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RESUMO

PALAVRAS-CHAVE: Horécio; traducéo; recepc¢ao dos classicos; literatura russa;

século 18

A presente tese oferece um panorama da recepcdo do poeta romano Horacio na Russia
nas décadas que se seguiram as reformas de Pedro I, 0 Grande. Neste trabalho sdo apresentados:
um relato da recepc¢do de Horécio em terras russas nos momentos que precederam as reformas
de Pedro, o Grande; um estudo sobre imitacdo poética como entendido pelos poetas da chamada
primeira geragdo da poesia russa; uma analise das primeiras tradugdes da Arte Poetica de
Horacio, produzidas por Vassili Kirilovitch Trediakdvski e Nikolai Nikititch Popdvski; um
relato sobre a primeira traducédo das Epistolas de Horacio produzida por Antiokh Dmitrevitch
Kantemir. Esta tese se encerra com uma conslusdo que aponta para a recepcao subsequente de
Horacio na Ruassia, bem como consideragdes sobre traducdo como praticada por seus maiores
poetas e letrados. Também se oferecem apéndices com os prefacios desses esses tradutores a

suas traducdes, traduzidos de maneira inédita para o portugués e o inglés.



ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS: Horace, Translation; Reception of Classics, Russian Literature, 18"

Century

The following doctoral thesis offers an overview on the reception of Horace in Russia,
in the aftermath of the reforms conducted by Emperor Peter 1. In this thesis are presented: an
account of the previous reception of Horace before Peter the Great’s reforms; a study on poetic
imitation as understood by the writers from the so-called first generation of Russian poetry; an
analysis of the first translations to Russian of Horace’s Ars Poetica by Vassily Kirilovich
Trediakovsky and Nikolay Nikitich Popovsky; an account of the fist translation of Horace’s
Epistles by Antiokh Dmitrievich Kantemir. The thesis closes with concluding remarks pointing
to the subsequent reception of Horace in Russia as well as some considerations on the nature
of translation as practiced by its most prominent poets and men of letters. Also are offered
appendixes with translations to Portuguese and English of the main prefaces to these

translations produced by their respective translators.
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Note on transliterations and translations

For the English text | have followed the simplified Library of Congress transliteration
standards. For the translations presented in Portuguese, | have followed the standards observed
in the academic practice of University of Sdo Paulo and the main editorial houses extensively

dealing with Russian material.

I chose to translate the passages presented both to Portuguese and English, for the
reason of better tackling the nuances Russian text and provide to Portuguese a translation of

texts never before published in the language.



Abbreviations

AP — Ars Poetica (Horace)

Epist. — Epistles (Horace)

Sat. — Satires (Horace)

Od. — Odes (Horace)

Epod. — Epodes (Horace)

AS — Academy of Sciences of St. Petersburg

KMA - Kiev-Mohilanian Academy

SGLA - Slav-Greek-Latin Academy

SiP — Sochineniia i Perevody (Trediakovsky)

Popo. — Popovsky’s translation of the AP



Introduction

In the beginning of the Eighteenth Century, Russia underwent one of the greatest
upheavals of its history. The reforms promoted by the Tsar-turned-Emperor Peter | were
decisive to bring the realm into Modernity. A true revolution with all its ambivalences was
effected during Peter the Great’s reign, in which a significant part of the cultural scenery was
abruptly transformed, relegating a deemed outdated, obscurantist, traditional Slavic Orthodox
worldview in favour of a European, modern, relatively Illuminist perspective. This new
paradigm was imposed in the creation of a self-image that was, to put it shortly, “readily
distinguishable from the pre-revolutionary one.! In the Eighteenth Century, Modernity was
inaugurated in Russia in a new military capacity, a new bureaucratic apparatus, and, especially

in a new culture.

In an extensive semiotic reconceptualization, the realm’s ecclesiastical structure was
fully reorganized and subjected to the State. Now, the Russian Orthodox Church no longer
represented a determinant political factor in the conduction of the government, being relegated
to a ceremonial status. A new, secular, culture was abruptly implanted on the grounds of the
Tsardom, guided by the technical, fashion, and intellectual trends, of Amsterdam, Utrecht,
London, the German principates, and Paris, all of them places visited by Peter, first with his
Grand Embassy in the years 1697/1698, and then nineteen years later in his second journey to
the West (1716/1717).2 From now on, Russia would be an European State and its subjects were

to behave accordingly.

1 CRACRAFT, 2004, pg. 12.

2 The Grand Embassy of 1697-98 was the first time a great number of Russian subjects followed by its tsar
(travelling incognito) went to Western Europe in an official mission to consolidate military alliances and to
provide economic cooperation in face of the conflicts with the Ottoman Empire, that involved Russia in the last
decade of 17t C., but, above all it was an opportunity to observe European customs, acquire new technologies

9



Such paradigm shift was carried out in a geopolitical background that contained the
many struggles and wars the realm saw during Peter’s reign, the most important of which was
the conflict that consolidated Russia as a relevant modern European military power: the Great
Northern War, waged chiefly against the Kingdom of Sweden, headed by Charles XII. The
modernization thrust bolstered experimental Science giving it its first specialised institutions,
that would serve as the main caterer of specialised personnel to man the newly established
Russian Imperial Army and the huge bureaucratic apparatus that had to be created and
developed by an ever-increasing taxation system. This new system would place the heaviest
burden on the huge mass that made up the peasantry and petty bourgeoisie in Russia. For the
vast majority of the people, life would remain the same vale of tears, but for a few intrepid
fortunate ones the new structures created by the Tsar could be seen as a way to change life
altogether. Some of them, sons of fishermen, priests, street peddlers, peasants, would take part
in this new culture and in the affairs of the Court and State, to the point of reaching the highest

echelons of the Empire, and the highest spots of literary and political glory.

This revolution entailed the creation of a wholly new culture in the higher strata of
Russian feudal society that faced other challenges in its modernization process. The formal,
prestigious, cultural language of the realm, was an old tradition inherited from the first Slavic
Fathers of the Russian Church, already very distinct from the language spoken in early-18" C.
By the orders and enactments of the Tsar, the new books, alphabet primers, translations and
original works were to be published in the simple, collogquial, Muscovite vernacular, now very
different from the old, ecclesiastical, highly solemn Church Slavonic. Another problem tackled

was the almost absolute inexistence of a publishing system in the realm. In Peter’s reign were

(especially in the shipbuilding business) and satiate the unquenchable curiosity of its young leader. It went
through many German states, the Netherlands and England and, upon its return, changed Russian autocratic
procedures forever. In Peter’s second journey, he went especially to France, now traveling in the official
condition of head of state. For a literary account of the enterprise, cf. Massie, 2012, pp. 187-352 and 760-800.
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inaugurated several new publishing houses, that would hugely expand the activities of the
single publishing institution of the country, the Pechatny Dvor, under control of the

Patriarchate of Moscow.?

Throughout the 18" C., in the wake of the reforms of Peter the Great, the new language
would develop its literary output to become one of the most powerful world literatures. Poetry
in Russia started its development in the first decades of the century, in a moment its first men
of letters had an open field to insert themselves, forming the language that would be eventually
perfected in its elocution by Pushkin.* The main actors in this thesis are the first writers who
helped, effectively or fruitlessly, set the foundations of the new language of the newly created

polity, no longer headed by a Tsar, but by an Emperor.

For the Tsardom of Russia, officially established in 1547 with the ascension to the
Russian throne by Ivan IV the Terrible (1530-1584), was most eloquently transformed into the
Russian Empire by Peter I, as the foremost symbol of the New Russia that was to leave behind
her strictly religious Orthodox past. New manners of display of power, pomp and glory were
needed to refurbish the old ways of a polity that used to call herself the “third Rome”: starting
in the 15" C., following the ideology of legitimation of power through the emulation of a
projected glorious past of ancient Rome known as translatio imperii, transference of empire,

Moscow and her Tsar,® under the blessings of the Patriarch in the city, were made the true

3 For the most comprehensive reference on the history of publishing in Russia, cf. Marker, 1985.

4 Cf. The letters from Prince I.A. Musin-Pushkin to Fedor Polikarpov, then head of the Muscovite printing press,
informing about Peter’s dissatisfaction with one of his Church Slavonic translations, and the tsar’s general
linguistic directives for the simple, colloquial language to be used in the the new printed publications in the
realm. Cf. Zhivov, 2009 pp. 65-73.

5 Tsar is another European autocratic title that developed from the roman cognomen Caesar, adopted after
Augustus as a nobiliary title. It reached Russia via Byzantine Empire and started to be a more popular form of
address to its monarchs in late-15™ C., after the fall of Constantinople and the marriage of Grand Prince of
Moscow to princess Sophia Palaiologina, niece of the last Byzantine Emperor Constantine Xl Palaiologos. The
title in the Church Slavonic form of Llecapb was officially adopted in the coronation of Ilvan IV (1547). For a
comprehensive account on the development of the title, along with the use of Samoderzhets (Autocrat) cf. De
Madariaga, 1998, pp. 15 ff.
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successors of the Christian Rome of St. Peter. Russia was made the recipient of the heritage of
Christ, fallen into heresy in Italy, established in Constantinople, and after being sacked and
taken by the infidels, transferred permanently, until the end of times, to the banks of the
Moscow River.® The Third Rome idea represented the inheritance of true Christianity and it
played a decisive role in maintaining the Patriarchate of Moscow in 1589, in equal levels of

prestige as that of the Tsar.

The transformation of Russia into an empire was a particular variation of this ideology
of transference of power from the great first Empire. Now Russia also sought to legitimate her
own present glory through the emulation of Rome; not the traditional, organically developed
throughout history, Christian Rome, but an abrupt, revolutionary approximation to the Ancient,
Pagan Rome as it was during the Principate of Augustus. On the 22" of October (2" of
November O.S.) 1721, an institution established by Peter a few years earlier (in 1712) to aid
the monarch in his executive functions, the Senate, proposed in a ceremony that had Latin as
one of its official languages, that Tsar Piotr Alekseevich, be turned into Imperator Petrus

Primus. In addition, the same ceremony bestowed upon him the tile Magnus, the Great.’

By turning to the glories of the first Rome, not only the state institutions were reformed,
but, especially, the representations of power were given classical imagery, that frequently took
the forms of the old pagan gods, in line with Western European depictions, now very different
from the plain, inverted perspective of the icon. Such representations cast aside the strict
Orthodox culture of Muscovy and promoted the new, classical culture of the recently founded

City of St. Petersburg (1703).2 Many are the images representing Peter crowned in laurels,

6 As put in one of the most eloquent documents advancing this ideology, monk Filofei’s letter to grand prince
Vasily Il (excerpts quoted in Baehr, 1978; for more information and bibliography on the subject of Moscow as
the Third Rome, cf. Wolf, 1959).

7 Wes, 1992, pp. 33-37.

8 For the reconfiguration of pictorial representations and imagery in general in Russia, cf. Cracraft, 1997.
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displaying the pomp of his modern, Europeanised Empire, surrounded by muses and the gods

was the new way the Empire wanted to be viewed.

One of the closest associates of Peter and possibly the most eloquent and cultivated
supporter of his reforms, the cleric which will receive an especial mention in the first chapter,
Feofan Prokopovich, named Peter in one of his homilies Pontifex Maximus of the Russian
Orthodox Church, helping to accomplish the structural reforms that would abolish the
Patriarchate and create the Holy Synod, an organ of the state controlled by a lay Oberprokuror.
It would not take long before the first literary experiments promoted the apotheosis of the

Emperor, elevating him and the other monarchs to a divine status.®

In the letters, the approximation with Ancient Rome was no different. The new Russian
language was to turn to the models of Classical Antiquity in creating its own new compositions.
The first generation of Russian poets had as principal concerns the establishment of the form
that this new language would employ in its poetical compositions, and the establishment of a
canon from which they would draw inspiration for their own emulated works. Ancient Greece
and especially Rome were the foremost sources of invention, and the greatest writers of the
past definitely consolidated in Russia the notoriety they had throughout Western European
history. Among these writers, Quintus Horatius Flaccus played a particularly prominent role.
Possibly the second most influential ancient writer in 18" C. Russia, and the single ancient poet
that was uninterruptedly cultivated in the whole span of the history of Russian poetry, Horace
was translated, imitated, and emulated by virtually all poets that composed in the language

enacted by the rough guidelines set by Peter the Great.*°

At first conveyed in translations whose main objectives were to informatively render

the meaning of the original Latin, usually translating word-by-word, trying to maintain the

9 CF. below pp. XX.
10 Cf. Busch, 1964, pg. 16.
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original the syntax of the source language, chiefly as an aid to future readers (and a model,
positive or negative, to future writers), Horace started to be more freely appropriated by the
significant number of writers that began to appear in the second half of the century. By now,
the motherland would be headed by the only other monarch to receive the epithet “the Great”
in the Romanov dynasty, Catherine I1. During her reign, Russian language could already boast
a literary field with dozens of active participants, in which she herself took part. Russia could
now boast a poet sufficiently departed from the traditional models to originally sing the
particularities of his times and attitudes toward life, in a manner that greatly resembles Horace’s
own character. This was Gavrila Romanovich Derzhavin (1743 - 1815), possibly the greatest
poet of the 18" C., who would reach a level of simplicity, elegance, and elocutionary mean,
foreshadowing the golden age of Aleksandr Sergeevich Pushkin (1799-1837) and his

contemporaries.

Horace also appears in this apex, the moment in which the Sun of Russian poetry fully
blasted through the works of Pushkin and many others great names of this generation. This was
the moment when the poetic language of Russian gained its full elocutionary maturity. Here
not only Horace appears in translation, but also as an attempt at emulation as conducted half a
century before. The Venutian is now here depurated, taken in his essence through the best and
most relevant part of his lessons, applied to wholly original works of art that were eventually
credited with being the true, or at least apparent beginnings of Russian poetry and literature in
general. These later appropriations of Horace will not be treated in this thesis and shall be left
for a future investigation. Here | am rather concerned with the cornerstones of this great edifice,

that, in spite of its significance, receive very little attention overall.

This thesis focuses in the moment when Russian poetry establishes its formal and
canonical bases. Perhaps the most important name in this first development is that of Mikhail
Vasilevich Lomonosov, the poet-polymath who, besides mythically inaugurating Russian

14



scientific tradition, effectively established the poetic forms that every Russian has to master if
they want to write poetry in the language.'! As well known,*? Lomonosov was a pioneer in
several undertakings in Russian poetry and philology. Besides the foundational documents of
poetic forms which will be mentioned below, Lomonosov was also the author of the first
rhetorical treatise and the first grammar of the new language. Despite not extensively
translating and appropriating the works of Horace, Lomonosov played an active role in the
formation of two other poets who took a great deal from the Venutian and will play a central
role in this thesis. Lomonosov, in addition, is credited with starting one of the greatest Horatian
traditions in Russian literature, the several appropriations of Odes 3.30, by several of its

greatest and lesser poets.

The object of this thesis is, therefore, to investigate the impact of some of Horace’s
poetry in the first generation of modern Russian poets, ina moment when their main aspirations
were to be the pioneers and founding fathers of the new Russian language. Many of them ended
up completely forgotten, and particularly two of them would either be transformed in a
monstrous caricature that perhaps exaggerated his less fortunate passages or would be no more
than a page or two of literary history, due to the insistence in the poetic forms inherited from
Polish or Church Slavonic. The former was the case of Vasily Kirilovich Trediakovsky (1703
— 1768), the first translator of a modern secular novel to Russian,*® the first theoretician and
reformer of poetic forms in the language, and the first translator of the Horace’s Ars Poetica;
the latter was the case of Antiokh Dmitrevich Kantemir (1708 — 1744), the Satirist of Peter the

Great, the first to write secular poetry in Russian in poetic genres inherited from Antiquity such

11 The myth and actuality of Lomonosov as a founding father of Russian science. Cf. Usitalo, 2013.

12 For a brief account on Lomonosov’s achievements in the realm of letters, | refer to my master’s thesis Frate,
2016.

13 Trediakovsky translated in 1735 Paul Tallemand’s allegorical novel, A journey to the Island of Love.
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as the satire, the first to translate the Carmina Anacreontea,* the first to translate a complete

Horatian book, the Epistles.

Other now forgotten men of letters fell into oblivion for different reasons. One of them
was overshadowed by the towering figure represented by his teacher and mentor, Mikhail
Lomonosov. Nikolay Nikitich Popovsky (1730-1760) produced relatively little in his brief life
but left important translations for his times and for the history of translation in Russian literary
practices, especially if one is to consider the debates and polemics that took place at its dawn.
One of these is the first literary translation of the Ars Poetica, published in 1753, the same year
as Trediakovsky’s informative prose translation published in his two-volume Compositions
and Translations, a balance of his works, now increasingly waning in popularity in face of the
growing popularity of his two younger rivals, Lomonosov and the poet, publicist and father of

Russian theatre, Aleksandr Petrovich Sumarokov (1717-1777).

Another student and friend of Lomonosov’s, Ivan Seménovich (?) Barkov (1732-1768)
was someone whose subsequent acclaim was more favourable, but would take long to be
published and integrated in the Russian canon, on the account of the marginal status of his
poetry. He was another satirist, who also served as secretary to Lomonosov, being very
important in the collection of the unpublished poetic works of the great polymath. He was also
the first to recover the by then forgotten legacy of Kantemir, writing his Life and organizing
the first edition of his Satires. Barkov, however, entered history as the first to introduce Russian
obscene language, mat, into poetry. His base, vile, satirical verve was a counterpoint to the
more sober, Horatian, Kantemir, and his long unpublished but broadly circulating obscene
poetry granted him legendary status that poses a great challenge to his biographers. His

celebrated Ode to the Cock, and Ode to the Cunt were the first time in Russia when the elevated

14 Lyrical poems that enjoyed great popularity in all throughout Western Europe, attributed to the Ancient Greek
poet Anacreon of Teos (c. 582-c.485 b.C.), but actually written in late antiquity.
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elocution of the ode was employed to parodical purposes, initiating a process of
reconceptualization of genres that led to their dissolution and broadening in the beginning of
the 19" C. Lastly, Barkov was an accomplished Latinist, responsible for translating Horace’s

Satires.

The Horatian translations of these literary pioneers, particularly those of Kantemir,
Trediakovsky and Popovsky, make up the corpus analysed in this thesis, taken in their
particular contexts, literary controversies and quarrels. The period mentioned in the title (1703-
1765) takes arbitrarily the date of birth and death of two of its most active figures: the birth of
Vasily Trediakovsky, the oldest pioneer of the first generation and the death of Mikhail
Lomonosov, the most famous and possibly the greatest of his time. It is a way to broaden the
scope of the first generation and look at the Petrine years and the preceding generation headed
by Feofan Prokopovich, the last great name of the Slavonic tradition. This period
accommodates well all the translations analysed and helps to better provide the context in

which they were produced.

Consequently, its first main objective is to present these translations in formal analyses
that focus on their ends, strategies, formal approaches, conducted preferably in their own terms
as presented in the paratextual information they frequently included. Its second goal is to
provide a general overview to a moment in Russian literature generally neglected and barely
treated in depth. Its third objective is to present the thesis that Horace was the principal magister
litterarum, master of letters, for this generation, whose translations broke ground not only to
the future reception of Horace and other Latin poets but presented a first model to the poets
who would shine on in the following decades and whose appropriations of Horace’s elocution
and spirit were a relevant formative element to their work. Last but not least, its final objective
is to bridge two areas of literary studies that usually do not intercommunicate in the academe,
that of Russian/Slavonic studies and Classical Studies.
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Central to the argument of the thesis will be the definition and discussion of concepts
such as imitation, emulation, servility, literary authority and other production processes and
outcomes that guided the poetic context of those times (and, for that matter, the whole
preromantic history of letters). To understand how these processes shaped the poetic and
translation practices inherited by the poetry of preceding Germans, Frenchmen, Italians,
Romans, Ancient Greeks, investigating how they understood them and, many times
incoherently, accused their fellows of improper use of them, will be a helpful way to determine
a future shift in the poetic practices, which increasingly, but hardly ever completely, put the
emphasis in self-expression, originality and authenticity. Thus, the present thesis is divided in

four chapters:

Chapter 1 sets the context by situating the thesis with relevant information on the
previous reception of Horace’s works in Western Europe, especially concerning the
translations that reached Russia carried out in late-17"/early 18" Cc. | present here, as well, an
account of the previous literary culture in Russia, a moment in which Latinity permeated the
tsardom through monastery schools and theological academies, that sought to imitate the Jesuit
collegia so abundant in the West and, especially, in Poland, a realm with an already extensively
developed and prestigious literary language, whose influence was central to the modest
development of poetic forms in pre-Petrine Russia, and was debated by most of the characters
to play a role in this thesis: revised in the case of Kantemir and Trediakovsky, and altogether
abandoned with the advent of Lomonosov’s Letter on the Rules of Russian Versification, and
the Ode on the Taking of Khotin (both from 1739), the two milestones that, in theory and in

practice, defined the contemporary forms of Russian poetry.

By providing this context I intend not only to situate the Church Slavonic formation of
the principal actors of the first generation, but to show that Latinity, Latin language and its
main cultural artifacts, although modestly, have never entirely ceased to be cultivated at least
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in Greater Russia. | shall dedicate a section of this first chapter to discuss the only higher
educational institution, that passed into Russian hands in 1654 when the tsardom incorporated
West-Bank Ukraine. The School of Kiev, founded in 1635 was alma mater to the many learned
men who went to Moscow in the second half of 17" C., participating or serving as guide to the
other institution that would appear in the 1680’s in Moscow, the Zaikonospassky College, later
known as the Slav-Greek-Latin Academy. The Academy of Kiev would have in staff none
other than Feofan Prokopovich, the most eloquent of Peter the Great’s subjects, the all-
powerful cleric who was the mastermind behind Peter’s church reforms and the main
legitimator of his absolute power. Feofan, when professor of the institution, wrote a manual on
rhetoric and another on the art of poetry to be used with his students. Prokopovich’s Three
Books on Poetic Art allow us to catch a glimpse on how Latin culture was present in these first
formative Petrine years. The doctrine on poetic imitation presented by Prokopovich will serve

as a link to my next chapter.

Chapter 2 discusses the practices and doctrines of imitation, emulation and, above all,
translation, as understood and debated by Trediakovsky and Sumarokov. In it I will mention
the quarrels and disputes that made the most of the late-1740’s/mid-1750’s, when Trediakovsky
started to be outshined by the other two personalities that took hold of the literary scene of the
1750’s, Lomonosov and Sumarokov. The illustrious quarrels between the latter and
Trediakovsky, with the first blow being given in a purported ‘Russian poetic art’, Sumarokov’s
Second Epistle, On Versification, and the subsequent letter altercations between the two were
the first to promote Trediakovsky’s bad reputation of a poetaster, later to receive the caricature

of an evil, jealous, vain, chthonic monster.®

15 Cf. Reyfman, 1990, for a better detailed inquiry on the construction of the myth of Trediakovsky as a terrible
poet.
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The main aspects of this quarrel are centred in the question of poetic imitation and the
limits that make one’s imitation either servile and weak, or strong and accomplished. As we
shall see, many of the accusations one addresses against the other are the product rather of an
anxious, vain and sometimes empty quest for the glory of being the “first to plant free footsteps
on virgin soil, walking not where others trod.”*® These quarrels usually would only amount to
trifles that mask incoherent, incompetent or unwilling readings from both parts and a desire to
conquer literary glory with works that could neither match the future expectations of Russian
readers and writers, nor the language’s fullest rhetorical and linguistic potentialities. The
chapter ends with the comparison of their views on imitation with the teachings old Horace

present, mainly, in his Epistles, whose translation will be tackled in the fourth chapter.

Chapter 3 discusses and analyses the translations of the Ars Poetica by Trediakovsky
and Popovsky, in another quarrel that, although not openly expressed, forced Trediakovsky to
painstakingly explain his positions as translator in the collected works he published in 1753,
Compositions and Translations (Sochineniia i Perevody) in possibly a response to a debate as
to whether prose translations of poetic works were legitimate. Trediakovsky’s prose translation
of the Ars Poetica was promptly responded with another translation by the young man who had
been co-opted by Lomonosov during his student years in the University of the Academy of
Sciences of St. Petersburg. Popovsky’s translation was diametrically opposite from
Trediakovsky’s in its objectives and perspectives. It is a verse translation in syllabo-tonic
hexametric distiches (paired rhymes) that seeks to address completely different facets of
translation from Trediakovsky’s: not an informative semantically-oriented translation but an
artistic, free adaptation, constrained by its specific formal choices, that attempt to produce a

self-standing poem not especially concerned about conveying the specific references of the

6 Hor. Epist. 1.19, vv. 21-22. Tr. FAIRCLOUGH, 2005. pg. 383.
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original text. Unlike Trediakovsky, Popovsky tries to erect another monument in the “afterlife”

of the original composition.*’

Before the analysis proper, I intend to investigate Popovsky’s translation skills in the
light of his teacher’s Lomonosov, as exposed in his 1747 Rhetoric, another of his milestones
in the realm of Russian philology. I shall point out to some translation strategies Lomonosov
provided to adapt the old Latin dactyl hexameter into Russian, and how these forms used by
Lomonosov were subsequently received by other poets and translators when rendering works
such as the Homeric epics and other Classical hexametric compositions. | will also provide a
brief account on to the only extant Horatian translation by Lomonosov, that started one of the

most enduring Horatian traditions in Russia, his appropriation of Odes 3.30.

It is on the background of Lomonosov’s translations that I wish to situate Popovsky’s
translation of the Ars Poetica, comparing it with Trediakovsky’s in its own terms. In the
analyses of these two translations, | intend to address the different strategies both translators
use to convey important Horatian devices, such as the use of the gnome, or sapiential maxim,
arguably one of the most remarkable characteristics of this poetry. | shall address the problems
of the particular references to the Roman world and society, obscure literary figures and
rhetorical concepts that might prove difficult to a reader unacquainted with Classical antiquity
in 18" C. Russia. Due to limitations, | shall restrict the analysis to the first 153 verses of the
AP, considered the first part of the poem. As the main guides to the Latin text, I shall use the
most authoritative modern commentaries to the AP, Brink’s edition as a way of better
organizing such a difficult and apparently disorganized text.'® The other modern commentary

used is Paolo Fedelli’s, published in 1997.1° However, | make more extensive use of the 18"

17 As put by Walter Benjamin in his Task of the Translator. Benjamin, 1997.
18 Brink, 1971.
19 Fedelli, 1997.
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C. edition and commentaries that oriented not only Trediakovsky and Popovsky in translating
the AP, but also Kantemir with the Epistles, the joint edition between the philologist André
Dacier and the Jesuit priest Noél-Etienne Sanadon, who were published together with side-by-
side translations and commentaries to each verse of the AP.2° As we shall see, at least both
Kantemir and Trediakovsky based their work in this joint venture for both the translation itself

and the paratextual notes he furnished for the reader unschooled in the Classics.

Chapter 4 discusses Antiokh Kantemir’s translation of the Epistles along with the
prefatory pieces provided by the author: a Dedication to Empress Elizabeth and its Preface to
the Reader, where he exposes the facets of his craft, along with the objectives, the hopes and
other details relevant to his translations. In this chapter I provide a biographical excerpt of the
poet-translator mainly based on Radovsky’s account of his biography in relation to the
Academy of Sciences of St. Petersburg, the first modern scientific institution in Russia.?! Also
provided is a discussion on the form he employed for both his translations and compositions,
based on his own theoretical accounts, contained in his Preface and in his own treatise on the
subject, the Letter to a friend from Khariton Makentin (an anagram with Kantemir’s name), a
polemical piece in the debate on the choice of the best versification system for Russian
Language. The positions displayed in these accounts would ultimately relegate Kantemir to
obscurity, making him “not so much the beginning of the History of Russian Literature, as the

end of an era in Russian letters”.??

Due to the limitations and the scope of this thesis, 1 will not focus on analysing
Kantemir’s translations themselves, as I shall do in chapter 3 with the beginning of the AP, but

| present an overview of his positions as translator by looking at the preface to the translations

20 Dacier, Sanadon, 1735.
21 Radovsky, 1959.
22 Belinsky, XXxX. Cf. infra, pg.
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of Horace’s Epistles and the prefatory dedication to Empress Elizabeth, where one can see
several of his objectives in presenting Horace’s Epistles. Unfortunately, it proved to be
impossible an overview of Barkov’s life, let alone a detailed analysis of his translations of the
Satires and an extensive consideration of his position in Russian and Classical Studies,
something among the next steps on the academic intentions, but I shall mention a bit of his

works and the translations in the concluding remarks of this thesis.

| also offer in the Appendixes translations to Portuguese and English of some of the
principal theoretical texts commented in this thesis. Appendix A contains the Dedication to
Empress Elizabeth and the introduction to the translation of Horace’s Epistles and Life by
Kantemir. Appendix B contains the preface to Trediakovsky’s Sochineniia i Perevody
(hereinafter SiP), analysed in Chapter 3. Except when otherwise indicated, | used H.R.
Fairclough’s translations of Horace’s hexametric production for the Loeb Classical Library
carried out completely in 1929. All remaining translations presented in this thesis are mine,

except when otherwise indicated.

As for the main references to the reception of Horatian hexametric production and the
general historic-literary background that provided the basis of this thesis, 1 would like to

mention the following works and studies:

Berkov, 1935 — Rannye russkie perevochki Goratsiia is the first contemporary article
dedicated to the first translators of Horace in Russian, from which most subsequent works on
the subject are tributaries. This brief account of the Horatian output in Russia by the poets of
the first generation was the first in concisely mapping the main translations and translators who
dedicated their efforts to conveying the old Venutian into the new Russian language. By its
own author’s account, it is no further than an overview awaiting future researchers delve more

deeply into the matter. Berkov, one of the founding fathers of the Soviet 18" C. Russian studies
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is an inescapable reference when it comes to studying the period with his magisterial works
offering a most comprehensive overview on the several aspects of Russian literature in the 18"

Century.

Busch, 1964 — Horaz in Russland is an important reference material specific to the
subject of Horatian reception in Russia. It is a survey that presents all the appropriations of
Horace from the 18" C. to the 20" C. and concludes the mapping started by Berkov’s ground-
breaking article. It is a comprehensive account that spans the whole of Russian literature until
the 1960’s, being very systematic while concise. A useful distinction carried out in the book is
between the different methods of appropriation and the several forms the poet was used by
Russians literates who ventured in conveying him into the Russian, like Horace as a literary
critic, a singer of friendship, poet of love, politics, philosophy and so on. Its methods of
appropriation — translation, adaptation, imitation (podrazhanie), parody — are also duly
separated and discussed in this work. Being an overview of the whole history of Horarian
reception in Russia it does not present much new information on the period studied here and

remains secondary material for the purposes of this thesis.

The works by Nadezhda lurevnaia Alekseeva play here a central role. From her
commented edition of Trediakovsky’s Sochineniia i Perevody, (Trediakovsky, 2009) to her
article on the translations of the AP, implying a literary polemic around them, and other issues
pointed out therein, this thesis is tributary of such solid scholarly production and have in it the
main tributary of the main ideas and intuitions presented in this thesis. Her fundamental book
onthe history of the Russian ode (Alekseeva, 2005) was very important to provide the historical

background represented by the pre-Petrine poetic practices in Russia and the reception of

3 Among these should be mentioned: Berkov, 1936 — Lomonosov i literaturnaia polemika ego vremeni
(Lomonosov and the literary polemic of his time); Berkov, 1952 — Istoriia russkaia zhurnaliskika (A History of
Russian Journalism in the 18th C.); Berkov, 1968 — Istoriia russkoi literatury VIl veka: Bibliograficheski Ukazatel
(History of Russian Literature in the 18th C.: Bibliographical Index).
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Horace in the poetry of its principal writers such as Simeon Polotsky’s Horatian appropriations
and provided insight to the most practiced poetic genre of the period studied, the solemn
panegyric ode. Chapter 4 made use of her article on the notes appended to Kantemir’s

translations of Horace’s Epistles.

Zhivov, 2005, was certainly the most important work for my general theoretical basis
on the study of the formation of Russian language in the 18" C. It has guided my path through
the often confusing and strenuous topic of 18" C Russian Literature, having followed me ever
since | took up the challenge to turn my attentions to the subject. The sheer amount of
information therein contained provides the researcher with all the data and references needed
to conduct any investigation on the topic and it is definitely a must for anyone interested in

delving more deeply into the subject.

My general historical overview relies on Oxford’s A History of Russian Literature,
written by Profs. Kahn, Lipovetsy, Reyfman and Sandler, to which I am greatly indebted.
Professor Kahn’s chapter on the Eighteenth Century find all the key works and literary events
that helped me to settle my historic understanding of the period. Along with his colleagues he
writes a most comprehensive, elegantly clear, and helpful account on the history of Russian
literature, being perhaps the most important literary overview I received in my own formation.
Its main theses and principles and concepts such as Bourdieu’s notion of literary field are used

all throughout this thesis, being its foremost general reference.

| would also like to mention the works by Giovanna Siedina, especially her doctoral
dissertation presented in Harvard University (Siedina, 2014), on the reception of Horace in the
several manuals written in Latin as textbooks to the Course of Poetics offered by the Academy
of Kiev (hereinafter, AKM). It was certainly a very fortunate discovery that allowed me to form

a more comprehensive view on the presence on Latinity in Russian lands, by attenuating the
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idea of a total Petrine cultural revolution and aiding to understand the extent of cultural
continuity that the poets of the first generation displayed in their oeuvre. Siedina, 2014 was

pivotal for the first chapter of this thesis.

The principal index materials used were: The dictionary of Russian writers in the 18"
C. (Kotchetkova et al., 1988-2010). A comprehensive and practical source to finding

information about every person who has produced any written material in the period in Russia.

The Summarized Catalogue of Russian Books in the 18" C. (Katsprzhak et al. 1962-
1976), containing every book published in Russia in the period, essential for verifying the

correct dates and facts of the main publications mentioned in this thesis.

The catalogue Ancient Poetry in Russian Translations (Svyasov, 1998) lists every
ancient author ever translated into Russian from the 18™ C. up to the 20" C., essential in every

study on the reception of Classical Antiquity in Russian.

Finally, the Dictionary of Russian language in the 18" C., an ongoing undertaking
started in 1984, but unfortunately halted in the word nompaxmosams. Containing 22 volumes
so far it consists in a monumental undertaking that offers the best help in understanding
slavonicisms and words that fell out of use or changed in meaning throughout their history in
the almost three-and-a-half centuries since the establishment of Russian language, whenever

they are available.?

Of special importance, now on the realm of Classical Antiquity, is the Enciclopedia
Oraziana, above all Volume 3 (1993), which provides all the most useful facts on the modern
reception of Horace elsewhere in Europe, with editorial information, translations ad other

appropriations of the Venutian. Unfortunately, due to the COVID-19 pandemic my access to it

24 Link: http://feb-web.ru/feb/sl18/slov-abc/
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and several other references was restricted and it was no longer possible for me to make more
extensive use of its features, a fact which restricted my access to other crucial books present

only physically in the libraries at Oxford University.

These are the premises upon which this thesis in based. If in my concluding remarks |
accomplish at least part of the objectives stated above, | will consider it to have played well its

role.
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Chapter 1 — Preceding reception of Horace in Russia

i First Editions of Horace in Europe

It might be useful for our purposes to offer a brief account of the editorial history of
Horace, and a few remarks on his reception in France, that will prove relevant by foregrounding

his future reception in Russia.

Horace’s editio princeps dates from 1471, and was published in Venice, by the House
of Basilius, in an already very clear Antiqua typeface, but lacking the expected main editorial
information, not including the editor’s name, year, nor the place of publication.?> His first
edition furnished with the ancient commentaries by ps.-Acro dates from the following year in
1472. In the remaining years of the century, Horace would receive sixty-nine editions,
establishing his printed authority in the latter portion of the incunabula era, marked above all

by the numerous Italian and Lower-Rhine editors who invested in the new medium.

As the editorial business flourished in other parts of Europe in the 16" C., the editors
were increasingly attentive to Classical Antiquity, and it was in France where Horace gained
his first authoritative critical editions, with original commentaries and greater philological
curation. Dionysus Lambinus (Denis Lambin, 1520-1572) was among the pioneers who
brought Horace’s complete works to print with an edition in 1561, but the most authoritative
editions in the century were brought out by the famous house ran by the Estienne family. One
of the most important early editorial houses in the French speaking world, the father and son
Robert and Henri Estienne were responsible for hundreds of editions, first in Paris, then in

Geneva, following the approximation of Robert with Calvinism. Henri, the son, would

%5 There were three partial publications of Horace’s works in the 1460’s. Cf. E.O., 1996, vol. iii, pp. 357-372. A
facsimile can be found at: https://www.gesamtkatalogderwiegendrucke.de

28


https://www.gesamtkatalogderwiegendrucke.de/

eventually become one of greatest Hellenists of his time with the publication of 74 Greek
authors, 18 of which had their Editio Princeps published by his hands.?® Horace was published
by this illustrious house first in 1554, an edition that would greatly contribute to expand his

diffusion all around Europe.

In the late 17" C./early 18" C., more philologically matured editions, with critical
apparatus, commentaries, and prefatory pieces are published. Fundamental to Horace in Russia
is the most authoritative of its times, the edition by André Dacier (1651-1722), published
between 1681 and 1689, with many reissues and reimpressions in several parts of Europe. A
few years later another Horatian edition furnished with commentaries was published by Noel
Etienne Sanadon (1676-1733), a Jesuit priest and man of letters, who had his first critical
edition Horace’s complete woks published in 1724,2” with commentaries and a preface with
issues regarding translation that will prove useful to the discussion presented in the following
chapters. Both Frenchmen had a joint edition published first in Amsterdam (1735), which had
great popularity and were used, possibly in its subsequent editions and reimpression, by most

if not all of our Russian pioneers.?

Disregarding the question, beyond the interests of this thesis, as to the exact editions
used by each of them, the work by the two French philologists were the main and most
authoritative access the Russians had in their appropriation of Horace, possibly from their very

acquaintance with the poet, certainly to the most difficult questions they encountered in their

26 Among which is the hugely influential edition of the poems ascribed to the 5™ C. BC poet Anacreon of Teos
(Paris, 1554), that came to be the most relevant of the prominent models for poetic emulation in classicist Russia.
%7 | es Poesies d’Horace, traduites em Francais, avec des remarques et des thesiss critiques. Paris, 1724.

28 Oeuvres d’Horace, en Latin Traduites en Francois par M. Dacier et P. Sanadon, avec les remarques critiques
historiques et geographiques de I'un et de I'autre, en huite tomes. Amsterdam chez J. Wetstein et G. Smith, 1735.
AP isin contained in tome eight. Trediakovsky and Kantemir must have made use of it in their acquaintance with
Horace, easily attested by the notes and paratextual information they provided in their translations, usually
abridgements of the remarks provided by the Frenchmen. Cf. below, pp. XX. The association of the two authors
in one single edition attests to the influence they exerted in early 18" C. philology in shaping the general
comprehension of Horace.
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translations, diffusion efforts, and in their own works. Trediakovsky is one of their foremost
tributaries, mentioning both Frenchmen in his translation and notes to the AP, published in his
1753 Collected Works (SiP). Here they will be his scholarship models, above all due to the fact
that Trediakovsky based his translation ideas on Sanadon’s didactical, prosaic approach to the
procedure, many times simply by directly translating some of his notes in the notes he himself

provided to his rendering of the AP.%

Kantemir in his translations of the Epistles is more straightforward when stating his
scholarly models: he affirms to have taken directly from Dacier’s edition, quoting from his
commentaries and duly ascribing their provenance. Kantemir, as we shall see in chapter 4,
provides, along with Dacier’s commentaries, his own notes attached to his translation, in a
didactic, formative approach, becoming a pioneer also in presenting his own interpretations
and readings to more demanding issues of a text from Classical Antiquity. As for Lomonosov
and Sumarokov, | could not find specific references in their work to these particular editions
and shall leave this marginal question unaddressed. The fact is that Horace entered Russia via
France not only through the editions, commentaries, reference notes, prefaces, discourses, and
critical texts dedicated to him in that country, but also through the undeniable presence of this
great master of median poetry as a foremost authority to the great poets who were, in the

preceding two centuries, the main players in the expanding French literary field.

Useful facts on French 17" C. literary field

Apart from the editorial facts that helped form the literary background of the Russians,

there were a few other questions in the French literary field that were important to the formation

2% Trediakovsky does not duly cite the particular notes he copied from Sanadon in their contexts, but both Dacier
and Sanadon are mentioned as references and authorities in the preface to SiP.
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of Russian Letters: the long debate on the reception of the Classics, that culminated in the so-
called Querelle des Anciens et des Modernes, and the weight placed on normative poetics,
above all by the influence of Le Legislateur du Parnasse Francais, Nicholas Boileau

Despreaux and his Art Poétique.

17" C. France saw a movement that shook one of the pillars of contemporary literary
practices and set several trends that would help shape literary French in the following centuries.
It is a long discussion that started in the first decades of the century, and culminated in episodes
that involved literates very relevant in their times, in sometimes bitter personal quarrels that

fuelled the controversies to an anecdotal level.

Some suspicion against the face-value adoption of the Ancient Classics may be dated
to the beginning of the century with, for example, the tendency established by Francois de
Malherbe (1555-1628), that displayed and advocated for clarity and simplicity in opposition to
the previous Renaissance practices adopted by Pierre de Ronsard (1524-1585) and the other
poets that formed the Pléiade. The attacks on Ronsardian elocution touched the question of the
excessive cult paid to the Ancients, especially in the enthusiasm displayed by the Renaissance
poets with the most celebrated of Ancient Greek lyric poets: Pindar.3® The break with the so-
called Pindaric mystification, started consistently with Malherbe’s works, represented
especially by the derogatory gallimatias®!, and taken up later by many other authors, were a
first impulse toward the demands for good taste that would mark the aesthetic expectations of
the following two centuries. By the end of the 17" C. this discussion had a culmination point

in the outright rejection of classical antiquity as a relevant model for contemporary times,

30 On the reception of Pindar in 18th C. Russia and a comprehensive background to his reception in France cf.
Smolyarova, 2013. On the issue in France, cf. Adam, 1997.

31 Gallimatias: gibberish. Term popularised by Malherbe to refer especially to a poetic style that lacked precision,
clarity and simplicity directed in some of his works to Ronsard.
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opposing two champions from each field in what came to be known as the Querelle des anciens

et des modernes.

This quarrel directly opposed the ancient and modern orientations in the personalities
of Nicolas Boileau-Depreaux and Charles Perrault. It officially started in 1687, when Perrault
read in an address to the Academie Francaise a poem he composed on the occasion of a full
recovery of Louis X1V, a solemn ode to the King, Le Siécle de Louis le Grand, where he sets
off to deconstruct the myth of the ancients by proclaiming that “they were men just like us”,
and it is injustice not to compare “the century of Louis with the century of Augustus”. Soon
after, Perrault would add this piece to his Parallel of the Ancients and Moderns (Parallele des

Anciens et des Modernes en ce qui regarde les arts et les sciences).

The blow received an answer two years later when two pieces were published by
Boileau in one his collected works®?: the Ode on the taking of Namur (Ode sur la Prise de
Namur), prefaced by a Discourse on the Ode (Discours sur I’Ode), a brief supplementary piece
to better situate the reader in the quarrel and more clearly consolidate the author’s own position
in the debate. Pindar is the main defendant in the case, since the Theban author was the most
attacked, not only in Perrault’s Paralelles, but also, as seen, all throughout the century, starting
with the outright rejection of Ronsard and the poets of the French Renaissance. In this wise,
one of the most important models for this first French generation, Pindar, with his obscure
assessments, intricate syntax, and abrupt transitions felt into disfavour as his translations and
imitations marked what the next generation, headed above all by Malherbe, saw it as bad taste
and literary mumbo jumbo. The orientation for clarity, simplicity and metaphorical sobriety
was set by this author of immense influence in France, and remained the foremost literary

qualities expected for the new poets composing in the language.

32 Quvres Diverses, 1694,
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Boileau includes himself in this Malherbian tradition but is also an arduous enthusiast
of the role played by Pindar. If on the one hand he will criticize Ronsardian poetry as immature,
recognizing the Malherbian elocution as the state of the art in French poetry, he will also pay
the utmost respect to the ancients and will devote special attention to advocating for Pindar as
a model and an author to be held in the highest esteem in the long tradition any poet has to
affiliate if he was to be considered a worthy poet, according to him. Boileau thus tries to
synthesize the recently established and now unescapable authority of Malherbe, while trying
to preserve the ancient authority of Pindar and, by extension, the classical antiquity he so

diligently cultivated.

The features of clarity, simplicity, and taste were by then already incorporated in both
Boileau’s and Perrault’s literary orientations. Their differences consisted above all in assessing
the capacity the Classics had to say anything relevant to contemporary expectations and
necessities, a time marked by the grandeur and pomp unlike anywhere else in Europe as that
displayed in the court of Louis XIV. In his defence of Pindar, Boileau tries to assert the
relevance of the Theban poet by composing an ode “in the manner of the Ancient dithyrambic
poets”, with “the most audacious figures”, as he puts in his Discours sur L ‘ode, the polemical
theoretical piece that introduces the Ode sur la Prise de Namur, his most direct attempt to
imitate Pindar.® In it he also presents an argument every enthusiast of Pindar said at least once
in their life to the “uninitiated”: it is impossible to grasp the magnitude of such poet through
translation; Pindar’s very use of Doric Greek being the feature that puts a spell on so many
students of the language. Boileau’s principal intention was to try to represent to the best of his

abilities the “wonderful places when the poet, to assert a spirit completely out of himself breaks

33 Boileau, 1966, pp. 227-229.
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sometimes the line of his discourse”. He advocates for the Pindaric “transport”, even if he has

to go against “wise outbursts of rage by Malherbe”, as he will put a few lines below.

The attempt backfired, and the ode received harsh criticism and mockery in its
reception. Boileau’s attempt to restore the prestige of Pindaric elocution was to many a vain
attempt, whose central feature of lyric disorder would be felt in Russia, as we shall see below.
But regarding the question of ancients and moderns, the case was still not closed. Boileau
would still write twelve “Critical Reflections” (Réflexions Critiques) as a response to other two
parallels written by Perrault, and here we see that the quarrel goes beyond the mere literary
differences. It reveals a previous enmity with Charles’ brother Gilles Perrault, a physician that
unsuccessfully treated a malady that plagued Boileau. The polemics started by Perrault added
to the previous grudge between his brother and Boileau, being actually the first topic addressed
in the first of the Reflexions Critiques. The others are a vindication of the authors proper, with

Homer and Pindar receiving the greatest share of attention.

With this justification of Pindar through an ode addressed to the King, it is never too
much to remember that this quarrel essentially had political motivations and were part of a
quest for favour, present in the many spheres of influence that revolved around the Sun-King,
in this case the Academie Francaise. This debasement of Antiquity advanced by Perrault served
above all to praise the “great lights” this modern, powerful, kingdom promised, and thereby
grant Perrault’s faction in the Academie the favour they needed from the king. In this wise,
they were a milestone in the progressive loss of influence Ancient culture suffered in the ever-
growing intellectual fields all throughout Europe in the next two (or three) centuries. It also
revealed a dispute for power and favour from the Sun King, who had just entered the second

half of his reign.
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The querelle continued a few decades later, in the next episode involving André wife,
the great Anne Dacier, a philologist more accomplished than her husband and the foremost
scholarly authority in the generation, responsible for establishing the most authoritative
editions of Homer, with both the Iliad (1699) and the Odyssey (1708). No less important was
her edition and commentaries of Anacreon, or rather, the Anacreontics, a collection composed
between the 1%t and 7™" Cc. AD, attributed to the old poet of Teos (5" C. BC), and one of the
most influential collections of the ancient canon that celebrated love, wine, and the fleeting
condition of our impermanent lives. Whenever one of our Russian pioneers, most of them
having little or no Greek,** wanted to have access to Homer or to the Anacreontea, the most
imitated model of the 18" C. in the region, they would turn to Mme. Dacier’s edition. Anne
played a main role in this new episode of the Querelle after the publication of her Homer,

having been attacked, in a less aggressive fashion by Houdar de la Motte.

**k%k

In comparison with French letters, in Early Russia this quarrel did not manifest itself in
the question whether the authority of Ancient Classics should be contested or not. In their
perception, the Ancient Classics were a must, taken for granted in the formation of any
competent poet, and their authority could not be contested, if a whole, Western, Classical
tradition was to be implanted into a language that still lacked standardization, proper
codification and stylistic differentiation. They were the reverential sources of the craft. Besides,

the imposition of Imperial Augustan-like pomp in the court of Peter the Great needed some

34 Of the authors studied here, Trediakovsky and Sumarokov are known to have the least some acquaintance
with ancient Greek, but their knowledge of the language was intermediate, at best (cf. Drage, 1962, with a list
of elementary mistakes committed by Trediakovsky in his SiP). Both try imitations of Pindar: Cf. Sumarokov’s
Ode 32 in Novikov’s Edition (PSP, Tom 2, pg. 193), where one can find the remarkable polemical note addressed
to Lomonosov, alleging that he had no Greek and, likely, had never read Pindar at all. Perhaps this was an
overstatement, for Lomonosov knew Greek well enough to the point of translating the many passages of Greek
authors he quotes in his 1747 Rhetoric, and of course, the Anacreontic poems that make up his great
Conversation with Anacreon (1761). Kantemir was the first to translate the Anacreontic poems, in another
ground-breaking project that sadly ended up completely forgotten and inconsequential (Cf. below, Chapter 4).
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model displays of power and Ancient Rome was the main source of inspiration for their
political and aesthetic purposes. In the letters they could not but be granted the reverence they
were due in the formative moments of all western European Renaissances. The quarrels in the
first generation of Russian poets were rather identified with discussions that took place decades
before the Querelle of Boileau and Perrault. It was rather in the Malherbian demand for more
clarity, simplicity, univocity against the deemed obscure, intricate, and excessively acute
Ronsardian poetry. When Sumarokov attacks Lomonosov in all his possible incoherencies,
logical inconsistencies, imagistic absurdities, obscure assessments and so on, as displayed in
his Critique to the Ode (Kritika k Odu),® it is in his “baroqueness” and lack of tune with the

principal trends of Enlightenment.3®

Boileau continued the line of ‘“good-taste” poetry started by Malherbe, while
maintaining the reverence the ancients, especially to the most abstruse authors such as Pindar.
His attempt at synthesis of these apparently contradictory trends and well-established authority
in the first decades of 18" C. France transported to Russia these demands for good taste and
the full respect paid for the ancients not entirely shared by Malherbe and the following

generations that unescapably fell under the influence of his powerful poetry.3’

Boileau’s main influence, naturally, was exerted through his Art Poétique, the gold

standard for poetic normatisation at the time. An actualization and development of Horace’s

35 Kritika na Odu, an exhaustive analysis of Lomonosov’s 1747 Ode on Elizabeth Petrovna’s Ascension to the
throne, is one of Sumarokov’s clearest theoretical assessments of his aesthetic positions, in opposition to
Lomonosov’s poetical practices. Cf. PSVS Tome 10, pg. 77.

36 The discussion on a Russian baroque culture is well expounded in Bucsela, 1972. | do not adopt the term as
operationally useful for my purposes since it only started as a historiographical context in late-19t" C. and was
altogether ignored by 18" C. writers. For a thorough problematization of the term, cf. the works by Professor
Jodo Adolfo Hansen, especially his monumental work on the 17t C. Brazilian poet Gregério de Matos Guerra
(Hansen, 2004). Cf. also Hansen, 2001.

37 To take an example, | would argue that the comprehension of Pindar in classicist Russia was filtered by Boileau,
above all with in his defence of the Theban poet in the Querelle (Discours sur I'ode; Ode sur la prise de Namur;
the extracts in the Art Poétique that touch the Pindaric mode). It is certainly not a simple question, especially if
one takes into account the German influence on Lomonosov, but it is clear that the Frenchman played no minor
role in it.
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AP to times more concerned with standardizations and correctness, written according to a
general European trend of reconceptualizing the AP that started in the beginning of the 16" C.
in a variety of forms and languages.3® Written in a polemical verve that could serve as model
to foreign literary quarrels, it was a very imposing text for individuals eager for being the first

and true founders of the letters of this exceedingly proud Empire.

When it comes to this first generation, Boileau’s Art Poétique was one of the most
important texts for Russian Classicism. Its influence was inescapable in the several literary
quarrels and discussions that made up the bulk of the critical reflections expressed by this first
generation of Russian poets. Considering the demands for good taste, the establishment of a
canon of authorities and the correction and standardization of this new literary language, all
made use of Boileau as an orienting principle in a moment when poetry in Russian was
undergoing the process of establishing its poetic forms, officially established in Lomonosov’s
metrical propositions of 1739. Such influence is seen already in Trediakovsky’s New and Brief
Method of Russian Versification (1735), especially if we consider the poems appended, written
in the new forms proposed by the pioneer, such as the Epistle from Russian Poetry to Apollo,
an example of this anxiety for the inclusion of the new poetic language (and its author!) in the
canon of already established poetic authorities from the many languages that made up Western

tradition.3®

38 For an extensive overview of the reception of the AP, cf. Ferriss-Hill, 2019, pg. 251ff.

39 The Epistle from Russian Language to Apollo (Epistola ot Rossiiskiia Poeziia k Apollinu) included among the
poetic examples of the foundational 1735 New and Brief Method was one among the many examples of different
genres practiced in the Western European poetic traditions introduced by Trediakovsky as a novelty in the new
Russian literature. It consisted in a letter written in prosopopoeia by the budding Russian poetry to the god of
the muses listing its several attributes in comparison with a catalogue of its “older sisters”, the many languages
that formed the Western canon (and some other Eastern mentions, such as Turkish, Persian and Indian poetries),
and its respective authors, to conclude with the question: am | the only one left behind? The poem, written in
the trochaic hexameter proposed in the method, was announced by its author as “possibly the first epistle
composed in Russian”. It is a very clear example of the expectations and literary orientations of these first
Russian pioneers. Trediakovsky, 1963, pp. 390-395.
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But the most important Russian imitator of the Art Poétique was Sumarokov with his
Epistle 11, On Composition of Verses (O Stikhotvorstve), which for a brief time bestowed upon
its author the much coveted title of Legislator of the Russian Parnassus. It was the last major
manifestation of this prescriptive didactical poetry in Russia and consolidated Sumarokov’s
authority as a literary model, until the advent of Pushkin. In the manner of an abridgement the
Art Poétique, the Second Epistle contained a theory on clarity, a catalogue of authorities to
imitate, the genres in which poetry was to be effected and how to write them, and polemical
portions addressed against competitors in the literary field deemed harmful to the good
practices of the language. In this epistle, Trediakovsky receives his first devastating criticism,
the first of many he would endure for the rest of his biological and much of his posthumous
life. Along with the first, this second letter was a pivotal moment for the literary field of the
first generation, establishing the central tenets of poetical practice in the period, lasting for at
least the next two poetic generations in the history of Russian literature. Its views on imitation

and translation are analysed in Chapter I1.

Boileau’s Art Poétique was the principal model to early Russian Classicism and through
these lenses the main writers in this first generation, but of course, it was in itself an imitation
of Horace’s AP, and any literary background could not have one without the other. As we shall
see in the next chapters, Horace was always on the background of any literary discussion and
translations of his most didactic works present in the literary endeavours of all the poets in the
first generation. This generation, however, was not the first one in Russian lands to be
acquainted with Ancient Rome and Latin. The schools where most of its authors had their
elementary formation provided their first Latin and, certainly, their first contact with Horace.
Therefore, | think it might be useful to provide an outlook on the Horatian reception in Russia

before proceeding to the next chapter.
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il Backgrounds to the Reception of Horace in in Russia

In Eastern Europe, Horace and Latinity as a whole also had diligent, albeit modest
cultivators before Peter, the Great. It was in the 17" C. that Russia saw for the first time any
relevant portion of texts written in Latin in her lands.*® But the reception of Horace in Russia
must be traced back to the only region where Latinity and Catholic practices of education had

penetrated and modestly flourished: Ruthenia.

Part of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth until mid-17" C., Ruthenia still did not
belong to Muscovy, and would remain as such until the 1650’s when the Eastern de-facto
republic started to decline. In brief, in 1648 there took place a calamitous insurrection for the
Commonwealth, promoted by the Zaporozhian Host of Cossacks in the lower Dniepr river,
known in Polish history as the Deluge, and as the Khmelnitsky Rebellion according to
Ukrainian national consciousness. These lands would fall into the suzerainty of Muscovy,
coreligionists and seat of the principal ecclesiastical authority of the greater part of the
population, when was signed the Treaty of Pereyaslav (1654), after Bogdan Khmelnitsky
pledged allegiance to Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich Romanov, thereby receiving the title of

Hetman of the then officially established polity of the Zaporozhian Host.

Their former lords, the Poles, had by then a fully developed literature, with a
renaissance movement that happened concomitantly and with the same impetus as in France
and England, for example. The significant collection of texts, produced both in Latin and in
vernacular, revealed authors that would not fare any worse than their Western counterparts.
From Bernard of Ljubin (1465-1529), the first ever to write in Polish vernacular, to Mikolaj
Rej (1505-1569), first Polish satirist who explored the lower elocutionary levels of the

language, these authors made full use of the elocutionary possibilities of vernacular poetry and

40 L atin language and Roman culture were hardly found in Muscovy before the 18" C. For an account of the brief
and paltry production of Latin poetry in Russia cf. Liburkin, 2000.
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prose, making Polish the first true authoritative modern Slavic vernacular, preceding in a few
decades the man who is sometimes claimed to be “the greatest Slavic poet until the 19" C”,

Jan Kochanowski (1530-1584).4

The quality of this strong, fully matured language was equalled in many texts by authors
who wrote partially or exclusively in Latin. Here, Maciej Kazimiersz Sarbiewski (1595-1640)
must be mentioned for perhaps he was the last truly widely read and acclaimed neo-Latin poet,
with a readership that extended from England to Ruthenia.*? A Jesuit priest who lived the
ideological heyday of his order, Sarbiewski produced lyrical poetry, epigrams, epodes, and
would receive for his accomplishments epithets such as the Sarmatian Horace, or more
synthetically, the Christian Horace. His exquisite amalgamation of Christianity and Classical
Antiquity consolidated him as the principal contemporary literary authority to be emulated by
all those who dared to compose poetry in the old language, and this is especially true when it

comes to our region of interest.

The de facto capital of Ruthenia was Kiev, the mother of all Russian cities, and in the
years it was under Polish domination,*® it was a centre in which different cultures and religions
converged and, many times, clashed. Eastern Orthodox since the conversion of Rus to
Christianity in 988, but since the 14" C. under the rule of a Catholic kingdom that progressively
expanded its influence, the region received an influx of Catholicism that eventually led to a
split in the Metropolis of Kiev, when some eparchies entered in communion with Rome,
ratified in the Union of Brest (1595-1596). The members of this newly formed autocephalous

Church came to be pejoratively known as Uniates (Uniaty), and the Catholic church began to

41 BARANCZAK; HEANEY, 1995. pp. vii.
2 The first translation in England of Sarbiewski’s works date from the 16™ C.
43 The region of XX was annexed by the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in XXXX,
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exert an influence that startled the Orthodox majority of the region, weighting into the events

that would lead to the Khmelnitsky Rebellion in the mid-century.

This influence was also exerted by the increasingly efficient educational and
evangelical methods developed and employed by the Society of Jesus, founded in 1540. The
evangelization impetus of these Christian brothers-in-arms to spread Catholicism from Brazil
to Japan became in the 17" C. an essential weapon for Catholic Rome to counter the
Reformation in the upheaval that would ravage Western-Europe all throughout the century.
With the need to advance Catholic doctrine in an increasingly efficient and massified way, the
Jesuits instituted organized teaching material and a program of studies that were to be one of
the first effective attempts of a truly massified universal education. The Ratio Studiorum was
an extremely consequential program that still remains influent in some Catholic-oriented
schools. Starting with the rudiments of grammar up to the last levels of Theology, the program

was used to orient thousands of collegia all over Europe.

The Jesuits have their importance, in addition to the efficiency of their evangelical
methods, the concept of Latinity as a pivotal tenet to their ideology: the assiduous cultivation
of Latin language through the reading, memorizing, imitating of the numerous great ancient
authorities of Classical Latin. The promotion of the Ancient Roman culture (and Greek, for
that matter, albeit less extensively) to an almost equal share of reverence as the Scriptures and
the Fathers and Doctors of the Church was one of biggest contributions of Jesuitism to the
upkeep of the Republic of Letters so zealously cared for by the likes of Erasmus and other great

humanists.

Having Poland as the base for the diffusion of Catholicism to the easternmost regions
of Europe, the Jesuits increasingly marked presence in Ruthenia, along with their Latin

ideology. This moved a few Orthodox clergymen to adopt educational strategies similar to that
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of their Catholic counterparts, in a movement that was equally seen with suspicion by the
intellectual authorities of Muscovy, as was defended and cared for in the Ruthenian intellectual
milieu, a country much more prone to attuning with the Polish sphere of influence, both in
religion and in the cultivation of Latin. The central school of Ruthenia was the Brotherhood
Monastery (Bratsky Monastyr) who had Petro Mohyla as the main initiator of an educational
reform that sought to vie with the Jesuit colleges evermore abundant in Poland. In such an
endeavour he adopted virtually the same guidelines as the Jesuits for a school to be established
in the grounds of the monastery. In 1615 a school was founded there, that two decades later
would become a college modelled after the guidelines set by the Ratio Studiorum. The school
took from the Jesuits not only in the matter of hierarchies and methodology, but also the very

medium the Catholics used to propagate their faith: Latin language.

