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PREFACE

This study is devoted to the authors who initiated the revival of the Russian avant-
garde tradition, which had been brutally suppressed by the Soviet authorities in the mid-
1930s. The revival of this tradition took place in the literary underground, where writers
who endeavored to fulfil this challenging task largely remained until the collapse of the
Soviet regime. Most of them emerged from obscurity only at the beginning of the 1990s,
which explains why their dramatic and fascinating history has been so little examined by
scholars. Although the situation has changed significantly in the last decade, duning
which some insightful studies have appeared in both Russia and the West, the subject
obviously requires more thorough and systematic exploration. My book aims to narrow
important gaps in the scholarship on the Russian literary avant-garde during its least
investigated period.]

The Soviet authorities’ intolerance for experimental art became apparent in the
late 1920s and grew steadily worse in the years to follow. Labeled as “formalism,”
experimental art was seen as the chief opponent of Socialist Realism, whose official
establishment in 1934 marked a clear end to the first wave of the Russian avant-garde.
Only twenty years later, with the beginning of the Thaw, did avant-garde trends in art and
literature become visible again, leading to the wide-spread assumption that no
experimental art whatsoever had been produced in Russia for almost two decades.

Yet this assumption is wrong. As I discovered in the course of my research, the
revival of the avant-garde tradition began in the darkest years of Stalin’s rule, largely
thanks to the samizdat activities of a young Moscow poet, Nikolai Glazkov (1919-1979).
His early verses, written between the late 1930s and the late 1940s, showed a close
connection to the major poets of the first Russian avant-garde — Khlebnikov,
Kruchenykh, and the early Maiakovskii. Although Glazkov, who used to call himself “a
Neofuturist,” appeared to be the single most important avant-garde author of the 1940s,
he has remained largely unknown and virtually unstudied. This study of the poet’s

' Fragments of this work were published in The Russian Review, 57, no. 3 (1998); Slavic and East
European Journal, 43, no. |1 (1999); Russian Literature, 50, no. | (2001); and Voprosy literatury, no. 3

(2000). The latter article, as well as all of my other publications in Russian, appeared under my maiden
name, Irina Vinokurova.
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samizdat writings is the first in any language. In support of my analysis I use unpublished
manuscripts and other unique materials 1 discovered while working in private archives in
Russia.

After Stalin’s death in 1953, and beginning with the so-called Thaw, the
experimental tradition became significantly stronger. The second wave of the Russian
avant-garde began to emerge. initiated by poets who would later be known as the Thaw
generation. Born between 1932 and 1938, they began their creative careers in the late
1950s. Although during this period the official attitude toward “formalism™ became less
intolerant, the most radical and innovative of these poets still had to work in the literary
underground.

This book offers a detailed survey of the various unofficial avant-garde groups
that sprang up during the Thaw, as well as of individual writers who became active
during this period: the Leningrad Neofuturists, the Chertkov group, the so-called
Lianozovo poets, and Gennadii Aigi. | also touch on the fate of the “semi-official” avant-
garde author Victor Sosnora and the “official™ avant-gardist Andrei Voznesenskii, who
managed to become an accepted member of the Soviet establishment and pursue a
tnumphant career. Even now, he effectively outdoes the former underground poets in
popularity, remaining — in the eyes of many — the most significant (if not the only) avant-
garde author of the Thaw generation. The persistence of this belief prompted me to take a
closer look at Voznes;nskii's poetic development and his real impact on the expenmental
tradition. I also focus individually on a representative of the unofficial avant-garde
poetry, Vsevolod Nekrasov, who chose to spend more than three decades in the literary
underground rather than bow to the state’s political and aesthetic demands.

This study of the poets who initiated the revival of the experimental tradition aims
not only to define - or sometimes to re-evaluate - their literary reputations, but also to
restore the proper historical and literary perspective on developments in experimental

poetry in Russia in the mid- and late twentieth century.
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CHAPTER |. RUSSIAN AVANT-GARDE IN THE 1940s:
NIKOLAI GLAZKOV

INTRODUCTION

The tragic destiny of the Russian post-revolutionary literary avant-garde is
generally known. “Despite the fact that the poets and artists of the Russian avant-garde
were most enthusiastic in welcoming the Communist Revolution and more willing to
serve it and the young Soviet state than any other group,” wrote Viadimir Markov, “their

aesthetics and most of their poetic practices have nearly always been officially rejected in

Russia.” 2

Such an attitude on the part of the authorities had many possible reasons. These
included Lenin’s and the other Bolshevik leaders’ personal conservative artistic tastes,
the notorious rebelliousness of the exponents of the avant-garde and their claims on
leadership: and the unwillingness of the Party to entrust cultural matters even to the most
loyal of the authors. The single most important reason, however, was the inability of the
avant-garde to assume a role as an educational tool of the Party and to serve as a
disseminator of its policies.’ Avant-garde art was criticized as elitist because of its
supposed unintelligibility to the rank and file audience, a trait at variance with Lenin’s

dictum that art “‘must have its deepest roots in the very depths of the broad masses of the

? Viadimir Markov. Russian Futurism: A History, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968, vii-viii.

* Paradoxically, the Bolshevik leaders often preferred an openly anti-Soviet, but aesthetically traditional
work to an openly pro-Soviet but experimental one. Lenin, for example, was infuriated by Maiakovskii's
narrative poem “150,000,000,” and, especially, by Lunacharskii's help in publishing it (see E. Naumov,
“Lenin o Maiakovskom™ in Literaturnoe nasledstvo, t. 65, Moscow: Akademia nauk, 1958, 210). At the
same time, Lenin highly appreciated the émigré author Arkadii Averchenko’s book Diuzhina nozhei v spiny
revoluisii, published in Paris. He called it “a talented book™ and suggested reprinting it in Soviet Russia
(“Talantlivaia knizhka”™ in V. /. Lenin o kul'ture i iskusstve, Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1956, 338-39). A similar
attitude was characteristic of Stalin, who was irritated by Meyerhold’s revolutionary theatre, and had
destroyed it by the end of the 1930s. Conversely, Stalin was fond of Bulgakov's politically ambiguous play
“Belaia gvardiia” and allowed it to remain on stage for many years. (See E. Gromov, “Stalin: puti
esteticheskogo utilitarisma,” Voprosy literatury, no. 1 (1995): 119).
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working people. It must be understood by those masses and loved by them.” * This
Bolshevik precept was subsequently elaborated in the resolution “O politike partii v
oblasti khudozhestvennoi literatury ” (1925). Emphasizing the intelligibility to “the
millions™ as the only condition on which Soviet literature could fulfil its *historic cultural
mission,” this rcsolution launched the official campaign against the experimental art.

The absence of a comprehensive study on the subject is compensated, at least to
some extent, by works devoted to major post-revolutionary avant-garde organizations,
such as LEF, LTsK, the Imaginists, and the OBERIU. Despite the differences between
these groups, they all ended up quite similarly: every one of them was eventually
destroyed by the regime. Even the most loyal and influential of the avant-garde
organizations, like LEF and LTsK, were unable to survive. Despite all their efforts to
adjust to the state’s growing demands, in 1928 they lost their journal “Novyi LEF” which
succeeded to “LEF,” closed in 1925. Two years later both groups were attacked for their
alienation from Marxism and dissolved.}

Those avant-garde organizations that displayed a degree of independence from the
regime, such as the Imaginists, were dismissed even earlier and under a cloud of more
sinister accusations. The group’s rapid decline began in 1925, when their journal was

suspended and the number of their publications was considerably reduced. In 1927 the

* Klara Tsetkin, *Iz knigi ‘Vospominania o Lenine’ ™ in V. /. Lenin o kul ‘ture i iskusstve, 583. Here,
however, Lenin seems to have been misquoted. Igor Golomstock explains the mystery behind Lenin’s most
famous dictum on art: “... the well-known transcripts of Klara Tsetkin’s conversations with Lenin... were
published first in German and then in Russian. <...> In Klara Tsetkin’s German text his central thought was
expressed somewhat differently: ‘Art must be understood’ (Sie muss von diesen verstanden) rather than °...
be understandable to them.” In the first Russian translations this phrase appcared in both variants and gave
rise to stormy arguments. ‘Understood’ allowed a more liberal interpretation that the masses could be
educated to understand art; ‘understandable’ allowed a more hard-line interpretation. <...> in the
increasingly charged atmosphere of the twenties the directive that art should be comprehensible to masses.
supported by the authonity of the leader, became a central argument in the struggle for realism. At the
beginning of the thirties Lenin’s quotation was finally canonized in the later version. <...> The affair of the
quotation had a sequel at the begining of the sixties, during Khrushchev’s ‘thaw.” A Soviet scholar read the
German original and published Lenin's actual words in the press, together with his commentary. The whole
edifice of Soviet aesthetics threatened to collapse. The Institute of Marxism-Leninism apparently held a
special meeting to discuss the matter, and its ¢lders came to a Solomon-like judgment: since Klara
Tsetkin's translation appeared during Lenin's life-time and he did not correct it, then the orthodox variant
should be considered comrect.” (Toralitarian Art, London: Collins Harvill, 1990, 174-175).

* The detailed history of LEF and its struggle for survival could be found in Natasha Kolchevska. Lef and
Developments in Russian Futurism in the 1920s, Berkeley, Ph.D. Dissentation, 1980; Halina Stephan. “Lef™
and The Left Froni of The Arts, Miinchen: Verlag Otto Sagner, 1981.
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Imaginists, labeled as the exponents of “several déclassé bourgeois groups,” ¢ were
discharged.

Not surprisingly, the most tragic fate befell the most unconventional of the avant-
garde organizations — the OBERIU. It sprang up, above all, in 1927 - a time already
blatantly unfavorable to experimental art. Conscquently, the OBERIU members had very
few opportunities to publish; their literary activities consisted mainly “of readings,
literary evenings, the circulation of manuscripts among friends, performances of plays
<..> and lectures.”” These activities, however, also ended in 1931, when the group’s
members Kharms and Vvedenskii (together with “zaumnik™ Tufanov) were put on trial.
They were chiefly condemned for their avant-garde style, which was deemed, as recently
published documents attest, a political crime against the Soviet state.®

Although the results of the trial turned out to be unexpectedly mild and the
majority of the participants retumed home after only a brief period of exile, the tnal sent
a clear message to the literary community: there was no choice left for the avant-garde
authors.’ They had either to adapt their writings to the state’s aesthetic demands, which
would be defined later as the basic principles of Socialist Realism (officially established
in 1934), or else reformulate their career goals.'® Some writers chose the first option,

others the second. The former Imaginists Mariengof and Shershenevich tried to survive

¢ Literaturnaia eniciklopediia, t. 4, Moscow: [zdatel'stvo Kommunisticheskoi akademii, 1930, 463.

” George Gibian, “Introduction” in Russia's Lost Literature of the Absurd, ed. and trans. by George Gibian,
ltaka: Comnell University Press, 1971, 10.

! See “Razgrom OBERIU: materialy sledstvennogo dela,” vstupitel'naia stat'a, publikatsiia i kommentarii
1. Mal'skogo, Oktiabr', no.11 (1992): 170-171.

® No wonder that some of the prominent avant-garde authors rushed to participate in the campaign against
the OBERIU. Aseev, in particular, was the first among the writers who publicly condemned the Oberiuts
and Zabolotskii, accusing them of mockery of Soviet reality. Later Aseev's speech was published in
Krasnaia nov' (no. 2, 1932) under the title “Segodniashnii den’ sovetskoi poezii.”

' The persecution of the avant-garde did not contradict the fact (widely discussed in recent years) that
some Soviet avant-gardists of the 1920s were as authoritarian in their methods and goals as their opponents.
and therefore may be considered not only the victims of Soviet cultural ideology, but in a sense its
progenitors as well. See Boris Grois. The Total Art of Stalinism: Avani-garde, Aesthetic Dictatorship, and
Beyond, trans. C. Rougle, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992. However, Grois’ attempts to depict
Socialist Realism as the direct heir of the Russian avant-garde (see also his essay “The Birth of Socialist
Realism from the Spirit of the Russian Avant-Garde”™ in Laboratory of Dreams, The Russian Avani-Garde
and Cultural Experiment, eds. John E. Bowlt and Olga Matich, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1997)

are rather controversial. On this matter see John E. Bowlt and Olga Matich, “Introduction™ in Laboratory of
Dreams, 12-14,
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by writing for the cinema and theater and by doing literary translations. The former
OBERIU members Kharms and Vvedenskii, as well as their colleagues Oleinikov and
Zabolotskii, resorted to writing children’s literature, which did not save any of them from
subsequent arrest.'' Kruchenykh, the former “bogey man of Russian literature.” began to
cam his livelihood working as an archivist and a secondhand bookseller.'> Not to mention
that the most prominent of the avant-garde authors — Maiakovskii ~ quit his poetic career
in the most radical way by committing suicide in 1930. And we can only guess what
Maiakovskii would have done had he managed to live longer: it is not unlikely that he
would have adopted much more conventional aesthetics. It is enough to recall his
confession to Aseev that “if the Central Committee orders us to write only in iambics
<...> | would write in iambics.” '* At the time, Aseev was not yet ready to accept such
harsh terms of surrender, but within only a few years he had made his awkward peace
with the regime, followed by such former comrades-in-arms as the LEF member
Kirsanov and the Constructivist Sel’vinskii. Of course, none of them began to write only
in iambics,'* but all of them were forced to restrain their taste for formal innovation.
Although they continued to use accentual verse, inexact thymes, and sound play well into
the 1930s and even later, they began to employ these techniques with obvious caution. in
the process forsaking their previous impressive achievements. No wonder that all of their
masterpieces, thanks to which, incidentally, they had made names for themselves in
poetry, were writlen in the 1920s. The exploration of ideologically correct subjects. to
which they energetically turned in the 1930s, did not secure them any special right for
serious experimentation. After 1935, they were unable either to reprint their old
expenmental works, such as Sel’vinskii's “Ulialaevshina.” or to publish new ones. like

Kirsanov’s “Bukva M” (from his collection Novoe). Nothing of the kind was allowed in

" Oleinikov was arrested in 1937. Zabolotskii was arrested in 1938. Kharms and Vvedenskii were arrested
in 1941.

1 See Sergei M. Sukhoparov. Alexei Kruchenykh. Sud’ba Budetlianina, ed. by W. Kazack, Midnchen:
Verlag Otto Sagner, 1992, 128-134.

" Nikolai Aseev, “K tvorcheskoi istorii poemy *Maiakovski nachinaetsia’,” Literaturnoe nasledstvo, 1. 93
Moscow: Nauka, 1983, 488. See also the same episode in “Maiakovski nachinaetsia,” in Nikolai Aseev.
Sobranie sochinenii v 5 tomakh, t. 3, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1964, 475-476.

" In iambics, however, are written Sel’vinskii's tragedies “Rytsar’ loann™ (1937) and “Livonskaia voina™
(1946).



00056063

15

print anymore: in the following year, 1936, the next round of the official campaign
against “formalism™ broke out.

This campaign, which gathered strength side by side with the establishment of
Socialist Realism, intensified the persecution of the avant-garde not only in literature, but
also in the visual arts, music, and the theater, until the last trace of it had apparently
vanished.'® The very possibility of any underground avant-garde activities during the
terror seemed highly doubtful, not only because of concrete official acts of suppression,
but also and primarily because of “a cultural and spiritual atmosphere which makes the
flowering of that art <...> unthinkable even more than materially impossible.” '® Thus it
is all the more surprising that a number of avant-garde texts were created in Stalin’s time,
in secret and in silence. They began to surface in a politically more hospitable era.

This process was started with the emergence of the major works of the former
OBERIU members, first published by George Gibian under the characteristic title
Russia's Lost Literature of the Absurd (1971). Then, in 1979, the unconventional poetry
of Georgii Obolduev appeared in print in the Cologne series Arbeiten und Texte zur
Slavistic. Finally, the Neofuturist texts of Nikolai Glazkov were published. Written in the

'* See Gleb Struve's observations: “In visual arts the ban on Formalism and the insistance on
representational realism led 1o a frank revival of stiff and lifeless ‘Academicism’ of worst variety. In the
theater Meyerhoid and Tairov, who were responsible for the most interesting and daring theatrical
experiments, became the principal targets for attack. Tairov after a time managed to work his way back into
the field. but Meyerhold, who was first deprived of his theater, eventually disappeared from the scene and
met his end in a concentration camp. In music one of the first conspicuous victims was Dmitry
Shostakovich, whose opera The Lady Macbeth of Misensk - until then regarded as one of the most notable
achievements of Soviet music - seems to have incurred the displeasure of Stalin himself in 1935, with the
result that a storm of criticism was unleashed against Shostakovich in the Soviet press, both general and
musical, and various musical bodies passed resolutions condemning the opera as an expression of ‘rotten

bourgeois Formalism'. ” (Russian Literature under Lenin and Stalin, 1917-1953, Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1971, 260).

' Renato Poggioli. The Theory of the Avant-Garde. Trans. by G. Fitzerald, Cambridge: The Belknap Press
of Harvard University Press, 1968, 100. Not surprisingly, even the most rigorous of avant-garde writers lost
their zest for further experimentation at the beginning of the 1930s, as their personal archives (which have
recently become available to scholars) clearly demonstrate. See, for example, Sergei Sukhoparov's account
of Kruchenykh's poetic archive, which brought him to the conclusion that the appearance of the narrative
poems “Ironiada” (1930) and “Rubiniada™ (1930) was “the final event of [Kruchenykh’s) avant-garde
activities” (Aleksei Kruchenykh. 119). See also Gerald Janecek's description of Chicherin's archives at
IML1 and TsGALI, which show that very little was produced by the former Constructivist after 1930, and
only a few items “indicate an attempt to rekindle the spark of literary creation in prose, but these attempts
were stillbom™ (“A.N. Chicherin, Constructivist poet.” Russian Literature XXV (1989): 511).
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1930s and 40s, Glazkov’s poems reached Soviet readers only in the late 1980s.'?

These works, needless to say, are of unequal literary ment; however, all of them
are equally important in challenging our knowledge about the most oppressive period in
the history of the Russian literary avant-garde. Yet, unlike the OBERIU members and
even Obolduev, Glazkov hardly received adequate scholarly attention. Although several
valuable articles on Glazkov have appeared in past years,'® his contribution to the
experimental tradition is still to be investigated.

Nikolai Glazkov was a writer with a rather unusual destiny. He was almost totally
unknown in the West and very little known in Russia, but enjoyed — until his death in
1979 - real fame among a select group of Moscow literati of different generations and
different levels of official recognition. Among his most fervent admirers were celebrities
like Lili Brik and Evgenii Evtushenko, as well as authors of the literary underground.
Glazkov’s fame was based not on the poems he regularly published after 1957, which
exemplified a perfect compromise with the aesthetics of Socialist Realism, but on early
pieces he was never able to get into print. The poet distributed them in the form of
handmade books. some of which displayed the word “Samsebiaizdat™ (Self-publishing)
on their covers. Eventually this neologism was contracted to “Samizdat,” making

Glazkov the true inventor of a term that became internationally famous decades later."

'? See Nikolai Glazkov. /zbrannoe, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1989. The most comprehensive
collection of Glazkov's early verses contains his later book, [Seriia) Samye moi stikhi, Moscow: Slovo,
1995.

'* See David Samoilov, “U vrat Poetograda,” Literaturnaia gazeta, June 25, 1980, reprinted in
Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1989, 397-404. Benedict Samov,
*Vechnyi rab svoei svobody,” Novyi mir, no. 2 (1987). 255-260; reprinted in fhid., 411-440. Evgenii
Evtushenko “Skomorokh i bogatyr’ ™ in Nikolai Glazkov, /zbrannoe, 3-10; reprinted in /bid ; Genrikh
Sapgir, “Nikolai Glazkov,” in Samizdat Veka, ed. Anatolii Strelianyi et al, Minsk-Moscow: Polifakt, 1997,
372

' Not accidentally, in a recent anthology of Soviet samizdat, Samizdat Veka (1997), all poetry is collected
under the title *‘Nepokhozhie stikhi,” which is a line from Glazkov's early poem: “Yto Takoe cTuxu
xopowne? / Te, kotopsie Henoxoxue. / Yto takoe cruxu naoxue? / Te, kotopsie Hukakue.” (What does it
mean, good poems? / Those ones that are different. / What does it mean, bad poems? / Those ones that are
conventional; /zbrannoe, 469). This and all other translations are my own. unless noted otherwise.
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“... BUT, COMRADES, | DO NOT FIT IN ANY FRAMEWORK"

Nikolai Glazkov was bom on January 30, 1919 in the village of Lyskovo,
Makarevskii district. Several years later the family moved to Moscow, where the poet’s
father worked as a lawyer. His arrest and imprisonment in March 1938 marked an end to
the relative affluence of the family; Glazkov’s mother, a German language teacher, was
left to raise her two sons alone. Despite this tragedy, later that year Glazkov graduated
from high school and entered the Philology Department of the Moscow Pedagogical
Institute. By this time he had already produced a significant number of poems that were
surprisingly mature for his age. Unlike most beginners, Glazkov did not try to conceal his
poetic antecedents, openly linking himself to the Futurist tradition as represented by the
young Maiakovskii, Khlebnikov, and Kruchenykh. Their flamboyant manifestoes were

closely echoed in his own juvenile “Manifesto” written in 1939:

Bue BpeMeHH H NpHTAXEHHS
Jlerna mymu moe#t Caxapa

Ot 6€33aCTEHYHBOCTH I€HHSA

Jlo reHHanLHOCTH Haxana

S mup mobmo. Ho 1 natoro Ha MHp
Co BceMH OYAHAMH H CHaMH.

Moit Beunblit 06pa3 BeHHO IOHLIMH
[lyckait BO3HOCHTCH Kak 3HaMA.

3HaMeHa, BNIpoUeM, TOXe CTapATCA
H ocratorcs HeOBUIHIIEL.

Ho uenosek, kak s, OCTaHETCH:

On Monozel — K He 6oures.?”

{Beyond time and gravity
Sahara of my soul is stretching
From impudence of a genius
To ingenuity of impudent.

I love the world. But 1 don’t give a damn about it
And all its humdrum life and dreams.

Let the eternally young raise as a banner

My youthful image.

Banners. however, also grow old,
And only fables remain,

» Izbrannce, 184.
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But a man like me will live on forever,

A fine fellow, and unafraid.)
The last line of Glazkov’s poem gives a new twist to the traditional genre. The poet’s
characteristic statement about ““a man... unafraid” would be hardly necessary in the
Futurist manifestoes produced at the beginning of the 1910s, but it was absolutely apt by
the end of the 1930s. Now, “a fine fellow™ had every reason to be afraid. Even the
boasting and self-promotion. which constituted the very essence of the Futurism. and
which Glazkov accurately copied. were not politically innocuous any more. In 1939,
there was only one designated *genius” in the country, whose image “was raised as a
banner” by Soviet youth. It was Stalin himself, and he did not encourage any competitors.

In his early poems Glazkov also enthusiastically employed many of the Futurist

favonte themes, which. in tumn, sounded newly challenging in the changed historical
context. First of all. there was the theme of the artist’s alienation in a world of philistines.
as is found in the following piece:

MHe HyXeH MHp BTOpOii,

OrpoMHbI#i, KaK HENEeNnocTh,
A MepBLIA MHP MasYHT, HE MaHA.

Jonoii ero, nonoii:
B Hem mozm KIyT TponneHbyc.
A BO BTOpOM — meHa.”!

(1 need another world,
As immense as an absurdity,
While this world looms. but does not attract.

Down with it, down:
In this world, people are waiting for a trolleybus,
While in another world they are waiting for me.)

The same theme was even more pronounced in the second of Glazkov's
“Manifestoes™ also written in 1939. Additionally, it strongly affirmed an artistic rebellion
as a way of life:

51 3a6bITH NOCTApaloOCh TE CHBI,

Fae croxer — ckaykyu no ropam Kak,
Ho, ToBapHiiH, MHe TeCHH
OuepraHus BCAUECKHX PaMOK.

N Samye moi stikhi, 8.
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Sl BenHK M He HA XOMYyNAX,

Moit pazyM H Bepa He INATKH,

51 mokuHy TpaMBai Ha Xomy,

U re npocto0, a ¢ 3anHed NIOWANKH.

MHe b yAapHTBCA CHOBA B 3anoi?
U - pacrtak tBOCTO dep3al..

U nonesy yepes 3abop,

Ecnn na3suTh Tyaa Henb3A...

(1 will try to forget those dreams,

Where the plot is like a horseback ride in the mountains,
But, comrades, 1 do not fit

in any framework.

I am grand even without stilts,

My mind and faith are not shaky.

I will leave the moving streetcar,

And not through the doors, but from the rear bumper.

Why don’t [ plunge into a new drinking bout?

And if 1 do, then to hell with your chess queen!..

And I will climb over a fence,

If climbing there is not permitted.)
Of course, Glazkov’s romantic revolt was far less aggressive then the Futurists’ notorious
statements, which filled their manifestoes, treaties and verses. But although
comparatively modest, Glazkov's confessions sounded defiant in the Soviet environment,
in which, supposedly, there were no longer any grounds for alienation, let alone rebellion.

In Glazkov's early verses one can find such characteristic Futurist devices as

inexact and compound rhymes («no ropam kax — pamok» and «6yTpsi— BApLI3r»), as well
as a wide range of vulgarisms, including blatant obscenities? and common euphemisms,
like «pacrax» from the cited above “Manifesto.” A similar type of an euphemism
Glazkov employs in the poem “Gauguin” (1939):

Ee 30ByT Balipaymartn
H 6yiiBoaw: Geryr.

51 ee He Ha KpoBaTH,
A Ha 6cpely.24

2 1-brannoe. 185.

2 See, for example, “V melkikh i griamykh delakh...” (1939), in Samye moi stikhi, 10.
TR
Ibid . 8.
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(Her name is Vairaumati

And buffaloes are running.

But I her not on the bed

But on the ocean shore.)
The matter-of-fact. playful eroticism of the last two lines also links the poem with the
Futurists, who liked to use flamboyant erotic images in opposition to the lofty,
sophisticated, mystical eroticism of the Symbolists.2> But at the end of the 1930s Glazkov
had a different and obviously more powerful opponent: it was the growing puritanism of
Soviet aesthetics, which banished any kind of eroticism from art and literature.?®

Although Glazkov’s poetic idol was at that time Maiakovskii (he even created a

slogan “Forward to Maiakovskii!™"), he showed strong interest in much more radical
experimentation, associated with the wildest of the Russian Futurists — Kruchenyvkh. No
wonder, then, that the name of Kruchenykh shows up in one of Glazkov’s poems:

Hous nerna B 6e3)XH3HEHHBIX H YEPHBIX,

CnoBHo cTekna BLIOUn neGoluup...
Ho ne Houb, a ~ Kak ckazan KpyueHbix -

Hbip — byn — I_I.I,ml.:‘8

(Night lay down in the lifeless and dark.

As if a hooligan had smashed the windows...

Yet it was not the night. but, as Kruchenykh put it,
Dyr — Bul — Shchyl.)

As we see here, Glazkov also quoted the poet’s best known line. which had

become a trademark of zaum’, Kruchenykh’s famous invention.?® Of course the profound

2 Gee on this matter Alexander Flaker, “Avangard i erotica.” Russian Luerature, XX XI11 (1992): 42-51.

* As Herman Ermolaev shows in his study on censorship in Soviet literature. *a puritanism in the official
attitude toward the intimate side of life” was steadily growing throughout the1920s, 30s and 40s, causing
the expurgation of all erotic elements, including sexual references and allusions. from contemporary works
of literature (Censorship in Soviet Literature. 1917-1991, Lanham: Rowan & Littlefield Publishers, 1997,
92).

7 Glazkov's closest friend and comrade-in-arms, lulian Dolgin, wrote to me in his letter of October 30,
1997: “Glazkov's favorite poet was Maiakovskii. His slogan of 1939 was characteristic: ‘Forward to
Maiakovskii!" His poem, written in the same year and dedicated to me. began: «He yxac MOpakoB ¢xoBan,
a npocTo Neub. /| Bo uma Maskoeckoro / Buno a Gokanw neii!.» (The sailors were stricken not by the
terror, / But by laziness. / In honor of Maiakovskii / Pour wine into the glasses.)”

