for example, Bal’'mont’s version of
the scene, in which Juliet says ‘TBol nouenyi — pasyyeHHbIi ypok'.238
However, in Radlova’s version, it is omitted, and Juliet instead takes a
more active role and tries to ‘settle’ the account of their sins, resulting in

an almost humorous exchange:

...BepHu mon rpex!
JxynbeTtTa: HeT, TOYHbIM cyeT MHe Nntob.

(Llenyet ero)?3°

A similar presentation of the two lovers as charming, mischievous

children, can be found in the scene of Romeo and Juliet’'s marriage. Here,

236 Radlova, 1939

237 Romeo and Juliet, 1.v.109
238 Bal’'mont, 2011: 144

239 Radlova, 1939
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Shakespeare’s Friar Lawrence tells the children that they should be

married quickly, since they cannot be left alone until they are husband

and wife:

Come, come with me, and we will make short work,
For, by your leaves, you shall not stay alone

Till holy church incorporate two in one.24°

Bal’mont’s translation also presents this as a traditional rule that cannot

be ignored:

Naém co MHOM M CcoBEpLUINM BCE KpaTKoO.
Mpowy NpocTUTb, BaM 34eCb He 6biTb BABOEM,

noka o6psa He CBSIXXET ABYX B 0AHOM?4!

Radlova, however, presents the Friar as personally invested in keeping
the lovers, who can’t be trusted, under his watchful eye, lending the

scene a sense of playfulness:

Npem, ckopee k geny. B nnote egnHy
CoeanHNT cBATas LEepKOBb Bac;

A [0 Tex Mop C Bac He cnyuy s rnas.?*?

The juxtaposition of comedy and tragedy is closely linked to that of ‘high’

and ‘low’ content and, for instance, Juliet’s Nurse is often a source of

240 Romeo and Juliet, 11.vi.35-37
241 Bal’'mont, 2011: 157
242 Radlova, 1939
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humour throughout the play. Radlova occasionally emphasises this, for
example when Shakespeare has the Nurse, overwhelmed with emotion,
call out for ‘aqua vitae’. In these instances, Bal’'mont has the Nurse call
out for ‘vapky’, while in Radlova’s translation, the euphemism is
unpacked, and the Nurse instead calls simply for ‘Boaku’, provoking a
clear invitation for the audience to laugh. Examples of this can be foundin
Act 3, when the Nurse relays the news of Tybalt’s death to Juliet:

Ah, where's my man? Give me some aqua vitae.

These griefs, these woes, these sorrows make me old.

Shame come to Romeo!?43

Radlova’s version:

AXx, roe cnyra mon? Boakn MHe ckopen!
YX 3TN ropectu MeHsa coctapaT!

Mo3op Pomeo!?4

Bal’mont’s version:

Foe mMow cnyra? Xouy s 4apKy BbIMUTb?*

The same occurs in Act 4, when Juliet is taken for dead:

Some aqua vitae, ho! My lord, my lady!246

243 Romeo and Juliet, 111.ii.85-90
244 Radlova, 1939

245 Bal’'mont, 2011: 162

246 Romeo and Juliet, IV.v.16
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Radlova’s version:

Ax, Boakun MHe!.. CyaapbiHsa!.. Ax, cynapsb!..?¥’

Bal’'mont’s version:

Ei, yapky MHe! CuHbop! Mosl cnHbopa!?4®

Interestingly, although the Nurse is a ‘low’ character in the play, and
often provides comic relief, there is little differentiation between her
language and the language of ‘higher’ characters in Radlova’s translation.
A single instance can arguably be found, when, in the first act, when the
Nurse explains to Juliet that she is being called by ‘Your mother’ (1.iii.6).
This is translated by Radlova as ‘la Bawa maTtb’, with the addition of the
conjunction ‘la’ adding a level of informality to the utterance. However,
such indicators of status are largely absent from the translation. This is
perhaps due to the fact that, in large part, Radlova attempted to
neutralise the play’s dialects, making the production accessible and

intelligible to a mass audience.

By the 1930s, popular theatre’s explicit integration into Soviet culture had
largely been renounced.24° However, Radlova’s emphasis on anti-

Romanticism can be seen to reflect not only the tendencies of 1920s

247 Radlova, 1939
248 Bal’'mont, 2011: 176
249 Kelly, 1989, 80
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norms, but also the Socialist Realist preoccupation with the Renaissance.
Ostrovsky notes that, in the 1930s, ‘Stalin’s formula ‘Life has become
better, comrades; life has become more joyful’ reflected, as well as
dictated, the mood in the country.?°° The overwhelming atmosphere, in
theatre as well as public discourse, was one of success and overcoming
conflict, to the extent that, in 1936, ‘Nemirovich-Danchenko expressed his
apprehension about ‘dark and heavy’ productions without a ‘relieving sigh

at the finale’.”25!