The College of the Kievan Brotherhood was the first place to offer higher education in
Western terms in the lands of Ruthenia, and soon after, to the greater realm of Russia in a
movement that foreshadows the westernizing wave brought about by Peter’s reforms. It
remained for almost the whole century the only place a schoolboy could learn Latin and receive
a formation in its greatest authors, by reading, memorizing, and imitating them. Latinity finally
arrived in these Eastern-Slavic lands and would produce a modest, but dedicated harvest of
neo-Latin compositions. Like their Jesuit counterparts, Mohyla’s College offered the courses
of grammar, poetics, rhetoric, and philosophy. Unlike the western colleges guided by the Ratio,
that demanded from the student the rudiments of Latin grammar upon admission, it provided
extra elementary courses for those who had no experience whatsoever with the language, which

made up the entire student corpus.

The institution remained a college until 1658, when it received the authorization to
teach theology, thereby being turned into an academy, the Academy of Kiev. This is the parent
institution of today’s National University of Kyiv-Mohyla Academy (NaUKMA), officially re-
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established after the collapse of the Soviet Union, and it played a very important role in

Russia’s cultural development as a whole.

After the incorporation of Ruthenia to Muscovy, the school consistently provided
manpower to its new overlords, through the transfer of several lecturers and alumni from the
school, representing a significant factor in the incorporation of Western culture into the court
of Alexei Romanov.* They would take to Moscow the very suspicious concept of latinstvo in
a moment of painful religious struggle in the realm, at the height of the crisis that would
precipitate the schism of the Russian Orthodox Church, the Raskol. A few decades later, in the
1680’s another similar institution would be founded in Moscow, organised practically
according to the same principles as the Academy of Kiev. With the Slavic-Greek-Latin
Academy, founded by the Greek Likhud brothers, the study of Latin was roughly established
in Moscow and would in its own way serve to provide the rudiments to some of the main actors

in this thesis.*

The adoption of Jesuit education by Petro Mohyla as an Orthodox response to the
growing Catholic influence in the region, helped the modernization process of Russia simply
by being the oldest most authoritative educational institution in the region. To mention an
example of its local influence, when Lomonosov finished in [three] years the whole 10-year
curriculum set by the Slav-Greek-Latin Academy, his first decision was to quench his thirst for
knowledge in the Academy of Kiev, where he spent six months in 1737, before being
transferred to the Academy of Sciences, and subsequently to Germany. His dissatisfaction with
the “scholastic methods of the institution”, as Soviet biographers put,*® reveal on the one hand

its inadequacy to be an educational institution that provided the technical knowledge needed

44 Alexei Fyodorovich Romanov (1629-1676): second monarch of the Romanov dynasty, father to Peter the
Great.

45 For an account of the establishment and some of the courses expounded in the Academy, especially the one
on Rhetoric, cf. Chrissidis (2015).

46 Fiodorov, Pavlova, 1987.
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by the new bureaucratic and military apparatus instituted by Peter the Great (and by the
intellectual needs of Lomonosov), but also the essential role displayed by Jesuitic Latinity in
its core. Be that as it may, the polymath acquired there and in the SLG Academy, his first
school, the knowledge of Ancient Classics and Fathers of the Church that would help form his
poetical genius and his philological expertise. Not to mention his Latin, that would be a key
element in his education in the German universities he attended and also in compositions of
lesser relevance such as the speech to Elizabeth Petrovna written in 1749.#” Lomonosov would
have the later influences of German poetry and rhetoric, but it is undeniable that these

institutions provided him with the foundations to his knowledge in the realm of letters.

The fundamental role these two institutions played in the formation of these first
literates, reveals a link between this “revolutionary” generation and this moment of proto-
classicism in Russia. It, therefore, might be useful for the purposes of this thesis to dedicate a
few words on the structure of the Academy of Kiev, paying particular attention to their course
of Poetics. This course provides a very interesting account of how Latin poetry was taught
there, some insights on one of the most important personalities in the reshaping of Russian
culture during the Petrine era, Feofan Prokopovich. Last but not least, it will serve to provide

an account of the pre-history of the reception of Horace in Russia.*®

47 A panegyric speech originally composed by Lomonosov in Russian and subsequently translated to Latin by
himself: Panegyricus Elisabethae Augustae Russiarum Imperatrici Patrio Sermone Dictus Orante Michaele
Lomonosow. Latine Redditus eodem Auctorem. Lomonosov PSS. 8. pp. 257-272.

8 | chose the Academy of Kiev due to its greater relevance in the educational scenario of the Petrine Era. The
SGL Academy was modelled in similar fashion and, after the 1700's, may be taken as roughly a reproduction of
its Ukrainian counterpart. It also does not have its course on poetics as extensively studied as the one in the
Academy of Kiev. For more information of the Academy, paying particular attention to its course of rhetoric, cf.
Chrissidis, 2015.
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iii. Poetry in the Academy of Kiev

The Academy was organized in such a way as to rotate its staff members through the
different courses it provided. A professor teaching poetics in one year, would teach rhetoric in
the next and so on. Each professor was expected to write a manual or guide to be used in his
classes each year. This demand was a formative element for the very professionals teaching
their respective courses, and certainly served to consolidate the knowledge and teaching skills
of each of them, usually former alumni from the same institution. Luckily, the course of poetics
preserved the best part of these manuals and notebooks composed in the Academy, offering an
extensive material to study the Ruthenian acquaintance with Classical Antiquity. The extant
corpus contains about 30 exemplars, with the oldest dating from 1637, and the newest, from
1746.%° The most famous of these manuals and the only ever to receive a critical edition in its
original Latin is the one written in 1705 by Feofan Prokopovich, one of its alumni, and, after
his trip to Italy, one of the main professors of the institution.>® The cleric would still write a

manual on Rhetoric for the course he would lecture in the following year.>*

The main source for the organization of these manuals were the Jesuits.>? Even though
the teaching of poetics was not specified in the Ratio as to what specific manuals were to be
used, poetry was an essential element in the cultivation of the Humanities in their worldview.
The Jesuits certainly revered this art, having produced high-level Neo-Latin works and a

sophisticated theoretical basis for the subject. The aforementioned Maciej Sarbiewski is the

49 They can be found today in National Library of Kiev. All of them, except for Prokopovich’s await a critical
edition and their study is still restricted to scholarship produced in Ukrainian, with the valuable exception of the
work of Italian professor Giovanna Siedina. cf. Siedina, 2014.

50 Edited and translated by Eremin, 1966, pp. 227-455. The manual received an edition as well in late 18" C. by
Novikov (1786). Another one was edited (Hortus Poeticus, by Mitrophan Dovhalevs’kyi, 1736) but is only
available in translation to Ukrainian. The remaining are kept in their manuscript version in the National Library
of Ukraine and await a proper edition.

51 De Arte Rhetorica Libri X. A recent translation to Russian is easily available (Prokopovich, Stratanovski, 2020).
The original Latin version is more difficult to access, but information regarding editions and other relevant data
can be also be found in Kibalnik, 1983.

52 Cf. Siedina, 2014, pp. 1-21.
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most luminous example, considering both his poetical output and his theoretical works on
poetry. And they certainly produced elementary material on the subject, the most influential of
which, at least in Eastern Europe, were the Three Books of Poetical Institutions (Poeticarum
Institutionum L.111), written by the German priest Jakob Spanmiller, better known by the
latinized name Jacobus Pontanus.* Its influence was substantial all over Eastern Europe and
Kiev was no exception. All the Kievan methods adopt its views on what poetry is, or should
be, its organizational strategies, the corpus that will guide the composition of their own poems,

and, of course, its language.

Highly utilitarian, minutely prescriptive, synthesising the latest trends of the poetry of
its time and ideology, the Institutes were a typical Jesuit manual. Naturally, it was written
according to the Counter-Reformation ends assigned to poetry, and more specifically to Neo-
Latin poetry, by then an activity still cultivated, based essentially on the imitation of the great
authorities of classical tradition. For the poet, in this and every other preromantic conception,
is essentially an imitator, following the Aristotelian concept of mimesis, understood as someone
who “makes or does something in resemblance to something else”.>* Pontanus argues for the
poet’s necessity to imitate in the same way as Aristotle does in the Poetics, that is, an as imitator
of human actions, a creator of narratives that are sewn together by the rules of verisimilitude

and necessity.

This Aristotelian perspective is complemented by another notion of imitation: the
inspiration offered by a given author considered exemplary. In this case, imitation is the act
“by which, through diligent measure, we can become similar, or even more distinguished, to a

good and prominent poet, following all his virtues”, as put in chapter 10.%® In order to become

53 pontanus, 1600.

54 LUCAS, 1968, pg. 83.

55 “Alteram qua impellimur cum diligenti ratione, ut alicuius boni, et praestantis poetae, similes secundum
omnes eius virtutes, aut saltem ingeniores esse possimus.” PONTANUS, 1600, pg. 28.
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a decent poet one has to read, memorize, and incorporate the works of the great poetic
authorities of old before writing their own. In order to achieve that, the novice needs to practice,
in the several exercises also offered by the tradition. To write a poem, then, means to clearly
have in mind what specific literary genre it will be affiliated to and to have a thorough
acquaintance with the literary authority that “presides over” the chosen genre. Thus, if one is
to write comedy, Plautus will be the author of choice, if epic poetry, Virgil and Homer, if lyric

poetry, there is no better choice than Horace.

The practice is essentially the one recommended to orators, present in passages like
Cicero’s De Oratore (11.88-97) and in Book 10 of Quintilian’s Institutions. The imitation of
esteemed poetic works is the same principle prescribed by these egregious masters of oratory,
however in the same way as they admonish agains the uncritical appropriation of everything
an orator has to offer as a model, in poetry imitation should be carried out parsimoniously as
well. Against the worst vice a poet might incur while imitating the greatest, Horace is called
upon. The Jesuit refers to the much-quoted passage in Ep. 1.19, vv. 19-20, against servile poets:
“you imitators, slavish herd, how often your to-do has raised my bile, or else my laughter!”.%
To Pontanus, this means to take everything indistinctly from the model, be it a noble quality,

or a vice. If a poet does that, he will incur into “superstition and stupidity”.>’

To offer an overview of its general structure, the manual is divided in three books,
separated in two larger sections: Book 1, comprising the first section, presents the general
principles of the subject, containing a brief history, the uses, the benefits of the art, as well as
the definition of its mimetic nature, explanations on the different stylistic approaches, and a
description of several exercises to the full command of the discipline. The second section

(Books 2 and 3) explains how to write poems in each particular genre, according to their matter,

56 MACLEOD, 1986, pg. 55.
57 Pontanus, 1600.
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form, and occasion. It is, in other words, a section on “applied poetics”, the practical
embodiment of the principles displayed in the first section. Book 2 covers epic, dramatic and
lyric poetry, and dedicates one paragraph to satire. Book 3 is entirely devoted to epigrammatic
poetry, placing great importance on the concept of acumen, or pointe, or the metaphor that
brings together two distant concepts, translated by English grammarians and prescriptivists of

the 16" C. as wit.%®

This twofold division in theoretical and applied poetics, the main theoretical and
prescriptive aspects to poetry, the thorough subdivision in genres, all of it was taken up by the
Kievans in their manuals. All of them present this partition, which reflects the influence of
Pontanus and other Jesuit prescriptivists.>® The most famous Kievan textbook to inherit this
theoretical approach was Feofan Prokopovich’s “Three Books on the Art of Petry for the Use
and Instruction of the Industrious Ruthenian Youth”,%° from 1705, a manual that represented a
turning point on the teaching of Latin Jesuit-derived poetics, in the institution. Tributary not
only of Pontanus’ manual, but also informed by the Poetics of Scaliger, Prokopovitch’s Art of
Poetry offers a new approach to the teaching of poetry in the Academy of Kiev, being credited
with introducing several innovations to these manuals, chiefly through the adoption of
exercises such as the progymnasmata, especially from those the Greek grammarian Aphthonius

of Antioch (4" C. AD).%!

The manual offers the same twofold division between theoretical and applied poetics
as the other methods but is more extensive in the historical treatment of its subject (Chapter 1),
offering, along with its justifications, definitions of nature, subjects, ends (Chapter 2),

important considerations on the two types of imitation mentioned above, plus the several types

58 For a treatment of the concept of wit, as translation of the concept of acumen, cf. Silvares, 2018.

59 Sjedina, 2016.

0 De Arte Poetica Libri Ill ad Usum et Institutionem Studiosae Juventutis Roxolanae.

61 Cf. Siedina, 2014, pp. 47-48. Prokopovich mentions Aphthonius’ Progymnasmata, indicating its source, but
does not include them all, and does not present them in the same order as the original.
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of exercises to develop the craft. The other two books are on the so-called applied poetics:
Book 2 deals with the genres of epic (chapters 1-9), and, less extensively, tragedy, comedy,
and tragicomedy (chapters 10-11). It offers specific treatment of “virtues” characteristic not of
the elevated, high-elocution genres of epic and tragedy, but of poetry in general, such as
amplification, pathos, and decorum (chapter 8). Book 3 is mainly about low-elocutionary
poetry, divided into bucolics, satire, elegy, lyric and, occupying some three fourths of the book,
epigrammatic poetry, divided into epigram and epitaph. The emphasis placed upon
epigrammatic poetry is another feature shared with Pontanus’ manual and may reveal a

preference by the Jesuitic tradition for the genre. 2

Another very important aspect mentioned in Pokopovich’s manual, to which he
dedicates an entire chapter, consists in a guide to the imitation of well-established literary
authorities. In Chapter 9 of the first part of his manual, Prokopovich distinguishes between two
different concepts of imitation, the first being the very nature of the poetic practice: the
imitation of human actions as taught by Aristotle, having also the name of poetic fiction
(effictio poetica) and treated in Chapter 3 of the first part of the manual. The second type, on
the other hand, is the “diligent dedication and attention given to the reading of authors, by
which we set out to become similar to a given prominent author.”®® In other words, it is the full
acquaintance through the arduous reading of a model that will result in the production of a text
similar in nature, but appropriated to the designs of the new author and transfigured into a new

text that eventually may prove to become a model. In this chapter, Prokopovich provides a list

52 The epigram was a very useful tool to study another indispensable concept to the poetry of the times: wit, or
pointe, or acumen. Both manuals present their own theories on the subject (Prokopovich presents it in Chapter
6: On the argute closure of the epigram (De Arguta Clausula Epigrammatis), and the Jesuits have their most
important production on the subject in the works of Maciej Sarbiewski, who wrote a book of epigrams and a
theory of pointe. Cf. Lachmann, 1990; Sydor, 2005; Fullenwider, 1984.

53 diligens studium et operam lectioni auctorum dandam, quae scilicet praestantis alicuius poetae similes
studemus evadere. EREMIN, 1966, pg. 269.
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of the most important approaches when practicing this literary procedure with eight pieces of

advice and a few examples illustrating these approaches.

The first and foremost practice in imitating is, naturally, the thorough and diligent
reading of the authors imitated: “No one can make perfect poetry who is not acquainted at
length with the poets to be read.”®* The assiduous and detailed reading is a pre-requisite in the
formation of any poet. This is what will provide the copia, the variety that will inform and
establish his repertoire to produce a compelling poem. This diligent reading must be structured
according to the genre in which the new poet wishes to produce his poem. To seek for the most
distinguished poet in each genre is the second piece of advice Prokopovich offers in this
section. Here, it is offered a list of all the authors to be read in the Latin canon, duly separated
in their respective genres: Virgil in the Epic, Plautus and Terentius in Comedy, Propertius and
Ovid in the Elegy, Persius, Juvenal and Horace in Satire, Horace in Lyric poetry, and Martial

in the Epigram.

Next Prokopovich admonishes the student not to read carelessly or negligently, but as
attentively as possible. The text needs to be read many times until the student is familiarized
enough as to keep it entirely in his memory. Proceeding in this way, the student will have
incorporated the style of the imitated author like a seed through which a similar piece of writing
will flourish anew. Memorization was an essential element in ancient education, extensively
discussed and theorized by the most famous ancient Rhetoricians. Prokopovich does not offer
any specific technique of practice to the absorption of a text besides a studious and attentive
reading, but in his 10 books on the Art of Rhetoric, lectured one year later, he does.®® Its last
book is devoted to Memory and Pronunciation and here one can find the old approach to

memory as a particular concrete place, with the things to be memorized arranged throughout

54 1bid. pg. 270.
55 prokopovich, 2020, pp. 443-447.
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this place and represented with a corresponding associative image. This is Quintilian’s “palace
of memory”, as described in 10 11.2, and already present as a method of memorisation almost
two centuries earlier in the Rhetorica ad Herenius (3.16-24). Pokopovich must have had in

mind these exercises for memorization of poetic texts as well.

However, the student must pay attention not to imitate his chosen author in every single
detail. This is the next point Prokopovich will address: The student must not be a superstitious
imitator, that is, someone who copies even the most insignificant details, that may sometimes
be faulty. Quandoque bonus dormitat Homerus; sometimes good Homer dozes off and the
student will not want to imitate him when he does. The Ruthenian will quote from the AP. 359,
adding that Horace calls the types who do that servum pecus, the servile herd “that breathes
only through someone else’s wind, all hanging anxious from someone else’s work.”%® Many
believe to be new Virgils only because they start and finish their sentences with the same
expressions used by the Mantuan that will only, he adds, make the reader sick. Quintilian is
here remembered, in his admonition that the new author will not automatically become a Cicero

simply because his sentences end in esse videatur.®’

Next, Prokopovich admonishes the student to observe what are the most outstanding
aspects in each author. One has to observe how the author’s sentences are effected, how they
fit to the requirements of the genre, how ingenious his invention is in selecting the themes, how
well-arranged the parts of his work, how admirably they furnish their works with tropes and

figures. Since the main task of the poet is to please his reader, Prokopovich asserts that it is

56 For sometimes good Homer dozes off, and these are called rightly so by Horace ‘servile herd’ in his Ars Poetica,
indeed those who breathe only through someone else’s wind, all hanging anxious from someone else’s work.
(Nam ‘Quandoque bonus dormitat Homerus’, et hos iure merito Horatius libro de Arte Poetica apellat servum
pecus, quippe qui aliena tantum spirent anima et ab alienis inventis, veluti ab uncis, toti anxii dependeant.) Ibid.
pg. 270. Note that Prokopovich misquotes servum pecus attributing it to the AP. The slur belongs in Ep. 1.19, v.
19.

57 Institutio Oratoria 10.2.18.
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through variety that he will manage to attain this objective. “Variety is the mother of delight”,%
and so a series of characteristics are adduced to describe the principal qualities of an
authoritative text, such as movement, weight of the words, their selection, quality, elegance,
brightness, appropriateness, smoothness, fluidity and so on, qualities that every author fit for

making up a canon has to present.

One of the greatest innovations of Prokopovich’s manual is that it introduces into
Kievan education a systematic exposition of poetic exercises, taken from the tradition of
progymnasmata, especially those proposed by Aphthonius of Antioch, in the 4" C. AD. A
thorough description of each exercise is carried out in the 5™ Chapter of his manual, but here,
in the next piece of advice for a good imitation, Prokopovich will insist on the necessity of a
correct poetic practice. Constructing a plot similar to that of the passage to be imitated, after
careful readings and considerations, is the type of exercise chosen here. Prokopovich considers
this to be the most useful and effective exercise to create a good poem, which if does not
guarantee the creation of a new Virgil, something conceded to very few people, it will certainly

contribute to form a competent poet.

However, the teacher is adamant insisting that the student do not incur into plagiarism.
One should not simply transfer their narratives or sentences, for this is only allowed when one
is creating parody. “Imitation, therefore, lies in certain disposition of our minds to conform
with an acclaimed author, in such a way that, even though we take nothing specifically from
him, our text resemble the model, so similar is our style to theirs.” The examples of 16" C.

authors Christophe de Longueil, one of the most famous imitators of Cicero,®® and Jacopo

8 Deinde omnis delectationis mater varietas notanda est. lbid, 270.

69 Christophe de Longueil (1488-1522): Brabantine humanist, adept of the “literary sect” of the Ciceronians:
Authors who defended the strict imitation of Cicero for their neo-Latin productions, excluding any utterance in
Latin that had not been pronounced before by Cicero. This group would come to be mocked by Erasmus in his
dialogue Ciceronianus (1528).
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Sannazaro,”® who according to Prokopovich sounds like Virgil himself, are two examples of

authors who incur in this practice.

However, one can even use the same structures as the model or even borrow some
expressions, as long as it strives to present the matter more beautifully than the model. Virgil,
for instance, overcame Homer in the description of the shield of Aeneas, for the former would
have represented the image of the word in general, without anything to do with the plot of the
Iliad or Achilles’ particularities, whereas Aeneas’ shield represents only things that are
particular to Aeneas, all the future events that would be consummated in the future generation
of the Aeneads or the Romans. The other case of successful emulation is Tasso with his
Jerusalem Delivered. Tasso has overcome Virgil’s description of the capture and destruction
of Troy in the scenes where Jerusalem is taken (Canto 18, 92-96). It is very interesting to note
that when the five strophes of Tasso are reproduced, it is not in their original Italian but in a
Polish translation, carried out by Piotr Kochanowski (1566-1620), another great name of the
Polish Renaissance, renowned for having produced the greatest translations of his times.”
Polish was certainly a language more accessible than Italian to the students attending
Prokopovich’s course at the AKM and by presenting Tasso’s great work in Kochanowski’s
translation he introduced a model authoritatively rendered in the most prestigious and

accessible cultural language of his region.

With this account on emulation, Prokopovich finishes his prescriptions on poetic
imitation in a doctrine, as we shall see, not much different from the ideas present in the
subsequent authors, the poetry pioneers of the new language founded by Peter the Great, in

what is usually called the first generation.

70 Jacopo Sannazaro (1458 — 1530): Neapolitan humanist, writer, among several other poetic works, of Arcadia
(1489) and the Eclogae Piscatoriae (1526), pastoral works heavily influenced by Virgil’s Bucolics.

71 piotr Kochanowski (1566-1620): Poet, nephew of the poet Jan Kochanowski, one of the pioneers in the use
of the ottava rima in Polish, translator of Gierusalemme Liberata and Orlando Furioso.
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*k*k

Horace is prevalent among the authors quoted in Book 1 and is central to the theoretical
basis adopted all throughout the manual. Both his Ars Poetica and his “Literary Epistles”
abound in citations that effectively illustrate many concepts presented in this first section.
Horace is mentioned right in Prokopovich’s preface (on the account of his own attempt to be
brief in his endeavour, quoting AP 335-7). In Book 1, Chapter 1, Prokopovich quotes Odes 4.9
vv. 25-8 on the power of poetry to immortalize men and deeds, without which they would be
relegated to oblivion.”? The next chapter, more concerned with the fundaments of the art, begins
with a very pressing issue for the Kievans and the Jesuit prescribers: the role of nature in the
formation of the poet and its interplay with the possibilities of the ars, or the collection of
precepts and models through the reading of which one becomes a poet informed in the tradition.
The famous passage of the AP 409-11 " (“For my part, I do not see what avail is study, when
not enriched by Nature’s vein, or native wit, if untrained; so truly does each claim the other’s
aid, and make with it a friendly league”’#) is mentioned in the plea for the total equilibrium

between the two factors, granting the necessity of the manual currently presented.

The other manuals had the same preoccupations regarding these two factors, always
placing the discussion between Nature vs. Art in their manuals. Art being techne, craft, skill
developed and learned through the study of authoritative models, implied a set of
organizational rules offered by the best craftsmen in a given tradition. Nature, on the other
hand, and here is situated the ancient concept of genius, or ingenium, played in their worldview
perhaps the most important role in the formation of a poet, usually being illustrated by the

aphorism often attributed to Cicero, but possibly coined in first centuries of the Christian era:

72 Lomonosov will quote in his own translation the same Horatian passage to close one of his most important
philological works, the Preface to the use of Ecclesiastical books in Russian language.

73 prokopovich mistakenly indicates the verse of the quotation, placing it in vv. 400ff. Eremin, 1966, pg. 237.

74 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 485.
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nascuntur poetae, oratores fiunt.” The equality between art and natural ability in the Horatian

verses served in a way to appease this strict norm, justifying the necessities of an art.”®

Horace is also quoted when it comes to assigning the ends and objectives of poetry. The
no less famous verse 333 in the AP, “poets aim either to benefit or to amuse”’’, is the motto
chosen not only by Prokopovich, but by most of the preceptors in the Academy of Kiev. The
Horatian maxim, usually accompanied by the Ciceronian triad of the movere, delectare, docere,
assigned to oratory, represented the main reason to study the art of poetry. These utilitarian
ends underscored the fundamental principle of the Academy of Kiev which was “the education
of pious men, by asserting ethical values, encouraging virtue and discouraging vice.”’® And
perhaps the most important poetical text in this program of studies was the AP, which along
with the other Horace’s “literary” epistles (1.19, 2.1, 2.2), were taken as a poetic illustration of
the theoretical principles that guided the teachings these new pious men were to put in practice
and therefore intellectually renovate the Russian Orthodox realm, or at least not lag behind

other Catholic lands.

In the Academy, poetry learned, called artificialis as opposed to naturalis, could be
divided in two forms: poesis docens and poesis utens. The first was the artful exposition of
poetic rules by means of poetry, whereas the latter was the incorporation of the rules learned,
duly acquired through the first, which seamlessly created works of art that affected ease and
naturality.”® Mastery was achieved through diligent effort (exercitatio/labor) by means of
imitation of the models. AP was the archetypical example of poesis docens in this context, and
some of its doctrines gained a prestige that would continue to affect the subsequent generation

of Russian poets, made up by writers now no longer part of an ecclesiastical scholastic world,

75 For an account of the sentence, cf. Ringler, 1941.
76 Sjedina, 2015, pp.50-55.

77 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 479.

78 SIEDINA, 2011, pg. 43.

79 Cf. Siedina, 2016, pg.23.
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but still members of the great succession of poetic authorities who everyone who wrote was

anxious to be affiliated to.

This emphasis in exercise produced several poetic experiments that might help to
provide some illustration on the strategies and views shared by the first secular authors of
Russian poetry, used in some of their compositions. Whether they were simple translation, or
turning poetry into prose, prose into poetry, or more sophisticated experiments such as centos
or parodies, these exercises constituted the core of perhaps the most important factor in the
making of a new poet: the imitation of authoritative models. One particular type of exercise
that adopted Horace as the model was the Parodia Horatiana, a procedure applied especially
to the odes, where the most famous of them or more polemical according to a Christian
worldview, were taken in their integral metrical and elocutionary structure, with only some
keywords in the original replaced, reconceptualizing its usually pagan, or erotic, meaning into
a “purified” Christian poem, vouched by the authority of the greatest lyric poet of the Roman
world. A century later, very similar Horatian compositions would be effected in the works of,
for instance, Vasily Kapnist with his Horatian Odes in the first years of the 19" C. The reception
of Horace’s lyrical production is not within the scope of this thesis, but its study might be
greatly benefited it has a starting point in the early poetical experiments of the Kievan

preceptors.

To sum up, the principle of poesis artificialis, and one of its hypostases, poesis utens
was the main element that governed the teaching of poetics in the Academy of Kiev. The
unavoidable scholastic, pedagogic, normative character of the institution, whose foremost goal
was the creation of illustrated pious men, placed a special emphasis on Horace’s hexametric
production, especially the AP. In this wise, the Kievans saw it roughly in the same way as the
old medieval men of letters who first received, read, annotated, commented and imitated the
text: not just as a poem on poetry with all the inconsistencies and peculiarities allowed for in a
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poem, but as a versified manual that was expected to be figured out and explained in the correct
arrangement of its parts. Besides, the appropriation of Horace as an instructor of morals was
still as much present in the worldview of these men of letters as in, for instance, those from the
ot C., with several Latin compositions and exercises presenting devices such as the parodia
Horatiana, shows that above all the Kievans were included in the millenary tradition of
Scholastic Latinity. How much of this worldview the men of letters from the new, modern,
culturally revolutionary Petrine Russia shared with this now old-fashioned worldview is

something that I will try to answer in the following chapters.
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Chapter 2: Polemics in the first generation.

In the first chapter, | intended to present the literary tradition in Russian lands that
preceded the trends brought about by the new Petrine culture that promoted a rupture with the
church-oriented traditional Russian culture. Their relations with Horace, still linked with the
image of teacher of letters and mores, reach back to the great philological tradition to western
medieval readings of his work. In such tradition, the idea of imitation of the great literary
authorities was the principal factor for poetic invention and composition, with Horace being
one of its central authorities, due to his most influential composition, the AP. If one was to
write with the appropriateness and decorum required by a literary system ruled by imitation
and emulation, Horace would naturally be the first master of poetry chosen by those who dared

to venture in the craft.

In this second chapter, | want to present two central figures of the first generation of
modern Russian literature in their literary practices, still governed by the imitation of the best
models of eloquence, but now faced with a crisis of procedure that the ever-growing demands
for originality would provoke in a literary field that had to be attuned with the European literary
trends. This was only the first manifestation of the so-called paradox of classicism, that states
that “the closer one comes to the classical Greek and Roman models the more privileged one’s
own national version can be as it lay claims to being the definite appropriation of tradition.”®
In addition, especially in the first generation these imitative practices generated a very

particular striving for primacy, in being the first who introduced the model to a new context,

thereby establishing the tradition in his own developing country.

80 KAHN, 2018, pg. 206.
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The wish for becoming as the poet who “was the first to bring the Aeolian verse to the
tunes of Italy,”8! generated in their imitative practices an anxiety for precedence, while at the
same time having to abide by the requirement to be “the first to plant free footsteps on a virgin
soil”.82 In this chapter | intend to address this question by tackling a few issues taken from one
of the first and most famous literary polemics in 18" C. Russia, the one between Vasily
Trediakovsky and Aleksandr Sumarokov. In parallel, | shall provide a reading of some Horatian
remarks on the question of imitation and originality, taken from his epistles on literary matters
(chiefly from Epist. 1.3, 1.19) as a way to provide a reflection on what was really at stake in

the establishment of the new literary field.

| would like also to make a brief remark on terminology. | understand here the term
literary anxiety in a quite different way as proposed by Harold Bloom in his towering essay.
The anxiety of influence, as proposed by the critic, is an impulse present in most (or all) strong
poets, in order to shake off the weight the works of their predecessors represented in their own
and thereby assert the individuality of their own work. This is carried out basically by a
deliberately mistaken reading of the work of one’s predecessor, in a “swerve” from the
imposing figure, “a deliberate, even perverse revisionism” of the author influencing the anxious

poet, termed by the critic as a “poetic misprision”, and later developed in other “betrayals”.8®

In Russia, with its first indisputably strong poet, Pushkin, this model did not apply as,
for instance, to Keats or Wordsworth, poets whose generation had the shadows of Milton or a
Shakespeare above them. The generational interplay between Pushkin and his strongest
predecessor, Derzhavin, was felt in a much lighter way, for Pushkin’s literary qualities in

respect to the poets of the former generations were so outstanding that when his moment came,

81 Horace. Odes, 3.30. vv. 13-14 (RUDD, 2004).
82 Horace Epist., 1.19. w. 21-22 (FAIRCLOUGH, 2005).
83 Bloom, 1997.
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there was not much anxiety for shaking off the literary influences of greater predecessors in
order to assert himself. Rather, there was a light, facetious, relationship to his predecessors in
a way that sometimes reached a scorching iconoclasm.®* Pushkin was in a very peculiar literary
situation, for his huge talents were displayed in a moment when the literary activities in Russia
shifted from a patron-poet mode of subsidy to a market-based profession that entailed a broad
public sphere of readers who had their tastes regarded but at the same time shaped by the

production of a strong writer.

In addition, Pushkin was still part of a literary system that had imitation as a primary
mover of rhetorical invention and could not be detached from this classicist perspective. As

Andrew Kahn puts in his study on Pushkin’s lyrical intelligence:

In a literary culture that laid emphasis on invention as the fundamental value

of poetic originality, poets with a future never wished to be seen escaping the past. &

Pushkin was writing in a century-old literary culture with many more of less talented
literates competing, cooperating, and experimenting in the decades preceding his career. For
the first generation of Russian poets, however, the situation was a very different and the
demands for poetic affiliation were much more pressing. Here it was of utmost importance to
be identified with the predecessors, for what it was strived after was to be recognised as the
foundational element of a tradition that does not yet exist in the language or culture it is being
transplanted into. Therefore, the anxiety felt by some poets in the first generation of Russian

poetry is indeed very prominent but of a very different kind. Unlike the relationship with poetic

84 Cf. for instance the letter to Zhukovsky, where Sumarokov and Trediakovsky are represented in conversing in
hell.
85 KAHN, 2008, pg. 21.
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predecessors proposed by Bloom, where there is a swerve from the work of older poets, here
the anxiety is actually to reclaim for themselves the name of influential predecessors from other
more prestigious literary systems into their own, especially those that were considered the
sources of the tradition, the protoi heuretai. Thus, | propose to call this type of relationship an

anxiety for precedence.

The anxiety of influence is a striving for differentiation, whereas the anxiety for
precedence is a striving for identification. Only the first may be a characteristic of a truly strong
poet and would arguably only happen in Russia in the beginning of the 19" C., the moment of
the so-called Golden Age of Russian poetry, the crowning of the century-old tradition
inaugurated by the era of Peter the Great. The second, on the other hand, is a more modest
ambition from the point of view of an originality-oriented literary mentality, but not in a literary
context governed by imitation and the authority of models, especially if this literary paradigm
is inserted into a realm that was unacquainted with it but had in the background a political
program of consolidation of prestige and power. It thus consists in self-aggrandizing by
borrowing the fame from a great voice of a prestigious literary past by grafting their poetic
practices into a linguistic context that still lack this tradition but needs it for the affirmation of

political and cultural purposes.

As | hope to demonstrate throughout the chapter, this kind of literary anxiety is a
subproduct of ideologies of translation of influence that intend to borrow from more ancient
and influential representations of power into new structures that need a such an affirmation for
their geopolitical purposes. As mentioned in the introduction, Translatio Imperii was an
ideological procedure adopted in Russia, first organically filtered through Eastern Orthodoxy,
in the idea of Moscow as Third Rome, and then abruptly in the times of Peter the Great, with
the direct approximation to the “First Rome”, of Augustus. In the same fashion, the foremost
preoccupation of poets thus oriented is to be identified with the main poetic authorities of the

61



prestigious past, already being emulated in the political sphere. Thus, to be a Russian Anacreon
or a Pindar was a very much coveted accomplishment to vie for against other possible poet-
competitors in a context that lacked the tradition these authoritative names represent. This
chapter intends to analyse these dynamics in one episode of the literary polemics that took

place in 18" C. Russia, illustrating it with a few passages from Horace.

**k*k

What did it mean to be identified as a Russian Horace? Unlike with other models, and
the most flagrant example is the association made most eloquently by Sumarokov between
Lomonosov and Pindar, the approximation with the Venutian as the recognition of one’s poetic
achievements was usually not explicit to the point of calling one given poet of this first
generation the Russian Horace. Certainly, there were instances where Horatian qualities were
bestowed by admirers upon more prestigious poets. For the sake of the example take historian,
poet and political Ivan Perfilevich Yelagin (1725-94), in a verse epistle addressed to his
“revered teacher” Sumarokov, where he asks the “Russian Racine” a small part of the Horatian
strength in the final verses of the composition. However, the external identification with Horace
was part of the internal anxiety each poet displayed in being associated with the prestigious
model, and the most direct way of identification, especially in a moment when there was
absolutely no access to his work in the new language, was through translation. Imitations, and
subsequent emulations would also be the next steps in the means of appropriation and were
more prevalent with poets of the subsequent generations, but by no means it was necessarily a

posterior development.

Horace as the teacher of moral philosophy through the Epistles and Satires, was also

the teacher of poetry regardless of how incohesive his AP was if taken as a technical manual.
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In the first chapter we have seen part of the reverence paid to this great teacher, but here it was
of equal measure as the reverence paid to the language and the cultural system he was part of.
Now it was a matter of presenting this master in the new Russian language, to spread his
teachings to a public completely unacquainted with Latinity that had to be brought up in a new
imposed literary context that took much from the Latin heritage, but only insofar as a means to
establish itself as a self-standing and strong power structure. Now, it was a matter of making
Horace speak in a language that was to vie with its most prestigious predecessors because it
afterall was a language that could proudly boast to have all the main qualities of its
contemporary European languages, plus “the richness and the strong conciseness in

representation of Greek and Latin languages”.®®

The first translation endeavour to a Horatian text belonged to Antiokh Dmitrevich
Kantemir. As we shall see in the fourth chapter, his translation of the two books of Epistles
crowned a literary career that had started by the luminous example of the first satires and, for
that matter, the first non-religious poetic compositions ever composed in Russian language, in
emulation of Horace. Due to his formal attachments with the past and the fact that he was far
from the budding poetic circles of the new Russian language, he was cast aside and even
ignored as a relevant literary pioneer. The task to bring Horace to the Russian language would
be taken up a few years later. The first complete Horatian work to be translated into Russian
was carried out by Vasily Kirilovitch Trediakovsky and Nikolai Nikitich Popovsky in 1753
with the publication of their translations of the AP, as part of a broader literary polemic that
had in Trediakovsky one of its main participants. In this chapter | wish to present a question
that reached a tipping point in 1747, involving one of the main issues in the formation of a

literature: the question of poetic imitation.

86 As Lomonosov famously stated in the preface to his Grammar of the Russian Language. Lomonosov, PSS, vol.
7, pg. 391.
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*k*k

Vasily Kirilovitch Trediakovsky, the literary pioneer who entered history as “the fool
of the new Russian literature”,®” was responsible for significant literary endeavours, especially
with the translations he made of great authorities from the past, and modern, contemporary
would be authorities from other more established vernacular traditions. Among these
translations is the first integral translation of Horace’s AP. Composed between 1750 and 1752,
it would be published in 1753, a moment when his popularity was already reaching its lowest
points, in the collection that comprised his two-decade output as writer and critic, named
Sochinieny i Perevody tak stikhami kak i prozoiu (Compositions and Translations in Verse and
Prose, herein after SiP).88 With this work, Trediakovsky intended to safeguard certain relevance
to his name after being brushed aside by the young Lomonosov in the beginning of the 1740s
and utterly ridiculed and excluded from the budding canon of Russian poetry by an even
younger man who intended to force his way into its most prestigious positions, Aleksander
Sumarokov. Works like Sumarokov’s Second Epistle (on Versification) (Epistola Il, o
Stikhotvorstve), written in 1747, and the comedy Tresotinius (1750), vilified the older poet and
served as the first instance in Russian literature where a writer would be demoted to mere

laughing stock in literary matters.

Furthermore, in 1751, Lomonosov had published an edition of his collected works, the
first anthology ever published in the new Russian literature by one of its poets, what possibly
made Trediakovsky feel compelled to bring forth a collection of his own. Such move, in fact,
may have secured some relevance to the poet’s memory, since, apart from his Tilemakhida and

his translations of French historian Charles Rollin, most of the works collected in these two

87 For the mythologies created in the 18™ C. around his and Lomonosov’s names cf. Reyfman, 1991.
88 Trediakovski, 2009.
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volumes remained scattered or unpublished and he, as the pioneer he first vied to be, hardly
would have survived the derision and scorn he was subjected to until the reassessments of his

figure by Radishchev and, to some extent, Pushkin.%

SiP is a double-tome collection of translations, theoretical articles, poems, speeches,
and general reflections. It is introduced by a preface to the reader and ends with an address to
his two books, following the same convention as effected, for instance, by Horace in Epist. .
The first tome contains works more oriented to the theory of poetry, whereas the second houses
several original and translated poetic undertakings. It is here where we find his translation of
the AP, placed immediately after his translation of Boileau’s Art Poétique and before the
reassessment of his 1735 New Brief Method on the Disposition of Verses, the first theoretical
treatise to propose the syllabo-tonic system for Russian versification. Unlike the AP, the
translation of the Art Poétique is presented in verses, in the peculiar manner of alternating the
versification choice for each of its four cantos: the first is rendered in iambic hexameters and
the second in trochaic hexameters, presenting feminine caesurae in the seventh syllable with

masculine endings and vice-versa. Cantos three and four follow the same pattern.

After his translation of the AP, we find the revised edition of his work on Russian
versification. It was the main access route 19" C. poets and people of letters had to
Trediakovsky’s ideas and proposals to the formal aspects of Russian poetry, contributing to
dispel certain features of the abiding myth that turned poor old Trediakovsky into a chthonic
monster that could only speak nonsense.® In this manual, he reconsidered some of the positions

presented seventeen years earlier, accepting some of the innovations introduced by Lomonosov

89 Cf. Pushkin, especially in his first years, never missed an opportunity for deriding Trediakovsky, the most
flagrant example being the epistle to Zhukovsky (1816), but towards the end of his life recognised the merits of
the old pioneer in his formal experimenting. Cf. Reyfman, 1991, pp. Xx-xx.

9 Radischev and, above all, Pushkin were the first ones, according to Reyfman, 1993, pp. XX ff. to dispel the
caricature produced all throughout the 18" C., aptly named by her a literary myth, by substituting the anecdotal
evidence by a source-based more scientific approach to Trediakovsky’s contributions.
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such as allowing for iambic feet and masculine rhymes, features that should have been banned
from Russian poetry if his 1735 manual was to be its definitive formal prescription. The
remainder of the first tome comprises one article on the assumed beginning of poetry (Account
on the Beginning of Poetry and Versification in General), a letter on the usefulness of poetry
to the to the State (Letter to a Friend on the Current Utility of Poetry to the State), and a few
Aesopian fables composed in the same manner as the translation of the Art Poétique, alternating

iambic and trochaic hexameters.

The second tome starts with a speech read in 1735 to the Academy of Sciences (On the
Purity of Our Language), followed by several solemn panegyric odes, among which is his
famous Judgement on the Ode in General (composed in imitation of Boileau’s Discours sur
[’Ode), renderings of psalms and prophets’ songs, another speech said to have received a “great
prize on eloquence”®® (On Patience and Impatience), some strophes on several topics, the
Judgement on Comedy in General, some verses in different metres taken from his translation
of Barclay’s Arenide, a few translations from French and Latin and, finally, a funeral ode on

Peter, the Great. The collection is closed by an address in alexandrine couplets to his two tomes.

The introductory preface reads rather like a defence of his translation choices against
some presumably heavy criticism. For Trediakovsky spends over two thirds of this introduction
explaining his choices for translating the aforementioned arts, with rebuffs to probable (or very
real for his circumstances) objections against them. In these replies, he addresses a series of
issues regarding general topics on translation, to the point of producing a brief guide with
criteria that makes a good one. The two objections mentioned in the introduction (whether a
good verse to verse or prose to prose translation were possible without losing the force and

vitality of the original, and how could his translation of Boileau be any good if he used both

91 Trediakovsky, 2009, pg. 15.
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lambic and trochaic verses) are duly answered, and at least the second of them is clearly
addressed to Lomonosov. They regard his well-known objections to Trediakovsky’s trochaic
meter found especially in the 1739 Letter on Russian Versification and in the triple translation
of the Psalms from 1744, a joint venture of which participated as well the young Sumarokov,
measuring the talents of the three principal poets of the generation. The first objection,

however, was most likely addressed to Sumarokov, as demonstrated in Alekseeva (2006).

The reply to the second objection retakes the main arguments around the use of trochaic
and iambic meters. Basically, it is a rebuff to the position that each verse form had intrinsic
semantic features naturally imbued, affirming the total semantic arbitrariness of each metric
foot: Trochaic verses are not in themselves tender, and iambics are not intrinsically solemn.
The translation of the Art Poétique, with alternating feet choices for each canto, was the
culmination of such reasoning, but, at first, Trediakovsky used several arguments to
demonstrate and try to discredit Lomonosov’s claim that iambic verses are in themselves
solemn due to the fact that they “quietly rise intensifying the nobility of the subject”.%? He
composed two verses expressing the same idea in two different forms (one using a trochaic,
the other an iambic basis), compared contradictory accounts by ancient authorities (Aristotle
via Quintilian: iambus humanior videtur and Horace: popularis vincentem strepitus®®) and
asserted that if fallings or ascensions determined the solemnity or tenderness of a given foot,
then Homer and Virgil would not have composed in a system that has a falling cadence, the
dactyl-spondaic, but rather in the opposite, the anapaest-pyrrhic, as he puts. This is part of the
better-known and better-registered polemic that helped shape Russian poetic forms in the 18"

C.,% but the first objection is of greater concern to this thesis.

92 Lomonosov. PSS, Tome 7, pg. 15.

931.0. X.X.X quoting Arist. Poet. [BECKER]: “lambus seems more human.” AP, w. 80-81: “surpassing the clamor
of the people.” Cf. Trediakovsky took this argument from Sanadon ***

94 The earlier one started by Lomonosov with his 1739 Letter on Versification, concerning the best formal
prosodical systems to the budding Russian language. Cf. Frate, 2016.
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In this reply, Trediakovsky appealed above all to the most common and compelling
argument of a literary system that is governed by tradition and prestige: the argument of
authority. He first addresses the question of verse-to-verse translation, mentioning the
experience of Roman authors in turning Greek works into Latin (Cicero’s verse translation of
Aratus in De Natura Deorum and Terence’s renderings of Menander with Cicero’s opinion on
its outstanding quality). Then comes the output of modern translations by and of French
authors, with the mentions of an unnamed translation of Pope “on matters of morality”®® and
the surprising citation of a Portuguese verse translation of Boileau’s Art Poétique by Count of
Ericeira, which Trediakovski presents as someone who had been particularly lauded by the
Frenchman in their correspondence.®® He moves on to Jean Segrais’ translation of the Aeneid

and to the experiences Corneille and Racine had with the Classics.

The reply developed in the puzzling assertion of prose renderings of prose originals,
among which he includes a few prose translations of works written in verse. In a list that seems
to miss the point (simply due to the fact that his translation of the AP did not fall into the
category of prose-to-prose translation), Trediakovsky produces a similar list of contemporary
French translations of authors such as Tacitus, Cicero, Lucian, Xenophon, Arrian, Caesar and
Thucydides. The only mentions of translators who turned poems into prose are those of Homer
by Madame Dacier and the translations of Horace by her husband, André, along with those by
Noél-Etienne Sanadon. As mentioned, these two last translations were the commented editions
consulted by Trediakovsky in the production of his own along with the notes he appended to

it. The argument is concluded with the remarks that there are cases in which translations are so

9 Trediakovsky refers to the Essay on Man.

% Francisco Xavier de Meneses (1673-1743), 4™ count of Ericeira, Portuguese man of letters who maintained
correspondence with Boileau and other contemporary writers, playing a minor role in Portuguese letters. The
Academy of Sciences of Saint Petersburg counted him among its correspondents, having awarded him several
books from its library. Trediakovsky may have missed the irony of Boileau’s complement to the count. Cf.
Candido, XX
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good that it becomes impossible to tell which is better, the original or the translation. Such
would be the case of Vaugelas’ version of Quintus Curtius Rufus’ fragmentary History of

Alexander.

Following this catalogue of authorities, Trediakovsky presents a brief “ars tradutoria”,
summarising the essential qualities shared by the translations of all the names in the list. Nine
are the conditions that would produce a good translation, spelled out in a way that reminds the
precepts on imitation found in the Jesuit-oriented manuals of the Academy of Kiev, especially
the one by Prokopovich. The representation of the whole idea in the original, the warning that
the translation should not lose its strength, the flow (likely the syntactic cadence) that must
remain as presented in the original text, the importance of clarity and vigour of expression, that
the words be appropriate to the thoughts expressed, the prevention against solecisms and
barbarisms, the tightness (zatychek) of the output text, being always seamless, refraining to
take many freedoms, the unnecessariness of transferring all the words from the original, as long
as they keep the same size/length of the original and all ideas therein contained. All these

precepts govern a good translation, according to Trediakovsky.

Finally, to conclude the reasoning present all throughout Trediakovsky’s theoretical
works, he produces his own examples with the characteristics just enumerated. He presents two
of them in distinct approaches: A distich taken from Voltaire’s Merope, and the first line from
Horace’s Odes 3.3. The former is rendered in exactly the same form, without additions or
subtractions, conveying exactly the same message as in the original. The second translates one
11-syllable Latin line in two iambic hexameter couplets, keeping up with the same ideas
presented in the original, but clumsily adding extra words in a different phrasing. In order to
supposedly do this correctly, he presents an informative paraphrase of Horace’s line signalling

to an intermediate step a translator is advised to take in order to render an original poem
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correctly: he should first translate the plain meaning of the text and then take up the reworking

of the form.

The conclusion of this first reply, however, could corroborate the fact that he was
subjected to unjust complaints by picky detractors: if my translations present all these
characteristics, then these reprimands are unjustified, for they concern only me, and not those
names were worthy of their fames as great translators. Despite some awkwardness in these
justifications, this preface is a typical defence against detractors and might serve as a guide to
the translation and compositional methods Trediakovsky employed in his oeuvre. It appealed
to the authorities he was better acquainted with, the Ancient Romans and the French, and
derived many of his theoretical presuppositions from the latest works on philology and literary

theory of his time, including those produced in Russian lands a few decades before his SiP.

*k%x

Following the reconstruction presented in Alekseeva (2006), Trediakovsky was here
fending off attacks by the younger poet Aleksander Petrovich Sumarokov. As well known,
Sumarokov was the main actor of the second polemic in which Trediakovsky was involved,
following his first quarrel with Lomonosov in the late 1730’s, regarding the formal
characteristics of Russian poetry. But unlike the first altercation, where in 1739 Lomonosov
addressed Trediakovsky’s 1735 positions, by simply ignoring his contender’s name, and going
on with his business of writing his own theoretical assessments and attaching to them the

foundational monument of Russian poetry®’, this time the old pioneer was viciously attacked.

97 The 1739 Ode on the Taking of Khotin.
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Sumarokov is best remembered for his pioneering work in the theatre, but the poet is
also very much remembered for producing a prescriptive art of poetry to the Russian literary
scene with his 1747 First and Second Epistle (On Russian Language and On Versification).
Following Boileau’s model, the most famous poetic art in 18™ C. Russia, it endeavoured to
include its author’s name in the succession line of poems dealing exclusively in matters of
poetry, thereby establishing a canon to which he would include himself, with the prerogatives
of the post of poetic legislator. It is one great example of poetic emulation, employing several
procedures which will be discussed further on, but a detailed analysis of this poem in relation
to its models is beyond the scope of the present study and should be left to another occasion.

A different aspect therein contained is of greater concern here.

As with earlier attempts of inclusion in a prestigious canon,®® a major concern for this
epistle is the inclusion of Russian poetry among the great literary tradition of western Europe
started in Ancient Greece. This was also one of the first times when a derisory direct attack on
Trediakovsky as a writer was clearly carried out. Here was the first time that the name
Shtivelius was used, thereby creating a caricature of a poetaster that could only be used as
negative example. This caricature was inspired by a character from a play written by Danish
writer Ludvig Holbert, which portrays a pedantic and ultimately stupid professor of
mathematics from the 16" C., that came to Russia via German translation, and became a stock
character for a pedantic and ultimately stupid individual.®® Immediately after this slander,
Sumarokov pays tribute to Lomonosov with the extraordinary comparison of the polymath with
Malherbe and Pindar, making him the first true pioneer, the true founding father to be included

among the great names of their literary past. He could not be clearer that the battered pioneer

98 Such as the already mentioned, Epistle to Apollo from the Russian letters, by Trediakovsky contained in his
1735 Method on Composition. Cf. Kahn et al. 2018 pp. 206ff.

9 The play in question was written by Jacob von Thyboe, with reminiscences of the Commedia dell’arte. Cf.
Reyfman, 1993.
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was definitely out of this incipient hall of fame; on the contrary, Trediakovsky was turned into
an archetype, a patron saint of bad and pedantic writers and a negative model that the new

writers should avoid at all costs.1°

The offense is even greater when taking into consideration the other epistle by
Sumarokov on literary matters, written in the same year as a foreword to this, the Epistle 1, on
Russian Language (Epistola | — o Russkom lazyke). The topic of increasing the poetic corpus
of a language through translation is very prominent in the letter. In several instances
Sumarokov despised and even asserted the futility of such endeavour as a poetical translation.
As someone who had never engaged up to that time in such craft,*®* he prescribes that the only
true type of appropriation of a work written in a different language should be effected through

imitation or emulation.

This less commented poem is another hallmark in the linguistic reflexions that formed
the modern Russian literature. Focusing on composition, style, and the proper use of Russian
language, it basically claims that, despite having a full potential, this new language still lacked
capable writers. Those who were writing at the time could only produce unsatisfactory texts

due to the lack of respect for the features proper to their mother tongue:

JIOBOJILHO Halll SI3bIK B ce0e UMEET CIIOB,
Ho Her noBoaIBHOIO 4YKcCiia Ha HEM IUCLOB.
OpuH, nocienyss HECBOMCTBEHHOMY CKJIaAy,
Bireuer B I'epmanuro Poccuiickyro [lanmnany

I/I, MHs, YTO TEM OH el MMpUuATCTBA NpHUAACT,

100 symarokov (1793) vv. XX
101 |bid., pg. 21.
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[Ipupoany kpacoTy ¢ Jnua est 6eper.

Jpyroii, He Bblydach Tak rpaMoTe, KaK JTOJKHO,
ITo-pyccku, 1ymaer, BCEro ckazaTb HE MOXKHO,
W, B35B IPUTOPIIIHY CIIOB YYKHUX, CIUIETAET PEUYb
S3BIKOM COOCTBEHHBIM, IOCTOMHY TOJIBKO CHKEUb.
Nnp ¢10BO B CIIOBO OH B CJIOT PYCCKHUM NIEPEBOIMUT,
Kotopo Ha cebst B 00HOBE HE MOXOIUT.

Tot nmpo3oit ckapenHOM cTpeMHuTcs K Hebecam

N xutpocTr cBOEl HE TOHUMAET CaM.

ToT mpo30#1 U CTUXOM MOJI3ET, U MUCbMa OHBI,
Pyraroun cebs, maet muciiaM B 3aKOHBI.

(vv. 19-34)

(our language contains enough words / but there aren’t enough writers for it. / One of them
through an inadequate form / takes to Germany the Russian Palladium / and thinking it will
give him full satisfaction / removes all the beauty from its complexion. / Another without
learning the letters as he should, / thinks that he cannot say in Russian everything, / and taking
from other languages a handful of foreign words he weaves / in a language of his own a
discourse suited only for the fire. / Or he translates to Russian forms word-by-word, / which in
the reproduction never matches. / That one in meagre prose intends to soar to heaven / and all
that cunning he fails to understand. / The other crawls in prose and verse and in some letters, /

addressed to himself, he condemns the writers.)

(nossa lingua em si contém palavras o bastante / mas bastante ndo ha nela um namero de

escritores. / um deles seguindo uma forma ndo inadequada, / traz a Alemanha o paladio russo,
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/ e, crendo que ela Ihe dard a satisfacdo / retira de sua face a beleza natural. / Um outro sem
aprender como se deve as letras, / em russo pensa tudo ndo poder dizer / e, ao tomar punhado
de palavras estrangeiras, tece o discurso / em uma lingua prépria apenas para o fogo. / ou
palavra por palavra ao estilo russo ele traduz, / que na reproducéo a si ndo se parece. / Aquele
em prosa mesquinha se precipita aos céus, / e toda essa agudeza nem ele mesmo entende. /
Aquele em prosa e em verso rasteja e em certas cartas / que entrega a si préprio, condena 0s

escritores).

This polemical portion in the poem addresses unnamed Russian writers and translators
who had committed faults in their respective production. At first, v. 21-24 are directed to
writers who would compose their Russian texts employing German syntax or features peculiar
to that language, but not to Russian.%? It continues the argument with an attack against some
writer who, lacking the proper grammatical knowledge indispensable in writing, concludes that
the only way one can express himself in Russian is to borrow from foreign languages. Then
comes an attack directed against methods of translation: rendering a text from the source-
language word by word is to take constructions and phrases alien to the target-language. The
concluding verses are a reproach against too lofty prose and its use with the principles of

versified language.

Vv. 29-30, remind of a well-known section in the AP, concerned with the creation of
new subject matter. In vv. 120-152, Horace addresses the construction of plot by ways of the
construction of characters, applying his demands for unity to the particular roles to be

performed in a play. Whether taking from what tradition has left (the myth) or creating them

102 | omonosov comes to mind as the target of these attacks, but according to Berkov (XXXX) in the notes for [HIS
EDITION], the attack is hinted at German members of the Academy. An attack on Lomonosov would in fact sound
strange in face of the compliment in the Second Epistle.
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from scratch (proferre ignota indictaque primus, to be the first to proffer unknown and unsaid
things v.130), it is necessary to observe a few precepts. In any case, it is preferred to take from
the already established mythological inventory, and one of these precepts applies to when one
takes from sources written in a foreign language (in that case, Greek). It is advised that the poet
do not follow closely the wording of the texts bestowed by tradition when appropriating to their
language. But in this case Horace is rather concerned with the mimetic appropriation that will
create a works, while partaking in a traditional succession of authoritative names and will
confer to the new work the authority of the canon.®® However, to be inserted in this traditional
canon, at the same time one must be original, that is, not to be a fidus interpres, a servile

translator who only renders the model word by word.

Sumarokov likely had these Horatian verses in mind when he composed his own, but
above all he was speaking to and of his contemporaries. Following Alekseeva (2006), he was
aiming at Trediakovsky in the attacks starting on vv. 25, taking him as the primary example of
a servile imitator.2** Some principles employed in some of his works, such as his own Ode on
the Taking of Gdansk, following very closely Boileau’s Ode sur la Prise de Namur, would go
against the principles defended here. In addition, some of the points Trediakovsky defended
theoretically and carried out in practice in SiP four years later may seem at first opposed to
those presented in the letter. Despite not prescribing a word-by-word translation, he keeps up
with the idea of fidelity to the original. This is exactly what he seeks for his versions of Boileau
and Horace. Unlike the paraphrasis or emulation of Boileau proposed by Sumarokov’s
theoretical practice in his Second Epistle, Trediakovsky creates a version that tries to keep as
semantically close as possible to the source, maintaining the same number of verses and the

highest possible fidelity to the ideas expressed. In regard to the AP, he adopted the most

103 References Comm Brink, Rudd, Sanadon.
104 TO ADD: notes from ed. Sovetsky Pisatel, polemics centred around Lomonosov and the “German translators”,
comments by Alekseeva in Tred, 2009 and Alekseeva 2006.
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semantically faithful way of rendering a poetical text, informative prose, to the point of
frequently adding or turning more complex Latin concepts expressed in one word into

paraphrases that account for a more complete expressed meaning.

In another excerpt, Sumarokov continues his battering of bad translators (or
particularly, Trediakovsky), now advancing positive qualities that must be followed by a good

translator/imitator:

[Tocem ckaxy, Kakoil MoxBaJieH EPEBO:

Nmeer B ciiore BCsSK pazandne HapoJl.

UTo oueHb XOPOIIO Ha S3bIKE QPAHIIY3CKOM,

To MokeT B TOUHOCTH OBITH CKapeTHO Ha PYCCKOM.
He muu, nepeBoas, 4to ckia B TBOPILE TOTOB;
TBopen gapyeT MbIcib, HO HE IapyeT CJIOB.

B cnpsikenue pedeit ero Tel HE BliaBaics

U cBolicTBeHHO ce0e clioBaMu yKpariancs.

Ha uro crenens B cTeneHb Mocie10BaTh eMy?
Crymaii Tumb TeM myTeM U 00J1acTh Jail ymy.

TsI cum, KaK TBOI TBOpEI] MUCHMOM CBOUM HU CIIaBEH,
JlocTurHens A0 HEro v OyJelib caM ¢ HUM PaBeH.
Xots nepesa To00M B Tpu Myia JIEKCUKOH,

He muH, uT00 nomo1s 1asn Tebe BEJIUKY OH,

Kounb peun u ciioBa nocraBumib 6e3 nopsiika,

U Gynet nmepeBo]1 TBOM HeKas 3arajka,

KOTOpyIO HHUKTO HE OTraaacT BBCK;
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To papom, 4TO ci10Ba BCE TOYHO ThI HApEK.

Korna nepeBoauTs 3axo4enib OECIIOPOYHO,

He 10, —TBOp1I0B MHE J1yX SIBU U CHIIy TOYHO.

SI3bIK HAalll CI1aJI0K, YUCT, U MbIILIEH, U Oorar,

Ho ckyrno BHOCHM MBI B HETO XOPOILIUH CKIIA.

Tak uT00 He3HaHMEM €ro HaMm He OecClIaBUTb,

Ham n1omxHO Bech CBOM CKJIaJ XOTh HECKOJIBKO MONPABUTh.
He nyxHO, yTOOBI BceM Haj pupMaMu MOTETh,

A TpaBUJIbHO MHCATh NOTPEOHO BCEM YMETh.