* Izbrannoe. 26.

* In one of Glazkov's later collections, Piataia kniga (1966), one finds a parody of Kruchenykh, where the
same line is quoted: «A a1, aebowmp, / Cxaszan: [Jmp Byn lllna! 7 H 21um 1061nca GeccmepTHo# cnabbi.»
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incompatibility between the aesthetics of zaum’ and Soviet cultural ideology rendered the
former an ars non grata from the very beginning of the 1930s,% but this did not
discourage the poet. The very beginning of the stanza is revealing: «Hous nerna s
Oe3KUIHEHHRIX H YepHRIX», which sounds quite zaum "-like, due to the omission of the
object of the preposition. Such an omission of the essential part of the sentence was, by
no means, accidental: precisely this simple way of producing a piece of zaum’
Kruchenykh recommended to “young authors™ in his treatise “Novye puti slova” (1913).
“Elimination of the subject or other parts of speech, elimination of pronouns,
prepositions, etc.” is listed there among other quick recipes for producing an “irregular
structuring of the sentence” that generates “movement and a new perception of the
world.” 3! None of the “young authors,” however, had rushed to follow the poet’s
recommendations in more than a decade; in fact, even the most loyal of Kruchenykh’s
friends and defenders, Maiakovskii, stated in his speech to the proletarian writers: “I
would be the worst idiot, if [ were to say: ‘Comrades, copy Kruchenykh with his dyr bul
shchyl.”™ 32

But this was exactly what Glazkov was doing in his early poetry. Here is a poem
written in 1939:

Mpsau. [pyy. [1puu. [pou.
[Isy. [lou. Tlyu.
Oxrosxoaxaxa...
QduoneroBas ApaHb.

(Priach. Pruch. Prich. Proch.
Piach. Poch. Puch.
Okhgoekhoekhakha...
Violet tosh.)

33

Itis entitled “Avstraliiskaia Pliasovaia™ and even the title refers to Kruchenykh's poem

(And 1, the hooligan, said: Dyr-bul-shchyl! And thus achieved immortal fame; 148). In Glazkov's oeuvre
one can also find several poems dedicated to Kruchenykh (“Budetliane,” 1968; “Futuristy,” 1970).

% See on this matter Sukhoparov, 124-1217.

" In Russian Futurism Through Its Manifestoes, 1912-1928, trans. and ed. Anna Lawton and Herbert
Eagle, Ithaca: Comnell University Press, 1988, 73.

32 V. Maiakovskii, “Vystuplenie na Pervoi Vsesoiuznoi konferentsii proletarskikh pisatelei.” Polnoe

sobranie sochinenii v trinadtsati 1omakh, 1. 12, Moscow: Gosudarstvennoe izdatel stvo khudozhestvennoi
literatury, 1958, 270.

 Archive of N.N.Glazkov. Also quoted by Termnovskii in “Chto zapomnilos™ in Vospominaniia o Nikolae
Glazkove, 83.
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“Pliasovaia™: «xBab / Tapan / Tapa nuH / nyp / xBapa / kyaba / BakaOp / TpOpk / 6pKTp».
This poem was quoted in his “Tel’ (ale stil’}) literatorov™ (1915) with the proud
commentary “we sing like only we are able to do, daring and bold,” * a description
which young Glazkov, of course, had every right to apply to himself. One should be truly
“daring and bold™ to “sing™ like this in 1939, although Glazkov’'s “zaum ' songs™ might
look somewhat derivative compared with those of his predecessor.

The Futurist influence can be also seen in “Avstraliiskaia Pliasovaia” primitivist
atmosphere, carefully cultivated by Glazkov, who would declare in his narrative poem
“Stepan Kumyrskii” (1942): «A u Jonrux, Mul 66011 3a / HErpHTAHCKYIO HAPOAHOCTE?
(Me and Dolgin, we were both for / Negro nationality.*®) This confession, somewhat
cryptic if taken out of context, was, evidently, an allusion to Kruchenykh’s treatise
“Novye puti slova,” in which he praised a “puny and pale man,” who “felt the urge to
rejuvenate his soul by getting in touch with the strong-rough African gods,” “fell in love
with their wild-free language, and with the primitive man’s cutting teeth and gaze,
animal-like in its sharpness.” *® A strong interest in “primitive” cultures, rites and myths
was typical not only of Kruchenykh, but also of Khlebnikov, although in their own
practices they concentrated primarily on the Slavic past. In their search for new forms
and new ideas they rejected along with other Futurists the whole modern period of
Russian literature, beginning with Pushkin, who, according to their notorious suggestion,
should be thrown “from the Ship of Modemity.” *’

The same intention, incidentally, was not foreign to Glazkov, as his poem
“Evgenii Onegin™ demonstrates:

Onernna mobuna Tanus,

Ho ou Tatbany He moGHN.
M apyra Jlenckoro youn

M yToHYn B TOCKE CKHTaHHIA.

IloTom ee OH cCHOBa BCTpPETHN
H eit npu3Hancsa, HO oHa

Y Russian Futurism Through Its Manifestoes, 93-94.
¥ Archive of N.N. Glazkov.

% Russian Futurism Through lis Manifestoes, 75.

¥ «A Slap in the Face of Public Taste.” in /bid., 52.
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Hawna cynpyra B BriciieM cBete
M Gyner Bek eMy BepHa.’

(Tania loved Onegin,

But he did not love her.

And he killed his friend Lenskii

And drowned in the anguish of wandenng.

Later, he met her once more,

And confessed his love to her, but she

Had found a spouse in high society

And said she would be faithful to him forever.)
This re-telling of the famous “novel in verse” brings to mind Kruchenykh’s numerous
attacks on Pushkin, especially the one in which he suggested that the whole of “Evgenii
Onegin™ could casily be expressed in two lines: «eHH — BOHH, c11 — € — Tea» > Itis
precisely this «edn — Bonu» that is evoked in Glazkov’s poem, which mockingly reduces
the novel to a formula, — in this case, not a phonetic one, but a semantic one. And
Glazkov’s gesture was no less daring than the Futurists’ outrageous escapades —
particularly in view of the new political conditions. It is enough to recall the official
commemoration of the centenary of Pushkin’s death in 1937, when the poet was taken
under the state’s almighty protection.*

Kruchenykh’s attacks on Pushkin were part of his vigorous protest against the

ideological, philosophical and moral top-heaviness of Russian literature, which he

jokingly referred to as the “Salvation Army.” *' The poet advocated a “new art without

preaching,” 2

and this idea obviously made an impact on Glazkov, who claimed that he
was “not an archpriest, but a Neofuturist.” ** In his struggle against didacticism

Kruchenykh promoted all sorts of logical and semantical incongruities. These can also be

8 Samye moi stikhi, 11.

3% “Tel' (ale stil’) literatorov,” in A. Kruchenykh, Apocalipsis v russkoi literature, Moscow: MAF, 1923,
32.

¥ See Paul Debreczeny, “‘Zhitie Aleksandra Boldinskogo®: Pushkin’s Elevation to Sainthood in Soviet
Culture,” South Atlantic Quarterly 90, no. 2 (1991): 283-85.

! “Chort i rechetvortsy” (1913-1922), in A. Kruchenykh, Apocalipsis v russkoi literature, 4.
2 Ibid. 18.
* The poem “Sebe” (1940): “Ceou rpexu npeoaoneh / Kax Isepect Typuct, / U o He npoTtouepeit, / A

neodytypret” (Get over your sins / As a tourist would [overcome] Everest, / And you are not an
archpriest, / But a Neofuturist; Samye moi stikhi, 46).
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found in Glazkov’s early poems:

Konocbs noaxocHno xoneco

Ha exann aa MyXHKH Aa Ha Tejere,
Jla exanu na nHau Kopaco,

A BIanb TEKIH PYUbH 1A PEKH.

ExanH onH, Kyaa Bena Mx COBECTD,
Ha no aopore oOuumanu 6ab.

A opyrue moan, punocodacs,
TMpoxuuany npofaennsi sran.*

(The wheel cut down ears of grain
And peasants rode in a wagon,
Rode and drank curagao,

And creeks and rivers flowed away.

They rode, where their conscience led them,
And on the way they hugged their wenches.
But other people, philosophizing,

Cursed the most recent stage of history.)

Glazkov mixes «MyxHKH», «kiopaco», and the Soviet clichés «kyna sena nx cosects»
and «npoiizennniit 3ran» directly in accordance with Kruchenykh’s concept of “new art.”
Since the beginning of the 1930s, however, this sort of poetry could only be interpreted
as an attempt to mock Soviet reality, as the OBERIU first trial had aiready clearly
demonstrated. Glazkov's constant use of Soviet clichés in this and other absurdist poems
made him particularly vulnerable to such accusations. His poem “Ballada,” written in the
same year 1939, was especially challenging in this respect:

OH Boulen B pacnaxHyToil urybe,
Kakof#i-To cBepTok aepxait.

3y6 ero He cTosn Ha 3ybe,
He3lnakomen apoxan.

[oToM 3aroBopHs OTPRIBHCTO, OBICTPO,
Pyxoii no n6y nposen, —

M3 raas ero nocsmannce HCKpbI

H nonananu Ha xosep.

Kosep 3aropencsa. H CTpyHKH OrHSA
[Noteknn no obosm BBepx;

OroHb OKOHHbIE paMbi 00HAN

M BoicyHyncs 3a aABeps.

M Ibid, 11,
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He3nakomel QyMaut: ropetb HaM, XHTb JTH?
Pewunn Bonpoc B Mosib3y «KHTbY.

BBIHYD H3 CBEpTKa OrHETYLUHTEND

H sayan noxap TYnHTLb.

Koraa noraciu nocneaHHe BCNbILIKH
3aryxalolmx HCKp,

Hesnakomenr ckasan, 4To CIITHLIKOM
[Tycrunca Ha pucnc..."5

(He entered in an unbuttoned fur coat,
He held a sort of parcel.

His teeth were chattering,

The stranger shivered.

Then he began to talk disconnectedly and fast,
Ran his hand over his forehead, —

Sparks flew from his eyes

And fell all over the carpet.

The carpet caught fire, and streaks of fire
Began climbing up the wallpaper;

The fire embraced window frames

And thrust itself outside the door.

The stranger thought whether to burn or to live
And made decision in favor of life.

He drew a fire extinguisher from his parcel
And began to extinguish the fire.

When the last flashes of the dying sparks

Disappeared.

The stranger said

That he took too much risk...)
As we can see, the poet had turned to the genre of the ballad, extremely popular among
Soviet authors. The genre seemed perfectly suitable for touching or pathetic subjects (“A
ballad isn’t a young lad, / but if in pain its words grow sad / and words explain just why
they’re sung sad. / then younger still will be that ballad™ *%), and was customarily used for
the glorification of revolutionary deeds. Glazkov, however, filled his ballad up with

totally bizarre content, openly ridiculing a genre that became sacrosanct in Soviet

aesthetics. Clearly, it was a dangerous game, but he did not exercise any caution.

 Izbrannce, 33.

* Maiakovskii, “Pro eto™ (1923). Trans. by Herbert Marshall, in Mayakovsky, trans. and ed. by Herbert
Marshall. Hill and Wang: New York, 1965, 164.



0CO56063

26

On the contrary, Glazkov made every effort to introduce this and the other poems
to the largest audience possible, as his friends’ memoirs unanimously confirmed. Like the
Futurists, Glazkov longed for direct contact with public, and he energetically arranged
readings of poetry in his fellow-students’ apartments. There he promoted himself as the
most ingenious poet of the time («Camutii syutunii noat 8 CCCP», as he blatantly put it
in one of his poems’’), which was perfectly in the spirit of his predecessors. Not
surprisingly, other Futurist activities, such as the organization of a group and the

compilation of poetic miscellanies, were also part of Glazkov's immediate agenda.

THE “NEBYVALISTS”

At the end of 1939 Glazkov came up with the idea of organizing a literary group
called the “Nebyvalists” (The Unprecedented Ones). This plan was enthusiasticatly
supported by one of his schoolmates and closest friends Iulian Dolgin, whom I was
fortunate enough to meet. Dolgin’s oral reminiscences, which I recorded during our
conversations in the summer of 1996, the written memoirs of other members of the
group, as well as Glazkov’s narrative poem “Stepan Kumyrskii” (1942) - a kind of
chronicle in verse,*® help to reconstruct the history of “Nebyvalism.” It actually began
with Glazkov's desperate rebellion against the ofticial literary canon, into which his own
poetry obviously did not fit. Out of this rebellion, according to Glazkov’s verse chronicle,
*“Nebyvalism™ was born:

... B ce6a BcaMaenHuiHO nosepHs,
Ilpotus cebs 1 Bo3MYyLIAN
YepHUNbHBIX AYLL H JIHIICMCPOB,
BouHCTBYIOLIMX COBMELLAH.

OT ux yuecObi # BO3HH

YT,

Haiitis cBoe yueHbe...

BoT Tak HeOHBaNH3M BO3HHK —
JlureparypHoe TeueHbe.

4 “Star stal i ustal...” (Archive of N.N. Glazkov).

** Brief extracts from “Stepan Kumyrskii" appeared in Glazkov's posthumous collection Avtoportret
(1984), 133-136, as well as in Izbrannoe, 175, 340-342 .
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Ectb 6yHTapH, 2 6611 TakKM,
Yrto HHKAKHM He BepAT DacHAM,
Ewe 6nin KOnuau Honrus,

Al NO3HAKOMMJICK TOrAa € HHM. Y

(...Beginning to believe seriously in myself
I set against me

Pettifoggers and hypocrites

Militant Soviet philistines.

I wished to get away from

Their hectoring and noise...

In this way nebyvalism was created ,

A literary movement.

There are rebels, [ was one such,
Who do not believe in fables,
Also there was Iulian Dolgin,

I met him at that time.)

lulian Dolgin, whose name inevitably emerges at this point in the chronicle, also offered
recollections of the same events. Recorded in prose, they add valuable details to
Glazkov’s poetic description. According to Dolgin’s account, he met Glazkov in the halls
of the Moscow Pedagogical Institute, and they immediately formed a friendship based on

their mutual interest in innovative poetry.*® During our conversation in July 1996, Dolgin

elaborated on this story:

1 was inspired by Glazkov’s poems, written in 1938,%! they looked so challenging
against the background of contemporary poetry... I spent a lot of time in the Lenin
Library, | was not able to obtain all I wanted, but I managed to get something,
including Mannetti’s manifesto, Dada ... I wrote “The Manifesto of the Century,”
in which I extolled the movements prohibited during that period. I declared:
“*Long live Imaginism, Futurism, Constructivism!,” ending this enumeration with
‘Long live, ‘Nebyvalism!"” Glazkov joined in: “Let’s give this name to our
group.”

* Archive of N.N.Glazkov.

* See Dolgin, “V sorokovye gady" in Vospominania o Nikolae Glazkove, 97. Compare his account with
the memoirs of the former “Nebyvalist” Aleksei Termovskii: “In 1939 ‘Nebyvalism’ was bom... It was
created by Kolia [Glazkov] and the freshman [ulian Dolgin™ (/bid., 82). See also the memoirs of the well-
known poet David Samoilov: “| met Nikolai Glazkov in 1939... At this time he was with lulian Dolgin.

Together they formed a group of the ‘Nebyvalists.” It was a literary movement that consisted, basically, of
two people” (/bid., 397).

* As Dolgin explained to me, he meant primarily Glazkov's so-called “Manifestoes,” eventually published
in Izbrannoe, 184-86 (Personal interview, July 26, 1996).
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The group was promptly organized in the same year, 1939; it included, besides Dolgin
and Glazkov, several of their fellow-students, as well as several of friends: Aleksei
Ternovskii, Ivan Kulibaba, Nikolai Kirillov, Evgenii Vedenskii, and a few others.*? One
of the group members, Evgenii Vedenskii, who studied engineering, but knew Glazkov

|’$3

from high school,” would later recall:

Once, at one of our meetings (this was still in 1939), Kolia [Glazkov]
unexpectedly suggested: “Let’s produce a poetic miscellany of the ‘Nebyvalists’.”
“And who are they, the ‘Nebyvalists’?” | asked in surprise. — *“This is my
invention. We are founders of a new literary movement - ‘Nebyvalism.’ - ‘And
how many of us are there?’ — *Approximately ten, maybe more.’ ™ **

The “Nebyvalists™ regularly gathered for readings and discussions of poetry,
which focused, quite understandably, on their own writings. Each of them tried their hand
at verse making, but, as quickly became apparent, the majority of the “Nebyvalists™ had
little personal ambition and saw themselves as followers of Glazkov.’S Yet they were not
merely a passive flock. They actively encouraged Glazkov in his experimentations, which
otherwise would probably have been far less consistent. In particular, they singled out the
Kruchenykh-like features of his poetry and adopted them as the group’s aesthetic
principles: illogicality, primitivism, expressiveness, disharmony.* These principles.
which were almost identical to Kruchenykh’s basic statements, summarized in

“Deklaratsiia zaumnogo iazyka™ (1921),%7 were called by the “Nebyvalists” “kity”

52 Vedenskii, “V shkole i posle™ in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 63-65.
% Ibid., 61.
* Ibid., 61.

% See on this matter Vedenskii, 61; Ternovskii, 77. Besides Glazkov, only onc of the “Nebyvalists,”
Nikolai Kiriliov (1915-1968). would become a professional poet, although a conventional and mediocre
one. Dolgin, who told me that he never gave up poetry, was not a poet by profession; he worked as a
methodologist, specializing in educational cinema, and later as a librarian (Personal interview. July 26,
1996).

% See Vedenskii, 62-63.

i Interestingly, Kruchenykh had fully anticipated this development, predicting the emergence of the
“Nebyvalists™ with astonishing accuracy: “Thus I will stand firmly and wait; perhaps. in twenty years or so,
the rest of the poets will eventually drag themselves up to my level ...” (Sdvigologia russkogo stikha,
Moscow: MAF, 1922, 38). Indeed. they “dragged themselves up™ to Kruchenykh's level right on time -
even a couple of years before his “deadline.™ A definite familiarity with Kruchenykh's theories. in
particular, his theory of “shifts.” was evident in Dolgin’s “*Nebyvalist” verses (1939). which he quoted by
heart to me: “istoriia sdvigov iz tori i vigov™” (The history of shifts from tories and whigs) during our
conversation on July 29, 1996,
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(whales), and surfaced in one of Glazkov’s poems:

Yethipe B MHPeE XHJIH ObLTH
HefbnisanucTHueckue KHTa.
OHH NIBUIH, IIBUTH, MIBUIH,
[abinK, NALUTH, MIBUIH, TUTBUTH,
IMnuinu, Tonsko He 1'y,11a...58

(Once upon a time there lived four

Nebyvalist whales

They swam, swam, swam,

Swam, swam, swam, swam,

Swam, but in the wrong direction...)
Of course, these “whales™ propelled Glazkov and the other “Nebyvalists” in a politically
“wrong” direction, but the poets obviously did not care. Rather they made these
principles the basis of the miscellany, which they jointly created at the very beginning of
1940.% Among the participants were four veteran “Nebyvalists” — Glazkov, Dolgin,
Ternovskii, and Vedenskii, while three others — Shekhtman, Bazhenov, and Zmoiro —
happened to be their friends or relatives.

The miscellany was produced in several typewritten copies, but apparently only

one of them, preserved in Dolgin’s archive, survived the Soviet period. This copy has a
brightly colored cover featuring four jolly whales, an imaginative illustration of and
allusion to the “fundamental™ principles of “nebyvalism”— expressiveness, primitivism,
illogicality, disharmony. Glazkov, on his part, provided “Evgenii Onegin,” “Gauguin,”
“Kolos’ia podkosilo koleso,” and the like, some of which were even more radical in their

experimentalism. The poem “Zaklinanie, chtoby byli den’gi” is one of the such:

3necs BCe oTAAM
A 1am,
Beino 6 nerue

* Archive of N.N. Glazkov.

*? According to Dolgin’s oral recollections, there were actually two “Nebyvalist” poetic miscellanies,
produced approximately at the same time. The first of these was compiled by Dolgin, the second one by
Glazkov and Vedenskii. In all probability, the latter is no longer extant. These miscellanies differed
slightly from each other by reason of the contributors and the selection of poems (Personal interview, July
28, 1996). They also had different titles: Dolgin’s collection had none at all, but Glazkov’s boasted a truly
striking one: “Rasplavlennyi vismut. Tvoricheskii zshitok sinusoidy nebyvalistov,” also known simply as

“Tvoricheskii zshitok™ (Vedenskii, 61-65). This was the title of the miscellany mentioned in Glazkov's
verse chronicle.
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X ye-
CTHa#,
3Halo.
[1poBoXy pykofi.
I'paduk Tam Taxo
A 31¢ech
Ectp
I'paduk Takoro Buaa.
Hesenuka obuna.
(Here 1 will give up everything,
But there
It would be easier
Ah, sain-
ted one,
[ know.
I brush my hand.
There is a kind of plotted curve there
But here

The plotted curve has a different shape.
No big deal.)

The poem’s elliptical sentences follow each other without any apparent logic — in the
same way people express themselves when they are worried or distressed. Such an
emotional state, as Kruchenykh insisted in “Deklaratsiia zaumnogo iazyka.” could be
convincingly conveyed only by means of zaum’, and Glazkov's poem seems designed to
prove this point. As he did on other occasions, Glazkov adopted one of Kruchenykh’s
general recommendations and applied it to his own verse with true ingenuity. The same
ingenuity is found in the title “Nebyvalism menia” (remarkable for its unexpected
genitive case), under which Glazkov’s poems are united in the miscellany. These poems
comprise the majority of the collection, largely determining its character and shape. The
other six contributors — Dolgin, Vedenskii, Ternovskii, Shekhtman. Bazhenov, and
Zmoiro - tried to act in accordance with their leader and supplied poetic productions that
would comply with the aesthetic principles of the group.
lulian Dolgin’s poem “Veselaia liudoedskaia™ is an example of “primitivism™:
TYMBA, Tamba. Tym6a, TYMBA,
332 -000-VYVYVY - UUUM!

Tymba, TYMBA, Tymba, TYMBA,
BoibnBaior 6ybHaMHK.
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Hepyuixy 1 mobun,
Cnenylo, kak 6anau,
JleByluKy a npocun:
330, YbexnMm B nec.

Hert, — cMeanacsk oHa.
3373, yiiau OT MeHA,
Kak yGery s B nec?
3yOH TBOH HE OCTPSI.

3yOH K/ILIKOM fi TOUM,
OcTpbiM H3 NacTH JbBA,
Hesyuiky s npocui:

YYVY! Y6exum B nec.
Het, — cMesnach oHa, —
YVYYV, yliau oT MeH4,

Kak ybery s B nec?

Her y 1e61 yepenos. <...>

(TUMBA, Tamba, tumba, TUMBA,
AAA-OOO-UUU-EEE!!!

Tumba, TUMBA, Tumba, TUMBA,
They are beating tambourines.

[ loved a girl,

Who was ripe as a banana,

I begged this girl

“AAA! Let’s run away to the forest.”
“No,” she laughed.

“AAA. leave me alone.

How can | run away to the forest?
Your teeth are not sharp enough.”

I sharpened my teeth with a fang,

A sharp fang from a lion’s maw,

I begged the girl

“O0O0! Let’s run away to the forest.”
“No,” she laughed.

“000, leave me alone,

How can I run away to the forest?
You don’t have any skulls...”)

The first stanza of this poem, which is also its refrain, closely resembles Glazkov’s
“Avstraliiskaia Pliasovaia” (probably not included in the miscellany for this very reason).
On the other hand, the poem’s romantic plot links it directly to Glazkov’s *Gauguin,”

although Dolgin treats the subject with much more irony. In his interpretation,

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access
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Kruchenykh’s scenario for a “puny and pale man” who “fell in love... with the primitive
man’s cutting teeth and gaze, animal-like in its sharpness™ ends with a weird twist. As the
title “Veselaia liudoedskaia” (The Song of the Merry Cannibals) already suggests. the girl
will be gobbled up by her admirer:

JeByuike s orpyomn
lonowy, u y Mens

(Msco ee a3 cben)
EcTtb Tenepsb uyepena.

(I chopped off the girl’s
head, and now

(I devoured her flesh)

I have some skulls.)

The carefully calculated primitivist atmosphere characterizes the texts of the other
participant — Vladimir Shekhtman, a student of the Moscow Theater Institute.*® Here, for
example. is a brief extract from his lenghy “Chemaia poema™

YepHble HOTH B KPOBH KOCTPOB.
I'na3 HakaneHHoCTH N1064,

Hx oxpansan 36eHHO-CypOBbIH
Boun u3 nnemenn C EM TE BA.

(The black legs in the blood of bonfires.
The eyes throw out the flame.

They were guarded by the ebony-stern
Warrier from the tribe EAT-YOU-UP.)

Evgenii Bazhenov, a student of physics, who would later perish in World War
i’ supplies a quantity of “expressiveness.” Here is his poem “Udar dymom™:

Concan. Cxnanka — tpase. Cons. ['oput nn?
Beproner. Ilnamsacons. ber Gonpuinm aepesbam.
BJAP B3PLIB. [lvima caa. Cto ner Hazan

(Sleepgarden. Bottle [in] the grass. Salt. Is it burning?
Helicopter. Flamesalt. Running [for] the big trees.
SDN EXPLOSION. Garden of smoke. A hundred years ago.)

As we see, Bazhenov consistently employs invented or distorted words. along with a

® Shekhtman would die from tuberculosis shortly after the end of World War I1. Reported by Dolgin
(Personal interview, 28 July 1996).

* Reported by Dolgin (Personal interview, July 28, 1996).
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wide spectrum of grammatical and semantical incongruities. The same devices — to an
even larger extent — are displayed in his second poem, “Duruntul™:

A TyMaHOM M TbMO# — npu3pwl. i cToio tam, lllonerraysp
U 6uiBanuctsi 3emneraas. Ceernag, OHa BHTaN2 BO
Mpaxe.
MHhI OKpYXHIH N1aHeTy.

YeTwipxuT, — CKasraysH.
«BbUBbJInpen» — ckazan 6m.
S nudero He ckazan.

(Beyond fog and darkness — ghos. I am standing there.
Schopenhauer

And byvalists eartheye. Radiant, She hovered in

The dark.

We surrounded the planet.
Fourwhale, — Saidgauen.

“BIBLpred,” would be said.

I said nothing.)
Although the miscellany contains only two of Bazhenov's pieces, their bold zaum’
qualities powerfully enhance the “Kruchenykhite” tone of the collection. In addition,
certain allusions to Kruchenykh's eschatological visions, particularly to his mysterious
«3¢ myu» (from *“Utinoe gnezdyshko durmnykh slov,” 1914) — also found in Bazhenov’s
poems — serve to emphasize this tone even further.

The other authors, for example, Evgenii Vedenskii, dutifully supply an element of
textual “disharmony™:

A 5yHa no Heby
[naBana kak psiba,
Hy a s Tam He Obin,
Ho nowen tyam 661

{The moon in the sky

Swam like a fish,

True, I wasn’t there,

But I would not mind popping up thither.)
The goal is reached here primarily by means of the grammatically incorrect and folksy
expression «tyasi 6ui» (instead of «Tyna 6ui»), which also gives the poem a certain
quality of “primitivism.”

Even the most conservative of the participants, like Aleksei Temovskii, who,

according to his later confession, was slightly “upset™ by Glazkov's Kruchenykh-like
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experiments,*? managed to make a certain contribution to the miscellany. In such cases
the requisite effect is achieved with the help of the simple but powerful device of the
misprint, so highly appreciated by the Futurists:®

S ononen nena naany,

COKpBIThIE B XXHTCHCKOM JbIME.

A Te, KTO JPATHCh H CTPAllaIH.
Henapom Ha3BaHB CBATHIMH.

(I overcame problems andistances,
Concealed in the smoke of the daily grind.
But those who fought and suffered

Were rightly elevated to sainthood.)

This «uaamn» makes otherwise stylistically neutral lines quite zaum "-like, and therefore
appropniate in the miscellany.