Indeed, this approach remained popular for several decades, with the
Soviet theatre scholar Sofya Nel’s presenting it in 1960 as the correct and
most relevant reading of Romeo and Juliet. For Nel's, ‘Ha cueHe TeaTpa
XIX Beka 6onblune akTepbl Bonaowann rnyboko TporatenbHble 0bpasbl
naeanbHbIX MONOAbIX Noaen, nornbatrowmx no sone poka. Ho atn
poMaHTnyeckme Pomeo u [)XynbeTrta Maso MoXoAusIn Ha TeX JI0AEN 3MOXU
Bo3porxaeHusi, o6pasbl KOTOPbIX CO3Aan Benukui peanuct Lekcnup.'2°2
Like Radlov, Nel’s sees the finale of the tragedy not as the pessimistic
defeat of sinful love or the pessimistic victory of a tainted society, but a
hopeful reconciliation of two households who realise the anachronistic
nature of their feud: ‘Pomeo n OxXynbeTra — XepTBbl 4ABHO OTXMUBLUMNX
Tpaanuni. NMNosToMy 1M BO3MOXHO, 6onee Toro, BHyTpeHHe Heobxoammo

npuMupeHme MoHTekkn n Kanynettn Ha Mmorune getein. [...] NMpumnpeHune

250 Ostrovsky, 2013: 61
251 QOstrovsky, 2013: 61
252 Nel's, 1960
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MoHTeKkKkM 1 KanyneTttn — CMMBOJ TOPXeCTBa HOBOW XXM3HU U CYaCTbs ANS
Tex, KTo cymeeT ntobutb 1 66ITb BEpHbIM Nt06BM [...] Takon rnyboko
ONTUMUCTMYECKUIN CMbIC/T UMEET MeYvasibHasi NOBEeCTb O CTpagaHUAX U
rméenn Bo3nto6eHHbIX MPU NMPaBUIbHOM MOHMMAHUM COOTHOLLEHUS TEX

NPOTMBOBGOPCTBYOLLMX CUM, KOTOPbIE BbICTYMNAOT B Tpareamm.'2>3

Mass theatre as inspiration and education

Radlova’s translation seems to exhibit the influence of 1920s mass
theatre and circus-theatre while also showing a consciousness of
emerging discussions around staging the classics. Firstly, she embraces
the idea of educating and inspiring her audience through simplicity and
effect, as has been achieved by the mass spectacles of the 1920s. By
1934, this immediate post-Revolutionary idea of ‘life-building” through
culture had evolved to serve Socialist Realist aims, particularly
‘naenHocTb’ and ‘HapoaHocTb’.2>4 Speaking at the First Writers’ Congress
in 1934, Zhdanov showed this in advancing Stalin’s view of writers as
‘engineers of human souls’ and reminding the congress that ‘the

truthfulness and historical concreteness of the artistic portrayal should be

253 Nel's, 1960
254 Dobrenko, 2011
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combined with the ideological remolding and education of the toiling

people in the spirit of socialism.’2°>

Radlova was clearly inspired by this view of art. Indeed, in her only extant
article, ‘O nepeBoae’, included in the programme of Radlov’s 1938
production of Hamlet, her words seem to apply as much to her translation
of Romeo and Juliet as to her work on Hamlet. She claims that one of her
main priorities was to translate with ‘coBpeMeHHbIM pyCCKNM A3bIKOM,
COBEpPLUEHHO KOHKPETHbIM: N peannuCcTUYHbIM, HE OTSXKENSAS ero

apxan3MaMn n CTapuHHbIMKM 06opoTamMu. 26 For Radlova:

Ecnn a9 B Kakon-To cTeneHn K HeMy npubnmsmnnace,, ecnu ,MamneT" ctaHeT
AN COBETCKOro 3putens, Ass COTEH TbICAY U MUIMOHOB 3puUTenen n ansg
TbICAY PYCCKUX aKTepOB He ,,CTapUHHbIM TeaTpoM", He ,CKYYHbIM
KNacCcukom", He ,,BOJIbHbIM MO3TUYECKNM nepenoxeHmem" Bennyaniien
Tpareamn Mmpa, a XuBbIM, MOSIHOLEHHbIM N NaTeTU4YeCcKn-peasncTuyecknm
npou3seBeAeHnNeM, Kakoe OHO U eCTb B NOANIMHHUKE, TPy4 MOn byaeT He

HanpaceH.2%’

In Romeo and Juliet, her attempts to achieve this are particularly
noticeable in her use of simplified language and exclamations to create
the effect of action and excitement that would be perceived by all

members of the audience.

255 See A. Zhdanov, ‘Soviet Literature - The Richest in Ideas, the Most Advanced Literature’
[Speech delivered in August 1934 at Soviet Writers Congress] in Gorky, Radek, Bukharin, Zhdanov
and others, Soviet Writers’ Congress 1934 (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1977), pp.15-26

256 Radlova, 1938

257 Radlova, 1938
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First, Radlova occasionally simplifies Shakespeare’s language and uses
repetition in order to produce a strong impression and to capture the
attention of the audience. For example, in the first scene of the first act,
the citizens watching the clashing houses exclaim, ‘Strike! beat them
down,/ Down with the Capulets, down with the Montagues!’2>8 In
Bal’'mont’s translation, for example, the variety of cries is retained:
'YoapbTe ux, Ty3uTe xopolweHbko. / MNpoyb Kanynettn n gonoun
MoHTekkmn!’2>9 Radlova, on the other hand, creates a simpler, more
striking effect through repetition: ‘ben nx! / ben Kanynettu! ben
MoHTekkun Bcex!?%0 A similar instance can be found in Act 3, when Capulet
shouts at Juliet, ‘Out, you green-sickness carrion! Out, you baggage, /
You tallow-face!’261 Bal’'mont, for instance, retains references to Juliet
being ‘baggage’, being pale and having a face like tallow in his lines: Tbl,
nagaHb 6negHonuuas! Tei, cano! / Tel, noTackywka!?62 Radlova,
meanwhile, uses the striking repetition of the interjection ‘BoH’, and
removes Shakespeare’s reference to tallow, replacing it with the more
memorable ‘aypa’: ‘BoH, HeMoub 6neaHas! BoH, nyctomens! / BoH,