[ENGLISH]

Por isso entdo direi, qual traducdo sera louvavel: / Cada povo possui uma prépria dicgdo
/ O que esta muito bem na lingua francesa, / pode muito bem ser avaro em lingua russa. / ndo
pense, ao traduzir, que a diccdo na obra esta pronta, / o autor fornece ideia, mas nao fornece as
palavras, / ndo va se entregar as flexdes de sua fala / e a sua propria maneira orne as suas
palavras. / Por que passo a passo seguir o seu autor? / Siga apenas o caminho e dé a mente
espaco. / / / ainda que em sua frente haja um Iéxico de trés puds, / ndo creia que sera de grande
ajuda / engquanto frases e palavras encontram-se em desordem / sua traducéo sera tal como uma
charada / a qual ninguém néo resolvera jamais, / e a toa entdo pronunciaste as palavras exatas.
/ Quando fores traduzir, tu quereras impecavelmente / ndo isso — mas a esséncia e a forca do
autor. / A nossa lingua é doce, pura, rica e elevada / mas miseravelmente nao Ihe damos um

bom tom. / Para nés por ignorancia ndo sermos desonrados, / teremos que ajeitar nosso tom
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ainda que um pouco. / N&o é preciso suar atrds de uma rima / mas escrever corretamente é

imprescindivel saber. (vv. 75-100)

“Not to translate word-by-word, but the essence and the strength,” does not really
contradict what Trediakovsky prescribed for a good translation in his preface.'® The correct
usage of language “without barbarisms and solecisms” are also present in the list of translation
virtues of his preface, where it states the necessity of writing correctly, in accordance to the
grammar. Besides, even though Trediakovsky warns against the dangers of taking too many
freedoms in a translation, calling for a plain, seamless product in the end, he does not forbid
them, but only warns that they should be used in moderation. The only point in which
Sumarokov actually would be at odds with Trediakovsky here is in the insistence that the tone
and style of the translation must be in complete accordance only with what is natural and
peculiar to the target language. This is the foremost criterion to be observed in a translation.
However, the statement that a word-by-word translation is not essential as long as the message
and the length of the original are respected is another patent point of similarity between the two
composers.% If Sumarokov’s epistle in this part is really directed against Trediakovsky, then
it was either a mean caricature of his positions on translation, or the latter changed his mind

when writing the preface to his SiP.

Looking at some of his earlier appropriations of other authors, the fact that

Trediakovsky took, for instance, from Boileau’s Ode sur la Prise de Namur, roughly the same

105 Trediakovsky (2009), pg. 11: Bnpouem, K cemy He BCEKOHEYHO TpebyeTca, 4Tob B Nepesoge ObITb Tem e
CaMbIM C/IOBaM M CTO/IbKUM e — CMe MHOTOKPaTHO M NOoYTU BCerfa ecTb Bbille YeOBEeYECKUX CUN — HO YTob
6b12IM TOKMO pPaBHOMEPHbIE U, KOHEYHO, C TEMU TOYHO cambiMu naeamu. (Em suma, ndo é imprescindivel que
em uma traducdo haja as mesmas e o mesmo numero de palavras —isto estaria por demais quase sempre acima
das forgas humanas — mas que sejam de igual medida e, naturalmente, tenham as mesmas ideias.) Cf. Appendix
B, pp. XX-XX.

106 This is the gist of v. 94 TBOPLLOB MHE AYX ABU 1 CUAY TOYHO.
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form, the same images and a slightly longer length for his Ode on the Taking of Gdansk (1734),
the first Russian attempt in the genre that would indisputably establish Lomonosov’s fame,
may have been one of the factors that opened a breech that led Sumarokov’s epistle to consider
that Trediakovsky inappropriately incurred in a word-by-word, servile, translation. In this case,
he should have taken more liberties, if he were to imitate with the intention of emulating the
model. If this was beyond Trediakovsky’s scope, after all he intended to transplant the French
ode with roughly the same theoretical reflections by Boileau into Russian soil, thereby
establishing as a sort of Russian Boileau®, it did not matter. It was considered a servile
imitation which did not depart sufficiently from the model as expected in emulation. This was
the extent of originality required in this authority-based literary system, and Sumarokov would
be first in showing how it was supposed to be done. Thirteen years later he turned Boileau into
an authentic Russian composition, shedding, like his model, % all the scorn and gall against his
literary enemies in the polemical manner expected from his times — even though what he

proposed was not that different in the end.

**k%k

The quarrel proceeded, and Trediakovsky would go on to accuse Sumarokov of
incurring in plagiarism not only of Boileau, but of many French tragedians in his dramatic
works. The notorious 1750 Letter from a Friend to a Friend!® is a, possibly helpless, reply to
the attacks by that impudent playwright who had just soiled his name as a writer with the

comedy Tresotinius. It is composed as a letter send by an anonymous friend to another as if

107 Let us remind that both Boileau’s ode and the Discours were the most famous replies to the attacks against
the ancients carried through Charles Rollin in his polemical writings, especially the Paralleles.

108 Cf, the polemical portions of the Art Poétique.

109 Mucbmo, B KOTOPOM COAEPHUTCA PACCYIKAEHME O CTUXOTBOPEHMM, NOHbIHE Ha CBET U3AaHHOM OT aBTOpa ABYX
o4, ABYX Tparegmii U ABYX 3NUCTOA, MMCaHHOe OT NpuaTens K npuaTento. (Carta que contém juizo sobre a poesia
recém editada por um autor de duas odes, duas tragédias e duas epistolas escritas de um amigo para um amigo.)
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Trediakovsky and Sumarokov were acquaintances of both, the latter being reproached in his
literary abilities for the vile attacks on the former. The comedy in question was the spark that

led to the letter. In it the defender affirms to his friend:

“Onucmona o cmuxomeopcmee pycckom écsi boano /lenposa. B Onucmone 06 s3vike pycckom

noyumail 8ce e uyscue mviciu.”

(A Epistola sobre versificacdo € toda Boileau-Despreaux. Na Epistola sobre a lingua russa, [tu

SO encontraras [ao que tudo indica todos] sdo pensamentos alheios).

(The Epistle on versification is all Boileau-Despreaux. In the epistle on Russian language you

will only find foreign ideas).

This claim is made after an accusation of aping his models in tragedies composed by
the man who would later be regarded as the “Father of Russian Theatre”, including his
adaptation of Hamlet, which, as a matter of fact, in nothing resembles the original or the French
prose translation which Sumarokov used to compose his own.'® Pretty much all of
Sumarokov’s most important compositions were here considered either works full of
incoherence, grammar and spelling mistakes, solecisms, or servile and poor translations of
French originals. In the list even the derogatory names Shtivelius and Tresotinius would be
among those things copied without creativity, duly indicating the sources from which they were
taken. The specific accusation here is that “the author lacked so much of [means of] invention,

that he would not even create his own funny names.” His ineptitude for invention (and for that

110 symarokov did not read English and most likely read Hamlet on a French translation. His Hamlet is a radical
departure from the Shakespearian text, which except for some of the characters in nothing resembles the
original. Cf. Sumarokov (1787) T.3, pp 61-123. For an account of the appropriation cf. Levitt (2009), pp. 76-102.
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matter, for all other parts of rhetoric as Trediakovsky would mention further on) is what here
configures Sumarokov’s lack of originality, and not his capacity to create new subjects or

themes.

Presenting a thorough analysis of one of Sumarokov’s solemn odes, one psalm
paraphrase and one tragedy, Trediakovsky tried to show all the mistakes and inadequacies his
rival would have committed in face of the demands contained in his own epistles. It is shown
that he would contradict many of the precepts expounded in them: lack of grammatical
knowledge, obscurity, logical contradiction, idle wording in the text, bluntness of thought,
elocutionary discrepancies with base vocabulary being used in lofty genres — all of them
prescriptions, required by Sumarokov in his own epistles, that he himself would infringe. On
top of it all, Trediakovsky points to blunders in maybe the most important translation criterion
(and criticism) presented in the epistles: the awkward appropriation of expressions that sound

natural in the source but not in the target language.

Towards the end of the letter, Trediakovsky makes a puzzling statement, when asserting

Sumarokov’s servility:

“Szeumenvuas eco komeous He e2o, doa I onbepeosa, Ho Mokmo y Aemopa ona Ha c8otl
obpazey,; Iamnem execnupos, JOnucmona o0 CcmMuxomeopcmee U no niaHy u no
0, I 2
uzobpaxgcenusmM, HO MOKMO cokpauena, eca boano-/lenposa, a ceco aemopa ecsa i

’

l'opayuesa, Ho mokmo pacnpocmpanena.’

(His scathing comedy is not his, but Holbert’s, but only in in the Author it is in its own
form; Hamlet is Shakespeare’s, the Epistle on versification is all Boileau-Despreaux, only

shortened, and that from this author is all Horace, only lengthened.)

(sua maledicente comédia ndo é dele, mas de Holbert, mas apenas no Autor (i.e.

Sumardkov) ela esta nessa forma; o Hamlet € de Shakespeare; a Epistola sobre Versificacéo,
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apenas abreviada, é toda de Boileau-Despreaux, e desse autor toda ela é de Horacio, apenas

expandida).

Was here Boileau being considered a servile imitator in the same level? This is a strange
remark on a revered authority from an already very established national tradition, but if the
comparison of both poets’ procedures is really deemed as unfavourable, it seems that at least
Boileau endeavours to expand his own imitation, adding relevant material for his own times
and necessities, whereas Sumarokov would be servile in the imitation and would only produce
a shorter version of a copy that would have nothing to add? Or is it simply the fact that
Sumarokov took from Boileau would show that he was able to imitate only at a three-degrees
distance from the original work? In such a comment Trediakovsky may just have shown that
he was unable to convincingly establish an engaging dialogue with tradition by not duly
acknowledging Horace’s efforts, and not serving as a decent synthesis of tradition, especially
if one takes Trediakovsky’s accusation that his rival did not know any Latin. Be that as it may,
Sumarkov responds to this letter point by point in a much terser document, called Reply to the

Critic. The passage in question received the following reply:

Enmcrona mos o CTUXOTBOPCTBEC, T'OBOPUT OH, BCA BO&J’IOB&, a boano B3s1 u3 Fopaulxm,
Hert: boano B3s1 He Bce U3 Fopaunﬂ, a a1 He Bce B3su1 u3 boano. KtTo 3axoueT Moo CIIUCTOIY
CIMYUTH C boanoBeiMHU O CTUXOTBOPCTBC IIpaBUJIaMH, TOT ACHO YBUJUT, YTO S U3 boano moxert
OBITH HE OOJIBIIIE B35J1, CKOJBKO boao B3 u3 Fopam/m, a yTo HeuTo u3 boaio B34TO, 1 B TOM

" 3alIMpaThbCsd HUKOT' Ja HC XOTCJI.

(My Epistle on Versification, he says, is all Boileau, whereas Boileau took his from

Horace. Wrong: Not all did Boileau take from Horace, and | have not taken all from Boileau.
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Whoever desires to compare my epistle with Boileau’s rules on versification, shall clearly see
that | from Boileau have not taken more than Boileau from Horace, and if something has been

taken from Boileau, that | have never meant to hide).

(Minha epistola sobre versificacdo, diz ele, é toda Boileau, enquanto Boileau pegou a
sua de Horécio. Errado: nem tudo Boileau pegou Horécio e eu nem tudo peguei de Boileau.
Quem quiser comparar minha epistola com a de Boileau sobre as regras de composi¢do poética
vera claramente que eu ndo talvez ndo tenha pego mais de Boileau mais que ele pegou de

Horécio o0 que eu peguei dele, isso eu nunca tentei esconder.)

**k*

It was certainly never considered a vice to take ideas or images or phrases from other
authors. On the contrary, it was a necessity, provided that the end product was artful enough.
The anxiety that moved the chain of poetic composition had at this moment in Russia a verbose
and at times amusingly sad dispute in the engine of imitation that moves a literary medium,
while holding it back. These ideas and themes had to be taken up in a way that presented
flawless craftsmanship and sounded relevant to the given literary context, according to its
expectations. Provided that a given composition presented such characteristics, the following
requisite would be the freest possible departure from the model, having been invigorated by its
authority, which would now share the same heights with its equal. Nobody could satisfactorily
achieve that at that moment, and each of these uneasy pioneers, eager to achieve the laurels

that would only be bestowed, one might say, 87 years later,!!! had to content with the task of

111 With the composition of Pushkin’s Emulation of Odes 3.30 (1837).
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pointing out each other’s petty (and sometimes identical) barbarisms in documents that

afterwards would overall be read condescendingly.

Let us remind here Horace, in Ep. 1.19. He angrily calls himself an original poet maybe
in face of petty attacks from other poets now forgotten, by claiming priority in introducing
foreign models in his literary context, through taking solely their formal aspect and adopting a
different matter and phrasing. This inspired voice of authority sounds so loud that the probable
voices of his contenders became just echoes destined to faint to oblivion. The idea is evoked in
the old topos of the runners-up and latecomers, one of the most visual examples of which is
Propertius 3.1, represented as the topos of the triumph, with the laureated elegist on the car
leading the parade with the less skilled writers following behind.'? Horace is cruder in his
depiction of wannabes: the true inspiration of wine becomes the ever-recurrent drunkenness

that is nothing more than outward appearance.

The subsequent image paints the opposite in mood, showing someone who is Cato only
in the looks but not in action, covering another extremity of the representation with a morality
devoid of substance. The full realization of an authority is to be able, through flawless style, to
imitate the great authorities of the past, reconceptualizing tradition and affirming a present has
overcome the past glory. In the transference of prestige from the fortes of old,**® the new poet
sets himself as the voice that best represents the particularities and inclinations of his times. In
moments of rage, the angry Horace of Ep. 1.19 is the same one who introduced the metre and
spirit of Archilocus, the angriest poet of Greece, but not his ethos. Sumarokov and
Trediakovsky, tried their best in bringing forth the metres taken from the many layers of
tradition. But the good part of their characters — and their poetry — would remain as the

expressions of impotent outraged rage.

112 propertius 3.1.9-12.
113 poets as much as kings. Odes, 4.9 v.20.
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In Ep. 1.3 it is suggested that Florus’ young friend, the assumedly not as gifted Celsus,
that he “seek his own means and avoid touching what has been stored in mount Palatinus”. The
hinted amount of texts and books contained in the Temple of Apollo, with its ever-crescent
now lost library maybe had showed a saturation point that allowed for few future authors to vie
for their own inclusion in the selective memory of the Middle Ages Christian copyists some
centuries later. Julius Florus, the addressee, amicus of Tiberius, is a gifted lawyer who
cultivated the muses along with his friends in the “studious cohort”, a learned coterie within
the troops commanded by the Augustus’ heir.*!* Probably a writer in the already saturated epic
genre, Florus is lauded by his ever-encouraging friend in being one of those who abundantly
drink from the Pindaric spring. Horace praises the poet who does so, regardless of what he
expresses in odes 4.2: when it comes to Pindar, instead of soaring like a Swan, it is better to
compete in proportion, flying low like a bee.!*® At any rate, it was important to avoid the cawing

chatter of the servile herd that only bloats an already dying literary field.

To Florus is also addressed another poem, Ep. 2.2. The great epistle presents an
enumeration of excuses given by Horace to his friend, justifying his desire to keep away from
poetry, that juvenile affair, and seek an activity better suited for senior citizens like himself:
perfecting wisdom. The fifth stated reason for abstaining from writing (87-105) is how
annoying can be the empty flattery of that literary world with all its members calling each other
the Roman embodiment of so and so great writer of the Greek heritage. In this ethical lesson,
the poet satirically shows the vainglory of the now great poets of Rome who kept pampering
themselves with glorious names to the point of aversion. The title of Roman Callimachus or
Alcaeus (probable reference to Propertius and to the poet himself), once attained, brings along

only the annoying social obligations of exchanging with your fellow poets the blows of meros

ey 13.6.
115 Odes, 4.2 vv. 25-33.
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honores, like gladiators with their swords. This section starts the portion more properly
concerned with a theory of poetry. It is here that the epistle moves from the conventions of the
epistolary genre into those of a didactic poem, first by teaching how to write (vv. 106-145) and

then by teaching how to live (vv. 146-216).

But neither Sumarokov nor Trediakovsky made much use of them in their reflections
on imitation, at least in this quarrel. The question of translation discussed and put in practice
by the two pioneers is one branch of the anxious and ultimately vain endeavour to acquire the
glory sought by those now forgotten Roman poets depicted in the aforementioned epistles.
Translation was for Sumarokov’s Epistles, an activity that should be dealt with maximum care
in order not to incur into servility. For him, translation was not detached from the category of
imitation. In fact, one thing was indissociable from the other. He meant to avoid a high degree
of dependency to models by insisting that the activity had to freely, originally, depart from
them, to create an authentic Russian expression of those ancient models. This is how he

understood their preponderance in the canon provided in Ep.2.

Trediakovsky, on the other hand, humbled in being outshined by Lomonosov and
ridiculed by Sumarokov and the following generations, reacted in the same way in his attempt
to vindicate his status as a writer in 1750 with the Letter from a Friend to a Friend. He remained
in the same level as the authors mocked and scorned in Horace’s Epistles, armed only with the
rage of Archilocus but not his craft. But in his imitative practice, presented three years later in
SiP, he definitely showed more openness with regards to experimentation in forms of
translation. By translating Boileau verse-to-verse with variations in metre and proceeding with
the Horatian text by maintaining a high degree of fidelity in the most semantically oriented

way, Trediakovsky tried, perhaps unwillingly, to humbly reposition himself in the literary
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scene and fly low. By doing so, he became the first Russian to produce the first informative
translation of Horace in the new language, and if we accept Alekseeva’s argument, his was the

most widely read translation of Horace in the 18" C.

This quarrel presents some of the theoretical accounts of poetic translations and of
imitation in general. Sumarokov tendency to prefer a compositional stance with a freer
appropriation of a given model prevailed for a time, at least while translation and imitation
were not strictly separated, as seen in the precepts from his first epistle. Trediakovsky, on the
other hand, called for greater fidelity to the original text, in two rendering possibilities that
would subsequently be thoroughly explored by the many 18" C. Russian authors who used
Horace as a model for their own compositions and poetic fundaments. As we shall see in the
next chapter, for his translation of AP, Trediakovsky took the maximum semantic fidelity
present in any appropriation of Horace’s works into Russian. This failed to be taken as the most
popular approach to translation in those times and foreign works were preferably translated as

self-standing poems.

The first quarrel in this tradition represented a prologue to the first translations of
Horace to Russian that would themselves be the fruits of another literary polemic Trediakovsky
would put himself into. Now the outraged pioneer would have to face another challenge, this
time by a student of his and Lomonosov’s, who chose the former as master. This was Nikolai
Nikitch Popovsky, one of the first literary translators in the new language, whose work
represented a second generation for the literary system that was rising. A moment when

Trediakovsky was lagging behind as a poet. But perhaps not as a teacher.
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Chapter 3. Two artes poeticae in Russia, or the polemics between Trediakovsky and

Popovsky

l. Popovsky and another polemic for Trediakovsky

Published in January 1753 Trediakovsky’s SiP had as one of its main proof-readers
none other than Mikhail Lomonosov. The polymath was then a member of the Committee of
the Academic Press, responsible for selecting and reviewing material for publication, among
which the material printed on its periodical the Ezhemesiachnye sochetania. Lomonosov
reviewed the SiP in now lost comments, but accepted Trediakovsky’s compositions in the end.
Two months later, in March 1753, a booklet was published containing, along with the
translations of some Horatian lyric poems, that included a translation of the famous Epode 2,
by then, also already published by Trediakovsky, another translation of the AP, this time
rendered in Russian iambic hexameters in a proposal radically different from that translation
found in the collection SiP. It belonged to a student in the Academy of Sciences, a young man
who attended both Lomonosov’s and Trediakovsky’s courses on rhetoric and eloquence
(krasnorechie) respectively and started to call the attention of the great Russian Pindar. His

name was Nikolai Nikitich Popovsky (1730-1760).

In 1752 Popoksvy was a 22-year-old student, on his way to becoming Master of
Philosophy by the Academic University, the portion of the Academy of Sciences concerned
with the formation of new students, which would later become the University of St. Petersburg.
His work was supervised by Lomonosov, who would serve the greater role of mentor and
protector, recognizing and fostering his talent in the realm of letters. As the son of an important
member of the clergy, Popovsky received his first letters at home, and then, just like his

teachers, Lomonosov and Trediakovsky, completed his formation in the Slav-Greek-Latin
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Academy, during the 1740’s. Due to the excellence displayed in his school years, he joined the

Academy of Sciences, where his literary talent would call the attention of Lomonosov.

In his short life, Popovsky is best remembered by a translation that would cause a great
deal of controversy in the budding literary and cultural field of 1750’s Russia: his rendering of
Pope’s Essay on Man. Probably turning it into Russian from a French translation, this Russian
version made the young man much admired by the greatest men of letters in the Academy
(including lvan Ivanovich Shuvalov, the great Maecenas of Elizabethan Russia), and was much
criticised by the Holy Synod, the official ecclesiastical institution created by Peter the Great to
replace the Patriarchy of Moscow, due to the “heliocentric opinions therein expressed”.*'® The
translation ended up censored, engendering one of the most famous and pungent satirical pieces
of the century, Lomonosov’s Hymn to the Beard, where the conservative clergy is mocked in
its most prominent feature, the same that had symbolically been sheared some fifty years
earlier, with the return of Peter the Great from the Great Embassy to Europe (1798), when he

imposed a more modern fashion trend.

Popovsky became professor in the newly founded University of Moscow (1755),
occupying the chair of Eloquence. In his inauguration, he delivered a polemic speech, very
relevant in the discussion on the formation of Russian language. On the utility and importance
of theoretical philosophy was read in Russian, and among its points of contention was the
assertion that all lectures in Russian lower and superior educational institutions should be
delivered in Russian, demoting the authority of Latin as the language of the academe and
science in favour of the vernacular. It would take another 150 years before Latin was

completely dropped from the exigences of the regular curriculum, but this speech is a first

116 According to the excerpt in Novikov’s Dictionary of Russian Writers (Novikov, 1951).
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impulse towards the full legitimation of the Russian vernacular in all spheres of Russian

society, especially the academic.

He was noted as having fulfilled his duties as orator, something every member of the
Academy of Sciences was expected to do in his ceremonial and courtly duties, having delivered
in 1757 “a praiseworthy speech on the tenth anniversary of Elizabeth’s coronation.”*'’ As a
poet, Popovsky took much of the transported style of his mentor and did not develop a freer
departure from his principal model. His Ode on Elizabeth’s ascension takes much from
Lomonosov’s 1747 Ode, including the dominant theme of the current status of sciences in
Russia, and how Elizabeth was (or could be) responsible for their renewal.''® Furthermore,
Popovsky was a Horatian poet and translator of the Odes. His other Horatian endeavours,
especially in the realm of lyric poetry are beyond the scope of this thesis but will be briefly

mentioned in the conclusion.*®

The young man would cease to participate in the activities of the Academy, two years
after being appointed as a member, and would die, at the age of 30, due to [breathing
complications/ consumption?]. In his brief life, he showed great potential within the Russian
literary scene of the first generation and was much lamented by his contemporaries and
subsequent writers,*?° having left fine examples of translation in the period headed by his
mentor and protector. It is frequently mentioned in his 18™ C. lives that he translated other
ancient authors such as Livy and Anacreon but burned everything up a few days before dying

due to what he deemed the incompleteness of the projects.

117 NOVIKOV, 1951 pp. 337-8.

118 Cf. Frate, 2016

119 ¢f. below, pp. XX ff.

120 Karamzin, for instance, in his Pantheon of Russian Authors, a compendium of short biographies of the most
accomplished Russian writers up the end of the 18t C., dedicates to Popovsky a brief paragraph which ends in:
“had he lived longer, then surely Russia could have taken pride of his impeccable works.” Karamzin, 20xx, pg..
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At the time of his translation of the AP, Popovsky’s mentor Lomonosov lived his
heyday, both as a scientist and as a man of letters. Many of his most important poetic
compositions had already been published (the Night and Morning Meditations, his Ode on the
Ascension of Elizabeth, his Ode on the Marriage of Peter and Catherine, his two tragedies) and
he had already fully established himself in the realm of philology with his manual of rhetoric,
finished in 1747 and published in the following year. This incomplete work provided a great
repository of translations and lessons taken directly and indirectly from authors all throughout
the tradition, offering clear examples of Lomonosov’s translation skills in both poetry and
prose.!?! In addition, he had been the great winner in the matter of Russian versification. His
propositions and his model had taken the whole Russian literary field, with everyone’s adoption
of his version of the syllabo-tonic system, that regulated metres such as the foremost in Russian
poetry, the iambic tetrameter with alternating masculine and feminine rhymes. Popovsky,
having studied eloguence under Trediakovsky and by 1752 under the supervision of
Lomonosov at the Academy of Sciences, was one of those who had in the polymath his greatest

influence.

As mentioned, Lomonosov was member of the Academic Committee and was
responsible for approving all new material submitted to publication in the Academic Press.
Trediakovsky had sent his draft to the press in June 1752, when, Lomonosov likely read if for
the first time. According to the reconstitution presented by Alekseeva (2004), Lomonosov “had
objections regarding Trediakovsky’s translation and asked his student to produce a version”.1?2

This version was completed at the end of 1752, and by the time Trediakovsky’s SiP was

published in January, Popovsky’s translation was ready. Two months later it was released, and

121 The work was devised to be divided in three parts. Second part would be dedicated exclusively to oratory
and the third to poetry. The whole work would comprise what Lomonosov called krasnorechie. One possible
translation would be belles lettres.

122 ALEKSEEVA, 2004, pg. XXXX
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it must have been another bitter pill for the poor pioneer to swallow. There was a translation
that contradicted almost all of his proposals, rendered in a fashion much more acceptable to the
literary expectations of the moment and published by a former student who, one could say, had

been co-opted by one of his greatest rivals.

There are no registries specifically accounting for this quarrel, so all there is to it are
conjectures, already much more appropriately pictured by Alekseeva in her article. However,
I would like to offer some more perspective on the matter, by looking at Popovsky’s positions
on translation through those in the work of his mentor, Lomonosov, taken especially from his

greatest repository of translations, his 1747/8 Manual on Eloquence.

1. Lomonosov as a translator and a case study for the reception of the Ancient

dactyl- hexameter in Russia

As we have seen in Chapter 2, the second objection in Trediakovsky’s preface was most
likely directed at Lomonosov.*?® It is concerned exclusively with formal questions, dating to
the first polemics started by the polymath’s Letter on Russian Versification and the Ode on the
Taking of Khotin, both from 1739. The next episode of the quarrel happened in 1743, to be
published in the next year and mentioned ten years later in the SiP preface. It consisted in a
joint venture, or rather a competition, in which participated the three principal literary
exponents of the time: Trediakovsky, Lomonosov and Sumarokov. It took up one of the oldest
lyrical traditions of Russian letters, practiced extensively in the 17"-C. Church Slavonic poetry,
the paraphrasis of psalms. The dispute in question was to render Psalm 143 in different forms,
presenting it in such a way as to the reader to judge the best version. The translations were

published anonymously so the reader could compare and judge by himself in and unbiased

123 ¢f, above, pg. XX.
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manner. The main theoretical point of contention behind this triple translation was the stance
on the intrinsic quality of each metrical foot.*2* Here, however, | will try to address another
question: how each one of the authors turned the “original” Slavonic text into their respective
version, with respect to semantic fidelity to the text of departure, additions in meaning and

imagery, and sacrifices in name of stylistics.

[The probable first impressions of Lomonosov’s in reading Tred’s translation] [Their
first polemics. Trediakovsky’s response to Lomonossov in SiP] [background to the polemics
on versification.] [The triple translation of the psalms] [A moment to reconsider his role at the

literary scene?]

But perhaps the greatest source for Lomonosov’s translation skills was his manual on
eloquence. Written as the expansion and development of a work refused for publication by the
Academy of Sciences in 1744, the Brief Manual on Eloquence, Book One, containing a
Rhetoric presenting the general rules of both [kinds of] Eloquence, that is Poetry and Oratory,
composed for the use of the lovers of the science of letters, better known as the 1748 Rhetoric.
As indicated by the title, it is a handbook initially intended to be published in three parts, and
after the release of its first and foremost, the rest of the project was discontinued by the author
and never retaken in the remaining seventeen years of his life. The scarce information on its
two remaining unwritten books leave them only in the realm of speculation, but the first one is
a self-contained manual divided respectively in the traditional partition of Invention,

Ornamentation and Disposition, prefaced by 10 preliminary paragraphs.

It is beyond the scope of this work to present any detailed account of these features, but

an overview of its contents is not unwarranted. The first part, concerned with invention, is

124 ¢f, above, pg. XX.
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celebrated for being the first theoretical account to present “a theory of poetic association in
Russia”!?®, and offers an introduction to a theory of pointe, the distant metaphor, one of the
most important devices used in the Baroque period and foremost in Lomonosov’s lofty poetry.
The second part of the manual is concerned with Disposition, or the “arrangement of parts...”

. The third part, on figures of speech (O Ukrashniii) [...] Gottsched

In the manual, Lomonosov does not make direct theoretical remarks on translation but
presents, along with some original compositions, several translations from Greek and Roman
orators, fathers of the Church and poets from many other languages. On the overall, they serve
the purpose to illustrate the several points treated in the three divisions proposed. They hardly
ever present the full translation of the work appropriated and will be translated only to provide
an example to its correspondent topic.*?® Usually when dealing with prose, Lomonosov prefers
to take the examples from other authors, and when dealing with poetry, he tries to provide those
produced by himself. This is not a rule though, and in the next paragraphs | want to have a look
at one appropriation Lomonosov makes of a poem from classical antiquity and observe one
basic aspect: his formal adaptations of a traditional metre that belonged to languages with
different phonological structures, and different contexts of poetic production. The metre in
question is the dactyl hexameter, one of the most widespread across Antiquity and the many

poetic genres therein practiced.

The first appropriation of an Ancient author appears in the section of the 1748 Rhetoric,
and serves the purpose of illustrating the concept called by Lomonosov rasprostranienie, and

upolnienie periodov, expansion (or development) and completion of periods. The two concepts

125 Among which Orishin, 1966.
126 One of the greatest exceptions is the translation of Horace’s Odes 3.30, the most translated Horatian ode
and the first ever to appear in Russian.
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are defined as “the addition of ideas in a short proposition, that clarifies and present them
livelier in the mind”. The “logical propositions of a complete judgement” is the given definition
of period, which is completed by the “addition of ideas to their clearer representation in the
mind.”*?” This subdivision of invention intends to cover the different ways to add up material
to a given discourse, whether by multiplication (umnozhitelny rod) or by amplification
(uvelichtelny rod), insofar as it fills the speech with only what is pertinent to the ideas
expressed. The subdivision is in itself subdivided in the different commonplaces (topoi; similar
to the Aristotelian Categories). The translation here analysed is an example of development
from genre and species (856) and from whole and part (857). It is taken from Ovid’s

Metamorphoses 2.1-7:

[TocTaBieH Ha CTOJMAX BBICOKUX COJHIIEB JIOM,
brucraer 3matom BKpYT U B IXOHTaX FOPUT;
CoHOBBIN YHCTHIHN 3y0 BEPXH €Tr0 MOKPHLT;

VY Bpar Ha Bepesix cusieT cepeOpo.

Ho BrIlIe MacTepcTBO MaTepuu caMoii:

Tam mope u3Basin kpyrom 3emiu Bynkan

U 3emitto, 1 HaJ Hell mpocTpaHHbI Hebeca.

Regia Solis erat sublimibus alta columnis,

clara micante auro flammasque imitante pyropo,
cuius ebur nitidum fastigia summa tegebat,
argenti bifores radiabant lumine valvae.
materiam superabat opus: nam Mulciber illic
aequora caelarat medias cingentia terras

terrarumque orbem caelumque, quod imminet orbi.

Erected in columns, the house of the lofty suns / shine around in gold and in rubies

blazes; / pure ivory above covered it; / at the gates, in the threshold, silver glitters. / But above
is the craftsmanship of the elements themselves: / there, Vulcan has modelled the sea round the

earth, / and well as earth, and over her the extension of the sky.

127 “pacnpocTpaHeHne puTopuyeckoe ecTb NPUCOBOKYNNeHNeb naei K KpaTKMM NPeNoKeHNAM, KOTopble UX
M3bACHUTbL N B YMe KuMBse npeacTaButb moryT.” Ritorika 48. PSS pg. 127.
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Erigida em colunas, a alta casa dos sois, / refulge em ouro em torno, e arde em rubis; /
0 puro marfim do cimo a cobre. / Mas no alto esta o artificio de tal matéria: / 1& Vulcano

modelou 0 mar envolto a terra, / e a terra, e sobre ela a extensdo do céu.'?®

This is the opening of the second book of the Metamorphoses, depicting the myth of
Phaeton, Apollo’s son who makes his father lend him the Chariot of the Sun after the god
promised to grant any of his son’s wishes. Against his father’s best advice and constant pleads
to reconsider the request, the boy Phaeton takes the car, but being only human, loses control of
it and ends up scorching many parts of earth, wreaking havoc in the Cosmos. The passage
translated by Lomonosov and used as example of rasprostranenie, expansion, development of
ideas, is an ekphrasis, the depiction of the palace of the Sun, after the boy reaches the abode in

the last lines of Canto 1, and before the first encounter with his father.

Lomonosov translates the passage in iambic hexameter, a meter predicted in his 1739
Letter, and used by him (and almost everyone else in Russian poetry) in the treatment of
particular genres, such as epic and epistolary poetry, but, as we shall see, not restricted to this
elocutionary level. Despite the metrical rendering, the translator chooses not to include a very
important feature in the Russian poetic forms as devised by himself, the use of rhymes,
adopting a stance that puts the translation closer to the didactical, in a kind of intermediary
stance between a strictly informative and a strictly poetic translation. To emphasize the
didactical approach, the most obscure references are attenuated, as in with Vulcan’s epithet,
Mulcifer, which is dropped in favour of the god’s first and foremost name, and ebur, with the
paraphrasis slonovaia kost’, elephant bones, unavoidable, due to the lack of a single word in

Russian. The phonemic interplay of vowels in the original is on the overall excluded, and the

128 Cf, the translation criteria above, pg. 08.
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translation loses a bit of the splendour of the original, also justified by the prevailing utilitarian
purpose of the passage. But, as mentioned, Lomonosov chose to translate every poem in his
rhetoric in verse and this is the very first one to present a formal analogical approach on how

to translate one of the most widespread metres in the classical tradition.

As widely known, the meter used in Ovid’s Metamorphoses, along with that of all
works from the epic tradition, was the dactylic hexameter. Possibly the most prevalent and
studied of the poetic measures in Ancient Greek and Latin poetry, the metre was used in the
Archaic period by the epic poetry of Homer and the Hesiodic mythographic and didactic
tradition, being later appropriated as the meter of several other Ancient genres in different
elocutionary levels, having been employed in Hellenistic times into genres such as bucolic and
aetiological poetry. It was taken up later in Rome with its official introduction by Ennius and
his Annales, being later fully developed by the Augustan poets, especially Vergil, who used it
to compose his three masterpieces, each in one of the elocutionary levels: the Eclogues, in the
lower, the Georgics, in the middle and the best known Roman epic, the Aeneid, in the elevated

style.

Horace used it in roughly half of his poetic output, now in a very particular
appropriation: the sermo. In a poetic style that is heavily oriented to a light conversational tone,
very different from that detached, lofty voice heard in Epic poetry, Horace started his poetic
career with compositions in hexameters, vying with Rome’s first satirist Lucilius, considered
the inventor of the genre. Lucilius was the first Roman to use the hexameter in this particular
conversational way, applying to it this colloquial attitude which will mark the Horatian
hexametric production, and the subsequent work of Rome’s other two great satirists, Persius
and Juvenal. But Horace did not restrict his use of the hexameters to Satire. He later used this
same meter and style to treat in the same colloquial, familiar way, another more important
topic, moral philosophy, with his Epistles, compositions addressed to different friends, usually
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personalities of the Augustan political world. Naturally, this also was the meter used in the
third epistle of the second book, addressed to the Pisos, that would later be called the Ars

Poetica.

**k

In Russia the ancient dactylic hexameter and its respective uses according to the
classicist genre conventions, in the great majority of times, was converted as the syllabo-tonic
iambic hexameter. This was the choice made by Lomonosov and Sumarokov, whenever they
wanted to write in narrative-oriented genres or in the artificially colloquial approaches of their
own literary epistles. The two extant cantos of Lomonosov’s unfinished epic on Peter the Great
are composed in this metre, as is the most important epic poem written in Russia, the Rossiada,
composed between 1771-78, by Mikhail Kheraskov, singing the conquest of Kazan by Ivan the
Terrible, which in its preface claims affiliation to the long tradition that starts with the Iliad and

the Odyssey, and ends in Os Lusiadas and the Henriade.

This was also the meter for the best part of Russian epistolary tradition. As already
mentioned, both Sumarokov’s polemical epistles are written in this measure, that versifies all
the subsequent literary polemic tradition that followed the examples of Sumarokov or
Lomonosov. The same Kheraskov wrote epistles of a polemical literary character against
Lomonosov. Not only in the polemical mode the iambic hexameter was used, but also in letters
to friends such Lomonossov’s epistles to Shuvalov, Elizabeth’s great Maecenas., passing
through Dmitriev’s consolatory piece to Derzhavin (On the Death of his First Wife), reaching
the poetic correspondence between the poets of the Golden Age, the ultimate development and

explosion of the trends started by our pioneers. Finally, it was also the metre used for the best
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part of the Russian dramatic production, tragedy, and comedy alike, from Sumarokov to

Griboedov.'?®

Its analogical appropriation of the ancient hexameter, was certainly mediated by the
French tradition, that employed a similar twelve-syllable verse, the Alexandrine, in roughly the
same poetic genres, but above all in the shining dramatic production of its greatest poets in the
17" C. Needless to say, in France the Alexandrine became the most important measure, being
used by virtually every poet from the Renaissance (although not extensively; examples in

Ronsard, Du Bellay, Malherbe), to the 19" C. with Victor Hugo and Baudelaire.

Thus, the Russian iambic hexameter was a very versatile measure, long enough to hold
two 6-syllable hemistiches equal in size, musical enough to imprint a markedly fluctuating
cadence to the matter treated, varied enough to account for the possible combinations of
masculine and feminine endings for both the hemistich and the verse, and representing a most
adequately analogical transposition of the ancient dactyl hexameter, having been used for
roughly the same poetic genres, in which the best part of its poets practiced their translations
imitations and freer compositions. In addition, it represented continuity with other European
traditions, especially French, and ended up being taken as the most natural long-length metre
of Russian language. Lomonosov’s proposition was triumphant here as well, and in the 18"C.
this metre shared the popularity enjoyed by the iambic tetrameter, the most practiced poetic
measure by the poets of the language. However, this metrical transposition was not
uncontested, especially when it came to transposing the classical genres that had the dactyl

hexameter as a defining feature, such as the epic.

One of Trediakovsky’s foremost metrical propositions was what he called the dactyl-

trochaic hexameter, a more direct imitation (podrazhanie) of Greek and Roman hexameter,

129 Aleksander Sergeyevich Griboedov (1795-1829)
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according to his words.®*® A much insisted upon but arguably failed attempt to transpose the
classical epic hexameter into Russian letters, the meter was used in many of his most important
works, especially, the Tilemakhida, the poetic translation of the very popular novel in their
times Les Aventures de Télémaque, by the Catholic cleric and man of letters, Frangois Fenelon.
The hexameter proposed by Trediakovsky is an ingenious attempt to account for one of the
most prominent features of the ancient meter: resolution and contraction, a feature perhaps only
effectively possible in a language whose poetic measures are based in a phonology that
accounts for vowel length, with the thorough opposition between long and short vowels. The
possibility of resolving one long syllable into two short morae and contracting two short morae
into one long syllable is a characteristic apparently inevitably lost in languages that transpose
the length-based poetic system of Greek and Latin into the syllabo-tonic system adopted in

languages such as English, German or Russian.

Ancient metrics were extensively studied by Trediakovsky in both his methods of
versification, the pioneer work from 1735 and the revision presented in the SiP. The
correspondence between length in the Classical Languages and tonicity in Russian was the
central tenet of his poetic theory and this is what made him the first pioneer in understanding
and codification of Russian metrics.'3! This first version of the manual was also important due
to the introduction of technical versification vocabulary, being the first reference to calque from
the ancient terminology such concepts such as foot (stup), caesura (presechenie), hemistich
(polustikh), and so on. Trediakovsky’s pioneering in the ideas that would effectively manifest
in the subsequent Russian poetic tradition, however, ends there. The poetic principles stated to

guide the formal conceptions were, perhaps, too narrowly attached to tradition, failing to

130 Trediakovsky, 2009, pg. 77

131 As he puts in the preface, conventionally addressed to the Academy of Sciences, A 0XOTHO B TOM
YyNpaxHALWMECA HECKO/IbKO CTUXOB 34eCb, flOHbIHE B POCCUM HEBMAAHHbIX, B Npumep cebe HaliTU MOTyT U
OHble ynoTpebuTb, byae 3a 6aaro paccyaaT UM cnefoBaThb, K CBOel nosb3e.

100



account for the natural particularities of Russian language, as pointed out by Lomonosov in his

own letter on versification.

In the first place, he did not attest in his first manual, written in 1735, the usage of all
possible syllable combinations of metrical feet. Only binary feet were prescribed, and even
these were not to be used at will. Trediakovsky restricted the composition of the “Russian
heroic verse” only to the chorean foot (trochee), prescribing a trochaic hexameter with caesura
in the seventh syllable, not differing much from those composed in the Polish and Slavonic
tradition and by Antiokh Kantemir. In addition, only “trochean rhymes”, that is, only feminine
rhymes, ending in a paroxytone word, were to be written. Not wanting to break completely
with tradition and, thereby, maintaining formal correspondence with the old syllabic system
and acknowledging what had already been done in the “new” Russian poetry (Trediakovsky
quotes Kantemir as his first example), the pioneer was not bold enough to propose a

versification system that fully accounted for the particularities of the Russian language.

The introduction of ternary feet was first carried out by Lomonosov in the foundational
1739 Letter. Based in much broader compositional principles, established in the respect “to
what is natural to the language” (his first rule), the observance of the phonic elements that are
abundant and particular to it (the second rule), and the critical assessment of tradition picking
only the ideas allowed by the two first rules, Lomonossov’s sealed his fate as the Peter the
Great of Russian literature.**? All possible syllable combinations are attested in this letter and,
as well-known, the Russian verse par excellence becomes the iambic tetrameter with
alternating feminine and masculine rhymes, adopted at first for his Solemn Odes. The

subsequent adoption of Lomonosov’s ideas by Sumarokov and the following mockery by the

132 As Belinsky puts in his one of his texts about Lomonosov. For a Portuguese translation of the 1739 Letter
and the Ode on the Taking of Khotin that accompanied it, cf. Frate, 2016.

101



latter of everything associated with Trediakovsky, made the contested pioneer make the

concessions necessary for him to maintain some of his ground, and dignity. 3

In the SiP, Trediakovsky publishes a correction to his 1735 manual, called the Manual
to the Composition of Russian Verses, adopting most of Lomonossov’s ideas, but insisting in
the creation of hexametric verses as the principal metre of Russian poetry. Both trochaic and
iambic hexameters were duly described with them both being used in the translations and
compositions that formed the greater part of this work. The translation of Boileau’s Art
Poétique was, as said, composed in both metres.’** But apart from these two meters, the
description of other measures was proposed, the most famous (or notorious) of which would

be the so-called dactylotrochaic hexameter.

The dactylotrochaic hexameter is, in Trediakovsky’s words, an imitation (podrazhanie)
of Greek and Latin. It is an interesting solution, that takes a dactylic base, or impulse, and
allows for binary trochaic feet to be used in specific feet in the verse. The third foot would
necessarily take a pentemimer caesura®® and the fifth and sixth feet would necessarily end in
a sequence of a dactyl followed by a trochee, as in the Classical hexameter. This appropriation
of ancient metrical procedures, mixing binary and ternary feet, based in the rhythmic impulse
of the feet, would become the choice for the other most well-known poem by Trediakovsky:
the Tilemakhida. The subsequent reception of this work was that of a proverbial critical failure
but, regardless of the uncouthness of its language, the work presented, in a way, a fascinating
solution for the problems of translatio formae that poetic pioneers have to face when
appropriating the ways of writing poetry from more prestigious cultures and languages. The

dactylo-trochaic hexameter would only be used again in the first authoritative translations of

133

134 Cf. Above,
135 That is, a caesura that divides the verse in 2 halves.
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Homer, Gnedich’s Iliad (1826) and Zhukovsky’s Odyssey (1849). It would also be used in the
first translation of Horace’s Complete Works carried out a few years later by the poet Afanasy

Fet (1883).1%

But apart from its partial use in Gnedich’s Iliad and, Trediakovsky’s hexameter did not
have acceptance at all. Dactylic ternary feet would gain favour much later, being preferred by
poets from the silver age, in a moment when the traditional genres, such as epic and epistolary

were either completely emptied of cultural significance, or completely resignified.

The Russian iambic hexameter remained the most popular metre for verse epistles and
epic poems in the remaining of 18" and 19" centuries. Lomonosov may have been the first to
have started this trend, and every instance of ancient hexametric poetry cited in his rhetoric
was transposed in this measure. The passage of the Metamorphoses quoted above is the first
instance of the metre to be presented in his manual of rhetoric and was mentioned here on this
account. The Russian iambic hexameter is the longest metre allowed for in Lomonosov’s
metrical treatise.**’ Its length of 12 syllables is the main formal factor behind the transposition
of the ancient hexameter, even if it disregards the intrinsic elasticity of the dactylic hexameter,
due to the aforementioned metrical procedures of resolution and contraction, that would be
accounted for in Trediakovsky’s proposition. However, the Russian iambic hexameter proved
good enough. It was a long verse, with enough room of manoeuvrability, easy enough for the
translator to satisfactorily render all lexical items present in the original, avoiding to a certain

degree obscurity and subtractions in the end-text. It sounded good and, besides, it was in fact

136 Njkolai Ilvanovich Gnedich (1784-1833), the first poetic translator of Homer’s lliad, in a rendering that
became paradigmatic, and a classic of translation, first published integrally in 1829. Vasiliy Andreyevich
Zhukovsky (1787-1852): Poet, translator, statesman, Zhukovsky is one of the most prominent figures in the so
called golden age of Russian literature, one of the founders of the Romantic movement into Russia. Afanasy
Afanasyevich Fet (1820-1892) poet. One of the foremost figures in the “intermediary period” of Russian poetry
between Pushkin’s Golden Age and Blok’s Silver Age.

137 Cf. PSS 7, pg.
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a sibling to the French Alexandrine, which doubled the prestige of affiliation to more influential

literatures.

The translation above provides a general idea of Lomonosov’s theoretical practice in
dealing with the ancient dactylic hexameter, in a context dominated by a didactical approach,
without abandoning the verse form, possibly one of the objections the polymath would have
against Trediakovsky prose translation of the AP. In effect, this was the metre chosen by
Popovsky to render his own version of the AP. However, Lomonosov’s adoption of the iambic
hexameter in this particular passage excluded a feature adopted by virtually every Russian poet
who wrote in this form, deemed fundamental for Russian poetry in his 1739 treatise: the use of

rhymes.

Usually, iambic hexameters in narrative and epistolary genres were presented in paired
rhymes, in distiches. The same alternation between masculine and feminine rhymes would
apply in the formula aa BB cc DD..., continuing thereby the analogy with the French tradition.
The absence of rhymes in Lomonosov’s translations of the dactylic hexameter in his 1748
Rhetoric emphasize the informative character of the translations, while still maintaining a
poetic interest to the text, and due to this feature these translations would be among the only
instances when he used blank verse in his works.**® One could say here that he tries to adopt a
balanced, diplomatic stance, that mediates between the informative and the poetic. The distich
scheme severely restricts the form of the poem and for a translation that usually requires a
certain degree of malleability, it becomes very hard to accommodate all the semantic content
from the original. Lomonosov’s use of blank iambic hexameters was an elegant option to
balance the poetic features of the original text and the semantic informativeness required in

any translation. This was however not the choice made by his pupil, a few years later, when he

138 The first anacreontic, a translation. PSS Tome, VII
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translated the AP. Popovsky decided for the full iambic hexameter distich, thereby making his
translation effectively a Russian poem as expected by the contemporary literary field, and,
necessarily, more semantically detached from the original Latin. As we shall see, a defence of
blank verse and the first theoretical account on the subject would be made by another Russian

pioneer that would end up all but forgotten, Antiokh Dmitrevich Kantemir, %

Popovsky’s formal choice was definitely a consequence of Trediakovsky’s. The
opposite perspective presented in both translations is patent by the procedures adopted by each
of them. Popovsky probably used the opportunity presented by Trediakovsky of an entirely
informative translation to assert his poetic abilities and compose a translation that before
anything reads like a self-standing poem. This was the same with his most famous translation,
Pope’s Essay on Man, composed in the same distich iambic hexameter (unlike the original, in
iambic pentameters) underscoring the association between the epistolary genre and the iambic
hexameter meter. Anyway, in the next section I want to make more specific stylistic remarks
with regards to both translations, and show in detail how Trediakovsky’s entirely informative
approach differed from Popovsky’s self-standing poetic translation, a stance which was the
most adopted to translations throughout the 18™ C., that sought to blur the differences between
translation and imitation in a similar manner as that exposed in Sumarokov’s 1% Letter.}4? This
stance however may have proved less popular to the budding Russian public, since it was
Treadiakovsky’s translation the one that offered the reader completely unacquainted with the

Ancient classics a much clearer first contact with Horace’ AP.

139 Cf. below, pg. XX
140 cf. above chapter 2, pp. XX
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IIl.  The two translations side by side: Editions and preliminary stylistic

remarks

Placed right between his verse translation of Boileau’s Art Poétique and the upgrade of
his 1735 versification treatise, Trediakovsky’s translation of the AP served the stated purpose
of “underscoring only its rules, whereas the other [Boileau’s Art Poétique] would display along
these rules the delight of [a composition in] meter and rhymes.”**! Such disposition possibly
showed some kind of hierarchy in the general plan of the collection devised by Trediakovsky.
Making clear that while he “could have translated both either in verse or in prose”, he chose
not to in order to clearly show that Boileau took every precept set down by Horace. There was
therefore an openly informative approach to his translation of the AP, opposite to that displayed
in the translations of the Art Poétique, and many of the translation devices he employs are
evidently a way of presenting, in the clearest and most informative possible way, the most
difficult and obscure concepts of the original. Besides, by placing the prose translation of the
AP between a poetic translation of another very influential art of poetry, and a manual on
versification, Trediakovsky wanted to show that he could be as much versatile a translator as

he wanted.

There are other indicators expounded in the preface that show the underlying intents of
Trediakovsky presented in the preface of SiP where he mentions he intended to address a
different public from the “illustrated people”. He wanted to expand his target audience, beyond
the caste that punished his efforts so severely, and even though it is almost impossible to
effectively assess his success, there is a complete lack of information regarding its reception,
his translation was the first that tried to be entirely informative from the point of view of the

semantics of the text. Be that as it may, Trediakovsky used his SiP to corroborate several points

141 TREDIAKOVSKY (2009), pg. 8.
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in his expressed views on versification, showing versatility in the application of different forms.

The translation of AP was one more piece of evidence.

The translation, in prose, is divided in several paragraphs and is appended by 26 notes
that seek to clarify specific references to places, people and elements of Roman life contained
in Horace’s epistle.'*? It is written in a language clear for Trediakovsky’s standards, avoiding
foreign syntactic inversions, slavonicisms and obscure language. On the contrary, several
devices are employed to reach the maximum clarity possible and make the translation
accessible to the general literate public. One of these devices, as we shall see, is the extensive
breaking up of single word concepts from the original into two or more Russian words. The
use of hendiadys is the main characteristic of Trediakovsky’s translation, and, as will be shown
in the analysis in the next section, is the principal informative element of the translation and

the factor that most contributes for its prosaic character.

Popovsky’s translation, on the other hand, is poetic intentions through and through. As
mentioned above, he presents it in distich iambic hexameters, just like the general Russian
practice of converting the ancient dactyl hexameter to this metre, as presented in Lomonosov’s
translations of his 1747 Rhetoric. The structure in distiches, however, is not without
disadvantages. In some points it severely restricts the text and does subtract some of the
malleability of the original metre, frequently making additions and adaptations, forcing the
translation to departure from the original meaning in several contexts. Contrary to
Trediakovsky, where additions are constantly made to clarify the parts that make specific
references to the historical context (names of illustrious personalities, toponyms), Popovsky’s
translation many times simply rubs out the particular allusions, with a tendency to producing

paraphrases that provide an oblique meaning, in the name of being poetically compelling.

142 |n Alekseeva’s edition: Trediakovsky (2009), pp. 53-68.
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Exclusions and omissions notwithstanding, Popovsky’s translation is considerably larger than

the original, with 684 verses, adding more than 200 lines to the 476 of the original.

Both authors also present notes to their translations, completely different in scope,
intention and extent. The notes presented by Trediakovsky, on the one hand, are informative
paratextual material, sometimes a direct translation of those present in Andre Dacier’s and
Sanadon’s edition.'*® The borrowing is not presented by Trediakovsky as quotations, but he
mentions his indebtedness to the French scholars in the preface to his SiP.1** On the other hand,
Popovsky presents only three single notes to the largest Horatian poem. The three of them are
about literary matters, and, as we shall see, contribute little to clarify obscure passages or add
new information a potential reader in 18" C. Russia might not have. These puzzling notes will

be treated in the comments below.

As to the editions Trediakovsky and Popovsky used, it is almost certain that they were
those brought forth by André Dacier and Noel-Etienne Sanadon, and the same applies to
Antiokh Kantemir and his translation of the Epistles, as we shall see in the next chapter. These
two translations were among the most authoritative of the time and had many editions where
they were published together in the same volume, presented side by side accompanying the
original text and appended by commentaries. Trediakovsky certainly made use of them, as
evidenced by his acknowledgements in the preface to SiP,*> and through his own paratextual
commentaries and allusions to both scholars. Popovsky must also have had them as their
principal guides considering simply their popularity and authority at the time. The question of
which specific editions is beyond the scope of this thesis and it may even be impossible to

answer it precisely. However, | would like to briefly review the editions of the two scholars.

143 ¢f. Sanadon (17xx), and Alekseeva (2004).
144 Trediakovsky,
145 Cf. below appendix 1.
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André Dacier concluded his first edition of Horace’s complete works in 1689. His third
edition dates from 1709 and was one of the most popular at the time, due to polemical disputes
around the chronology established by him and his father in law, Tanneguy Lefévre (Tanaquil
Faber his Latin name).*® In respect to Sanadon, the Jesuit priest published his first full
translation and commentaries of Horace’s poems in 1724, followed by a fully revised 1728
edition, which polemically reorganizes the arrangement of the works, according to the
supposed date of composition of each poem: the odes and epodes, for instance, are joined
together in one single structure, comprising five books of Odes. In 1730 are published in
Amsterdam for the first time a joint venture between the two scholars where to Horace’s Latin
text are appended the translations by both Frenchmen side by side. This edition has the
commentary written by André Dacier and had other reimpressions all over Europe. Some of

them ended up in Russia, to be used in the formation of its men of letters.24®

IV.  The analysis

In the following analysis I intend to delve a little deeper in Trediakovsky’s and
Popovsky’s particular appropriations of specific passages from the AP where | observe the
following particularities: 1) The treatment of obscure, referential, or circumscribed information
contained in the original that would pose comprehension difficulties to the Russian reader, for
the most part not acquainted with the particularities Roman life and poetic background as

presented by Horace. 2) The formal adequacy each translator displays in their rendering choices

146 Oeuvres d’Horace, en Latin et en Frangais, avec des remarques critiques et historiques par Andr. Dacier.
Troisieme édition 10 vol. 1712. The chronology was disputed by the Life of Horace critically commented by Jean
Masson in 1708. Cf. Enciclopedia Oraziana, 1998, T.3 pg. 187.

147 Cf. Note XX above.

148 On the Internet the accessible edition of this joint venture dates from 1735, and, for all intents and purposes,
it is the reference used in this thesis. | assume this or a very similar version was the text these two Russians had
the access to. Cf. Alekseeva XXX,
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of Horace’s hexametric sermo. 3) The treatment each translator gives to a very important point
in Horatian poetry in general, the sententia, or sapiential maxims that serve as a connective

element to the different parts of the poem.

For better navigating in the complicated structure of the AP, I adopt as guidelines those
set by Brink in his edition and commentary (1971), where the poem is divided in 5 parts: | —
Poetic Unity and Ars (1-41); Il — The arts of arrangement and diction in poetry (42-118); 111 —
Subject matter and character in poetry (119-52); IV — Drama (153-294); V — The poet (295-
476).1° This is a development of the eminent division made in the beginning the 20" C. by
Norden in 1905, who divided the poem in basically two parts: the first devoted to the technical
matters of poetry (Ars: vv. 1-294) and the last concerned with the poet (Artifex: 295-476).1%
Brink’s more refined subdivision provides a better organized overview to tackle an analysis of
such a long and intricate literary monument. This subdivision, and the extensive historical
account on the understanding of the structure of the text, might prove useful for a perspective
on how the early Russian translators understood the text, fundamentally based in the editions
brought forth by André Dacier and Noél-Etiénne Sanadon. | shall offer along an overlook on
the notes offered by Trediakovsky as paratextual information in comparison with the notes
offered in Dacier-Sanadon (1737) and check where he makes the additions to the French

commentaries he claims to make.

a) Title

149 For a summary of the structure as devised in the commentary and its subdivisions, cf. Brink, 1971, pp. 468,
ff.
150 ¢f. Golden in Davis, 2010. pg. 393.
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The Epistle to the Pisos, famously named Ars Poetica roughly one century after its
composition by Quintilian,>! had right in its title the first differences among the two Russian
translators. Popovsky plainly names its by its original name, Epistola k Pizonam — Epistle to
the Pisos, whereas Trediakovsky displays for the first time his tendency to prosaism and to
encompass the greatest amount of information as possible. The pioneer names it Goratsiia
Flakka Epistola k Pizonam o Stikhotvorenii Poezii — Horace Flaccus’ Epistle to the Pisos on
the Composition of Poetry, adding a subtitle, that informs about the translation: s latinskikh
stikhov prozoiu — from Latin verses into Prose. Besides this informatively extended version of
the title, Trediakovsky adds the first paratextual note containing general information about the
work. Inthis first note he reminds something already mentioned in the preface to his SiP, telling
us that Horace had taken all his ideas from Aristotle’s poetics, but had on the overall, according
to Porphyrion, other sources, such as “Criton, Zenon, Democritus, and especially, Neoptolemus

of Paros”.1%2

b) Unity and Ars (1-41)

Lines 1-5: The Monstrum

The famous depiction of the monstrum, the hybrid creature made up of several animals
representing a poem without unity, that opens the AP already marks the differences between
both translations. Trediakovsky presents the monster in an very prosaic manner: he translates
the contorted conditional clause of the original with a plain SVO alignment, makes additions

([raznykh ptits] perya / [ot vsekh zhivotnykh] chleny, feathers of different birds / members of
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different animals), an on the overall tries to avoid any syntactic intricacy. Popovsky in his turn
IS as concise as possible: he starts the conditional clause without a conjunction, but with a
reduced gerund clause (uvidev: having seen). Popovsky maintains the same number of verses

as the original, but this will not be common throughout his translation.

Lines 9-13: pictoribus atque poetis ... tigribus agni. The first gnomic expression of
the poem, presented as an objection to the conclusion reached after the depiction of the

monster.

Both translators eliminate this gnome in the same way: they delete the direct speech
objection through the introduction of a concessive clause: (pravda, ia znaiu...: Yes, | know
that painters and poets..., but). Trediakovsky presents this passage linking with Horace’s
answer (scimus, et hanc...): the would be gnomic expression becomes a concessive clause. The
same with Popovsky: he distributes vv. 9-11 in two distiches (vv. 11-14) only separated by a

full stop.

The restrictions of the rhymed iambic hexameter distich is clearly seen in Popovsky’s
appropriation of v. 13 (sed non ut...): the Horatian verse is broken up in two rhymed verses,
but the division in such a concise manner produces extra space that needs to be filled up with
additions not present in the original. The aves and serpentes of the original become skvorets (a
starling), that cannot be placed in the same cage (kletka) as serpents (vv. 16-17). This breaking
up of a single verse from the original into a distich is present all throughout Popovsky’s

translation and is the main reason why he adds in it some 200 verses to the original.

Lines 14-17 inceptis gravibus plerumque ... describitur arcus: The famous passage

of the “purple patch” that represents the things out of place in a in an incoherent whole.
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Trediakovsky’s translation introduces here one of the main characteristics of his prosaic
style: the addition of euphemistic expressions that attenuate, and sometimes bloats, the
expression of the translation: odna ili po krainei mere dve blistaiuschie zaplaty iz parcha
bagrianovo tsveta — one or [at least] two glistening patches from silk of purple colour. This
kind of attenuating addition is very common in Trediakovsky’s translation, but it is another
characteristic present in this same translated sentence that will mark the translation style
employed here by Trediakovsky: the breaking up of one concept into two synonym words, or
hendiadys. Although zaplaty iz parcha is not technically an hendiadys, rather it is an specifying
addition, this is a first example of Trediakovsky’s abundant use of paraphrase and the unfolding

of difficult concepts into phrases with two or more words.