“INogicality” also occupies a significant place in the collection. Although the
most impressive examples are provided by Glazkov, the illogical productions of the other
participants deserve to be mentioned as well. Here, for instance, is the miniature
*Podrazhanie Ed. Poe™:

Ha 6eper Tvrpa
Bty asa TuOpa.
51 Bne3 na 3abop.

(Onto the bank of a tiger
Two Tibers came out.
I climbed the fence),

produced by Dolgin’'s twelve-year-old cousin. Eric Zmoiro, who had also been invited to
contribute to the miscellany.®*

Incidentally, the very fact of a child’s inclusion among the authors of an “adult™
publication in tumn is reminiscent of the Futurist practices. Kruchenykh’s collection
“Porosiata” (1913) was allegedly written together with the eleven-year-old Zina V.
Similarly, Khlebnikov insisted on including poems by the thirteen-year-old Militsa from
Ukraine in the Futurist collection Sadok sudei 11 (1913).

¢ Ternovskii, 82.
% In particular. the important role of misprints was discussed by Khlebnikov in “Nasha osnova™ (1919).

* Zmoiro would later become an artist who worked in one of the Moscow theatres. Reported by Dolgin
{Personal interview, July 28, 1996).
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In fact, not only particular features, but the whole idea of creating a miscellany
continued the Futurist tradition, as did the organization of a group. Apparently, it was
inspired by the famous motto proclaimed in the first Futurist manifesto: “To stand on the
rock of the word ‘we’ amidst the sea of boos and outrage.” %5 Of course, in 1912, when
“Poshchechina obshchestvennomu vkusu” was published, this statement was hardly
perceived as controversial. In the 1930s, on the other hand, even the intention to organize
an independent literary group had become extraordinarily dangerous; the OGPU had
begun to persecute all kinds of discussion groups and circles, quite regardless of their
actual activities, as early as 1928.%¢

Despite all this, the ‘“Nebyvalists” went beyond the mere formation of a literary
group. They created a miscellany which challenged the literary establishment, and it was
not just a bid for fame or notoriety, as was so often the case in pre-revolutionary Russia,
but a direct defiance to the Soviet regime.®” The collection’s aesthetic foundations
(expressiveness, primitivism, illogicality, disharmony) directly opposed those of Socialist
Realism (namely, “narodnost’,” “partiinost’,” “ideinost’™), and such open opposition was
truly unprecedented at the beginning of the 1940s.% This makes the “Nebyvalist™
miscellany — despite a measure of amateurishness — a document of considerable historical
importance. Amidst total muteness, it was a loud message urbi ef orbi: the avant-garde
traditions were still alive and meaningful for a new generation of poets.

Equally importantly, this mcssage was produccd by membcrs of a generation,

% David Burliuk et al, “A Slap In The Face Of Public Taste,” in Russian Futurism Through fts Manifestoes,
52.

®A personal account of this matter can be found in the recollections of Dmitrii Likhachev. See his Zametki
i nabliudeniia, Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1989, 98-99.

 For this very reason the temptation to create a miscellany was carefully avoided by another unique

unofficial avant-garde organization — “Chinari.” which functioned in deep secrecy. See lakov Druskin,
“Chinari,” Avrora, no. 6 (1989): 107.

“ It was believed for a long time that the only exception to this rule was a speech by Meyerhold at a
meeting of theater producers that was chaired by Vyshinskii himself. This legend was created by lu. Elagin
(see his book Temnyi genii, New York: 1zdatel'stvo imeni Chekhova, 1955), and was reiterated by even the
best-informed Western scholars, such as Max Hayward: “... when Meyerhold., in a final gesture of despair,
publicly refused to accept socialist realism in a speech in 1939, he was arrested and disappeared.” (Writers
In Russia. 1917-1978, ed. and intr. Patricia Blake. San Diego: Hartcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1983, 63). Buta
shorthand record of Meyerhold's speech, only recently published, shows that it “bears no resemblance to
the defiant words that Yelagin sought to inscribe in legend.” (Edward Braun. Meyerhold. A Rrevolution In
Theatre, 2nd ed. London: Methuen, 1995, 295-97).
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which, it is widely believed. was lost to the history of the Russian avant-garde, due to the
political climate of the 1930s and the 1940s. Therefore, it is not surprising that in
comparison with other avant-garde authors, who began writing in a less hostile
environment, the “Nebyvalists” may seem somewhat weak and derivative. Still, they did
not let the avant-garde tradition die out completely, although the whole venture involved
an enormous risk.

Quite predictably, the appearance of the “Nebyvalist™ miscellany provoked an
official reaction that made “the sea of boos and outrage™ envisioned by the Futurists in
“Poshchechina obshchestvennomu vkusu” seem almost quaint. If anything had physically
threatened the Futurists in the long-ago 1910s, it was only the wrath of a venerable old
lady who accidentally showed up at one of their poetry readings. According to a vivid
recollection of Aseev, this lady, angered by the escapades of the Futurists, attempted to
hit Maiakovskii with the plug of a carafe. which he dodged with agility.** Now, however,
the whole totalitarian state raised its hand against the “Nebyvalists.” This hand held
something more substantial than the plug of a carafe. and it was not at all 5o easy to
dodge.

Glazkov's poetic chronicle, as well as the recollections of other “Nebyvalists.”
recount the events that immediately followed the appearance of the miscellany: public
meetings, where the activity of the group was examined and harshly condemned; articles
in the Institute news sheet that accused the “Nebyvalists™ of ideological subversion;
expulsion from the Komsomol not only of the participants, but of their listeners and
readers as well. Finally, Glazkov himself was expelled from the Institute as the ring-
leader.

Yet these measures were amazingly mild by the standards of the time; Dolgin
explained this to me by the fact that there was another student trial being held at Moscow
State University at the same time, which received the bulk of official attention.” At any
rate, this “mild” punishment enabled Glazkov a few years later to depict the entire

episode in a surprisingly playful manner:

® Nikolai Aseev, “Pozitsii i ambitsii.” Sobranie sochinenii v 5 tomakh, 1. 5, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia
literatura, 1964, 696-99.

™ Personal interview, 26 July 1996.
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Ycaxuil CTHX npaBaxBBIA MOH
[Ipecnenosancs kak kpamona
M Huna b. 3a ¢Bs3s co MHOH
Hcxniouena H3 komcoMona.

B camo#t Mockae, Oenans cpeau
OboaTych ReyMHO# Opaxku
AHTHITIa3KOBCKHE CTaTbH
[TeyatanH B MHOTOTHpPAXKeE.

MenpKano MHOrO pasHbIX JIHL.
[Non cTpaxoM HCKTIOUEHBS CKOPO
Ot Bcex oMIHOOK OTPEKITHCH
[Mocnenosarenu I'naskosa.

51 nopyrancs ¢ xypaubeM,
U 6bun 3a 310 HekmoueH.” !

(My every true poem

Was persecuted as seditious.

And Nina B. was expelled from the Komsomol
For contacts with me.

In Moscow itself, in broad daylight

A stupid company of boobies
Published the articles against Glazkov
In the Institute news sheet.

It was a bustle there.

From fear of being expelled
The followers of Glazkov
Renounced all their “mistakes.”

[ got into an argument with the fools,

And was expelled for that very reason.)
The poet’s confrontation with the authorities is philosophically treated here as «BeuHbI#
CNop no3Ta ¢ 4epHbio» (the perpetual argument between the poet and the mob), and the
ideals of Futurism continue to be lauded to the skies:

Ha 3apascTayer HeOMBaNU3M,
U 5 KaK OCHOBOMOMOKHHK! 2

™ Archive of N.N. Glazkov. Published (with changes) in /zbrannoe, 175. On the same events see the
recollections of Aleksei Temovskii: *“It became known (informants could always be found) that at Nina
Bondareva's place suspicious gatherings were held, where Glazkov's readings of his *scandalous’ poems

were the highlight of the program. Nina Bondareva was expelled from the Komsomol, and Nikolai Glazkov
from the Institute” (91-92).
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(Long live Nebyvalism,
And me as its founder!)

It is interesting that Dolgin, who was the first reader and judge of the chronicle,
turned out to be equally firm in this respect. If anything caused him to disagree with
Glazkov, it was only the line “And me as its founder,” sincc Dolgin had pretensions to
this honorific title himself. He insisted on an immediate correction. and the version: “And
he who is a founder,” suggested by Glazkov, was eventually accepted.”

This rivalry of the “founders™ had reached such a pitch that Dolgin refused to
show me the relevant correspondence by reason of its obscenity. This curious fact only
confirms that the young poets realized perfectly well the importance of “Nebyvalism” in
the history of Russian literature, an importance that fully justifies its “cheeky™ name,
although not in the sense in which it was originally intended. The aesthetics of
*Nebyvalism™ can hardly be perceived as “unprecedented”: its dependence on Futurism
is too obvious. But, paradoxically, this very dependence, proclaimed in such a fearless

manner, made “Nebyvalism” truly “nebyvalym™ - in the context of the epoch.

“I AM A POET OF THE ERA YET TO COME...”

Finding himself on the street afier the scandal with the “Nebyvalist” miscellany, Glazkov

was striving to keep his spints high, as his verse chronicle suggests:

Hrak, nnoxu MoH nena.
buuna yueGu kapra GuTa.
Ho Puta y Mens 6bina,
Purta, Pura, Pura...

™ Archive of N.N. Glazkov. Moreover, Glazkov was not discouraged from his attempts to produce poetic
miscellanies as well. See his poem dedicated to the former Imaginist Mariengof written in 1943: «llovw
pasHuIx noxonexn#l, / A B To ke BpeMxa oaHoro, / Mul cornawaemcn 6e3 npennfl, / Yo Mexay HaMH
Hukoro. // [Tuwy 06 31oM Ge3 11opancTsa, / HecuacTsio Nb panoearscs mHe? / Byas 8ce nucaTen ymued, /
Ham 6bino ayuwe 66 ropasno. // Mens 6 naBHeIM 1aBHO M3anH, / A Bac novauwe 6w nuctank. / Bee Suino
6 3n0poso. u ctam / Mut ¢ BaMH BMecTe nanasats / Ansmanax» (The poets of different generations / But
simultaneously of the same one, / We agree without debate / That there is nobody between us. / | am
writing about this without any delight. / It is our misfortune. / If all writers were more clever / We would
find ourselves in a much better position. / My poems would have been published long ago. / And your
poems would be read more frequently. / Everything would be great, / And together we would produce / A
miscellany; archive of N.N.Glazkov).

® Personal interview, July 26, 1996.
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CTyaeHTHl XyXe LIKONbHHKOB
["'OTOBHIIHCH K 3a4eTaM.

A Mul BCIO HOYB B COKONIBHMKAX....
3auernl HaM 3a YepTom!

3uMOil MeTenn Kak MeJIbHHLA,
A IeToM THIUB Ja rians..
KouneuHro, paymeercs,

74
Bnpouewm, Hazo nojarars.

(So, things turned really bad,

The card of studies was trumped.
But I had Rita,

Rita, Rita, Rita...

College students studied for exams
Harder than schoolboys,

But we spent all night in Sokol’niki park...
To hell with the exams!

In winter the blizzard is like a windmill,
But summer brings peace and tranquillity.
Certainly, of course,

However, one must suppose...)

Nevertheless, despite his characteristic nonchalance (well conveyed by the
boisterous “Certainly, of course, however, one must suppose...”), Glazkov could not stop
worrying about the uncertainty of his current situation. In the summer of the same year,
1940, he made an attempt to enter the Literary Institute, seeking support from the former
Futurist Nikolai Aseev. This choice was by no means accidental: the canonization of
Maiakovskii in 1935 had significantly strengthened Aseev’s official position. Aseev was
recognized as Maiakovskii’s closest comrade-in-arms (*Of course / we have / Kol'ka /
Aseev, / it's true. / He can. / He’s got a grip / like me..."” ), and this honorary status
enabled him to recover from the shock of LEF’s demise and Maiakovskii’s suicide. Now,
Aseev’s main goal was not so much to dissociate himself with his Futurist past, but to
rehabilitate it in the eyes of Soviet readers. These efforts became evident in his narrative

poem “Maiakovskii nachinaetsia,” on which he worked from 1935 to 1940.7 Although

™ I1zbrannoe, 341.

™ Maiakovskii, “lubileinoe™ (1924). Trans. by Herbert Marshal, in Mayakovsky, 243-244,

™ 1t is interesting that Aseev's public announcement about his work on this narrative poem did not appear
until Maiakovskii had been officially pronounced “the best, the most talented poet of our Soviet era.™ See
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Aseev still had to characterize Futurism in rather negative terms,’’ he recalled its
founders — Burliuk. Khlebnikov, and Kruchenykh — with respect and sympathy, giving
them their due to the best of his abilities.”® Not surprisingly, Aseev did not stay
indifferent to the fate of the “Neofuturist” Glazkov, extending a helping hand to the
young poet. In his verse chronicle Glazkov recollects this gesture with a mixture of irony
and gratitude:

be3nHcTHTYThE Kak npoben,

Y nonxen oTvirparsbes 1...

Torna Acees kak ®aobep
MHe a7l peKOMEHIAUHIO.

{Being out of college is like a gap,
And I had to play it back...

Then Aseev, acting like Flaubert,
Gave me a recommendation.)

Aseev’s recommendation proved to be effective, and Glazkov was admitted to the
Literary Institute, where the poetic seminars were conducted at that time by Aseev
himself, the former Constructivist Sel’vinskii, and the former LEF member Kirsanov.
Although these poets had themselves given up any serious experimentation. they were
kindly disposed towards the disgraced Glazkov. He was officially registered for
Kirsanov’s seminar, but frequently showed up in Sel’vinskii’s class, which he would later
characterize as “the most interesting” one.*® Both seminars were regularly mentioned in

Glazkov’s diary, known under the title “letopis’ ” (annals).®' The notes in these “annals”

on this matter 1. Shaitanov, ¥ sodruzhestve svetil. Poeziia Nikolaia Aseeva, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’,
1985, 332.

7" «MckyccTeo, / pajobpannoe Ha NPYKHHKH. / Hee30 HMNEpHH eBIas pxka. / B Bonbepax HCKYCCTBa
NPLIXKH U YXHMKH / «B36ewwertoro menxoro Gypxya» (Art / disassembled into nuts and bolts; / rust that
corroded the iron of the empire. / In the enclosure of art / leaps and grimaces of “an enraged petit-
bourgeois; in Sobranie sochinenii v 5 1omakh, 1. 3, 415). The phrase in the quotation marks is an excerpt
from Lenin’s article “On leftist childishness and petty-bourgeois attitude.™

™ See the chapters “Proba golosa,” “Otsy i deti,” and ““Khlebnikov.”

™ Izbrannoe, 341. Lili Brik would comment on these verse in her letter to Glazkov of March 24, 1942
“The line about Aseev - Flaubert is very funny, and also respectful. and rancorous! We enjoyed it
thoroughly...” (Archive of N.N. Glazkov).

* In Glazkov's autobiography, which he dictated many years later to David Samoilov, he would recatl that
“the most interesting was Sel’vinskii’s seminar. After the class, we read poems 10 each other and flew away
beyond the bounds.” (In Samye moi stikhi, 91).

¥ Kept in the archive of N.N. Glazkov.
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were, as a rule, extremely laconic, but sometimes, Glazkov elaborated them a little. One
example, “Kirsanov’s seminar: — Down with Tvardovskii!,” gives us a clue about the
topic of the classroom discussion. It was, most likely, mutual dissatisfaction with the
traditional aesthetics.

In addition to his mentors, all of whom were directly linked to the Russian avant-
garde of the past, and apparently still had some zeal for it, Glazkov met at the Literary
Institute young poets close to him in spirit. As he put it in his verse chronicle,

A OBUIH MIORH CTOALIHE

B JIuTuHCcTHTYTE Tom B2

(And there were worthwhile people

In that Literary Institute.)
Later Glazkov would decipher this statement in his narrative poem “Po glazkovskim
mestam” (1946):

A pa0OM MHP THTHHCTHTYTCKHIA,
e MOAH NPLIfATH H3 OKOH.
H rae kotupoBanuch CiayukHi,

Kynsunuxnit, Kaypman u Koran.®

(And nearby there was the world of the Literary Institute,

Where people jumped out from windows,

And where were valued Slutskii,

Kul’chitskii, Kaufman, and Kogan.)
Here Glazkov lists the most talented of his peers, wittily emphasizing their close affinity
through sound repetition: KOtirovalis’— SlutsKII — KUI'chitsKII — Kaufman — KOgan.
Each of these peers would occupy a respectable position in Soviet poetry: Boris Slutskii
and David Kaufman (who would adopt the pen-name Samoilov) are justly considered
among the most important poets of their generation. Well-deserved fame would be
bestowed upon Mikhail Kul'chitskii and Pavel Kogan who perished during World War Il
But, even surrounded by these brilliant talents, Glazkov managed to remain the primary
figure. Here, for example, is Boris Slutskii’s account of those years:

When I recollect the eve of World War I, the Moscow Literary Institute, the
seminars and the very infrequent readings of youth poetry, Glazkov’s poems are

2 Archive of N.N. Glazkov.
® Avtoportret, 165.
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all but the strongest and most memorable impression of that time... These poems
were characterized by the absolute naturalness of poetic expression, aphoristic
quality, and as the result, all literary Moscow repeated Glazkov's lines by heart.*

Slutskii’s memoirs are further corroborated by another schoolmate:

At the end of 1940, when I transferred from the Department of History of IFLI to
the Moscow Literary Institute, | learned right away that the place had two
recognized geniuses: Mikhail Kul’chitskii and Nikolai Glazkov.®

Kul’chitskii, however, was not just the rival, but also the closest friend of
Glazkov. In his verse chronicle Glazkov introduces Kul’chitskii with unreserved
affection:

JloBswmit B3IrnSO0M BCE BOKPYT,
CxsatuBwnit GyTypHsm,

On 6511 MOH cambiii GH3KHiE ApyT
JInTHHCTHTYTA u3 %

(His eye caught everything around him,
He captured Futurism,

He was my closest friend

From the Literary Institute.)

This friendship was based on common literary preferences. Like Glazkov,
Kul’chitskii showed a strong inclination for verbal play, which can be encountered
virtually in all of his poems. At the same time, Kul’chitskii’s “Futurism™ was rather
different from that of Glazkov. Definitely, the former was much more tolerable for the

authorities, since it was effectively compensated by Kul'chitskii’s profound loyalty to the

communist ideals, which he ardently proclaimed on every occasion:®’

K xkpyrocsetHoMYy Heby
Hac My4HT n1060Bb:
boes 3a koMMYHY

Mu: emMonoxy nuem.

3a rpaHHuei

B xaxno# Huiue

# “Litso poeta" in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 15.
** Richi Dostian, “Poet izustnoi slavy,” in /bid., 117.
* Archive of N.N. Glazkov.

b Only in his private letters did Kul’chitskii allow himself an “unprotected™ Futurism. See, for example, a
short poem from his letter to Glazkov of August 24, 1941: «®yrac norac / ¥ uu ¢pura -~ c./ Ace™ (The
photocopy of the letter is published in Vospominania o Nikolae Glazkove, 197.)
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Ilo HHemy.

Tam He6o B kpecTax caMosneToB
Knanbumenm,

U 3emnd Bcs B xpectax
INorpanHuHBIX cron6op 5

(Love to the round-the-world sky
Torments us:

Since our youth we are eager

To fight for commune.

In foreign countries there are beggars

On every comer,

The sky there is all in airplanes’ crosses —
Like a cemetery.

And the earth is all in crosses

Of boundary posts.)

Not surprisingly, a significant number of Kul’chitskii’s poems were considered
“publishable™: several of them even appeared in prestigious literary journals.® The
above-cited piece, in particular, was printed in the literary monthly Molodaia gvardia,
along with some of Kul’chitskii’s other poems, imbued with the same pathos. * Such
pathos, as one can already discern, was absolutely foreign to the young Glazkov,” who
dared to ridicule it in his parody on Kul’chitskii. The parody was based on the latter’s
best-known poem — “Samoe takoe,” published (in extracts) in the literary monthly
Ofkaiabr'*® In this poem the author places himself before a hypothetical choice: «Ho ecm

611 / KTO-HHOY AL MHe cKasal: / COXTH CTHXH — / KOMMYHH3M HauHerces...» (But if

someone / told me: / Burn your poems — / And communism will begin...), expressing an

* In Sovetskie poety pavshie na Velikoi Otechestvennoi voine, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1965, 365-366.

* Of course, the publication of Kul'chitskii's poems proceeded grudgingly. See his letter to a friend in
Khar'kov: *How they printed them! My poem: out of eight chapters they published three fragments from
three chapters and the end. And it was all accompanied with such a jackal howl...” Cited in lurii Boldyrev,

“Vydaiu sebia za samogo sebia...” (in Boris Slutskii, Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh. t. 1, Moscow:
Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1991, 13).

® Molodaia gvardiia. no. 2 (1941): 85.

*' Dolgin recalls that at the very beginning of their friendship (in 1939), he asked Glazkov with what
philosophy he sympathized? The answer was that the only philosophy he stuck to was the philosophy of
wittiness (Dolgin's letter to me of July 30, 1999). See also Glazkov's lines about himself, which he would
write in 1943: «Kokrennanen 6ui1 oM Tpox#. / Ho He Bocnen 3HaMeH kapMuH. / Ero cTHXH 33 3TH kpoxu /
Bpocate He HanoGHo B kamiH.» (He was a little bit congenial. / But did not glonify red banners. / For such a
small slip / Do not throw his verse in a fireplace; /lzbrannoe, 393.)

% Oktiabr’, no. 2 (1941): 112.
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immediate readiness to put his talent (as well as his life) on the altar of the world
revolution:

H 3a 10,

4100, KaK B pycCcKHe,

B HeDeca

¢panuy3cKas aeBylka
CMOTpea CIIOKOHHO,
cornacunca O HH CTPOUKH
B XKHCTH

HE MHUCaTh...

A notoMm B3s1 Obl

H HanHcan
TaK-0-0-¢...”>

{And for a French girl

to be able to look in the sky

as calmly as [we look] in the Russian sky,
[ would agree not to write

a single line

in all my life.

And then I would

write at once

su-u-u-uch a thing.)

In his “Parodiia na Mikhaila Kul’chitskogo™ (1942) Glazkov converts this enthusiastic
pledge (although spiced with a note of humor) into a lampoon:

Ecnn 6bi KTO-HHOYD MHE CKazal:

«Boaxy He neit — KOMMYHH3M HayHETCAN,
51 Toneko 6bi ryGpi cBOH MoKycan,

A 6 Tonbko noayman: «MHe ITo 3ayTeTCAY.

H ytobm, kax B pycckoe Hebo,

®paHuUy3CKHE ACBYIIKH CMOTPEH BBbICh,

A 6 He NHA, H HE MHII, H HE NIHA,

A notoMm 6H He BBIIEPKAT H BHIMTHI 33 KoMMyHH3M! ™!

(If someone told me:

“Don’t drink vodka — and communism will begin,”
I would only bite my lips,

I would only think: “This will go on my record.”

* In Sovetskie poety pavshie na Velikoi Otechestvennoi voine, 375 -371.

% Izbrannoe, 60.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access
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And for the French girls to look up in the sky

As if it were Russian sky,

I would abstain from drinking, and abstain, and abstain,

And then I would break, and would take a shot for communism!)

Centainly, Glazkov’s lack of respect for the ideological convictions of the time,

such as the belief in the coming worldwide revolution, made him unique even among his
closest friends. As Boris Slutskii would cautiously put it later, “Glazkov was radically
different from his peers. We had the same teachers, but we leamed from them different
things.” ®® This account contains one inaccuracy: the teachers were not the same either.
While Kul’chitskii and Slutskii were primarily influenced by the late Maiakovskii (e.g.,
Slutskii’s poem “Ia byl uchenikom u Maiakovskogo™ %), Glazkov, as we have already
seen, was much more interested in Kruchenykh’s experimentation, although his
enthusiasm for zaum’ was eventually to subside. By 1940 Glazkov had almost ceased
writing absurdist poems, producing only one (“Golub’”"} in an entire year. Around this
time he became fascinated by the verse of Khlebnikov, whom he pronounced his primary

teacher in a distich written in 1940%":

Brin He oT Mupa Benemup,

Ho o1 oTkpbL1 MHe IBEDH B an.gs

(Velemir was out of this world,
But he opened the door to the world for me.)

Of course, Glazkov can hardly be termed the only young writer who was
influenced by Khlebnikov at the beginning of the 1940s. Another such poet was Kseniia
Nekrasova (1912-1958). who was also a student in the Literary Institute (she was in
Aseev’s poetic seminar) and a good acquaintance of Glazkov. Nekrasova’s poetic affinity

with Khlebnikov can be seen in her predilection for neologisms, but, first of all, in her

% “itso poeta,” 15.

%« 60 yueHHxoM y Maskosckoro / He NOTOMY, 4TO Kpacku pacTHpalL. / A MOTOMY, YTO CPEaH PXKAHBA
koHckoro / A yenoseubim ronocom opan. / He notomy, 4To cHxxusan Ha napre s, / Konupys MaHepst, poct
% NbiN, / A NOTOMY, YTO B COPOK TPeTheM B MapTHio / U B copok nepsom B apmuio BeTynHn» (I was
Maiakovskii’s apprentice / Not because | mixed paints, / But because in the midst of horse neighing / |
yelled with a human voice. / Not because | used to sit at student desk, / Copying his manners, height, and
fervor, / But because | joined the [Communist] party in the year forty-three / And joined the army in the
year forty-one; in Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, t. 1, 37).

%" Interestingly enough, all of Glazkov's mentors were once members of the “Gruppa druzei Khiebnikova,”
which existed in the 1920s and early 1930s.

 tzbrannoe, 423.
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childlike perception of the world, which she depicted in seemingly artless poems full of
bright colors, freshness, and beauty. Although Nekrasova's poems certainly looked
unusual against the stiff background of Stalinist Neo-classicism, their “optimistic™ tone,
as well as exploration of working class themes (she had once worked in a large factory),
somehow counterhalanced this “strangeness” in the eyes of the Soviet authorities.
enabling Nekrasova to publish from 1937 onward.” In comparison with Nekrasova’s
poems, Glazkov’s verses seemed considerably more somber and ambiguous in tone, as

well as much more “formalistic” in style.

Glazkov was entranced by Khlebnikov’s formal innovations; not surprisingly, the
poetic devices of neologisms, paronomasia, compound rhymes, and inversions. so typical
of Khlebnikov’s poetry, soon abounded in the young poet’s writings. One of the poems

from 1940 features Glazkov’s most felicitous neologism:

A voy no ynuue,
Mup nepen rnazami.
W cnosa cTexyroTes

CosepuieHHO camu.'®

(I walk along the street,

The world is before my eyes.

And words assemble into poetic lines
Absolutely by themselves.)

01

Khlebnikov’s major innovation. compound and paronomastic rhymes, ' also

became a trademark of Glazkov’s style. Some of the poems written in 1940 constitute

* On Kseniia Nekrasova see her book in the poetic series Samye moi stikhi, Moscow: Slovo, 1995, which
contains, besides her own poems, some biographical materials, as well as memoirs on the poet. Poetic
indebtedness 1o Khlebnikov can also be found in the verses of the underground poet Alik Rivin (1915?-
19427), especially in “Kazn® Khlebnikova™ (1940) and in “Poema goriashchikh rybok,” published in Newe
Russische Literatur, Almanach 1, (1978): 48-51 and in Novyi mir, no.1 (1994): 156-161, respectively.
However, the small number of Rivin's texts that has survived does not allow us to draw any firm
conclusions on this matter. About Rivin also see K. Kuzminskii and G. Kovalev, The Blue Lagoon
Anthology of Modern Russian Poetry, Newtonville, Mass: Oriental Research Panners, 1980-86, 47-67,
G.A. Levinton, “Zabytyi poet,” Zvezda, no.1 1 (1989): 178-193, and “l1z chemovikov A. Rivina™ in Poeziia
i zhivopis'. Sbomik trudov pamiati N.I. Khardzhieva. Moscow: lazyki russkoi kul’tury, 2000, 736-747.