258 Romeo and Juliet, 1.i.71-2

259 Bal’'mont, 2011: 134

260 Radlova, 1939

261 pomeo and Juliet, 111.v.156-157
262 Ba|’'mont, 2011: 170

263 Radlova, 1939
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Other examples include Radlova simply cutting out lengthy artistic
passages or removing Shakespeare’s intricate wordplay. When Romeo

parts with Juliet, Shakespeare’s text reads:

Sleep dwell upon thine eyes, peace in thy breast;
Would I were sleep and peace, so sweet to rest.
The grey-eyed morn smiles on the frowning night,
Chequering the eastern clouds with streaks of light,
And darkness, fleckled, like a drunkard reels

From forth day's pathway made by Titan's wheels.
Hence will I to my ghostly sire's close cell,

His help to crave and my dear hap to tell.?%*

In Radlova’s version, only the first two lines and final two lines, which

move the action forwards, are kept:

CoH u nokon pga 6yayT Hag Toboto! -
XoTen 6bl 9 6bITb CHOM TEM U NokoeM!
Hy>kHa MHe NOMOLLb; S K MOHaXy B KeJibto

Monay, cepAeYHbIM NOAENOCh BECENbEM. 25

Another instance of this can be found in Act 1, when preparations are
being made for the Capulet’s ball. The first servingman complains that
‘When good manners shall lie all in one or two men's hands, and they
unwashed too, 'tis a foul thing.’?6® Shakespeare here plays on the

similarity of ‘manners’ with the Latin word for hand, ‘manus’, making the

264 Romeo and Juliet, 11.ii.188-193
265 Radlova, 1939
266 Romeo and Juliet, 1.v.3-5
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lines mean literally: ‘It is a deplorably foul thing that only one or two of
the kitchen staff have manners at all and theirs are tarnished by dirty
hands; since Latin for hand is 'manus’, the few with manners have dirty
manus.’2%” While, for example, Bal’'mont tries to retain this play on words,
having manners held 'B pykax ogHoro yenoBeka, unu aByx'2%8, Radlova
simplifies the lines, removing the wordplay and all references to
‘manners’, and replacing ‘hands’ with the colloquial ‘paws’: lNMnoxo, koraa

BCE NEXNT Ha ABYX NOAdX, Aa U TO C HEMbITbIMU nanamu, 269

Finally, Radlova often uses additional exclamations to create a sense of
excitement and activity. For example, in Act 3, when Mercutio is
wounded, the urgency of the scene is heightened through Radlova’s
addition of exclamation marks. In Shakespeare’s text, there are only two
exclamations, when Romeo calls on Tybalt and Mercutio to stop fighting a
second time. This creates the impression that Romeo begins his pleas
moderately before becoming desperate. The lack of exclamations in

Mercutio’s lines, meanwhile, signals his resignation to death:

Draw, Benvolio, beat down their weapons.
Gentlemen, for shame, forbear this outrage.
Tybalt, Mercutio, the Prince expressly hath
Forbid this bandying in Verona streets.
Hold, Tybalt! Good Mercutio!

[...]

Mercutio: I am hurt.

267 Romeo and Juliet: 166
268 Bal’'mont, 2011: 142
269 Radlova, 1939
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A plague a' both houses! I am sped.

Is he gone and hath nothing??7°

In contrast, in Radlova’s translation, the energy of both Romeo and
Mercutio is kept at a maximum throughout their utterances, creating a

scene of simple, consistent agitation:

Brnepepn, bensonno! Opyxbe Bblben! -
Ctbig, rocnoga! Hacunbe npekpature!l
TunbanbT, Mepkyumno! KHA3b Haw 3anpeTun
Ha ynuuax BepoHbl 3TU ApaKu.

TubanbT! Mepkyumno nob6pblin!

[...]

Mepkyuno: PaHeH q!
Yyma Ha Bawwu gombl! MHe KoHeu!

Ywen oH? HeBpeaum oH??71

While the simplicity of mass theatre remained valuable in the early 1930s,
other features, particularly circus techniques and the atmosphere of
entertainment, were beginning to be viewed with disapproval, and
Radlova’s translation also reflects this change. Particularly symbolic of this
shift was the disbanding of the Sinyaya bluza agitprop troupe in 1932.272
By this point, leading voices in Leningrad theatre were becoming wary of
directors prioritising entertainment at the expense of Shakespeare’s true

complexity. Gvozdeyv, for instance, warned directors against

270 Romeo and Juliet, 111.i.85-93
271 Radlova, 1939
272 Kelly, 1989: 80
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‘NpeyBenmMyeHHas «pasBriekaTenbHOCTb»” which ‘cBuaeTenbCTByEeT 0 ABHOM
HeAoOoLEeHKe Cepbe3HOCTU KYJIbTYPHbIX 3aNpOCOB MacCoOBOM ayamTopun,