Lines 18-23 et fortasse cupressum ... cur urceus exit?: The comparison with the

artist that paints a cypress in a shipwreck scene and another gnomic expression

Trediakovsky maintains his prosaic posture by putting the two Horatian clauses (et
fortasse.../ quid hoc) into a single one, in direct order. Here he presents one hendiadys: po
sokrushenii i poterianii korablya on the wreck and loss of the ship, translating the adjective
fractis, and a development of ideas: bedtsve svoyo i spaseniye ot potopleni — his misery and
salvation from the wreck, to account for enatat expes [a sailor] in despair that escapes the
sinking ship. The concluding gnome, that admonishes the would be poet (“be the work what
you will let it at least be simple and uniform”) is not presented as such, as a concluding remark
of this section, but as the beginning of the next one, since it starts the next paragraph and links
up with the next sentence through an explicative conjunction ibo — for, because. Trediakovsky
presents the passage as such: “Do it simple and in an unity (prosto i odnoy po sebe) because

we, poets, in the great majority of times deceive ourselves by the semblance of truth.” Not only
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he ignored a very important gnomic expression, but linked up a sentence that may not be read
as he presented, joining it to the next section, possibly one of the most famous passages of the
poem, that lists the vices a poet might incur if he is too zealous to strive after an apparent virtue

of style.

Popovsky presents the passage in nine verses (vv. 27-36), displaying a very strong
adaptation of content, with a heavy distortion of the original, and the addition of a distich
developing an idea not present in the original. Firstly, he omits cupressum, cypress, favouring
the generic derevo — tree. The word is repeated twice in the phrasing in distiches: let’s assume
you know how to paint trees [...]; but if you promised to paint how a castaway fights against a
wave / what is this tree doing there (27-31)?'°3 But is in the next verse that he shows the liberty
that defines his translation: the wine jar that ends up becoming a pitcher by the incompetent
craftsman, is rendered as: “why having started with an eagle, you end up in a sparrow?”. This
final word (vorobyem), in the instrumental case, rhymes with the last verse on this account (pri
syem). It is not the place to conjecture on his reasons or the pertinence of such an adaptation,
but this is a clear example of Popovsky’s free departure from the original, that asserts that his
translation is to be taken as a self-standing poetic composition. This is in itself a gnomic
expression, and verses 33-4 are gnomic additions that prepare the original gnome: “on the thing
you started to write, hold up to it, / and do not depend on what is foreign without necessity.”
Then (vv. 35-6) he closes with the original gnome: sing whatever you want to sing, / as long
as its force is singular and its expression (slog) simple.’>* We might give it to Popovsky that
the verses were added ironically to create a poetic contradiction that simulates the Horatian

irony, but it was a far departure from the original nonetheless.
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Lines 24-31 The vices caused by excessive consciousness

This is one of the most widely quoted passages of the AP, from its medieval
commentators and imitators, to the prescriptivists writing in 17" C. Ukraine.'* This part wholly
at variance with the preceding section, a digression, as Brink puts,'®® is a straightforward set of
principles disposed in balanced, short periods, very similar in length, with a corresponding
number of syllables for each of the assertions. Starting in the second half of line 25, the
oppositions occupy the next verses in enjambement until stabilization of the expression and the
identification of verse and assertion as seen in v. 27 (professus grandia turget). The next verse
asserts another opposition and the following three verses present the conclusion crowned by

another gnomic expression that closes this section.

As mentioned above, Trediakovsky joins the concluding gnome of the previous section
with this, giving it a rather unorthodox reading, especially considering the punctuation adopted
by the editions of Dacier/Sanadon (and pretty much any other edition of the AP). The translated
set of precepts maintains the balance between assertions displayed by the original, but here the
use of hendiadys abounds, even before the precepts proper: specie recti becomes appearance
of truth and correctness (vidom pravoty i ispravnosti v veshchakh); obscurus (1.26) — obscure
and incomprehensible (temen i neponyaten); grandia (1.27) — important and great (vazhnoe i
velikoe); procellae — storm and turmoil (buri i volneniie). The concluding remarks of this

section is the first instance where a gnome from the original version is fully preserved.

Popovsky’s version of this section is very balanced in the expressions, maintaining each
assertion for each verse. With it he loses the initial imbalance motivated by the initially
disarranged enjambments that progressively reach the same verse/assertion ratio. The translator

starts the section with a slight deviation from the original: “great part of the poets become
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deceived / when judge about goodness by its appearance (vv. 37-8).” The closure of the section
keeps roughly the same pace with the original, with the concluding gnomic expression (that in
the original occupies one single verse) being arranged, as expected, in a distich also with minor
semantic alterations: si caret arte becomes “when, someone not knowing any better makes a

choice (1. 46).”

Lines 32-37 Example taken from an incompetent sculptor

This is the first instance in the AP where a specific reference is made to a specific place
in the Roman environment. The sculptor near the Ludus Aemilium that was very good in
producing the details, but not the whole, received very different treatments from each
translator. Trediakovsky here, faithful to his informative perspective, produces one of the most
prosaic moments of his translation: “the statue artisan, living close to the so-called place, the
Aemilium school of gladiators, although he produced nails well [...] the statue on the whole
was unfortunate and unhappy” (infelix operis summa, in another hendiadys). Trediakovsky
adds a note to this section. Here we are informed that “Horace means some statue artisan, who
lived behind a circus, near a place called the Aemilian School, because Aemilius Lepidus
taught, above all, gladiators, where a long time later, Polycletus built a public bath.” It is a note
fully taken from Dacier/Sanadon, reaching back to Porphyrion, that abridges two notes
contained therein contained, excluding the more extensive exegesis of the artisan that is inapt

for the whole that the Frenchmen present in their edition. >’

Popovsky, on the other hand, completely disregards the specific references and insists
in his self-standing poetic translation. Here, the ludus is brushed aside, and Aemilius becomes

the name of the very artisan who “knows how to cut from a bronze sheet each separate hair and

157 Dacier/Sanadon (1735, vol.8), pg. 88.
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all the veins in a hand, but who is incapable of perfectly doing the whole of the statue (ll. 47-
52)”. He ends the section in roughly the same tone, mentioning the crooked nose, but omitting
the beautiful black hair and eyes, concentrating them in the adjective prigozh — beautiful,

elegant.

Lines 38-41 An admonition

The admonition that poets should choose the matter they are capable to withstand,
crowned, once again, by a gnome. Distributed in 4 verses that keep a verse/sentence ratio that
could be expressed in 3.5/1.5, with the second part occupied by the gnome cui lecta potenter
erit res (...). [Caesurae] Trediakovsky neutralizes this imbalanced ratio, producing two
sentences equal in length. By expanding the elements of the second sentence, Trediakovsky
weakens the original gnome, giving a rather bloated character to his translation. He insists on
the periphrasis of single-word concepts of the original, as in ordo — order in disposition
(poryadok v raspolozhenii). Popovsky here disposes both propositions in the same ratio,

distributing it in two distiches.

Trediakovsky’s own division of the text is felt here as well. [If one of the greatest
commentators of the poem in the 20" C. Brink, placed here the end of the first general section
of the text, the 18" C.] Russian pioneer considered it to be part of the same section and
continued in the same paragraph the section that Brink would call “the arts of arrangement and
diction in poetry”. The edition by the French gentlemen, does not break paragraphs here as
well, but when they do it, two lines after the division proposed by Brink, Trediakovsky still
remains in the same paragraph, proposing his own division. Of course, vv. 41-42 are very well
linked through an anaphoric pronoun, the same word ending v. 41 and starting v 42 in

polyptoton: ordo / ordinis haec virtus (...) It is no surprise that Trediakovsky decided to
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consider these particular verses as part of the same whole, [but the section immediately after it
are also included in the same paragraph with connectives that give it a logical coherence that

is not in the original.]

Verses 40-41 contain a promise that, according to Brink, close the first section of the
poem, for which are basically three readings: 1 — a Partitio, that will set out the parts of a
literary discussion on arrangement (42ff), style (45, 47 ff.) and perhaps subject matter (119 ff.)
2 —a link passage, or a gliding transition between the general contexts of ars, to the specifics
required by ars poetica; 3 — the expression of a conviction in an infallible rule.®® It offers a
kind of table of contents to the following lines, that will deal with ... The treatment of the

subject by Trediakovsky

c) The arts of arrangement and diction in poetry (42-118)

Lines 42-44 (45) Arrangement

Brink proposes here the start of the three technical divisions of the art of poetry, the
first being arrangement (ta&c, taxis; dispositio). Trediakovsky keeps up with the original here.
He maintains the cautionary expression aut ego fallor (if I am not mistaken, then...), and
checks for all the key words (amet, spernat) accordingly, but makes the few additions common

in an informative translation (nadlezhashchee /yubit’ — to love the appropriate; neprilichnoe

prezirat’ — despise the inadequate, etc). Popovsky arranges the section in three distiches, as if
the previous advice continued: if you want to write in order and elegantly (stroino), then

dispose (raspologai) everything in order and blamelessly (pristoino). He gives emphasis only

158 BRINK, 1971, pp 123 ff.
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to the question of order, without paying attention to the question of the things you should adopt

(amet) and those to be scorned (spernat).

There is an editorial issue in this particular passage. vv. 46-45 were transposed by

Bentley.

Lines 46-59 Diction in poetry. Vocabulary, pt 1.

The question of the most basic building blocks of a poem, the words. This section, as
reminded by Brink, corresponds to the facundia announced in v. 41, a question already
perceived by medieval commentators. Dacier/Sanadon define the passage as “the possibility of

a poet to create new words”. 1%

Trediakovsky does not break into a new paragraph here, unlike the practice followed
by his French sources. Instead, he links the two passages with an additive conjunction (pritom
— besides, in addition), as if it were part of the same line of reasoning, and not a new topic. The
concept of callida iunctura, masterfully arranged in the in the syntax of the original, loses its
adjective in the translation and receives a blunt sentence in direct order, erasing the important
adjective callida: “when you make a known word new through the connection with another
one.”(RUSSIAN) Hendiadys in v. 49, to translate abdita: taynoe i sokrovennoe — enigmatic
and hidden. The obscure name for the Romans, Cethegis, is neutralized in favour of drevnim

rimskim obivatelyam “ancient inhabitants of Rome”.

Popovsky (63-70) seems more fortunate in this passage to account for the callida
iunctura. svyazat’ tak rassudno / chto... — 10 link so ingeniously that the reader will not find

difficult to recognize them. The “fashioned words never heard by the kilted Cethegi”, are

159 DACIER, SANADON, 1735, pg. 93.
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rephrased, completely omitting the reference to the Romans, saying just that “it is allowed to

introduce a word, / even if it was not heard before, and it is new (vv. 69-70). (RUSSIAN)

The rules to the adoption of new words are stated in v. 52. The first is that they be taken
from Greek, the language of prestige to be emulated. Trediakovsky continues the previous ideas
in the same period, taking et (v. 52) as an additive conjunction. He translates it as an explicative
conjunction ibo — for, because: ... liberty to create is granted, as long as it is parsimoniously
used, for new and recently coined words will have their strength if with some thriftiness they

are taken from the Greek fountain and are placed among the Latins. The last underscored part

is an addition. This is one more instance of the prosaism of his translation that might give the
impression of a bloated text: Unnecessary additions, joining of smaller sentences into one,
paraphrases that attempt to transmit concepts in the most didactic way possible. Although
impossible to verify, it might be safe to conjecture that these were among the objections
Lomonosov and his disciple would have had against this translation. Popovsky’s proposal to
the extract is the opposite: the part concerned with taking words from the Greeks is translated
in one single period, occupying one single distich. These measured periods that [match the
restrictions of the form adopted] contribute to the opposite to Trediakovsky’ propositions. If
on the one hand Popovsky’s translation might seem abrupt, delete important passages for the
semantics of the text, or even adulterate passages seemingly at whim, it certainly cannot be

accused of the problems Trediakovsky’s translation presents.

The remaining part of this section is the development of the reasoning, illustrated by
the most famous Roman writers. Trediakovsky does not offer any notes to the names, which
might have been well known enough for deserving introduction. Even Caecilius and Varius,
less famous poets from the Roman pantheon of writers, do not receive any notes and are taken

for granted. Varius is altogether omitted from Popovsky’s translation, but Caecilius is kept in
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the last position of the verse, rhyming with Virgil (Vergilii, Tsetsilii, vw. 73-74). In the next

distich the name of Enius is also omitted.

The concluding remarks of the section (licuit semperque licebit...) are taken as a
separate expression by Trediakovsky, in a surprisingly concise manner: Sie kak volno bylo, tak
I vsegda budet volno — as this was given freedom, so free will always be. The expression
however is slightly more extended by Popovsky: it occupies two distiches (vv. 77-80),
developing the expression more extensively: kak nashi pradedy snosili terpelivo, / tak nikomu
i vpred ne budet to protivno, / chto novuyu kto rech v stikhakh upotrebit’ / kotoruyu narod
davno uzhe tverdit’. since our grandfathers patiently held [sc. to their words], / then no one
later will object / that someone uses a new expression, / which another people has already

established.

Lines 60-72

The very prevalent image of the leaves, restating the topos of impermanence compared
to the impermanence of human businesses. A topos that reaches back to Homer*®® and serves
in these lines as a foil to the impermanence of words. The extract presents a threefold
comparison with the first simile maintaining roughly the same length in its components (vv.
60-61) and the second (62-69) with first component (vehicle), enclosing a gnomic expression,
extending until v. 68, having the second component (tenor) occupying v. 69. A complex simile
that includes the Homeric proposition as stated by Glaucon to his foe and cousin Diomedes in
Il. 6.146-9, it is arranged in a way that the same referential, or tenor, is shared by two different

things compared, or vehicles. It may be schematically represented in the following manner:

160 Why ask my birth Diomedes? Very like leaves / upon this earth are generations of men / old leaves, cast on
the ground by wind, young leaves / the greening forest bears when spring comes in. HOMER (FITZGERALD), 1974
pg, 146.
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leaves : words (60 [61, P3] : P4 61) / human deeds : words (62 [68] : 69)6!

The first simile presented in vv. 60-61 has the vehicle introduced in v. 60 (the leaves)
extended to the 3™ position (first half of the second foot) of v. 61: prima cadunt. This gives a
trithemimeral caesura’® to v. 61 and, thence, the tenor of the simile begins: ita verborum interit
aetas. The next verse (62) immediately takes up the comparison with the impermanence of
humankind (et iuvenum ritu florent...), echoing Il. 6.146-9, and thereby introducing the second

vehicle of the simile.

This unfolded comparison, marked by ritu iuvenum, in the manner of young people,
encloses in v. 63 a gnomic expression (debemur morti nos nostraque). This enclosed gnome
gives to v. 63 a markedly bucolic caesura (after the 8" position), with its second half (nos
nostraque — us and our things) introducing the second vehicle of the simile: the great human
deeds, seemingly everlasting, that will not escape ruin and death, whether they are ships
temporarily sheltered from the gales, drained swamps that now feed whole cities, or the river
that has its course changed which once brought ruin to corn-fields. All these were references
to important events in Roman society that took place in Horace’s lifetime and represent
circumstantial information that may require paratextual material for a more complete
comprehension. The extract receives its conclusion in the second half of v. 78, a penthemimeral

verse (mortalia facta peribunt), to be concluded again with the tenor in v. 79: nedum sermonum

161 The two elements of the simile are separated by : . The numbers in brackets indicate the end of the vehicle,
or comparing clause. P stands for position, term that | take in accordance to the terminology adopted in Poe,
1974, where a numerical system is applied to the ancient dactylic hexameter, dividing it in 12 parts
corresponding to the number of strong and weak positions (arsis and thesis) of a hexametric foot.

162 Trithemimeral, penthemimeral, hephthemimeral, bucolic are some of the possible positions in a dactylic
hexameter verse for its caesura to be placed. Trithemimeral is the caesura that divides the verse in P3 or after
the first syllable of the second foot. Pethemimeral is the caesura that divides the verse in P5, or after the first
syllable of the third foot. Hephthemimeral is the caesura that divides the verse in P7, or after the fourth foot of
the verse. Bucolic caesura, bucolic diaresis, happens in P8, between the fourth and fifth foot in a dactyl
hexameter. Trithemimeral, penthemimeral, hephthemimeral caesurae are also called respectively semiternaria,
semiquinaria, semiseptenaria, in the Latin tradition. | adopt the Greek names due to broader acceptance. For a
glossary of Ancient verse terminology, cf. Poe, 1974 pp. 1-2.
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stet honos et gratia vivax. Vv. 70-72 provide a closure to the section, with the key term, usus,
usage, presented as the principle governing language. In a kind of metempsychosis of words,
that picture them recurring like the leaves renovating according to the seasons, it is said that
“many terms that have fallen out of use shall be born again, and those shall fall that are in

repute, if usage so will it.”*63

This passage displays utmost mastery in the manipulation of the dactyl-hexameter in a
way “that abides to the rules of construction of the meter as much as it breaks them.”*%* The
positioning of rare caesurae, the consequent asymmetric periods that neatly fit in gnomic
expressions, the crescendo of elements started by the ingenious actualization of acommonplace
that asserts Homeric authority, all contribute to the development of this complex simile that
makes up “perhaps the most remarkable piece of the Ars”.1% Our translators observed these
features and in their own way tried to produce poetic effects that accounted for the brilliance

of the passage.

Trediakovsky starts the section with a metered proposition in his translation: ravno kak
na lesakh, listy peremeniaiutsia, (just like throughout the woods the leaves are all replaced) is
a syllabo-tonic iambic hexameter in its own right, and it offers one of the rare poetic highlights
in this prose translation. The pioneer tries to maintain the asymmetry of the original in his own
periods, securing the gnomic expression enclosed in the enunciation of the developed simile:
my vse i vse vashe podverzheno premenam i smerti. (all of us and all your things are subject to
change and death). The gnome is artfully constructed: my vse i vse vashe (all of us and all your
things), accounting for nos nostraque (we and our things), translates the second element as

second person plural instead of the first person of the original. This could be an artifice to give

163 EAIRCLOUGH, 2005. pg. 455.
164 As put by Poe, 1974
165 Brink, 1971
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to the expression a more totalizing character, that includes a second person plural that may be
evocating a recipient of an admonition. Maybe it is a polemical moment in the translation, that
makes reference to the impermanence of Trediakovsky’s own contenders for the vainglory of
the letters. Anyway, the arrangement presents the expression in a mirroring syntactic
arrangement that will resonate in the added hendiadys of premenam i smerti. These two
coordinate phrases enclose the past participle form of the verb podvergnut (to subject, to
expose), creating an “a b a” syntactic scheme. It is one of the most exquisite treatments of
Horace’s gnomic expressions in Trediakovsky’s translation, a moment that intends to vie with

the lustre of the original passage.

The passage receives notes for each of the three references that regard the human
endeavours mentioned in vv. 64-69. The first note (number 5), the ships harboured by the
winds, inform that “Lake Avernus was separated from lake Lucrinus. Agrippa dug a ditch
(perekopal) in this place and linked one [lake] with the other in the year 717 from the
foundation of Rome, and built there a great harbour, calling it Portus lulius, Julian Harbour, in
honour to Augustus, who at the time was just called Julius Octavian” (Note 5). The next note
(number 6) informs that “No more than 20 or 30 years had elapsed before Augustus drained
the Pomptinian swamp through a long canal of approximately 23 versts that channelled the
water into the sea. Through this very canal Horace sailed in year 717 since the foundation of
Rome to Brundisium (Brind)”. Finally in note number 7 Trediakovsky informs that “Agrippa,
following orders of Augustus, made canals that drained water from the Tiber, which before

flooded Velabrum and all the fields.”

These notes inform about these great enterprises from the Augustan times sung in the

AP. They are translations or abridgements of the remarks made by Dacier and Sanadon. Note
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5 is a full translation of the note to v. 63 (sive receptus...)*®®, written by Sanadon. Note 6 is the
translation of an extract of the note to the last portion of v. 65 (sterilisve palus dudum.)®’, also
written by Sanadon. The note in the French commentary mentions the complicated philological
issues of the passage®®, and only after a good 15 lines it mentions the specific reference of the
draining the Pontinian swamp. The only divergence in Trediakovsky’s note is the adaptation
to a Russian unity of measure, referring to the length of the canal: quinze miles become thirteen
versts. The mention that Horace sailed through this canal when he went to Brundisium is a
reference to the fact that [...]. Neither Trediakovsky nor the French commentators provide the
reference to this specific passage. Note 7 is also a translation of the note to v. 67 (seu cursum

mutavit iniquum...), written by Sanadon.*6°

Popovsky does not present the doubly developed simile as the original, with the first
enunciation of the tenor waiting for the subsequent development. Instead, he simplifies the
simile by stating only one comparison: the leaves with human endeavours, only to add words
as another facet of these activities. vv. 81-2 contain the simile: Kak list na derevakh po vsiaku
osen vianet / i nash dedolog vek i s nami vse umrut (Like leaves on the trees wither in every
autumn/ so too our not long life, and with us all shall die). Immediately after come the allusions
to the Roman endeavours (vv. 83-85), stated in a very general and proverbial way. No notes
are provided for these passages, nor there is any indication that they were allusions to specific
works from the Roman world. V. 86 gives the tenor to the simile, announcing the section
concerned with words. Vv. 87-94 end the section corresponding to AP 69-72, crowned by a
line in masculine rhyme that accounts for the usus: [distico] upotreblenie schitaia za zakon

(considering the usage as a law).

166 Dacier/Sanadon, 1725, pg. 101.
167 |bid. pp 101-2.

168 The verse is corrupted. Brink [...]
169 |bid. pg. 102.
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All in all this is an important moment in the reception not only of Horace in Russia, but
also the classics in general. It is a very important passage of the AP exquisitely translated by
both Russian authors, each in their own formal guidelines. Both attain to their particular
objectives here and provide translations that are formative in both an informative and a poetic
perspective. It introduces possibly for the first time in Russia a topos that would be
appropriated, developed and reconceptualized by the great names to come. This early instance
of the topos prefigures shiny moments in the Golden Age of Russian poetry such as

Tiuchev’s!™0 Listia http://www.ruthenia.ru/tiutcheviana/stihi/bp/79.html.

Lines 73-85 (88)

The hugely influential enunciation of the different poetic genres of Antiquity, their
attributes and respective founders. The norms of diction assigning their particular form is the
foremost concern in this passage, introduced in an abrupt and facetious way, as usual in the
Horatian style. The passage mobilizes three elements in the formation of genres and stylistic
norms: matter, metre and creator. Only matter will be the topic shared by all the four poetic
genres spelled out here: epic, elegy, iambus and lyric. Dealing with elegy, the passage does not
mention the inventors of the genre, but states the dispute between the grammatici, regarding
its origins. For lyric poetry, a divine inspirer is credited with the origins of the genre (musa),
and its formal constituency, with a highly diversified metric, is represented by the instrument
used to accompany its several songs, the lyre. Epic and iamb receive all the three attributes
above: Homer and Archilochus the respective inventors of these genres, writing in their
[respective forms (quo... numero, versibus impariter iunctis)]. The passage is closed in a

rhetorical question, that served to reiterate the prevalence of normative poetics in the late-

170 From October 1830. | reproduce ? nycTb COCHbI 1 e / BCIO 3biMy TOpYaT
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classicist, immediately pre-romantic period: “If I fail to keep and do not understand these well
marked shifts and shades of poetic forms, why am | hailed as a poet? Why through false shame

do I prefer to be ignorant rather than to learn?”"*

Genres and the correct diction their individual poems had to display were one of the
most pressing preoccupations of the Russians of the first generation, and classicist poetics in
general. Boileau’s Art Poétique Chant I1. Trediakovsky’s translation of Boileau’s Art Poétique,
Sumarokov in the Second Epistle will dedicate the . The inheritance of genres of antiquity as

an authoritative

Epic poetry (AP 74-75) [SiP Il. 77-78] [Popo. vv. 95-98]

Trediakovsky translates quo ... numero in hendiadys: kakim stikhom i velelepiem (on
which verse and grandeur). The second, added element of the construction is a slavonicism to
the later preferred form: velikolepie. Stikh, verse, to translate numerus, metre, measure,*’? is
possibly influenced by Dacier’s and Sanadon’s translations to the passage and their remarks on

the commentaries to v. 74,173

Popovsky arranges the passage in two distiches: vv. 95-98. He also adopts stikh, a
welcoming monosyllable that neatly fit into verse so as to take little as verse-space/room as
possible, but makes a few additions to some adaptations. Res gestae regumque ducumque
become “the deeds of majestic personalities / victories and wars of heroes in the glorious
world” (dela osob derzhavnykh / pobedy i voiny geroev v svete slavnykh). The hemistich

monstravit Homerum is developed in the following distich: “That excellent one showed us all,

171 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005. pg. 459.
172

173 Dacier, Sanadon, 1735, pp. 24-25 (translations); pp. 103-105 (commentaries).

127



with this example / source and father of poetry, Homer.” (izriany pokazal nam vsem tomu

primer / istochnik i otets poezii Gomer).
Elegy (AP 77-78)

versibus impariter iunctis: the defining formal feature of the genre; the combination of
a dactyl-hexameter and a pentameter, or doubly catalectic hexameter.>’* Not much to say about
Trediakovsky, but Popovsky omits the phrase altogether. His two distiches translating the
section (vv. 99-102) will tackle only the question regarding the matter and the disputed origins

of the genre.

guerimonia primum voti sententia compos: “first [embraced] lamentation then the
sentiment of granted prayer”.1” The matter treated governed/guided by elegy in its unequal
verses. Trediakovsky translates the passage as: “first to lamentations, later to the success
granted after desire” (prezhde zhalost no potom i uspekh sbyvshiisia po zhelaniiu). Popovsky
translates: sperva khot [...] understanding querimonia and voti sententia compos as a plain
polar opposition between grief, sadness (pechali) as opposed joy, happines (radosti), omitting
the specifics of voti sententia compos. An erroneous, or perhaps oversimplified, understanding
of this passage, dating back to ps.-Acro, 1"® reads this phrase as happy subjects, with a hint “that
love elegy was involved”.!’” A difficult passage, possibly a wholly original formula,'’® voti
sententia compos, an expression of gratitude in the granting of a prayer, it refers to votive
epigrams, and not to the attainment of love. In other words it refers “not to a love desire but a

vow made to the gods™.*"

174

175 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 457.

176 As stated by Brink, 1971, pp.166-167.

177 Commenting the extract Post etiam inclusa est: That is, at first sorrowful matters were written in elegiac
metre, but later people started to write happy [subjects in it]. (Idest res tristes et lugubres primo elegiaco metro
scribebantur, postea etiam laetae coeperunt scribi.) Keller, 1904, pg. 332.
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79 FEDELLI, 1997, pg. 1496.
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The passage, however, was read in this way, referring to love, by both French scholars.
Dacier in his remark illustrates first the querimonia with Ovid (Am., 3.9, vv. 3-4) a lament on
the death of his fellow elegist Tibullus, and then completes his remark with an extract of
Boileau’s Art Poétique Chant 2 : elle peint des Amans la joye et la tristesse, / flate, menace,
irrite appaise sa Maitresse (It paints the lovers in joy and sadness, flatters, threatens, irritates,
appeases its mistress). The passage was thus read by the Russians, with Trediakovsky’s generic
uspekh sbyvshiisia po zhelaniiu, the success granted after desire. This does not seem to be a
direct translation of the AP, but rather sounds like a version of the Sanadon’s remark following

Dacier’s: La joye d’avoir obtenu ce qu’on souhaitoit.**°

lambus (AP 79-82) [SiP II. ] [Popo wv. ]

Archilocum proprio rabies armavit iambo: rage armed Archilochus with his own
iambus. The metre was at first appropriate to attacks enticed by rage, being adopted later by
drama. Verse 79 is sentential in its own right. It includes the three elements adduced in this
section in one single verse: author, meter, and matter. Archilochus of Paros, deemed the
inventor of poems in the iambic metre, used this form to express his rage (the matter first suited
to the form). Then, in the next verse the metre is diversified in its use, and consequently to
different matters: [the socks and buskins, attributes of comedy and tragedy respectively,
meaning its adoption to dramatic poetry, prefiguring the subject to be treated in the fourth part

of the poem (AP vv. 153-294), in Brink’s division.]

Verse 76, with its very alliterative rr., motivating anger, rage, is rendered by
Trediakovsky as neistovaia iarost voruzhila Arkhilokha sobstvennym emu iambom (frantic rage

armed Archilochus with his own iambus). He keeps the original r alliteration but renders rabies

180 DACIER, SANADON, 1735, pg. 106.
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in hendiadys, frantic rage, which somewhat bloats the end text. The verse becomes a distich in
Popovsky and his arrangement hints to a biographical note: As Archilochus got mad at his
enemies, he was the first to arm himself with the iambus (na nedrugov svoikh kak Arkhilokh
ozlilsia, / to iambom pervy on na nikh vooruzhilsia). Horace does not mention Archilochus’
motivations, and, through this addition, Popovsky points to the background story of his rage
against Lycambes, the Parian who broke Archilocus’ betrothal to one of his daughters and the
poet went on with his iambi to besmirch the whole family’s reputation to the point of

engendering a mass suicide.

The subsequent translated lines on iambus are also worth a quotation. The metre was
expanded to comedy, the low-end of the elocutionary spectrum, and to tragedy, the opposite,
elevated extremity, because “it resembled the simple, conversational language, and was more
appropriate to grave expression and to acting” (za tem, chto i prostoi on rechi ves podoben, /i
slogom vazhnee, i k deistiviam sposoben). Popovsky does not address the popularis vincentem
strepitum, duly translated by Trediakovsky, but the use of prostoi rech in v. 107 to translate

aptum sermonibus has historical significance.

[Zhivov 2005

3a TeM, 4TO ¥ MPOCTOM OH pPedr BeCh MOJAO00CH,

U crnorom BakHee, U K ICUCTBHSIM CIIOCOOCH. ]

Socco

lann, Mponepumnin u TMbyan B cnore CBOEM rNagKkuin?

N TepeHuumi, komuk MNnasT B cOkke nourpanu, (Epistola ot Rossiiskiia Poeziia k Apollinu Tred. v. )8!
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Neither translator provides notes for the two personalities present in this section of the
AP on poetic genres. The mentions of Archilochus and Homer perhaps were deemed too
obvious by Trediakovsky, but Popovsky’s strategies of additions, elongating the end text with
epithets and attributes of these ancient pioneers, make this a brilliant informative moment in

his poetic translation.

Lyric Poetry (AP. 83-85) [SiP Il. 85-88] [Popo. 109-114]

musa dedit fidibus — The muse gave to the lyre (lira) to sing the several species of lyric
poetry, as systematized by the Alexandrian scholars. Horace mentions four of them: the hymn
or a song to the gods and their progeny (diuos puerosque deorum), the epinicion, or the songs
dedicated to victors in athletic competitions (et pugilem victorem et equum certamine primum),
the erotic poetry, or the afflictions of young people (et iuvenum curas), and scholiastic or

symposiastic poetry, the song sung over licentious wine (et libera vina).

Both translators render fidibus as its more widely used synonym lira (Trediakovsky
uses the phrase ‘lyrical chords’). This contrasts with the traditional practice in Russia to
acclimate lyre as gusli, an harp-like instrument from the East-Slavic countries.!8? King David’s
harp becomes gusli in the Slavonic tradition,'® and it was thus rendered in the poetic oeuvre
of the most significant poet in 17" C. Russia, Simeon Polotsky.'® Consequently, it was
extensively used to refer to Greek zithers such as barbyton and kithara in 18" C. poetry,

especially when it came to translate the Anacreontic passages where the instruments are

182

183 Cf. Ps. 32.242.4
184 psaltyr Rifmotvornaia: Gusl dobroglasnaia Berkov, 1969, pp. 260-266
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mentioned. Lomonosov’s ‘Conversation with Anacreon’, is the best example,'® but many

more made use of this domesticating procedure as well. &

Trediakovsky as expected develops and specifies most concepts: fidibus, as mentioned,
becomes the lyrical chords, or the chords of a lyre (liricheskim strunam); equum certamine
primum becomes the first horse in a horserace (konia v ristalnom podvige pervom); iuvenum
curas becomes the juvenile torments out of love (iunosheskie ot liubvi mucheniia). Popovsky
arranges the passage in three distiches, the longest in the section on genres. The ‘muse’ is not
mentioned. Instead the lyre itself takes up the task of singing the different lyrical species (no
lira na sebia tu dolzhnost priniala). All lyrical species are accounted for, but the translation
inverts the original order: wine comes before the athletic victories in the list of lyric species:
the conversations of friends in a banquet (v piru priiatelei besedy — Popo. v. 111). The gods
come first in v. 110, but the verse gives a slight addition: “But lyre took to itself the following
task: / To praise the gods and brave deeds.” (no lira na sebia tu dolzhnost priniala / chtob ei
khvalit bogov i khrabrye dela). To sing brave deeds (khrabrie dela) is not in itself an attribute
of lyric poetry, this sounds rather like the realm of epic poetry, but this is perfectly justifiable

in the context 18" C. Russian poetry.

The Solemn Ode is a classicist lyrical specie that traces its origins back to the Pindaric
epinicion, a song in praise of victors, most notably tyrants, in the many Pan-Hellenic athletic
competitions of Ancient Greece. Transferred to other historical contexts, this type of laudatory
poem came to be an address to a monarch or political personality, to be usually read in a
solemnity or ceremonial context, in high elocution, with a prosodic orientation to declamation,

or oratory, that sung a particular event in the life of its addressee. 8" In France it was perfected

185 Lomonosov. PSS, 8, pp.
186

187 Tynyanov,

132



and regulated by Malherbe, '8 one of the main poets praised by Boileau in key passages of his
Art Poétique. In Russia it became the most practiced poetic genre in the period when our
translators flourished. [Alekseeva — Zhivov / Lomonosov]. So to sing valorous, brave deeds in
this case refers to lyric poetry, and Popovsky one more time is asserting his translation as a

self-standing piece, a product of his own time, for his own time.

Closure [AP 86-88]

The closure of the section crowned by two rhetorical questions that doubts your own
status as a poet, if you do not know the ways and rules to each of these genres. This sightly
unbalanced extract has its first question plainly developed in two verses, while the second is
included in one single verse. The passage, as observed by Brink and Fedelli,*®® represent a
transitional passage that summarizes the content stated in the previous passage, and points
forward to the passage contained in vv. 89-98. This transition, both summarising the previous

verses and introducing a next section was felt as a difficulty by Dacier. %

Trediakovsky, accordingly, includes these verses in the last passage, as a closure to the
discussion on genres. Unfortunately, the edition used for Popovsky’s poems does not separate
his translation into paragraphs, and it is impossible to know the textual breaks he used in his

1753 edition.***

188
189

190 Ce vers est difficile, en ce qu’on ne voit pas d’abord s’il se rapporte & ce qui précede, ou s’il doit aller avec ce
qui suit. DACIER, SANADON, 1735, pp. 109-110.
191 Cf. below, Introducion, pg.
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descriptas servare vices operumque colores: Trediakovsky places a heavy emphasis to
difference between the genres and styles mentioned: If | cannot nor | am able, by the difference
of things, to differentiate a style... (ezheli ia ne umeiu i mogu po razlichiiu razlichat stil, to
pochemu menia dolzhno nazvat poetom). Style translates colores, and vices is rendered by the
clumsy po razlichiiu veshchei, by/through the difference of things. Trediakovsky did not follow
his French sources, heavily informative in the case of Dacier: Si je ne sai pas garder tous ces
different genres, et donner a chaque piece les traits et les couleurs qui lui sont propres..., and
more balanced in Sanadon: Si je ne sais pas garder tous ces differens caracteres, et employer
a propos les diverses couleurs que demandent tous ces ouvrages (...). Popovsky sounds much
lighter: these differences in verse and manners, if I don’t know [them], / why do I take place
among the poets? [RUSSO] He accordingly places the two rhetorical questions in four verses,
distributing the mildly unbalanced structure of the original into two neat distiches. He also
alters slightly the second question: why do | want to remain stupid all my life, / rather than
studying to reveal the unknown/ignorance? (i dlia chego khochu vek lutshe glupym byt, / kak

nezheli uchas neznanie otkryt?)

Styles of diction exemplified from drama (89-118) [SiP II. 92-120] [Popo. vv. 119-162]

A first incursion into drama, discussion on the appropriate style to each genre. As
observed,®2 this passage takes much from Aristotle Rhet. 111.7, an analysis of what is adequate
(z0 mpémov) to each subjacent matter, or situation. Comedy and tragedy, two opposing polarities
of the objects of imitation in the same dramatic mode, serve as the as illustration to what is
their ‘becoming places’ (locum decentem). Brink divides the section in 3 parts (i: 89-98; ii: 99-

113; iii: 114-118) each corresponding to the Aristotelian doctrine, where i would represent the
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appropriateness of the tone to the given situation the text is expressing, ii would be this
appropriateness applied to the emotions portrayed, and iii, the character, ethos, or the particular
characteristics each portrayed person is to display. This, naturally, is not the division adopted
by our Russian translators: Trediakovsky breaks the section in two paragraphs, dividing it in
two parts (corresponding to AP 89-105 // 105-119). Unfortunately the edition used to Popovsky

does not provide the analysis with the subdivisions adopted by the translator in his 1753 edition.

Lines 89-98 [SiP II. 92-100] [Popo. vv. 119-134] Style and dramatic circumstance

versibus ... res comica [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]: the section opens with a sentential verse unfolded
in the next two verses in an specification. Res comica is rendered by Trediakovsky as ‘comic
action’, komicheskoe deistviie, much like Dacier’s translation of sujet comique. To
Trediakovsky, this action does not want to be expressed in a tragic diction tragicheskim slogom,
choosing this important word for literary matters in Russia, to render the more concrete
versibus. Popovsky translates the two highlighted terms as ‘comedy’ (komediia) and ‘verse’
(stikh), much like Sanadon’s translation of the passage: La comedie demande de ses verses un

style diféerent de celui de la tragedie.

indignatur ... Thiestae [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]: the development of verse 86. The first two
specific references to dramatic particularities (socco — the sock used by the comedic chorus)
and myth (the gruesome story of the banquet of Thyestes) are brough about in a heavily
referential passage. Trediakovsky provides the reader with notes to each of these references,
but here particularly, in these vv. 90-91, he omits the references from his translation. Neither
the sock, nor Thyestes will appear in his end-text, with the two verses being plainly adapted to

“equally any tragedy will be unpleasing if it is rendered in simple verses appropriate to
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comedy”.[RUSSO] Popovsky keeps Thyestes in his translation, adopting the informative
additions of elements essential to the myth: ... when Thiestes / unknowingly eats his own sons.

(chto Tiest / rodnykh svoikh detei, ne vedaiuchi est) (Popo. 121-2).

singulae ... decentem [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]: a gnomic expression synthesizing the whole
passage: let each style keep the becoming place allotted to it.1%® Both translators maintain the
tone but make slight alterations. Trediakovsky seems to be off the mark: ‘each thing shall keep
its own decency (blagopristoinost) and be in the appropriate place for each.” [RUSSO] He
possibly expanded the meaning of decentem to include a moral nuance to the verb, but it is
does not match to the original meaning, even if compared to his French sources.'®* Popovsky
maintains the practice and includes verse 92 in a distich with slight alterations (Popo. 123-24),
but as a development of the myth of Thyestes recounted in Popo. 122. when you present a
tragedy, where Thyestes / ... / then base words and jokes are inappropriate / and the comic
laughter does not mix with that sorrow. (kogda zh v tragedii prestavit chto Tiest/ ... / to nizkie
slova i shutki ne pristali / i kdmichestki smekh ne vmesten v sei pechali) The accentuation of

the word komicheski is altered to kdmichestki to fit the metre.

interdum tamen ... Telephus et Peleus (vv. 93-6) [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]: Trediakovsky
provides three notes for the more obscure characters mentioned in the passage, all of them
translations or abridgements of his French sources. The note to Chremes (note 8), character in
Terentius’ play Heauton Timoroumenos (The Self-Tormentor), is a translation of Dacier’s

remark to v. 94, presenting an quotation from Terentius, an example of how the old man can

193 EAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 459.
194 Cf. Dacier, Sanadon, 1735, pp. 25-28.
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get lofty (Act 5, scene 5, vv. ) in a comedy. Trediakovsky translates this example possibly

introducing the first translated passage of Terentius into Russian.

Note 10 is on the mythological characters Telephus and Peleus, and is an abridgement
of Dacier’s note, slightly more elementary in its information than the French source. Unlike
the latter, rather interested in the background of the lost tragedies, written by Euripides, bearing
the names of these heroes, Trediakovsky’s note explains who the characters are, the first,
Telephus, Hercules’ son, the second, Peleus, Achiles’ father. The text, mentioning the
condition of both heroes is already informative (cum pauper et exul uterque), so Trediakovsky
was redundant in his note, except for the fact that he mentions the lost play that was written by
Euripides. This is one of the moments in Trediakovsky’s translation where one could say he

wrote an original note.

Back to note 9, we also have an adaptation of Dacier’s remark on a topic that
Trediakovsky deemed useful to mention. Dacier’s note to v. 95, when in tragedy, a “prosaic
language may be used” (dolet sermone pedestri — translated by Trediakovsky as
peshekhodnymi rechami, ‘walking speech’. Trediakovsky translates only the first period of
Dacier’s remark, and then goes on to make his own contribution adding the information
(without quotations) of another play by the same comediographer mentioned in note 8: “In
Terentius’ Eunuch, Chaerea, in great happiness, says in the end of act 5, that is not shameful in

tragedy to present such speech.”

Popovsky in the treatment of the passage makes his usual adaptations. He states the

addressee of Chremes’ rage

proicit ampullas ... tetigisse querella (97-8) [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]: a double assonance in the

last words of the verses verba / querella that prepares for the next section, started in a gnomic
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expression marked by a very prevalent homeoteleuton (see next note below). Trediakovsky
coins a word to translate sesquipedalia, words a-foot-and-a-half-long: poltorafutnye, taking the
Germanic root of the word (foot, or fup, from German), instead of the expected Slavic stop.
Why wasn’t the coinage poltorastopnye is maybe to accentuate the irony or strangeness of a
word never used before Horace to refer to words, or simply to maintain the strict etymology of
the word, originally a plain unity of measure.'®® In this, he may have coined a hapax legomenon,

a word said only once, in Russian literature.

Lines 99-113: Pathos [SiP Il. ] [Popo. vv. ]

According to Brink’s reading, these lines refer to the paragraph on Aristotle’s Rhetoric
3.7, on pathos (1408a 16-25). If the expressions are right, appropriate to the emotions involved,

then the audience will respond accordingly.

Trediakovsky considers this part of last section. He does not break a paragraph here,
separating this from last section, and will only do so in the middle of verse 105, when Telephus
and Peleus will be mentioned again. The heroes seem to give the cohesion to these lines 99-

113 in Trediakovsky’s translation [SiP 11. ].

Non satis est ... sunto / ... auditoris agunto (99-100) [SiP Il. 101-106] [Popo. vv. ]: A shiny
homeoteleuton forming a paired rhyme, enclosing in a gnomic expression a prescription to the
adequacy of one’s words to pathos, in a quasi-legal language of enactment.t% It is not enough

for poems to be beautiful: they must have charm and lead the hearer’s soul where they will. %’

195 Cf. Caesar, B.G. 4,17; Vitruvius 5.10.

1% Sunto alludes to legal formulae as those found in the 12 tables’ law. Cf. Brink, 1971, pg. 207. Also observed
by Dacier’s remark, pg. 117.

197 EAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 459.
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Trediakovsky’s translation is turgid, due to the prevalence of hendiadys and developments:
dulcia: sweet and useful (sladki i polesny), animum auditoris: in the spectator a passion from
the heart (v slushatele serdechnye pristrastiia). No clear reminiscent of legal language in his
translation. Dacier also translates dulcia in hendiadys, but with a different second element: il

faut qu’ils soient doux et touchants.**®

Popovsky makes considerable modifications. Not to these particular verses, which are
translated entirely in one distich (Popo. 135-36), but through the arbitrary inclusion of another
distich following the gnome as if to develop an explanation to it: “this general law has nature
given us / in order to conform always the others with the passions” (sei obshche vsem zakon
dala priroda nam / chtob sootvestvovat vsegda drugikh strastiam — Popo. 137-8). This odd
addition, mentioning a law of nature, foreshadows another gnomic expression that will bring
the passage on pathos to a closure, that on nature as a craftsman (AP 108 ff. format enim

natura...).

... tristia maestum ... dictu vv. 105 — 107 [SiP Il. 108-110] [Popo. vv. ]: Trediakovsky breaks
the paragraph here, in the middle of AP v. 105. This division marks an unity that will be
extended until the end of Brink’s section on the styles of poetry as exemplified by drama (AP
89-118). The paragraph is given cohesion by the conjunctions ibo (because), linking AP vv.
107-108 and togo radi thus, because of it, linking AP vv. 113-114, the latter the point where
the passage as divided by Brink is subdivided. It seems Trediakovsky’s logical unity to the
paragraph is in the adequate representation that Nature gives to the each expression in a way

that “complaining speech should accord to a sad face, because nature herself represents in us

198 DACIER, SANADON, 1735, pg. 28.
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all the adequation to each situation (...) If one breaks these precepts it will make the Roman

citizens laugh. Thus it is important to observe who is speaking...”

format enim natura ... interprete lingua vv. 108-113 [SiP II. 110-114] [Popo. vv. 149-150]
A gnomic expression starting the transition to the section Brink defines as “Style and Human
Types” — AP 114-118. Nature first shapes, fashions us, our mind. Nature represented as a
craftsman of the human mind is a very eloquent parallel to the poet and its practice, having
been slightly altered by both our translators. Trediakovsky uses the verb izobrazhat, represent,
depict, to translate formo, formare, to fashion, to form, to mould, dragging the meaning to the

field of drama, as if nature represented us and our minds in the theatre of the world.

As shown in the note to AP 99-100, Popovsky makes additions as if prefiguring these
verses on nature as a craftsman. Here he concludes the reasoning started in Popo. vv. 137-8
also in a very particular appropriation: “that beforehand the internal changes happened in us /
according to the external — this the voice of nature commands.” (chtob prezhde vnutrenni
premeny byli v nas / soglasny s vneshnymi — velit natury glas). The strong adaptation in this
translation, with a marked slavonicism, using the non-pleophonic form of golos, an elevated
form, therefore, proper to lofty genres such as the solemn ode, might point to an allusion to a
feature in the 18" C. Russian literary field. In this case Popovsky might be quoting his teacher,
Lomonosov, in an ode written in 1746 on Elizabeth’s birthday, where there is a parallelism

between the monarch and Nature, the “deity” particularly lauded in this piece:
51 BHKYy TOT npeCBeTJIbIi Yac.-
Tam kpyr muanoit Eiqncaserst

Cusiror IACTJIMUBBI IIJIAHETHI,
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S cablury Tam HAaTyphI ac. 1%

| see it in this shiny hour / there, around the young Elizabeth / sparkle the joyful planets /| hear

there the voice of nature (vv. 27-30).

With natury glas, rhyming with nas (us), Popovsky paid a small tribute to his mentor,
in a moment when Nature and its investigation, the principal field of interest of Lomonosov,

came to the fore in the Horatian Ars.

Lines 114-118 [SiP II. 115-120] [Popo. vv. 157-162] Styles and human types. The
appropriate style to be adopted to the different characters depicted in a play. This section, in
Brink’s reading, corresponded to the third category of to prepon in Aristotle’s Rhetoric: the

ethos each character must attain to.

intererit multum... Slight adaptations from both translators. Trediakovsky is more specific “it
is necessary to observe very diligently” (vesma prilezhno nabliudat nado). All human types are
accounted for in his translation with one slavonicism [?] to account for cultor, farmer, peasant:
oratai. Popovsky will alter almost all the types in the original, with no mentions to gods or
heroes (replacing them with servant and master [Popo. 156]), or moderate adaptations: matrona

potens, sedula nutrix becomes honourable woman and despicable slave. [RUSSO]

d) Subject matter and character in poetry (119-52)

aut famam sequere aut... An advice on the choice between traditional or original themes. A

gnomic expression that starts a new section on the AP, the last portion of the poem before the

199 0da na den rozhdeniia ee velichestva gosudariny imperatritsy Elizavety Petrovny, Samoderzhitsy
Vserossiiskiia 1746 goda Lomonosov, PSS. Tom 8, pp. 147-156.
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section dealing with the specifics of drama. convenientia becomes to Trediakovsky becomes
prilichnuyu i veroiatnuyu, in an hendiadys that reminds the Aristotelian precept on the poetics
on the verisimilar/probable and necessary. Likewise, the succinct concept famam is developed
in “story known to everyone” (vedomoyu vsem povest) another didactic procedure

Trediakovsky’s translation presents.

Popovsky is a bit inconsistent with the original in this part: [...] The subsequent
descriptions, however, with some of the best known characters of Greek mythology are
mentioned, with minor alterations, in a rare moment in Popovsky’s translation where the
translator maintains all the specific circumscribed references from myth. All the six mythical
names in the original (Achilles, Medea, Ino, Ixion, lo, Orestes) are maintained with each
receiving roughly the same elocutionary weight as the original, with Achilles receiving 2
distiches, Medea 1, lo and Ino one hemistich each, Ixion and Orestes each one verse. The last
two heroes receive additional information behind their respective stories: Perfidus Ixion, a
breaker of the rules of hospitality, when, invited to the Olympus, he courted his host’s wife,
Juno, receives the following verse: treacherous in schemes and friendship (Iksion v vymyslakh
i druzhestve kovaren). Tristis Orestes becomes: ungrateful to his parents (Orest k roditelyam
svoim neblagodaren), somewhat simplifying the myth of the boy who kills his own mother,

Clytemnestra, in order to revenge his father, Agamemnon.

honoratum si forte reponis Achillem (120) There is a textual issue with honoratum. The word
is contradictory to the myth as sung by Homer, since his rage came from the fact that, on the
contrary, he was dishonoured by Agamemnon, right on the beginning of the lliad. Dacier in his

remark implied honoured by Jupiter in honoratum, a reading deemed obvious by the French
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scholar, but not even mentioned in Brink’s commentary.?”® Dacier mentions rather
disparagingly the correction made by Bentley, which amended the word by the epithet
Homereum, dismissing it as a chimere de la imagination.?® However, Dacier’s fellow
commentator, Sanadon, adopts Bentley’s amendment, considering it necessary and “difficult
to find a more fortunate one”, and listing several reasons why this is the best reading for this
passage.??2 He accordingly used Homereus in the text established in his solo edition?®?,
reflected in the translation presented in the joint venture: si vanté par Homeére. This is a curious
polemical moment in the joint venture by the two French scholars, making completely opposite
assertions and apparently leaving the matter to the reader to decide. It begs the question as to
the degree of participation the two scholars had in the organization of this edition by their Dutch

editor XX.

Trediakovsky adopts Dacier’s reading, translating honoratum by honorable
(pochtyonogo), in line with the text established in the French sources, but without paying
attention to the discussion presented in Dacier’s remark. This is another fact that corroborates
that Trediakovsky used the joint venture as a base to his translation instead of taking the French
authors separately. Popovsky will omit the adjective altogether and will just translate by the

fieriness of Achilles (Achilesov zhar).

si quid inexpertum... et sibi constet (125-127) [SiP Il. 127-129] [Popo. vv. 173-176]

The alternative presented in v. 119 to following an already established myth, creating

something entirely your own.

200

201 Dacier, Sanadon, 1735, pg. 125.
202

203
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difficile est proprie communia dicere ... ignota indictaque primus (128-130) [SiP II.] [Popo.

wv.]

Verse 128 and its coherence with the surrounding verses, has been described as the
hardest passage in Latin literature, having been interpreted differently by many commentators
and translators throughout the reception of the AP.2% It poses a great challenge to establish the
logical sequence of these three verses, for they may seem at first contradictory, depending on
the interpretation of the particular words of the extract, already in themselves controversial: “It
is hard to treat in your own way what is common: and you are doing better in spinning into acts
the poem of Troy than if, for the first time, you were giving the world a theme unknown and

unsung.”?%

[Brink provides the following paraphrase to the extract: “Either follow tradition or
create new subjects. If you follow tradition do this; if you venture to create new subjects do
that. (But [128]) creation of new subjects is hard and (therefore) the method of dramatizing a

traditional subject is preferable to that of free creation.”?%]

The discrepancy in the interpretations reside above all in the word communia, and was
already manifest in the two ancient commentators of Horace, but all words in the verse bring
their own set of interpretations. Porphyrion reads the passage as nunc in aliud catholicum et
quasi interrogans: at enim, inquiunt, difficile est communis res propriis explicare verbis.?’’ He
associates the communia with the things available from the common stories available to all in

the mythical cycles, therefore, associating it with famam in v. 120, and not the inexpertum The

204 Brink, 1971, pp. 204-207. For the history of the reception of the passage (barely mentions Dacier’s remarks,
and ignores Sanadon), cf. Appendix 1 pp. 432-440.
205 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005, pg. 461.

206 BRINK, 1971, pg. 204.
207
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other commentator, ps.-Acro®® idest intacta, nam quando intactum est aliquid, commune est;
semel dictum ab aliquo fit proprium. Item communia, idest non ante dicta, quia, si dixeris, iam

tuum est proprium.2%®

The difficulty is transparent in the remarks of our two French scholars. Dacier interprets
the verse as 1l est mal aisé de traiter proprement, c¢’est-a-dire, convenablement, des sujets
communs, c¢’est-a-dire, des sujets inventez et qui n’ont aucun fondement ni dans [’Histoire, ni
dans la Fable.?° In other words, Dacier understands communia not as the common stock of
myth available to everyone who decides to undertake the poetic activity, or the fama from v.
119, but quite the contrary, as the inexpertum, of v. 125. In this, he follows the understanding
of a scholiast to Ps.-Acro (and the whole hermeneutic tradition affiliated to this reading., cf.
note XXX). Dacier however understands proprie not as particular “one’s own”, but as the
impersonal expression conveniently, properly, making the difficulty to the other words in the
verse: Mais je vous avertis qu’il est trés mal-aisé de traiter proprement et convenablement des

caracteres, qui sont & tout le monde, et que tout le monde peut inventer.?!!

Sanadon in his remark to the passage does not seem to address clearly the matter: C’est
a dire, qu’il n’est pas ais¢ de former a ces personages d’imagination des caracteres particuliers

et cependant vraisemblables.

In his translation he seems more inclined to the first position, represented by the reading
of Porphyrion: Mais il n’est pas aisé de traiter d 'une maniere peu commune ces sujets communs

et que tout le monde peut tirer de son fond. S

208 Actually a scolion to the text. [...]

209 That is, untouched. For since it has not been touched by anyone, it is common. Once it has been said by
anyone, it becomes particular. Likewise (in other words), communia, that is, not said before, because if you say
it, then it is your property.

210 It is not easy to treat properly, that is, conveniently, common subjects, that is, invented subjects that has no
historical and mythological basis.

211 DACIER, SANADON, 1725, pg 30.
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These difficulties could not be unaccounted for in the translations of our Russian
pioneers. Trediakovsky’s translation affiliates his interpretation to the first group, identifying
communia with famam, or the themes shared by everybody: “Although it is difficult to excel
[in] (otlichit) a matter generally written by many with one’s own composition (sobstvennym
sochineniem), you however will more perfectly present to the scene the well-known story of
Troy, than to propose something unknown and never before written.” (khotia i trudno obshche
mnogimi opisanuiu materiiu sobstvennym otlichit sochineniem, odnako vy ispravnee mozhete
Troianskuiu vedomuiu povest predstavliat deistviem, nezheli predlagat neizvestnoe i prezhde

ne opisanoe).

Popovsky’s translation is rather obscure. He heavily adapts his text and it is difficult to
understand exactly what he means: “it is a very hard business to brighten a new expression / so
that it receives in it the summit of praise who can”. (vesma tiazhely trud — tak novy skrasit slog,

/ chtob v onom poluchit verkh pokhvaly, kto mog).

Lines 131-52 How to make a traditional subject the poet’s own: Homer [SiP Il.] [Popo.

wv.]

A central section in the AP, containing key poetic terminology at the end of the first
third of the poem. Above all, it is a section concerned with the vicissitudes of poetic originality
in an authority-oriented, imitative, literary paradigm, and certainly was one of the most relevant
in the development of the theoretical basis of the poet-prescriptivists from the modern classicist

times.

publica materies privati iuris erit (131) Trediakovsky includes this section in the last

paragraph, beginning in v. 128, extending until v. 135.
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nec verbo ... fidus / interpres (133-4) The fidus interpres, or faithful translator, that in the
emulation of poets and works from a more prestigious culture, does nothing but rendering
artlessly the meaning of the original composition. In other words, the traditional subject,
mentioned in the previous section, is not rearranged artfully enough to become personal and,
therefore, assert its own prerogatives for authority. This is a relevant part of the polemics
already treated in Chapter 2, having been directly emulated by Sumarokov in his Epistle 1,
listing the servile and formally foreignizing stances adopted some authors in Russian, among

which Trediakovsky may have been targeted.

scriptor cyclicus (136) Trediakovsky breaks here the paragraph started in his translation in AP
v. 128 (difficile est proprie communia dicere [...]). The break is the same as that adopted in
Sanadon’s translation, except that the Jesuit priest starts his division way earlier, all the way

back to v. 119, aut famam sequere [...].

Trediakovsky provides two notes here for the passage. The first (Note 11), commenting
on scriptor cyclicus, the second (Note 12) on the beginning of poem he would have written.
Cyclicus is a technical term that refers to Aristotle poetics, in a unfavourable treatment of other
more verbose poets that took on the Trojan cycle without the due measure of unity,?? also
present in a famous epigram by Callimachus, that served as motto to Odes 3.1.2*® Note 11 is a
translation of an extract of Sanadon’s remark on Scriptor cyclicus that conjectures that this
writer might have been a Roman. After explaining the vices this writer on Priam’s life had

incurred, Sanadon and Trediakovsky point to two other extant works as comparison with other

212 poet.
213 Ant. Palat. 12.43: édaipw t0 oinua t© kukAikov... (I hate the cyclical poem...), cf. Odes 3.1.1 Odi profanum
vulgum et arceo... (I shun the uninitiated crowd and keep distance). RUDD, 2004 pg. 141.
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writers, now much more famous Roman poets, that would have broken the precepts set by

Horace and incurred in these faults. | quote Trediakovsky:

HekTo W3 npeBHUX PUMCKUX TMHHTOB, KOero MMeHH ['opanuii Ham He OOBSBIAET,
COUYMHWI 103My O TposiHCKOM BOMHE, Iie OH Bell BCIO IIpmamMoBy HCTOPHIO HMOPSIAKOM OT
POXKACHMS €ro 10 CMEpPTH, HE OTCTyNas HU K KaKOMY SIU30J1I0. TakoBBI TOYHO ITOOMBI
«[IpeBpamenus» OBunueBbl U «Axuwmienga» CranueBa. EnuHCTBO repoeB u JeHCTBUS HE
HaxOJUTCAd B IIEPBOM, a BTOPOM XOTS W IpeAslaraeT JACUCTBUS OJHOTO TOKMO I'eposl, HO
NEMCTBUS CUM HE CBA3BIBAIOTCSA MEXAY COO0I0 U HE KIOHSTCS K OJJHOMY IJIaBHOMY, KOTOPOMY

0 UX BCE COEIUHUTD.

“Someone from the ancient Roman poets, whose name Horace does not reveal,
composed a poem on the Trojan war where he recounted all Priam’s history in order from his
birth to his death, without skipping not even a single episode. Such are exactly the poems
“Metamorphoses”, by Ovid and the “Achilleid” by Statius. The unity of heroes and action is
not found in the first one, and in the second, even though the actions of a single hero is arrayed,
these actions are not linked one with the other and do not convened to a main one that would

unite then all.”?%

The other note, on the quotation of this bad poet, is a adaptation of the same remark by
Sanadon, where Trediakovsky makes a few additions of his own to better inform the reader as
who the aforementioned Statius and his work on Achilles are. In the note we are offered the
first two-and-a-half lines of the Achilleid, being one more time the first time these verses were

translated into Russian. Here we also find a literal explanation of the word cyclicus and his

214 Cf. with Sanadon’s remark: Un ancien poéte Romain, dont Horace nous d laisser ignorer le nom, avoit fait un
poéeme sur la guerre de Troie, ol il prénoit toute I’histoire de Priam, depuis sa naissance jusq’a sa mort, sans y
méler aucun épisode. De ce genre sont les metamorphoses d’Ovide et I’Achilleide de Stace. L’unité de héros et
d’action ne se trouve point dans le premier de ces poémes; le second se borne aux actions d’un seul home [sic],
mais ces actions sont indépendentes les unes des autres, et ne tendent point a une action principale qui puisse
les réunir toutes. DACIER, SANADON, 1735, pg. 137.
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choice of translation. After clarifying that cyclicus means krugovoi (round, circular), he states
that his choice to translate the word as ploshchadnoy. The translation to scriptor cyclicus olim
thus becomes ploshchadnoi v drevnie vremena pisatel, or a vulgar, base, writer from ancient
times, in an adjective derived from the word ploshchad, court, street square, but used in several

other polemical instances in the linguistic debate of the new Russian language.