100 Samye moi stikhi, 12. In some instances, however, Glazkov followed Khlebnikov too closely. In
particular, his neologisms “tvoriteli” and “vtoriteli” («lleno He 8 nevaranse, He B AuTepe, / — He ympy, Tak
npoxusy u 6e3: / Ha reopuTenehi u sTopurenchi / Mup pasaenen secs», [zbrannoe, 458) look like
paraphrases of Khlebnikov's coinage “tvoriane™ (*Ladomir™).

"' See Nikolai Khardzhiev, “Maiakovskii i Khiebnikov,” in Star ‘i ob avangarde v 2 tomakh, 1. 2. Moscow:
RA, 1997,79-80.
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elaborate puns, which defy any sensible translation:

Hepxasux

flo rpo6

Hepxan BHH

florpe6.

Ona npasa,
A 5 ynpsaM,

OHxa yiia Hanpaso.
A MOM NyTh NpsaM.

Metems
PeBet B 0XxecTO4YeHbE,
MsTte ens —

Ee npaMoe HasHayeHbe. 102

As Glazkov’s “annals” suggest, Khlebnikov's poems were at this time a kind of
reference book for him.'® The young poet’s acute feeling of kinship with Khlebnikov
was obviously encouraged by the fact that he showed an amazing resemblance to his idol
even in his physical appearance and manner, a fact confirmed by many people who knew
both poets, including Glazkov’s mentors from the Literary Institute and later, Lili Brik.'®
There were also some similarities in the interests of the two poets (especially,
mathematics) as well as in certain eccentric habits, which Glazkov apparently
cultivated.'%®

Glazkov’s reading list for 1940, carefully recorded in his “annals,” also included

Maiakovskii’s collected writings, Aseev's “Maiakovskii nachinaetsia,” Kamenskii’s

92 1zbrannoe, 486, 484, 485, respectively.
' Archive of N.N. Glazkov.
'™ See Dolgin, “V sorokovye gody,” 104.

'% In one of his early poems, Glazkov refers to himself as “maremarux [1a3kos Huxona#i™ (a
mathematician Glazkov Nikolai; archive of N.N. Glazkov). He also tried to predict important historical
events through numerological calculations, obviously following the well-known example of Khiebnikov,
who by these means had supposedly predicted the year of the October Revolution in Russia. None of
Glazkov’s attempts of this kind produced any impressive results, although he did foresee Hitler's eventual
suicide as early as 1941, when there was no reason to believe in such an outcome. See the following poem
by Glazkov: “*Moxer 6uiTb, OH TOTO U HE X0ueT, / MoxeT 6uiTh, OH K TOMY He roTos, / Ho MHe kaxeTcs,
yro ofs3aTensHo koHunt / CamoyGhilctBom Mutnep Anonsd” (Probably, he does not want it, / Probably,

he is not ready for it, / But it seems to me that Adolf Hitler / Will certainly commit suicide; Izbrannoe,
355).
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“Zhizn’ s Maiakovskim,” and Katanian’s “Rasskazy o Maiakovskom,” - all of which
demonstrate Glazkov’s strong determination to learn as much as possible about the
history of Futurism. Simultaneously, Glazkov was assiduous in his efforts to establish
contact with any surviving participants of the avant-garde movement, who were not
associated with his alma mater. In 1941 Glazkov paid a visit to Boris Pasternak. which he

described in a poem most likely composed immediately after the event:

OH cran xsanuth lliexcnupa u Toncroro,
Kak necHoneBueB caMoro npocToro,
Camoro B nHTEpaTYpE ACABHOIO,

YTo He 3abyaeTcs B TeHUeHbE NeT.

— B H3HH, — OH rOBOpHI, — JHLIb OAHH MOHEACNbHHKH,
A BOCKpECEeHHH NOYTH YTO HET.

Hukoro He Hano 3naTHPOBaTh,
[MumkTe TaK, Kak 6yaTo A4 ceds,
H He BaxHo, OyayT annognpoBarth
Hau oT HerogoBaHbs 3aBONST.

Bnpouem. ayuwe BoBce He MHCaTh,

A 3aHHMaTbeca Honee AOCTOHHLIMH BELLIAMH,
A No33Ha — He JEeTCKHA cal.
[MoceMy u He x0Xy Ha cosetanpa.'®

(He began to praise Shakespeare and Tolstoi
As bards of the simplest things.

Of the most substantial in the literature,

That will not be forgotten in the years to come.

Life — he said — consists of Mondays only,
And has almost no Sundays.

You must not try to shock anyone.

Write like you are doing it for yourself.

And it does not matter whether you will get applause,
Or will be yelled at indignantly.

In fact, it is better not to write at all.

But get involved in more decent activities,
And poetry is not kindergarden,

Therefore, [ do not atiend official meetings.)

As one can see, Glazkov carefully reconstructs Pasternak’s monologue. without adding

1% 1-brannoe. 47.
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any personal comments, which was rather unusual for him.

It was done, most probably, out of the deepest respect for Pasternak’s opinion,
although Glazkov might have strongly disagreed with some of his points. “You must not
try to shock anyone,” — “Neofuturist” Glazkov could hardly take this recommendation
seriously. On the other hand, Pasternak’s advise “to write like you are doing it for
yourself. / And it does not matter whether you will get applause, / Or will be yelled at
indignantly” must have sounded encouraging to the young poet, who had had no
opportunity to pursue the normal poetic career.

Of course, Pasternak’s advice was not quite personal in contrast to the
encouragement, which Glazkov received from the other participants of the avant-garde
movement, whom he was able to reach. It was, first of all, Aleksei Kruchenykh, whom,
as the “annals” indicate, Glazkov met in 1941, and who willingly recognized the young
poet as his follower.'” It was also Osip Brik, whose seminars (at the Moscow School of
Law) Glazkov attended in 1940, and with whom he managed to maintain a nurturing and
long-lasting relationship.'® The most effective support, however, came from Lili Brik,
Maiakovskii's lifetime Muse. They got acquainted at the end of 1940, and the date of the
meeting — December 21 — was marked in the “annals” with an especial solemnity.
Glazkov also offered a more detailed account of the event:

One night (it was December 21, 1940) Kul’chitskii introduced me to Lili Bnk.

Half a year earlier, an excellent poet laroslav Smeliakov had seen me in the club

of the Union of Soviet Writers and told Lili Brik that this was a genius — Glazkov.
Thus, Brik has been aware of my existence. Lili Brik approved my poetry.log

Interestingly, Glazkov, who never displayed excessive modesty, showed in this particular

instance obvious discretion. Lili Brik did not just “approve™ his poems, but truly admired

7 See the memoirs of a mutual friend, Lidiia Libedinskaia, “I ego zapishut v knigu nebyvalykh
stikhotvortsev” in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 220-221.

'% See Glazkov's poem “Na smert’ O.M. Brika” (1945): «TLnoxo Ham scem, / Yo MM RyTs, TO TynuK. / Yro
HH CTYNEHb, TO kKankaH: / Ymep Ocun Makcumosmny Bpuk — / Mocaennnit u3 moruxan.» (We are all doing
badly, / There are dead ends in every direction, / Every step turns into a trap / Died Osip Maksimovich Brik
— / The last of Mohicans; archive of N.N. Glazkov).

19 See Dolgin, 99. Dolgin, however, offers another version of the first encounter of Glazkov and Lili Brik:
“...Soon in her [Brik’s] home appeared Slutskii. Among other things, he said to her: *You know, we have a
freak among us. Strange personality, but his poems are quite talented.” *Why! Bring him here. | am curious
to meet him.” Thus, Glazkov was introduced to Lili Brik. And - to the astonishment of everybody - ousted
all others from the hostess’ attention.” /bid., 99.
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most of them. Not accidentally, she immediately took a very active part in Glazkov's life.
Because of her energetic efforts, the poet’s “samizdat™ activity did not die away, but. on
the contrary, flourished. The important hallmark of this activity was the hand-written
collection of Glazkov’s poetry Vokzal, which they put together shortly before the war. '
Unlike the “Nebyvalist” micsellany, Vokzal existed only in a single copy, which was
always kept in Brik’s apartment, as an item of considerable value.'"! Futurist lithographic
editions. illustrated by Larionov, Goncharova, Malevich and others, were obviously the
models for Glazkov’s Vokzal. Typewriting was mixed with handwriting, and the
illustrations were done by the well-known avant-garde artists Alexandr Tyshler (who also
provided a portrait of young Glazkov) and David Shterenberg, Lili Brik’s close friends,
both of whom had been persecuted by that time as “formalists.” "2 Some illustrations
were done by Vasilii Katanian, Brik’s current husband. and by Glazkov himse!f, who also
made the cover for the collection. This, in tumm, was reminiscent of the Futurists’
practices: enough to recall Burliuk’s illustrations to Sadok sudei I (1910), or his
litographs in Trebnik troikh (1913) and Moloko kobylits (1914), as well as Kruchenykh’s
collages in Vselenskaia voina (1916).

With a few exceptions, the poems by Glazkov which were included in Vokzal do
not overlap with his selection in the “Nebyvalist™ miscellany, at least in its surviving
copy. Obviously, these two collections had different goals: if the latter focused on
Glazkov’s most “Kruchenykhite™ production, Vokzal tried to present the poet in
development. It contained poems from 1933 to 1941, carefully selected by Lili Brik. Here
is, for instance, a poem of 1933:

"' Although the collection was compiled for the most part at the first half of 1941, it was later

supplemented with several poems written during and afier the war. Previously, in 1940, Glazkov's friend
from the Pedagogical Institute Aleksei Temovskii assembled another Glazkov's samizdat collection,
typewritten and bounded with the help of his father, who lived in the city of Kazan® (See Temovskii, 88-
89). This collection — Nikolai Glazkov. Stikhotvoreniia. Kazan', 1940 - is kept in the poet’s archive. It
contained some poems. which were not included (most likely for political reasons) in Vokzal, although they
certainly deserved attention. Here is one of them: «Mmue HanneBaTh, Kak HH TOMHCL MBI, / Ha n¢6pw sonned
1 oBaumfl. / CyTs noanuHHoro onTumuima / B nobo tpackue uenosatses» (I don’t give a damn, no
matter how long we anguish. / About the mayhem of howls and ovations. / The essence of a true optimism /
Is to kiss each other in any swamp.)

""" After the death of Lili Brik in 1978, Katanian presented Vokzal to Glazkov's son, N.N.Glazkov, in
whose archive it is kept now.

1"? See Golomstock, 108.
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Pexsiambl ropolia uBeTyT
JIBHKEHBEM H OTHEM.

YeTbIpe ACBYIUKH HOYT
H mymaroT o HeM.

A moyeMy He 060 MHe,
Yem xyxe g ero?!
Huyem He xyxe, HO OHe
He cMmbicasT uuyero.'"?

(City billboards and signs are glowing
With movement and light.

Four girls stroll along

And think about that guy.

But why not about me,

Am | any worse than he is?!

Not a bit worse, but these girls

Don’t know a thing about it.)
Cenrtainly, the poet’s aggressive self-praise brings to mind some of the Futurists’ well-
known confessions and, especially, Maiakovskii’s famous lines: “I go by — handsome,
twenty-two-year-old...” '"* but it is far from being a mere imitation. Although it is one of
Glazkov’s earliest pieces (composed when he was only fourteen), it already displays a
“Glazkovian™ blend of naiveté and self-irony, which would become characteristic of his
mature works.

Here is another poem from Vokzal, written in 1936:

Crapywika, Ta npATanach B TPANKH H3 BaTHI,
Ja n3penka Hroxana 6pom.

A BHYK €€ LIeN B COLHAN-AeMOKPaTH

H craBun Bonpocel peﬁpom.lls

(The old lady, she hid among old rags

And sniffed bromine from time to time.

Meanwhile, her grandson joined the social-democrats
And put the questions point-blank.)

This early poem is already “Glazkovian™ as well. An important ideological subject is

approached in a brief and simplistic fashion, which inevitably creates the effect of

"'} tzbrannoe, 13.

'™ “Oblako v shtanakh™ (1915). Trans. by Herbert Marshall, in Mayakovsky, 99.
1 Samye moi stikhi, 3.
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mockery. This impression is further emphasized by the awkwardness of the last line.
since the idiom «cTaBKTsH Bonpoc peGpomM» requires a more specific context. The same
inclination to involve ideological clichés in ambiguous play would become more
pronounced in Glazkov’s later poems, such as “Kolosia podkosilo koleso” (1939),
“Ballada™ (1939), and “Golub’ ™ (1940), where he touched upon the theme of Soviet
militia. All of these pieces, as well as Glazkov’s “Manifestoes” were included in Vokzal,
representing the “Nebyvalist™ period of his work. Among the most recent
accomplishments the collection featured the above-cited “la idu po ulitse..,”
“Derzhavin..,” and the like, which demonstrated Glazkov's growing commitment to
Futurism. Not accidentally, one of the drawings which illustrated Vokzal shows a sphinx
with a balloon emerging from his mouth that reads: **More healthy Soviet Futurism!” The
slogan. however, was deeply ironic: most of Glazkov’s verses had little to do with
“healthy Soviet Futurism.” On the contrary, they exemplified the most daring
“formalism.” being not just aesthetically, but also politically defiant. This piece is,
probably, the riskiest in Vokzal:

Cnaba - wikypa 6apabana,
Kaxabifi KONOTH B Hee,
A HCTOpHA MOKAXET,

Kto nerenepa‘maﬂee.' 16

(Fame is a drum,
Everybody can beat it,
But history will show,
Who is more degenerate!)

As one can see, the adjective “degenerate” alludes to “regular” Soviet labels for avant-
garde art, such as *art of decay and putrefaction” and the like, which Glazkov now
lobbed back at the authorities. Simultaneously, this very adjective carried an inevitable
reminder of the notorious “Exhibition of Degenerate Art” arranged in 1937 by Hitler and
his allies.'"” Glazkov was implicitly comparing his own Soviet persecutors to the Nazis,
and in 1940, when the poem was written, such a comparison might have cost the young
author dearly.

This time, however, everything went relatively smoothly, and Glazkov’s

"8 1bid., 27.
17 See Golomstock. 102-106.
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escapades only contributed to his fame among his peers at the Literary Institute, where he
continued to study until the war with Germany broke out in June 1941. Like many other
poets, Glazkov immediately responded to this tragic event, although he did it in his very
own way, as his poem “Molitva” (1941) testifies:

I'ocnoau! Berynuces 3a Cosersi,
CoxpanH cTpaHy OT BBICIIHX pac,
[ToTomy 4o BCe TBOM 3aBeTHI
Hapymaer I'ntnep yawe ac.''

(Good Lord! Stand up for the Soviets,
Save the country from higher races,
Because all your commandments
Hitler violates more often than we do.)

8

The poem’s genre — the genre of the prayer — became practically extinct in the Soviet
period. notorious for its militant atheism, but it was not its genre that makes the poem so
strikingly unconventional.''? Its most scandalous feature was the usage of the specific
grammatical form - *“more often,” quite unexpected in this context. It establishes an
affinity between Hitler and Soviet leaders, who, as it turns out, differ from each other
only by the degree of their injustice. Apparently, this was Glazkov’s well-considered
idea, which might help us to understand the important moment in his biography — his
desperate decision to escape military service by all possible means. Such an attitude
towards “every citizen’s patriotic duty” was very untypical of his generation, and
constituted a sharp conirast to the attitude of Glazkov's closest friends — Slutskii,
Kaufman, Kogan, and Kul’chitskii, all of whom were bursting to go into action. While
they (as well as almost all of their schoolmates) went to the front, Glazkov managed to

get an exemption from the draft. He was evacuated from Moscow and sent to the city of

''* Samye moi stikhi, 29.

" According to Dolgin, Glazkov was a devoted Christian, although not an orthodox one. See, for instance,
his poem «[lpuxoxy 3 x Monaxam, / losopio, kak no3T: / Bu, HHYTOXHEIE, Kak MoHako, / 3HaliTe, 41O
bora uer. / A notoM MpHXoXy X aTencTaM, / ['oBopio kak npopok: / Tam, Ha Hebe mrancTom, / EcTe
locnoae bom (I come to monks / And tell them as a poet: / You, worthless as Monaco, / Know that the
Lord does not exist. // And then | come to atheists, / And tell them as a prophet: / Know that there, in the
cloudy sky, / The Lord does exist; Samye moi stikhi, 25). At the same time Glazkov allowed himself some
statements that were absolutely inappropriate from the standpoint of the Church, but perfectly in the spirit
of the Futurist notorious declarations. See, for example, «5, Huxonait Yynotsopeu, / HMneparop ctpaHuu,
! Xouy He xomy-HHOYAb BTOPHTS, / A HCTHHY ycTaHoBHTL» (I, Saint Nicholas, / The emperor of pages, /|
do not want to repeat anybody, / But to establish the truth; /bid,, 24).
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Gorkii,'?® where he enrolled in the local Pedagogical Institute. Despite the turmoil of the
first months of the war, he did not abandon poetry. In Gorkii Glazkov wrote the verse
chronicle “Stepan Kumyrskii,” in which he recounted the entire torturous history of the
creation of the “Nebyvalist™ miscellany. Glazkov designated the chronicle’s chapters as
“parokhody” (steam-boats), imitating, most probably, Khlebnikov’s Deti vydry (1911
1913), in which the chapters were called “parusa” (sails). Longing for a feedback.
Glazkov mailed the chronicle as well as his other new poems to Lili Brik, who had been
evacuated to the city of Perm’. Glazkov completely trusted her literary taste, expressing
in his letters the reiterated request: “If you don’t like anything in the poem <...>, you may
mark it out or replace it with other words. Just keep me posted about the changes you
have made, I need to know what is right.” '?'

Lili Brik. in turn, sent Glazkov elaborate answers with a meticulous examination
of his poetic work. In paricular, in her letter of March 24, 1942, Brik reported that she
had received two “steam-boats™ of “Stepan Kumyrskii” and provided a detailed analysis
of them, stanza by stanza. Although she did not like certain fragments, she
enthusiastically approved the rest of the poem. thoroughly savoring its most felicitous
lines. In addition, Brik offered some general reflections on Glazkov's poetry:

<..> 1 asked Osia,'”? why did I like your poetry so much. He answered: “Because

this is the music of the Shah of Persia.” This is amazingly true!

The Shah of Persia attended the opera Kniaz ' Igor in Bol'shoi Theater,
and when asked which act he liked the most, he replied: “The one that was played
when the lights were still on and the curtain down.” That was, when the musicians
still tuned up their instruments. Osip Maksimovich meant that your poetry —a
vast, marvelous orchestra, with various wonderful instruments in the hands of
brilliant musicians (who are ~ you). When they tune up, they (you) improvise,
often splendidly, or play sketchily something composed earlier, or suddenly put
on an excerpt from Carmen. But this is not yet a finished symphony.

I don’t like technically finished works. I like when there is space lefi for

my imagination. At the same time, something finished always seems insufficient
tome <.> '3

122 See Glazkov's poetic reaction to this event: «M FOPLKYHPOBANCS #: / IBaxyuposancs B [opbkuit.y
(Izbrannoe, 363).

2! The letter of November 17, 1941. (Archive of N.N. Glazkov).
2 Osip Brik.
' This and all other Brik’s letters are kept in the archive of N.N. Glazkov.
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Being unable to communicate freely (in the wartime, all letters were to be checked by
censors), Lili Brik resorted to the help of a parable that could be easily deciphered by her
addressee. Her mention of “the music of the Shah of Persia™ was an allusion to
Montesquieu’s Persian Letters, which contained a harsh critique of the French court
through the candid eyes of a foreigner. As one can see, Brik wittily substituted the
original entourage by the domestic one (Bol’shoi Theater, etc.), which allowed her to
express her skeptical attitude towards officially favored art, such as, in particular,
Borodin's Kniaz’ Igor - “an example of the national heroic epic in music.” '** She
contraposed this kind of art to Glazkov’s peetry — playful, ironic, spontaneous,'?
approvingly pointing to the fragmented quality of his work, which was also at variance
with the governing canon of Neo-classicism.

Indeed, Glazkov used to define his narrative poems as “fragmented” or “mosaic,”
since most of their stanzas could be easily rearranged. or even used as independent
pieces.'?® At the same time, Glazkov showed a strong predilection for short poetic forms,
producing a significant number of two- and four-line poems, which he called
“kratkostishiia.” These features, however, distinguished Glazkov’s poetry not only from
official art. but also from his direct predecessors,'?” and this, most likely, made his work
especially valuable to Lili Brik. Although she always emphasized Glazkov’s Futurist

roots,'?® she was happy to affirm that he had gradually overcome his earlier dependence

" Muzykal ‘naia entsiklopediia, Moscow: Sovetskaia entsiklopediia, 1973, . 1, 541.

'3 Interestingly, Glazkov managed to write in the same spirit even when he dealt with the theme of war.
Here is an extract from his namrative poem *“Mirovaia dur’ " (1942), where he skillfully used the reversed
*Khlebnikovian™ syntax: «Bpemenu maccy, Tpyaa # yuebul —/ Passe 310 He rmyno? — / BeaxanoctHo
TparHTh, 4Tobbl / Jlroneh npespawats B Tpynki? // K ToMy %e 370 Hanpachsil Tpya; / Jroou u 6e3 Toro
ympyT!» (Tons of time, work, and drills - / Isn’t that silly? —/ To waste pitilessly in order / To tumn people
into corpses. // Besides, these are vain efforts: / People will die anyway!; Samye moi stikhi, 40).

'% One of Glazkov's samizdat books that he presented to Lili Brik in 1944 contained only quatrains, many
of which originaily were the parts of the larger works. The inscription on the book reads «flnne KOpresne
BpHk / Bpyuaer aBTop cHio TeTpank B seuHoe. / AMuHb. / 44 r» (To Lili Yurievna Brik. / The author hands
in this notebook for eternal [peruse]. /Amen / year 44; archive of N.N. Glazkov). See also Avioporiret, 131.

'27 See on this matter B. Samov “Vechnyi rab svoei svobody” in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 437-
438.

‘2 See, for example, Brik's letter of July 25, 1942: “Kolen'ka! We had begun to worry about you, when we
received the letter with the third ‘steam-boat,” the poems, and — were completely absorbed in your verses!
We were absolutely absorbed by your photographs! We had a hard time deciding whom you resemble
more, your mom, or your dad, i.e. Maiak[ovskii] or Khlebn{ikov]. And finally we determined that in these
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on his teachers. Here is Brik’s letter of September 24, 1942:

<...> Your are not Khlebnikov, you are not Maiakovskii. You are Glazkov, and
this is certain. Aseev is a poet, but a lesser one than Khlebnikov. The very
talented Kirsanov is a lesser poet than Maiakovskii. But you are neither lesser nor
better. You are — Glazkov. You know the way to Poetsville.'?’

<...> Kolen'ka, you have an absolutc scnsc of art (if I may put it this way).
This is your nature. Maiakovskii was the same way. Just to understand - is not
enough. Kirsanov understands, in fact he understands very well. Aseev —
understands quite badly, but he has more of that “sense™ than Kirsanov <...>

Interestingly, Lili Brik did not compare Glazkov to his peers Kul’chitskii and Slutskit,
with whom she also remained on close terms and whose development she followed with a
deep sympathy.'® She compares Glazkov to his mentors, established poets, and - not in
favor of the latter. As her letter unequivocally suggests, Lili Brik considered Aseev and
Kirsanov to be mere imitators of Khlebnikov and Maiakovskii, while she saw Glazkov as
their true heir. Although he continued to employ inexact rhymes, paronomasia,
neologisms, and inversion, Glazkov had by this time created a new lyrical voice that was
quite different from those of his primary masters. It was whimsically ironic in a way
which marked a sharp departure from Maiakovskii’s sarcasm, Khlebnikov’s naiveté, and

Kruchenykh’s smirking cynicism. Already noticeable in the best of his earlier poems,
w13
)

Glazkov's special brand of irony (which would be aptly defined as “buffoonery

became more distinct and consistent in the works he wrote during the evacuation, such as

o

“Stepan Kumyrskii,” “Mirovaia dur’,” and many short poems. Here is one of them,

written in 1943:

Mup HopManbHbIiH, HOPMHPOBAHHBIH,
Ilo nopsaakaM HymepOBaHHBIH,
Conmepinaer B HOTY LIECTBHE, —
A x cTor0 3a cymamecraue.” 2

photographs you look amazingly like Maiakovskii (though it remains unknown — mom or dad. because it is
not known who of them is mom and who is dad')”

'? poetsville (Poetograd) was Glazkov's coinage for an imaginary city, where avant-garde poetry reigned.
In the 1940s Glazkov even produced a map of Poetograd, where one could find. for example, Pastermak
street, Maiakovskii lighthouse, Kamenskii airport, Khlebnikov boulevard. and. on the other hand. Lebedev-
Kumach blind alley (reproduced in Samye moi stikhi, 21).

t See letters of Lili Brik to N. Glazkov in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 195-196.
"' See Evgenii Evtushenko, “Skomorokh i bogatyr' ™ in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 405.

132 I=brannoe, 462.
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(World of normality, of standards
Numbered in order,

Is marching in step,

But I stand for madness.)

Glazkov’s characteristic buffoonery was also apparent in his penchant for donning

different masks, such as the mask of a “holy fool,” who “innocently” talked politically

dangerous “nonsense,” or the mask of a “literary bohemian” which he would adopt after

his retum to Moscow at the end of 1943. Such extravagant behavior, both in literature and

in life, was a direct challenge to the Soviet authorities, who demanded that writers present

“positive heroes” who were ideologically and morally “impeccable.” Certainly,

Glaskov’s poetic persona could never be mistaken for the ideal Soviet man:

C yynHeM umeHem ['naskosa
Sl poauncs B NbSHBApE.

Hery Mecsua takoro

Hu B kakoM Kanennape.'>

(Bearing the lovely name of Glazkov
I was born in Drunkuary.

This month does not exist

In any calendar.)

Constant love affairs, casual sexual encounters, and wild parties with fellow poets

became Glazkov’s favorite themes, elaborated upon in numerous poems. The theme of

alcohol and its revitalizing power assumed a special importance:

Brinutsh O He Memasno
Jlvmatot moau 3emapa.'

(It would not be a bad thing to have a drink —
Thus inhabitants of the Earth think.)

CTOHT MOPO3 COPOKOIpaqyCHbIiH —
OH TaHETCA K COPOKOrpaxycHOH.
CusieT aeHb BeCEHHHI, PaNOCTHHINA ~
OH T9HeTCA K copoxorpa,uycuoii.135

3 Samye moi stikhi, 26.

134 Archive of N.N.Glazkov. Here Glazkov uses Khlebnikov's most famous neologism “Zemshar,” made
out of two words, Zemnoi shar (Globe).

33 Archive of N.N. Glazkov.
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(When the frost reaches forty degrees —
He reaches for vodka.

When a joyful spring day comes ~

He reaches for vodka.)

Or:

OH noMHHT YYAHOC MITHOBCHLC
He nbancTBa, 2 ONOXMEIEHDbA.
Jnuws [OTOMY UYTO OYCHBb HaCTO

He nOMHHT OH MFHOBEHbA |'II>S|I-IC'I'B3.136

(He recalls a wondrous moment

Not of drinking, but of taking a drink “the moming after.”
Only because very often

He can’t recall the moment of drinking.)

Ironically, all of these subjects would have been met with incomprehension not
only from the Soviet authorities, but from Glazkov’s chief influences, the Futunists, as
well. The theme of drinking was absolutely alien to the latter group, who disapprovingly
labeled it decadent in their discussions of Imaginist poetry, especially the poetry of Sergei

137

Esenin.””" Unlike Esenin’s verses, however, Glazkov's vivid depictions of his drunken

adventures, and even his numerous declarations of his passion for vodka, were not
intended to be read as personal confessions. The poet distorted and exaggerated facis in a
comical fashion, as a means of simultaneously coping with and resisting a hostile
environment. Glazkov clarifies this matter in the following poem:

[bsHoMy ObITH XOpOLIO:

Mbanwiii 6e3yMbeM yMeH,

[baublit He HieT aopor,
Camu BeayT ero norn.'®

(It is great to be drunk:

A drunkard is insanely wise,

A drunkard is not looking which way to go,
His feet lead him in the right direction.)