FPOMaZIHOro POCTa KYJ/IbTypbl MaccoBoro 3purtens.’2’3

This accusation was levelled at Radlov in 1932, with Smirnov claiming
that Radlov’s Othello was ‘not free from some contaminations which were
designed to “facilitate” the understanding of Shakespeare by the Soviet
spectator: the grotesque treatment of Brabantio’s part and all Venetian
Senate, the caricaturing of the comic moments, some unnecessary
outward effects.’?’4 By the time of his production of Romeo and Juliet,
Radlov was clearly aware of this movement against ‘over-entertaining’

and admitted this:

I cannot stop fearing too intellectual, somewhat vegetarian drama actors,
cannot help being attracted to jugglers, riders, acrobats. For years I did
all I could to forget them but was still afraid to find myself firmly
established on a sofa side by side with Uncle Vanya or Oswald Alving.?”>

While Radlov was clearly struggling to renounce his previous experiments,
Radlova’s translation manages to reconcile this legacy with the demands
of the early 1930s. She at once engages with mass theatre norms to
create an accessible, inspirational and educational script, while refraining

from transforming the play into outright circus-style entertainment.

273 See A. A. Gvozdev, ‘Klassiki na sovetskoi stsene’ in Teatral’naya Kritika (Leningrad: Iskusstvo,
1987a), pp.121-125 (p.124)

274 Smirnov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 103

275 Radlov in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 105



95

For example, it is notable that, while Radlova clearly tries to engage the
audience, there are few explicit attempts to entertain the audience at the
expense of Shakespeare’s textual content. Instead, her translation
focuses on enhancing the play’s inherent humour and interactivity by
drawing the audience into the play’s dialogues. For example, certain
comedic moments are worded in a more inclusive way than in
Shakespeare’s original text. In the first scene, for instance, when Juliet’s
mother says that in marrying Paris, Juliet will make herself ‘no less,’?76
the Nurse jokes: ‘No less? Nay, bigger — women grow by men.’ In
Radlova’s version of the joke, the Nurse says ‘Kakon ywep6! Mbl oT
MyxuunH Toncteem!’, including all women in the audience in her knowing
play on words. In addition, in certain instances, Radlova adds rhetorical
questions, which involve the audience in the action. For example, when,
in the first act, Romeo muses that ‘This is not Romeo, he's some
otherwhere’?’7, Radlova translates this as ‘A roe PoMeo - KTO MHe AacT
otBeT?’ This use of the first person and rhetorical questions could be seen
as a form of pantomime, reminiscent of popular theatre. Indeed, dating
back to his productions at the Theatre of Popular Comedy, Radlov had
wanted to employ a ‘folk-comedy basis of communication between the

actors and the audience.’?78

276 Romeo and Juliet: 1.iii.96
277 Romeo and Juliet: 1.i.196
278 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 8
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Expressionism as accessibility

Expressing pure emotion through words is one of the few areas in which it
is known that Radlova took an active interest, due to her work as an
Emotionalist poet. Radlov and Radlova were pivotal figures in the
development of Emotionalism, whose beginnings date back to 1914 at the
Radlovs’ home, which became ‘the meeting place for the “cream of all the
arts.”” 272 It was there that the couple met and shared ideas with Mikhail
Kuzmin, the leader of the Emotionalist movement.280 By the early 1920s,
the Emotionalists had become a fully-fledged group, with their own
journal, Abraksas, and several manifestoes. Their central aim was to
‘Npou3BOANTb €ANHCTBEHHOE, HEMOBTOPMMOE 3MOLMOHANbHOE AECTBUNE
yepes nepegavy B eAMHCTBEHHOW, HENOBTOPUMON dDOpMe eAMHCTBEHHOrO,
HENOBTOPUMOro 3MOLIMOHANbHOIro BoCcnpusaTms. 281 It was by this time that
Radlov had begun to implement Expressionist ideas in his theatre
workshops, and Radlova had written three volumes of Emotionalist
poetry, an Emotionalist novella and an Emotionalist play. Thus, with
Radlova’s entire poetic career taking place under the influence of
Emotionalism, it is unsurprising that she was attentive to the relationship
between the words she was translating for the stage, the actor’s
experience in uttering them and the audience’s experience in hearing

them.

273 See N. Mandelstam, Hope Abandoned (London: Collins Harvill, 1989), p.121

280 Mandelstam, 1989: 120

281 See M. Kuzmin, A. Radlova, S. Radlov, Yu. Yurkun, ‘Deklaratsiya Emotsionalizma’, Abraksas
(February 1923)
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For example, Radlova exhibits an Expressionistic interest in the
combination of word and gesture through her use of specific sound effects
or deictic words to imply a certain gesture. For instance, in the first act of
the play, Romeo complains: ‘Tut, I have lost myself. I am not here.”?82In
Radlova’s translation, this ‘Tut’ becomes ‘LWw...", creating more
interaction between the actors playing Romeo and Benvolio. Later in Act

1, during the first conversation between Romeo and Juliet, Romeo says:

If I profane with my unworthiest hand
This holy shrine, the gentle sin is this:
My lips, two blushing pilgrims, ready stand

To smooth that rough touch with a tender kiss.?83

In Radlova’s version, the word ‘my’ is removed from the first and third
lines. Particularly noticeable is that, instead of Romeo referring to ‘My

lips’, he says ‘BoT ry6bl’. This immediately creates a deictic context and
makes the scene more about experience of the actors onstage than the

words of disembodied literary characters:

PYKN KOCHYJICS FPELLUHO0 PYKOW,
Ha nckynneHbe npaBo MHe aapyw.
BOT ry6bl - MIMANIpUMBI: rpex Takom

Celiyac rotToB CMbITb HEXHbIV nouenyin.?s4

282 Romeo and Juliet, 1.i.195
283 Romeo and Juliet, 1.v.92-95
284 Radlova, 1939
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Similarly, Radlova modifies certain lines to include more interactions, for
example through the use of direct speech rather than indirect speech. In
Scene 5 of Act 1, when preparations are being made for the ball. Peter
says, ‘let the/ porter let in Susan Grindstone, and Nell, Anthony and
Potpan.’28> Radlova modifies this so that the final two names are called
out, creating a greater sense of interactions between characters taking
place onstage: ‘Benn npmBpaTHUKY nponyctuTb CycaHHy paiHACTOH U

Hennwn. AHTOH! MoTneH!'286

In addition to these apparent remnants of 1920s Expressionism, the
translation also demonstrates Radlova’s interest in adhering to the
demands of Socialist Realism, for example to the idea of ‘HapogHocCTb,’
which required ‘simplicity and comprehensibility’ of art.28” Indeed,
Radlova’s translation of Romeo and Juliet seems to have been a turning
point between her earlier interests in pure expressiveness and a later
prioritisation of disseminating Shakespeare’s ideas through the medium of
the actor. By 1938, the balance had shifted, and the main priority was
making Shakespeare’s words easy for the actor, as Radlova explicitly
states:

TpeTbFl 3ajada U easa Jint He CaMaa MHeE goporada:. CUEHUYHOCTb PyCCKOro

~famnera". MHe xoTenocb, YTobbl aKkTepy, NPOU3HOCALLEMY MOW TEKCT, €ro

aKTepCcKuit TpyA 6bia 6bl pagoCTeEH M NIErOK M YTO6bl OH MO, BXUBLUUCH B

285 Romeo and Juliet: 1.v.8-10
286 Radlova, 1939
287 Dobrenko, 2011
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o6pa3, Npon3HoCUTL cnosa Lllekcnnpa Kak cBOM, HeE My4dasi CBOIO NaMsiThb,

A3bIK U AbIXaHME N He Tep3as yLWun 3putesied KHUXHOW TAXeCTbio cTnxa.>288

By this point, Radlova was consciously moving more towards the goal of
creating an idea-rich Shakespeare for the masses, even at the expense of
traditional formal or artistic considerations, which were still priorities in

Romeo and Juliet:

CUUTasa 3KBUPUTMUIO UTN IKBUJIMHEAPHOCTb, KaK €e Ha3blBalT HEKOTOpbIe
KPUTUKM [...] B MPUHUMME NPaBUILHOWN, S HE Aenato U3 Hee aAng cebs
deTnw, Kak genana B Moux AByX nepsBbix nepesogax (,0Tenno" u
~POMeo"), Kkorga noa4ynHsaNacb 3KBUIMHEAPHOCTU KakK HEMpPEenoXHOMY
3aKOHY. A cuuTal, 4YTo nyyue ,HawnTb" CTPOUKY, YEM YCTYNUTb KaKylo-
HMOYAb CyllecTBEeHHYIO YepTy obpasa nnu Mbicnu LWekcnupa. Bcakni
nepesoj, pa3yMeeTcs, CBA3aH C XXePTBOW, HO BAXHO XepTBOBaTb
HaMMeHee CyLleCTBEHHbIM. HanMeHee CylecTBEHHbIM S CHUTaK HEKOTOpbIE
Aetanun ob6pa3osB M aNUTETOB, Tpebylowmne HayyYHOro KOMMEHTapuUs, U 9 UMN
CO3HaTeNbHO XEepPTBYIO, CTapasicb cbepeyb rfiaBHOE: NO3TUYECKYHO MbICNb,
noaTuyeckyto dopmy u Ayx Lllekcnunpa, ero cueHn4ecky cneuymduky um
coumanbHY Npupoay, a TakxXke HeNpeB30MAEHHYIO peasibHOCTb U

KOHKpeTHOCTb 06pasa.?®®

Although Radlova is writing about her 1938 translation of Hamlet, her
foregrounding of ‘cylwecTtBeHHY0 YepTy obpa3sa unm mbicnu Lekcnmnpa’
and his ‘cueHnyeckyto cneunduky n coumanbHyto npupoay' is already

present in Romeo and Juliet. For example, in certain complex lines,

Radlova simplifies Shakespeare’s imagery and language in order to make

288 Radlova, 1938
289 Radlova, 1938
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lines easier for the actors to pronounce, and therefore for the audience to

understand.

An example of this can be found in the third act, towards the beginning of

Juliet’s monologue, when she says:

Lovers can see to do their amorous rites
By their own beauties; or, if love be blind,

It best agrees with night.2°°

While Radlova retains the content of these lines, the words and
punctuation she chooses make Juliet’s thought more straightforward. Her
developing idea becomes a logical list of statements, rather than the
young girl’s weaving thoughts:

Jlo6oBHUKaM nboBHLIN X 06paa

OcBeTuT nx Kpaca. Cnena nob0Bb.

El HOub Munee.?9!