Trediakovsky’s writer could be at first understood as a vulgar, vile element, omitting
the idea of someone who writes dull and unnecessarily long poems, but someone who debases
the language by adopting vulgar language, proper of a street vendor. However, the use of the
word ploshchadnoi by Trediakovsky in this context, could be understood in a different way
from this socio-linguistic criterion. As Zhivov points out, referring exclusively to grammatical
issues of the new Russian language that was being formed, the several times Trediakovsky
used the term to refer disparagingly especially to Sumarokov, he was referring not to the
linguistic forms used by the lowest elements of society, but to a language not governed by the
rationalistic principles of language based on “grammatical reason”.?*® Extending the argument
to literary theory, Trediakovsky, with this choice of adjective to translate cyclicus, might have
had also in mind the construction of plots not founded upon the rationalistic principles that
governed the conceptions of early-classicist Russian linguistic theory. For him the ancient
cyclic writer is ploshchadnoi because he would not observe the criteria of unity in the

composition of poems, according to the good usage of rationalistic literary practices.

However, the stint of a language from the riff-raff in the choice of this adjective is
impossible to remove completely. If those writers who do not observe the rules of a proper
literary composition are being be compared to writers from the masses writing to the masses,

perhaps this could point to popular scenic practices of the time. Trediakovsky uses the word in

215 7Zhivov, 2005, pp. 05 ff.
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another section of his SiP to refer to the theatre: “However, base and street-level words (podlye
I ploshchadnye slova) are not often accepted in the theatre, if they are not fixed (emphasised
podkrepleny) by some kind of reason.”?!® The passage is taken from his Reflections of Comedy
in General, in a moment when he quotes from the Jesuit writer René Rapin’ Reflexions sur la

poétique d’Aristote et sur les ouvrages des poétes anciens et modernes (1676).

[...]

Another hypothesis for this choice of adjective is that it has polemical implications.
Complementing it with v drevnye vremena (of old, from ancient times), would he imply,
besides the simple rendering of olim, a polemical opposition with a ploshchadnoy v

nastoiashchie vremena pisatel, a base writer from the present?

It is also interesting to note another peculiarity of Trediakovsky’s translation of the first
line of the Horatian scriptor cyclicus: ia vospoiu Priamovu fortunu i blagorodnuiu bran (I shall
sing Priam’s fortune and the noble struggle). With the borrowing of a patently Latin word,
fortuna, in a quotation of a representatively bad author, Trediakovsky feigned a characteristic
observed by the linguistic reflections of all our pioneers in this particular moment of the
development of a Russian literary language, the proscription of gratuitous borrowings from
other languages when there is the possibility to express the same concepts in words available
in a Russian or Slavonic substrate. Fending off borrowed terms from other European languages
had become by this moment in the linguistic consciousness of our literary pioneers a necessity,
a matter of assuring the ever more pressing issue of preserving linguistic purity and, therefore,

asserting the authority of the new literary language in face of its European, by then more

216 O gHAKO TO/JIbIE M IIOLIA/[HBIE CJIOBA HE JAOIKEHCTBYIOT GbITh 103BOJIEHBI HA TEATPE, €3KEJH OHU He
OyAyT NOAKpENJeHbl HEKOTOPBIM posioM pa3yma. Trediakovsky, 2009, pg. 259. Kutina, Sorokin et al., 2013
(Tom 20), pp. 45-6.
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developed, counterparts.?!” Trediakovsky is effectively lending a vicious linguistic behaviour
to a writer characterized by an adjective typical of those accused of breaching the norms of
appropriate language usage, in a moment when the linguistic consciousness for correctness and

decorum was more intense than ever.

Popovsky on his turn translates scriptor cyclicus as lekhky pisatel (light writer), but the

following verse, preparing the quotation, develops his character:

“Do not follow the light writer’s example / wandering through the marketplace, he was praised
(bragged) beyond due measure: / ‘the terrifying struggle I shall write, the bitter lot of heroes /
the fall of strong warriors, Priam’s misfortune’ / each though for him, he endeavoured with
beauty / to leave all authors far behind him / but he, like a battered horse could not complete a

verst, / already extenuated by the race, he shivered and fell down.”?8

These verses translate the whole passage concerned with the scriptor cyclicus (AP 136-
139), and we can see here the usual degree of adaptation in Popovsky’s translation for the
subsequent verses as well, especially v. 139, the famous ridiculus mus gnome. Here the
ridiculous mouse becomes a horse that promised too much and accomplished too little, but in
Popo. v. 192 is found a more important rendering to the present discussion. Just like cyclicus
was translated by Trediakovsky as ploshchadnoi, base, street-level, so Popovsky offered a
development to his ‘light writer’: he wandered through the marketplaces. He was also
ploshchadnoy: however this use is interpreted, whether influenced by Trediakovsky’s
appropriation, or it is certain that the association with popular, street language was perceived
as an over simplification that was removed from the learned, conscientiously developed kind

of language that represented the ideal of the new language that was heading toward a stage of

217 |bid, pp. 237- . This admonition against borrowed terms and foreign syntax was already observed in
Sumarokov’s Epistle I, cf. above pp. XX.
218 cf, Appendix X below.
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development where one now could clearly perceive different elocutionary and prestigious

levels of stylistic differentiation.

parturient montes ... ridiculus mus (AP 139) One of the most (mis)quoted adages from the
AP, reaching even the meagre repertoire of wretched corrupt judge-politicians in the grievous
contemporary Brazilian political scenery.?!® The verse is an adaptation of a Greek proverb
common in Hellenistic times and alludes to the failed expectations of an overtly announced
endeavour.?? Popovsky’s appropriation has been mentioned already: the mouse becomes a
horse that does not match the boasted promises. Trediakovsky’s translation hits the mark, but
does not quite deliver a proverbial expression: he does not seamlessly transition to the proverb,
answering directly the question asked in AP v. 138 with a nichego (nothing) before taking up
the proverb, expressed clumsily with repetitions and (of the verb rodit, to give birth, generate)
and a paraphrase to account for ridiculus: the mouse becomes ‘worthy of laughter’ (smekha

dostoinaia mysh).

dic mihi ... vidit et urbes (AP 141-2) A translation with slight abbreviations of the three first
verses of Homer’s Odyssey. These three verses are translated to fit into two, and are more
concerned with proving the point of Homer’s quality in regards to the unity of action. So
important adjectives are left out, such as the epithet polytropon, many-sided, crafty, versatile,
complicated in the great most recent translation by Emily Wilson. Trediakovsky adds a note to
explain that Horace abridged the three Homeric verses, add them in the original Greek and

translate them directly to Russian. The translation he offers is the following:

219 Hasegawa, 2018, for a brilliant scholarly analysis of a misquotation by judge Sérgio Moro, on the occasion of
220 Brink,
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«Bozeecmu mue, Mysa, mnozoobpamusuiez2ocs (Myopo2o, 61a20pazymHo20) mydicd, KOmopbwiil,
CMpancmeosas upesz 00120e 8peMs no paszopeHuu ceéaujentuvlss Tpou, no3uan Hpasvl u OvlLl 6

2paoax MHO2UX Hapooo8y.

(extoll, Muse, the multiversatile (wise, judicious) man, who after roaming for a long time after

the destruction of sacred Troy, got acquainted with customs and cities of many peoples.)

This note is another moment when Trediakovsky includes extracts of relevant ancient
authors and translates them, introducing unprecedented excerpts into the new Russian
language. These brief translations of Homer were also the first extract when Homer was

translated into Russian, and one more time Trediakovsky could assert his pioneering work.?%
Popovsky presents the translation in 2 distiches (Popo. 201-204):

«CxaxHu, 0 My3a, MHE O CJIaBHOM MYXe TOM,
Uro, B erient oopatus [IpnaMoB ropaplii 10Mm,
W3Benan Ha myTH HapOJIOB HPABbI MHOTHX,

[ToBcrony ctpanctBys Hebec BeneHbeM CTPOTUX»

Tell me, 0 Muse, about that glorious man who, / having turned the proud palace of Priam to

ashes, / got acquainted on his way the habits of many peoples, /

Thus ends the first part of the Trediakovsky’s and Popovsky’s translations of the AP.

Due to the limits imposed by circumstances | could not carry out a complete analysis of their

221 The first integral translation of the Odyssey was effected by Vasily Zhukovsky in 1849.
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translations and | should leave it only concerning first section of the poem. However, | think

that a few conclusions could be reached in it.

About Trediakovsky, his principal intention was to show he could be versatile in the
command of different forms and presented in the opening of his SiP one poetic translation
varying in the choice of meter, one prose translation, Boileau’s Art Poétique and a prose strictly
informative translation of the AP for matters of variety. Thus, Trediakovsky would present
himself as the most varied Iégislateur of his language, thereby asserting the priority he wished
to attain in his anxious purposes. Prose translations, however, were not a common or even an
accepted practice and Popovsky with his translation mocks this approach by producing a
translation that goes the opposite direction from Trediakovsky’s approach. Popovsky’s
translation follow the practice favoured in his times of a self-standing literary translation that

should present poetic relevance. In this wise he affiliates himself to Lomonosov.

But if we take Trediakovsky’s translation in the context of his SiP, arranged between
the translation a poetic art that sought to show how his author could be diversified and the re-
examination of his method on poetic forms, it represented the middle ground between a poetic
text (Art Poétique) and a fully theoretical one (Sposob). The translation of AP is written in an
epistolary style as much prosaic as possible still reflected old conceptions regarding the nature
of the text that stretch back to the middle-ages and was still treated as a manual, but it was
treated intermediary and had the incoherencies and lack of order of the epistle, essentially a

poetic text, dully accommodated.

The translation, nevertheless, represented the extremity of how a poetic text could be
treated in 18" C. Russia. A translation subservient to the semantics of the text, essentially

governed by a didactic approach, whose main objective is to teach by acquainting the reader
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with a culture strange to him (Roman) and serve as an ancillary tool to a fully poetic text in the

scope of his work (Art Poétique).

Trediakovsky and Popovsky’s translations represented two extremities in the types of
translation possible when it comes to a poetic text. In the next chapter we shall see another
translation that could be placed in a middle ground between Trediakovsky and Popovsky’s
productions. This translation, despite receiving almost no attention upon its production, it
showed the prowess in translation of another pioneer of Russian literature: Antiokh

Dmitrievich Kantemir.
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Chapter 4 - Kantemir’s epistles

The other main character of this thesis is prince Antiokh Dmitrevich Kantemir. His role as
translator and poet heavily influenced by Horace’s must include his name in any consideration
on the early modern reception of Horace in Russia. Kantemir translated Horace’s two books of
Epistles, the philosophical didactical poems concerned above all with “living right” (recte
vivere). Kantemir’s choice was not fortuitous. In the preface he provides for his translation
(published in St. Petersburg in 1744), he states that chose the Epistles were due to their being
“the most abundant in ethical precepts” and that “almost every line contains a useful precept
for the establishment of a lifestyle.” Thus, Kantemir emphasizes the pedagogical character of
these hexametric letters, preferring them for their foundational character. It is by asserting the
role of the Roman poet as a teacher of mores and “what is right”?%? that Kantemir chooses his

source text to inform the budding Russian culture.

In view of the lack of information on such a neglected literary figure, | shall start this
chapter with some biographical remarks on Kantemir’s life, before moving to the consideration
of his theoretical positions on versification, which produced one of the most peculiar

translations of the ancient classics written in Russian language.

1. Biographical Remarks

Antiokh Dmitrievich Kantemir (1708-1744) is one of the founding fathers of Russian
literature, despite not usually being included in the first generation of Russian poets. First man

of letters to write satires in a language already resembling modern Russian, but still composing

222
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in the old metrical forms inherited from Church Slavonic and Polish, Kantemir is best
represented by the maxim quoted by Belinsky in his principal article about the poet: “Russian
literature starts with Lomonosov, but the History of Russian literature must start with
Kantemir.”?2® The precocious diplomat who came of age in the late Petrine years and lived the
latter half of his brief life abroad, representing the Russian Empire, first in London and
afterwards in Paris, was the youngest son of the great Moldavian personality Dmitri
Cantemir??* (1673-1723). His father was once Hospodar??® of Moldavia, a former vassal to the
Ottoman Empire and, after his defection to Russia and pledge to Peter the Great, became Great
Prince (Veliki Knyaz), Senator and member of the Privy Council of the Russian Empire.
Antiokh was the fourth son of this towering figure in the in the history of Moldova, who played
a pivotal role in increasing Russian influence in the region and in the ultimately disastrous

Pruth Campaign for Peter the Great.

Dmitri Cantemir was also one of the greatest polymaths of his time, having written
several books on History, Geography, Natural Philosophy, Religion, Music, and other subjects.
A hyperpolyglot, he is said to have mastered nine languages, among which, Turkish, Arabic,
Greek, Latin, Russian and French. He is the author of the highly influential History of the
Growth and Decay of the Ottoman Empire (Historia Incrementorum atque Decrementorum
Aulae Othomanicae, 1716), allegedly one of the sources of inspiration to Gibbon’s Decline and
Fall of the Roman Empire.?%® All these accomplishments made the man highly esteemed in the
academic and intellectual circles of Europe, earning him a membership in the Academy of

Sciences of Berlin and making him an important agent in the formative years of the Academy

223 Belinsky,
224 perived from Moldovan/Romanian, name Cantemir x Kantemir.

225 Hospodar. Title given to the Moldovan Ruler appointed by the ............
226
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of Sciences of St. Petersburg. His youngest son, Antiokh had certainly a fertile ground on which

to develop his talents, showing since his young age great capacity for linguistic undertakings.

Cantemir was the son of Hospodar Konstantin Cantemir, the first of his name to take
the position, appointed by the Ottomans of governor of Moldova. When he was 14 years old,
Dmitri was sent to Constantinople as a hostage in the Sultan’s palace, following the common
practice of sending the sons of provincial governors to the capital as a “retainer”. In the four
years he would spend there, he received most of his education in the Greek-orthodox school of
Constantinople, getting in touch with the best minds the Greek community Ottoman
Constantinople had to offer. In addition, he got proficient in Arabic and Turkish, learned its
music and amassed all the information he would later use in the History of his former lords.
After these formative years, Dmitri returned to Moldova, where he took the position of his
recently deceased father and pledged fidelity to the Porte. His popularity among the
Moldavians raised concern among his lords and he was forced back to Constantinople. On the

10 (21) of September 1709, Antiokh was born.

It is worth remembering that the boy was born only three months after the most
important military event for the Petrine era and the Russian Empire as a whole: the Battle of
Poltava. After the virtual annihilation of the Swedish army, its king, Charles XII, took refuge
with the Ottomans. One year later, after the demands for the Turks to hand over this illustrious
guest fell on deaf ears, the Russian army attacked, and there started another episode within the
Great Northern War, the Russian-Ottoman war of 1710-11, also known as the Pruth Campaign.
It was in this context that in April of 1711 Dmitri Cantemir betrayed the Turks and pledged

allegiance to Peter the Great. Moldova would offer assistance to Russia and, “in the remote
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case of its capture to the enemy, its ruler would be received into the Tsardom as a refuge with

all his prerogatives vouchsafed.”??’

Sadly for the Moldovans and the future Russian Empire, the campaign ended up a
complete disaster that almost led the very Tsar of Russia into captivity. The campaign forced
Peter to renounce his earlier conquests from the Ottomans (including its Southern fleet and the
only access the realm had to a warm-water port at the Sea of Azov), consolidate the former
borders between the two States, assure the safe return of Charles XII to Sweden, and hand over
the traitor Dmitri Cantemir. All the conditions were duly met by the Russians except the last
one. The fidelity shown to Peter and possibly the friendship developed between these two great

men granted the safety and recognition of Dmitri and his family in Russia.

Being made a prince, Cantemir now had an opulent estate in Russia and all the time he
needed to pursue his intellectual ambitions. From 1713 to 1719 he and his family lived in
Moscow, moving afterwards to St. Petersburg, where he ended his life four years later on his
way back from the last military enterprise of Peter the Great, the Russo-Persian War of 1722-
23. In these remaining years he would attain worldwide recognition, being made honorary
member of the Academy of Sciences of Berlin, and one of the names behind the establishment
of the Academy of Sciences of St. Petersburg. It is likely he would have been made its first
president, were it not for his death two years before the establishment of the institution.?? This
was the context in which the young Antiokh was brought up. When he moved with his family
to the new great city founded by Peter, the Great, the now capital of the realm that in 1721

would officially be named Russian Empire, he was ten years old.

227 RADOVSKY, 1959, pg. 6.
228 |bid. pg. 7.
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Antiokh was first home schooled, under the tutelage of the Greek pope Anastasius
Kondoidis,?? an acquaintance of Dmitri’s from Constantinople who went to Moscow with him
after the Pruth Campaign. A progressive clergyman, Kondoidis would be a relatively important
name in the Holy Synod established by Peter after his extinction of the Patriarchate of Moscow,
reaching the post of Bishop of VVologodsky (1726-1735), and Suzdal (1735-1737). Possibly a
member of the same milieu that formed Dmitri Cantemir, Kondoidis was a man who, besides
his native Greek language, knew Latin extensively and was well-known to the first members
of the Academy of Sciences. He was eventually replaced by Liberius Koletius, former prisioner
of the Solovetsky Monastery and, according to Dmitri Cantemir in his intersection in his favour
before Peter “was especially versed in high languages”.?*° As teacher of Russian, or the fuzzy
amalgam between Church Slavonic and the colloquial, simple, Muscovite dialect that then must
have been that language, Antiokh received the precious lessons of Ivan II’insky, a pioneer in
the first projects of translation requisitioned by Peter and professor at the Slav-Greek-Latin
Academy. II’insky was probably one of the most important influences in shaping Kantemir’s

(proto-)Russian and proclivity towards literature.

Kantemir also was a student in the Slav-Greek-Latin Academy, the already mentioned
single higher institution in Muscovy before the establishment of the Academy of Sciences. He
studied there a few years before its other great alumnus, the ultimate founder of Russian poetic
forms, Mikhail Lomonosov. Although fundamentally ecclesiastical and serving the primary
purpose of preparing the children of Russian clergy for ecclesiastical offices, the SGL
Academy was the only place in Russia (excluding, the already mentioned Academy of Kiev)
one could receive a formation in Latin, Rhetoric, Scholastic Philosophy and Theology. It is not

clear how long Antiokh spent there nor which courses he took, but, unlike Lomonosov, who

229 in Russian (

230 |hid. pg. 10 [TRADUZIR DIREITO].
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had to race through the whole curriculum at a later age,?! the boy may have gone directly to
the higher classes, considering his educational background, but there are no grounds to affirm

he ever completed the stipulated course.?*?

Dmitri Cantemir promised to leave all his estate to the best accomplished son in
intellectual pursuits. The boy, who was certainly the most intellectually gifted of his sons, was
said to have been the favourite of his father and was due to receive all his property. However,
when he died in 1723 this is not what happened to the thirteen-year-old boy. All Dmitri’s estate
went to his brother Konstantin, and, in the ensuing dispute with his siblings, Antiokh was left
without any means. The first extant autograph by Kantemir, dated from May 1724, is a letter
sent directly to the Emperor Peter I, asking his intervention to grant him the wish of his father
to be sent abroad in order to complete his education, as was a common among the sons of the
nobility in the Petrine era.?*® Apparently the Emperor, who would die less than one year later,

did not grant the request of his late friend’s son, since no answer was ever to be found.

Antiokh Dmitrevich served for a brief time in the army, of which he kept a brief diary.
Soon after, his name is found in the list of the first students to attend the Academy of Sciences,
among those who attended the first lectures read in 1727 still during the reign of Peter’s widow,
Catherine 1.22* He would study in the AS a little over two years, during which he had the first
contact with a true western university education with almost exclusively German professors,
stemming from Leipzig, Heidelberg, Berlin and other German centres that dominated the
institution in the first half of 18" C.2%% Kantemir studied physics (natural philosophy) under
Georg Bilfinger, ex-professor at Tubingen, the main introducer of Newtonian physics into

Russia and former student of the great Christian Wolff, the principal figure of German

231 Frate, 2016.

232 Radovsky, 1959, pg. 91, note 57.

233 On pg.13, Radovsky offers a facsimile of the letter.
234 |bid. pg. 15 and pg. 92, note 75.

235 |bid. pg. 19ff.
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enlightenment between Leibniz and Kant. Bilfinger was a central influence in shaping the
worldview Kantemir would manifest not only in his poetical works, but in other endeavours
such as the preface to his Russian translation of the Conversations on the Plurality of the Worlds
(Entretiens sur la pluralité des mondes), by the other eminent enlightenment writer, Bernard

de Fontenelle.23¢

Other German teachers would contribute to his formation. Under Gottlieb-Siegfried
Bayer (1694-1738) he received the fundaments of his Latin and ancient literature in general.
Classicist by formation and Orientalist in his principal field of working, Bayer was chair of
Greek and Latin Antiquities from 1726 to 1737 and left a modest contribution to the AS.
Antiokh possibly owes to him the best part of his formation in the Classics. They kept relevant
correspondence and Bayer would compose a history of the clan Kantemir, starting with his
grandfather Konstantin, but praising, above all, his great father.?®” However, the most
substantial correspondence between Kantemir and a German teacher we have is with his
professor of Moral Philosophy, Christian-Friedrich Gross (16-174X). A student of Bilfinger,
later promoted to professor of the AS who would eventually take his own life due to an outrage
suffered in the aftermath of one of the upcoming coups that would shake the Empire in the next
decades. The first editor of the Sankt-Petersbuskie Vedomosti, the periodical published by the
Academy, which would be so important to Trediakovsky and Lomonosov, his classes on Ethics
were possibly a third part of Kantemir’s formation and it is not excluded the possibility that he

was a major influence in the translation of Horace’s Epistles investigated in this chapter.?®

After two years in the Academy of Sciences, he would spend short of four years in

Moscow, due to the momentarily transfer of the court to the old capital in the brief reign of

236 pyblished in [...]. This work received a relatively wide reception in Russia, being very important in the works
of Lomonosov [...]

237 History

238 |t would be valid to examine the correspondence between the two . Unfortunately, they have never been
edited and remain in the archives of [...].
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Peter Il. Here he would compose the best part of his poetical works including some translations,
would gain notoriety among other important intellectual and political figures in the Empire and

would be part of the political turmoil that followed the untimely death of Emperor Peter 11.2%

During the two year-reign of Peter 11, Kantemir gained full notoriety among the greatest
thinkers and men of letters of the time. To name the most important, Feofan Prokopovich,
noticed the young talent after receiving his First Satire anonymously sent by an admirer. This
enthusiasm is expressed in the few verses Prokopovich wrote to praise the still unknown
satirist, so in tune with the enterprise of enlightening that backwards Orthodox realm. In these
words, we read an appropriation of Horace that would become the sobriquet of these pioneers
of Russian enlightenment that with a brave pen would destroy every bad habit:?*° the
uchennaia druzhina, or the learned company.?*! This group, made up by the historian and also
contributor to Peter the Great’s enlightenment enterprises, Vasily Tatischev, was constituted
by members of different backgrounds and ages, but who were closely united in the values
advanced by Peter the Great. They would be the first to configure a modern intellectual milieu,

as seeds to a broader literary and intellectual field.

Antiokh was also part of the political scene that led to the succession crisis in Anna
loanovna’s ascension. In the ensuing debates and struggles that took place between the
“oligarchs” from the Council and the supporters of Anna’s absolute power, he remained on the

winners’ side. The Empress tore up the compromise and inaugurated the so-called German

239 After Peter II's death, the male lineage of the Romanovs ended and, the power being in the hands of the
Supreme Privy Council, the throne was offered to Anna loanovna, niece of Peter the Great, daughter of his
brother who co-ruled with him as Tsar Ivan V. In effect a German (she was wife to the Duke of Holstein
Gottosinses and lived almost her entire youth and early adulthood there) she ascended the throne after signing,
still in Germany, a charter of conditions that would markedly restrict her powers, concentrate executive action
in the hands of the Council and the Senate, which might have been turned into an effective legislative house. As
soon as she arrived, Anna tore up the charter, arrested, killed and exiled the most prominent members of the
Supreme Privy Council and ruled as an autocrat. On the possibility of Russia turning into a constitutional
monarchy in the 1730’s, and its central players Cf. De Madariaga, 2014, pp. 57-77.

240 EREMIN, 1961, pp. 216-217.

241 The term is an appropriation of Ep. 1.3 vv. XX. As we shall see, Kantemir alludes of this term in his translation.
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yoke era, also named by Russian historians as Bironovschina, a decade dominated by the
whimsical authoritarian wishes of Anna’s favourite and lover, the notorious Ernst Johann von
Biron. Kantemir’s support was first manifested as an agitator of the Imperial Guard where, it
is said, he played an important role in keeping the soldiery on the Empress side, and afterwards
as an earnest subject of Peter I’s Empire in an address to the newly established autocrat to
terminate the Privy Council, by incorporating it into the State Senate, as intended by her uncle,
Peter the Great.?*> The council was subsequently dissolved, its principal members arrested,
exiled or murdered, and there was one more step towards the consolidation of autocracy in the

Russian Empire.

In the political rearrangement that ensued, Kantemir was perhaps not the best person to
have around so close to the court. Some intrigues around himself and Prince Andrey Ivanovich
Osterman, the gigantic former associate of Peter the Great in the delicate negotiations that took
place after Poltava, minister of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Empire ever since the emperor
died and one of the principal supporters of Anna’s claim, made the young man an
inconvenience around the court. Be that as it may Osterman arranged for the young man to go
to England as Ambassador of the Russian Empire. Kantemir would depart in January 1722 and

arrive at his final destination by the end of March.

In England he would serve for six years. He was the first ambassador in the recently re-
established diplomatic relations severed after an incident in 1719, in the aftermath of Charles
XII’s death and the reorganization of alliances that followed. The impressions left on most of
his English counterparts was rather favourable, praised especially in his precocious erudition
and in his gift for science and knowledge. His reputation as a writer and poet had preceded him

and he arrived there as a highly respected figure. Several commercial agreements were signed

242 Radovsky, 1959, pg. 36.
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between the two countries during his time as ambassador to England, in an accomplished
tenure. Above all, he is best remembered by his deeds and achievements in the cultural and
intellectual fields, and the active role he took in the affairs of the AS, despite the distance, the

other more pressing issues he faced as a diplomat, and his sickly constitution.

Possibly one of the most relevant correspondence we have in the years as ambassador
to Britain were that between him and the president of the Academy of Sciences, baron Korf.24
Kantemir helped the academy by providing several accounts on instruments and recent
inventions in the nautical and scientific area, most of which would help in consolidating
Russia’s expansion to the East, started a few years earlier with the expeditions that would result
in the discovery of Alaska. Kantemir paid close attention to the exploration campaigns
conducted to the depths of Siberia and North America, which can be assessed by his
correspondence with Korf and other professors of the AS. During his period in Britain
Kantemir would not keep a close contact with the professors from the AS, especially with his

former professor of ethics and now close friend, Christian Friedrich Gross.

All throughout his time as a diplomat Kantemir managed to stay around the intellectual
circles in each of the countries he served. In England he made several connections with a high
number of “learned people” that populated his house in his time as ambassador.?** There, he
was closely connected to several writers, artists, scientists, especially those stemming from
Italy. Influenced above all by Italian language and culture, Kantemir would spend the best part
of his time among these gentlemen from the Italian community in London, in what he called in
a letter, his private club. Their absence would be much felt after Kantemir moved to Paris and

it is very likely that these Italian gentlemen played a great role in his later compositions and

243 Baron Johann Albrecht Korf (1697-1766). Born in Courland, he soon attached himself to Anna loanovna’s
milieu and, after her ascension to the Russian throne, he moved to Russian where eventually he would occupy
the presidency of the AS (1734-1740). Cf. Pekarsky, 1870, pp. 516-535.

244 Radovsky, 1959. Pg. 41.
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reorganization of older poetic works, as might be the case of his fifth satire Against bad habits

in General. Satyr and Periergus.?*®

In England his most active literary occupations consisted in translations from the
ancients. One of those that could not reach us, but which it seems he devoted a great deal of
time and attention, was his translation of Roman historian Justinus. Another translation dated
from the period, more relevant in his literary achievements and to our purposes, is his
translation of the Anacreontea, possibly the first ever to be carried out in Russian language,
and a ground-breaking work that must be given its due attention elsewhere. As already
mentioned,?*¢ the Anacreontea were the first genre of low, light poetry to be practiced in 18"
C. Russia, with absolutely every one of its principal writers practicing it, and some of them, as
was the case of Lomonosov and Dezhavin,?* creating perennial works of art that enter most
manuals of Russian literature. Once again, Kantemir in this particular topic must start every

account of anacreontic poetry in Russian literature.?*3

After sixteen years in England the poet was appointed ambassador to the Kingdom of
France. Kantemir moved to Paris in September 1738, where he would live the remaining six
years of his life and would aptly conduct the business with Cardinal du Fleury, the chief
minister of Louis XV. Here, no more than in England he would surround himself with men of
letters, scientists and intellectuals, like the Italian coterie that would frequent his house in

London. His feeble complexion was already starting to give way to the consumption that would

245 For an account of Kantemir’s Italian acquaintances in London, especially his connection with Venetian
polymath Francesco Algarotti, cf. Serman, 1999.

246 Cf. above,

247 Derzhavin is perhaps the most accomplished Russian anacreontic poet, crowned with the anthology
Anacreontic Songs (Anakreontichskye Pesnyi). Lomonosov's own appropriations led to the highly original
Razgovor s Anakreonom (Conversation with Anacreon), where the enthusiastic, patriotic, Russian poet replies
with his own compositions in agonic fashion to translations from the old Greek master of love and wine and
brevity. Cf. Note XX and pp. XX

248 There were a few by Prokopovich, though. and those experiments by the Lutheran missionaries that were
the first syllabo-tonic poetic experiments in Russia, Guck, Pauss.... Drage, 1960; 1961. Smith, 1973; Bucsela,
1965. [ELABORAR]
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plague his last years. Now he took a more retired lifestyle, but still kept in contact with the
highest intellectual strata of Parisian society. It is worth mentioning that Voltaire was one of
the gentlemen who was his acquaintance, with two extant letters from the French luminary.
Part of a greater correspondence, in these two letters addressed to the prince, both dated from
1739, Voltaire gives heed to the prince’s complains against a few remarks the philosophe made
in his History of Charles XII regarding the provenance of his family. Kantemir would have
complained against assigning the origins of his father from Greece instead of the descending
directly from Tamerlane, as claimed by the family in its traditional genealogy. Voltaire
promises the pertinent corrections in the next editions of his History, but it seems he failed to

do s0.249

It was in Paris where he wrote his remaining extant literary works. There he organized
and compiled all his works, sending them in 1743 to Russia for publication. It would, however,
take almost twenty years for it to be accomplished, only being integrally published in 1762. In
Paris he received his principal biography, a Vie anonymous published as an appendix to the
translation of his satires to French, attributed to the Italian abbé, the Comte Octavien de Guasco
(1711-81).%5° This is the first biographical remark we have on Kantemir, and the most important
contemporary account of his life, serving as the basis to most of his subsequent biographies.
Paris was also the place he composed the translations to be discussed in this chapter, two years
prior to his death. On March 31% (April 11", OS), 1744, due to an aggravation of respiratory

problems, he would end his live at his home.

249 Efremov, 1868. pp. 435 — 440.

250 pyblished as Satyres de M. le Prince Cantemir. Traduites en Frangois. Avec I’histoire de as vie., London, 1749.
Guasco is a shady character, mostly known for his correspondence with Montesquieu, published anonymously
in 1767, in view of a quarrel he had against Mme. Geofrin, a grand dame whose circle would be attended by
himself and Montesquieu. cf. Evans, 1958.
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2. A few words on Kantemir’s stance on Russian poetic forms

Antiokh Kantemir was the first in Russia to write entirely non-ecclesiastical poetry in
a tradition taken over by 16" C. French and English literatures from the Ancient Greek and
Roman legacy. His best-known accomplishment is the collection of nine satires that mock and
laugh at the obscurantist and backward worldview represented by reactionary factions of
Russian society from the new, enlightened, Petrine perspective. The principal target of this
derisive but not too acrimonious satirist were, naturally, the most hard-core factions of the
Russian Orthodox clergy, represented by supporters of the recently abolished Patriarchate of
Moscow, and principal opponents of the Holy-Synod and Feofan Prokopovich. For the first
time State-sponsored satirical poems against the clergy, informed by the Classical canon, were
published in the recently created empire. It was a very eloquent voice for the new Russia that
was being raised among important circles around the emperor and the subsequent empresses,

that was to vie with that of the great Prokopovich, trumpeted ten years earlier.

The ridicule of these more reactionary sectors of the church and court was effective in its
objectives. Combined with Prokopovich’s poignant, acute, oratory, and with Vassily Tatischev,
the Historian of Peter the Great, a man who contributed to telling the deeds of the emperor
thereby reinforcing the foundational myth of a New Russia, Kantemir’s was a young witty
fellow whose derision was crucial in downplaying the Yavorskys, Filarets and Polikarpovs that
struggled to maintain their dignities from a time that was increasingly being perceived as the
past. This close connection of the other members of the Uchennaia Druzhina granted a
praiseworthy reception of his satires in the years he lived in Moscow, the then capital of the

Empire. Kantemir enjoyed an instant fame in these years.

However, the form used by Kantemir held him back with the poets of old Muscovy from

the 171" C. The brief tradition of syllabic verses started in Russian lands with the work of
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Simeon Polotsky, the central figure the Slavonic poetry practiced in 17" C. Russia.?! Polotsky
was the man responsible for introducing into Russia the poetic form taken from the first
prestigious Slavic vernacular language, Polish, established a little more than one century earlier
by poets such as the already mentioned Jan Kochanowski.?®? This metre was a syllabic verse,
based on principles of construction not much unlike those used in most modern Romance
languages, that usually prescribe a verse with a fixed number of syllables, maintaining as

obligatory the accentuation only in specific syllables of the verse.

Three were the most important forms of the Polish metrics: the thirteen-syllable line,
composed of two hemistiches containing 7 and 6 syllables respectively, and the
hendecasyllable, composed of two hemistiches of 5 and 6 syllables, and the octossylable,
consisting in two 4-syllable halves.?>® These were the three measures practiced by Simeon
Polotsky in most of his better known works such as the Rhymed Psalter (Psaltyr Rifmovanny),
an imitation of Kochanowski’s Psalterz Dawidowy, and the Garden of Abundant Flowers
(Vertograd Mnogotsvetny) a miscellany compiled by Polotsky comprising most the best part

of his career in a varied form.

This was the tradition available for our pioneers in the first decades of the 18"C. Both
Trediakovsky and Kantemir made their propositions with this tradition in mind, trying not to
depart too much from it. Trediakovsky wrote as if the theoretical approach to this tradition was
wrong and reorganized this approach to discipline this traditional syllabic from a new
perspective. Kantemir on the other hand wrote as if there was no reform to be made. He always

approached poetry from a practical, intuitive, principle, formed by the old canons of church

251 Simeon Polotsky (1629-1680). Ruthenian man of letters from the city of Polotsk (in today Belarus), trained in
the AKM and later in the Jesuit College at Wilno. Gained notoriety after a few panegyrics written to Tsar Alexei
Mikhailovich, which gained him a ticket to Moscow where he would eventually become the preceptor to Alexis’
children, including the future tsar Fedor lll, the Tsarevna Sophia and Peter I.

252 Gasparov, 1996, pp. 247ff. Also cf. above, Chapter 1, pp. XX.

253 |bid. pp. 227-8.
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Slavonic poetry and the Italian poetical tradition,?®* not devoting much attention to the question
of the suitability of the traditional poetical forms to this new Russian language. Unlike
Trediakovsky and Lomonosov, he did not feel the inappropriateness of the old, borrowed forms
used to paraphrase the Psalms and compose devotional poetry by eminent members of the
Russian Orthodox Church, and simply used this form to house a completely different
orientation, elocution and matter. About ten years after writing his fist satires, in 1743 Kantemir
would expound his main theoretical principles in the Letter to a friend by Khariton Makentin
(an anagram with the author’s name). The letter would only be published in 1744 after
Kantemir’s death and was a response from this “simple dilettante” to the new “scholars” that

were more inclined to establishing this new Russian poetry by prescribing its proper form. 2%

The letter was written in response especially to Trediakovsky’s letter, and Lomonosov’s
propositions. Divided in 5 chapters, the letter tries to theoretically justify the positions adopted
by Kantemir all throughout his career as a poet and translator. Chapter 1 makes a distinction
between three possible types of verse taking up the theoretical tradition as started by the first
Slavonic grammarian, Meletii Smotritsky.?*® Smotritsky had a section in his grammar devoted
to versification and there he proposed that the minimal constituents of the verse were long and
short syllables just like in Latin and Greek languages. Trediakovsky in his 1735 method would
scorn this proposal affirming that it would “contradict the particularities of the language.”?’
Kantemir admits the possibilities affirming that the differences between Russian and Greek

languages are not that great as to scorn Smotritsky’s quantitative prosody. Therefore, this is for

254
255

256 Meletii Smotritski (1570’s — 1633). Ruthenian man of letters, theologian, one of the central figures in the
controversy leading to the Union of Brest (1595-6), where several Ruthenian eparchies broke relations with the
Eastern Orthodox church and entered in communion with Rome. Smotritsky played on both sides of the
controversy, but in the meantime was responsible for the first authoritative grammar to be produced for the
Slavonic language, the Correct Constitution of a Slavonic Grammar, 1619 (Fpammatku CnaB&HCKUA NpasuaHoe
cvHTarma — Grammatiki slavenskiia pravilnoe syntagma).

257 Trediakovsky, 1963, pg. 366.
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Kantemir the first kind of verse presented: verses composed in the manner of Latin and Greek
without rhymes. The other two are what Kantemir calls free verse: verses that maintain a given
number of syllables but do not present rhymes. Kantemir calls them free (svobodnye) after the
Italian denomination (versi sciolti). The third kind Kantemir calls same-ending verses, that is,

verses with the same number of syllables presenting a final rhyme.

After this introduction to the different possible kinds of verses, Kantemir dedicates the
other two chapters of his letter to the treatment of rhymes, defining the concept, separating
their different kinds (one, two or three-syllable rhymes, that is, masculine, feminine and
dactylic) and the rules governing their uses. Chapter 3 continues with the treatment of rhymes,
now focusing on the possibilities of freedom to rhymes. The poet will consider the most similar

consonants that can be used without estrangement, in a kind of theory of near rhymes.

The next two chapters are a regulation on the syllabic verse that Kantemir employed all
throughout his career. The 13-syllable line, named by him (and Trediakovsky), the heroic verse,
due to its closeness to the ancient hexameter, is duly regulated, stating that it should be divided
in two hemistiches, and that the first half of the verse can have a caesura marked as masculine
or dactylic. The ending of the second half of the verse must be feminine, followed the Slavonic
and Polish syllabic tradition. All other syllables are free in regard to their tonicity. It is not
much different from Trediakovsky’s propositions for the 1735, whose differences consist in a

stiffer trochaic rhythm and a masculine caesura in correspondence to the feminine ending.?%

To cut things short, this is a brief overview of Kantemir’s positions regarding the form
he practiced in his poetry and translations. The Epistles will rendered in this 13-line verse, in
what Kantemir calls free verse. It is in the consideration of the different kinds of rhymes as

well as the stated possibility of their being altogether dropped that lies the interest of

258 Cf. Gasparov, 2000, pg.
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Kantemir’s theoretical views, that will be applied in practice in the first ever translation to

Russian of a complete work by an author of Ancient antiquity.?°

3. The translation

a. circumstantial info

The first integral commented translation of an Ancient Roman poet were the Epistles
of Quintus Horatius Flaccus translated in Russian verses and clarified with notes. Paris 1742.
They were possibly the latest of Kantemir’s works, having been composed in 1742, two years
before his death, and were the first integral translation of a complete book composed by an
ancient author in Russian.?®® The immediate significance of such translation, however, was
almost entirely cut short by its untimely arrival in Russia, an almost negligible editorial output,
and the lack of favour Kantemir fell after the impact of Lomonosov and Sumarokov in Russian

letters.

It was published anonymously in 1744 by the Academy of Sciences as a brochure that
counted 300 copies.?®* This 108-page issue bears the title Ten letters of Quintus Horatius
Flaccus’ first book. Translated from Latin verses into Russian, clarified by a famous enthusiast
of poetry [versemaking], with an included letter on Russian versification.?®? It was an
extensively abridged version of the translation and edited with the aforementioned Khariton
Makentin’s Letter to a Friend, containing the first ten epistles, translated with their respective
notes. It was most likely published in June a few months after Kantemir’s death, in 31 March

1744 (11 April O.S.) and had as proof-reader none other than Vasily Kirilovich

259 Alekseeva, 2013, pg. 7.
260 There were earlier enterprises in Peter the great’s time. Apollodorus (it was not integral).

261 Alekseeva, 2013, pg. 7
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Trediakovsky.?®® The manuscript version had been finished in Paris, 1742, but it is likely that
it only arrived in Russia in 1743, for Trediakovsky’s first mentioning of it in a letter dated from
May 1743.2%4 It is likely that Trediakovsky had a role in the publication of the translations, in

the same edition as the Kantemir’s letter on versification.

In 1788, it gained another edition, with the slightly longer length of 123 pages,
demonstrating that it was not altogether forgotten, but it was rather a reprint of the same text
edition, without including any of the remaining still unpublished translations. Thus, it
remained, almost unknown and irrelevant in Russian literary circles until the first authoritative
edition of Kantemir’s works, by P.A. Efremov (1830-1907), as part of the collection edited by
I.1. Glazunov (1786-1849) Russian Writers. An expert philologist, owner of a unique collection
of rare Russian editions and responsible for editing many 18"C. and his contemporary writers,
Efremov edited the Complete Works in two volumes of Kantemir in 1867, bringing to light for
the first time, along with his eight satires and other less famous poems, his lost translations of
the Anacreontea and the Epistles of Horace. Efremov’s edition minutely includes all notes
appended by Kantemir along with the preface and dedication piece to Elizabeth. This remains

the most philologically sound edition of Kantemir works and was the one used in this thesis.

Despite the lack of reach and significance within its contemporary literary field, the
pioneer status of the translation, the objectives stated by its translator and the linguistic and
formal choices coherent with the poet’s practice, these translations are a landmark in the
reception of Horace in Russia as a whole: it represented the first attempt to translate a whole
book from classical antiquity, with all its intricacies and correspondences, and to establish a
classical author as a pedagogical foundation not only as a model to the practice of poetry, but

as an ethical guide to good and proper living in a new socio-cultural context in need for a new

263 pekarsky, 18** pg.
264 Alekseeva, 2013, pg.
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morality. The Horatian paradigm seemed to Kantemir the best model to this new man that was
to be created in opposition of to an obscurantist, arcane, overly zealous pre-Petrine Orthodox.
Furthermore, this translation corroborates the central argument of this thesis, the use of Horace,
and especially the hexametric and didactic poet as a pedagogical foundation on which his future
appropriations would take place. Sadly, it did not get to cause much impact in Russian letters.
Despite the inherent qualities that call for a detailed analysis that proved impossible for this in
this particular thesis, it was another ill-fated attempt of achieving the ultimately vain glory of
pioneering in the formation of a new literature. Very few have read them, but these few never

ceased to express their admiration. With these translations, Kantemir was indeed a pioneer.

b. the dedication to Empress Elizabeth

Like many other books published during the 18" C., Kantemir’s translation opens with
a dedication to the monarch, Empress Elizabeth and a brief preface which states the goals
intended by the translation. After the dedication and the two-page preface there is a brief Life
of Horace, likely the first ever produced in Russian.?®® This dedication, along with the preface
with translations to Portuguese and English are included in Appendix A of this thesis. It is a
24-line poem written in the same syllabic verse as the bulk of his production, contains all the
conventions that governed the encomium, poetry of praise addressed to patrons or important
political figures. It is divided in three sections containing the dedication proper, concerned with
the invocation and praise of the Empress (1-10), followed by the stated goals of the original
text (11-15), ending in the affectedly humble and unfavourable comparison between the
original text with its prestigious Latin tongue, and the translation in this new “cheerful” Russian

language.

265 Efremov, 1867, pp. 384-388.
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The first section is dedicated entirely to the empress who eventually became the greatest
recipient of the odes composed in the first generation, Elizabeth Petrovna, the Generous, as
Lomonosov would repeatedly call her in his 1747 Ode on Elizabeth’s Ascension to the Throne
and several others.?® In 1744, when Kantemir composed the dedication, Elizabeth was entering
her fourth year and many important events and accomplishments of her two-decade reign were
still to come. However, in the hyperbolic odic representation,?®’ she was compared to Octavian
Caesar Augustus, the first Emperor, celebrated by Horace, the “greatest poet of antiquity”, as
Kantemir himself will claim in the preface. Not only, however, is Elizabeth equalled to
Augustus in “expanding and pacifying the realm, always victorious,” and “building and
“peacefully reigning all over the world among great deeds”, but there is one characteristic in

which she excels: in magnanimity, for she pardons and is kind to her enemies.

The liberal character of Elizabeth’s reign and her allowance to figures in the educational
scenario such as Ivan Shuvalov, and Mikhail Lomonosov, was the main topic explored by her
poets in their odes, inscriptions and other laudatory utterances. But the hyperbolic
approximation of the empress directly with Augustus is rare [perhaps non-existent] in the
period and was carried out by Kantemir [possibly due to matters of concision]. Nevertheless,
it veils a witty procedure. The approximation is twofold: In the third section (vv. 16-24), as the
empress is compared favourably to Augustus, so the poet compares himself to Horace from an
unfavourable perspective. Naturally, the decorum required that the topos of humbleness must
be observed, and so the poet presents his translation as an inferior piece of work, but not that
much. In the comparison, the empress is only slightly favoured in relation to the emperor,
exceeding him in only one characteristic. In the same proportion, the translator-poet could not

compose a piece of work that equalled the old Roman in “sweetness”, or grace, but could

266 Shchodraya. In the ode mentioned Lomonosov would reiterate the epithet several times, insisting on the
quality best associated with the monarch. Lomonosov, PSS 8, pp. 196ff.
267 For the concepts of odic representation in its peculiarities cf. von Geldern, 1991.
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produce something that nonetheless excels in usefulness, underscoring the edifying character
of the didactic pieces (v. 19). The unfavourable comparison is attenuated by the help of the
laudanda: Not far back will I stay, although I cannot be compared with him, / if I achieve your
precious praise / my fame will reach my latest heirs / and I shall envy the Venutian no longer
(vv. 20-24). This humbly emulates Horace, most eloquently, in the final verses of Odes 1.1:
“but if you rank me among the lyric bards of Greece, | shall soar aloft and strike the stars with

my head”, variating it by employing the topos of immortal fame. 28

To say few words more on the twofold comparison, it is disposed in a kind of chiasmic
structure where Elizabeth (A) is placed slightly above Augustus (a), whereas Kantemir (b) is
slightly below Horace (B). Wit is generated in a structure that frames in a very concise way the
central section, properly concerned with the matter of the translated book (11-13): “The author
intended to write to correct the mores, / craftily praise everywhere beautiful good deeds / and
everywhere repulsive wrongdoing reproach”. It is a book to teach by praise and reproach,
according to the everlasting ethics of a good citizen. This is the point in the dedication where
the didactic aspect of the Horatian oeuvre is better underscored, and here, in the last two verses
of the section, the empress, as becoming, has the final words of praise: “you are the greatest

bulwark to good deeds / and no less apt to scare away the vices”.

The enunciation of the matter (11-15) is then framed in the slightly favourable
comparison between Elizabeth and Augustus (1-10) and the slightly unfavourable comparison
of the poet-translator with Horace (16-24). This sort of chiasmic procedure, not syntactical,
rather semantical, of the frame encompasses the matter in the scheme: Aa C bB. Passage of
five verses, C enunciates twice, in vv. 13 and 15 what is the ultimate goal and expectation of

the enterprise and its dedicatee: the poet’s praise, and that she keep the good deeds of people

268 RACE, 2004, pg 24
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(dobrodetel’). The two verses containing the word alternate the intention towards its opposite:
reproach and ward off bad mores and vices (vv 14-16).2% Reproach (khulit’) occupies the last
position of verse 13, as if encapsulated by the reiterated dobrodetel ?° in vv. 13 and 15, in
order to effectively subdue the bad mores (zlonravie), as if locked inside the verse by the action

‘reproach’.

In the same wise, Dobrodetel’ is syntactically enclosed within the verse by the
attributive noun zashchita, protection, defence, aegis. This same procedure shifts again the
focus onto the empress and closes the section. ethical jargon.?’* It belongs to the ecclesiastical
tradition of Slavonic language, but here it seems to be used in a novel way.?? The acute
observation in the collocation of words presented in these four verses follow the lesson on
disposition presented in AP vv. 47-48, where through a “skilful setting (callida iunctura) one

makes a familiar word new.”%"3

In the final portion (16-23) also are compared the correspondent languages involved in
the work presented. Latin is first mentioned in the first section (“/ bring you verses which in
the Roman / tongue seemed fitting to please the ears / of Augustus”, w. 4-6), and the
comparison with Russian happens in vv. 16-19. Here, the affected modesty concedes that the
“Venutian sounds”?’* are stronger, more pleasing. The poet-translator, however, writes in the
language of the empress, a language defined as “cheerful”, and the cheerfulness he claims for
his language is then superimposed on the usefulness the translations will provide, being
justified by it. In the combination of pleasure and learning, Kantemir merges two aspects the

old master prescribes in a passage of his Ars Poetica: “Poets aim either to benefit, or to amuse,

269 khulit’ zlonravie (v.14) and poroki progoniat’ (v.16).

270 Repetition in polyptoton using the nominative and genitive forms of the word.
271 DICTIONARIES: BIBLE GOOD SAMARITAN
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273 FAIRCLOUGH, 2005: (...) notum si callida verbum / reddiderit iunctura novum.
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or to utter words at once both pleasing and helpful to life”.?”> These are two aspects of the
tripartition expounded elsewhere by Cicero on the objectives of the orator: docere, movere and
delectare, and afterwards appropriated by the learned men of the Church as the main edifying

qualities in the study of ancient Latin author.2"®

Kantemir speaks in the cheerful language that promotes rational enlightenment and
scientific openness better employed in the simple, colloquial language that is but the variation
enforced by Peter the Great in opposition to the old language of the now relegated, to a
considerable degree, to the clergy. This facetious posture, peculiar to Horatian elocution, is the
best way to dissolve a worldview that prevents the impending western scientific progress and
cosmopolitanism imposed by Peter to his associates and successors in the geopolitical scenario
of early 18" C. Europe. This cheerfulness Kantemir claims to perform, and from ‘cheerfulness’

we may deprehend simplicity, colloquiality,?”” will be further investigated in the next section.

c. The preface and the Vita Horatiana

Immediately after the dedication comes two more straightforward documents, a preface
informing on the nature and the objectives of the translation, and a Life of Horace that, as far

as | could assess, belongs to Kantemir himself.

The first document is a very brief preface where the translator basically explains his
choices in selecting the text and author to translate, his strategies in conveying the original text
with the correspondent justifications for polemical formal choices, and the main objectives of

his translation. In only two pages Kantemir exposes the main characteristics of his craft, also

275 FAIRCLOUGH 2005, pg. 478: Aut prodesse volunt aut delectare poetae / aut simul et iucunda et idoea dicere
vitae AP 333-335).
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displayed in other translations he performed, especially when rendering the Anacreontics,
concluded during his mission to London in 1736. As mentioned,?’® this is the first time a
significant part of the Anacreontic poems was translated into Russian, and also the first time a

poetical collection was presented as a unity with informative historical notes and explanations.

This translation remained virtually unknown until the 1867 edition by Efremov. In
comparison to the latter translation of the Epistles, this was much more concise in its prefatory
pieces, and contains a dedication to Empress Elizabeth, a preface, and a poet’s life. The
dedication is much more modest in literary ambition, being in prose and little more than an
enumeration of her common epithets, similar to the best titles Lomonosov used in his odes.
The preface tries to address in a much more concise way the same issues as in the preface to

the Epistles and the life was most likely an original composition by Kantemir himself.

The preface to the Epistles begins with Kantemir bluntly justifying his choice of author
and work to translate, right on the first sentence: “Of all ancient authors, | put Horace in the
very first place,”?’® a statement upheld by the enumeration of several of his qualities: Horace
is fortunate in the composition of sentences, ingenious in the choices of adjectives, daring in
his thoughts, and represents them with vigour and delight. These features are some of the
expected qualities one finds in other accounts contemporary to Kantemir, and by ancient
grammarians and rhetoricians, describing great writers of the past and present: Fortunateness,
ingenuity, and boldness are complemented by perhaps the two most appreciated qualities in
literary compositions: vigour?? and delight. These are very similar to the qualities Quintilian
uses to describe the poetry of Horace. As the only Roman lyric worth to be read in his program

of authors that would make the perfect orator: “for he rises at times to a lofty grandeur and is

278
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full of sprightliness and charm, while there is great variety in his figures, and his boldness in

the choice of words is only equalled by his felicity.”?8

The second reason for Kantemir’s choice is perhaps the most important. Among all
works by Horace, the Epistles were chosen due to their didactic character fitting for the teaching
of ethics, here calqued as nravoucheniia. Teaching how to live and how to behave in this new
post-Petrine world was perhaps the most important educational aspect in the formation of a
citizen, apart from the modern technical abilities needed for pragmatic purposes. The Epistles,
traditionally seen as the most mature of Horatian compositions, were chosen here for a
particularity that sets the poet apart: “almost every single line of his contain a useful rule or
precept useful for the formation of a life.”?8? One of the principal characteristics of the Horatian
poetry is its ability for the synthesis displayed in the sententiae, maxims, or gnomic
expressions. As mentioned below in the analysis of the translations of the AP, the maxims are
the most remarkable devices in the composition, and one of the most important features for a
translator to render in their language, especially if they wish their translations had a lasting
impact on the public, consolidating its fame. The conciseness, pungency and vigour of
expression in countless passages, have made Horace one of the best-known poets of antiquity
and one of the most widely quoted. In the Epistles, the Venutian is especially rich in such
maxims, serving as ancillary expressions to admonitions and pieces of advice, or consisting

themselves in the admonitions used to convey the given philosophical advice.

The next topic Kantemir mentions regards a formal peculiarity he chose and felt obliged
to justify: the absence of rhymes in the translation. In a justification that brings to mind a
similar, albeit less affected, diffidence as that of Trediakovsky in his preface to SiP one decade

later, in regard to his translation of the AP being translated in prose. As seen in the last chapter,

28110 10.96. Translation by Harold Edgeworth Butler.
282 EFREMOV, 1867.

180



in the case of Trediakovsky and his French background, translating Greek and Roman literary
texts in a literary fashion usually entailed the use of rhymes, even though no such concept
existed in Ancient Greek or Latin. 282 Now the work of a poet nurtured in different branches of
the tradition, the translator of the Epistles is cautious in asserting that he chose [rhymeless]
verse to be more faithful, and that the inclusion of rhymes would represent too great a departure

from the original text.

Kantemir did not feel such necessity in justifying his translations of the Anacreontics,
only mentioning that he did not use them to make the meaning clearer, but here he dialectically
raises probable objections to this formal peculiarity. To the probable objections one might have
made against the lack of such a supposedly important device, he lists, as usual, the authorities
that preceded him. He mentions basically three out of “countless” authors.?®* The two first are
Italian: the celebrated 16™ C. translation of the Aeneid of 15** by Annibale Caro (1507-1566),
and the contemporary 18" C. translation of Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura mentioned along with
Italia liberata dai Goti, Italy liberated from the Goths, both works by Gian Giorgio Trissino

(1478-1550). The third one is English: Milton’s Paradise Lost.

Rhymes were one of the principal elements of vernacular poetry, and its use in the
translation of the ancient classical corpus was the most common practice. In both Kantemir’s
“cultural grounds”, Italy and England, blank verse was not the most extensively employed
formal parameter to render hexametric poetry, but hardly was a novelty or rarity. The absence
of rhymes was not a matter of polemics, being attempted and consolidated practice since the

first decades of 16™ C.% The Italian translations and originals mentioned by Kantemir were

283 The closest feature is the homeoteleuton, equal ending, which may appear in positions of rhyme (cf. AP.
vv.99-100), but it was a rhetorical device among others and never counted as an intrinsic formal poetic element,

the absence of which could be considered a fault.
284

285
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the first to bring the form to a full rhetorical and elocutionary development in the heroic, lofty,

matter.

In Italy the tradition of employing versi sciolti, that is, unrhymed hendecasyllables, was
perhaps best represented by the coiner of the term, Trissino, in his preface to Italia liberata but
it was not the first specimen of blank verse employed to an epic composition correspondent to
the hexameter.288 A few years before books 2 (1539) and 4 (1534) of the Aeneid also received
translations also in versi sciolti by Ippolito de Medici (1511 — 1535) and (Niccolo Liburnio,
1470 — 1557).28 To all intents and purposes, however, Trissino entered history as the greatest
exponent of the practice with his influential epic poem. He became the best authority for
subsequent authors in the practice, including in England. It is no wonder why Kantemir chose

him as one of the authorities to uphold his formal choices.

In England a similar thing took place, with obscure translations preceding more famous
ones. Henry Howard, Earl of Surrey (1516-17 — 1547) employed the scheme for the first time
in the 1540’s, with his translation of the second and fourth books of Vergil’s Aeneid. A better-
known contemporary in the black verse was Christopher Marlowe (1564 — 1593), with his
translation of the 1% book of Lucan’s Pharsalia, issued posthumously in 1600.2%8 These two
specimens, however, remained relatively unknown, consisting in the only examples of blank
verse employed in appropriations of ancient epic hexametric poetry before the publication of
Milton’s Paradise Lost in 1667. All other translations and original compositions of ancient epic
poetry, and here we can include the best-known monuments of Chapman in his rendering of
Homer, and, for instance, Spenser’s Faerie Queene, employed rhymes in their formal

parameters and this resonated as the expected practice. Blank verse had developed in parallel

286 Trissino:
287

288 Hardison Jr., 1984. pp. 253-274.
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in English poetry as a chiefly dramatic verse,?®® and in the 1660’s was an odd choice for
hexametric epic poetry. Milton was obliged to explain his choice for his magnum opus.
Paradise lost is written in “English heroic verse without rime, as that of Homer in Greek and

Virgil in Latin.”?%

Milton is blunt when justifying his choices in the Preface: rhymes are “no necessary
adjunct or true ornament of poem or good verse.” Rather, they are “a hindrance, a constraint to
express many things that otherwise (...) than else they would have expressed them.” His poem
was to be disposed in nothing else than “apt numbers, fit quantity of syllables, and the sense
variously drawn out from one verse into another”, that is, the unrestricted adoption of
enjambement. Matter and meaning were the central preoccupations of the poet that was to “soar
/ above the Aonian mount, while it pursues / things unattempted yet in prose or rhyme.” (1,
wv.13-15). Rather than being detrimental to the poem, the absence of those “jingling sounds of
like endings” would serve to elevate it to the same status as the works by Homer and Virgil.
Milton haughtily asserts the superiority of blank verse in supplying the necessities of epic
poetry, especially when it comes to its narrative nature. The same iambic pentameter of the
foundational, unparalleled, tradition of Elizabethan theatre was duly legitimised for another

poetic genre.

So we see three different postures in the defence of unrhymed verse in these three
authorities brought Kantemir in his preface. Naturally, Kantemir was much humbler in his also
humbler literary enterprise. Like all the authorities he mentions in his preface, he justifies his

formal choice but in a more contained manner.

289 The first work to employ blank verse in English drama was Gorboduc by Thomas Norton (1532-1584) and
Thomas Sackville (1536-1608), acted before Queen Elizabeth | in the Christmas of 1561.
290 MILTON, 2004.
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In the last explanation of his translation procedures Kantemir states the attempt to keep
his version of the Epistles “word by word”, and besides, to introduce new words, coined by the
author from the Latin original, in a foreignizing stance that promotes to an even greater degree
the didactic and formative perspective emphasized by the author, and the other poets translators
of this first generation. Kantemir asserts his wish that these new words will be adopted in the
general Russian vocabulary, and his hope that they will “not contradict the ways of the Russian
language and will be accepted by the people, thereby enriching the language”. To grant that
these words will be “completely understood”, Kantemir furnishes these new words with

explanatory notes “to maintain their full vigour”.

The other notes are related to historical and political data related to the Roman world
of the late Republic/Augustan period. Being the most referential of Horace’s works along with
the Satires, Kantemir addresses the problem that without them they may be almost
incomprehensible. According to Kantemir, these notes were taken from the complete works of

Horace by Andre Dacier, but most of them were produced by the translator’s own pen.