In Glazkov's poetry to be “drunk™ means to put oneself beyond fear and to reach

16 Izbrannoe, 515.

137 See Kruchenykh's works on Esenin, such as Drama Esenina (1925), Gibel® Esenina (1926), Esenin i
Moskva kabatskaia (1926), and several others written and published in 1926.

3% Archive of N.N.Glazkov.
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joy and personal freedom, hardly attainable in a sober condition."® This perception of
alcohol’s extraordinary role in Soviet citizens’ everyday life closely resembles Bakhtin’s
famous notion of “‘camival™ as a shield against the reigning status quo, because it allows
“temporal liberation from the prevailing truth and the established order.” **° In particular,
it explains Glazkov's choice of the most appropriate position for making value judgments
or generalizations — underneath the restaurant table, where drunkards find themselves at

the end of the day. In "“Stikhi, napisannye pod stolom” (1945), the poet states:

Owyiato MHp BO BCEM BEJIHYHH,
Obobmaro naxe mycrskH,

Kak noatsl nonox 6e3paznuyus
Ko BceMy TOMY, 4TO HE CTHXH.

Jle3 Bcio xH3Hb B GoraThipH, Aa B reHHH,
Jlns Becesing rU1aHeTa mycThb CTapa.

5 6e3 bouku JIHorena quoreHHee

H yBuaen MHp H3-moA cTONA.

A Ha Bce B3HpAIO H3-NIOX CTONHKA.

Bek npaauatnifi — Bex HeoObMaHRIN.
UeM cToONIETHE JTyvine 1/1% HCTOPHKA,
Tem mwna coBpeMeHHHKa nevanpued.'!

(I percetve the world in all its majesty,
Generalizing even trifles,

And, like other poets, remain indifferent
To everything but verses.

Throughout my life I strived to be a hero and a genius,
Never mind that our planet is too old for joy.

Without Diogenes’ tub I am even more Diogenes-like,
And look at the world from undemeath a [restaurant] table.

----------------------------

*® Al this makes Glazkov a direct predecessor of the prose writer Venedikt Erofeev (1938-1990), whose

most famous work Moskva-Petushki (1969) bears many striking similarities — in both themes and treatment
- with Glazkov's poems of that period.

' Mikhail Bakhtin, Tvorchestvo Fransua Rable i narodnaia kul ‘tura srednevekov ‘ia i Renessansa,
Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1965, 13. | was not able to determine whether the young Glazkov
was familiar with this work, which was published more than twenty-five years after it had been written, but
we can not rule out such a possibility. In 1940, Bakhtin came to Moscow (where he would spend the war

years) to submit his dissertation on Rabelais, and his ideas could have reached Glazkov through Lili Brik
and her circle.

Y Samye moi stikhi, 54.
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I watch the world from undemeath a restaurant table.
The twentieth century is an amazing century.

The better an age is for a historian,

The sadder it is for a contemporary.)

And indeed. Glazkov’s position “underneath a restaurant table” proved to be quite
eftective. It gave the poet a perspective that allowed him to come up with the aphorism,
«YeM cTonerse syyllle s HCTOPHKA, TEM A% COBpEMEHHHKA NevanbHel» which
instantly became extremely popular among Glazkov’s acquaintances and even beyond
this circle. Needless to say, this aphorism would sound ambiguous from any official
standpoint,'*? but not only did it ingeniously define Glazkov’s own “place and time,” but
strikes us today as a universal formula.

It was Glazkov’s stance of comedic political subversion that led Evgenii
Evtushenko to describe him as “a buffoon and a hero all at once.” '** Glazkov's
“heroism,” however, was most obvious in the dangerous games he played with the
official language, a characteristic that can already be observed in his early works, but
which was brought 1o the fore in the poems he created around the mid-1940s. In one of
these pieces, the poet plays with the word “nepenoas™ (editorial), which in the Soviet
newspapers was reserved exclusively for the most important ideological issues:

Xunu-6bU1H B HOMepax,
[NoBopuaH 0 Mupax,

U3 yer B ycra nepenabas,
Yro roeoput nepenosan.'“

(Once upon a time [we] lived 1n hotel rooms,
Talked about other worlds,

Spreading by word of mouth

What the editonals say.)

The problems of “other worlds™ had nothing to do with the content of a regular

“peredovaia,” so it should have been immediately clear to every reader (or listener) of the

142 See Genrikh Sapgir's recollections about the Soviet authorities® reaction to this poem: “Some time ago.
in one of the Soviet newspapers, most likely in Pravda, was published a satirical article about the
underground writers, and as an example of their ultimate moral decay, the author provided Glazkov's
stunning stanza: ‘1 watch the world from undemeath a restaurant table etc.” ” (In Samizdar veka, 372).

3 “Skomorokh i bogatyr’,” 408.
'* Archive of N.N.Glazkov.
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poem that Glazkov was ridiculing the major tool of official brainwashing.

Another important part of the Soviet propaganda system, the political mass-
meeting (MHTHHTr), which was customarily used for “enthusiastic” approval of the Party’s
“wise decisions,” was also mocked by Glazkov. The personage in the following poem
indulges in heavy drinking during one such meeting, but the poet seems only to
sympathize with this outrageous behavior:

Ovyenb nuAHbIH MATEHBKA
Bo3spawnancs ¢ MHTHHrA.
Ho cxaxmTe, pa3se 3510

B Tom, yT0 MHTIO pa3Beano.

(A very drunk Miten’ka

Was coming home from a mass-meeting.
But let me ask you, is it so evil

That Mitia got sloshed?)

145

In another poem, Glazkov even targets the sacred Soviet emblem of «cepn B Monom™

(hammer and sickle):

Jlyna 6bLn1a Kak ceprn B MOJIOT
Ha 3Be3anom 3HamMeHH Hebec.
H oceewana reMHbI# ropoa.

Y 61 03T He o4eHb Tpe3s.'

(The moon was like hammer and sickle
On the starry banner of the sky.

And 1t lit the dark town.

And the poet was not quite sober.)

46

As the last line suggests, it is the poet’s state of inebriation that causes him to see these
patriotic images in the sky. The drunken vision of the ordinary moon in the shape of
“hammer and sickle” is not merely awkward, but unquestionably ambiguous, especially
against the backdrop of the Futurist tradition of comparing this celestial body (dutifully
glorified by previous generations of poets) to the most unattractive and even disgusting

objects.'*’

It is with an especial ardor, however, that Glazkov plays with words like «rexwuii»,

13 Ibid.
' Archive of N.N. Glazkov.

"7 See Nikolai Khardzhiev and Boris Trenin, Poericheskaia kul ‘rura Maiakovskogo. Moscow: Iskusstvo,
1970, 65.
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«BeNHKHE», and «ocHoBononoxHuKK», which had been “sacrosanct” since the beginning
of the 1930°s."*® Although this lexicon was used exclusively in discourse about
communist leaders or a few selected authors, Glazkov repeatedly applies these
ideologemes to himself:

S rennii 1 3naTOK,

Ho aeiictByio He Tak.'¥

(I am a genius and an expert,
But act wrong.)

Or:
S obwmenpu3HaHHbI HENPH3HAHHBIA TEHUHA,
Jlerennapusiit T'1askos...
(I am a widely recognized unrecognized genius,
Legendary Glazkov...)

Or:

Ha 3npaBcTBYeT HeOBIBANH3M,
U 5 KaK OCHOBONONOXKHHUK! !

(Long live nebyvalism
And me as the founder!)

The most daring example of this kind provides the title of Glazkov's narrative
poem “Po glazkovskim mestam” (1946), which mocks the generic titles of Soviet
hagiographic works about national classics, such as “Po pushkinskim mestam.” and the
like."*2 The content of thesc works, which always depicted the wniters’ geographical.
familial, and social connections, is also travestied by Glazkov, who instead proudly
presents himself and his circle of eccentric pals.

In accordance with the usual format of pamphlets. Glazkov begins his poem with
the place where he grew up — the ancient Moscow street of Arbat:

Apbat ropbar. Eme He ckopo,
[TpunomuHan Hawy cTaps.

"% See Nikolai Aseev's “Antigenial’'naia poema” {(1930), where he expresses his concemns about this
tendency.

1% Samye moi stikhi, S.
10 Ibid., 46.
3! Archive of N. N. Glazkov.

'? Fragments of the poem were published under the title “Rasputitsa” in Avtoportret, 163-168.
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[TpocnexTom HazosyT 'naskosa,
bbITh MOXeET, 3Ty MarucTpaib.

bein nom ['1a3koBa TpexITaxHBIA,
Henonropeunksit 118 BEKOB,

Kakoii 611 10M, COBCEM HEBAXKHO,
A BaXHO, 4TO TaM xu1 naskos.'*

(Arbat is humpback. It will take a while
Before it will be renamed

Glazkov Prospect

In memory of our past.

-----------------------

Glazkov’s house was a three-story building

Not intended to last for centuries.

It is unimportant what kind of house it was,

But it is important that Glazkov used to live there.)

After this introduction, Glazkov leisurely proceeds to other Moscow “places of interest,”
which turn out to be almost entirely the home addresses of his close buddies, all of whom
resided in downtown Moscow at the time. During this lengthy tour Glazkov completely
ignores the capital’s historical and official sights, and this was undoubtedly intentional
negligence. When Glazkov must finally mention the most famous of these places (one of
his friends happened to live near the Kremlin), the poet does not refer to it by the name
that has become symbolic of Soviet statehood. He chooses instead the most neutral
euphemism:

A BO3NeE CTeH H Bo3je OallleH,
Boine Kamennoro mocra,

B nepeynke Bo Jlebsxnem
Kun Caira Mexupos, MacTak.

(Meanwhile, by the walls and towers [of Kremlin],
Near the Kamennyi bridge,
In the Lebiazhii alley,
Once lived Sasha Mezhirov, master of all trades.)
The same inclination to tumn the official canon inside out can be seen in the way

154

Glazkov introduces his buddies to the reader. Although all of them are presented in the

poem under their real names, the reader leamns little or nothing factual about their lives.

'Y gvioporrret, 163.
' Ibid.. 164.
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They had just returned from World War Il, abundantly decorated, but this fact is not even

mentioned in the poem. Instead. Glazkov focuses on details, which look either

insignificant or enigmatic, or both. Here are the passages devoted to Sergei Narovchatov

and David Kaufman:

A Kaydman, secenblit mansli,
M He kpuyainuit «kapayn!»
Co cBoeit xeHoto Jlanei
Xuser MapxjieBckoro Ha yiI.

[1poxoxkHe TaM OUEHb peaKH,
Crosat aoma 3ybuathie,
Ewe kBapTHpa Tam 1 npeaku
Cepexu Haposuatoga.

I'na3kos becenosan ¢ Cepexeit
Kak ¢ cobyThUIBHHKOM CTHXA,
Cepexa 6611 Tako#t XOpoLUHi
M rosopun: xa-xa.

H Kaypman no ybexaeHblo
[IprmMepHO 6bin Tako#M Kak Mbl,
Ho oH ¢ 'nazkoBbiM pacxoxiaeHse
Hmen no noBoay 3uMBL.

3uMa — napluHBeHWHHA Ce30H,
W ecau roBopuTs cepbe3Ho,
XOTb M BABIXAIO A O30H,

Ho ne nepecrasas 1~|«=:p31{y...lss

(And Kaufman, a jolly fellow,
Who does not shout for help.
Lives with his wife Lialia

On Markhlevskii Street.

Pedestrians are very rare there,

The buildings are crenellated.

In one of them is also an apartment and the old folks of
Serezha Narovchatov.

Glazkov conversed with Serezha,
As a poetic drinking companion,
Serezha was so sweet

And kept saying “Ha-ha.”

And Kaufman with his convictions
Was about the same as us,

'3 Ibid.. 166.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
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But he had a disagreement with Glazkov
As far as winter was concerned.

Winter is a despicable season,
And speaking seriously,
Though I inhale ozone,

I am freezing all the time...)

In the same fashion the poet depicts his other pals: the “Nebyvalist™ lulian Dolgin,
one Ikonin, an author, and finally Shura Kuzin, a pilot, who stands out of the rest of them

for the following reason:

...NepBbift ObL1 HecyMacLIe QUM
Kakoro B %H3HH A pcTpevan. 18

(...he was the first sane person
I’ve met in my life.)

Glazkov also pays homage to his alma mater, the Literary Institute, and to its most

memorable inhabitants, finishing his narration on a pseudo-solemn note:

A 1 B romy 46-M

OTMeTHN He OaHY O0OHTEND,
Charas o cebe camoM
Cnpanoquux-nyrenonmnb.'

(In the year 1946

I mentioned more than one dwelling-place,
Composing a guidebook

About myself.)

57

In this “guidebook™ Glazkov consistently employs inexact and compound rhymes,
irregular metnical patterns, as well as a special kind of inversion (e.g. «XKuser
Mapxnesckoro Ha yin.»), which had been very typical of Khlebnikov and Maiakovskii.'*®
Glazkov's ingenious use of these Futurist devices is a powerful contribution to the
burlesque effect of the poem.

“Po glazkovskim mestam”™ seems strikingly jolly, although Glazkov's personal
situation was far from being an easy one at that time. Unlike his fellow-poets, many of

whom were mentioned in the poem, Glazkov had not been able to publish and there was

' Ibid, 167.
57 Ibid.. 168.
158 See on this matter Khardzhiev, *Maiakovskii i Khiebnikov,” 82-83.
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little hope that the situation would ever improve. The poem dedicated to the monument of
the first Russian printer Ivan Fiodorov, located in downtown Moscow, addresses this
issue with characteristic Glazkovian irony:

B Moeii 6atike kaxoi-To poit BONPOCOBHIA,

HonxHo ObiTh, HAOOCBIUHA MHE H BaM.

A r1e-To TaM YyTYHHbIH HAH OpOH30BLIH
IleproneyatHuk ®enopos HpaH.

Tam moan Geraior, NOAOLIBAMH CTYYAT OHH.
Tax b0 y monei 3aBeseHo,

M BepyrOT OHH B KHHrOMne4YaTaHue,

Kotopoe He uzobperexo! '’

(In my noddle there is a swarm of questions

That you and | are probably bored with.

And somewhere over there, made of cast iron or bronze,
The pioneering printer Fiodorov Ivan is standing.

People over there fuss around, stamping their feet,
Because this is the way they live,

And they believe in book printing ,

That has not been invented yet.)

Deprived of any legal readership, Glazkov began to distribute his poems in the
form of handmade books, many of which have survived to this day in the poet’s personal
archive, kept by his son, N.N. Glazkov, as well as in other private archives.'*® Although
the majority of these books have brightly covered covers and. sometimes, illustrations.
they look rather conventional in comparison with the Futurists’ handwritten editions.
Still, many of Glazkov's handmade books have their own very distinctive feature - the
word “Samsebiaizdat™ (Selfpublishing) on their covers. This was a word of the poet’s
own coinage, which he eventuaily contracted to “Samizdat.”” Although Glazkov did this
much later in his career, an adjective derived from that same noun can already be found
in one of his poems written before the mid-1940s: «YTBepxaawo oaHO H TO *e %, /

CaMH3AaTHRIM CTHXOM He cTthxad...» (I declare the same thing all the time, / nonstop with

% 1-brannoe. 173.

' Recently, N.N. Glazkov donated part of his archive to Bremen University (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa
an der Universitdt Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 134).
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16

my samizdat verses...)  This poem, which I found in the poet’s archive, convincingly

confirms Glazkov’s later assertion: «Camusgar... [lpumyman 310 C/IoBO 1 emwe B
COpOKOBOM rojty...» (“Samizdat...” [ invented this word as early as in 1940..."%%)

Not surprisingly, this samizdat production did not earn its author even a single
penny, and Glazkov supported himself by doing odd jobs, such as sawing firewood and
the like.'®> The poet had had very little means of subsisterice, but still felt upbeat, as one
of his poems justifies:

3a HeBenOMbIM Gpemymue,
Kax noatel, cymacimenume,
Ml roTOBH! NpeasiaylIee
[IpomMeHsATS HA HenpHileaLIee.

He 1yxH o Hac. Ham Beceno
U B noasane HHLIETHI;
HeoxnaaHHOCTD HHBEPCHH
MH noaHsUIH Ha muTH. '

(Traipsing after the unknown,

Mad like poets,

We are ready to exchange the past
For something that never happened.

Do not feel sorry for us. We are enjoying ourselves
Even in the cellar of hardship;

We are making much

Of the unexpectedness of inversion.)

At some point, however, Glazkov evinced signs of losing his ability to enjoy
himself “in the cellar of hardship.” In a poem written in 1944 he expressed - for the first

time in all these years - serious doubts about his poetic strategy:

be3 cTHXOB MOA XH3HB NETNA,
Tonbko Hamo ¢ ymMa co#TH,

Yr06, Kak npexae, MHCaTh CTHXH A,
OueHb YMHBIX, HO necstn.'®

181 Archive of N.N. Glazkov.

162 tzbrannoe. 198.

19} See Glazkov's poem “Svoikh stikhov ne izdavaia..."(1944), Izbrannoe, 99. On his return to Moscow in
1943, Glazkov survived only with the financial help of a childhood friend and Lili Brik. She even gave
Glazkov shelter in her apartment and all but saved him from death by starvation (See Dolgin, 100).

14 1zbrannoe. 68.
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(Without poetry my life is a noose,

But it would be insane

To write, as I used to,

For only ten {readers], even if they are very smart.)

Similar concerns were repeated in Glazkov’s poignant poetic conversations with Osip
and Lili Brik. also recorded in 1944.'* Both of them worked hard to persuade the young
poet not to give up, and Glazkov promptly overcame his attack of despair.'®’ He
continued to proclaim unconditional loyalty to his chosen path, despite all of its bumps
and hurdles. He expressed his commitment in the strongest terms in the poem “Boiarynia
Morozova” (1945), which was undoubtedly dedicated to Lili Brik, his most steadfast
supporter in his efforts to keep the avant-garde tradition alive.

In “Boiarynia Morozova™ the poet refers to Surikov’s famous painting, which
depicts one of the bloodiest pages in Russian history — the persecution of Old Believers in
the seventeenth century. The painting portrays one of the most devout and influential Old
Believers, the boiarynia Morozova, on her way to exile. Although a huge crowd gathers
around the rebellious boiarynia, only the holy fool, who is sitting half-naked on the snow,
dares to express his loyalty to the persecuted faith:

...HRUIHH TaM, H Y HETO BEpHTIH,
On cTapoobpsnen ¥ IOPOAHBLIA.

Y Hero ropHMT CBATas Bepa,

Ha kocTpe cBaTo# TO# Bepbl rpeeTca.

H ¢ ocTepBeHeHbeM u3ypepa

Jlyuie Bcex aBYMS nepcTamu Kpectutes.'®
(...A pauper is over there, and he wears fetters,
He is an Old Believer and a holy fool.

His sacred faith is bumning,

183 Ibid., 94.

1% Here are the lines from the poem addressed to Osip Brik (1944): «[TodTorpan — NnporpaMma MakCHMyM
Beab, / A MHOTO JeHer — nporpamMma MusumMyM...» (Poetsville is, after all, the most | am shooting for, /
While the least is a lot of money...) On the same note Glazkov wrote to Lili Brik in 1944: «<Mue, Tax
CKa3aTb, MPHXOLKTCA OXOTHTLCS / 33 KaX1010 HACY LLHOKO MOHETOIO. / A €XeNH y Hac MyTH pacxoasTes, /
To u He To GuisaeT B Aku3nw 3T0i». (| am, so to speak. have to hunt / For every penny for survival. / So, if
our ways part ' There are even worse things that happen in life; archive of N.N.Glazkov).

167 With Lili Brik's assistance, Glazkov managed around this time to get a job as secretary to the prominent
Soviet actor Viadimir fakhontov, who, however, shortly afterward committed suicide. See Glazkov's poem
*Na smert’ Vladimira Nikolaevicha lakhontova™ (1945), [zbrannoe, 111-112.

18 Samye moi stikhi, 59.
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He warms himself on the bonfire of that faith,
And with the madness of a zealot
He crosses himself with two fingers better than anyone else.)

The holy fool’s selfless fanaticism reminds Glazkov of his own devotion to his poetic
beliefs:'®

.51 opoauswiii Ioatorpana,
51 3annavy [Uis OPHIHHAIBHOCTH...

Y MecHSA KoCcTep HeTNeHHONH Bephl,
W Ha HeM croparoT Bce rpexH.
31 no3T HeHacTynHBWIEH IPHI,
Jlyuite BCex MHITY CBOH CTHXH.' 0
(I am a holy fool of Poetsville,

[ will cry just to be original.

I've got a bonfire of imperishable faith,
And all sins burn down in its flames.

I am a poet of the era yet to come,

[ write my verse better than anyone else.)

As so often in the past, Glazkov found his chief inspiration in his teacher
Khlebnikov, who had also lived in total destitution. Khlebnikov's exemplary faithfulness
to his poetic destiny set a standard which Glazkov struggled to live up to, even though he
was not quite convinced of the positive results of his own enterprise. In a poem, written

in 1945, he presents the problem with his own distinctive mixture of pathos and humor:

Kyna cnemnm? Uero Mul HieMm,
Kakoro Mul XoTHM noxapa?

b1 XnebHukoB. OH yMep HHIIKM,

Ho npeacenarenem 3eMinapa.

Cran 1. Ha XneGHHKOBa O4eHB,

Kax roBopHaH MHE, NOXOXHH,

B nenax 6eccMBICICH, B MBIC/IAX TOYEH,
Onnaxo He Tako# xopolnH#.

[Mycts 5 neHHUBLIA, HEYNPRMbIi,

Ho Bce paBHo cornacen ¢ Mapkcom:

'? This comparison was especially apt, because at the end of the seventeenth century holy fools were about
to lose their traditional privilege of legal inviolability (see “Smekh kak zrelishche,” in D.S. Likhachev and
A.M. Panchenko, Smekhovoi mir drevnei Rusi, Leningrad: Nauka, 1976, 180-183.)

"0 Samye moi stikhi, 58-59.
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B ucropuu yro 6pU10 ApaMOH,
To MoXeT NOBTOPUTLCH q:apcou.m

(Where do we hurry? What are we looking for?
What kind of fire we want?

There was Khlebnikov. He died dirt poor,

But he was the President of the Universe.

Now here I am. I look very much like Khlebnikov,
As people told me;

[ am aimless in practical matters, sharp in thoughts,
But not as good as he was.

All right, I am lazy, I am not persistent,

But I agree with Marx anyway:

What happened in history once as a drama.

Can repeat itself as a farce.)

In his desperate struggle to stay on track, Glazkov chose as a motto Khlebnikov’s

line 0, 3acMmeiiTech cMexaun!™ 172

(O, laugh it out, you laughsters!), which he inserted as
a direct quote in his other piece, also dedicated to his teacher:

MHe HexBaTaeT Ha XapuH,

Ho 4yt06 B rmynua He npeBpaTHTLCK,
Cxaxy: «3acMeiiTech, cMexaqn!»
Kax «Bce-Takn oHa BepTMTcs:!»m

(I don’t have enough for grub,

But in order not to become a fool,

I will say “Laugh it out, you laughsters!”
As “But it does move.™)

In this poem Glazkov compares his Khlebnikovian motto to Galileo’s legendary phrase
“Eppur si muove” (it does move), which the famous scientist uttered after his forced
recantation. Such a comparison does not seem superficial. For many years Glazkov
displayed a similarly stubborn adhcrcnce to his poetic principles, while enduring the
constant threat of persecution by his own, Soviet, inquisition.

This risk only grew worse in 1946, when ideological controls, slightly loosened
during wartime, became tighter than ever. A whole cascade of official campaigns broke

out: the notorious resolution, “Q zhurmnalakh Zvezda i Leningrad™ (1946), which attacked

M r-brannoe. 123.
7 «Zakliatie smekhom™ (1909).
'™ «V. Khlebnikovu™ (1944), /zbrannce, 98.
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Akhmatova and Zoshchenko,!™ was followed by the campaign against “rootless
cosmopolitans,” in the course of which many prominent literary figures were
condemned.'” Simultaneously, a new wave of the “anti-formalism” campaign began. It
was launched by the Central Committee decree, “Ob opere Vano Muradeli ‘Velikaia
druzhba’” (10 February 1948), which accused Sergei Prokofiev and Dmitrii Shostakovich
of distorting the language of the musical classics. At the next Central Committee
conference with Soviet composers and musicians Andrei Zhdanov urged the
denounciation of “esthetes and formalists,” '’® and this appeal was immediately put into
effect. The campaign affected not only composers and musicians but artists and writers as
well. Among the latter, one could find the majority of Glazkov’s mentors from the
Literary Institute — Aseev, Kirsanov, and Sel’vinskii, who were accused of “formalistic
stunts” such as the usage of neologisms, puns, alliterations, inexact rhymes, and non-

conventional rhythmic patterns.'”’

All of them were named as the direct followers of
Khiebnikov, whose legacy was labeled as “one of the main sources of formalism in
poetry.” '”® Aseev was also sharply criticized for his narrative poem *“Maiakovskii
nachinaetsia,” in which he attributed to Khlebnikov the role of Maiakovskii’s primary
teacher.!”

Quite understandably, during this new onslaught of official persecutions, when
most of his supporters fell into disfavor, Glazkov lost the fearlessness of his youth.

Physically and mentally exhausted, he became disillusioned with the lonely struggle,

'™ This resolution was retracted as erroneous only on October 20, 1988, by a special decision of the Central

Committee. This act, as it was believed, “affirmed the decisive tum of the Party’s approach to art and

literature” (Viacheslav Vozdvizhenskii. “Put’ v kazarmu,” in Izbavienie ot mirazhei. Sotsrealism segodnia,
Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1990, 124).

'™ For more details on the campaign against cosmopolitanism see Evgenii Dobrenko, Metafora viasti.
Literatura stalinskoi epokhi v istoricheskom osveshchenii, Miinchen: Verlag Otto Sagner, 1993, 321-364.

¢ Sbomik materialov, “Soveshchanie deiatelei sovetskoi muzyki v TsK VKP(b),” Moscow, 1948, 143.
' See Boris lakovlev, “Poet dlia estetov,” Novyi mir, no. 5 (1948): 216-217, 220-226.
'™ Ibid., 207-209.

'™ Ibid.. 214. The whole chapter of “Maiakovskii nachinaetsiadedicated to Khlebnikov, as well as all of

the fragments of the text dedicated to Khlebnikov or Kruchenykh, were excluded from the editions that
appeared in 1951 and 1953.
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which he had carried out all these years.'®® It had begun to seem pointless as well as

s 181

dangerous. The poet abruptly decided to “recant, announcing his decision in the

poem “Ob’iasnitel’naia zapiska”:

S nocTatouHO caenan Ans nochne,
JAna noTtom, AjiA BCKOB, CNlaBbl 41N,
U xouy o1yTHTENBbHOR NOMB3bI
OT MeHA HE NIPH3HABILETO AHA.

H cunraso, uto ayyie ropasao,
[Npunumas cyer cyerty,

[loa AMKTOBKY NHcATbh FOCYAApCTBa,
Yem, Kak 2, IHKTOBATHL B YCTOTY.

MHe nHCaTh HaZoENO B ALHK

U TBepanTh, YTO 2 reHHH M CKH.
Jlns unTarteneil HACTOSMLILHX,

Jlns penaktopos Hukakux.'¥

(1 did enough for afterwards,

For tomorrow, for the future, for fame;

But | want to derive palpable benefit

From the current day, which has not recognized me.

And I believe that it is much better,
Accepting the vanity of vanities,

To write under orders from the state
Than to dictate into void as I used to.

I'm fed up with writing for the drawer,

With repeating that I’m a genius and Scythian
To real readers.

To non-existent editors.)

This “explanatory note™ was written in great seriousness, without even a hint of

'* Here is a characteristic recollection by Sergei Shtein, Glazkov's friend and neighbor: “Ilia Sel"vinsKkii,
whose seminars at the Literary Institute were attended by Nikolai Glazkov, once told him: *How happy you
are, Kolia!' Glazkov expressed his sincere astonishment that a poet who eamed his living by sawing
firewood could be considered happy. lia L’vovich replied: *You can write anything you want.” ™
(*Vospominaniia soseda” in Vospominaniia o Nikolae Glazkove, 37).