Bal’'mont’s version, in contrast, preserves Juliet’s daydreaming tone, but

is more complex and intricate, perhaps posing difficulties for an actor:

CBOeMnio KpacoTo ocBeLaT
Bnto6néHHble 06psa ntob60BHbIN CBOW.
Koraa nioboBb X cnena, BCEro en ny4ywe

CornacoBaTbCH C HOUbHD.292

290 Romeo and Juliet, 111.ii.8-10
291 Radlova, 1939
292 Bal’'mont, 2011: 161
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Later in the same monologue, Juliet speaks of herself as a house that has

been bought but not lived in:

O, I have bought the mansion of a love
But not possessed it, and though I am sold,
Not yet enjoyed.?°3

Again, Radlova simplifies the language, using ‘kynuTb’” and ‘BnageTb’
where Shakespeare purposefully alternates between ‘bought’ and ‘sold’
and ‘possessed’ and ‘enjoyed’:

[Bsopeu nwb6BM Kynuna s, HO UM

S He Bnagew; U MeHs Kynuau,

Ho He BnagewT MHOW.2%4

Radlova’s priority seems to be the content and the ease of utterance, and
therefore, the audience’s understanding of the main point. Bal’'mont again
seems not to share this priority, instead producing a more complex re-

creation of Juliet’s analogy:

A aom nobbBK Kynuna, Ho eweé
A B o6nagaHbe AOMOM He BCTYnuna,
N TOT KOMY A NpoaaHa, ewe

He Hacna)paancs MHOn.29%>

293 Romeo and Juliet, 111.ii. 26-28
294 Radlova, 1939
295 Bal’'mont, 2011: 161
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Radlova’s approach was clearly complementary to Radlov’s aims.
According to Tamara Jacobson, who played Juliet in the production,
‘Sergei Ernestovich said about our dialogue that it is to be whispered, but
in such a way that each word should be heard in the last row [...] and not
only the words but the feeling too. Working with the actor, Sergei
Ernestovich always proceeded from him.’2?¢ Radlova’s choice to use more
simplistic language than in Shakespeare’s text clearly helped the actors
achieve the level of comfort they required, both to imbue their words with

feeling, and to convey this feeling to each member of the audience.

296 Jacobson in Zolotnitsky, 1998: 119
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Radlova’s Romeo and Juliet as a landmark translation

Radlova’s translation choices in her version of Romeo and Juliet show how
she brought a decade of theatre experimentation in line with the evolving
Socialist Realist phase of Soviet culture. Moreover, they may have
contributed to Socialist Realism’s onstage form. After prioritising different
aspects of avant-garde theatre experimentation in the 1920s following the
Revolution, Radlov seems to have brought several of these together in
Romeo and Juliet. In Radlova’s translation, these interests were
reconciled with the emerging demands of Socialist Realism, and Radlova’s
translation choices appear to have been particularly successful in helping
Radlov to achieve a balance of these two sets of norms. The norms of
popular theatre blended with the Renaissance spirit of Socialist Realism,
while the inspiration and entertainment of mass theatre and the circus

fulfilled Socialist Realism’s aims of making theatre accessible.

Radlov’s 1934 staging of Romeo and Juliet seems to have been one of the
final productions in which the experimentation of the 1920s was
discernible alongside elements of Socialist Realism. It was after this
production that Socialist Realism began to dominate the Radlovs’
productions, reflecting its increased presence and gradual entrenchment
in Soviet culture more broadly. Indeed, it was in January 1936 that the
campaign against ‘Formalism’ was initiated, with the appearance of
articles denouncing Meyerhold’s theatre productions, as well as

Shostakovich’s opera version of Lady Macbeth of Mtsensk and his ballet
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The Limpid Stream.?°7 Socialist Realism was at this time becoming
increasingly more inflexible and conservative, following what Papernyy
refers to as a shift from a ‘Culture One’ to a ‘Culture Two’, from
‘movement, fluidity, and explosiveness, to [...] clarity, centralization of

values, settling, and solidifying.’?%8

As a result, Radlov began to engage with theatrical forms that he had
explicitly disowned in the 1920s. Already by 1935, Radlov was
proclaiming himself a realist and an adherent to the Stanislavsky system,
writing that ‘expressive gestures, sharp movement, placard-style stage
effects ceased to interest me as the main requirement for an actor. They
were replaced by simplicity of acting style and the motivation of an actor’s
behaviour on stage.’?°? Radlov’s 1939 reimagining of Romeo and Juliet, in
contrast to his 1934 version, provides the starkest example of the
changing atmosphere in Soviet theatre: ‘the new conventionally romantic
scenery by Vladimir Kozlinsky served as a visiting card of a new
treatment. The production had become more heroic. This was a response
to the call of the times. Romeo and Juliet [...] had outgrown the
‘Komsomol” age. The purity of emotions was accompanied by courage, by
a determination to walk to the end of the road.’3%0 Radlova’s translation,
meanwhile, seems to have weathered the growing conservatism of

Socialist Realism. Her translation choices, which in 1934 still evoked

297 See K. Clark, Moscow: The Fourth Rome (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2011),
p.211

298 Ostrovsky, 2013: 68

299 Radlov in Ostrovsky, 2013: 69

300 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 180
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traces of their popular theatre and Expressionist origins, could be
repurposed as tools for education and the promotion of a certain reading
of Shakespeare. This enduring compatibility with Socialist Realism
undoubtedly played a role in Radlova’s translation being used in future

productions and published in collections of Shakespeare translations.