It is beyond my reach to definitely determine which specific edition by Dacier’s
Complete Works was used, but the most likely is the joint venture between himself and
Sanadon published first in 1735, the same used by Trediakovsky in his translation of the AP.2%!
This joint edition with the translations of both Frenchmen side-by-side, furnished with
commentaries to all passages of the text proved to be the most influential edition of Horace in
Russia and was used by Kantemir in his notes, as he himself asserts in the preface. Unlike
Trediakovsky he duly mentions which notes were taken from Dacier and which he himself

wrote.

291 Alekseeva, 2013, presents a brief discussion conjecturing on the exact edition used by Kantemir.
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Having presented his translation of the in the preface, Kantemir also includes in the
volume a zhitie Kvinta Goratsiia Flaka, a Life of Horace, as expected from most of the pre-
modern editions of ancient authors, that almost always included a Vita Horatiana in their
editions. The earlier printed editions of Horace usually included the famous Life and the
principal source of information on the life of Horace, besides his own accounts, attributed to
Suetonius. This Life was included in the greater collection known Vitae Poetarum, of which
few of these lives survive. Unlike other Italian, French, English editions that usually include
the authoritative and Vita attributed to Suetonius, here Kantemir produced a text with his own

words.

In a two-page biographical remark, Kantemir reorganizes the information contained in
Suetonius’ Life, adding a few pieces of information that might have proved relevant to better
situate a reader unacquainted with classical antiquity and subtracting other that might not have
sounded too wholesome to these readers. Instead of Suetonius, who situates the information on
date of birth and death in the end of the text, Kantemir states the information regarding
Horace’s birth right at the beginning, as a way to maintain chronological order. Here Kantemir
chooses not to omit the traditional Roman way of marking the years, by mentioning the consuls
seated at the moment. He does not fail to mention that Horace was born in the year of Consuls
L. Aurelius Cotta and Manlius Torquatus, but unlike Suetonius, he does not mention the exact
date of birth in the Roman calendar (He was born on the sixth day before the Ides of December
in the consulate of Lucius Cotta and Lucius Torquatus).?®? He adds, however, the information
on the Catiline’s conspiracy, possibly in a way to better situate his intended reader with a better

known historical fact. Another example of addition made by the translator, intended to a

292 ROLFE, 1959, pg. 480.
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Russian contemporary reader is the correspondence between military tribune and polkovnik

(colonel), a very recognizable rank in the new organization of Peter’s army.

About the subtractions, the most eloquent is that Kantemir altogether omits the poet’s
lust depicted by Suetonius with the flamboyant disclosure of the poet’s sexual practices, like
the ceiling mirror he installed to watch his own performances in bed. Rather, Kantemir replaces
it with a simple “He was inclined to the feminine sex”. The translator choses other pieces of
information absent from Suetonius’ Life but taken from his own readings of the poet’s works.
One of them is when he mentions that Horace “loved moderate meals, but with clean table
settings, apparel and house”. This may be a reference to Epistles 5, addressed to Torquatus,
where the poet says: “If you can recline at my table on couches made by Archias, and are not
afraid of ‘a dinner of herbs, only from a modest dish, I shall expect you, Torquatus, at my house

at sunset. (...) Long has my hearth been bright, and the furniture made neat for you”.2%®

Kantemir leaves to the end the facts on Horace’s death and the resumé of his poetical
career. He does not mention the consuls in office in the year of his death, as he does when
stated his date of birth. This is another difference from Suetonius who says Horace died in the
consulships of G. Marius Censorinus and G. Asinius Gallus. The ailments that plagued the poet
in his final years also differ from the two lives: Kantemir says that Horace suffered from his
eyes and this is not mentioned in Suetonius. That Horace was interred beside Maecenas grave

is an fact shared by both lives.

The poet’s resumé is the final addition made by Kantemir, stating all the extant works
produced by the Venutian. Just like his French source, Dacier, Kantemir considers the Epodes
to be a fifth book of Odes and not a work considered apart. In the closing remarks, Kantemir

provides a few last eulogies to the poet according to the appreciation of “ancient and modern

293 Epist. 1.5, wv. 1-3 (...) 6.
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writers”, reinforcing the qualities already mentioned in the preface: “an exceptional sharpness
of with, a great force and delight in expression and a particular art in making the things agree

with their respective words.”

This is a very brief and incomplete account of Kantemir’s assessment of Horace’s
Epistles. Unfortunately, it proved impossible to pay a more deserver attention to it, and a
detained analysis of some of his translations is still a called-for enterprise. This must be left for
another occasion for despite Kantemir’s translations of Horace having remained almost
completely forgotten and had almost no impact in is times, it nevertheless consists in a very
important piece of philological inquiry in Russia, showing the possibilities of the reception of
Horace and the classics in general in such a momentous period. It provides a window to
assessing the poetical practices of a very particular man of letters of Russia, who bet in a formal
tradition that has not thrived in his country but, due to this very fact had in Antiokh Dmitrevich

Kantemir its most perfect development.
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V. Conclusion

Having focused on part of his hexametric production, in special the AP, this thesis tried
to present the reception of Horace with translations carried out by central literary figures in the
first generation of Russian literature. As already extensively mentioned throughout this thesis,
this was a period in the formation of Russian language when new but essentially traditional
literary conceptions were taking place, new poetic forms were being introduced, new literary
authorities were being regarded as models of appropriation. The very nature of a poetic
production inherently based on the imitation of foreign authorities inherited from the Western,
Greco-Roman tradition, incited in some of these authors a quest for being the first to
appropriate these models in their land. This quest, in itself also an inherited poetic topos,
generated in some of them an anxiety for boasting the title of being the first ever to introduce
a given authoritative classical model speaking the new Russian language, or to be the innovator
who introduced a given poetic form or literary trend that would set the standards to the future

poets to come.

In doing so, some of these first poets saw themselves in a peculiar position, as the
imitation of new foreign models were granted the authority of erudition, balance,
sophistication, in opposition to the previous cultural status, deemed by the current cultural and
political authorities the opposite of these characteristics. New models were introduced, but
imitation remained the governing principle in poetic practice, with translation being the first
step in the appropriation of a given model. The model is the standard with which to compare

one’s own textual production, and this specially serves in a historical context when the quest
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for models of display is also political, usually affirmed by force of coercion.?®* But imitation,
I would argue, is only one step in a general spectrum of appropriation of a given authoritative
text. At the same time, how imitates must always avoid being superstitious. It is always a
delicate subject to maintain a degree of individuality in front of model of authority and
imitating a particular strong point of the model was always a difficult thing in granting the
variety that will make the end text interesting. The fact is that if Prokopovich’s admonitions
are taken in the compositions of new texts, some degree of infidelity to the model is essential,
as long as the imitator artfully produces a text that presents a relevant actualization of the canon,

while having the shadow of its model behind it.

On the other hand, translation is the approach to the original work that is mostly
concerned with conveying the original meaning, or another essential particularity of a given
source text written in a foreign language. Irrespective of the many theories that try to
understand it and the prescriptions that try to regulate and streamline its practices, it has as
central feature a given degree of fidelity to its source and by nature it has to be as close to the
source text as possible, whether a particular [point of contact] is emphasized by the translator
or having as broad in its criteria as possible. Or as Benjamin puts: “The task of the translator
consists in finding the particular intention toward the target language which produces in that
language the echo of the original.”?® If the translation in question is only concerned with
maintaining its “transmitting function”? it occupies one end of a spectrum of appropriation,
entailing a high degree fidelity to original intention, whose extreme opposite would be a
completely self-standing work of art. Benjamin would disparagingly call this “informative

translation”; Nabokov would call it “literal” and would claim it is the only real kind translation

294 And this was the case, | repeat (cf. above, Introduction, pg. XX), of Petrine, and the Russia after Peter, with
culturally distancing from the Orthodox tradition, by advancing the displays of power grounded with Western
Europe and Augustan Rome.

295 Benjamin, 1996, pg. 258.

2% |bid. pg. 253.
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there is. Both are talking about the same thing: a translation governed by semantics, by the
faithful rendering ““as closely as the associative and syntactical capacities of another language

allow, the exact contextual meaning of the original”.2%’

However, Benjamin’s justification of a literary, self-standing piece of translation,
invoked by the idea of the “stage of continued life” of a given literary piece, implies a different
degree in the scale of adherence to a given source. 2°® This kind of translation, that Nabokov
would call “paraphrastic” and, ultimately, a “profanation of the dead” is therefore an
intermediary degree between an imitation that takes a given poetic model, subjecting it to its
own literary purposes and a faithfully semantic literal translation. Semantics ceases to be the
most important rendering target in translation to become equal with many others. Form
becomes the central concern, and syntactic arrangement, figures of speech, phonemic colouring
all become cornerstones on which to build a translation that seeks to be a future monument in

the afterlife of a great literary work of art.

But inserted in this proposed spectrum, translation remains the humblest activity in
literary practices. Even if we grant the nobility of a practice whose final product can be
considered a literary work in its own right, it nevertheless is indissociable to its source, liked
by a thread of fidelity that is always apparent. Translating is composing without the need for
invention, for all the matter to be worked is already given in the original. It grows old, withers
and with time, it is usually relegated to the inquiries of future philologists. It proves an easier
task, however, especially in the literary battleground that of a language that is just starting with
its many players trying to establish their names in their literary field as founding fathers. The

anxiety mentioned in chapter 2 comes into play in moments such as this.

297 NABOKOV, in Pushkin, 1964. Pp. vii, viii.
29% BENJAMIN, 1996, pg. 254.
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Trediakovsky was a poet specially affected by the anxiety for precedence. After losing
battle after battle trying to advance his own views on form and poetic elocution as prescriptions
for the new Russian language, as his favour among his peers hopelessly waned, he saw himself
compelled to take ever humbler steps in his literary practices. Perhaps someone first and
foremost oriented to the task of translating rather than imitating, toward the end of his career
Trediakovsky increasingly focused on translation, gradually excusing himself from the arena
of poetic practices. His last great enterprises were considered, by his own accounts,
translations: the Frangois Fenelon’s Aventures de Télémaque (translated as Tilemakhida -

1765), and Charles Rollin’s History of Rome (1761-1767).

Both were choices of contemporary works chosen by Trediakovsky in what he deemed
would become “modern classics”, “greatly contributing to the education of the future
generations in his country”.?®® The latter was the translation of a contemporary history of
Rome, undertook by the French historian and pedagogue, Charles Rollin (1661-1741). A not
very distinguished work, even for its times, Rollin’s Histoire was devoutly translated by
Trediakovsky, being among his dearest productions and one he most strenuously dedicated his
efforts t0.3%° The former is a poem that freely appropriates from the Fenelon’s Les Adventures
de Télémaque, back in the day, a best-selling didactic novel in prose, covering the quest of
Odysseus son, Telemachus, after his father. Concerned above all with ethical issues, it displays
a very clear general theory of morality as set by 18"C. Illuminist philosophy. The translation,
an example of prose to verse rendering, was Trediakovsky’s last attempt at promoting the his

proposal of the Russian hexametric verse, which only would be used again (with considerable

299 TREDIAKOVSKY, and Reyfman, 1993. pp.
300 Reyfman?
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differences) in Gnedich’s translation of the Iliad, Zhukovsky’s version of the Odyssey, and

Fet’s translations of Horace’s hexametric works.3

Trediakovsky’s both endeavours were ultimately fruitless, both in his biological and his
literary afterlife.3%? Be it due to a mistaken appreciation of the historical value of such works,
be it as a confirmation of the idiosyncrasies his detractors would not stop picking on, these last
translations brought him no glory, no money, no respect. The old man increasingly saw himself
as a teacher of letters, looking for at least, benefiting his future generations, what arguably did

not happen as well.3%

In 1753, year of his 50™" birthday, he published the balance of his career so far, securing
his priority in translating none other than the two most authoritative poems on how to write
poems, Boileau’s Art Poétique, and Horace’s AP. His formal choices in rendering both poems
reveal the versatility in the application of poetic form he strove for since the beginning, now
furnished with the new theoretical understanding of the current poetic situation on matters of
form, as presented in the revised manual on versification, that by now had but to accept the
already consolidated the Lomonosovian practice inaugurated in 1739. In spite of it all, he now
made theoretical observations that tried to revise and prove more sensible than some of

Lomonosov’s ideas in the 1739 Letter.

As seen, the translation of the AP is rendered in prose, always striving to be clear in
meaning, going the opposite direction as the original in terms of conciseness, obscurity, tropes
and figures. It was written as if it was one of his everyday letters sent to a friend or to, say, a
colleague in the Academy of Sciences. This translation of the AP, therefore, occupies one end

of the spectrum above stated. And in this sense, despite the astounding silence in its reception,

301 The poet Afanasy Fet (1820-1892) carried out the first translation of Horace’s Complete Works. This
translation remains one of the most authoritative in

302 Radishchev’s account.
303
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it may be justified to accept the conjecture made by Alekseeva that this was the gateway
through which Russian people who did not know other languages got their first glimpse of
Horace’s AP.3% It certainly seemed very helpful to a public completely unacquainted with
Ancient Antiquity, a public that would have a clearer picture of its meaning in the most difficult
parts, such as the cryptic circumstantial information that abound in the original, and the literary
concepts always broken down in the translation by hendiadys. This informative, semantically
oriented translation was perhaps more helpful to a lay public than its antipode, the translation
by Popovsky. In this sense, even if beyond the possibility of historical confirmation, he may

have accomplished his objective of being a dutiful teacher.

Now, Popovksy’s appropriation was a big step towards podrazhanie. Product of a
talented versifier, whose untimely death prevented the language from having more examples
of his command of model dissolution,®® it represents a clear example of literary translation, no
longer concerned with a strict semantic rendering of the original, but now rather interested in
conveying a general paraphrastic appreciation of the original, heavily constricted by the
translator’s formal choices, especially in view of the rhyming couplet iambic hexameters.
Among the procedures adopted by Popovsky were paraphrase, disregard to circumstantial
information, focus on the style of the target language, in a truly Russian poetic form. Nurtured
by Lomonosov’s school of inspired transported poetry, Popovsky took the same guiding
principles for translation as his master, by having as the translation’s governing compositional
principle his chosen poetic form, with the objective of effectively producing a poem that

intended to put itself in equal grounds as the original.

This was the same principle adopted by the other great translator of Horace in this

generation, Ivan Barkov. His appropriation of the Satires, unfortunately not contemplated in

304 Alekseeva, 2006.
305 Remember the Pope translation. Essay on Man.
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this thesis, present the same formal characteristics of the trends set by Lomonosov, in his 1747
Rhetoric and his disciples. Dating from 1763, that is, ten years after Popovsky’s translation of
the AP, Barkov was someone already under Lomonosov’s sphere of influence.® It was
composed in the same iambic hexameter arranged in rhyming couplets, but now more
concerned with balance between its cornerstones and philological considerations. The
translation counted with several ancillary notes to help the reader navigate in such complex
text as Horace’s Satires and had as goal a translation that had a literary interest but presented

did not exclude a didactic, informative approach.

With these translations, Popovsky, and to a lesser extent, Barkov, effectively hits the
mark between the informative translation of Trediakovsky, and the imitation stances that would
dominate the Horatian reception in the second half of the Century. Among the examples of
such methods of appropriation are Vasily Kapnist’s Horatian impersonation,*®” Muravyov’s
exquisite, interspersed borrowings to his self-standing poems, and Derzhavin’s free departures
“in the spirit of Horace”. These later instances, at least the most famous of them, are no longer
considered translations according to critics and literary typologists of Russian literature, but

imitation, podrazhanie, a product of a poet rather than a translator.3®

Kapnist’s Horatian Odes were in his own words a “imitative translation”
(podrazhatelny perevod) of around one fourth of all Horatian lyrical output. [...] These odes
were reconceptualized in his own times addressed to Kapnist’s own contemporaries
represented in the respective addressees of the original Horatian odes. One of them is his
rendering of Odes 4.2, where the theme the impossibility of effectively emulating Pindar is

transplanted into the figure of Lomonosov, contributing to the sobriquet of “Russian Pindar”,

306 «KsnHTa Mopauma dnakka catmpbl uam becegpi», CM6., 1763. For a complete introductory account of

Barkov’s life and works cf. Zorin, SXXX.
307 | refer to Kapnist’s Horatian Odes Cf. Kapnist, 19XX. Busch, 1965, pp. 33-34.
308 Bysch, 1965;
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first given to the polymath some decades ago by Sumarokov in his Epistle Number 2, when he

referred to him as “our country’s Malherbe” and “similar to Pindar’.3%°

If we take Derzhavin’s appropriation of Odes 3.30, we see a very clear example of his
command of podrazhanie appropriating the Horatian monument to his own career as a poet.
Written in his mid-career (17XX), Derzhavin starts the appropriation as a simple translation.
Breaking it in four-line strophes, he underscores all the points of contact with the original in
strophes 1 and 2, only to depart from it in emulation in the last two verses of the second strophe:
“... and my glory will grow never waning / as long as the whole world revere the Slavic race.”
Then the poet goes on to adapt all the points of contact present in Horace’s ode (the geographic
extension of his glory, the deeds performed by the poet, the invocation of the muse), to his own
Russian homeland, his own deeds in the poetic world, his own personal invocation of his muse.
Compared to Lomonosov’s first appropriation of Odes 3.30, it is a harsh imitative departure
from the original source, reconceptualizing the poem to his own purposes and extolling his own
poetic achievements. Derzhavin would incorporate much from Horace in his own work and all
the instances in his work of his own manners of appropriation should receive a study of its

own.310

Following this line of increasing [appropriative] dissolution] we could take one more
example from another illustrious appropriator of Classic Antiquity, Mikhain Nikitich
Muravyov. Muravyov was more famously known for the implementation in Russia of the
Aesopian tradition carried along the linguistic traditions by Phaedrus and La Fontaine. The
fables known to almost every Western child were given its Russian outfit by this poet. Needless
to say, Muravyov was a great representative of Russian classicism and made several

appropriations of Horace. His poem Country live / life on the countryside, to Afanasy

309 SUMAROKOV, Cf. above.
310 pajt, 2004, inquires on problems of the reception of the Odes and Epodes in Derzhavin’s work.
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Efremovich Brianchaninov, takes from Horace in the topos stated on its title, interspersing it
with images and elocutions taken from some passages of the odes, but above all the from
Second Epode. It is usually considered by Russian critics and scholars a “self-standing poem”,
escaping the rigid, stricter division of genres established by the greatest legislative voices of
Russian poetry such as Sumarokov toward a more “original, personal poem.”3!! It presents
interesting classification issues that deserve a more thorough scrutiny in the study of the

reception of ancient classic models.

But this thesis is not about these figures from the second generation of Russian poets.
This study should be left to another occasion. Meanwhile Horace’s hexametric production
received more attention in the first generation, especially due to its didactic value, whether by
teaching literary matters (as is the case of the AP), whether concerned in teaching ethical

matters like the Satires and the Epistles.

In chapter 4 we have seen a bit of the deeds undertaken by the pioneer Antiokh
Dmitrievich Kantemir. As someone who wrote before all these more famous names from the
second generation, this poet remained forgotten due to the several circumstances of his life and
formal choices in poetry. His translations of the Epistles suffered from an even more chronical
problem of forgetfulness. His translations were completely ignored by his contemporaries, only
receiving its first proper edition one hundred years after its original publication, in 1744.
Nonetheless, this was a very interesting proposition for the purposes of this thesis, for it is
located in another intermediary level between Trediakovsky’s informative prose translation
and Popovsky’s literary adaptation, which already depart from the original. Though its formal

choices are still in verse, it is not constricted by a rigid scheme of distich rhymes. This granted

311 Dedicated to Afanasy Brianchaninov, poet, playwright and husband of Muravyov’s cousin, the poem presents
several difficulties to Russian scholars as to its specific generic classification. It starts with a recusatio belli
exemplified by the Aeneid, and punctuates the poem with the several praises taken above all from Epod. 2 mixed
up with verses that seemingly do not give grounds to appropriation. Cf. Muravyov, 1967, pp. 84-85. Skibina,
2010: .
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Kantemir’s translation a clear, balanced, fluent translation of the Epistles that sadly remained
forgotten for the best part of the century and remained virtually forgotten to the appreciation
of his peers. Then there was the question of the form insisted on by Kantemir as a continuation

of the Slavonic tradition, having in the background a formation in Italian letters.

Unlike Trediakovsky, who had only a very basic scholastic Italian education in the
elementary years of the Capuchin school in Astrakhan, and, therefore, developed his talents in
a French substrate, and Lomonosov, who was rather nurtured by a German basis, Kantemir was
a man of letters formed in an Italian background. It is using an Italian rationale that he displays
the theoretical positions in his Khariton Makentin’s letter.3'? Both he and his elder “brother of
arms”’, Feofan Prokopovich, were directly influenced by the Italian literary scenario, the latter
having studied in Rome, formed in the Jesuit-oriented scholasticism of St. Athanasius College,
the Collegio Greco, and the former, through the members of the Italian community that
frequented his house when he was ambassador to England. Like Trediakovsky’s propositions
in his first letter, Kantemir’s ideas on Russian poetic practices tried to bridge the literature
practiced in the new language with the preceding Slavonic syllabic tradition, seasoning it with
ideas taken from Italian literary practices. He would also fail in this proposing this. Instead, the
dominant poetic form of the new language would be a revolutionary proposal that would bet in
the complete rupture with the past, grounding its assumptions in composing “by the natural

particularities of our language”.3!3

But above all, it is in the choice of blank verse that this translation can Kantemir be said
to have initiated a tradition. From the great translations of Homer in early-19"" C., i.e. Gnedich’s
Iliad and Zhukovsky’s Odyssey, to the first complete translations of Horace’s works by

Afanasy Fet, blank verse would be the trend that would dominate most translation practices of

312 Egpecially in his defence of blank verse for translating texts from Classical Antiquity. Cf. above, pg. XX.
313 This is the first corollary of Lomonosov’s 1739 Letter on Versification. LOMONOSOV, PSS 8. Pg. 9.
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ancient poetry after the 18" C. Due to this more flexible choice, Kantemir’s translation of the
Epistles would occupy the middle ground between Trediakovsky’s and Popovsky’s translation
the AP, making it a literary translation more balanced in its points of fidelity, more closely
related to semantics, while maintaining a literary quality that allows the translation to

effectively count as a “posthumous monument™ on the reception of Horace.

Kantemir’s use of blank verse would be the standard practice in the subsequent
translations of the ancient classics due to many factors beyond the reaches of this thesis. The
fact is that he felt compelled to justify this choice in the preface of his translation of the Epistles.
Rhymes up until the biggest part of the century were considered an essential element of poetry,
regardless of the genre being practiced. Rhymes for both Trediakovsky and Lomonosov were
virtually the only characteristic that set apart prose to verse, for instance, in French poetry,

being one of the reasons given by both for adopting a syllabo-tonic system of versification.

Blank verse then would take a bit longer to be incorporated into Russian literary
practices. Pushkin would be the first one to do so in only one genre he eventually dedicated to,
drama. He was the first to break with the French classic theatre tradition, headed above all by
Sumarokov’s dramatic production, to present the text in couplet alexandrines, preferring
instead the English arrangements that started with Elizabethan theatre. Pushkin would be the
first to produce drama in blank iambic pentameters, with Boris Godunov and his little tragedies.
But Pushkin, this sun of Russian literature, would represent much more to his language than a
simple adoption of a freer poetic form. Pushkin, as already stated, raised the poetic elocution

of his language to a perfect degree of maturity.

This thesis tried to present a moment in the reception of Horace in Russia and offer
some reflections on the manner of appropriation of his works in a moment when the bases of a

literature was being established and its first actors sought the affirmation to their names in a
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novel literary field. |1 hope that in this thesis by presenting such a momentous time in the history
of Russian literature, and tackling a few questions relative to the reception of Horace, | could

have attained the objectives stated above in the Introduction.
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Appendix 1 — Kantemir’s Prefaces

English Translation

Preface

Among all the ancient poetic works in Latin, | consider those of Horace to hold the very
first place. Fortunate in the composition of sentences, ingenious in choosing adjectives, bold
in thoughts, he represents all of them with vigor and delight. In his poems the meter corresponds
to matter, relaxed and simple in the Satires and Epistles, elevated and pleasant in the Odes,
always useful, composed both with admonitions and examples for the correction of morals.
Therefore, his works were loved not only by Caesar Augustus and the most famous Romans,
but also, they received a great appreciation by all enlightened people, in almost all countries,
throughout some seventeen centuries. Thus, in view of giving our language an attempt at
translating Latin verses, | thought I could not look for a better author. Among his works | have
chosen the Epistles, due to their being more abundant in ethics than others. Practically every
line contains some useful precept for the ordering of life. — I have translated this Epistle into
unrhymed verse, so as to keep nearer to the original, from which the necessity of rhyming
would often require me to depart. | know that due to the absence of rhymes such lines will not
compare with others, but if they allow diligently to notice, they will find in them some
measured agreement and a certain pleasant sound, which, 1 hope, will show that in the

composition of our verses is also possible.

In this wise, versed poets from many different peoples serve as predecessors and
example. Italian poets translated almost all Latin and Greek verses into such unrhymed verses
(they called them versi sciolti). Famous among them is the translation of Vergil by Anibal

Caro, and that of Lucretius by Marchetti, which are practically in no way different from the
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originals. Even some of their new productions were translated with these lines, such as
Trissino's Italy Liberated (Italia Liberatta). Among the English, we must not forget Milton's
Paradise Lost. I could mention many others, if |1 did not guard against overextending my
introduction. In many places I have preferred to translate Horace word for word, even though
| felt that | was forced to use either new words or figures of expression and, therefore, not fully
understandable to the reader not versed in Latin. I must apologize for this defect, as | have
undertaken these translations not only for those who simply want to read the Horace Epistles
in Russian and do not know Latin, but also for those who study the Latin language and wish to
fully understand the original. There is yet another usefulness that comes from this: if these
words and expressions come into use in the future, our language will be enriched as a result.

This is an end in book translation that should not be forgotten.

I have such firm hope that my introduction of these new words and expressions do not
contradict the particularities of the Russian language, that I have not neglected to clarify their
force in reference notes, so these notes are necessary in order to be understandable to all. In
time, these novelties will perhaps become so commonplace to the people that they will no
longer need any comment. Even more necessary is to clarify the ancient customs, rituals, and
other things, and also the names of personalities mentioned in the Epistles of Horace, without
whom not only would the reader have little enjoyment in them, but they might even be quite
unintelligible to him. As for the notes, most of them are the fruit of my own work, but most of
the time | have taken them from Dacier and other commentators on Horace. If my enterprise
proves pleasant to readers, it can be expected that, in time, other learned persons will not only
complete the other works of Horace, but also other Roman and Latin works to our people will
present, of which not a little use will arise for the diffusion of knowledge in our society, which,

in part, was the only glory that it has not yet achieved.
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Life of Quintus Horatius Flaccus

Quintus Horatius Flaccus was born two years prior to the conspiracy of Catiline in the
second Consulship of L. Aurelius Cotta and Manlius Torquatus in Venutia, a city in the Apulia
region which nowadays is called La Puglia and is part of the Kingdom of Naples. His father
was a freedman and a tax collector to the State. Some add that he made a living from selling

salt.

At twelve years of age, he was sent to Rome by his father and there was distinctly
educated and instructed in the liberal arts at the company of several well-born young men. But
it was the very example of his father that inspired in him the good behaviour, as he himself

attests in gratitude in the 6™ Satire of the first book.

From Rome he was sent to Athens to study philosophy and mathematics. Being in
Athens still at 23 years-old, Brutus (the assassin of Julius Caesar), having a great demand for
officers, withdrew him from learning to engage him in the civil war of that time and assigned
him the post of military tribune, that is a colonel. Under this rank he participated in the Battle

of Philippi, but dishonourably ran away from battle, having left behind his own shield.

Having Brutus’s army been defeated at this battle, all Horace’s estate was ascribed to
the victors, Augustus and Antonius. Consequently, instigated by poverty, Horace started to
dedicate himself to poetry and, so great was his success, that he became acquainted with the
most illustrious Roman aristocrats, among which was Maecenas, contemporary to Augustus
Caesar, to whom he was presented by the poet Vergil. Not long after, through Maecenas, he
fell in the graces of Augustus, who returned to Horace not only his former estate and belongings

but was as well abundantly rewarded.

Pleasant manners, sharpness of wit and the delightful conversation of Horace amused

the emperor and his contemporary, that both included him to their gatherings and had in him a
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sincere friend, especially Maecenas. Augustus desired to assign him to the position of his
private secretary, to what he himself refused due to Horace’s lazy nature, preferring to live a

peaceful life to having all that glory.

Inclined to quietude of mind and to freshness, he willingly spend his time in his
suburban villa in Tibur and in the region of Tarento, from whence he would lazily return to
Rome on the frequent insistence of his friends or on the utmost necessity of his affairs. He
loved moderate meals, with clean table settings, apparel and house. He was inclined to the
feminine sex and to the 50 years of age was jolly in conversation, cheerful, loved to have all

freedom to speak and in consequence, always looked to party only with his most trusted friends.

Short of stature and fat, grey before his 40’s, feeble of health, frequently suffered above
all from his eyes, Horace died at 57 and was interred close to Maecenas grave in Rome, having
left all his estate to Augustus Caesar. Horace’s works that reached us were 5 books of
songs/odes, plus a song/ode named Carmen Saeculare, two books of satires, two books of
letters (epistles) and a letter on the art of poetry. All these compositions from the times of
Augustus to our era gained an extraordinary fame and prestige and both ancient and modern
writers recognise that Horace displayed in them an exceptional sharpness of with, a great force
and delight in expression and a particular art in making the things agree with their respective

words.

Portuguese Translation

Prefacio

Dentre todas as obras poéticas antigas em latim, considero que as de Horacio detém o
primeirissimo lugar. Afortunado na composicdo de sentengas, engenhoso na escolha dos

adjetivos, ousado nos pensamentos, ele 0s representa com vigor e deleite. Em seus poemas o
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metro corresponde a matéria, descontraido e simples nas Sétiras e Epistolas, elevado e
agradavel em suas Odes, sempre Util, composto tanto com admoestacdes e exemplos para a
correcdo dos costumes. Por isso, suas obras foram amadas ndo apenas por César Augusto e 0s
mais famosos romanos, como também, por cerca de dezessete séculos, por todas as gentes
ilustradas, em quase todos 0s paises, receberam um grande aprego. Por isso, querendo eu dar a
nossa lingua uma tentativa de tradugdo de versos latinos, considerei que ndo poderia procurar
autor melhor. Dentre suas obras, escolhi as Epistolas, de modo que elas sdo mais do que as
outras abundantes na ética. Praticamente cada linha contém algum preceito Gtil para o
ordenamento da vida. — [Traduzi estas Epistola em versos sem rimas, de modo a manter-me
mais proximo do original, do qual a necessidade de rimas frequentemente exigiria que me
afastasse. Sei que por esta auséncia de rimas tais versos ndo se comparardo aos outros, mas se
elas permitirem diligentemente notar, encontrardo nelas alguma concordancia comedida e certo
som agradavel, que, espero mostrara que na composicdo de nossos versos ela é também

possivel.]

Nisso, poetas versados de muitos povos nos servem de predecessores e exemplo. Poetas
italianos traduziram quase todos os latinos e gregos em tais versos sem rimas (chamavam-no
versi sciolti). Famosa entre eles € a traducdo de Virgilio por Anibal Caro, e a de Lucrécio por
Marchetti, as quais praticamente em nada destoam dos originais. Mesmo algumas produc¢des
originais deles foram traduzidas nesses versos, tal como a Italia Liberada (Italia Liberatta) de
Trissino. Entre os ingleses, ndo devemos nos esquecer de Paraiso Perdido de Milton. Poderia
mencionar muitos outros, se ndo me resguardasse de estender minha introducédo [fala]. Em
muitos lugares preferi traduzir Horécio palavra por palavra, ainda que tenha sentido que fui
obrigado a usar ou palavra ou figuras de expressdo novas e, por isso, nao totalmente
compreensiveis ao leitor ndo versado em lingua latina. Por este defeito peco desculpas, pois

empreendi estas traducfes ndo apenas para aqueles que querem ler simplesmente as Epistolas
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Horécio em lingua russa e ndo sabem o latim, mas também para aqueles que estudam a lingua
latina e desejam compreender totalmente o original. Ha ainda outra utilidade que disso provém:
se no futuro estas palavras e expressdes entrarem em uso, por conta disso, nossa lingua se

enriquecera. Esse é um fim na traducéo de livros que ndo deve ser esquecido.

Tenho tdo firme esperancga de que a introducao destas novas palavras e expressdes ndo
contradizem as particularidades da lingua russa, que nao deixei de esclarecer sua forca em notas
de referéncia; de modo a serem compreensiveis a todos estas notas se fizeram necessarias. Com
0 tempo, estas novidades tornar-se-ao, talvez, tdo corriqueiras ao povo que nao precisardo mais
de nenhum comentario. Mais necessario ainda é esclarecer os costumes antigos, rituais e outras
coisas, e também os nomes de personalidades que as Epistolas de Horacio mencionam, sem as
quais ndo apenas o leitor pouco desfrutaria delas, mas também poderia mesmo serem de todo
ininteligiveis. Para as notas, a maior parte € fruto de meu préprio trabalho, mas em boa parte

das vezes as tomei de Dacier e outros comentadores de Horacio.

Se minha empreitada se mostrar aprazivel aos leitores, pode-se esperar que, com o tempo,
outras pessoas doutas ndo apenas completardo as outras obras de Horacio mas também outras
obras romanas e em latim a nosso povo apresentardo, das quais surgira ndo pouco uso para a

difusdo dos saberes em nossa sociedade, que, em parte foi a Gnica gloria ainda ndo alcancada.

VIDA DE QUINTO HORACIO FLACO

Quinto Horéacio Flaco nasceu dois anos antes da conjuracdo de Catilina, no segundo
consulado de L. Aurélio e Manlio Torquato, em Venusia, cidade da regido (provincia? yesn)
da Apulia, que hoje se chama La Pullia e consiste em uma parte do Reino de Napoles. Seu pai
foi um liberto e coletor de impostos do governo. Alguns afirmam que ganhava o sustento com

a venda de sal.
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Aos dez anos de idade foi enviado pelo pai a Roma e & foi formado honrosamente,
aprendendo as artes liberais em companhia de muitos meninos de alta extracéo. Porém o pai
com seu proprio exemplo e 0s preceitos que passou fundamentou nele os bons costumes, como

0 préprio testemunha com gratidao na Sétira 6, Livro 1.

De Roma foi mandado para Atenas a fim de estudar filosofia e matematica. Estando em
Atenas, ainda aos 23 anos de idade, Brutus (o assassino de Julio César), por conta da grande
necessidade de oficiais, desviou-o das ciéncias para a guerra civil de entdo e o designou como
tribuno militar, ou por outra, um coronel. Nesta patente ele participou da batalha de Filipos,

mas fugiu vergonhosamente a batalha, tendo abandonado seu escudo.

Tendo sido o contingente de Brutus batido nessa batalha, toda a propriedade de Horacio
tornou-se espdlio dos vencedores, Augusto e Antonio, e com isso, despertado pela pobreza,
passou a se dedicar a escrever versos e a tal ponto exceleu que travou conhecimento com 0s
mais famosos fidalgos romanos, entre os quais, 0 contemporaneo de Augusto César, Mecenas,
a quem foi apresentado por intermédio de Virgilio. Pouco depois, por meio de Mecenas, caiu
nas gracgas de Augusto, por quem ndo apenas foram retornados sua fazenda e seus pertences,

mas ainda inclusive foi abundantemente condecorado.

Os héabitos agradaveis, a agudeza de pensamento e a dogura da conversa de Horéacio
tanto foram amadas pelo imperador e seu contemporaneo, que ambos o incluiam a suas
diversdes e tinham por ele uma sincera amizade, especialmente Mecenas. Augusto até desejou
honra-lo com o posto de secretario particular, que ele por sua vez ndo quis, devido a Horacio

ser por natureza preguicoso e preferir uma vida tranquila a gloria absoluta.

Propenso a tranquilidade de mente e ao frescor, passava de boa vontade seu tempo em

suas casas de campo em Tibur e na regido de Tarento, de onde voltava a Roma deveras
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preguicosamente pela frequente insisténcia de seus bem feitores ou por extremas necessidades
de seus amigos. Gostava de uma alimentacdo comedida, mas aparatos de mesa, roupas e a casa
[sempre] limpos. Era afeito ao sexo feminino e até os cinquenta anos de idade era alegre nas
conversas, espirituoso, gostava de gozar de plena liberdade de expressao e, por isso, buscava

festejar somente com seus amigos mais confiaveis.

Era baixo de altura e gordo, grisalho antes dos quarenta anos, fraco de compleicéo,
frequentemente padecia dos olhos, morreu aos 57 anos e foi enterrado ao lado de Mecenas,
deixando como seu herdeiro Augusto César. As obras que dele nos chegaram sdo cinco livros
de cancdes, mais uma cancdo de titulo Carmen Saeculare, dois livros de satiras, dois livros de
cartas, e uma carta sobre a arte de fazer versos. Todas essas obras desde 0s tempos augustanos
até os nossos gozaram de um excepcional louvor e estima, e 0s mais famosos escritores, tanto
antigos como novos, reconhecem que Horacio neles demonstrou uma acentuada agudeza de
mente, grande forca e graca nas expressdes e uma especial arte em concertar a coisa com sua

palavra correspondente.
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Appendix 2

a. Trediakovsky’s Translation of the AP

IFOPALIUA ®IIAKKA «3IIUCTOJIA K IIM3OHAM O CTUXOTBOPEHUUU
MMOD3UMA »**

C JATHHCKHUX CTHUXOB ITPO3010

Ecmu 6 JKUBonmcen NpuCOBOKYIINII K YeJIOBEYECKOM IroJIOBE KOHCKYHO IICH0, 4 HA BCC 6 Teno

HaBCJI KpaCKaMU pa3HbIX IITUT] IICPb, co6paB OT BCCX )KUBOTHBIX YJICHBI TAK, 4100 MpeKpacHad

314 .
B npemncioBuy OOBABJIIEHO MHOK0, 4TO ['Opauuli BCe CBOM NpabBuijla B34J U3 APUCTOTesNeBH «IIMMTUKM», HO, CBEPX TOTO,

MHOT'O OH BHOpal, IO CBuAOeTeJbCTBY IllopdupronoBy, wu3 KpuroHa, 3eHOHa, HeMokpuTa, UM O0COOIMBO u3 HeonTojema
I[Tapocckoro.
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CBEpXY JKEHCKasi 0coba MMena MEp3KUM BUJIOM YEepHBIA pbIOMI XBOCT, TO, Oyay4H ITyIIECHBI
CMOTPETh TAKYIO KMUBOIMCHYIO KapTHUHY, MOKETE JIb BbI, JpakallllMe APYrd, yAEpPKUBATHCA

315 yro ceif kapTMHE BechMa MO00HA OyeT

oT cmexa? M3BosbTe X moBepuTh, 0! [1H30HBI,
KHHUT'a, B KOTOpOfI HaHOI[O6I/I€ 0OJBHOIO 4YeJOBEKa CHOBUJCHUAM THICTHBIC MW IIYCTBIC
n300pa3sTCst BUIBI M B KOCH HU HAa4yaslo, HM KOHEI HE MMEIOT MEXIY COOOI0 CXOJACTBA H
COCIUHECHMUS. HpaBI[a, s 3HAKO, YTO XMBOIIMCIBI W IHWUTHBI BCECrja HMMECIMW PaBHYIO BJIACTb
Jiep3aTh Ha BCE B CBOEM XY/I0’KECTBE, a BOJBHOCTH Ces U 51 caM ce0e MPOIILy, U Jar0 ee APYTUM

B3aMMHO; OJHAKO HE TOJIb CAMOBOJIBHO W JCP3HOBCHHO, 4100 YK€ THUXOC COBOKYIUIATH C

HECITOKOWHBIM HJITH 3MHEB conpAraTtb ObI C nTugamMu, a ¢ TurpaMu arHiecB.

YacTo K BaXHBIM W BEJIMKUM TOBECTBOBAHUSIM TPUIIHABACTCS OJIHA WJIU O KpalHEH
Mepe JBe ONHMCTAIOIINE 3aIyIaThl U3 Map4yu OarpsHOTO 1[BETA, KOTJa WJIW CBSIIEHHBINA JIECOK
JlaHnuH, Uy es1 ’)KepTBEHHUK, WU MPUOIMKAIOUIHUSICS BOABI OBICTPHIM Pa3IUTUEM NPOBEICHUE
U OKPY)XEHHE 10 BECEJbIM IOJISIM, UK peku PeH, win MoKIeHOCHas OMUCHIBAETCS pajayra.
OpHako BceM TeM YKpallleHHsM He ObUIO TYT MPHJIMYHOTO Torjga mecta. Ho mokeT ObITh
TOJIbKO 20 ¥ YMEHHS B TAKOM XYJI0KHHKE, UTO OH UCKYCEH MajieBaTh OJHU KUMapuchl. UTo x
ceil KUBOMUCEL YUYMHUTh HMEET, KOrJa €ro KTo-HuOyAb U3 OeJHBIX MOperJiaBaTeseld 1o
COKpPYILEHUU W TOTEpsSHUH KOopabiisi MPOCUT HamaseBaTh OEICTBHE CBOE U CIACEHHE OT
noToruienusi? 1 moHexxe HauaTa Kopyara, TO 4ero pajy Ha BEPTALIEMCS KOJIECE BbIICIbIBACTCS

316 y1 oiHO B cebe, n6o

KyBIIMH? BripoueM, 4T0 COUMHUTH BBl XOTUTE, TO OBLIO O TOKMO MPOCTO
MBI, IHUHUTHI, IO camMOil OOJBIION 4YacTH, — O, OTel! M IOHOIIW, JOCTOMHBIC OTIA, —

oOMaHBIBaeMCs BUJAOM IIPAaBOTBI U HUCIPABHOCTH B BCIIaX. Exenun = CTaparoCb OBITh

315 o o
[lpunmucaHo cue HacrasiueHye Jlyumo [M30HY ¥ ero OByM ChHaM, a cen Jlyumi Obul KOHCYJl B 739 rome oOT co3maHus

PyuMa, TOpXeCTBOBaJ Hajg B3OyHToBaBumMucsa $pakmaHamu B 743, Owbll ynpaBuTesieM B PuMe nocse Cratmmmsa-TaBpa upes
IBanuaTb JIET M yMep BEpPXOBHEIM NHOHTubekcoM B 786 Tome, wumMes OT poxneHus 80 JjeT. JCTOPMKM I[IOXBaJSgOT ero
TMIONPEMHOTY .

316
Bce T'opaumeBbl NpasBujla KacawTCA TOKMO OO 3NMYECKMA M OO IpaMaTUUYECKMA I[IO3Mbl, O IMPOYMX TOBOPUT OH TOKMO

MyMoxonoM. Ho B Tex camoe mneppBoe, IVIaBHOE M Kak I'PYHTOBOE MNPaBMJIO €CThb NPOCTOTa M €IMHCTBO, KOTOPHIE COBEPIEHHO
NPOTMBHE TOMYy, dYTO I'Oopalull TOBOPMJI Bblle. HenpuaMyHblE M IOCTOPOHHME ONMCaHMs IOBPeXIanT UX U MUCTPeOJIdanT:
HMYEeMy YyXOMY M HENPMCTOMHOMY HET MecTa B COuUMHeHMM. [JIOJDKHO B CeM rocjiefoeaThb l'oMmepy, Buprmmmo m CoQoxiy, Vv
KOMX BCE KaXeTCs HYXHbHM M HeOOXOIMMBIM.
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COKpATHUTEJIEH, TO TEMEH U HENOHATEH ObIBaIO; Oy K YCTPEMUTENILHO Oery 3a sICHOCTHIO, TO
HeZocTaeT BO MHe cuil ¥ Tyxa. 30 KTo BaxHOE U BeTMKOE HAUMHAET, TOT HAIBILIAETCSI, HO KTO
Oouibllle Ha/UIeXaIIero Oypu M BOJHEHHUs OOWTCA, TOT moJizaeT mo 3emse. Kro mputom u
Pa3INYHBIM 00pa30M LIEAPO JKEJIACT UCIIECTPUTD BEIllb, TOT AeNb(UHA B JIeCy H300paxaeT, a
Berpss B Mope. K mopoky npuBoaut OekaHue OT MOpPOKa, €CIM OHO HE MMEET MCKYCCTBA.
CraTyapHblil Xy/lI0XKHHUK, )KUBYIIUN OJIM3 TaKk Ha3bIBAEMOTO MeECTa, DMWJINEBO MEUEOUTHOE
yunnuie,®!’ X0oTs 1 HOTTH, ¥ MATKHE BOJIOCHI H3PSIHO H300pa3HT HAa MeJH, HO BCS €T0 CTaTya
HeyJlayHa U HeCyacTJIMBa, /Ul TOTO YTO HE Bcd celaHa UCKycHO. CeMy XyI0KHHUKY TOJb S
10100€H OBITh JKENato0 B PACCYKIACHUU MOETO COYMHEHUS, KOJIb OXOTHO MHE XHUTh C CKBEPHBIM
HOCOM, UMEIOILEMY TOJIbKO u KpacoThl,

4TO B YCPHBIX OYaX U KyJdpaX.

[Iucarenu! BEIOWpaliTe paBHYIO CHJIaM BallUM MaTEepUI0 H, Ype3 JI0JIroe
Bpemsi oOpamias ee, paccMaTpuBaiTe, Yero IOHECTb HE MOryT M UTO paMmeHa
Bamu cHecTb wuMeoT. Komy ymactes BbIOpaTh 1O CBOMM CHJIaM  JIeJIO, TOT HeE
OyZerT uMeTh HeJOCTaTKa B KpPacHOPEYHH, TOTO0 TakKe HEe OCTaBUT U YHCTHIHA
NopsiIoKk B pacnonoxeHuu. JloOporta u KpacoTa mopsiika B CEM COCTOSITh HMEET,
win s oOMaHbIBalOCh, YTOO mpeiaraTh TOKMO TO, YTO MPWIMYHO JeNly, a HHOE
MHOTOE€ Ha JpYyroe OTKIaJAbIBaTh BpeMs; 4TOO Haanexaiiee IO0UTh, a HEMPUIUYHOE
npe3uparb aBTOpPy OOCUIaHHBIA Wenblsd Mo3MbL. [IpuTOoM, B cloBax pacCyAMTENIbHBI U
OCTOPOXHBI, BBl BECbMa MOXETe W300pa3uTh pedb, KOTJIa 3HAEMOE CIIOBO HOBBIM CJIEJIaeTe
4ype3 COeMHEeHHEe ¢ ApyruM. MTak, exxenu mo ciydaro HaJoOHO OyAeT onmucaTh BHOBB TailHOE
U COKPOBEHHOE€ B BEIIaX WU BBIMBIILIATH HECIIBIXAHHBIE CIIOBA CAMBIM JAPEBHUM PUMCKHM

O6LIBaTeJ'I$IM, TO MOX>KHO AaTb Ha HUX BOJIBHOCTD, 6yI[e OHa YMEPCHHO YHOTpe6I/ITC$I, 100 HOBBIC

317 o .
Topaumii o3HavaeT 3IeChb HEKOTOPOT'O XyHOXHMKa CTaTyl, XMBIIErOo 3a LUMPKOM, OJIM3 MecTa, HaszeBaeMOT'O OMUIMEBO

yaunmie, IOJisg TOTO YTO TYT IOMMUIMN Jlenun ydusl IOpexie TOoro IJIaAMaTOpOoB, TIe IO MHOTOM BpeMeHM [IOJIMKJIeT NOCTPOWMIT
BCEHApPOOHYK OaH.
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U HBbIHE BBIMBIIUICHHBIE CJIOBa OyqyT MMETh CHILy, €CIM C HECKOJBKOIO CKYMOCTHIO OT
IPEYECKUX MCTOUYHUKOB IPOU3BELYTCS U YUUHATCA JaTUHCKUMU. Yero 0 paau puMIIsHaM TO
HBIHE OTHUMATh y Buprunus u Bapus, 4TO OHHU
npexae mno3somwm llemunmuio u IlmaBty? [ns wero x W MHe 3ampemiarb, Oyne
s B COCTOSSHUM BBIMBICIUTh HECKOJIBKO HOBBIX CJIOB, Korja KaroHoB u OHHueB

SI3BIK 00OTaTHJI OTEUECTBEHHOE HAllle CJIOBO U HOBEIE BCIllaM MMCHa HAJIOXKUI?

Cue kak BOJILHO OBUIO, TaK M Bceraa OyneT BoJbHO. PaBHO Kak Ha Jjiecax JUCTHI
HepeMCHfIIOTCfI CXKECTOJHBIM CTapI)IX Oomaac€HueM, TaK CJIOB )IpCBHI/II\/JI BCK HOFI/I6aeT u,
Hanono61/1e MOJIOABIX J'IIO}ICfI, pO)II/IBI_HI/ICI), OHHU HpOHBeTaIOT 158 HpI/IXO}IHT C BOSpaCTOM B CI/IJ'Iy.
MBI Bce 1 Bce Ballle TIOJIBEPIKEHO MMpeMeHaM U CMepTH. BuauM u Mope, MyIIeHHOe Ha 3eMITIO,
KoTopoe  Kkopabmu B JIyKpMHCKOW  TaBeHM '’  3amumiaeT  OT  XKECTOKHX
BETPOB I[APCKOI0 CHJIOK0 W WXKIAWBCHHEM; BUAMM | [loMTHHCKOE 4Ype3 J0jroe

39§ ToKMO CrOCOOHOE K BOCHPUATHIO IUIABAHHS

BpeMsi HEIUIOJOHOCHOE 00JIOTO
CyllaMH, HBbIHC OJW)KHHE THMTAMOIIee TOpPOJbl W  TSKEIBIM  OpIOMIEecs  ILIYyIOM;
BUAMM, 4UYTO M peka Tubp KpuBOe IepeMeHMIa TedeHHe,>?’  MOBpeKIaBIlIee
IUIOJBI, M y3HaJa JIydmud TmyTh. Bce denoBedeckne © Jeja HMCYE3HYT, HE TO
9100 cjoBaM TpeObIBaTh BCeria B YECTH M HMMETh  BCETJAIIHIOK  KHBHOCTH
B KpacoTe M TPUATHOCTH. MHOIME TIaKd PpOJATCS, KOTOpbIE YK€  YIIalH,
W ynaayT Ha3BaHWS, HAXOJIIMECS HbIHE B  TOYTCHHUH, ©XKEIU  BOCXOIIET

H 0JIarOBOJIUT YHOTpe6J'IeHI/Ie, KOTOPOC€ TOKMO OAHO MMCCT BJIACTb U IIPABO, WU IIPABUJIO, KAK

TOBOPUTD.

318 .
03epo ABepHMIICKOE OBUIO pasmesieHo oOT JIyKPMHCKOTO. ATpPMINAa [Nepekonal TO MeCTO ¥ cobumi OZHO ¢ mpyrmMm B 717

Tome OT cCo3ImaHMsa PuMa, Oa ¥ NOCTPOMJI TaM BEeJMKOJIEIIHyl TaBeHb, HasBaB ee Portus Iulius, raeens Mynmema, B
yecTb ABTYCTY, KOTOPEIN HasuBajca eme Torma Wynmit OKTaBMaH MIPOCTO.

319
He Omuio eme, MoxeT OblTh, OBallaTM WIM TPMUALATKM JIET OT TOTO, Kak ABTYCT ocyumy [IOMTMHCKOe OOJIOTO NOCPEeACTBOM

KaHajlia OJMHOI0, IouMTal, B 23 BEPCTH M BHIYCTUJI BOOYy B Mope. [lo ceMy TOYHO KaHajly l'opaumit mijsi B 717 rome ot
cos3maHusa Puma, KoTrza OH exajl B BpuHIO.

320
Arpunna o ABTYCTOBY ykasy I[omejiall KaHallel, B Kou yOupajsachb Boma pekmum Tubpa, NOoTOomIABlIas Npexne Besnabp u

BCe IoJA.
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JlestHusL 1aped W TOJIKOBOJIECB, TAaKXKE W TIEYAIbHBIE OpaHU, KaKUM CTHXOM
W BEJIEJICTIEM MOTYT OIHUCHIBAThCS, TO Mokaszan ['omep. CTuxamu, HEPAaBHO COUYCTAHHBIMH,
MpeKIE  KAJIOCTh, HO  TMOTOM M ycmeX,  COBIBINIMICS 1O  JKEJIaHHIo,
MUUTHl HAyajdu TpeJylaraTth, OJHAKO KTO TMEPBBIA H300pen HEOOJBIIYIO 3JIETHI0, O TOM
CIIOPYIOTCS ~ YY€HBIC JIIOIM, W HBIHE e€Ie WX [ps pelicHWs He IOJIyduia.
HeucrtoBas spocTh BOpykmia Apxuiaoxa COOCTBEHHBIM eMy smoOoMm. Ilocme ero
M300peTeHUs] CCI0 CTOINMOI HAaualW MajgaTh KOMEIWW ¥ BaKHBIC Tpareauu, s
TOrO YTO OHAa CHOCOOHAa K W300paKEHHIO TeaTpalibHBIX Oecel W K TMPEOO0JICHUIO
HAapoOJHOTO IyMa CBOMM 3BOHOM, TaK 4YTO KakK pOJWIACh Ha TPEJICTABIISICMbIC
BemM JeicTBUeM. JlupuueckuMm CTpyHaMm OIpeAeNnuia My3a BOCIEeBaTh  OOTOB
n OOXEeCKMX [ala, u Oopromierocs mOOEAUTeNss, W KOHS B PHUCTAIBHOM TIIOJIBUTE
MEepBOro, W IOHOUIECKUE OT JIIOOBU MYYEHHs, U CBOEBOJbHbIE BHHA W MHPOBAHUS.
Exenn s He yMmMer0 M HE MOTY IO pa3iWyMi0 BElIed pa3auyarh CTUJIb, TO MOYEMY
MEHSl JIOJDKHO Has3bpiBaTh nuUTOM? Yero x pamu s OoJiblile HE3HAHWEM HECIPaBEIIUBO

CTBIXKYCb, HEXCIIN CTapaIOCB?

Komudeckoe neiicTBHEe HE XO4YeT MPEICTABISAEMO OBITh TPAarku4eCKUM CIIOTOM;
paBHO K HEroAyeT | BcsAkas Tpareauws, Oyne oOHa TIOBECTBYETCS IMPOCTHIMHU
Y KOMEJUU MPUINYHBIMUA CTUXaMH. BCsIKO# BelM A0HKHO UMETh CBOKO OJIaroNnpuCTOMHOCTD
u OBITh HAa TOM  MeCTe, TIJe KakaoW  cBoictBeHHo. OnmHako  HMHOTIIa

BO3HOCUT TI0JJOC M KOMCAUsA, TaK 4YTO H B HeH FHeBamHlHﬁCH XpeMeT321 IBINTHBIM

321 o
XpeMeT TparmdYeCKyuM I'OBOPUT I'OJIOCOM, KOI'la OH KPMUMT Ha CbBHa CBOETrO KJ'H/[TMQ)OH& B 4 ABJIEH., HOENVCTB. 5

TepeHLUMEBH KOMeIMM, Ha3BaHHHA «['eaBTOHTMMOpPyMeHOC» (CaM Kk cebe yTpioM) :

...Non si ex capite sis meo

Natus, item ut aiunt Minervam esse ex love, ea caussa magis

Patiar, Clitipho, flagitiis tuis me infamem (ieri.

To ecThb:

«HeT, KiauTmdoH: xoTsa © TH TaK BHIEJ M3 MOesS TOJIOBH, KakK OOBABISKNT O MuHepBe, UTO OHa NpomMs3omsa M3 JOBMIIEBEH,
onHakKO s He Oyny TepneTb, dYTOO TH MeHs OecuecTus TBOMM HenorpebcTBoM». Takxe M B «Anendpax» (B IOBYX POBHEX
Oparax) lemey IOBOPUT BHICOKO B sBJIeH. 3, IOeucTB. 5:

Hei mihi! quid faciam? quid agam? quid clamem? aut querar?

O! caelum, o! terra, o! maria Neptuni.

To ecThb:

«Ax, TOope! uUTO MHe meslaTh? Kyla OBpPaTUTHLCA? YUTO BO3OMNMTH? KaKyld NPMHOCKTE Xajoby? o! Hebo, o! szemnsa, o! mMopsa
BeJIMkKOTO HenTyHa».
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CCOpHUTCA  CJIOBOM; HAIIpOTHUB TOro, 4YaCTO W TpParud4eCkoc JIUIO CKOp6b CBOIO

M3bABJISAET HemexonubiMu pedamu.®?? Temed u Ileneit,>?®

00a u3 mapeu, mpu- mieale B
OemHOCTP WM OBIBIIME B W3THAHWUM, HA  Tearpe  OTBEPraloT  HAIyThie
U monTtopadyTHBIC CIIOBA, JKellas TIPUBECTh B COXKAJICHHE CMOTPHUTEIEBO CEpIIle.
HemoBonbHO  TOro, 4ro6 mo3MamM OBITh  TOJBKO  M3PSAHBIM, HAAO00HO, YTOO
MIPUTOM OHHU OBLIW M CJIAJIKH U TIOJIE3HBI, U oOparaim 0, Ky/ia XOTST, B CIyIIaTele CepAeUHbIE
MPUCTPACTHSL. Kax c CMEIOIIUMHUCS CMOTpPUTEITH CMEIOTCH,
TaKk JIOJDKHO, YTO0 OHM M C IUIAQYYIIMMH TO K HWMEIH YeJIOBEYECKOE UYBCTBHE
U ToKa3piBau O oHoe Ha Jsmne sBHO. byme T Temed, wmm o1 Ilenedt, xymo

JaHHBIC BaM CJIoBa OT aBTOpa BBIMOBApHUBACTC, TO A MWW JApEMATh CTaHy, WA

OyIy CMESIThCSI.

JXayocTHBIE peud MevYaaTbHOMY JIMIY NMPHJIUYHBI, THEBAIOIIEMYCS — HCIIOJTHCHHBIE
I'pO3; UrparoiieMy — 3a0aBHbBIC U JIIOOOBHBIC; TOCTOSTHHOMY, HAaKOHEI, — BakHbIe. 1100 cama
pupoIa n3o0paxkaer B HAaC pex/ie PUITHYUC
BCSAKOMY COCTOSHHIO TE€M, YTO HWHOTJIa OHAa TPUBOJUT HAC K OJaroCKIOHHOCTH,
WHOTJIa Ha THEB TMOOYKIAaeT WIM Ha 3EMJII0 HECHOCHOK IOBEpPraeT IeUaNHIo,
a B paJloCTH BO3JIBUTACT CEP/ICYHbIC IBIKCHUS U3BSICHEHUEM sI3bIKa. Ejxenn moBecTBYIOMIETO
ClIOBA  HECOTJIACHBI ~ OyAyT ¢ €ro  COCTOSHHEM, TO KOHHbIE W  IelIne
pUMCKHE TpaXKiaHe OyayT eMy B JIMIIO CBHUCTaThb M CMesAThCS. TOro paaud BechbMa
NPUICKHO HaOMoIaTh Hamo0HO, OOr JIM KAaKOW TOBOPUT WM TEpOM; 3pesblil Ju

CTApOCTUIO  HYCJIOBCK WM CHIC NOBCTYHICIO  MJIAJOCTUIO KHHHHlHﬁ; CUJIbHad JIb

322
MHMTCH, YTO Tparenmr MeHblle CllydaeB K IPOCTBEIM M HAPOOHBIM CJIOBaM, HEXeJM KoMeIOMsda MOXeT I'OBOPUTHB BEICOKO. He

TOKMO B THEBE, HO M BO BCSKOIM HATJIOM CTPACTM YNOTPeOJseT OHa BHICOTYy. B TepeHlLueBoM «EBHyxe» Xepell B MPEBEJMKON
CBOE} pamoCTM T'OBOPUT TakK NPM OKOHYAHMM 5 HEeMCcTB., YTO HE CTHIOHO O OTHIOObL M Tparenmy OBUJIO MMETb TakKyl peub.
dro X OO Tpareanuu, TO OHA, KaXeTCcs, HOOJIKEHCTBYeT ObITb MNPOCTa B CKOPOM TOKMO, kak TO l'opaluly HacCTaBJsgeT M IO
HeM Jlenpeo.

323 o .
Tened m Ilejyert, onmMH CHH ['€pKyJIeCOB, a OPYyTO¥M AXMIJIJIECOB OTell, Korma OHM ofa JMumeHs OBJIM HATJIOCTMI CBOUX

obJslacTey, TO MNPUHYXIEHH HalUIMCh MPOCUTH IOKOPHEeNue U B OeOHOM COCTOSHMM MMIIOCTM M IOoMomM y I'pedeckmux rocynapein.
Cue camoe nopajio MaTepuo IBpUIMAYy K OBYM TpareamusaM, Kak TO BMIHO M3 MHOTMX MeCT KoMenuym ApUCTOOaHOBHL,
HaszsBaHHOM «Kabw», WIn «JIGDymKM» .
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rOCIO’Ka WIM HEYCBIIIHAsi KOPMWIJIMLA; Kylel JIM CTPaHCTBYIOLUIMM WJIA Oparau
3€JICHEIOUIHSCS HUBBI; KOJXUASHUH JIM WM accupuaHuH; B Tebax jM BOCIMTAHHBIA WM B

Aproce poKJICHHBII.