"' Glazkov's son, N.N. Glazkov gave three reasons for the poet’s decision to recant: he realized that there
was absolutely no way to publish. he wanted to fit into society; he had lost the moral support from Lili Brik
and Vasilii Katanian (Personal interview, July 22, 1996). Regarding the last consideration, Dolgin recalled
that Brik and Katanian changed their attitude towards Glazkov because of his supposedly inappropriate
reaction to the campaign against “cosmopolitans” (Personal interview, July 26, 1996).

"™ Samye moi stikhi, 62.
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Glazkov’s customary irony.'®? Indeed, the poet was very serious about his decision to
submit to the government’s demands, and after his recantation he produced only a few
pieces in his previous, truly “Glazkovian,” style. One of them is his narrative poem

“Epopeia™ (1948), in which he depicts his drunken adventures with a girl named Lena:

H a yranaioch ¢ Helo,
Llenys ee MHOTO pas,
3axaHyHBas OOBACHEHLE,
Torna ona MHe oTaanace

Ha necTHnue nepeBaHHOH,
[lo:sromakHoO#R MO KpasaM.

51 6bL1 H3YMHTENBHO NMbAHLIHA
Kak n Omap Xaitsm.'®

(And I am moving away with her,
Kissing her many times,
Finishing our conversation,

And then she gave herself to me

On wooden stairs
Broken on the sides.

1 was marvelously drunk,
Like Omar Khayyam.)

To the same category belongs the piece “Mrachnye trusheby” about a girl named
Svetlana (1950), and the semi-fantastic narrative poem “Odinochestvo™ (1950), which
contained many felicitous lines, such as these:

Han Mocksoio HeGo cHHe-CHHe,

Yac tako#t — He MO3AHO H HE paHo;
U He KynHIOb BOJKH B MarasuHe,

H yxe 3akpeiThl pecTOpaHB.

'*) Compare it with a poem Glazkov wrote in 1944, in which he briefly considered the possibility of such
radical changes: “... A cTHXH CBOM A AMcan # uuTan, / H60 ecTh naposaybe ot Bora; / Ho 3a Bcio MO0
KH3Hb NOYTH 4TO HH yepTa / He nana MHe cua pabora. // 8 paboty 3Ty oveHb a106mo: / bonbie, yem
camoro ceba; / Ho mena nouemy-1o taHeT k pyGmo, / Ecnn MHe He xBataeT py6na. // BuTh nonesHsiM
cTpase A ceba npHyyy, / Ho He cTaHy Xyxe 8 cam, / H KOT1a TLICAY CTO, HAKOHELL, noysy, / [TaTsaecat
pasaapio apysbam™ (...And | wrote and read my poetry in public / Because [ had a gift from God. /
However for all my life not a damn thing / Was | able to eam by this work. // | love this work dearly, /
More than | love myself; / But for some reasons | feel attraction to money / When I don't have enough of it.
/1 will teach myself how to be useful for that country, / But as a person [ will not change to worse, / And if

| eventually get hundred thousand [rubles], / I will give away fifty [thousand] to my friends; archive of
N.N. Glazkov).

'™ Samye moi stikhi, 67.
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...B 4ac yersepThifi HH YTpPa HH HOYH
Buanws MHp 0COOBIMH r1a3aMu...
Hy, a eclii BRIIIHTL XOY€LUb OYEHDb —

Boaka ects Ha KueBckoMm sok3ane...'™

(The sky above Moscow is bright blue,
The time is neither late, nor carly:

One cannot buy vodka in a liquor store yet,
And the restaurants are already closed.

...After 3 AM, when it is neither night, nor moming,

One sees the world in a special way...

And if you are must to get a drink -

There is vodka at Kievskii railroad station...)
After 1950, however, Glazkov composed only one poem that could measure up to his
earlier achievements. But this “miniature” immediately became part of Soviet popular

culture:

H xHenpusTHOCTH MOOBH
B necy 3abaBHBl H MHJIBL:
Ee kycasin MypaBbH.

Mens Kycain xouapu.'s"

(Even the mishaps of love

Are funny and pleasant in the woods:
She was bitten by ants,

I was bitten by mosquitoes.)

Besides a handful of exceptions, most of which we have enumerated above,
Glazkov's new poems bore little resemblance to his earlier verses: innovation of form
was replaced by entirely conventional aesthetics, moralizing was substituted for irony,
ideological rebellion gave way to claims of loyalty to the regime. These poems were

unquestionably “publishable™ and enabled Glazkov to launch an official carcer.

His first poetic collection, Moia estrada, appeared in 1957, and it was a huge

disappointment to the admirers of Glazkov's samizdat verses, since the book included

'S }bid., 74. These lines were cited by Vsevolod Nekrasov in his “Predystoriia” (Russkii zhurnal,
22.09.1997. hup://www.russ.ru/journal/ist_sovr/97-09-22/nekras.him 17. 03.2001) with the characteristic
remark that “they stuck in the memory no less vividly than Imaginism.”

'% Samye moi stikhi, 68.
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only a few of them, in censored form.'®” One of these poems, “Voron” (1938), which

playfully imitated famous Poe’s poem, was published with major editorial changes to the
fourth stanza. The original stanza had read:

A cxazan: — [lycTs B IRYHOMN KH3HHK
Heynauynuk a Bcerna.

Ho Hapoaw B KOMMYHH3ME

CriugyT cyactse ? — Hukoraa!'®®

(I said: — Let me be unlucky

In my personal life.

But can people

Find happiness in Communism? — Nevermore!)

Now it was replaced with something very trivial:

A ckazan: — Hes3roasl 4yacTh,
Heynaynuk s Bcerna.

Ho apy3ba no6biotcs cyactba?
On otBernn: — Huxoraa!'®

(1 said: — Mishaps are frequent,

I am always a loser.

But will my friends find happiness?

He answered: — Nevermore!)
The original text of “Voron™ appeared in print only in 1989, in Glazkov’s Izbrannoe,
along with his other early poems, most of which came to readers for the first time.

During his lifetime. Glazkov managed to publish more than a dozen collections of
verses, all of which were at best mediocre, exemplifying an awkward compromise with
the aesthetics of Socialist Realism. Simultaneously, the poet continued to produce some
work in samizdat, but it, also, was rarely impressive. It resembled, as Evgenii Evtushenko
» 190

put it, a “hasty skit, consisting for the most part of epigrams and occasional poems,

such as verse written in honor of his friends’ birthdays. The majority of these poems were

'*7 See, for example, the letter of the young underground poet Leonid Chertkov to his fellow-poet Valentin
Khromov written on July 13, 1958: “I have already seen Glazkov's collection - it contains only ‘Voron,’
‘Biurokraty kamennogo veka,’ and a stanza «OQHUHAHTKH KaK TPaMBaH — KOTAa X XKClb, TO HE HAYT...»
(Waitresses are like street-carts - when you are waiting for them, they do not come...) The rest is - trash.”
(Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitat Bremen. Historisches Archiv, F. 92).

'®8 [zbrannoe, 19.

' Moia estrada, [Kalinin): Kalininskoe knizhnoe izdatel'stvo, 1957, 89.

1% t2branroe. 8.
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acrostics, a last tribute to Glazkov's former fascination with experimental poetry.'”!
Sometimes, however, his acrostics were little more than an innocuous game, as Sergei
Biriukov, the avant-garde poet and theoretician, would later recollect:

...From time to time, Glazkov sent his poems to a youth newspaper where I was
working in the 1970s... Once | received a new set of poems and turned it in for
type-setting. A little later, the executive editor entered my room, threw a printout on
my desk and said: “Read from the top down.” | read: “TO DEAR LEONID
IL’ICH.” There was no need to explain who Leonid I1’ich was. Brezhnev, of
course... It was a criminal case! These days, one would say: sots-art, conceptualism,
but then it was just a mockery.'%

As can be seen, Glazkov retained his predilection for shocking escapades, “happenings”
of a sort. One such escapade is described in the memoirs of Konstantin Vanshenkin:

At the same time, Kolia’s tricks were not just extravagant. At the very beginning
of the 1960s, during Khrushchev’s rule. [ presided at a big poetry reading in the
conference hall of the “Caliber” factory. Not only were all the seats occupied.
even the stage was crowded... And here is Glazkov on the stage, reading in a
monotonous, feeble voice a poem that describes how bad it was during Stalin’s
times. And suddenly:

Now all this is forgotten,

Our people are moving in another direction.

What I do like about Nikita,

Is that he does not beat the flies with his nostril.'”

[ looked at the audience. Everybody leaned back, all at once, pressing their necks
against the chairs, like men in a barber’s shop. The shock was so profound that
nobody laughed. There was complete silence... Meanwhile Kolia took advantage
of the stunning effect he had produced and kept reading in the same monotonous
voice... Interestingly, the episode did not entail any consequences.'™

Not surprisingly, Glazkov remained a local legend almost to the end of his life.

The main reason for this status, however, was not his “extravagant tricks,” but his early

"' Another trace of the Futurist influence that can be found in Glazkov's “official” poetry was his
attraction to oddly sounding words, such as Yakut in a Russian transcription. For example, one of the
poems from his book Dorogi i zvezdy (1966} is entitled «blruix knipasarac». Glazkov also retained an acute
interest in the prominent figures of the Futurist movement. When David Burliuk visited Moscow in 1956,
Glazkov came to the Maiakovskii Museum to meet him. Glazkov remained close 10 Kruchenykh to the end
of his life and was among the few people who attended Kruchenykh's funeral in 1968 (Libedinskaia, “I ego
zachisliat v knigu...” 220.)

"2 Sergei Biriukov. Zevgma, Moscow: Nauka, 1994, 15-16.

' «Teneps sce 310 NotabuTo. / K ApyroMy ABHXKETCA Hapod. / 3a yTo MHe HpaBHTcA Hukura, / Yo oM
HOIAPEIO MYX He BbeT.n

'™ Konstantin Vanshenkin. Pisarel ‘skii kiub. Moscow: Vagrius, 1998, 266.
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(and at that time still unpublished) poetry, which had not been forgotten. In addition to
Glazkov’s own efforts (he continued to distribute his early poems in samizdat books),
they were actively propagated by his poetic peers, who cited them by heart to younger
poets, who, in turn, became Glazkov's devoted fans. One of them, Evgenii Evtushenko,
would recall:

When ! first stumbled upon Glazkov’s poems, I literally raved about his lines,
which could be memorized at once, effortlessly: so easily did they strike a chord
in one’s heart...'%

Another admirer of Glazkov’s early poetry, Vladimir Komilov, expressed his feelings in

VEIse:

... [loroMy o6oxaro 'naskopa,
He noxoxero H# Ha Koro... '*°

(...Therefore I worship Glazkov,
Who is unlike anyone else...)

Although Glazkov’s best verses had been written in the 1930s and 40s, they were
still more influential than much more recent poetic productions created by his fellow
authors, — and not only by the mediocre ones, but even by the most talented of them.

This, actually, is the point of Boris Slutskii’s poem entitled “Kolia Glazkov” (1973):

...KTO cnycTica kK OONBIIKM ycniexam,
A KOro — noMHHalt Kak 3Banu'

Tonpko on HHKYZa He cbexan.

OH ocTasica Ha mepeBane.

OH ocTanica Ha nepesae.
Obornanu? Her, obornynn.
CKoNBbKO Mbl Y HEFO BOPOBAJIH,
A Bcero Mbl HE YTHHYIH.

CkHHeMCA, TOBapHLIH, YTO JIH?
Kaxabiit mycTs no KkaMewky Bolaact!
H nocrasum namstHuk Kone.
[TycTs €ro npH KWU3HH YBHAKT.'
(Some descended to big successes,
Others vanished into thin air!

1% «Skomorokh i bogatyr',” 406.

'* Cited in his interview with Tatiana Bek. Voprosy literatury, no. | (1992): 333.
%7 Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, 1. 3, 245-246.
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He was the only one who did not relocate anywhere.
He remained at the mountain pass.

He remained at the mountain pass.

Did we surpass him? No, we just skirted him.
We stole so much from him,

But haven't pinched everything he had.

Why don’t we make a purse for him together?
Let us everybody pull out a little stone!

Thus, we will erect a monument to Kolia,

Let him see it while he is still living.)

Indeed, many of “Kolia’s” poetic peers as well as the poets of a younger
generation were indebted to Glazkov. For example, Glazkov’s line “‘doroga daleka” (from
“Stepan Kumyrskii’) was used by Aleksandr Mezhirov for the title of his first book.
printed in 1947.'® Glazkov's image «copokoBsie-pokossie» (from “Po glazkovskim
mestam™) was employed by David Samoilov in his most well-known piece
“Sorokovye.”'” Some of Glazkov’s intonations, in particular the one used in the above-
cited "V Peredelkine u Pastemaka,” were adopted by Boris Slutskii. And last, but not
least, a close echo of Glazkov's poem written in the 1940s («— Monuu, cembs, —/
Ckazana ctas: / — B te6e cemp 5. / Bo MHe 10 cta SI!..»*%) can be found in Andrei
Voznesenskii’s piece «5 — ceMbs. / Bo MHe Kak B criekTpe / JXHBYT CeMb 8.0

Yet Glazkov's influence on these and some other successful Soviet poets was not
as profound as is still widely believed: the strong anti-utopian pathos of his early poetry,
which manifested itself in ironic play with official clichés, was generally alien to
“publishable™ authors. This Glazkovian feature, as well as some of his other characteristic
traits, made his poetry especially important for authors who refused to submit to the

state’s political and aesthetical demands and instead chose to stay in the literary

underground.

' Aleksandr Mezhirov. Doroga daleka, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1947.

' See David Samoilov. Stikhotvoreniia, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel”, 1985, 43.

0 s-brannoe, 468.

X! Andrei Voznesenskii. Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, t. 1, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1984, 167.
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CHAPTER Il. RUSSIAN AVANT-GARDE IN THE 1950s
AND BEYOND: THE THAW GENERATION

AFTER STALIN

Although by the end of the 1940s, the experimental tradition seemed to have died
out completely (even Glazkov finally surrendered to the enormous political pressure
exerted by the state), its revival began immediately after Stalin’s death in 1953 and the
ensuing liberalization of the regime. In the middle of the 1950s, a number of young poets
emerged. who showed genuine interest in the early Russian avant-garde as represented by
Khiebnikov, Maiakovskii, and Kruchenykh. The constant official denigration and
belittling of Futurism had failed to suppress interest in the movement, most likely
because access to the Futurist oeuvre had never been completely cut off. As Lev Losev
noted, the canonization of Maiakovskii “had left a crack in the wall that was missed by
the ‘comrades’,” and which enabled young readers to become acquainted with the avant-
garde texts of the beginning of the century:

In 1947 and 1950 Soviet students read not only “Verses about my Soviet

Passport,” but also the poems “Man,” “A Cloud in Trousers,” and afterwards they

set off on risky journeys through incompletely purged libraries, second-hand

bookstores, and fleamarkets, where wild books by Burliuk and Kruchenykh

passed as cheap junk. Thus from Maiakovskii they moved on to Khlebnikov and
Kruchenykh, and then rcturned via Zabolotskii and the OBERIU.2%

After Stalin’s death this path seemed no longer to guarantee one a prison sentence or
death, although it was certainly not approved by the Soviet authorities. As before,
experimental art, especially in its radical manifestations, was labeled “formalism™ and did
not have any real access to the official press. Thus the majority of young poets who chose
to work within the avant-garde tradition consciously made the decision to confine
themselves to the literary underground, where they largely remained until the final

collapse of the regime. Their literary activities were reduced, for the most part. to

27 L ev Losev, “Tulupy my,” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 14 (1995): 209. The carlier version of this
article was published in The Blue Lagoon Anthology. 1. |, 141-149.
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203 sroducing samizdat collections, and

readings of poetry in each other’s apartments,
occasional publications abroad ~ in émigré journals, almanacs, and anthologies.
Underground verses appeared in such editions as Novyi zhurnal, Grani, Kovcheg, Apollon
- 77, A-IA, and — ulumately — in The Blue Lagoon Anthology of Modern Russian Poetry
(1980-86).2* The latter was the first attempt to put into print a comprehensive collection
of samizdat poetry that had been produced in Soviet Union since the mid-1950s.2% This
truly grandiose venture was initiated and executed by the Leningrad underground poet
Konstantin Kuzminsky, who emigrated to the United States in 1975. As a co-editor,
Kuzminsky designated his compatriot Grigorii Kovalev, who remained in Leningrad, but
whose role in the project was no less crucial. He was almost totally blind and lived on a
small disability pension, devoting all of his time to collecting and copying (with the help
of others) samizdat poetry. Thanks to his efforts, hundreds of remarkable poetic texts did
not sink into oblivion and were eventually published in The Blue Lagoon Anthology *®

All the texts in the anthology were in Russian (which might have imposed certain
difficulties for Western readers), but the editor struggled to provide some information
about each of the numerous authors, and to arrange materials in a more or less systematic
and chronological fashion, %*’

The revival of the experimental tradition is believed to have begun at the

Philology Department of Leningrad State University, and this happened even before the

2 There was a short-lived practice of public poetry readings in Moscow’s Maiakovskii Square, which was
started by young fans of poetry in the late summer of 1960. Anyone could come and read poems (his own
or by other authors) to a huge crowd, which used to gather around the Maiakovskii monument on weekend
evenings. Although nothing that could be considered openly anti-Soviet ever happened during these
readings (it was no secret that the crowd was saturated with KGB agents). the authorities put a ban on these
gatherings at the end of 196 1. See about this Ludmila Polikovskaia, My predchuvstvie, prediecha...
Ploshchad' Maiakovskogo 19581965, Moscow: Zven'ia, 1997.

™ About this anthology see Vladislav Kulakov, “A professorov, polagaiu, nado veshat’,” Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 14 (1995); 200-208.

2% The anthology features very small number of texts created before the 1950s.
% About Grigorii Kovalev see The Blue Lagoon Anthology, t. 1, 23-28.

27 K uzminsky used in this work various émigré and samizdat sourses. Undoubtedly, the most important of
them was Antologiia sovetskoi patologii published in samizdat in 1962 by Kuzminsky, Kovalev, and few
other enthusiasts. They put under one cover all the non-traditional and ingenious poetic texts that had been
read aloud or circulated in manuscripts at the end of the 1950s and beginning of the 1960s. Altogether the
collection included more than one hundred poems. See on this matter The Blue Lagoon Anthology, \. 1, 21;
Krivulin, “Zolotoi vek samizdata,” 351.
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death of Stalin.2% In the fall of 1952 several 18-year-old freshmen, including Mikhail
Krasil’nikov and lurii Mikhailov, proclaimed themselves *“Neofuturists” and Khlebnikov
— their primary teacher. They even managed to put together two miscellanies, one of
which was entitled Brynza and the other S'edim brynzu. Although these miscellanies have
nut survived, it is known that they included polemics, articles, and some poetry by
members of the group.

Strangely enough, the appearance of these miscellanies went completely
unnoticed. and scandal broke out only after the same group of freshmen decided to
arrange a public event (an act of almost unimaginable daring at the time). In December
1952, Mikhail Krasil'nikov and lurii Mikhailov, together with a few friends, dressed in
traditional Russian shirts and bast sandals, sat on the floor in the University lobby and
began to gulp down traditional Russian tiuria made with kvass and to sing Khlebnikov’s
poems.’™ After this action Mikhailov and Krasil’nikov were immediately dismissed from
the University, where they were reinstated only after Stalin’s death, which, fortunately
for them, occurred three months later.2'® According to an eyewitness, their response to
the reinstatement took an appropriately “avant-garde” form — they wrote a narrative poem
consisting of 150 lines of palindromes.?"'

Most of Mikhailov’s and Krasil’nikov’s poems were written in the mid-1950s,
and they circulated widely among the University students. However, only a very small
number of these texts have survived. Some of them would appear later in the first volume

of The Blue Lagoon Anthology (1980). In Russia, Mikhailov and Krasil’nikov were

% See Krivulin, “Zolotoi vek samizdata.” 349; Losev “Tulupy my,” 209-210; Vladimir Ufliand,
“Neofuturist s gusinym perom,” Avrora, no. 10 (1991): 43.

 The exact date of this event has provoked certain controversy. Krivulin places this event in December of
1951 (*Zolotoi vek samizdata,” 349), while Ufliand and Losev date it December of 1952 (“Neofuturist s
gusinym perom,” 43; “Tulupy my,” 209-210). The latter date seems to be more plausible.

21 See Ufliand, “Neofuturist s gusinym perom,” 43; Losev, “Tulupy my,” 210-211; Krivulin, “Zolotoi vek
samizdata.” 249. This punishment, however, looked rather “mild” by the standards of the time, and can
probably be attributed to the “Russophile” nature of the happening.

M Losev quotes two lines from that poem from memory: “Ezdil gogolem smelo Goglidze™ and “Voliu
Kremlia mial Merkulov” (“Tulupy my,” 211). It seems that the same poem was also mentioned by Leonid
Chertkov in his letter to Valentin Khromov of July 13, 1958: *<...> As far as palindromes are concerned,
the greatest of them all (without exaggeration) | heard from my pal from Leningrad Mishka Krasil'nikov. It
was very long, with an elaborate plot, very logical, without any artificial turns, and ended with the line:

ABpyk aec cen, xypsa! <...>" (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen, Historisches
Archiv, F. 92).
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published for the first time only at the beginning of the 1990s, when several of their
poems appeared in the literary monthly Avrora.?'? These poems bear clear signs of
Futurist influence, primarily that of Khlebnikov. Here, for instance, is Mikhailov’s poem
“Chaane” (1956) based on skillful euphonic play:

Yaans — 3acTeHYHBa,
Yaans — oTyasHHa,
Yaans - H3IMEHYHBA
H HeoObvaiiHa.
3y6bl KaK KEMYYKHHBI,
OpOBH ~ IYTH CyXeHH,
yepeuyp
YyepHa.
JHeM oHa nyyy XeHOH,
BEYEpPOM He XYyXe, HO —
BbI —

P nat 213

(Chaane is shy,
Chaane is audacious
Chaane is changeable
and extraordinary.
Her teeth are like pearls
eyebrows — arches of destiny,
she is too
black.
In the daytime she is a ray’s wife,
and she is as good at night,
just too
pre-

ten-

tious!..)

Krasil'nikov's poems are characterized not only by his strong predilection for
compound rhymes in the style of Khlebnikov, but also by his clear affinity with the
absurd in the spirit of Kruchenykh. One of his poems dated 1955 shows this
convincingly:

Xouy y3HaTh TOCKYET BOJI O KOM,
Has oauH Ha BOJONION,

2 See lurii Mikhailov, Avrora, no. 10 (1991): 45-49; Mikhail Krasil'nikov, Avrora, no. 10 (1990): 82-83.
M gvrora, no.10 (1991): 45-46. Krasil'nikov's poems can also be found in Samizdar veka, 457-458.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access
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Koraa ero notammTt BoJIOKOM
Cnoak yGoruit H ckymoii.

WM Bce paBHO — TsXeNbi# rpys 1K
Hectu xyna-to no npukasy.
Cepaua yHBUIBIX 3aCKOPY3JH,
Boccnasus rope u npokasy.

Ho cnaBeH HCTOro HCKyCCTBA JIHK —
YBeyHLIH TEIOM OXHBAET.

Ouwu Benu Bona 6e3 ycranu

Tyna, rae Bexa mexesas...2?

(I would like to know for whom the ox is longing
Going along to a water hole,

When he will be dragged by a Slovak,

A squalid and greedy fellow.

They don’t care if a heavy load

To be carried somewhere on someone’s order.
The hearts of the downcast have hardened,
Glamorizing sorrow and leprosy.

May the image of ardent art be glorified -
He who is maimed revives.

They lead the ox relentlessly

To the end where the boundary stnp lies...)

Soon after their reinstatement at the University, Mikhailov and Krasil’nikov
became poetic mentors for a group of freshmen who entered the Philology Department in
1954. This group included Leonid Vinogradov, Sergei Kulle, Vladimir Ufliand, Mikhail
Eremin, Aleksei Lifshits (he would later adopt the pen-name Lev Losev), and Aleksandr
Kondratov. Like their *“elder brothers,” Mikhailov and Krasil’nikov, they were interested
mainly in Khlebnikov’s innovations and the poetry of absurd.?'® All of these poets would
later appear in The Blue Lagoon Anthology united under the title “Philologicheskaia
shkola.” 2'

A major blow for the group was the detention of Mikhail Krasil nikov for

participating in a protest against the invasion of Hungary by Soviet troops in 1956. This

2 The Blue Lagoon Anthology, t.1, 157. See also Samizdat veka, 455.

'3 Two members of the group. Lev Losev and Sergei Kulle, appear 1o have been relatively uninfluenced by
Futurism. For that reason their poetry will not be discussed here.

11 See The Blue Lagoon Anthology. 1. 1, 139-265.



00056063

84

protest was held on the Dvortsovaia Plaza on November 7, 1956, during the official
celebration of the October Revolution.2!” Losev recollected that Krasil'nikov “marched
among banners and portraits of the Party leaders and yelled: ‘Free Hungary!’ and
something else of that kind.” 2'* He was arrested and sentenced to four years of
incarceration, which he served in Mordoviia.

When Krasil'nikov was imprisoned, his place as an informal leader of the group
was taken over by Leonid Vinogradov (b.1936). who enjoyed special popularity among
the poets of the Philology Department. According to Losev’s account, Vinogradov wrote

» 219

“little and bniefly, and only a few of his epigrammatic pieces survive, preserved as

epigraphs to the verse of his fellow-poets:

Mb! daHaTHKH, MBI GOHETHKH.
He Goumcs Mu xuﬁepﬂemxu.no

(We are fanatics, we are phoneticists,
We are not afraid of cybemetics.)

And another;

Mapycs!
Tut mobuwb P’yc:;‘?22l

(Marus'!

Do you love Rus’? [Russia])
In his memoirs, Losev characterizes Vinogradov as a “serious, consistent master of the
lyrical absurd.” citing from memory the following stanza:

OaHHAKOBO CEPLEIHO

Bam npeanoxar cHATH Ty yn

H npu Bxone 8 ki1y6 Konxo3Hbii,
1 B moboii aHrnmiickuit kiy6.2

(With the same seriousness
You will be asked to take off your sheepskin coat

7 In his anticle “Zolotoi vek samizdata,” Krivulin mistakenly attributes this action lo Leonid Vinogradov

(349).

% “Tulupy my,” 212. After his release from the penitentiary, Krasil'nikov returned to his hometown Riga
(Latviia), where he worked as a tour guide. See Avrora, no. 10 (1990): 82-83.

3 “Tylupy my,” 212.

™ The Blue Lagoon Anthology. t. 1, 155.

2! Ihid., 155. More of Vinogradov's poems can be found in Samizdar veka, 458-460.
22 wTylupy my,” 212,



00056063

85

At the entrance of a kolkhoz club
And at the entrance of any English club.)

Another member of the group, Vladimir Ufliand (b. 1937), can be also described
as a “master of the lyrical absurd.” In contrast to Vinogradov, however, he did not favor

the epigrammatic style, and his best poems had long, elaborate plots. Here is one of them,
“Smert’ liubimoi” (1959):

JIio0uMasg cKOHYANach He3aMeTHO.
Jlexana ropectHas, THXas.
bonena.

Ax! Jlyume 6 ymepna Enuizasera,
6enbrufickas crapyiika kopoiesa.

babycs MHe He caenana xyaoro,

HO TaKXe H He caenana nobpa.

Mkee 6 ¢ Heo gaxe 6uuto 6 Heynobxo
MoJl pydKy BLIATH CO ABOpA.

Tem Gonee, Ha TaHUBI, KA KaTOK.
MopumHHcTan, ceAeHbKasA, XPOMEHbKAR.
Ee 6m cpa3y ceen ¢ yma Morok
NPOXOXHX Y KHHOTEaTpa « X POHHKa».

A B Koponesckoit popMeHHO# ckydeiike,
B ¢aMHJIBHBIX CTAPOMOIHBIX YKPALICHHAX
OT MHPOXKA 33 COPOK TPH KONEHKH
cTapywka 6 oTKazanach ¢ OTBPAICHHEM.

BoimoxHo Taxxke, 4TO OHa HErpaMoOTHaA.
H ua norax ne rydenrku, a nHMLI.