As this Socialist Realist approach to Shakespeare grew more entrenched
and irreversible, several commentators began to express dissatisfaction
with Radlova’s translations, which themselves began to inform translation
norms. For example, her work was ‘harshly criticized by Kornei
Chukovskii’ and Yuzovsky,3°t as well as by Meyerhold in his famous article

‘Meyerhold against Meyerholdism,’ in which he asked:

How could it happen that when our [Communist] Party was called to stage
Shakespeare, there were some people who said to us: enough, in Radlov’s
production and Radlova’s translation we have reached the norms that
cannot be overstepped. And we are saying these norms are no good,

because the translations are bad.’392

On the other hand, Radlova’s translation was felt by others to have stood
the test of Socialist Realism almost a decade later. For example,
Pasternak wrote in 1940 that ‘Radlova’s artistic merit is the liveliness of
her spoken language. She possesses an absolute scenic ear which is a

true companion of a dramatic gift and without which it would have been

301 Ostrovsky, 2013: 70, 72
302 Ostrovsky, 2013: 73
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impossible to convey the prosaic parts of the dialogue as she had done

it.’303

Radlova’s success, in contrast to Bal’'mont, was arguably due to her
responsiveness to the changes gradually taking hold in Soviet culture in
the post-Revolutionary period. This was perhaps easier for Radlova than
for Bal’'mont due to the fact that, as has been demonstrated, Socialist
Realist theatre grew out of the preceding decade’s experiments as much
as it was a detached, new phase in Soviet culture. This argument has
been made about Socialist Realist culture more broadly by scholars such
as Groys, who aims to dispel the ‘innocent avant-garde’ myth, which
claims that Socialist Realism was ‘a purely regressive reaction to a new
art that was unintelligible to the masses’.3% For Groys, ‘Socialist realism
was not created by the masses but was formulated in their name by [...]
elites who had assimilated the experience of the avant-garde and been
brought to socialist realism by the internal logic of the avant-garde

method itself.’305

In the theatre specifically, as Ostrovsky notes, the growing popularity of
Shakespeare was first prompted by directors’ interests, and then these
interests became part of the official norms: ‘the taste for Shakespeare
and the wave of Shakespearean productions on the Soviet stage of the

1930s was part of a certain cultural process, which, in turn, prompted

303 Zolotnitsky, 1998: 138

304 See B. Groys, The Total Art of Stalinism: Avant-Garde, Aesthetic Dictatorship, and Beyond
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992), p.8-9

305 Groys, 1992: 9
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many of the ideological statements of the time.’3% For Radlova, therefore,
translating Romeo and Juliet was not about perfecting or synthesising
pre-Revolutionary trends in order to adapt them to a new, Revolutionary
context, as had been the case for Bal’'mont. Instead, her formative years,
both as a translator and as a poet, coincided with the decade-long post-
Revolutionary search for an entirely new guiding principle. Thus, Radlova
underwent her artistic development alongside and within a nascent
culture, avoiding Bal’'mont’s struggle of reconciling older norms with the
fast-changing norms of the present and future. This difference was only
augmented by the fact that Radlova’s development took place in
Petrograd/Leningrad, the Revolutionary capital city and the centre of
Revolutionary art and theatre. In contrast, Bal’'mont was working on his
translation while travelling between Moscow and Novogireyevo in the
city’s suburbs, and may therefore have felt not only spiritually detached,

but also physically removed from the fervour of the Revolution.30”

Moreover, Radlova was young and malleable. She did not simply have the
post-Revolutionary decade from which to benefit, but she had only that
decade from which to develop the style of her creative work. This
arguably allowed her to be more open to both the changes taking place in
theatre and the speed with which they were taking place. While Toury

warns against automatically associating younger translators with

306 See A. Ostrovsky, ‘Shakespeare as a founding father of socialist realism: The Soviet affair with
Shakespeare’ in Shakespeare in the World of Communism and Socialism. (Toronto, 2013), p.60
307 See T. Petrova, “Plenyayas zvuchnym imenem Shekspira...”, Solnechnaya Pryazha, 5(2011)
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‘progressive’ translation, noting that it is often new translators who, in
their insecurity, translate ‘according to norms which, though they may
have become dated, are still considered ‘respectable’,’3% it is clear that
Radlova does not belong to this category. Instead, her early and
continued exposure to the rapidly changing norms arguably made her
comfortable with integrating them into her work. Evidently, in the 1920s
and early 1930s, there were few norms that were both ‘dated’ and

‘respectable’.