[Mucarenu! win npepnaraiiTe BEAOMYIO BCEM MOBECTb, WM MPUINYHYIO BBIMBIILIANTE
W BEpOSATHYIO. Ejkenw MOYTeHHOro mpejacraBiisieTe AXminieca, TO 0 OH ObUI YCTPEMHUTEIICH,
THCBJIMB, HCIIPCKIIOHCH, xpa6p " CHUJICH; TOBOPUJI 6I)I, YTO OH HC MNOJABCPKECH yCTaBaM U 4YTO
HET TOro, KOTOpO€ HE JMOJDKHO O ObUIO ycTymath opyxkuio. Utod6 Menest Oblia cBUpena u
Herpeoojeema, yTo0 Mua cnesnusa, uto0 Mkcnon BeposiomeH, Ma moBcioay ckuTaromascs,
a mevaneH u MpadeH Obu1 Ob1 Opect. Kornma 4uro HeObIBasoe MpekJie Ha TeaTp BHIBOJIUTE U
Jiep3aeTe MPeACTaBUTh HOBOE JIUI0, TO O OHO TaKOBO OBIJIO JI0 CAMOTO KOHIIA, KAKOBO CIIEpBa

SIBUJIOCH, U BCET/1a O CBOMCTBO CBOE XpaHUIIO.

XOoT W TpyaHO 0OIle MHOTUMHU OIMCAaHHYIO MAaTe€pHI0 COOCTBEHHBIM OTJIMYHTH
COUMHEHUEM, OJIHAKO BBl HCIIpaBHEe MOXKeTe TPOSHCKYIO BEIOMYIO MOBECThH MPEACTaBIATh
NecTBHEM, HEXKEIW MpeyiaraTh HEM3BECTHOE M Mpexjae He omnucaHHoe. OOmias matepus
uMeeT ObITh COOCTBEHHOIO Balllel0, KOTJa B €5 NMPOCTPAHHOM OKpYre HCKYCHO CTaHEeTe
oOpararbcs, KOrja He OT CJIOBa JI0 CJI0Ba BEPHO MEPEBOAUTH UMEETE U KOTJja MOApakKaHUeM U
B TaKkyl0 TECHOTY He 3aiiiere, OT KOTOpbII BaM OTCTaTh CThIJ 3allpellaeT WM 3aKOH

OpCAInpuATOro acia.

bmiogutecr HauumHATL Tak ImosMy, Kak HHOIHa,HHOﬁ B IOPCBHHUC BpPCMCHaA

Havan mmcatenw: 2t S eocnoio Ilpuamosy gopmyny u  6razopoomuyio  bpann.3*®

324 . o o
HexTO M3 IOPEBHMX PMMCKMX NOMMTOB, KOeI'O MMEHU Fopauym HaM He O6‘BFIBJ'IFI€T, COUYMHMII IIOSMY O TpOHHCKOM BOVHE,

TIe OH BeJl BCO [[pMaMOBY MCTOPMIO MOPAIKOM OT POXIEHMSA eTo OO CMepTu, He OTCTyNas HM K KakKoMy snmu3onmo. TakKoBH
TOYHO MNO5MEl «llpeBpamenma» OeuIaMeBH M «Axuuleuna» Craumuera. EIMHCTBO IepoeB M OEMCTBMA HE HaxXOIMTCSA B IIePBOM,
a BTOPOM XOTA M IpenjlaraeT IOeMCTBUA OIHOT'O TOKMO TIepofd, HO HeMCTBMA CUM He CBA3HBAlTCA MexIny cobown M He
KJIOHATCA K OIHOMY IVIaBHOMY, KOTOPOMYy O MX BCe COEOMHUTH.

325 o
Cne ecTh Haydajio MHO3MH, COIepXaBuMsA BCK [IpMaMOBy MCTOPMIO, UYeTrO paIM Cel NuMMT M HaseaH KPYTrOBbIM B I'opauwun,

KOEeTro s IepeBej nJjoWanHeM. J noHexe Iopaumul OCMexaeT CHre IIpenjioxXeHMe, TO KakK Obl yXe OH CTajl CMesaTbCsa Hal
CrauyeM, BKJIOUYMBIMM B CBO0 [O3MY BCO AXMIIJIECOBY MCTOPMIO, KakK TO CKas3bBalT O MeBuM, YTO B CBOEM [OBMe Oonmcal
OH BCK [I[pMaMoOBy, KOTOPOTO, MOXeT ObTb, M HaszpBaeT l'opaumi KPYyToOBEM. CTaumy Tak Hadall «AXWIIJIEUIY»:
Magnanimum Aeacidem, formidatamque Tonanti

Progeniem, et vetitam patrio succedere caelo,
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Uro x ced olemarenp NpUHECET HAM IMOTOM JOCTOWHOE TONMKOro 3eanusi? 140
Huuero, kak TOKMO 4TO CHJIATCS POJIUTH TOPBI, @ POJUTHCS UIMEET CMeXa A0CTOMHAs MbIIb. O!
KOJIb UcTipaBHee ['omep, KOTOPBIM HUYETo HE MPEayTrOTOBISIET HA BETP, U HEKCTaTu: [logedaii
MHe, — BOCIIEBAET OH, — M)3a, mozo mysca, Komopuwlil nocie epemen 83amuls Tpou MHo2ux
uenogexoe guoen Hpagvl u 20poobu?® Ceii He IBIM M3 OIUCTAHMS, HO M3 JBIMA TIOMBIIIIAET
JIaTh CBET, 4TO0 €My B TOCJICIOBAHUM BEIUKOJICTHBIE MPEIJIOXKUTh YyAeca, a WMEHHO:
Antudara, Cuminy u ¢ [Hukmonom Xapu6ay. He naunnaet on /JluomenoBa Bo3BpalieHus: OT
MenearpoBbl cMepTH, HU TPOSITHCKHSI BOMHBI OT JBOMHOTO JIEIMHOTO SIMYHOTO MOPOKICHUS.
Bcerna k okoHUaHWIO TIOCTIENIAET, @ K TEM BelllaM, KOTOPBIM HAJUICKUT ObITh B CPEIMHE, TaK
TepEAHNM ITOBECTBOBAHUEM MOXHIIIACT YUTATEIS, KaK OyITO O OHBbIE OBLIN YK€ €My U3BECTHBI;
HO O Ye€M OTYAMBAETCS, YTO OHO HE CIIOCOOHO MOXKET BOCHIPHUSATH YKPAIIECHHUsS, TO OCTABIISIET
U TakuM o00pa3oM BBIMBIIUBIET W MEIIACT MPaBeIHOE C TMOJAOOHBIM TIpaBie, YTOO

CpeIMHE ¢ HayajoM, a C CPEIUHOI0 O KOHITY OBITh COTJIACHY.

Bpi, wero 6 s W co MHOIO Hapon Kejal, nociymaite. Exxenn XoTuTte HMeETh
ce0Oe MOXBANSIOINIET0 TIecKaTeNsl, KOTOPBIM 0KUAAET OTKPBITUS T€ATPY U CHied Obl OH 0 TOTO
BPEMEHH U JI0 TOTO CAMOT'0 CJIOBA, KOMM HEKOTOPOE W3 JIEHCTBYIOUIUX JIUI IPU OKOHYAHUU
o0BsBIseT: «Bbl meniuTe!», To HaOOHO BaM HAOMIOAATh KaXK0TO BO3pAcTa HPABhI, TAKKE U
€CTECTBO, MPeObIBAIOIIEE BCETJa B IBMYKCHUN U MIEPEMEHSIIONIECECS, U IPUTOM JIET MPUITHYHYIO
OCaHKY 1 CBOMCTBO. OTPOK, KOTOPBIHA yXKe CTaj TOBOPUTH U HE3BIOTIOUTUMUICS HOTAMU XOUTh

I10 3€MIJIC, TOT OXOTUTCA UT'PAaTh COBOKYIIHO C CBEPCTHUKAMU, U KaK OH 'HEBACTCA 6e3paccyz[H0,

Diva refer...

To ecThb:

«BenmmxomymHOTO Axuijleca U CTpamHoe I'peMmsameMy [NOPOXIEHMEe, KOTOPOMy He OBJIO CyIObOH HACJIEOHMKOM OHTb IOX
OTedyeCTBEHHHM HeOOM, OOTMHS BOCIOM». HamoOHO UYpe3BEHUYAMHOE CTPEMUTEJIBCTBO, YTOO HE YPOHMUTbL OO CaMOTO KOHLA
[IO3MHl BJIATAEMOTO MHEHMS O Iepoe, CTPallHOM caMmMoMy OmmTepy.

326 o
T'opauuM npenjaraeT 3IeCb COKpAlleHHO IepBHE TpM CTMxa ['OMepOBH «Ommuccem»:

&udpa pol évveme, poUox, MOAUTPEOMOC OC p&Aa mOAAX

nAbyx8n énel Tpoing lepdov mtoAiebpov émepoe

noAAwv & avbpdnwv (dev &oea (SIC)kal voov Eyvw.

To ecThb:

«BosBecTn MHe, Mysa, MHOTooOpaTuBIErocCcs (MyIporo, ©OJaropasyMHOT'O) MyXa, KOTOPEI, CTPaHCTBOBAB dYpes3 HOOJITOe
BpeMsa [0 pas3OpeHMM CBAlEeHHBA Tpou, MHO3HAaJl HpaBH U OBJI B I'palax MHOTMX HAPOIOB».
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TaK U THEB OCTaBIIAET, IEPEMEHSACH exKedacHO. be30opoablii IoHOIIA TTOCIE, KaK OTIydaT OT
HETO OAbKY, BCCCIIMTCS JIOaAAMU, TCIIUTCA IICaMU, BCEraa Hpe6BIBaSI B YHCTOM IIOJIC, cei
KaK BOIIIAHBII K BOCHPUATHIO U300pa)KE€HUsI B CEp/ilie OT OPOKOB U K NMPEKJIOHEHHUIO ce0s Ha
3JI0€; YyBEWATeJIIM HENOKOPHB, IIOJIE3HBIX BEIEH MEIUICHHBIM NPEIyCMOTPUTENb U
MIPOMBICIIUTENb, PACTOYUTEICH Ha JIE€HBIHM, BBICOKOMEPEH, CAMOMHHUTEIIEH H JIOOOBHOIO
CTPACTHIO KUIISIL, a JIFOOMMOE OTBEPraTh ycrpeMuTesieH. [I[poTHBHBIM ceMy IPUCTPACTUEM BEK
U MY>KECKOe cepJilie UIleT 00rarcTBa u ApY:KObl, CTapaeTcsl B UECTh IPOU3ONTH, XpaHUT ceOs
OT Takoro Jena, OT KOTOPOro €My CKOpO OTCTaTb OyneT Hyxzaa. MHorue OecroKoHCTBa
OKPY)KalOT ~ TIPECTapeiroro  4YejJoBeKka WM JiIf  TOro,  4YTO  OH  HIIET,
a OT TOJY4YeHHOro, O€IHBIM, BO3JEpPKUBACTCSI U OOUTCA OHOE YNOTPeOIsATh, WU
JUIA CETO, YTO OH BCSKOE€ JENO ¢ ONAaCHOCTHIO M C XOJOJHOK MEUICHHOCTHIO OTIPABIISET,
Oyayun oTiaraTedb Ha HMHOE BpeMs, [JaleK HAJAeKIOK0, JIEHUB, JKelaTesIeH
Oyaylero, HECrOBOPYMB, KPOIOTIMB, XBAIUTENb MPOUIEIIINX BpPEMEH M 4YTO OH
ele B OTpoYecTBE ObUI CMOTPUTENIb 3a BCEMHU M BCeX HcmpaBisl. Bocxonsmue

JICTAa MHOTHUEC BBIT'OJIbI ITIPUHOCAT C C06OIO, a HUCXOJAIIHUE YHOCAT MHOTHC.

Toro pamu, uTto0 HE nAaTh JMAOJIKHOCTH COCTApEBIIErOCs YEIOBEKa MOJIOJIOMY,
BCerja JO0JDKEHCTBYEM CMOTpPETh OOCTOSITENbCTBA, MIPUIMYHBIE JETaM, XOTs O AeHCTBUE Ha
TeaTpe IMpeJCTaBIIOCh, XOTS K Obl OHO M TOBECTHIO HpejaraeMo  ObuIO.
He Toip ckopo ciioBa, BIIOXKEHHBIE B CIyXH, BO30YXJAIOT cepAala, KOJb BEIIH,
[IPEJCTABICHHbIE HEITYIIUM O4YaM M KOTOpbleé CMOTpHUTEIb caM ce0e U MOHSATHUIO
ceoemy npenaer. OIHAaKoO U1 CEro K CaMOr0 HE H3BOJIBTE TOrO IPEACTaBIATh Ha
TeaTpe, 4eMmy JOJDKHO OBITh 3a OHBIM, MU MHOTO€ YKpBIBAWTE OT O4Yed, 4TO OOBSIBUTH
MOXKET BCKOpe IMpHCYTCTByMoLIee KpacHociaoBue. Utod Menea He yOuBama jnereit
CBOMX IIpeJ HApOJOM, M TakKe He Bapui Obl SBHO 4YENOBEUYECKHs IUIOTH CKBEpPHBIN

Atpeil, unun 4yTo0 He mnpeBpamanach I[Ipokna B ntumy, a Kaam B 3Mus: Bce, 4TO
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MHE TOJ00HOE ceMy IMIpeJCTaBIseTCs, s, HE Beps TOMY, HEHaBWXKY OHOTo. Bces Ta
JpaMaTHyeckas 03Ma, 4To0 Hu GOJIbIIe HU MEHbIIe MATH AeHcTBHi He uMena,*?’ KoTopyro
xKemaere, Ja0bl  MPOCHIM K  TIPEACTABICHUIO W TOCIE€  CMOTPEHHS  IaKH
0 OXOTWIHCH BHUAETH €€ MOBTOPEHHYI0 Ha Tearpe. UYro0 HHKakoro 00ora TOMOIIU
B JCHCTBUM HE OBLIO, pa3Be IOCTOMHBIA OyIeT y30J TOJb BEIMKOTO HCTOJIKOBATEIIS.
YerBeproe nMIO HUKOTAA * Obl COBOKYNHO He roBopuijio. YTo0 Xop AeHCTBYHOMIMX
JUIl CBOMCTBO M MYXKECTBEHHYIO JOJDKHOCTh 3alllUIIall; Cced XOp, OBbIBAIONUNA TIO
OKOHYAHWHU JIeWCTBHM, Bcerma O corjlaceH OBUT C TIPEACTABJICHHBIM JCHCTBUEM
U C HUM OBl TPWIMNYHO COCIUHSICA. XOp Ja ONarompusTCTBYeT JOOpHIM H Ja
MOJAeT COBET JpyraMm; XOp Ja MWCIpaBiIsieT THEBIMBBIX M Ja JIIOOUT OosIIMXCS
IPEIINTh;, OH Ja XBAJIUT MHILY HENPOJOJDKUTEIBHOTO CTOJIA, OH Ja IPOCIABISIET
CHACUTENBHOE MPAaBOCYIWE, YCTaBbl W CHOKOMHBIM MHpP BO BpEMsI OTBEPCTHIX
SlHycOBBIX BpaT; OH BBEPEHHOE Ja YKPbIBA€T M Ja MPOCUT U MOJUT OOros, 4TOO

BO3BPATHJIOCH K OCTHBIM cUacThe, a yuio 0 OHO OT TOP/BIX.

CBI/IpeJ'IB HC TaKasda 6I)IJ'Ia, KakKass HBbIHE 30JI0TOM H cepe6p0M OIIpaBJICHHAA
n HOI[O6H35I pr6e, HO HeOoIbIIasg U IpocTada, UMCrolass HEMHOI'O JIaA0B, KOTOpas IpUATHO
corjiamajaach C IIEHHUEM XO0pa u JOBOJIBHA ObLIa Ha YCIbIIIaHUE
BCEM, Koraga fcmec CKaMbu HE BECbMa TCCHO HMMCIU CUISIIMNA Ha cebe Hapon,

KOTOpLIfI hn CcaM IIpUXOJUTT  CMOTpPCTD, 6y,[[y‘II/I HCIIOPOYCH, 4YHCT HU  KPOTOK.

327 IpaMaTrMuyeckas [OSMa He TOJb HOJNla, KOJb BSIMYeckas, NPpMUMHA CeMy, UTO [epBas MNPeACTaBjiseTCs, a npyras
urercsa. Yero pamu NEepBOil HANOOHO CTAl0 MMEThH MNPEeNNKuCaHHHE Mpeless, Tak dYToO NEeMCTBUIO MMETbH BCE BpeMs K
pasBasaHuo cebs M He yTPyOUTb Obl BHMMaHua u repnenmeoct CMOTPUTENEBLI. Ha cue 3a A0BOJ/IbHOE NOYTEHO NATU
AeﬁCTBMﬁ; a I'opau,mﬁ W1 3anpeuwaet ObITb UM KaK B MeHblleM, TaK U B 6onbluem yncne. CneposaTenbHO, TpU
,CI,EVICTBMFI WUTAZIMAHCKNE eCTb NOrpewHocTb. Bnpoyem, rpekm o cem pasgeneHnum Ha nAatb AeﬁCTBMﬁ HUrape He
rosopunm. Ho ApuctoteneBo pasgeneHMe CXOACTBYEeT BCEKOHEYHO C MATbio AeﬁCTBMHMM. HasbiBaeT oOH
npegnucnoBmem, 4To Mbl NepBbiM ,ﬂ,eVICTBMEM; BCTYNNE€HNEM, YTO Y HAaC AeNaeTcA B TpeX Cneayoumnx, NCXoa0om,
4YTO B HaAWIKUX eCTb NATOE ,a,eﬁcmme. OpureH um cBaTOMN Fpmropmﬁ HasnaH3nH yTBepKaatot, 4To CaIOMOHOBbI
«MNecHn MecHen» 6paqHaﬂ ecTb Alpama. HekoTopble NPMCOBOKYNAAKOT, YTO OHA TOYHO pasgeneHa Ha nAaTb
yacTeit. Ecam cue npaBaa, TO eBpeUN 3HAIN APaMaTUYECKME NO3IMbI B NATb ,D,eﬁCTBVIﬁ 3a WeCTbCOoT NeT npexae
ApuctoTens.
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[locne, xak moOeAWTENM PUMCKHE HAYald PpaACHpOCTPaHATH 3eMiHd, Topoa Pum
OKpYy)XaTh OOMMPHEUINMMH CTEHAMH, ¥ BHHOM M [HPOBAaHHEM BCE OOBIBaTEIU
cralii 3a0aBIIATHCSI HEOOS3HEHHO B npasgHU4YHBIC JHW, TO IOJy4YuJIa HW MYCUKUA
Ooypllice CBOEBOJIME B WIPAaHMM M B WrpaeMblx MmTyKax. MOo dwem Obl Jpyrum
yBecelsATh cebs rpyOOMy M Mpa3gHOMY 3€MJIENENbIly, CMEIIABLIIEMYCS C TPaKIaHUHOM,
0e3/1eTbHUKY — € YECTHBIM yesioBekoM? Ces paJii MpUYMHBI K APEBHEMY UCKYCCTBY TPUOaBUIT
MY3bIKaHT U ABUXXCHHEC, 1 POCKOIIb, BOJIOYA YXKE JOJIHA CBOCA OACKIbI BOCKPUIIUSA IO BCEM
MECTaM OpPXECTPBI, OT CEr0 M TOCTOSHHBIE MPEXKJE CTPYHBI MOJIYYWIH cede HEXHOe WU
YMIJIBHOE COTJIACHE, OT CETO YCTPEMHUTEIHHOE CIIOBO ITPOM3BENIO HEOOBIKHOBEHHOE U CTPAHHOE
KpacHOpe4re, TakKe W TIOJEe3HBIX BeIIeH NpexIe H300peTaTeNbHuIa, O0KeCTBEHHAS
¢unocodus, mogodbHa crajga ObITH B CIOBAaX HEHCTOBO MPOpHUIATENLHOMY Aelipuyeckomy

ATOJITUHY.

Kotopsie Tparndeckumu ctuxamu, 4To0 cede MoayduTh B BO3JAassHUE THYCHOTO KO371a,
MPENUPAIUCH, T€ BCKOPE TAKXKE MPUCOBOKYIUIM M JIECHBIX CATHUPOB a, HE TMOBpEXKIas
BOXHOCTH, IMYyTKy TOKYCHJIUCh BBECTh B TpareAuwio, MO0 HaIJISKaIO IMPUMaHUBATh
CMOTPHTEIIS U MPUATHOI HOBOCTHIO YIEP)KHUBATh, KOU 1O CBSIIEHHON JOJKHOCTH ObLT YK€ H
CBIT, U MbAH, U CBOEBOJICH. OJHAKO TaK JOJLDKHO BBIBOJAUTH HA TE€AaTp HACMEUIHUKOB, TaK
MPWJINYHO BEJIEPEYUBBIX CATHUPOB, TaK MEIIATh UIPYIIKY C BaXXHOCTHIO, 4TOO, KTO OOT, KTO
OyZeT repoii, B IapCKOM MPEex/ie OBIBIIN 371aTOM OJICSTHUU, HE TIPEMEHUIICS IPUTOM MIPOCTHIM
BECbMa CIIOBOM B HE3HATHOTO Xap4yeBHUKA, UJIU 4TOO, yOeras, moyis3aTh Mo 3eMIie, HE XBaTal
ucye3aronux o0JaKoB M BCEro TOro, 4TO mycTtoe. Tparemusi HEAOCTOWHA TOro, 4rod ei
JIETKOMBICIICHHbIE TPOU3HOCUTh CTUXHU, HAJOOHO €l TaKk yMEPEeHHO M CTBHIAJUBO C
CaTUPUYECKOIO MOCTYNATh IIYTKOIO, KAK YECTHAsA FOCHOKa 10 MOBEJICHUIO TUISAIIET BO BpeMs
TOPXKECTBEHHBIX JTHEH. A, nucareiab

caTup, HE TOKMO B HUX HC 6y,[ly JTIOOHUTH HCKpACHBbIC U HECBOMCTBEHHBIE Ka)KI0# BElId UMEHA
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Y CJIOBA, HO M TaK HE MOTIIYCh OT TPArku4ecKOro pa3iMyaThCs U300paKeHHs, YTOO BEIUKOH
OBITh pa3HOCTH, KoT1a JlaB roBopHT MO UTBIN U cMenas [Tutua, koTtopasi, oomManyBim CuMOHa,
rOCIOIMHA CBOETO, MOJYYHIIa 1IEJIbIi TaJlaHT Ha MPUAHOE I0YEPH, U, KOTAa TPOU3HOCHUT PeUb
CuseH, OXpaHUTENb M BOCIIMTATENb TUTOMIA cBoero, 6ora bakxyca.®?® S u3 BemoMbIs Bcem
MaTepUH HAMUIIY CATUPUIECKUU CTUX TaK, YTO BCAK MOXKET yIIOBATh CAENATh TO %K, HO HE BCSIK,
XOTsI O CKOJIbKO TOTelN, OyJIeT yMETh MOJYyYUTh B TOM YycIeX. TOJHKO-TO CHUJIBHO €CTh
pacnojiokeHue U npuiandHoe coenuHenue! ToJMKo-TO MpocToi MaTepuu MpUObIBaeT yecTu!
ITo Mmoemy coBety, BbiBeieHHbIE U3 jecoB PayHbl 1 CaTupsl nmyckail 6eperyrcs, 4Tod UM He
OBITH MOJOOHBIM HApOJay M MeIlaHaMm, 4TO0 He 4Ype3 JIMIIEK MOJIOJETh W FOHOIIECTBOBATH
CTUXaMH, SBJISTFOIIMMH HETY, U 4T00 TakKe HE CKBEPHOCIIOBUTh HEYHCTHIMU M OE€CYECTHBIMU
pedamu; 100 TAKUMH CIIOBAMH THYIIIAIOTCS KOHHBIE TPaXKJaHe, CEHATOPBI U 0OTaThie PUMCKHE
0COOBI, U HE BCErJa 3a TO MOXBASIIOT M KAIYIOT, 4TO JIF0OO MPOJABIy CBEKETO TOPOXY U

OpEXOB.

Jlosruii cior mocje KpaTkoro HaszbiBaeTcs sMOoMm. Cust cToma BecbMa CKOpa, OT Yero U
HA3BIBAIOTCS TPUMETPAMU SMOUYECKHE CTUXH, XOTS ¥ IIIECTh MEP U YIaPSHUN UMEIOT, JUIS TOTO
YTO JIBE CTOIIBI 32 0JIHY MounTaroTcsa. CriepBa BO BCeX MeCTax SMOUYECKHI CTUX OJTHUM TOKMO
cocTosul sMOOM M ObUI ¢ Hauajga J0 KoHIa cebe momoOeH. I[louwraii, HemaBHO, YTOO eMy
HECKOJIbKO MEJICHHEHIIIEMY U Ba)KHEHIIEMY BXOJHUTh B CIYXH, NPHHSJI OH B COOCTBEHHOE
CBOE€ HACJIEUE TOCTOSIHHYIO CTOITY, HA3bIBAEMYIO CIIOHJICEM; OJJTHAKO TaK, YTOO BO BTOPOM U
YeTBEPTOM MecTe ObITh HempeMeHHO sMOy. Ceil 1 B AKIIMEBBIX OJIaropoJAHBIX TPUMETPaX, U B
DHHUEBBIX BeCbMa peIKo sABIsAeTcs. M XOTS Hapo Ha TeaTpe MpeuiaraeMble CTUXH C BETUKUM

BCIMYAaHUEM U TAKUC, KOW UJIN U3JIMIITHOIO ITOCIICIMHOCTUIO COYNMHCHBI 1 HCTINIATCIIBHO, HJIK U

328
Bce npepHMe npencTaBmiay HaM CujleHa CTapMKOM, MOPUMHOBATEIM, I1JIEMBEIM, I[JIOCKOHOCHM M MMEBWMM HOJTY Goponmy .

OH y HMX HACTaBHMKOM M NMTaTeJieM BakxXyCOBHM, dero pam u Opdeli HauMHAeT CBO0 NeCHb CUJIeHY CJeOy UMM CTUXOM:
KATB( pou, & moAUoeuve TpoeéT, BAKXOLO TLONVE.

To ecThb:

Mocnyma MeHs, O! MHOTOMNOUTEHHH, OTell BAaKXOB MNMUTATEJIbHBINA.
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COBCEM HEUCKYCHO, OCYXKJAeT U BCSIUECKU XYIHUT, OJHAKO HE BCSK PACCYIUTh MOXKET, B YeM
0€3/IeTbHBIX TI03M COCTOUT MOPOK. J[Jisi TOro ¥ MOMYIIEHO, HO HECIPaBEJIMBO, PUMCKUM
IIMHUTaM IIUcaTb, KakK XOTAT. " IIOHECXKE CU€ TaK, TO y>1<e HOCCMY U MHC MO>XHO CKUTATBLCS 110
BETPY UM COYMHATH CBOEBOJIbHO? WMin mapoMm, XOTs 3HAI0, YTO BCE OYIAyT BUIETH MOU
MOTPEIICHHUS, OJTHAKO s Oe30MaceH M 3alluIleH JaHHOIO BOJBHOCTHI0? CIIOBOM CKa3aTh, CHE
3HA4YUT, 4TO s HpeCTyHJ'IeHI/IH HEC YYUHUII, HO HE 3acny>1<1/m K€ U ITOXBAJIBI. ,21]'[5[ H36e)KaHI/I$[ oT
CUX TIOPOKOB BBI 0OpaIanTe rpeuecKue COUMHEHUs IEHHOI0, 00paIanTe u HOIIHOK PYKOO.
qTO JK HAIlIN Hpa}]eI[BI HJ'IaBTOBI)I KaK CTUXH, TaK 1 ITYTKH IIOXBaJIsAJIU, TO O6OCMy C N3JINIITHOO
TepHeHI/IBOCTI/IIO, ‘—ITO6 HC CKa3aTb HepaCCYJIHOCTI/II-O, YJII/IB.]'ISIJ'H/ICB OHH, KOrga HBIHC 51 U BbI
yMEeM yXKe Pa3IMuuTh HEY4THBOE CIIOBO C 3a0aBHBIM, H HE TOKMO pyKaMH IpHKacaeMcs K

3aKOHHOMY 3BOHY, HO U CIIYXOM OHBIH BHYIIIAcM.

[ToBecTByIOT, UTO HEBEIOMBIH 1O TO BpeMs Tparndeckus My3sl pon u3obpen Tecnuc,
YTO OH B TEJEre MpeXIe NOBCIOlY BO3HII CBOM MOAMBI M YTO €r0 UTPOKU U M€, U TOBOPUIIN
CIIOBOM, BBIMA3aBIIM JIMLAa CBOU JApoxckamu. [lo Hem Hactanm Ocxuib, M300peTaTesnb
ONaronpUCTONHBISL JIMYMHBI U €MaH4YM, KOTOPbIA HEBBICOKMH TeaTp BBICTIAN JOCKaMH U
Hay4yWs, Kak BBICOKMM CIIOTOM O BaXHBIX Jellax TOBOPUTh, TaK M OOApPO MOCTyNaTh B
TParu4eckoM YKpalleHHH. 3a CUMHU JIByMs TpareJusiMU ClIeJ0Baja TaK Ha3blBaeMas cTapas
KoMeJus, He 06e3 moJryueHus cebe JOBOIbHBIA MOXBAJIBI, HO B IOPOK BOJIBHOCTH €51 00paTHiiach,
TaK 4TO HArJIOCTh OHbIA JOCTOWHOK HAUUIM BO3JEPKATh 3aKOHOM. 3alpeuieHue IpUHSTO, U
O€CCTBIIHBIN XOp 3aMOJTYal, JJIS TOTO YTO OTHSATO Y HEro MpaBO K MOBPEKACHUIO YECTHBIX
JIIOJIEN. Hamwu IUUTHI HUYETO HE
OCTaBUJIM COYMHEHUSIMH CBOMMH, TaK YTO HE MEHBIIYIO 3aCIHYXWIH MOXBajly, ACP3HYBIIH
OCTaBUTh IPEUECKHUE CIeAbl M HaYaBIUIU MPOCIABISATH JOMAIIHHUE Jelia KaK TEMU KOMEAUSIMH,
KOTOPBIE€ HA3BIBAIOTCS NpemeKcmamol, Tak U OHBIMH, KOM UMEHYIOTCSI mozamul. Il mouctune,

CTOJBKO K ObI CHJIbHSE caenaics Pum n KpaCHOpPCYHNEM A(bI/IH, CKOJIBKO I[O6pOI[eTeJ'ISIMI/I n
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OPYKHEM, CKCIIN 0 BCSIK M3 HAIIMX IIUUTOB HE OTBpallaJICa OT TPpyJda B UCIPABICHUU U UMCJI

OBl B TOM TCPICIMBHOCTD.

Ho BBl 0! IIu3onsl, npoucuenmmue ot kpoBu Hymsl [lomnunus, ocyxaaiite TOT CTHX,
KOTOPOTO JIOJITO€ BPEMS U MHOTO€ YEPHEHHE HE HCIIPABIISIN, & U JECATHIO BBIIPABICHHOTO
€lle He MNpUBEIM B Lenoe coBepmeHCTBO. Ilyckail JIeMOKpPUT Iymaer, 4TO IpHUpoJa

Grarononydnee GemHbIA HAYKH, 32

" IIOTOMY HYCKaI\/'I BBIKJTIOYACT U3 YK Ciia IMUTOB U OTJIYy4acT
ot I'etmkoHa TEX, KOTOPLIC 3/IpaBO O6quHI)I, a OHBIX MOYHUTACT MUUTAMH, KON YMBIIIJICHHO
HCHUCTOBCTBYIOT, JII TOTO 4YTO 3HATHAsA M caMasd OoJIbIlIad YacTh W3 HUX HOITEH HE
00pe3bIBatoT, 60POIbI HE OPEIOT U )KUBYT B YEAMHEHUH, OT 00mux coOpanuii yoeras. [locemy
TOT TOKMO IOJIYYHUTb UMECT UM ITUUTA U 3a TO ITIOUYTCHUEC, KTO HH OT TPEX CHJIBHBIX IPOHOCHBIX
HEUCIIETNMBIS CBOEsI TOJIOBBI HUKOT/Ia He JaBan cTpudb opurtoBuky JInmmay.>3 O! Becma
0e3yMeH, 4YTO MPU HACTYIUICHWH BECHBI OYMINAID OT JKETYH CBOM JKENyJ0K; MO0 HHUKTO O
JIpyrou HE MOT COYMHUTH
TYy4YIIUX T[O0AM, €XKeIu O s He HMen IONeueHuss O 3/paBuHu, €Xelu O s BOJOCOB
HE CcTpur, 60pobl He Opui u exenu O s HOrrel He oOpe3biBat. OHAKO MOYUTAs], BIPOUYEM,
MHeHue JleMOKpUTOBO, 51 MOCITYXY BMECTO OCEJIKU, KOTOpasi ClIoCcOOHA K M30IIPEHUIO HOXKEH,
XOTS U HE MOXeT cama pe3aTh. CaM HUYEro He COUMHSIS, MOKaXYy, IJe HAAJICKUT MOJIy4aTh
MaTepHIo, YeM €€ PaclpOCTPAaHUTh M YKpallaTh, KAKUM CIOCOOOM MHUHUT MOKET MOJyYUTh

COBCPHICHCTBO B CBOCM HCKYCCTBEC, YTO HpHCTOﬁHO U 49TO HCHIPHWIIMYHO, KyHda HIPUBOIAUT

HAaCTaBJICHUC U Kyla 3216J'Iy>KIICHI/IC 3aHOCHUT.

329 o o
Inoren .HaepTCKT/H/I obbABJIAET, UYTO CeM (i)MJ'[OCO(i) msnmajl Mexny OpoduMMM CBOMMM TpyldaMyM OBa COUYMHEHMA, M3 KOTOPHBIX

ONHO O MO®3uM, a IOPyroe O KpacoTe CTMXOB. MoxeT ObTb, UYTO B KOTOPOMHMOYIbL M3 Tex COUYMHEHMII TOBOPMUJI OH TO,
yro T'opaumit 3mechb O HEM CKas3HBaeT.

330 o o
Cemt JImumH OBUI CJIABHEM OPUTOBIIMK, KOETO ABT'YCT IPOM3BEJl B CEHATOPCKOEe HOCTOMHCTBO, B HarpaxlIeHMe 3a HEeHaBUCTb

ero k lloMnewn. EMy TOUHO COUMHEH cJjenyioumi snmuradmi:

Marmoreo tumulo Licinus iacet; at Calo nullo:

Pompeius parvo. Quis putet esse deos?

To ecThb:

«JIMLMH JIeXUT B MapMOpHOM I'poBe; KaToH HM B KakoM; I[lomnei B HeBosbwoM. KTO X NOMHMT, UYTO CYyTb OOTMU?»
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Hauano u MCTOYHMK MCIIPAaBHOTO COYMHEHUs €CTh 3HAHUE BCETO TOTO, O YEM MOKHO
nucaTh. TOTo paau MaTepuio MOTYT BaM moaath guinocopuyeckue COKpaTOBBI KHUTH, a PeUr
3a MPOMBIIICHHON) MaTepuero camMu NoTekyT. KTo mo3Ham upe3 yueHue, 4To OH JOJKEH
OTEUECTBY W YTO MPHUATEISAM, KaK JOJDKHO MOYUTATh POJUTENS, Kak IOOUTH Opara u
00XOJIUTBCS C TOCTEM; KaKas CEHATOPCKasl M Kakas CyJIeHCKas JOJDKHOCTh, HAKOHEIl, B 4eM
COCTOUT CITy’K0a Ha BOMHY MOCIAHHOTO TIOJIKOBO/IIA, — TOT MOUCTUHE YMEET KaX Iy 0co0y
ONKCATh NMPUJIMYHO M JaTh €H CJI0BAa MO € CBOMCTBY. Sl MPUTOM COBETYHO HCKYCHOMY
MOJIPAXKATEII0 B3UPATh HA 00pa3 JKUTHS U HPABOB U OTTYAY MOJydaTh >KuUBbIe peun. MHorma
IyTOYHAs KOMeIus, 0e3 BCSIKHSI KpacoThl, oe3 BAKHBIX
CIOB W 0€3 HMCKYCHOTO pACIIOJIOKEHHUs, HO TBEPJOTO HACTABJICHHS W HPABOYUHUTEIbHAS,
0o0JIBIIIe YBECETSET HApO/I U JIYUI YO UCITPABICHUIO HPABOB MIPUHOCHT TOJIb3Y, HEXKETH CTUXH,

HE UMCIOIIHNEC BCHICfI, N I'pOMOTJIaACHBIC ITYCTOIIIHN.

I'pexkam cmbIca U UCKycCTBO, rpekam My3a iana roBOpUTh YYTHBO, KPacHO, TBEPAO U
WCIPAaBHO, KOTOpble HUYEro OOoJIbIlIe HE JKENaloT, KaKk TOKMO ClIaBbl. PUMIISIHE OT caMbIX
MATKUX CBOUX HOTTEH JOJTUMH BBIYETAMU U CUUCIICHUSMHU YYaTCs TOKMO Pa3AeisTh HA CTO

31 yro oyne

yacteit nensii acc (12 ynmmii). Iyckaif BompocuTcs chlH Jmuxoumna Anouna,’
OTHSTH OT MSTH YHIMHA OJHY, TO CKOJBKO ocTaHeTcs? ToT4ac OH MOXET CKa3zaTh, YTO OJIHA
yeTBepTh acca. M3psano! Henbss emy pactepars cBou aeHbru! Ho ecnu mpuiokuTh K MSTH
0JIHY, TO ckoJibKO Bcero craner? OH: «[lomoBuHa acca». Cue mpuctpactre Kk 0OraTcTBy, cus
cpebponrobHas prKaB4MHA, Korja yKe U3JIaBHA BBEJIach

B cepAue, TO KaK MbI MOKCM HAJACATBCA COYUHATL CTHUXH, JIOCTOMHBIE Keapa

U — Ha CO6J'IIO,Z[€HI/IC HUX — KUIIApHUCHBIX KOBYETOB?

331 o o
Cent AnOuH OblT OOT'ATEM JIMXOMMEL, TOT'O BPEMEeHM. 3HATHO, YTO CHH e€T0 OBUI elle MOJION, OIHaKO X [IOKas3EBaJl CBOUMM

oTBeTaMM, 4YTO OH 3Haj OoJiblle, HEXEeJM OT Hero TpeboBajloCh.
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[Tuuram DOHKHO WM MOJIE3HOE, UK 3a0aBHOE, MIM COBOKYIIHO U TO IpEIararb, OT
Yero MOXET MPOU30UTH J0OPO B KHU3HH, U TAK)KE OHOE, YTO CHIIBHO €CTh YBECEIHUTh. BBl 0 uem
HU MMEETE COYMHATH HACTABJIICHUE, CTAPANTECh OBITh KPATKUM, Ja0bl TOTYAC TO 3aTBEPAMIH
MOHATHBIE Pa3yMbl M BEpHO O B MaMSTHU COJEpPXKali; MO0 BCE M3JIMIIHOE BOH BBITUIBIBACT
HCTOYHHUKOM. YTO OyzieTe BEIMBIIIISATE Pajii yBECEJIeHUs, TO O BechbMa 1o100HO OBLIO TIpaBe,
ITa0bl HE BCE, UTO OaCHB MpeIaraeT, IpUHUMAJIOCh 32 CaMyI0 UCTHHY, U 4T00 OHA, U3 YTPOOBI

HACbITUBIIIUACA BOJ'IIHC6HI/IHI)I JKHBBIM MJIAACHIIEM, HC U3BJICKAJIa €0 IaKH >KHBOTO.

TTo/UIMHHO, TPYIHO BCEM YrOJUTh, MOO MpecTapeible 3HATHBIE OCOOBI MPE3MPAIOT
GecIIoIe3HbIe TOIMBI, @ MOJIOJIbIe PUMCKHE IPaXkaaHe OTBPAIIAIOTCA OT BaHBIX. TOro pajm
TOT NMHHT YAOCTOSIETCS TOKMO OT BCEX OOIIE MOXBANbl, KOTOPBIH COCIHHSCT roje3HOe C
NpUAMHLIM, YCTAXKIas YNTAaTels M COBOKYIHO IpErojas eMy HacTaBieHHe. Takas KHHUra
NPUHOCHT KHHUTomponaBnam Co3nam>>? MHOTo JeHer, Takas M 33 MOpPE OTBO3WTCS, OHA H
3HATHOTO CBOETO TBOPLA NEPEChIIAET OT BEKAa B BEK B OEcCMepTHOH mamsaTH. OmHAKO
HAXOATCS TAKHE TIOTPELICH s, KOTOPbIE Mbl OXOTHO M3BHHUTB JKellaeM, MO0 HHOTA M CTPYHA
HE TeM OT3BIBACTCS TOJIOCOM, KOET0 XOUeT PYKa U YM, M TPEOYIOIINM HH3KOTO 4acTO MOChLUIACT
OHA BBICOKHMIT; TAKXKE U CTPEJIa HE BCEr/[a B Ty IeJIb TONAAeT, B KOTOPYIO U3 JTyKa €0 METSAT.
Toro paay rie MHOTOe GIMCTAeT B CTUXAX, TaM MHE He J0CAIAT HEeMHOTHE TIOPOKH, KOTOPBIC

nimn OoT HCIIPpUIICIKHOCTHU BKpaJIUCh,

HJIN UX YCMOTPETb HE MOTJIO YCJIOBCUCCKOC HCCOBCPIICHCTBO.

Ho enBa np 1 He BTYHC CHC npez[nara}o? H60 xak mucarenn KHH)KHBIﬁ, CXKCJIM OH
MHOT'a’KJIbl B TOM K€ BCC NOTPCHIACT, XOTA YK U OCTCPCIKCH, IMMPOIICHUA HE CHO)IO6J'I$I€TC$I HHU

OT KOI'0, 1 BC€ HaZl MY3bIKAHTOM CMCIOTC, KOI Bceraa Io OJHOM CTPYHC 6p$[LII/IT, TakK A TOTO,

332
Cosum ObLIM CJIaBHBIE KHMI'ONPOHAaBLE TOI'O BpeMeHM. Jx ObUIO IBa OpaTa. B Te BpeMeHa KHUIONPONABLE M NepPeIlJIeTUMUKU

He OblIM PasHele JIION . Kro nepenmcelpajyl KHUI'M, KTO ImepenjeTan Wuin, Jiydie , CKJIEMBaJI JIMCTHL U CTOJ'[@LU:I, u KTO
npomasan (Bibliographus, Bibliopegus, wmnmu Compactor, a, II o Luueponory, Glutinator m Bibliopola), OvUl TOKMO
OIMH 4YeJIOBEK.
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KOTOPBIH, MHOTO MUIIYy4YH, MajO MHUIIET AOOpPOro, MOYMTAI0 33 OHOTO XEpHuia, KOeMy,
JBAXK/Ibl WJIM TPHKIbl B HEKOTOPBIX MECTaX U3PSIHO U300pa3uBLIEMY, C CMEXOM YAMBIISIOCH,
a IIOTOM 1 K caM Ha Hero Herofayro. Ciiydaercs HHOTIa, YTO U COBepLIeHHBINH ['oMep npemiieT;

HO B JOJI'OM COYMHCHHUHU HCBO3MOKHO, qT00 Korjga CoOH HE OJ0JICII.

KakoBa JKMBOIIMCb, TaKOBa 1II1093MA; CCTb KOTOpas Bam, 6JII/I3KO CMOTpAIINM,
MTOHPABUTCS;, €CTh U TaKasi, KOs MOJTIOOUTCS AIeKO OTCTOSIUM. MHas m00uT TeMHOE MecTo,
HHasd XKCJIacT IpUu CBCTEC OBLITH BUMMaA, KOTOpPas HE OOUTCS TOHKUSI OCTPOTHI CyasAlInX. Cus
yrogujia TOKMO OOHAXABI, HO JApyrasd, ACCATbIO ITOBTOPCHHAA, YTOAUTbL UMCCT. Toro paau, o!
CTapHH/Iﬁ M3 FOHOII, XOTA BaC U OTECYCCKOC HACTABJICHUC K IIPAaBOTC HAIIPABJIACT, XOTA K BbI U
caMm U3pSAHO BEJAeTe, OJHAKO CETo CIEAYIOIIEro CIOBAa HE U3BOJIbTE M103a0bITh: MHOTHE €CTh
TaKue HayKH, B KOTOPBIX TEPIIEIMBHO IMMOCPEACTBEHHOE CHOCUTCS U CTIPABEIITUBO MTO3BOJISETCHI.
HexkTo 13 npukasHbIX J110/1el TOCPEICTBEHHBIN, XOTS U HE UMEET CTOJIbKO UCKYCCTBA, CKOJIBKO
KpacHOpeurBbI Meccall, 1 He 3HaeT Tak, Kak ABi-Kaccenuii, oqHako noxsainy nosy4aetr. Ho
MOCPEJCTBEHHBIM OBITH MUUTAM HHU OOTH, HU JIIOAW, HU OHBbIE B JIaBKAX CTOJIBI, K KOUM
MpUOMBAIOTCS UX MOAMBI, HUKOTIa HE TIO3BOJIAIOT. PaBHO Kak Ha BEIMKOJICTHOM MUPOBAHUU
HEecorjlacHasi MYCHKHUS, HeuucTtoe ymamieHue u CapauHCKuUM TOpPBKUH MeI C MakoM
JOCAXIAIOT, JUIsl TOTO YTO CTOJ U 0€3 CUX HEMPUATHOCTEH MOT OTIPABUTHCS, TaK JJISl OJIB3bI
U CIIAJIOCTH POXKJACHHAS M M300peTEeHHAs M03Ma €K XOTS Majlo He JIOCTUTHET JI0 BBICOTHI,
TO Ha

CaMbIi HU3 CTpEMIJIaB ylaJgacT.

Kto He O6yLII/IJ'IC$[ JIENCTBOBATH OPYXHUEM, TOT B IIOJIC BOMHOM HE€ BBIXOUT. Taxoke: KTO
HC YMECT UI'paTb MAYO0M, METATh BBEPX 6J'II-0I[I_IG, TOHATH Ky6apL HJIN YCTBIPECITNIHOC KOJIECLO,
TOT 34 BCC CUC U HC IPUHUMACTCH, OIIaCasACh 'POMKOTO MMOCMCAHUSA OT MHOTUX COHMOB BKPYT
O6CTO$IH_II/IX JIIOJICH. I[OJ'DKHO u TOMYy paBHLIfI HMCTb CTpax, KTO HC CIIOCOOCH K COUMHEHUIO
CTUXOB, OJTHAKO ACP3acT. A yero 0 paau €My HE I[CpSaTB? Oco0auBO €XKelll OH caM TOCIIOJUH
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071aropoiHbI, KOHHOMY PHUMCKOMY ABOPSIHCTBY IOJIOKEHHYIO CyMMYy JeHer PocuueBbiM
yCTaBOM MMeeT? M MPUTOM JKHMBET M CIYKUT Oecriopouno? Ilyckail ske Takol OecriopovHBIif
M3BOJISIET OBITh TOPOYHBIM MTUUTOM. HO BRI HUUEro ¥ HE MPOU3HOCHUTE M HE ClIaraiTe, eXKel B
BaC HET K TOMY CIIOCOOHOCTH; cue Aa OyZeT B BaC pacCyKJICHHE U CUE TOKMO MHEHHE BCera.
Exenu » Bbl KOrja B MpOLIEALINE BPEMEHA YTO-HUOYIb COUMHUIIM, TO Ja MPOYTETCS MpeN

HCKYCHBIM KpuTHKOM Meruem, 33

TAKXKE IpEa OTIIOM U MPEAO0 MHOIO U IIOTOM €IIC HA ACBATH
netr na 3akmoumtcs B maper.>®* Korga TeTpaam OydayT nexaTh B JIOME, TO BOJBHO
CIIC BBIYCPHUTH, YE€ro HC MH3JaHO Ha CBCT; noo BBIITYIICHHOC OJHAXbI CJIOBO HE
MOXET Ha3aJ BO3BpaTUThCA. Opdeil, CBAMIEHHBIA U TOJIKOBATEIh BOJIH OOKECKHS, IPEXKC B
Jiecax KXKHBYIIHUX J'IIOJIGI\/'I OTBE€JI OT B3aMMHOTIO Y6I/II>'ICTBa U OT MCP3KHA NHUIOM, a 3a CHUC
MIPUIIMCBIBAIOT €My, 4YTO OH YKpOTWJ THUIPOB M CBUpEnsIX JbBOB. [IpocmaBuiics
u  Amouon, TebOaHCKus co3harenb KpPEMOCTH, YTO OH B JBIDKEHHE IPHUBOJIII
WUTpaHWEM CBOES JHpHl JUKHE KAMHA W CIAQJKAM CJIOBOM OHBIE BJICK, Kyda €My
HamoO0HO ObUIO. B japeBHHME BpeMeHa B CEM COCTOsUIa MYIPOCTh, YTOO OTIWYATh
oOmiee OT COOCTBEHHOTO, CBSIICHHOE OT MHPCKOTO, 4YTOO 3ampemarbh CKBEpHOE
M000AesTHUE U TI0JaBaTh MPABHJIA K COXHUTHIO COYETABIIMMCS 3aKOHHO, YTOO TOPOJIBI CTPOUTH
Y yCTaBBbI BBIPE3bIBATh Ha JiepeBe. CUM 4eCTh U CllaBy 00’KECTBEHHBIC TIPOPHUIIATENIN U UX CTUXU
cebe nosyqmiu. [Tocie cux 3HameHuThId ['omep u TupTeii My)KecTBEHHBIC cep/illa Ha BOCHHBIC
NercTBUS U30CTpIIl cTuXaMu. CTUXaMU OTBETHI 1aBaUCh O0keckure. CTUXaMH UCIIPABIISIEMbI

ObLIH HpaBbl, 1 BCC YUCHUC COCTOSIIO. Cruxamu MMpUXOOWUIIN IMUUTHI U Y uapeﬁ B MMJIOCTB.

Cruxamu HalJI€HbI 3a0aBbI U OT JAOJITOBPEMCHHBIX TPYHAOB IMOKOMHOE OTIOXHOBEHUE. Cue s

333 o . .
Cent KPpUTMK, WM cyoud, eCcTb CnprM Meumn Tapna. OH OBUJT OOMH M3 MATU YYPpeXOeHHBEIX Ha CBMOEeTeJIbCTBOBaHME

COuUMHEeHUM. [peBHMUM HEKTO ToJjikoBaTesb CaTupel X [opalyMeBr, KHUIM 1, TOBOPUT 0O HeM cienyoumee: Melius Tarpa,
iudex criticus, auditor assiduus poematum et poetarum, in aede Apollinis seu Musarum, quo convenire poetae
solebant, suaque scripta recitare, quae nisi a Tarpa, aut alio Critico, qui numero erant quinque, probarentur,
in scenam non deferebantur. To ecTb: «MeumnTapna, CyIusa KPUTUYUECKMI, CIIyNlaTeJlb [IPMUIJIEXHBI [OSM M IMUTOB, B
xpaMe ANOJIIMHOBOM, MM My3aM MNOCBAWEHHOM, KyOa OOBIKHOBEHHO MNMMTH CXOAMJIMCH M UMTaJIM CBOM COUYMHEHMd, kou, Oyne
Tapnozo i OpyrvM KPUTUKOM, a 4YuUCJIOM MuxX OBUJIO NATbH YeJIOBEeK, He nongTeepnATCHd, Ha TeaTp He B3HOCWMJIMChE nOJA
npencTaBJieHMsS» . BoccuM paccyxmaeT, uYTO CuMM [OAThb UYeJIOBeK CyIeM, OIpelnesieHHHX B PuMme, ObUIM IO [OOPAXaHMIO
AdyHEeNCKMM M CULMIMMCKMUM IIATM X CyObsAM, PaCCyXIaBliMM O TeaTpaJlbHEIX COUYMHeHMsx. Cel eCcTb [NpPecJylaBHBIM [I0BOL K
HEIHEH VM AxaneMusaMm CJIOBECHEIM n KacCalyMC g o
YMCTOTEl A3EBIKA.

334
Upes neBATb JIET OOJIKHO Pa3yMeTb HEKOTOpOe IOBOJIbBHO HOJITOE BpeMs.
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ISl TOTO BaM IMPEIBO3BEIAl0, YTOO BBl HE MOYnTaU cebe B GecuecTne UCKYCHBIX My3 JHpBI

U meBIa AnoJuInHaA.

JlaBHO yxe cel BOIPOC MpeIaraeTcs, MNPHUPOJOI Jib JYyYlIe MPOU3BOIATCS
CTUXU WIH Haykow? UTo 10 MeHs, s He BWXKY, YTOO yueHue Oe3 Oorarblsi NpPUPOIHBIS
cnocoOHOCTH WM OrpyOasi mpupoaa OJHA NMPOU3BECTh MOTIJIa YTOHMOYIb COBEPIICHHOE.
[Tocemy onHa Bellp y Apyroil B3aUMHBIS ceOe TOMOIIHM MTPOCUT, U 00€ COTJIAIIAIOTCs MEXTY
co0oro apyxkecku. KTo crapaercs OeraHueM 10 BOKIEJIEHHOTO JOCTUTHYTH Ipejnena, TOT B
OTPOUYECTBE MHOTO€ [TOHEC U MpeTepIie, MOTEN U Ha X0JI0/1€ MEP3, BO3JIEPKAJICS OT BEHEPHI U
OT BUHA. My3bIKaHT, KOTOPBIN MUUTHYECKUE IITYKH B TIOXBALy M00eAnTEeN0 AMOJUIMHY MOET,
TOT MHpexae 00ydascs U Tperneran npeja yunteneMm. Ho HbIHE JOBOJIBHO CETO BHITOBOPUTH: « 51
YIMBUTENBHBIE TIOAMBI COUHHSION. Kmo nazaou, mom wenyous.>>® Mue cTBIIHO ocTaBaThCs H,

4yemy 5l He 00y4HIICs, TPU3HABATHCS, YTO HE 3HAIO.

Kak xpukyH, Ouproda, KIWYET HapoJ MOKYNAaTh CBOU TOBAphbl, TaK MUUT MOBEJIECBACT
UATH K cebe JlTacKaTessiM JUIsl TOJIyYeHHUsl MOJapKOB, €XeNU KOTOpBIM OoraT BOTYMHAMH U
MHOTO y HEro JIeHer B pocTy XoauT. lloncTtuHe KTO M3 JOCTATOYHBIX, KOTOPBIA YUPEKIAeT
OOUJILHBIN CTOJI, py4aeTcs Mo MOAJIOM U OeTHOM YeJOBEKe, CKyMaeT C OMyXJbIX MpaBexkel, a
OyZe MOXET pacro3HaTh JHKMBOTO C UCTHMHHBIM JIPYTOM, TO CHE MHE BCerjia uMeeT ObITh U3

B JUBOM.

UYro x 110 Bac, TO BB, XOTSI Bac JapAT, XOTs Bbl CAMH KeJlaeTe NoJapUTh KOTOHUOY b,
HE U3BOJIbTE K CTUXaM, COYMHEHHBIM OT Bac, IPUBOIUTH JacKaTes, H00 OH TOTYAC 3aKPUYHT:
«X0po1110, U3PSIHO, HENb3s Tydnie». Horaa oH nobiieAHeeT MpH APYrax U Clie3bl paciyCcTHT,

TO 3aIJIAICT, TO HOTOXO CTAHCT TOIIATh B 3EMIIIO. PaBHO kak Te IMPpUroBapuBarOT U MCUYTCA,

335 o
Cusa nocsiopMila TOYHO M Ha HalleM A3bKe NPY HEeKOTOPOM MI'Pe OT Majlblx pebaT yrnorpeblsgeTrcs; a TOBOPUT ee BhHOpPaHHAaSA

13 Hux MaTka. BeposaTHO, YTO IPEBHMX PMMIIAH OTPOKM CUIO X CaMyio MIPYy yNnoTpebssany, KOTopas COCTOMT B NpubOexaHum
B OTBEPCTHE PYKM MaTkyM, KOs OOBIKHOBEHHO Yy CTEHHE CTOMT IIPMCJIOHMBUIMUCE .
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HO‘IHTaﬁ, HO,Z[O6H0 BCCM CCPALCM COKPYIIAOIIUMCS, KO HAHUMAIOTCS 110 MCPTBBIX IJIaKaTh
BO BpCM:A HOFpe6eHI/ISI, TaK HaCMCIIHUK BCCraa 0O0JIbIIIC MCTUHHOIO XBaJUTEIS JABHUXKETCA.
OOBSBIISIOT H O mapsax, 4To MHOI'O 4all BMHA B TOI'O BJIMBAKOT, KOI'0 YCMOTPETh XOTAT, IOCTONH

JIY OH OY/IeT UX MHJIOCTH.

Exenmn BB cTaHeTe ciarartb CTHUXH W COYMHEHHEBIE npen KGM-HI/I6YI[I) quTaTrb, TO
CMOTpHUTE, 4TOO Bac HE 0OMaHYJI0 Yb€ CEpIIle, JTUCHUM JIYKaBCTBOM yTaeHHOE. byse » Obl BBI
yTo yntanmu Keurkrummo-Bapy;>® to Tepmo 3Har0, uT0 0H OB BaM Tak roBopmi: «CHe MK
TO, MOU Jipyr, ucnpasbTe». Ho ecnu © Bbl eMy IpEICTaBIIsUIM, YTO BBl HE MOJKETE CIENaTh
Jy4IIe W Y4TO JBAXKIBI U TPHKABI TOKYIIAIKCH 0€3 BCAKOTO ycCrexa, OJTHaKO OH Obl Bceraa
YCPHUTH BEJICT U XyO0 Cpa6OTaHHBIe CTUXH BHOBb IICPEKOBATH HA HAKOBAJIbHEC. A Korzaa x OBl
BBl pCBHUTCJIBHEC 3allUIAaTh YCTPEMUIIMCH BAlllH ITOTPEITHOCTHU, HEXKECIIU OHBIC UCIIPABUTh, TO
OH OO0JIBITIC HU CJIOBA, HU CYETHOTO W TIETHOTO HE MPHUIIOKKUI OBl Tpyaa, OCTaBUI OBl Bac 0e3

COTIEpHHKA JTIOOUTH CeOsl M Ballle COYNHEHHE.

JloOpeIit 1 pa3yMHBIN YETOBEK HEHUCKYCHBIE CTHXH OCYIUT, TOXYJIUT KECTOKHUE,
HEyKpalleHHbIE 3aMETUT YEPHBIM 3HAKOM, TOpJAble YKpalleHHs OTHIMET, TEMHbIE MecTa
U3bACHUTh NPUHYIUT, JBYCMBICICHHbIE OONUYUT W BCE O3HAUMUT, KOTOpBIE JOJDKHO
TIepeMeHNTE; cIoBoM, 6yaeT Apucrapxom,’ nokaspiBaromum B I'oMepe Te CTUXH, KOTOPEIE
He ['oMepoBBI, 1 HEe CKaXeT, 4ero O paau MHE Ipyra OCKOPOUTH B UTPYIIKE; HOO CHU UTPYILKH
B OECIIyTOYHBIEC MPUBOJAAT HAMACTH OJHAXK]IBI OCMESIHHOTO U MOpyranHoro teopua. [logoOHo
KaK OT TOro OeraroT u OOSTCS MPUKOCHYTHCS, KTO B HEHCIIENbHOMN MpOKas3e, WIH KOTOPOTO

CKOp6L B KOJIBITO CFI/I68.CT, NI KTO 6eCHyeTC$I " KOTI'O IPOTHEBAHHAA I[I/IaHa yMa JIMIaeT, TakK

336 o o . . o .
KBUMHKTUIMM Bap, CBOMCTBEHHMK M MCKPEHHUM IpyT Buprmmmo ¥ no Hem I'opaumwo. Cel ecTb camelii, KOTOpoMy I'opaumnm

npunmucan XVIII omy, kHMIM I, ¥ KOeTro IO CMepTu mjadeT oH B XXIV oge.

337 . .
ApucTapx, TIpaMMaTuk AJleKkCaHOpuMckuii, pomoM u3 Camodbpaxkmm, OBI yumuTeJieM CHHY IlTosiomMes oujiomMeTopa, Laps

eruneTrckoro. luuepoH u OamaH OOBABJIAKT, UYTO €TI0 KPMUTMKa OBJIa TOJIb TOHKAS, HOOCTOBEpHAasd UM paccCyIuTeJibHasg, YTO
CTUX He CJBI ['OMEPOBEIM, €XejiM KOeTO CeM MCKYCHEM I'paMMaTMK He [IpM3Hall 3a ['oMepoB. YMep OH B Kumnpe noOpOBOJIbBHEM
ToJIOOoM, uMesd OT PpPOXIEeHMA 72 roma, He MOTumM TepreTb BOOAHBIA 60oJIe3HN . ApMCTaanMVI HaA3BIBAKT M IIOHBIHE BCeX
paccmanMBaTeneﬁ paccyouTeJIbHBEIX, CJIedylMX KpacCcOoTy M MCIPaBHOCTBE B PaA3YMHBIX COUYMHEHMAX.
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PaCCyAUTCIIbHBIC JIFOAN OITACAOTCA YIPAMOI'O U THICCIIAaBHOI'O ITMKUTA U C HUM HC COOGH_[aIOTCSI,

KaK C TaKMM 4YCJIOBCKOM, KOTOPOT'O HaA yJIHUIaX pe651Ta APaXXHAT U 3@ HUM I'OHAIOTCA.