Ax! Bce-Takn, kakas 310 gpama:
HEYasHHaA CMepTh obumoit! 223

(My loved one passed away imperceptibly.
She was lying there, sorrowful, quiet.
She had been senously ill.

Ah! It would be better if Elizabeth died,
The Belgian little old lady-queen.

The little granny did not do anything bad to me,
But she did not do anything good, either.

| would even be embarrassed to take her arm
And to walk out of our courtyard with her.

Let alone to go to a dance, a skating nink.

B yladimir Uftiand. Rifmovannye uporiadochennye teksty, Sankt-Peterburg: Blits, 1997, 38.
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Wrinkled, gray-headed, limping,

She would go crazy as soon as she saw
The traffic of pedestrians near

The movie theater “Khronika.”

And in her regal uniform of a calotte,
In her old-fashioned family jewelry,
She would refuse with disgust

To have a pie for forty-three kopecks.

Besides, it is quite possible that she is illiterate,
And wears deerskin boots on her feet,
Not little dress shoes.

Ah! What a tragedy it is after all:
The unexpected death of a loved one!)

In Ufliand’s poetry the tendency towards primitivism inherited from Khlebnikov
acquires the shape of the grotesque, which is softened by his special “simple-hearted™
intonation and versatile vocabulary. These qualities make his poetic world so instantly
recognizable that losif Brodsky wittily designated it “Ufliandiia.” 2* Characteristic traits
of “Ufliandiia” are already clearly discernible in the poet’s earliest verses and remain
virtually unchanged over more than three decades. This can be seen in his first collection
Teksty 1955-1977 published by Ardis in 1978, as well as in subsequent ones, Othornye
teksty (1995) and Rifmovannye uporiadochennye teksty (1997), both of which would
appear in the poet’s own country in the post-Soviet era.

Despite his relatively low productivity, Ufliand enjoyed a kind of famc, which
quickly spread beyond the University. His poems were appreciated in other poetic circles
in Leningrad, in particular, by the so-called “Akhmatova’s orphans™ (Brodsky, Rein,
Naiman, and Bobyshev).??* Ufliand also became rather well-known in Moscow, and his
poems promptly appeared in the Moscow samizdat journal Sintaksis, published by
Aleksandr Ginsburg in 1959-1960.22

The poetry of another participant of “Filologicheskaia shkola.” Mikhail Eremin

(b. 1936), was also published in Sintaksis. As his early poems demonstrated. Eremin

4 See losif Brodsky, “Zametka dlia entsiklopedii,” Russkaia mys!', June 16, 1989.

25 For instance, Brodsky more than once mentioned Ufliand as one of his mentors. Losev offers his
comments on these statements: “By the way, if Brodsky ever leamed anything from Ufliand... it was most
probably the easy handling of everyday discourse and the an of rhyme.” (“Tulupy my.” 214).

28 |ater Ufliand's poems were regularly included in various poetic anthologies published abroad.
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actively learned from the Futurists, consistently employing alliteration, inexact rhymes,

and unexpected metaphors:

Tax ropcts 3¢MAH HCKATH HYAEH:
Tonua nonsa B neUH 6e3001a4HOMN.
Woymne. kak 60poan penensu

M napanu B necok, xak oOpyHH.

Utobm cMaArumiiocs cepaue Mokceeso,
Ut06 kapaBa# 3emun nonpoboBarth,
Masc H npoco cessin

Bpatba 6poasune, OpenoBnic.. 2

(Thus Israelites were looking for a handful of soil,
Trampling fields in cloudless dust;

While striding, they thinned out like beards,

And fell down in the sand like barrel hoops;

To soften Moses’ heart,

To taste the loaf of land,

They sowed com and sorghum,

Roaming, daredevil brothers...)

Soon., however, Eremin became much more radical in his experimentation. This
can be seen from his poems in The Blue Lagoon Anthology, as well as from his poetic
collections published in the United States and later, in Russia.?® Beginning in the mid-
1960s Eremin inserted into his poems mathematical formulas, Japanese hieroglyphs,
words in ancient Greek and Hindi, Russian/English portmanteaux, and so forth. All his
verses have rather zaum "-like quality, although Eremin provides copious footnotes in
which (in contrast to Kruchenykh) he offers precise translations of foreign words. These
experiments looked so promising that even Brodsky, whose attitude to this kind of poetry
was lukewarm, appreciated the poet’s creativity. In a phone interview Brodsky said,
“Eremin’s verse can be called Futurism in the sense that the future belongs to this sort of
poetry.” 2°

The Futurist predilection for puns and parody is particularly noticeable in the

poems of Aleksandr Kondratov (1937-1993). According to Losev, Kondratov “parodied

27 The Blue Lagoon Anthology, t. 1, 212.

*** See Mikhail Eremin. Stikhotvoreniia, Tenafly: Ermitazh, 1986; Stikhotvoreniia, Moscow: Argo-Risk,
1996, Stikhotvoreniia, Sankt-Petersburg: Pushkinskii Fond, 1998.

22 See Eremin. Stikhotvoreniia, 1986, 152.
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all of Russian literature, and also Russian literary scholarship, and then, on top of it, some
of world literature as well.” **° Following the Futurist example, Kondratov took a keen
pleasure in parodying Pushkin, particularly the poet’s saccharine official image. He
brought these poems in the lengthy poetic cycle, “Pushkinoty: Panto-Pushkin,” published
in The Blue Lagoon Anthology. The poem “Pushkinskie atributy™ is one of them:

Hoxxkn — INywknny!
Kpyxky — [lyiukuny!
HAywky — [Mymkuuy!
Crpyxky — [lyimikuny...
[Mywky — INTywmkuny.
[Teiuxy - [Nymxkuuy.
Yuko - [lymxuny.
Kpouuxy — [Tyuikuny.
[Lowxy - [Nywknny.
Uywky — [Tymkuny.
Mynky — [lytkuny.
Kpbiuky ~ Hymxnny!m

([Ladies] little feet — to Pushkin!
A tankard - to Pushkin!
A sweetie — to Pushkin!
A shaving- to Pushkin...
A cannon — to Pushkin.
A dumpling — to Pushkin.
A little ear - to Pushkin.
A little one — to Pushkin.
A bun - to Pushkin.

A piglet - to Pushkin.

A little fly - to Pushkin.
A lid - to Pushkin!)

The last line is a pun. It alludes to the idiom “emy kpsiuka™ (it’s all up with him), and
therefore can be translated as “Pushkin kaput.” This pun effectively concludes a poem
that targets the innumerable scholarly studies, which caused more harm than good to
Pushkin’s poetic reputation.

Among his fellow Neofuturists, Kondratov (who is also known by the pseudonym

0 The Blue Lagoon Anthology, 1.1, 148-149.
B 1bid., 241.
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“Sandy Konrad™) was distinguished by his prolific output and his tireless search for new
forms of poetic expression.>? He was often ahead of the times in his experiments,
anticipating tendencies that would only appear decades later in the works of others

Many of Kondratov’s verse productions of the 1950s look amazingly “postmodern,” for
example, “*Akrostikh™ (Acrostic):

== O00"TR >

x234

Although the Leningrad group of Neofuturists was probably the first to emerge
after Stalin’s death, it was soon followed by other groups of a similar aesthetic
orientation, which sprung up in Moscow. As Losev puts it, “In Moscow, we considered

Krasovitskii, Chertkov, Khromov, and later Sapgir and Kholin to be in the same league as

us.” 235

Sapgir and Kholin were members of the so-called “Lianozovo group,” while
Krasovitskii, Chertkov, and Khromov formed the so-called “Chertkov group,” which
became active in the mid-1950s. The latter group’s meetings were held in the apartment
of Galina Andreeva, a student at the Moscow Institute of Foreign Languages. Other
members of the group, Stanislav Krasovitskii, Valentin Khromov, as well as Andrei
Sergeev, were also from the same Institute, although their acknowledged leader, Leonid
Chertkov, attended the Institute of Library Science.”® Chertkov was a frequent visitor to

the Lenin Library, where he copied out by hand works of early twentieth-century poetry.

B2 See Kondratov's poems in The Blue Lagoon Anthology as well as in Avrora, no. 12 (1990), and Zvezda,
no. 5 (1991); no. 8 (1993).

B3 See Genrikh Sapgir's preface to Kondratov’s poems in Samizdat veka, 461.
4 The Blue Lagoon Anthology, 251.

23 “Tulupy my,” 214.

% Eor more about the Chertkov's group, see Andrei Sergeev, “Mansarda oknami na zapad,” in Vladislav
Kulakov, Poezia kak fact, Moscow: Novoe literatumnoe obozrenie, 1999, 340-351. Also, see Kulakov, “Kak
cto nachinalos',” Novyi mir, no. 4 (1994); 100-113; Andrei Sergeev “Ai’bom dlia marok” in his book
Omnibus, Moscow: Novoe literatumoe obozrenie, 1997.
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These works were then discussed at the meetings of the group, where the preference,
according to one source, was given to Futurist poetry.23 7

The members of the group actively sought out the surviving avant-garde authors
of the older generation, in particular Nikolai Zabolotskii, to whom they sent their writings
for evaluation. Zabolotskii’s comments, although somewhat unflattering, were faithfully
recorded by Khromov:

I spoke to N.A. Zabolotskii over the phone.

— It is very good that you are not satisfied with conventional, official
verse. You remind me some of the early Futurists. I can’t say that your poetry is
bad. You just haven’t written any, and your experiments only pretend to be real
poetry. | wish you success in your experiments.

The young poets managed to establish a closer relationship with Aseev, who
seemed to show a genuine interest in their work. As they would recall later, he offered
them practical support, including monetary donations.”>® Some of the group members
visited Aseev on a regular basis, although their attitude towards him was slightly ironic
(obviously, he was too “Soviet” for their taste). In Aseev’s home they met Kruchenykh.,
who immediately singled out Stanislav Krasovitskii. Kruchenykh even asked the latter to
write something in his special album, which he kept for eulogies to himself and which
contained the autographs of numerous celebrities. In response, Krasovitskii wrote down
the poem “Madrigal to Kruchenykh™ as an expression of his admiration for the older
poet’s innovations. ““Madrigal™ is based on a witty play on words, which unfortunately
eludes translation:

...He B dapHcesx cnaseH o
Ho Bce#t Paccen HpaBHT OH
Cpean KOTOB YUOHBIX

M cpeaun pudm ceueHbix

Haw Anexceit 3syuonsrx...2*

7 See Sapgir, in Samizdar veka, 388.

**Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92.

22 valentin Khromov, in particular, recollected that Aseev would call him to ask: “Well, have you written
anything new?” If the answer was “Yes,” he would say: “Show it to me.” He would read the poem and. if
he liked it, he would pay me one ruble per line. At that time, it was an excellent rate. Only the so-called
“thick” literary journals paid that much. (“My vsegda zanimalis’ tol’ko iskusstvom.” in Poezia kak fakt.
357).

2 The Blue Lagoon Anthology, 1.1, 82.
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In contrast to the Leningrad Neofuturists, the Chertkov group did not publicize
the debt they owed to Futurism. They only admitted their Western orientation, although
most of the members had learned a great deal from the Futurists.?*! Even Chertkov
(1933-2000), who, as is widely believed, generally followed in the poetic footsteps of
Gumilev and Tikhonov, displayed a penchant for shocking “futuristic™ gestures,
combined with aggressive naturalism:

...3Ha4HT, MHe 19, a 20 HcnonHHTCA,
f 1I03HAl0 HOBOE HacNaXAeHHE —

4
MOYHTLCA B NTIOABE3AE CBOCH J'ﬂOGOBHHIlH.z 2

(...So0, I’'m 19, going on 20,
and | am leaming a new pleasure,
to urinate in my lover’s doorway.)

The same trait was even more pronounced in Chertkov’s later poems, written in
1956-57, which demonstrate, in addition, a strong interest in zaum '. Not accidentally, the
poet brought these poems together under the title “RIUKHI,” an exotic Russian word that
describes an old outdoor game. All of “RIUKHI" are saturated with neologisms and
weird twists of logic, as in “Dar” (1957):

S BBIHAHYMA B ME4H IHUYHHKY THpOTA —
Komy kak He Tebe oTBEAATHL OTOPOUKY,—

Hanpsaub KOpoBAKa 110 KAHHY canora
U nacocars Ha3EMOM 3HAIOLLYIO OOYKY.

Hemvaiiee kazno nedaran ALIPaxot,

Cnoxus cyxoit AuHABIN, 4 cAenan HOrK onsn6oM,~
3agpas 10 ronoBH ropoiIKOBLIi NOAON,

Ona B rycTix Kycrax Tebe nana 3a aamM60#.

A 4oKHYTBIH UHKYH, Tpela, KaKk MeIHHIA rBO3b,
[oTOBHA CHKYHa B CBOEH BOHIOUEH cnanbHe.

#! Only two members of the group, Sergeev and Andreeva, appeared to be uninfluenced by the Futurists,
although the former “was brought up on the Futurists, and his major love afterwards was Pasternak™
(“Mansarda oknami na zapad,” 343). Sergeev (1933-1998) later became a well-known translator of British
and American poetry. Galina Andreeva, who did not pursue a literary carcer, wrote in a style akin to that of
the early Akhmatova: «BoT H ApOXWIH MBI CBOH BeYepa, / K NECHAM CTapuiM Bo3BpaTa Het. / Ha cannanse
B IEBRTOM Yacy yTpa / Tax HeBeceno exarh mHe.» (Here we are, we have outlasted our evenings, / There is
no return to old songs. / It is rather sad for me / To go on a date shortly after eight in the moming). Cited in
Sergeev, Omnibus, 306.

7 From Chertkov's narrative poem “ltogi™ (1954), cited by Sergeev in “Mansarda oknami na zapad,” 342.
In Chertkov’s collection Ognepark, published in Cologne in 1987, these lines appeared in a different
version.
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M nanunapras cnesa, — roplousii roct,

Kak ccaku HaTekna B OTBCPCTHE I‘OTOBa.ﬂbHH.z‘}

(I nursed in the stove the larva of the pie —
Who else but you should taste its rim, —

Flex some dung along the wedge of a high boot
And fill up the wide-open barrel with shit.

The paper-puncher printed smoking kazlo,

I piled up dry dyndyp and crossed my legs blianba-wise.
While she lifted her polka-dotted skirt up to the head
And put out for you behind the dam.

Meanwhile, crazy Chikun, cracking like a copper nail,
Readied his prick in his stinky bedroom.

And a terse tear, a bitter guest,

Dropped like piss in the orifice of the drawing case.)

The preference for extravagant images was typical of another member of the Chertkov
group, Valentin Khromov (b. 1932). One of his most memorable stanzas reads:

H sepHbiii M060BHHK cBOEH NecOHEHKH

BeixoauT TOLIHHTE MO yTpaM,

M3 npaHo#i CMHHBI BHIHHMas IPAHKH
Ycuypumnx B nogbesse namn.’*

(And the faithful lover of his lesbian partner
Comes out to puke in the moming,

Drawing from his ragged back the lathing
Of the light bulbs that sleep in the doorway).

Still, Khromov’s most unique feature was his taste for palindromes, which recalls
Khlebnikov’s famous experiments, above all, his narrative poem “Razin™ (1920). This
work, which was written entirely in palindromes, changed the status of this device in
Russian poetry. “Palindrome... Apparently, a joke, a game... Read trom right to left or
from left to right, it comes out the same. No black magic. just prestidigitation. Such was,

more or less, the attitude towards the palindrome before the giant Khlebnikov emerged.”

3 Cited in Chertkov’s letter to Khromov of July 13, 1958 (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit
Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92). A slightly different version of this poem was later published in
Ognepark (1987).

4 Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitdt Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92. This very stanza was
praised by Chertkov in his letter to Khromov of June 26, 1958: “...In any case. | liked the fragments of the
poems more than the whole thing, - particularly, the stanza *And the faithful lover of his lesbian
partner..." ” (/bid.)
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stated Kruchenykh.?** Undoubtedly, Khromov was the first among the poets of his
generation to realize the full potential of the device.>*® As his palindromes demonstrate,
he quickly acquired significant level of artistry in this craft. The miniature poem, “Koty
pytok,” entrances the reader with its economy of expression:

KT
OKOQO B OKO

TyT Kak TyT 29
“K itogu gotik,” a longer piece, also deserves to be mentioned here. Khromov managed

to endow some of his palindromes with rhymes and rhythm, and this quality, as their first
rcader and critic, Leonid Chertkov, noted, made these experiments especially

inleresting:z‘s

rofi uor

HHIYCY AHH

TOTHK HTOT
KHHbLTE B LIBCTHHK.

4y Bepa LapeBHY
BOCTOK OTHOB
yH JeHsru [Heauy

B OMYT YMOB.

Ha MHILY UIMNaH
KapaKyJib Tyka pak
Ha ny3e Be3y naH
KapMaHa MpaK.

HE MOpr OrpOMEH
B OCIIE NICOB

He IMBO BHJCH
BOCTOX OTHOB.

HaM OaHb oOMaH
H MECTb CEMbH

M5 Aleksei Kruchenykh. /5 lef russkogo futurisma, Moscow: Izdanie Vserossiiskogo Soiuza Poetov, 1928,
18.

24 See Khromov's letter to Chertkov of Febuary 15, 1958, in which he discusses Khlebnikov's
palindromes: “<...> Once Andrei {Sergeev] or someone clse, speaking of the ‘fragmented quality’ of
Velemir's poetry, said that ‘rop por’ is a complete failure in comparison to ‘(M) Hu3apu nerenu
PazunuiM’ and similar lines. | can't agree with that; the line might be simple or ordinary, but it is not
shallow at all.” (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92).
%7 Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitat Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92.

% Letter to Khromov of June 26. 1958. (/bid.)
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Ha B 100 OonBaH

4
HMHZQ

Khromov’s most important contribution to the genre was a play, “Potop, ili Ada Iliada,”
which was only recently published in Samizdat veka. As one scholar has suggested. the
play is likely to occupy an honored place after Khlebnikov’s “Razin” in future
anthologies of palindromic poetry.?*

Another enthustiastic follower of the Futurist tradition was Stanislav Krasovitskii
(b.1935). He was not only the most important figure in the Chertkov group, but, as many
believe, in the whole generation of poets that emerged in the 1950s.2%' Krasovitskii began
as a disciple of the early Maiakovskii, but he had largely outgrown this influence even
before joining Chertkov and others. By the mid-1950s Krasovitskii seemed more
interested in Khlebnikov's and Kruchenykh’s innovations, which inspired in him a love
for neologisms, unconventional syntax, and various types of zaum'. As his poems in The
Blue Lagoon Anthology demonstrate, Krasovitskii was fond of exuberant experimentation
with these devices, although in his best pieces he uses them in a much more subtle
fashion. He gently blends them into his own, very distinctive surrealist vision, which
palpably differed from that of his predecessors: Kruchenykh with his absurdist
compositions, Khlebnikov with his childlike dreams, and Maiakovskii with his neurotic
grotesqueries:

Ha nopore, rae MUIALWET 3Mea H 3EMJ1A —
Kporasoe aepeso crnena.

A Brxy yxoauT uepes nong

Hemas ¢urypa cocena.

A BOJHBI CTOST B JOIIOTONTHOM pARY,
H ceerca nsinb MykoMona.

CTtapyxa KonaeTcs B XeNTOM cany,
OrtBepHyTas OT nona.

2 Ibid. More of Khromov's palindronmes can be found in The Blue Lagoon Anthology, t. 1, 257-260.
% K ulakov, “Kak eto nachinalos’,” 103.

B! See, for example, Kuzminsky's preface to Krasovitskii's poems in The Blue Lagoon Anthology. t. 1, 70.
See also Krivulin's preface to Krasovitskii's poems in Okriabr’, no. 4 (1991): 137. Among the admirers of
Krasovitskii's talent were Akhmatova, Nadezhda Mandelshtam, Victor Shklovskii, losif Brodsky, and also
some of the most prominent poets of his own generation. “Krasovitskii's poetry was for us the only thing
that could strengthen our spirit.” Gennadii Aigi would recall later. (“Poet ~ eto nesostoiavshiisia sviatoi...”
Literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5-6 (1998): 16-17).
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Yo Hano e#l Tam?

Ho npHeMHHK MONYHT,

H tuxo,

Ilo camomy kpaio

YxoauT 3a Mope coceacKHA OaHIHT,
3aKyTaBLIHCh TEHbIO capaﬁl.252

(On the threshold, where serpent and soil are dancing,
There is a tree made of bloody footsteps.

[ watch the silent silhouette of my neighbor

Walk away through the fields.

Waves stand frozen in an antediluvian row,
Dust pours from the miller’s wheel.

An old woman is digging in the yellow garden,
Her back turned to her household chores.

What does she seek there?

The radio is silent,

And quietly,

Creeping along the very edge,

The neighboring thug flees overseas,

Wrapping himself in the shadow of the bamn.)
The poem’s eschatological flavor is very typical of Krasovitskii, and this, in turn,
distinguishes the poet from his primary influences. Futurist social utopianism was totally
foreign to Krasovitskii, who scarcely anticipated any kind of radiant future. On the
contrary, he was obsessed with tragic premonitions, the most persistent of which was
nuclear catastrophe. It ts an underlying theme in a number of his poems, which are now
read as prophecies of the Chemobyl accident and similar disasters.?*

Krasovitskii's poetic voice continued to develop, but at the beginning of the
1960s he abruptly ceased all of his poetic activity. He became aware of a religious
vocation and began studying for the priesthood.?** He renounced all his early poems and
even tried to destroy everything he had written. Copies preserved by some of his friends

and fans were the source for all of the few existing publications of Krasovitskii’s

B2 Samizdat veka. 389-390.
B3 See Sapgir in ibid., 389.

¥ Krivulin, Oktiabr’, no. 4 (1991): 137. On Krasovitskii's poetry see also Kulakov, “Kak eto nachinalos’,”
106-112.
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poems 253

Even before Krasovitskii decided to change his life so drastically, the Chertkov
group had ceased to exist. The end came in January 1957, as a result of the arrest and
detention of Leonid Chertkov on charges of “anti-Soviet propaganda.” Apparently, the
KGB had been keeping an eye on the group for some time, and, as Andrei Sergeev would
later explain, Chertkov was “the center, the axis of the group, and they pulled him away
so that the circle would disintegrate.” *¢

Chertkov was sent to Mordoviia, but even in the labor camp he managed to stay in
touch with former group members, corresponding with them on a regular basis. Quite
amazingly, the hardship of everyday day survival did not suppress Chertkov’s acute
interest in art and poetry. In his letters he focused almost exclusively on cultural and
literary matters, sharing with his correspondents his exceptional knowledge of the first
Russian avant-garde, as well as information on its last surviving exponents, whom he
made every effort to track down.2”’

Chertkov’s erudition, along with his keen literary taste, made him an excellent
critic of poetry. His letters are full of insightful comments on the works of poets who
happened to be of interest to him. Among these were Aseev,”® Slutskii, Glazkov, Kseniia
Nekrasova, and the Leningrad Neofuturists, with whom Chertkov had an unexpected
opportunity to familiarize himself in the labor camp. The Neofuturists’ former leader,

Mikhail Krasil’nikov, served his sentence in the same labor camp as Chertkov, and he

B3 See Kovcheg, no. 2 (1977); Grani, no. 52 (1962); Apollon-77 (Paris), The Blue Lagoon Anthology, and
later, the literary monthly Oktiabr’, no. 4 (1991), an appendix to Kulakov's article “Kak eto nachinalos’,”
and Samizdat veka.

% “Mansarda oknami na zapad,” 350.

37 Gee Chertkov's letter to Khromov of June 26, 1958: “<...> You'd better go and visit Chicherin Aleksei
Nikolaevich sometime (there is one Vas[ilievilch, but this is another person), he may die at any moment.
He is the one from ‘Mena vsekh,’ you should remember. He lives somewhere near the Rizhskii railroad
station. Inquire at the city directory. He must be around 60 years old. bomn in Kharkov, as far as | know
<...>" (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitdt Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92).

258 Here are Chertkov's comments on one of Aseev's latest works: * <...> What new poems by Nik(olai]
Nik[olaevich] [Aseev] have you seen? With his insatiable tendency to plagiarize. he, who once introduced
the Kursk region and almost 300 novel rhymes to Russian poetry, now uses ‘lgoreve-vygorelo.’ taken from
Khlebnikov <...>" (Letter to Khromov of January 11, 1960; fbid.)
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provided the latter with copies of poems by Eremin, Ufliand, Vinogradov, and others.”*

Quite understandably, Chertkov was especially concerned with the poetic
development of his correspondents — Krasovitskii, Khromov, and Sergeev — and always
looked forward to reading their new works.?®® In his letters Chertkov analyzed these
poems thoroughly, trying to give helpful, constructive advice. His friends continually
asked him to send his own verses, but Chertkov was barely able to produce anything in
the labor camp. As he explained to Khromov,

<...> Even as a free man [ wrote little, and here, naturally, I write even less,
because the range of my impressions has narrowed dramatically. In the beginning
it was very painiul. But by now I have got used to itin a way...?®!

Chertkov sent his correspondents poems he had written before his detention,
which formed the cycle “RIUKHI” and which he obviously considered to be his true
achievement.”® Undoubtedly this was so, but “RIUKHI” appeared to be Chertkov’s last
poetic accomplishment. The poems he wrote later (either in prison or afterwards) were
not only few in number but upsettingly bland. Chertkov’s remarkable talent had deserted
him: five long years in the labor camp had taken their toll.***

Chertkov’s arrest and imprisonment clearly demonstrated that participation in an
informal literary circle remained a risky enterprise. Surprisingly enough, not everyone

was intimidated. This was particularly true in the case of the poets Gennch Sapgir, Igor

#5? See Chertkov's Ietter of September 3, 1958: “ Mishka [Krasil’nikov] ... gave me a bunch of poems from
Leningrad - and Eremin is better than others — ‘Bokovitye zema.’ for example, although it is very
Khlebnikov-like. Have you read the article about him? (He is better than his fellow Leningraders not just in
particular, but in general — because of his orientation). < ...> Along with poetry they produce drawings,
Eremin’s works are not bad at all, Ufliand’s are in a similar style, but not as interesting <...>"
(Forschungsstelle Qsteuropa an der Universitiit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 92).

% See, for example, his letter to Khromov of August 3, 1957: “<...> Your letter made me happy with Stas’
(Krasovitskii] and your poems. | received Stas® letter a bit earlier; it contained ‘Astry,” which impressed me
greatly. [ have also received some of Sergeev's poems, but they were not that good.” (/bid.)

1 Letter to Khromov of June 26, 1958. (/bid.)

%2 See Chertkov's own comments on these poems: “I worked an awful lot in this manner, probably it was
the most natural thing for me to do. or maybe it was just inertia.” (/bid.)

23 See his collection Ognepark (1987). Chertkov emigrated from the Soviet Union in 1973; he lived in
Vienna, Paris, and Cologne, occasionally teaching at universities. His scholarly works, which focus on the
Russian avant-garde as well, include: Viadimir Narbut. /zbrannye stikhi, podgotovka teksta, vstupitel'naia
stat’ia i primechaniia Leonida Chertkova, Paris: La Press Libre, 1983; Konstantin Vaginov. Sobranie
stikhotvorenii, sostavlenie, posleslovie i primechaniia Leonida Chertkova; predislovie V. Kazaka,
Minchen: O. Sagner in Kommission, 1982.

Buayaliscne
Staatsoioliouel
Minchea
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Kholin, and Vsevolod Nekrasov, who gathered around Evgenii Kropivnitskii, a writer
and artist of the older generation. By the end of the 1950s they often met in the apartment
of Kropivnitskii’s daughter Valentina and her husband Oscar Rabin, both of whom were
unofficial artists.”* At that time, the Rabins lived in Lianozovo, an industrial village near
Moscow, and this is why the KGB, which diligently monitored their activities, described
the participants in these gatherings as the “Lianozovo group.” 265 L ater ant historians and
critics came to use this term as well, although the artists and poets in question never
considered themselves a formal group. As Igor Kholin explained in one of his interviews,
“there was just a bunch of poets and artists, all of them, by the way, quite diverse in style,
who got together and befriended each other.” 2%

Of course, they had some aesthetic ground in common. which led them to admire
the writings of Evgenii Kropivnitskii (1893-1979), who worked in a primitivist manner
suffused with marked irony. His style has been defined as “concrete realism,” and it
distantly resembles that of the OBERIU members, who were almost unknown in the
1940s and 50s:

BbLi oH ORI # BAIOOIEHH A,
TNoaapun et Hutky Oyc.