Radlov’s staging went on to influence many future productions, and his
approach to Shakespeare more broadly was central to Socialist Realist
interpretations of Shakespeare.3%° Radlova’s translation of Romeo and
Juliet, in particular, could be seen to embody a crossroads in Radlov’s
work, bringing together popular post-Revolutionary theatre experiments
while foretelling the educational role that Socialist Realism was to have.
This supports Clark’s observation that ‘in culture there are no absolute
beginnings [...] The art that follows a revolution and that we, in
retrospect, say defines it, is really a selection and elaboration of pre-
existing tendencies.’!° Indeed Radlov’s directorial tendencies seem to
have been part of a particularly cyclical process. First, they influenced
Radlov’s own Shakespeare productions in the early 1930s. In turn, these

productions were remoulded as models for the specific aims of Socialist

308 Toury, 2012: 77
303 Zolotnitsky, 1998
310 Clark, 1995: 122
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Realist productions of Shakespeare, which Radlov himself then followed.
This is exceptionally applicable to Romeo and Juliet, since it was being
produced at the moment that Socialist Realism was gaining momentum.
The production premiered in April 1934 and was being viewed and
reviewed that summer, at the same time that the First Soviet Writers’
Congress, at which Socialist Realism was announced as a policy, was

taking place.
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Conclusion

In showing how Bal’'mont’s and Radlova’s translations of Romeo and Juliet
were shaped by changing cultural norms, this study has demonstrated the
complexity of the relationships between different cultural periods and their
norms in the early years of the Soviet Union. While the mid-1910s, the
years of the Civil War, the 1920s NEP period and Socialist Realism are
generally, and often necessarily, seen as distinct cultural periods, many
norms that were present during these periods seem to have evolved
gradually, interdependently, and at different rates in different spheres of
culture. In the case of Bal’'mont’s translation, which was completed in 1919,
Bal’mont appears to have brought together norms from turn-of-the-century
Symbolism and mid-1910s Neo-Realism. Meanwhile, Tairov was embracing
the atmosphere of the Revolution in his productions, an approach which
would become widespread in dramatic theatre only later in the 1920s, as
shown by the unenthusiastic responses to his production of Romeo and
Juliet. In Radlova’s translation, which was completed in 1934, Radlova was
reconciling 1920s avant-garde theatre with the evolving demands of
Socialist Realism, while Radlov seems to have been more invested in
previous traditions, remaining faithful to many of his earlier experiments

with popular theatre and mass entertainment.

The entangled nature of these norms, and their influence on the translators’
choices, is further exemplified by the fact that many of Tairov’s intentions

for Romeo and Juliet were in fact similar to those of Radlov and Radlova.
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In this way, it could be argued that, despite Radlova’s translation being
used for a production thirteen years after Tairov’s, and being subject to the
influences of a very different cultural context, her version may have been
well-suited to Tairov’s 1921 production. From another perspective, Tairov’s
production, which was unappreciated in 1921, may have been as popular

as Radlov’s in 1934.

By using the principles of Descriptive Translation Studies to show the
influence of norms in the production and reception of Bal’'mont’s and
Radlova’s two translations, this study is only a minor, though valuable, part
of Toury’s overarching vision for his method. Due to its limited scope and
detailed analyses, this research cannot yet be used to make broader
generalisations about translation or create ‘laws’ of translation, based on
the idea that certain translation behaviour is likely to occur under certain
circumstances.3!! However, its extension would allow for the accumulation
of a larger corpus and would provide further insights. For example,
analysing other translations of Romeo and Juliet from the Soviet period,
such as those of Shchepkina-Kupernik and Pasternak, could indicate ways
in which translation practice, and specifically translations of Shakespeare,
changed over the twentieth century. This would be particularly valuable if
carried out in conjunction with studies of other translations of Shakespeare
for the Soviet stage, particularly as many Soviet translators produced

versions of more than one Shakespeare play. For example, Lozinsky and

311 Toury, 2012: 10
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Pasternak translated many of the same plays by Shakespeare as Radlova,
and most of these appeared in the years following her versions. Lozinsky
translated three of Shakespeare’s tragedies — Othello, Macbeth and Hamlet
- all of which were also translated by Radlova. Pasternak translated seven
of Shakespeare’s plays after Radlova, five of which (Othello, Romeo and
Juliet, Macbeth, Hamlet and Antony and Cleopatra) were the same as those
she chose to translate. Clearly, therefore, each translator saw their

interpretation of the tragedies as achieving something new.

While such research might provide a greater understanding of translation
norms in the ever-changing cultural landscape of the Soviet Union, it could
also provide a macro-level view of translation norms across the history of
Russian theatre. In fact, the current study already suggests a wider,
perhaps cyclical, trend in translation norms. The Realist period of the
nineteenth century, with its focus on the audience’s experience of a
translation, was gradually replaced by the Symbolist focus on the original
author. This was then synthesised in the Neo-Realism of Tairov, which
lasted until the Revolution, when it was supplanted by a return to Realist
priorities, this time with the aim of educating the proletariat. Indeed, it
could be argued that, as a Socialist Realist translator, Radlova’s translation
in @ way makes a cyclical - a truly revolutionary - return to the mid-1800s,
when the dominant norm for translators was to focus on the reader more
than on the original author. This trend was in a way foretold by

Shershenevich - and, by extension, by the foresighted Tairov - when he
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claimed that even some old translations would have been more appropriate

for Tairov’s productions than Balmont'’s.312

In this way, translations of Shakespeare for the Russian stage are highly
compatible with the approach and aims of Toury’s Descriptive Translation
Studies. In future research, analysing such translations will undoubtedly
serve to elucidate a relationship between Russian approaches to
Shakespeare and their socio-historical settings. This study, which focuses
on the translations of Romeo and Juliet by Bal’'mont and Radlova, serves as
a starting point. As the pathfinders of early Soviet translation practice,
Bal’'mont and Radlova will continue to be central to a full understanding of

the development of translation for the Russian and Soviet stage.

312 Shershenevich in Lutsenko, 2019: 89
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