Ceii, korma, BBICOKHE CTHXH H3pBITas, IOTPEIIaeT, MOJAOOHO NTHYHUKY, BBEPX
CMOTpSIIEMY, B KOJIOJIE3b WM TNIyOOKYIO YHaJaeT My; U XOTs O CKOJIBKO OH HU Kpuyall U3
Bces cuibl: «Ocynapu, BbITAlUTE!» — OJIHAKO HET éMy ITOMOIIHUKA, KTO U jKeJiai Obl 101aTh
K HEMY Ty/a BEpPBb, HO HE 3HAET, HE C YMbICJA JIb OH Ty/a OpOCWICA U CHAacCTUCh HE XOYET.

[pumep cemy sBeH B CHIMIMICKOM THHTE DMIea0KIe:

ceil, 3a COUMHEHHEe (PU3NUYECKUX
M03M XkeJasg 6eccMepTHBIM ObITH O0roM, ¢ 0e3ymusi OPOCHUIICS B TOPSIIYIO IJITaMEHEM OTHY.
[Tyckaii e OyaeT mo3BoJIeHO MOTHOATh YIPSMBIM M CaMOXBaJIbHBIM IMUTaM. HexoTsiero Kro
COXpaHseT, TO X JICTAeT, YTO U yOUBAET ero, MO0 TOT HE OJHAXKIBI YK XOTeN ObITh caM cede

yOHWMIICIO: TOTO paau XOTS W OyAeT CraceH, OJTHAKO HE MMEET OH ObITh YEJIOBEKOM U HE

OTJIOKHUT OXOTHI K CIIaBHOU CMCPTH.

Hakowner s He MOTy toragaThCesi, 4ero 0 paau TOJIb BeIUKas Obljla 0X0Ta K COUYMHEHUIO
B TakoM nuute? M oH 3aKOHOMPECTYITHO OCKBEPHHII OTEUECKUA TPOO UCITYIIEHUEM YPUHBI
Ha OHBIM26 W a1 TOoro mpumien B OecHoBanue? Mnm 3a KpPOBOCMEIICHHE, MEPYHOM
MOPaXEHHBINA, MOMydnsa cebe uepHylo Menanxonuio? Cue TOKMO H3BECTHO, YTO OH
HEUCTOBUTCS U, KaK MEJ/IBEJlb, COPBABIIUICS C LIENH, Ceil HEHABUCTHBIN YUTATENh 3HAEMOTO U

HE3HAKOMOI'0, UCKYCHOT'O U HEC3HAIOUICT'O PA3rOHACT; a KOTOPOI'o HOﬁMaeT, 3a TOro ACPKHUTCA

338 o o
OMIIenoKJl OblJI BEJIMKMM NOUMT U Q)MJ'IOCO(D, COYMHMII OH TPpM KHUIU « O 6 ecrecTBe Bewmem», Koun ApMCTOTeJ’[b OpmuBOOUT

yacTto. OH eme ommcan noxon KcepkcoB, HO HOYb €U0 MJM CeCTpa COXIJla BCe eT0 TPYHH IO e€To cMepTu. llpolBeTas OH
okosio L X X X OmmMmnmaner, noumTaint, 3a 450 ser mo XpucToBa poxrecTBa. Jlykpeuui B II€PBOM CBOEM KHMUI'€ IOXBaJigeT
ero cijemyomyM o0pasoM:

Nil tamen hoc habuisse viro praeclarius in se

Nec sanctum magis et mirum carumque videtur.

Carmina quin etiam divini pectoris eius

Vociferantur et exponunt praeclara reperta;

Ut vix humana videatur stirpe creatus.

To ecThb:

«He Owuto B CHMUMIMM HMKOTO 3HaMeHMUTee, [OUTEeHHee, OMBHAEe U JioOes3Hee cero Besmkoro otmmocoba. BoxecTBeHHBIE €TO
CTUXM OOBABJIAIT BCEM NPEM3PANHEIE €T0 M300peTeHMs, U TPYIOHO BEPUTh, UYTOO OH POXIeH OBJI CMEPTHEM UYeJIOBEKOM».
BrnpoueM, MHOTME MHAT, dYTO TO IaxHeT Oacuen, dYTOo OynTo OH Opocuiycsa B ITHY, Xejas OwvTb OoroM. OnHako cue
npenaHue, caMoe IpeBHee, KoeMy l'opaluii CJemoBall.
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KpCIIKO U YGI/IBaeT YTCHHUECM, TaKas IIMJABHIIA HC OTBAJIMTCA OT TCJia, IIOKa BCA HC HAIIbCTCA

KpOBHU.

b. Popovsky’s Translation of the AP

VYBUIEB )KEHCKUI JIMK HA I1Iee JIOIAIUHOMU,

HlepcTh, nepbst, YELIyro Ha KOKe BAPYT €AUHOMN,

YroObl KpacaBHIlel TO 4yJ0 HA4aIOCh,

Ho B yepHOIi pbIOUit XBOCT BHU3Y OHO COIIJIOCH —

Mornu 6 a1 Bbl Toraa, [Tu3onsl, yaepxarbcs, 5
Yro6 macTepy Takoi KapTUHBI HE CMesThCs?

51 yBepsro Bac, 4TO THYCHOU Cell ypon
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Bo Bcem ¢ TeM citoroM cxoxK, MyCThIX IJ€ MBICIIEH cCOpO/I.
Kax connast MmeuTa He BSKETCS HUMAJIO,
HecxonHo HU ¢ KOHIIOM, HIDKE ¢ COO0M Havalo,
[Tuury, 3Ha10 51, ¥ )KUBOIMKCILY C HUM

B03M0>XHO BBIMBICIIOM MPEACTaBUTH BCE CBOMM.
Ceii BOJIBHOCTH ce0€ M OT APYTHX KEIAeM,

U camu TO ApyruM 0XOTHO MO3BOJISIEM;

Ho eit npenesnbl B TOM MPUPOAOIO AAHBI,

Ut00 ¢ Oypeit He cmemaTh JIF00e3HOM TUIITHHEI,
Ut00 THTpa HE BOpATATH K OJHUM CaHSM C OBIIOIO,
W He caxaTh CKBOpIIA B TY XK KJIETKY CO 3MECIO.
Havapmu yto-HUOYAb BENMKOE MUCATh,

W Ba)xHOCTHU XOTS CTHUXaM CBOMM IMPUAATH,

MpbI yacTo B OHBIX XpaM JIUSTHUH NpeCTaBIIsIEM,
Nnb Pena ObICTpOTY M IITyM H300paxkaem,

Wnb pagyry ¢ noxaeM, uib HeXKHBIE JTyTa,

I'me mrymom crajgkuii COH HaBOIAT Oepera.

Ho 31ech 0 cem nucath NpuUKpackl HET HU MaJOM,
Kak Ha xadrane ObITh 3amuiaTe 1[BETOM ajoi!
[Tyckail TbI AepeBO Tak MOXKeEIllb HAYepPTaTh,

UTO € MOAJIMHHBIM OTHIOAb €T0 HE PACIIO3HATh;
Ho ecnu onucats nan cioBo B JOTOBOPE,

Kak Gopetcs ¢ BOJIHOM MJI0Be1 pa30UTHIN B MOPE,
To nepeBy CTOATH NMPUCTAHET JIU NPU ceM?

IlouTo HauaB ¢ opJa, KOHYacllb BOpO6BCM?
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O 4eM KTo cTajl mucaTh, TOrO YK U ACPXKHCS,

U B mocTtopoHHee 0e3 HYXKIbI HE BSDKUCS.

O 4eM ObI HU XOTEJI ThI MIETh CTUXH, BOCIIOM,
Jlums cuita cnoB Ob1a 6 OJHA U CIIOT MPOCTOM.
[TuutoB Oosibiia yacTh OOMaHyTa ObIBAET,

Korpa o nobpote no BUy paccyxaaer.

OpuH 3a KpaTKOCTBIO BECh 3aMBICII CBOI TEMHUT,
JIpyroii st Y4UCTOTHI HE )KMBO TOBOPHT,

KTo0 1100UT BBICOTY, TOT MBIILIEH YpEe3BbIUANHO,
KTo nmpocto Hanmcan, TOT MOJJT M HU30K KPaiiHO,
KTo0 Toimics kpacuTs cior cBOi pa3HOCTBIO BELIEH,
Jlenb¢huHOB TOT B Jiecax, B BOJE UCKaJI BEIpEi.
[Topoka nz0exaB, B Ipyroi Mopok BHajacT,
Korpa kro nyurmiero He 3Hasi, BHIOMpaeT.

XOTb TOPO3Hb BOJIOCHI, U KUJIbI BCE B PyKE
Emunuii BeIpe3ath Ha MEHOM 3HAET ACKE,
OnHako TeM ero UCKyCCTBO BCE MPE3PEHHO,

UTto cnenarh 1EN0ro He MOXKET COBEPLIEHHO,

W ecnu Tak, Kak OH, XKeJaeT KTO YCHETh,

Tot xo4eT ObITh IPUTOK, JIUITH HOC KPUBOU UMETh.
Bcesik noipkeH Hamepesa CBOM pa3yM caM U3MEpPHUTh,
U 6yne moxeT oH ce0si yI0CTOBEPUT,

UTo npeanpusThid TPy €ro He OTATYUT,

To CTPOMHO U KPaCHO OH CJIOT CBOM COBEPIIIUT.

Konap xouens HanucaTh MOpsAA0YHO U CTpOﬁHO,
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To Bce pacnonaraii rae ObITh YeMy IPUCTOIHO.

U npexne He UM 4TO JOJDKHO Ha3au,

Hu 3aHero onsite HE CTaBb HANIEPEH, 60
Teneps TO TOBOPH, O Y€M NPHUIMYHO HBIHE,

OTkiagpiBail Briepe] 4To J0HKHO B CEpeHE.

He MenbI1ie e 1 B TOM OIMAcHY JI0JKHO OBITH,

Y100 cMEBICIa HOBBIMH CJIOBaMM HE 3aTMUTh.

Ho ecnu cBsxeT X ¢ ApyruMu Tak paccyaHo, 65
Uto cuity UX y3HATh YUTATENIO HETPYAHO,

Wne HY)1a TO30BET JIaTh HOBOE COBCEM

Ha3Banue BenaMm He3HAEMBIM HUKEM;

B cux ciyuasix oT Bcex mM03BOJIEHO BBECTh CJIOBO,

XO0Tb OBLI0 OBl OHO HECIBIXaHHO U HOBO. 70
[Topoka Tak)ke HET y TPEKOB CJIOBA B3ATh

N, mano nmpeMeHuB, B UUCIIO CBOUX MPUHSTb.

Koub ¢ [1naBroMm 3a cue y Hac nmouteH Lennnumii,

[TouTo ) OBI UM HE cMeJ Toce0BaTh Buprmmii?

N xT0 OBI BBECTH OJIHO MHE CJIOBO 3alIPETHII, 75

Koap ctamu Ham s3e1k Katon oboraTui.

Kaxk namm npaieibl CHOCHIIU TEPIICIIUBHO,

Tak HUKOMY U BIpes HE OyIET TO MPOTUBHO,

UTo HOBYIO KTO peub B CTHXaX yIOTPEOUT,

KoTopyro Hapoa 1aBHO yk€ TBEPAHT. 80
Kak nucT Ha epeBax 1o BCSIKY OCEHb BSIHET,

W Haim HepoJor BeK, M ¢ HAMH BCE YMPYT.
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VYBSHYT HAaKOHEL U HUBBI IJIOJJOPO/IHBI,
HccexonyT 1 MOpsi, OCTaBUB ITyTh O0€3BOTHBIN,

[TapyT Tpynsl Jr0/1€i 1 MHOTUX MOT BEKOB,

Tak MO’KHO JIb BEK CTOSITh OCHC OJHUX JIMIIb c0B?

WHple mociie Hac Be3ze BO30OHOBITCS,

Yto B HaIH BpE€MCHA U CJIBINIATH BCC CTBIAATCA,

WHble HanmpoTUB Hapo Ly OyIyT CMEX,
Kotopsie Teneps B MOYTEHUH Y BCEX.

CrnoBa moiBep>KeHbI 0THON HApPOTHOH BIIACTH,
KoTopslii, o cBOEH pacronarasi CTpacTH,
OnHu pUeMIIeT B pedb, APyrue TOHUT BOH,
YroTtpebnenue cuuTas 3a 3aKOH.

Kakum ctuxom mucath aena oco0 Jep)KaBHBIX,
[ToGenp! 1 BOWHBI T€pOEB B CBETE CIIABHBIX —
W3psiaublii moka3an HaM BCEM TOMY ITpUMeEp
Hctounuk u orenr nos3uu ['omep.

Enerus cnepBa XoTh HalijieHa K Me4aliy,

Ho 1y  u B pagoct moToM ynoTpeosiy;
KT0 nepBbIii BHIMBICTWI €J1€TMH TUCAaTh —
[loHbIHE KPUTUKHU HE MOTYT U3bICKATh.

Ha HenpyroB cBoux kak ApXuiiox O3JIHJICH,
To smMOOM mepBbIii OH HA HUX BOOPYKHUJICS,
[ToToM KOMEIUAHT UM 3pUTENEN CMEIINI,

B Tparenusix repoii ¢ 100e3H0# roBopu,

3a Tem, 4TO M MPOCTOM OH peun Bech 1o100eH,
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W cnorom BaxkHee, U K JEHCTBHIM CIIOCOOEH.
Ho mupa Ha cebs Ty JOKHOCTh MIPHHSIIA —
U006 eif XBaIUTh OOTOB U XpadphIe Jena,
OnuceiBaTh B Upy npusAresei oecenpl,

W cunbHOTO 60pIIa MOXBaIbHbIE I0OEBI,

Kak xoHb pyrux B 6ery Jajieko nepersai,

U 1mierons MoJI010M, BIFOOUBIINCE, BO3IBIXA.
Ceii pa3HOCTH B CTUXaX U CBOWCTB KOTJIa HE 3HAIO,
[TouyTo MEX Ty MUUT U MECTO 3aHUMAFO?

W st 9ero xovy BEK JIydIlie TIIYIbIM OBITh,
Kax nexenn yqach He3HaHHE OTKPBITH?

KOMCI[I/IH K CTUXaM BBICOKHUM HCIIPUBBIYHA,

B Helt TopKO MpOCTOTA M IIYTKA JIUIIL NPUIIAYHA.

Korpa x B Tparenuu npencraBuTh, uTo Tuect
PonHBIX CBOMX JeTell, HE BEIarOUH, €CT, —

To HU3KHE CJIOBA U IIIYTKW HE MPUCTAJIH,

W xOMHUecKuii cMeX HE BMECTEH B CE MEYalIn.
Bemp Bcsikast 107KHA CBOM MPEICIIBI 3HATH

W Hukora OTHIONb UY)KUX HE 3aHUMATh.

Ho u B koMenuu HEPEIKO CIIOT TOPIUTCS,

Kak Xpémec Ha ciiyry, IpUMETHUB JIOKb, SIPUTCSL.
U Tparuk, no3abbIB BCIO MBIITHOCTH C BBICOTOM,

B nevanpHBIX ciiydasx ayX OIyCKAaeT CBOM.

Tax Tened u Ileneli, cTecCHeH HECUACTHEM 3TIOCTHBIM,

[IpebGeaHoli HUIIETOHN, MU3THAHWEM TTOHOCHBIM,
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OcTaBAT ¢ rPOMKOCTBIO IOJOOHO# Oype CTHX,
Konb moOyauTh XOTAT K KaJICHUIO IPYTHX.
Kpacén ObITh TOJDKEH CTHX, HO CJIAJJOCTHEE BIBOC,
UT006 MOT cepala CKIIOHUTh Ha TO U Ha JIPYToe.
Ceii 00111e BCEM 3aKOH Jlaia MPUPOIA HaM,

UT00 COOTBETCTBOBATH BCETA IPYTUX CTPACTSIM;
Ko pagocten apyroit — v Mbl ¢ HUM BECETTUMCH,
Ha cne3sl 3ps qpyrux — OT KaIOCTH MYTUMCH;
Tak mpexe TOJDKEH ThI CaM CJIe3bI UCITYCTHT,
Komp xouemnb K KajloCTH CBOSH MEHS CKIIOHHTE.
Korpna e nelicTBre npeacTaBuillb MHE HE )KUBO,
To Oyny s1, cMesich, CMOTPETh Ha TO JICHUBO.

B npuckopOHOCTH MMel TIeHaIbHbI U CJIOBA;

Bo ruese Bech nbLnai, u Oynp J0TEE JIHBA;
[yTnuBeIii BUJ HOCS, 3a0aBeH Oy/Ib KaK MOYKHO;
A BakeH OyJydn — pacCyieH OCTOPOKHO.

Uto0 mpeskie BHYTPEHHH PEMEHBI ObUIH B HAC
CornacHsl ¢ BHEIIHUMH — BEJIUT HATYpPHI TJIac.
UT00 B paoCTH UMETH JIUIIO U MBICIH CIIOKOIHY,
B Gene moTymuieHHbI T71a3a U CKOPOb MPUCTONHY,
[ToTom TOCKY CBOIO CIIOBAMH U3BSBIISATH

WU tsxecTh ropecty ¢ APYruMH pa3aeisiTh.
Korpa npusHarot cior ¢ IepcoHO0 HECXOIHBIM,
To Oyner oH CMEIIOH MPOCTHIM U OJIaropoaHBIM.

U nis Toro CMOTpPHU — CJIyra uJjib IOCIIO/IUH,
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Crapuk Wib MOJIOJION IPEICTaBIICH JBOPSHUH,
UecTHas )KeHINUHA, WK pabda mpe3peHHa;
KymioBa peus gomxHa ObITh OT CEJISIH OTMEHHA.
OteuecTBa NPUTOM IEPCOHBI paccykaail

U Bcaxomy cBOE Hapoay CBOMCTBO JIaid.

bbb TOUHO Tak MUIKM, Kak TOBOPST B HApOJIE,

A BBIMBICIT 4TO0 BO BCEM OTBETCTBOBAJI MPUPO/IE.
Hamepen onucats MHE AXHIIIIECOB XKap —
[IpencraBs, 94TO OH CBUpPEN, HECKIIOHEH, TPO3€EH, fp,
He xouer moasyexats 3aKOHY HUKAKOMY,

Bce npaBo oTmaeT BOUHCKOMY JIHMIIIH TPOMY.
Menes Oyap B 100BH M B THEBE JKECTOKA,

HNona — ropectna, THOHa — BCceM kajka.
HkcrioH B BBIMBICIIAX U JIPYKECTBE KOBApEH,
Opect K poauTeNsiM CBOMM HebarogapeH.

Ho ecnu HOBOE 4TO XOUeUIb ONKCATD,

Wb HeObIBaIyt0 EpCOHY MPEACTABISTh —
CMoTpH, 4TOO, KaKOBBI €i1 HpaBbl 1aTh CHAavaa,
W 1o xoHIla OHA TeX HE MEepEeMEHsIIA.

BecpMma Tskensiil TpyZ — Tak HOBBIM CKPACUTh CJIIOT,
UT006 B OHOM MOJIYYUThH BEPX MOXBAJbI, KTO MOT.
Ckopeii Tpareno U3 cTapoil U rOTOBOM
Martepuu CloXuTh, KaK HEXKENN U3 HOBOM.

XoTst ApyromMy B 4eM ThI OyJIEIIb MOPaXKaTh,

O,Z[HaKO 3a TBOC BCAK CTAHCT IIOYHTATD.
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Korma Bo BceM ero He Oy/enib Thl Iep:KaThCs,

W 4to0 HU Ha Ts1IeHb HE OTCTYIHTh, CTAPaThCs —
Ho BospHOCTH B pazyMe CBOEM yHOTpPEOUIIb,
Opno oTOpocullib Npoyb, IPYyroe — OTMEHHUIL.
W, cnenys 3a HUM €ro cTe3aMu TOYHO,

He 3aiinens B TECHOTY TaKylO HE HApPOYHO,

UYT00 OTCTYNUTH Ha3aJ Uilb CTHIA HE MOIMYyCKall,
Wnu Bcex oOumii 1e1 3aKoH He JO3BOJISI.

He cnenyit nerxkoro nucaresns npumepy,

[To peIHKY 4TO OpOAsl, XBAJIUJICS YEpE3 MEPY:
«bpanp cTpainy onuily, repoeB ropbKy 4acThb,
[Tanenne cunbHBIX BOUCK, [IppamMoBy HamacThy.
Besik qymait mpo Hero, 4To TIIHJICS KPacoTOXO
OcTaBUTH BCeX TBOPLIOB AAJEKO 3a COO0I0;

Ho oH, xak apsaxiiblii KOHb, BEPCTHI HE MpoOexkal,
VY>x OeroM yromiieH, 3aTpsiccs U yrmal.
Cuactnusee ['omep, 4TO B IPOCTOTE NPUCTOUHOM
Benukuii Hayas Tpy1 ¥ OXBaJIbl JOCTOMHBIN:
«CKaxu, 0 My3a, MHE O CJIJaBHOM MYXKE TOM,

UYro, B erent oopatus [IpraMoB ropsiii 1oMm,
N3Benan Ha myTH HApOJIOB HPaBbl MHOTHUX,
IToBcrony cTpancTBys HeOec BeneHbEM CTPOTHX».
He TbMOI0 XOUET CBET, HO CBETOM ThbMY CKOHYATh,

U Gonbliue AcJIa B CPCAUHC OIMNCATh,

Kounb crpamen Aatugat, u Cruiina B 6e3/1He CKpBITa,
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Vixacen [Homudem, Xapubdaa Ko HECHITA,
Hauano moBecTu He U31alu BeACT,

Ho k nemy caMoMy MOCTIEIITHO OH TE€YET

W k 3HaHMIO KOHLIA OXOTY BO30YK/IaeT;
Korna x He 9aeT B TOM ycriexa — OCTaBJIsIeT.

Tak BSJKET BBIMBICIIBI, MEIIAET C MPABIOM JIOKb,

C nHavanom yToO KOHeIl ObLI U C CEPEeNHON CXOK.

Tenepsp s 00BABIIO TO, YTO MHE U YI'OJIHO,

N xymHO Bce cO MHOM MOXBAJIAT BCEHAPOIHO.

Ko xouenis, 4T06 TOOOH TOBOJICH 3pUTENH OBLIT

WU, He nok1aB KOHIIA, TOMOM HE yXOIuJI,

To Bo3pacT, u jera, 1 KauecTBa Pa3IUYHBI

Bo BcakoM npuMeuaid, 1 HpaBbl 1ail TPUIMYHBI.
MnaneHel, 4To XOIUTh YA0OHO MOKET caM

U TBepno roBOpUTH — OXOTHUK OYyIb K UTpaMm,
CepauT u3 HUYETO, HO TOTYAC BAPYT 6e337100¢€H,
Henocrossuaomy 3edupy Tem nmoao0eH.

Korpa e nsapKkruHa rpo3a co BCeM MHUHET,

U mononeyeckux yxe JOCTUTHET JIeT —
OXOTHHK J0 KOHEW, TOHATHCS C [ICAMU B TI0JIE
3a IMKUMU 3BEPbMHU, U IO CBOEH KUTh BOJIE.

O nounb3e HEpaIuB, K TIOPOKaM CKIIOHEH, TBEP,
U k yBemaTensiMm CBOUM KECTOKOCEP/,
PockoieH, npuxoTiuB, BENIE BBICOKUX YaeT,

Yero CIICpBa KeJIaJl — TO NOCJC MPE3UPacT.
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KT0 B MyXeCTBO IpHILIET U pa3yMOM CTaj 34paB —
WHble CKIIOHHOCTH, MHOM UMEET HPAB;

CHuckatp 00raTCTBO, YECTh M JPYKECTBO HAJIEKHO
[Tedercs, 9TOO MPOKUTH MOT BEK CBOM OE3MSTEKHO,
He xouer HUYero Takoro y4uHUTb,

O ugeM ObI OCIIE MOT, PACKasIBILIUCH, TYKUTb.

Ho crapocts Gosbiiiee HaBOAUT O€CIIOKOWCTBO —
BborarcTBo coOuparh, BEpXOBHOE B HEMl CBOMCTBO.
W HOYb, U IeHb CTApUK BCE AYMAET PO TO,

UToOB! HE u3epkKaTh MOIYIIKH HUA Ha 4TO,

Cna0 B fienie U HECKOP, MOKHUThH €IIE JKETaeT,

XOTs y’K CMOTPUT B I'po0, HO Ha BEK 3aracaer.
OTkitagpIBaeT BCe BIEPE U BCEX KYPHUT,

W gto Hu cnenaemps — «He Tak», — OH rOBOPHT.
[Ipomenmym XBanuT 1HU, BOCIOMUHAs JETCTBO,

A HacrosIee cuuTaeT Bce 3a 0eCTBO.

[{yHsi€T MONOBIX, HE XBAJIUT HUKOTO,

U xoder, 4TOOBI BCSAK BCe Jeal Mo ero.

[To Tex mop cBeT Ham MuJI, MOKA €11 Mbl B CHIIE;
[TocTsio OyzeT Bce, yeM Onmzke Mbl K MOTHIIE!
Ilo-nercku ctapuka UrpaTh HE 3aCTaBJIsAM,

W roHOILIECKUX CBOWCTB MY>KaM He IpUIaBai.

B nmpucTONHBIX 3BaHUSIX BCSIK JI0JIKEH oOpaliarbes,
U, cMOTps 10 NIeTaM, B Uy)KUE HE BCTYNAThCS.

HHoe sSBHO BceM 00bIUai MNpeaACTaBJIATD,
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WHoe X KpaTKUMU CIIOBaMH OOBSBIISITh.

XOTb MEHBIIIE YYBCTBYEM, UTO CHEJIAIO0Ch 3a04HO,

Kax To, uTo camu MbI IJ1a3aMu BUJIUM TOYHO;
Ho ecin nericTBUs TaKOW CIIy4UTCS PO,

Ot Koero rias3a BeCb OTBpaTUI Hapo1, —

To mydie He kKa3aTh MO30pUILIA TAKOTO,

Cka3aB, 4TO B Tail COBIIIOCH, HE TTOBTOPSIS CIIOBA.
Korma Menero s B KpOBU CBOMX JIETEN

VYBuKy, 1100 4TO B KOTJIE BapUT ATpeit
[IneMsSHHIKOB CBOMX MJIaJICHYECKUEC YJICHBI,

Nne Kagma ¢ [IporHoro rniadeBHbIE IPEMEHBI,

Urto IIporna B ntuny, KagMm B cKOpmbio npeBpailieH,

He Beps Oyny st oT y)kaca cMyIIEH.

[IsaTe neficTBuii comepkaTh CIOT TOJHKEH HEMTPEMEHHO,

Y100 Bce B HEM ClIydau nmpe€acTaBuTh COBEPIICHHO.

BoroB He npeacTapisii 6e3 HYK/Ibl HUKAKHX,
Kosb MOHO pazopBaTth Bce TPYJIHOCTH O€3 HUX.
Tpu 1OHKHBI TOBOPUTH TIEPCOHBI MEX CO00I0,
Konsb ectb yerBepras, To Oyap MpH HUX HEMOIO;
XO0p TOJBKO BECh OJHY NIEPCOHY MPEICTABIISM,
W Huyero cpeau sBIEHUN HE Mellai,

Uto 6 ObLIO ASHCTBUIO MPOIIEAIIEMY POTHBHO,
Ho cBs13b Beu BO BceM K KOHILY OecTipepbhIBHO;
Bce3nanue ero B ToM COCTOUT OJTHOM —

XKenats Tomy 106pa, HET rOpI0ii 3100BI B KOM;
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Jpy3paM gaBaTh COBET, MATYUTh THEB Pa3ApaKEHHBIX,
N kpenko 3amumaTte HEBUHHO OTOPYCHHBIX.
Bo3nep’HOCTh MOXBANIATH, 3aKOH U IIPABOTY,

W mup BceneHHbIs €IUHY KPacoTy,

U TaitHBI COXpaHATh, MOJIUTH OOTOB BCEMOIIIHBIX,
UT00 ropasIX CBEPTHYIH, BO3BBICUB HETTOPOUYHBIX.
Cupensb criepBa He Tak, KaK B Hallld BpeMeHa
[Toxoxa Ha TpyOy M MEJIbIO CKpEIUIEHa,

Ho Tonkas Oblia, W3 MaJIbIX COCTOSIA

Hapounsix mapipouek, 4To® Xopy mpurieBania.
X0Th ObLIIO 3pUTEJIEH HEMHOTO TaM YUCIIOM,

Ho npaBay Bce 0110111 B HE37T00UH CBSITOM;
Korpa x Hapon cBou npoctep nodens! nanie,

W rpan pacnpocTpaHui, 4TO TeCeH ObLIT BHAYAJIE,
CnoKoMCTBOM MOJIB3YSCh, CTAJl B POCKOLIY BIIAJATh,
W npa3HUYHBIE THU B IUPaAxX NPENpPOBOXKAATh —
C Tex mop u O0JbIIas Kpaca B CTHXH BCTYIHIIA,

W npexxnuii rpyObliii 3ByK My3bIka OTMEHHIIA.
Hesnaromuii Hapo u pa3aHbIi OT Tpyaa

He Mor He noxBajauTh ceil BOJIbHOCTHU TOT /A,
B3upas, uro cue cyapsam, ABOpsiHaM 3HATHBIM
JIOCTOMHBIM 3peHUs Ka3aJI0Ch U MPUATHBIM.
Torna u My3bIKaHT, 4TO TOJIBKO 3HAJ UT'PaTh,

B Gorarom mnaThe ctai moj GreidTol TaHIeBaTh;

W yMHOXEHbEM CTPYH 3BYK ap(bl yBETUYEH,
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W cmpiciia ObICTPOTON BBEICH CIIOT HEOOBIUEH,
UYro npenckasaHueM U N0JIb30M BaKHBIX J1E]
C oTBeTOM 00XKECKUM NOJI00ME UMEIL.
Tpareauto TBOpel MyOIMYHO IPEACTaBIISI,
Humaiio BaxxHOCTH €€ He ymaisi,

HlyrmmBeiM CaTHpOM MeX IeHCTBHI BBIOET A,
W BaxHOCTP MPEXKHIOIO ¢ 3a0aBOIO Mellial,
Yto0 mo otaHuy 00raMm XBajbl, JOBOJBHBIM,
VYnuBIIecss BHHOM HapoJ U CBOEBOJIbHBIN
[IpusATHOM HOBOCTBIO €1IE€ YBECETUTH

W 3a Tpyabl k03712 B Harpaay nojay4duTh.

A CaTupy MIyTUTH OXOTHO MO3BOJISIO;

JIMIIb TOTBEKO B TOM EMY MpEACIIbI ImoJiararo,

UT00, ecnu B MPEKHUX OH ObLIT JEHCTBUSAX TEPOH,

Wb 60xuii BUA HOCKII B IOp(dHpe 3010TOH,

He cOucs HakoHeIl Ha TIOIJIBIN CJIOT W THYCHBIH,

KoTopbIM roBOpUT carno>XHUK HEUCKYCHBIH;
Wnb, Hu3Kkux Oeras v BCEHApOIHBIX CIIOB,

He B3HECCS NBIITHOCTHIO HYCTOﬁ a0 0071aKOB.

Kak nnsmer B MMpasgHUYHbI JIHU JKCHIIIWHA YCCTHAA,

Hu BaxxHOCTH CBOEH, HU YECTU HE TEPSid,
Tak mexay CATUPOB Tpareaus 10JDKHA
VYuruBa OBITH B CJIOBAaX, MPUSTHA U Ba)KHA.

Korna e B catupax xoTeln s oopaniarsces,

To mombIx cTan OBI CII0B U THYCHBIX OI1aCaThCA,
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Huxe ot Tparuka tak 0bu1 ObI OTMEHHT,

YrtoOBI HE pacCyXJ1aTh O TOM, KTO TOBOPHT?
CnyxaHnka nojmasi, Wib pad, o BUI0M BEPHBIH,
UTto BBEN B I0JITU TOCIO/ YCIYTON JTUIIEMEPHON?
Wnp BaxkHoe snio, kakoB Obl1 TOT CuJeH,
Kortopeim baxyc cam u3 nercra HaydeH.
3HAKOMYIO BCEM BElIb TaK BBIMBICIIOM YCTPOIO,
Uro OyayT paccykaaTh Ipyrue Mex co00r —
MBI caMu paBHOTO MOTJIH O ycriexa *AatTh,

Korna Ok Bpemst B TOM XOTEIH MOTEPSITh;

Ho nenom ucneitaB, BCIK MHOTO O MPOJIUII MOTA,
U tmetHo 6 HakoHeI Mporaia Besi padoTa.

Tonp MHOTO OT TOTO 3aBUCHUT CJIOTA YECTh,

Ut00 BenaTh, Kak B YECTHOM MOPSAAOK peUb IPUBECTH!
B necy poxaeHHBIN (paBH U B3pOCIINI MEX roOpaMu
He nomkeH HeXUTbCS TaK MATKUMU CIIOBaMH,

Kaxk 6ynro Ob1 OH ObLT BOCIIMTaH MEX JIIOJIbMU,
Ho HanpoTuB TOro 1 OCTphIMHU peUbMH

He nanocuts apyrum 6ecyectbst v 10CaIbl,

He moxer 3a cue xaath nydiieid OH Harpapl,

Kak Tonpko 3puteneil muiib K THEBY MOOYAUTS,
XBaJbl HU OT KOTO 32 TO HE MONyYUTh.

Cromna, 4yTo MO CIBIBET, /IBA CIIOTA 3aKIIFOYAET;
Havapmuch ¢ KpaTKoro, MPOTSKHBIM 0T KOHYAET.

I[J'ISI CKOpPOT'O B CTOIMAX TCUCHU ceil ctux
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TpumepHbIM CTanu 3BaTh, XOTh LIECTh B HEM POBHO HX,

Koropsie criepBa Bce oanHaku ObLIH,

Ho nociie u cionaeit Mmexx HUX TBOPIIbI BMECTHIIH,
UT00 OH MPOTHKHOCTHIO CBOCIO BCAKHM CIIOT

Tem mydre BAKHEHITNM MPEICTABUTH CIIyXY MOT;
Bropas numis cromna ¢ 4eTBepToi mpe3uparor,

U mecTa cBO€ro eMy He yCcTynaror.

XoTb AHTHSA BCero M EHHMA npodTelb,

CrnoHzieeB B CHX MECTaX HEMHOTO Thl HaliJIEIb.
MertaTbcs ¢ sMOaMu B TpareAusiX CIIOH/IEIO,

Kaxk xoueT kTo Apyroi, N03BOJIUTH 51 HE CMEIO;
Bcsik Oyier MHHUTB, UTO THI WJIb TIIATHCS HE XOTEII,
Wb Hackopo cnarai, uilb Jy4iie He yMel
HenpaBunbHOCTH B CTHXaX HE BCSIKUM BUIIUT SCHO,
W MHOrHe u3 HUX MOXBaJICHbl HAIIPACHO;

Ho nmomxken 1 ke s Bcerja B HaASKIE TOU
IIncaTe xak Xo4eTcs, MO BOJIE BCE CIICTION?

Her, nomkHo paccyxnath, 4To OyIyT Bce MOPOKH
YcMOTpeHbl BO MHE U IPUMYT CYJ )KECTOKHUH.

U, xoTh ObI 3HAJI, 4YTO MHE MIPOCTAT MOIO BHHY,
OpHak He TOMyCKaTh, 4T00 OBITH OOIMYEHY.

Ho u cue xots s Habmrogan 661 CTpOTO,

Xy.]'ILI 0 I n30e)Kall — XBaJIbl CHUCKAJ HEMHOTO.

BrI rpeueckux NUUT YUTaNTE BCAKUM Yac,

Kons ¢ HI/IHI[aI)OM B3JICTCTh XOTUTC Ha HapHac.
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Uro Hamwm npageasl Xy B [1naBre mrytku,

W cnymanu ero cTuxu 4pes3 Heibl CyTKA —

51 He OTBaXYCh B TOM UX TIyIIBIMH Ha3BaTh, 385
Ho menbie nomxHo Obl uM [1naBTY B TOM J1acKaTh,

Kak ecnu cam cebe st B TOM IOBEPUTH CMELO,

UTto mryTky pacno3Harth OT TpyOOCTH yMeETO,

W uyBcTBOBATH MOTY, WJIH TIO TIAJIbIIaM CUYECTh,

['me nmumiHAs cTona B CTUXE, T€ POBHO IIECTh. 390
Ko MOHO BEpHUTH B TOM JPYTHM — U300peTaTesb

Tparemnii Tecrvic ObLI, ¥ TEPBEHIIIHIA THCATEIb,

Koropplil u cue 0ObIKHOBEHbE BBEI,

UTt006 €351 UrpOKU Ha POCIYCKax BKPYT Cell,

U BrIMapaB U110 B APOXIKAX, CTHXU YUTAIIH, 395
U mroasm neiicTBUA pa3iMyHbl MPEICTABISIIN.

Ho Emmit HakoHel TeaTp NOCTaHOBMII,

M mackoro au1o ot 3puTenei 3aKphli,

B onexny noaryro u canoru BbICOKU

Y6paBuIuce, B pa3roBop BBEJ 3aMbICIbI TNTYOOKH. 400
[ToTom KOMeaus cTapyHHA HallIeHa,

W MHOTOI MoXBaJIoi criepa 000peHa;

Ho BobHOCTH YKOPU3H HECHOCHOM CTajla MHOTHUM,

U Bb11aH OBLT yKa3 Mo/ 3anpenieHbeM CTPOTHM;

C Tex mop B KOMEAUSIX XOp BEYHO 3aMOJT4all

U Gonbiiie 3puTensaM yxe He Jocaxaal.

ITuntel PHUMCKHE O BCEM IIOYUTH IMUCAIIH,
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W mHOTO B TOM ce0€e MOYTEHMS CHUCKAIIH,
KoTopsl rpedecknx 0CTaBUB CIEABI AL,
OcMmenunuce mucaTh, Kak ropoa Pum mpousern,

Wn_wu_ pena ocod BEIMKHUX IO IPUPOJE,

Wb 1O, 4TO JNHIIB B TPOCTOM IPUMETHIIA HAPOJIE.

W muorO0 0 ciaaBHee MO Beel BeeaeHHOH Pum
Brin ciora kpacoToi, Kak My»ECTBOM CBOUM,
Korpa 6bI ckyuHas momnpaBka He MelIana,

W MenneHHOCTh Tpy/a MUNUT HE OTBpaIiaia.
JlumeH XBaJsibl TOT CTUX, YTO C IOTOM H TPYJIOM
He BrinmpasneH cTo pa3 NpUTYIIICHHBIM TIEPOM.
JIEMOKPHT TIPaBHIIO M TPY 30BET OCCILIOIHBIM,
Korma He omapeH KTo pa3yMOM MPUPOTHBIM,

N 49T0 KaKk BOCXHIIIEH BOCTOPTOM JOJI’KEH OBIThH,
KTO K cTHXOTBOPUYECTBY KEJIa€T MPUCTYIHTh.
JI1st cux IpUYHH U3 HAaC MHOM mpeHeoperaer
Bcro BHEIIHIO YMCTOTY, HOT'TEH HE 0OCTpUTaET,
He 6peet 60poibl, TUUUTCS OT JHOICH,

U Ganb He 3HAET BEK, B IPSA3H — XOTb J0 yIIEH;
OH OyATO MPOCIBIBET MUUTOIO BEIUKUM,

UYTo, 3BE€peM CIENaBIINCh U3 YETIOBEKA TUKHM,
I'yctyro Gopoay 10 cambIX MYyCTHUT TIST,

Cam Oynyum Ko37a IIyree B IeCSATh Kpart.

O, KaK s CBOCTO CaM CHACTUs HC 3HAIO —

YTo Xeub 10 BCIKHUI o1 JICKApCTBOM BBITOHAIO,
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UYepes KoTopyro B 6e3ymbe 51 ObI BIAI,

W Tem ObI mydiiie Bcex CTUXHU CBOM cliarall.

Ho kot nocTouH s OBLIT BCSIKOTO OBI cMexa,
Korpa 6 B oqHUX CTHXaX *KeJas JUIIb ycIrexa,
Hapou4no 11t TOro Xotes ¢ yma CouTu

N caMOBOIBHO JKH3HB B OMTACHOCTH MPUBECTH?
Konw npaBaa to, To mycTh st Opycy B TOM 10J100€H,
Xene3o yTo oCTPUT, caM pe3aTh HE CIIOCOOEH;

W Huruero xots nmcath He Oyay cam,

Ho npaBuna npyrum nosiesHele npenam,

U Te crmocoOHOCTH U CPENICTBUSI OTKPOIO,

Kak 3HaHue cHHCKATh B OA3UU C XBAJIOIO,

UTo KCTaTH B HEH, UTO HET; KOJIb HY’)KHO HaOJII0aTh,
Uto0 mpaBuiia XpaHUTh, TOPOKOB YOETaTh.

UT006 0CHOBATENBbHO KTO MOT ITUCATh U MPAaBO,

Tot nomkeH paccyxaaTh O BCAKOW BEIIH 37paBo.
Marteputo o BceM y COkpara HaleIb,

K marepun cnoBa HeTpyaHO MpuOEpelb.

Kto 3naer JOJDKHOCTH CPOACTBOM K COCIMHCHHBIM,

K OTCYCCTBY, K APY3biAM, K IpHULICIbLAM OTHAJICHHBIM,

U 3Banue BOX/I, MUHUCTPA U CYIbHU —

Tot HpaBbI BCAKOMY YMCCT JaTh CBOMU.
CMOTpH Ha )XUTUC U HPABbI BCCX PA3JINYHEI,
HI/II/ITa, BBIMBIIIISIM CJIOBA K TOMY IIPUITAYHBI,

CﬂyanOCL " CUuc, g IOMHIO, MHOI'O pas,
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Uro cior 6e3 3aMBICIIOB, MPOCTOM U 0€3 MPUKpACc,
Ho Tonpko 00muMu pa3sMHOKEHHBIA MECTaMH,
W HpaBbI TOUHBIMU U300pa3UB CIOBaMH,

Mor 0oJibIIe yCIIaauTh BCEro Hapoaa yM,
Ilycras xak Kpaca U TIIETHBIHA TOJIBKO YM.
OpHo ’KeNnarouIuM JIMIIb TOJIBKO IPEeKaM CJaBbl
W kpacHbIil My3a cJioT fana, ¥ pa3yMm 3/1paBblil.
Ho pumcku roHOIIM HAJ TEM CUAST OHUM,

W3 rpdmma mo yeMy 1ath JTOJDKHO MSTEPBIM.

U ecimm KTO M3 HUX OTBET AACT CEH 3arajke,

UTo BBIUECTH U3 IBYX OJHY — OJ[HA B OCTATKe,

Wnu uto OyneT nsth, KOJIb TPU C IBYMSI CIIOKUTh —

Bcesik ckaxkeT — ecTh B HEM IIyTb, YMECT IOMOM KUThb.

Ho 6yne prxa cust oqHaX A B HAC BCEIIUTHCS,
W B MBICITH JITAKOMCTBO HECHITO BKOPEHHUTCH,
To MOXHO JIb HaM TOTO ycIieXa 0’KHIaTh,
Y100 BEYHOCTH CTUXU NOCTOMHBIE ClIararh?
[TuuTHl HAYYUTH Wb YCIAJAUTD KENAIOT,

Wne BMecTe BCce cHe OHM COEIUHSIOT.

Ho moimkHO mpaBuia KOpOTKO MHpeyiaraTh,
UT06 /10J1e MOMHUTD UX U JTy4IlEe TIEPEHSTh.
Peub nnopoBuTas TOT Bpea ymaM HaBOJIUT,
Y10 MaJIO TOXOJ U3 ITaMATH BBIXONUT;
3a0aBHBII BBIMBICEN OYIb C UCTUHOIO CXOXK —

He Kau, 4100 BCAKYIO IMOYJIA 3a IMPaBay JIOKb.
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UYt00 OTPOK CheIeHHBIH OB BBIHYT JKMB U3 UpeBa —
Kakoit nypak TeGe moBeput B ToM 0e3 rHeBa?
ITone3HbIi COr OJTHUM YrOJeH CTapUKaM —
Mitagpie CKIIOHHEE K 3a0aBHBIM JIMIIIL CTHXAM;
Ho o0mie Oyzer Bcem cue B MHUHUTE HPABHO,
Korpma nanuiier oH Hojie3Ho 1 3a0aBHO;

Taxotii cior 34 MOpe ¢ TPUOBITKOM TIPOJIABILY
Pa3Bo3AT M YMHAT YeCTh BEYHYIO TBOPILY.

XOTs K MOTPEUTHOCTH B HEM KaKasi ¥ CITYIUTCH,
OnHaKo MOXKET OH HETPYAHO M3BUHHUTHCS.

Koub yacTo My3bIKaHT, TPONIHOIINCE, 3a3BEHET
He B Ty, B KOTOpYIO CTpYyHY CIiE€pBa XOTe,

W BMECTO TOHKOTO C T'yCTOIO Hayal 3ByKa,
OXOTHHUK He BCerJa yMeTHJI B 1IeJb U3 JIyKa.
Korna st 607b111y 4acTh B KOM JJ0OpOTO ChILLY,
OXOTHO MaJjble MOTPELIHOCTH MPOILLY,

KoTops!l Hanucan wiy HEOCTOPOIKHO,

Wb 66110 M30€XkKaTh TOrO OTHIOAb HE MOXHO.
Ho ecnu ycMoTpro mopoKoB OOJIbIlIe B HEM,

To Oyner Xépury moo0eH OH COBCEM —

B koTOopoM MecTa /1Ba 3a CTPOHHOCTh MOXBAISIO,
3a TpeThe THEBAOCh, CMEIOCh U OCYXKIAIO.
ITucer, 4To necATh pa3 3a OMMUCH OCYXKJIEH,

Koub B TOM k€ NOTpeIIuT — MPOIIEHbs CTal JIHUIICH;

U cmexa MY3bIKAHT CUUTACTCA HOCTOﬁHBIM,
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UYT0 3ByKOM BCAKOMY HACKY4YHJI YK HECTPOMHBIM.
Xots, paBaa, u ['omep cam gpemier nHoraa,

Ho B HEM IIpOCTUTENBHO AJIs JOJITOTO TPYAA.
Ctuxu — Kak >KMBOIHUCH; OJIHA BOJIM3U KPAacHBa,
Jpyras uzanu 10CTOMHO MHUTCS JUBA.

OnHa UIIb TEMHOTY, Ipyras JJIOOUT CBET,
Koropa noxsasisl cebe Ha cMOTpE KIET,

OI[Ha M3 HUX CIICpBAa MOHPABUTCA OJHAXK/IbI,

Jpyryro npeamnoyreT, Korja HU B3IJISTHET, KayKIbIi.

Tebe 51 rOBOPIO, KOTOPBIH CTAPIIMHCTBOM
Mex OpaTbsiMH MOYTEH, HICKYCCTBOM M YMOM.
XOTb THI M OT OTIIA YY€H, U CaM COO0I0

B mos3un ycnen ¢ Hemayiow XBajiolo;

OpnHak 3a JIMIITHEe TOro He MoYHuTai,

Urto s Tebe ckaxy, HO IOMHU U BHUMAi —

B mn3BecTHBIX ClIydasax nmoCpeACTBEHHOCTD JIMIIb CHOCHA,

B npyrux, npotus Toro, 6ecuecTHa U MOHOCHA.
XOTb CTPSAMYMI TOBOPHUT HE TaK KPacHO B CYE,
Kax Méccai, 4To 3a cjIor TOJIb CJIaBUTCS BE3JE;
XOTs IOPUCTIPYJCHT YKa30B MEHBIIIE 3HAET,
Kax ckonpko Hauzycts Kaccenuii npountaet —
OnHako X XBaJIAT UX 000UX H 3a TO,

U coBepiieHCTBa B HUX HE TPEOyeT HUKTO.
[MuuTa, HAMPOTUB, HE MOXKET OBITh MIOYTEHHBIM,

Korna co Bcex cTopoH He OyJeT COBEPIICHHBIM.
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Mex crnaikux KyIIaHbeB OTOPACHIBACT BCSIK
HebGnaroBoHHy MacTh, ¥ ¢ TOPBKUM MEOM MaK;
[M'aymaercs, cepasch, HECTPOWHOIO MY3BIKOH,

3a Tem, 9TO He OBUIO TaM HYXKJIbI B TOM BEITHKOH.
Tak ¥ TMUTHH CJIOT, POXKIEHHBIN JJIS1 TOTO,

UT00 MBICIIH yCITaXXKIaTh TPUSTHOCTHIO €10,

XO0Th Majio He JI0iIeT, YTOO EPBHIM MOYUTATHCS,
To Oyner MpUHYXJIEH B MOCIEAHUX OH OCTAThCS.
Kounb yrpakHeHU KTO HE 3HAET MOJIEBBIX,

Tot He mpuMaeTcs B MOCMEX APYTUM 32 HUX;

KTto xybapem, Ms90M, KPY>)KKOM UTPATh HE 3HAET,
ToT B OHBIE OTHIOAB 3a0aBbI HE BCTYIIAET,

UT00 3a MypayecTBO HAPO] HE OCMEST,

Yro Tem, He 3HAIOYH, IOXBACTOBAThH JKeall.
OOuH HCcaTh CTUXW HUKTO JINIIL HE CTBIIUIICS,
XoTs 6 I033UH OH CPOJTYy HE YUHIICS.

Pe3on? A nBopsiHUH, CBOOOAHBIN YEIIOBEK,

borar ¢ uznuiiecTBom, 1 4ECTHO MPOKUIT BEK.
Ho 181, uTO 0OfapeH paccyakoM OIaropoIHbIM,
He cunbcs Bonpeku crmocoOHOCTSIM MPUPOIHBIM !
M3BegaTh XO4elb CHII CBOMX B CTUXaX — CIIOXKH,
Ho npex e Metnto niib MHE UX MIOKaXU,

W nonro He naBaii B HapoJe X paccliaBUTh,
Y106 MOXKHO OBLIO TeM CBOOOHEE UCTIPABUTD.

A eciu KaK-HI/I6y,Z[L HX BBIITYCTHIIb HAa CBCT,
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To mo3aH0 BCKaemIbLCs — CIIOBaM BO3BparTa HECT.

CruxaMu OTBpaTUil HApoJ OT 3BEPCTBA JUKUN

U crpamnbix Mex co6oit yoniicts Opdeld BeTHKHiA.

U ot cero npomna 6acHb, OyATO YCMUPHIT

OH HEeNPUCTYIHBIX JIHBOB U TUTPOB YKPOTHII;
N 6ynro Amduon, uro @edbl rpaa moCcTpoud,
Kax HexXHBIM T0J10COM MIPUSATHOCTH CTPYH YABOUI,
Msiramn v IPUBOIWI B IBHXKEHBE TOP CepLla,
W Ben xyna xoTes, HOCIYIIHBIX, 1O KOHIIA.
Tak apeBHOCTH rpyOyIO U AUKYIO CHadasa
[TuuT oTMEHHAst TPEeMyAPOCTh HayJaa,

Kaxk cobcTBeHHYIO Belh OT O0IIEH pa3ieanTh,
CBsllIEHHY OT MUPCKOM MTOYTEHbEM OTMEHUTb,
Yka3oM 3anpeTuTh cMenieHbe 0€33aK0HHO,
HesexecTBo, K031y 4TO mpesk/e ObUIO CKIIOHHO,
3akoHOM 00y3/1aTh, TOCTPOUTH TOPO/JIA,
CympyroB ynepxarb B COr03€ OT Oiyna,

Cus 6bl1a TOMY IPUYKMHA, HECOMHEHHO,

Uto UM cenanoch MUUT Y BCEX MOYTEHHO.
[Torom Hactan ['omep u cnaBHbIM TOT TUpTEH,
CruxaMu 4TO pazxker Ha OpaHb cepAla MYKeu.
Cruxamu U cynp0y omocie mpoBelas,

W npaBuiia Kak )XUTh IPyruM Mpenoaanas,
CruxaMu MUJIOCTH UCKAJIH Y APYTHX,

W urps! HaliieHbl, YTOO OBUT TPYZaM OTIBIX.
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Cue s U1 TOro 4nHIo Te0€e U3BECTHO,

UT00 HE moYen Thl OBITh MUUTOI0 OECYECTHO.
[Ipupone np 1OHKEH 1ap NUUTA IPUIKCATD,

W MoxHO BCAKOMY TPYAOM €T0 CbICKATb,

JlaBHO yX WIET CIIOp — 51 MHIO, YTO U MPUPOJIHA
Cnoco6HOCTh 0€3 Tpy/ia U CKIIOHHOCTH BCs O€CII0HA.
Korpma npupona c Heli He coelMHEHA,

He moxer 6e3 npyroii 0cO0b CTOSATH OJTHA.

Kto xo4er mobex1arek B Oery IpyTrHux ¢ XBajo¥o,
Tor cmactu monupan B MiaiecHIeCTBE HOTOIO,

N3 nercka mpuBBIKal K MOPO3Y U sKapam

U teno npenaBai HECHOCHEUIIIUM TPYIaM.

Kto B yecTh Anmosiona urpaet B QJICHTY HEKHO —
VYuuncs npexie ToT y MacTepa IpuiIexxHo.

3neck s ckoHYaro pedb. Cels BCAK XBaJIUT CaM;
Hatypa poauna MeHs K OJJTHUM CTHUXaM;

KTo Xyxe Bcex U3 HacC CTUXH CBOM ClIaraer,

3a MIynocTh TOT MyCKaid ¢ KOPOCTHI MPOTIAIAeT.

51 mepea mpoYnMMU MOCIEIHUM OBITh CTBIKYCh,

He cmbicaio Hu4ero — oJiHak He IPU3HAIOCH.

Kak BeCTHHK KJIHUYET BCeX, YTOO pachpoaaTh TOBapHI,
Borarslii Tak JIbCTEIaM CYJIUT IMUUTA TAPHI;

Ho moxeT nu nbcTena ot Apyra pacro3HaTh,

Kto cuneH Ha cyze apyroro 3amumarhb,

3a CKYAHOTO B J0JIraX BCIIMKUX MMOPYIUTHCH,
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JlepxaTh OOTaThI CTOJI ¥ C 3HATHBIMU BOJIUTHCS.
Ho TBI XOTh OT APYrUX MOAAPOK MOTYIHIIIb,
Wi cam 9T0-HUOYAB IPYrOMY IMOCYTUIITD —
To HEe Ka)XKu CTUXOB CBOMX HAJCK/IC >KaIHOM,
W Benait Hanepen, 4TO CKAXKET, aX, U3PSAHO —
OH, ¢ arBa U3YMJICH, SIBUTCSI KaK HEMOA,
3arutader ¢ pajiocTy, yAapUT B TIOJI HOTOM.
Kak Te, 4To HaHSJIUCH JI0 CaMblsi MOTHJIBI

[To MepTBOM M3 BCEM pBIIATH U PBATHCS CHJIBI,
I'opazno ¢ 6ombIIero HAACAI0I0 KPUYAT,

Kaxk nexens maTh €ro, cectpa, oTer u Opart.
Tak 1 HaCMEIIHUKH BCe OOJIBIIIEC TIOXBAJISIOT,
Kak kou UCKpEeHHO U3PSIAHBIM HA3bIBAIOT.

S capiman, 4To apy HAPOYHO TEX MOST
JlombsiHa, OPY)KECTBA U3BEIATh B KOM XOTSIT.
[Ipumepom HayueH, U caM Thl onacaicsa —
XBalIuTEeIIM CTUXOB B IIOCMEX HE OTAaBacs.
KBuHTHIMH, €ciu 4TO YnTalIu Mepel HUM,
«BoOT TO U TO MONpaBky», — rOBapUBAJl OH UM;

U 6yne ckaxer kTo: «S necsaTh pas npumancs,

Ho JIyque HE BO3MOT, U TPy MOH TaK OCTaICI» —

Torma coBeToBall TO BOBCE 3aMaparh,

Hns nepeaciiaTb BHOBb, MHOC BBIIIPABJIIAT.

KOF,Z[E[ 7K 3aCIIOPUT KTO, YTO HET HUT'AC XyI0TO, —

Her HyX(I[LI HUKaKOM nepenpaBjidATh UX CHOBA;
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B noxkoe ocrassii, He TpaTs CIOB CBOMX,

JIscTuTh caMoMy cebe Oe3 3aBHCTU JIPYTHUX.
Pa3zyMHBII 4eTOBEK CTUXOB XY/IbIX HE CHOCHT;
I'te rpyb0 — 00BSBUT, XyI0€ — MPOYb OTOPOCHT,
[Ipukpack! JIMIIHUE TPUKAKET OH OTHSTH,

U TemHBIC MECTa sSICHEE HANNCATh;

3aMETHUB T€ CJIOBA, II€ MOXKHO YCOMHUTBCH,

/i€ IOJKHO BBITTPABUTh — CKa3aTh HE TIOJICHUTCH.
W 6yner Apucrapx, HE CKaXeT, yMOI4y —

A npyra B MeJIo4YH 03JI00UTH HE X0UYy.

A Oyaro mMenoyb To, 4T0O MOXBaION MPUTBOPHON
B cThIA moOcIie mpuBeCTH U CMEX Y BCEX MO30PHbIN!
Bcesik, B KOM ecTh 3paBblid CMBICH, TOT OT XYZbIX ITUHUT,
Emie 3a necsath BepcT yBUIAEBIIH, OCKUT —

Tax, kak OT O€IIeHbIX, WIN OT MPOKAKEHHBIX,
Wi onacHOr0 00JI€3HBIO 3apaKEHHBIX.

OiHY JIMTIIB OTPOKH, HE MBICTIS, YTO €CTh BPE/,
[1o cTorHam roHsTCs 32 HUMU IPYAOM BCIEs.
Takoli CTUXOB TBOpEL BBEPX YIEPLIUCH TI1a3aMHu,
W cMexa NOJIHBIMU PBITal0Yd CTUXAMH,

Korpa, kak NTuIenos, 4To NTUIL CIEIbI OIIOIET,
3acCMOTpPHUTCS, U CaM B KOJIOZEI] YIaJeT;

HukTo He cxkanurtcs, 4To0 BBHITAIIUTh U3 MACTH,
Ocunuer xotb kpuua: «Crnacure oT HanacTu!»

Korna x 661 KTO-HUOY/Ib, YCIBIIIAB KAJIKUNA CTOH,
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Kanat x HeMy XoTen CiyCTUTh U BBIHYTH BOH,
To 6 s ero cipocuin: «Ho 3HaeIIb ¥ ThI TOYHO,
Uto oH 6e3 yMbICIIa yIaid u He HAapOIHO 7»
IToTtoMm OBI 00BsBHI EMIIEIOKIIOB KOHELL,

Kotopsrtit 6611 cTHX0B B CHUITMIIHH TBOPEIL;

XKenast Mex JI0IbMU MPOCIBITH OECCMEPTHBIM OOTOM,

Cam B ETHY BoJ€t0 CKOUYMII B 6€3yMbE MHOTOM.
Tak He Memmaid emy, KOJIb XO4YET, TponaaaTh;
HeBosnero ciacte ecTh TO K, 4YTO yOUBATh.

OH cityyast uCKaj TaKOr0 MHOTOKpAaTHO,

XoTst OBI KTO €r0 M BBIHSI BOH O0OpaTHO,

To yenoBexoM OH He OyIET YK OIATH,

Ho craner cpi3HOBa moru6enu UCKaTh.
HeBenomo 3a 4T0 TOJIB TSKKO OH CTpasiaeT,

UTto 0 cTUXax U JHEM, U HOUbIO MIOMBIIIUISIET;
OTtedeckuid U TPOO U TETesl OCKBEPHUII,

Wnp, Oyyun HEUHCT, IO TEM MECTaM XOJIUI,
UTto ObUIM TPOMOBBIM MOPAKEHBI YAAPOM,

W k KouM MOJIHUSI CBOMM KOCHYJIACh KapoM.
W3BecTHO TONBKO TO, UTO, KaK CBUPEIIBI 3BEPb,
KoTtopslii BEIIIOMIIT 3aTI0pBI BOH U JIBEPB,

Taxk cTpamieH Juisi CTUXOB U OH JIOACKOMY B30DY;
U 3amHMX, 1 BCTPEYHBIX BCEX TOHUT 0e3 paz0opa;
Ho ecnu rae xoro, 1orHaBUIv, yiay4uT,

Uwurasi, 11enbli IeHb HECYaCTHOTO MOPUT,
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W MyuuT 110 TOrO B 6€37€I5HOM CaMOM JEJIE,

Iloka OT CKyKH B HEM UyTb JIyX OCTAHET B TEIIE.
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