SlpkuM cyacTheM ynoeHHbIH
OH nonan noxa asTobYc¢.

l'oBopuin: xak nonas oH?!
H pocna. pocna Tonna...

OxpoBaBNEHHbIH N1€XKaN OH
Y tpamsaiitoro ctonta.?®’

(He was young and in love,

He presented her with a string of beads.
Thrilled by his exuberant happiness,
He was hit by a bus.

2% In addition, they dared to host private art exhibits, where they showed their paintings. as well as those of
three other unofficial artists who lived nearby — Viadimir Nemukhin, Lidiia Masterkova, and Nikolai
Vechtomov (see Kulakov “Lianozovo,” in his Poeziia kak fact, 11).

%3 This term emerged in 1963, when Evgenii Kropivnitskii was expelled from the Union of Soviet Artists
on the grounds of “formalism.” He was accused of being one of the organizers of the “Lianozovo group,”
which included. besides Kropivnitskii's family members. the poets and artists mentioned above. (/bid., 11).

¢ “My vsegda iskhodili iz real'nosti,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kak fact, 320.
27 Cited by Sapgir in “Vzgliad v upor” in /bid.. 324.
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People asked, how did it happen?
And the crowd just grew and grew...
He lay all bloody

Next to the tram stop).

Genrikh Sapgir would later recall that Kropivnitskii’s poetry made a profound

impression on him when he first read it in the mid-1940s. He had never came across

anything like it before, but it gave him a clear idea of how poetry should sound.”®® In fact,

it was not just Kropivnitskii’s ironic style that struck the young Sapgir. The subject
matter was also unusual. The poet described the everyday life in the barracks on the
outskirts of Moscow — poverty, ugliness, and squalor. These social realities had

previously remained largely outside the purview of Russian poetry and had certainly

never been presented in such a detached fashion. The following poem is charactenistic:

¥ 3a60pa NpOCTHTYTKa,
Heska 6enobpricas.

B nome 9 — e yTky
H kanycty kucyto.

3achbinana Ha NOCTENH
[1apa HoBOOpaunasn

B 112 aprenn

Xu3up ObUla HEB3payHas.

lllen TpamBaK, KHOCK KOCHIICH,
BonT Topuan nonpereHHbIMA.
Camoner, ryns, HOCHICA

B nebe, cnoBro Gewensii. 2

(There was a prostitute by the fence,
Tow-headed wench.

In house 9 duck was being eaten
With sauerkraut.

A newlywed couple in bed
Was falling asleep.
In Bngade 112

Life was nothing to write home about.

A streetcar was passing by, a kiosk was awry,
A suspended bolt loomed large.

8 1bid., 326.

? Mansarda, ed. by L. Kropivnitskii, Moscow: Kontrakt-TMT, 1992, 110.
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A droning plane crisscrossed the sky
As if it were mad.)

These verses and others like it made Kropivnitskii to be regarded as the founder
of the so-called “Barrack School,” and he was introduced as such in The Blue Lagoon
Anlhology.zm In this anthology, Kropivnitskii’s poetry is accompanied by the poems of
his disciples, Sapgir and Kholin, who since the early 1960s had been known in Moscow
as “Barrack poets.” They were introduced to Western readers under this name in the
Amencan anthology Poets on Street Corners (1968), where, together with losif Brodsky,
they represented unofficial Soviet poetry. 27

Igor Kholin (1920-1999) began writing poetry when he was already over thirty.””
Zhiteli baraka was the title of his first book, which was created at the end of the 1950s,
but published (and then only partially) three decades later.2” In the poet’s interpretation,
the Barrack becomes a symbol of everyday Soviet life, with its drinking, lechery, and

violence:

Ha ansax y Cokona
Joub

Mars ykokana
[Ipuunna ckanpana
Jlenex petuedt
Teneps 310 cTanno

B nopske ewest 27

™ The Biue Lagoon Anthology, 1. 1, 269. Kropivnitskii's poems were also published in Apollon-77, in the
journals Tretia volna and Strelets, and later in the miscellany Mansarda (1992} and in Samizdat veka
(1997). See also Kropivnitskii’s two verse collections: Pechal 'no ulybnutsia (1977) and Zemnoi uiut
(1992).

' Poets on Street Corners: Portraits of Fifieen Russian Poets, by Olga Carlisle, New York: Random
House, 1968.

72 K holin had a rather unusual life, full of weird twists. In a humorous poem dedicated to him
Kropivnitskii wrote: “.lyxasbifi, Townit, xem # rae / Twi Tonsko He 6uin, Hrope Xonuu! / Cyavboh
NocKyTHOH Thi AoBoneH. / Tenepb Thi 3Haewwb — 410 1 rie. / bun kanuravom MBJL, / Ciyxnn nakeem B
Metponone, / H cTan noatom. Kem W rae / Tl Tonsko He Suin, Hrops Xoaun!™ (Cunning and skinny, what
haven’t you done, / Where haven't you been, Igor Kholin! / You are satisfied with your chaotic life,/ You
now know what it's all aboul. / You were captain of the police, / Worked as a waiter at the “Metropol,” /
Then became a poet. What haven’t you done, / Where haven't you been, Igor Kholin!; Forschungsstelle
Osteuropa an der Universitiit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 116).

3 gee Kholin's collection Zhiteli baraka, Moscow: Prometei, 1989. It was followed by Stikhi s
posviashcheniami, Paris: Kolobok, 1989; Voinrid, Moscow: Raritet, 1993; Lirika bez liriki, Moscow: Tretia
volna, 1996; Izbrannoe, Moscow: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 1999.

M r-brannoe. 197.
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(One of these days near the Sokol subway station
A daughter

Did in her mother

The reason for the scandal

Was an argument over some household items
Lately this has become

A common occurrence)

Before Kholin, the Barrack, paraphrasing Maiakovskii’s well-known lines,
twisted and writhed, “tongueless,” since it had “nothing to shout or speak with” (*Oblako
v shtanakh,” 1915). Finally, the poet gives the Barrack a tongue, and it begins “to shout
or speak”:

Ian TBOIO pan
Pan TtBOMO Nan
Jlon TBOIO NHTH
Pon tBOIO THTH
JIKTHL TBOIO PHTH
Parb TBOIO AaTH
Beas TBOIO TETH

Ters TBOIO MeTB>

Using these nonsensical words, Kholin reproduces the intonation pattern of the most
frequently used vulgarities, variations of which populate the speech of the Barrack’s
residents. As is readily apparent, the poet learned not only from Kropivnitskii, but also
directly from the Futurists, namely Kruchenykh. Zauwm ' becomes a potent tool of social
satire, which Kholin uses extensively in his other poems.rf6

Sometimes, however, zaum ' has a more lyrical function in Kholin’s poetry,
underscoring the poignancy of intimate confessions. Here the poet laments his fate, a life
spent in the Barrack:

A uran na Unapy

Yayapa

Yauapa

A BBl TOBOpHTE

Y10 He 6BUIO CBETNBIX MHHy'l‘zn

2 Izbrannce, 322.

7 See «flanka pananT / Fanxa pactpar / Jlanxa nobput / lanxa ycar / Can ux paccyant / Cya nx
paccaamt / Kax JIpo6onana Eabenuua / M Esbonana Jowbenvar (/bid,, 321).

2 Mansarda, 235.
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(I ied to Ipara

Chachara

Chachara

And you still insist

That there were no bright moments)

Although Kholin was known mostly for his “Barrack” poetry, he was not a poet
of a single theme and a few ingenious devices. His style continued to develop as he
explored a vaniety of topics in his poetic cycles, “Kosmicheskie stikhi,” “Voinrid,” “Reka
voiny,” “Kholin.” and others.2”® In the late 1960s the poet wrote the narrative poems
“Pole.” “‘Pesnia bez slov,” “Velikii prazdnik,” “Umer zemnoi shar,” in which his poetic
voice became less caustic and more lyrical, although it still retained its profound irony. In
the mid-1970s Kholin turned to prose®”® but went back to writing poetry in the 1990s.

In comparison with Kholin, Genrikh Sapgir (1928-1999), another “Barrack poet,”
was much less “barrack-oriented.” Even in his first book, Golosa (1958-1962),2*° where
the images of the Barrack’s tenants occupy a significant place, this topic still remains
secondary. Absurdity in Sapgir’s poetry was ontological rather than social, and could
even be amusing. In his early poem, “Razgovory na ulitse,” Sapgir offers a metaphor for

this type of absurdity - a cacophony of voices heard in the street:

...Caenana abopr

B pectopaHe Hakauasics
He aBHaca Ha koHuept
Y Oyxrartepa HHbapxT

7 See Evgenii Kropivnitskii's letter to Kholin of March 22, 1965: 1 have read your new poems, Igor
Sergeevich, and hasten to give you my opinion. They are remarkably novel, there has been nothing like this
before. Your creativity crescendos: the reach of your poetry continually broadens into new areas. Having
started as my apprentice, imitator, and follower, you suddenly went further, and. being an innovator, 100k a
new and totally independent path, leaving behind hundreds, thousands, tens of thousands of contemporary
poets. You not only display courage, but make consistent efforts to overcome serious obstacles, and
demonstrate a striving for new accomplishments. If formerly some of your poems (which were strong,
anyway) bore a certain resemblance of Kruchenykh and Seva Nekrasov, then these latest poems are
striking for their poetic originality and freshness.” (Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen,
Historisches Archiv, F. 116).

™ Kholin wrote the absurdist fictions, “Koshki-myshki.” *S minusom edinitsa,” and “Pamiatnik pechke.”

% Needless to say, all of Sapgir’s books initially appeared in samizdat. His first “real” book, Sonety na
ruhashkakh, was published in Paris in 1976 and reprinted in Moscow in 1989. His other books include
Moskovskie mify, Moscow: Prometei, |989; Stikhi-87, Paris: Afonia. 1989; Chernoviki Pushkina, Moscow:
Raritet, 1992; /zbrannce, Moscow: Tretia volna, 1993; Smeianisy, Moscow: PIK, 1995; Stikhi dlia perstnia,
Moscow: Tretia volna, 1996; Leriashchii i spiashchii, Moscow: Novoie literaturnoie obozrenie, 1997;
Sobranie sochinenii v 4 tomakh, Moscow: Tretia volna, 1999.
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[Mpucyannu gecarts net
CMOTPAT a YK OH CKOHYANCH
S 1 cam mobmo Ganer 2*!

(... She had an abortion

He got drunk in a restaurant

He did not show up at a concert

The accountant had a heart attack

He got ten years

While they were looking about he died
I like ballet myself)

Sapgir’s first book, Golosa demonstrated his thoughtful assimilation of the
Futurist legacy, which had provided the basis for the development of his own poetic
identity. The poetic techniques of Maiakovskii and Khlebnikov inspired him to pay
special attention to consonance, which became the hallmark of his style. Similarly, the
practices of the OBERIU determined his predilection for the grotesque and the fantastic,
a technique he had already mastered in early poems, such as “Ikar,” “Obezian,”

“Borona.” and “Pauk.”

Another productive source of inspiration for Sapgir was the poetic experiments of
the Futurists’ close associate, Elena Guro, particularly her prose poems. Sapgir employed
this genre in his book Elegii (1967-1970), in which he touches upon Guro’s favorite
subjects: creativity, love, immortality, nature, and even the Finnish countryside. Although
his treatment of these subjects was certainly different, being based on his own, unique
experience, his appreciation for every moment of existence was very close to his

predecessor’s outlook. Here, for instance, is a fragment of Sapgir’s elegy “O smerti”:

Ceroaus Bhifias K3 MeTpo — TpoiLteibyc nuikl pectopan COONUS - ynuuy
3HAK0 HaH3YCTh ~ BEPBbI¢ OLIYTHJI — (MMPOAAXa MYXCKHX HOCKOB — OTMEYEHHBIE
COTHIEM THUA — CKyYalolas npoaasumnua) — ¥ro 310 ECTb — # Toneko 3TO -
peanbHOCTh H3 KOTOPOH X0Ja HET — Y/IHLA YCTano KJIOHHNACh K 3anany —
HEI0YMEHBE OCTABHIIO — NOTOK MALIHH BIMBAJICA B COJHIE YTO CTOIO Hall
mnuneM Benopycckoro Bok3ana — cusana Kaxaas NbUTHHKA — K 66110 cyacThe! — K
BEYEpPY CAbILLHEE NAXIH UMbl — CO3HAHHE YTO BHXKY H ALILIY — HA CAMOM fIeNe —
¥ 4TO YyMpY A a HHUKTO Apyro#i 282

(Exiting the subway station today — trolley bus linden trees the Sophia restaurant

! Genrikh Sapgir. Sobranie sochinenii v 4 tomakh, Moscow: Tretia volna, 1999, 1. 1, 42.
22 1bid . 230.
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— I know this street by heart — felt it for the first time — (men’s socks on sale -
faces marked by the sun - a bored shopgirl) — all this IS here — and only THIS —a
reality whence there is no escape — the street tiredly slouched westward — my
confusion disappeared ~ the stream of cars flowed into the sun above the spire of
Belorusskii railroad station — every speck of dust shone — and there was
happiness! - towards nightfall the fragrance of linden trees grew stronger — an
awareness that 1 see and breathe — in reality that I and no one else will die)

Beginning with his collection Molchanie (1963), in which Sapgir joyfully
declared. «Hro xouy 1o yyuy» (What I like I will strike),?® the poet consistently explored
the potential of zaum . His interest in Kruchenykh’s ideas became especially pronounced
in the book Psalmy (1965-1966), where the poet employed zaum '’ to depict “the
incomprehensibility, the illogicality of life and its horror.” *** He did this in full
accordance with Kruchenykh’s recommendations, adhering to them even more closely in
his Liustikhi (1965-1966), a collection of love poems. In Liustikhi Sapgir drastically

w 285

“loosened up grammar and syntax, sometimes composing the poem using only

isolated words, which are grammatically and logically unconnected with each other:
Cmorpur
[TaTHoM
Kypro
Hpoxur

Ja-a-a 286

(Is watching
Like a spot
I’'m smoking
Is shivering

We-e-¢-1l)

The piece seems to be an attempt to convey the feeling of uncase and loncliness
experienced by two lovers, and the reader can easily figure it out. Every poem in
Liustikhi was numbered, hinting that the fragment in question is supposed to be read in

the context of the surrounding texts, which treat the theme of a deteriorating relationship

 tbid., 126.

™ wNew Ways of the Word.” in Russian Futurism Through Its Manifestoes, 72.
™ Ibid, 73.

* Ibid., 213.
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in a much more direct and explicit fashion. Still, the piece gives plenty of scope to the

reader’s own imagination, and this is probably the poet’s ultimate intention.?*’

Sapgir continued his experiments with zaum " in his later works, frequently with
spectacular results. This is true, for example, of his cycle “Deti v sadu” (1988), in which
the poet recreates the fragmentation, vagueness, and unease of his childhood impressions

with the help of truncated and distorted words:

TaM CONJATCK NMOJIOC KpoBa
naMnouka 6e3 abaxy

Ha CTOJIe CTAaKa H HOX...
3/1ECh MENbNEUYT BCEBO3MOX
LKA H 6a00OUKH H XY

PO3BI B CyMeEpKax KpoBa

rae 661 HH OLLT — 371€ H Be
MHe CKBO3H JBOHHasA Te
KPOBb M PBOTA Ha rase

MSU TOTEPAHHbII B Tpase 2o

(there is a soldier’s stripe-be

a light bulb with no lampsha

a gla and a knife on the table
here flucker all sorts of

oths and butterflies and bu
agonflies in the twilight of the be

7 Although Sapgir's experiments with zqum ' were enthusiastically supported by most of the Lianozovo
poets, their mentor, Evgenii Kropivnitskii, a proponent of “concrete realism,” remained rather skeptical.
See, for example, his letter to Kholin of December 22, 1965, where he concentrated on Sapgir's above-
cited poem, mockingly calling his book Liustikhi (which may be translated as “lovpoems™) Liushi ( which
may be translated as “lovciphers™): “<...> The poems in this book, which I call ‘LiuShi’ (i.e. ‘Liubovnye
Shifry") | don’t understand at all, while everybody else, especially the girls, who were giggling, seemed to
get it. They kept giggling, but when [ asked them to decipher these poems, they said, ‘Everything is clear
enough.’ Finally one of them took pity on me and deciphered one of the poems. ‘Is watching / Like a spot /
I'm smoking / Is shivering // We-e-ell..." The explanation is as follows: ‘A man is sitting with a girl and
smoking. The girl is difficult to see, like a spot. She is shivering. ‘We-e-ell...” This *We-e-¢ll...” means
that the man is in a quandary because of the girl’s nervousness. You see, it’s very simple.’ <...> However, |
don’t want to write like this myself, although it is very easy and very fashionable right now <...>"
(Forschungsstelle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 116). See also
Kropivnitskii's comments on the poems in Sapgir’s book Molchanie, where the poet employed zaum ' for
the first time: “<...> Sapgir was a romantic, and he had his own identity. Besides, he was good al
versifying and was able to find the right words. Later he turned from poetry to prose, which he divided into
short lines; he probably thought that this would transform it into poetry. The content of his poetry was quite
attractive. but he replaced it with dots (*Svidanie’), all kinds of meaningless words (‘ksi-ksa,’ etc), and
generally became immersed in zgum *. And what was the result of all this? The result was that from being a
sincere poet, Sapgir turmed into an insincere one; and all this self-entanglement is not interesting at all
<...>" (Letter to Kholin of January |18, 1968; /bid.)

¢ Sobranie sochinenii v 4 tomakh, t. 2, 201-202.
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wherever [ am - he and everywhe
double moti transpir for me
blood and sick on a newspap

a ball lost in the grass)

Kruchenykh was important for Sapgir not only as the inventor of zaum’, but also
as a parodist with a distinctive style. Indeed, Sapgir’s poetic cycle “Etiudy v manere
Ogareva i Polonskogo™ (1987) is directly related to Kruchenykh’s book Starinnaia
liubov' (1912), a witty parody on nineteenth-century romantic poetry. Both collections
have love as their subject; in addition, the name Ogarev in Sapgir’s work is a clear
allusion to Herzen, who is mentioned in Kruchenykh’s book (two poems in Starinnaia
liubov’ are entitled “Pis’ma Natashi k Gertsenu™).?*® This intertextual dialogue, which
until now has not been noticed by scholars, demonstrates the artfully concealed parodic
nature of Sapgir’s “Etiudy...” His other large poetic cycle, Chernoviki Pushkina (1985,
1995), is also a parody, but a somewhat bolder one than “Etiudy...” In this work Sapgir
adds missing lines to Pushkin’s unfinished poems. carefully mimicking (in most cases)
the poetic style of the period. Although these parodies fit perfectly into a specific Futurist
tradition, which includes Kruchenykh's innumerable attacks on Pushkin, as well as
Kharms’ “Anecdoty iz zhizni Pushkina.” Sapgir managed to find his own path, and by
doing so substantiated his reputation as a tireless innovator.

The element of parody is very prominent in the verse of another member of the
Lianozovo group, Vsevolod Nekrasov (b. 1934), although the targets of his parody are
rather different. In most of his poems Nekrasov mocks various ideological stereotypes,
such as the myth of the Soviet people’s well-being and happiness in contrast to the
misfortune of the inhabitants of the “rotten bourgeois™ West:

Oxoxo

Y Hac-TO XOpoLIO
Y HHX TI0XO

YTO Y HHX IJIOXO
TO Y Hac XOpOILO

MOYEMY YK TaK

** The poet Nikolai Ogarev (1812-1877) was Aleksandr Herzen's (1812-1870) longtime friend and
collaborator.
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HOTOMY YTO
Y Hac
Poauna

a'y uux gro 2
(O-ho-ho

how nice it is around here
it is bad over there

what is bad over there
is good around here

why is it so

because
we have
the Motherland

and what do they have)

This method of playful subversion, which proved to be extremely effective against all
kinds of utopianism, can already be found in Nekrasov’s verses of the late 1950s. This
makes the poet the actual founder of a new trend in poetry, which would later be
designated “Moscow Conceptualism,” and which would come to full fruition in the
works of Dmitrii Prigov and Lev Rubinstein.

Nekrasov himself, however, remains rather suspicious of the term
“Conceptualism,.” especially when it is applied to his own texts. He prefers the term
“Concretism,” which has been used in discussions of his writings as well as those of other
Lianozovo poets. Here are Nekrasov’s reflections on this matter:

We did not call ourselves “Concretists™ — others did. But when the term was

introduced. we did not argue. And we don’t argue now: we like the term. It

accurately defined us. The word itself was already in use — in Germany and other
countries the Concrete poetry had existed for a long time. <...> Our translator

Liesl Ujvary®®' correctly identified the feature we shared: like the Germans, we

did not need an;' !Joetic element other than bare facts, reality, or, if you will,
concreteness...”’

The tendency to be “Concrete” was dictated by the resolute exclusion of any

™ vsevolod Nekrasov. Stikhi iz zhurnala, Moscow: Prometei, 1989, 32.
P See Die Pestsciule, Wien: R. Federmann, 1973, 495-522.

¥ “Vyrazhaias po-tepereshnemu, khotelos' liricheskogo konkretisma™ in Tochka zreniia. Vizual ‘naia
poezia: 90-e gody, ed. by Dmitrii Bulatov, Kaliningrad / Koenigsberg: Simplitsii, 1998, 71.
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poetic rhetoric that had been compromised by its previous appearance in the “official”
literature of both the Soviet and pre-Soviet eras. In one of his poems Nekrasov states his

aesthetic position, playing with the interjection “O!” — a traditional expression of poetic

exaltation:
Oa0 0O {(OisO
0 0O
0O O
O 0
o 0
3Jto nOat This is a pOet
3TO NOHATHO This is clear
A 310 H BoBCe O It’s just O
0 O
Ita nO33us this pOetry
pesOnounH of the revOlution
AX YT0 Xe 3TO Ah! What is it :
3a nO3Ma 3kcTO3a what is this pOem of ecstOsy
H O Poccus And O Russia
Ecnu Tak roBoputh If one is going to speak this way
O Pocuun Of ROssia
H 0 NO33uH and of pOetry
H.0. MO33HH brevet poetry

H3IBECTHRII COI03

the well-known union

NO3TH3IM of poesy with despotism
C necnotuzMoM-¢ Yes, sir, with despotism
3Ttoro BOT 5 ¥ 60KOCh — This is what I am afraid of -

ecnu Bbl He Gourecn 2>

if you are not)

As one can see, the exclusion of high-flown rhetoric resulted in the dramatic contraction
of the poetic discourse, which in Nekrasov’s verse becomes limited to fragmented
sentences and isolated words. In these poems Nekrasov skillfully activates the

paronomastic and visual qualities of the text:

™ Stikhi iz zhurnala, 33. In addition to formulating his general poetic principles. Nekrasov is clearly taking
aim at the “official” avant-garde poet Voznesenskii, who authored the narrative poem “Oza™ (1964) and an
essay entitled O™ (1983).
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XKusoit
H OHf

ot
H ciapa bory

HE COYTH TONbKO
3a bora
HHYEro Jpyroro

I'e be 3a bora
Bora 3a I'e be 2

(Alive
and oops

oops
and God bless

just don’t mistake
for God
anything else

[K]GB for God
God for [K]GB)

Like Kholin's and Sapgir’s poems, Nekrasov’s texts were widely circulated in
samizdat form. They appeared in the samizdat journals Sintaksis and 37, as well as in
various émigré anthologies, almanacs, and periodicals. After 1964 Nekrasov’s poems
were occasionally published in Czech and in German, and his line “Svoboda est’
svoboda™ provided the title for the German bilingual anthology of unofficial Soviet
poetry, Freiheit ist Freiheit (1975). Nekrasov's first poetic collection, /00 stikhotvorenii,

was published in the United States in 1987, and two years later his works finally reached

a domestic audience.?”’

Although the position of unofficial poetry drastically changed in the last decade.
Nekrasov continues to be the least known major Russian avant-garde poet. Yet his impact

on modem poetry is probably the most tangible, as Gennadii Aigi, another prominent

2 1bid., 60.

2 In Russia his first book, Stikhi iz zhurnala (1989), was followed by Spravka (1991), Paket (1996), and
Doiche Bukh (1998).

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
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figure in the movement, noted:

In my opinion, to my mind, if anyone did anything important for Russian poetry —
in that area, at that stage of development when poetry grows like a tree, when
poetry develops naturally, when the language itself develops, — it was Vsevolod
Nekrasov <...> ] think he is the most important poet of the post-war period. |
believe that thc importance of his contribution is becoming more and more
evident.”®
Gennadii Aigi (b. 1934), whom Roman Jakobson called “an extraordinary poet of
the modem Russian avant-garde.” >’ developed at the intersection of two languages and
two cultures — Chuvash and Russian. He was born in the Chuvash village of Shamurzino;
his father was a teacher of Russian in the local school and a translator of Pushkin into
Chuvash.*® In 1953, Aigi was admitted to the Literary Institute and moved to Moscow,
At that time he still wrote poetry in Chuvash,?®® but in 1960, on the advice of Pastemak,
to whom he had become close, he switched to Russian, and at the same time turned
exclusively to free verse.

300

He was able to publish only a few pieces in Russian,™ even though his poetry did

not contain any openly anti-Soviet sentiments or statements. With a handful of

exceptions, he did not touch upon the topics of the day in his verse.>"!

Aigi focused on
traditional subjects, such as silence, memory, dreams, and of course, nature as manifested

in images taken from Chuvash folklore: forests, fields, and ravines.’® The reason for his

% Poet - eto nesostoiavshiisia sviatoi,” Literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5/6 (1998): 17.

¥’ Roman Jakobson’s letter on Malevich published in 1975 in a French periedical. Cited in Sergei Biriukov
“Gennadii Aigi pered litsom russkogo avangarda,” Literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5/6 (1998): 53.

™ The family name of Gennadii Aigi is Lisin. “Aigi” is his pen name, which in Chuvash means “that one
himsclf," a nickname of one of the poet’s ancestors. This pen name can also be read as an allusion to the
phrase “That Solitary Individual,” chosen by Kierkegaard, Aigi's favorite philosopher, as the title of his
major work published posthumously (*Den Enkelte™).

™Aigi began publishing in Chuvash in 1949. His first book of poetry /menem otsov, appeared in press in
1958, and over time, was followed by seven more books in Chuvash.

3% Literaturnaia gazeta, September 26, 1961. in the same year, a few of Aigi's Chuvash poems appeared in
translations by Bella Akhmadulina and David Samoilov.

%' Among these exceptions were the poem “Rozy na Vatslavskoi ploshchadi” (1969) dedicated to Jan
Palach, the student who immolated himself in protest against the Soviet invasion in Czechoslovakia in
1968. as well as several poems dedicated to Aigi's friend, Konstantin Bogatyrev (1925-1976), the poet and
literary translator who was murdered under suspicious circumstances, most likely by KGB agents.

%02 As Peter France notes, Aigi's poetry “owes 10 Chuvash culture a set of values.” namely “a veneration for
old people. including the weak and helpless: a sense of family and community; a bond between humanity
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complete rejection by the literary establishment was the experimental nature of his poetic
technique. which made him a visible figure among the unofficial avant-garde poets. In
the literary underground Aigi befriended the Lianozovo poets, although he became a
member of another, much more obscure unofficial group organized by Aleksandr
Vasiliev, the son of a famous Soviet film director.3®® This group was united chiefly by
their admiration for Khlebnikov’s poetry, which — as Aigi himself acknowledged — was
the most important source of his poetic development.** Among his other literary
teachers, Aigi lists the early Maiakovskii, the idol of his youth,’*® and Kazimir Malevich,
whose theoretical works he began studying in 1961.3% Aigi would later note:

I am indebted to the Russian avant-garde, primarily Khlebnikov, Malevich, and

Maiakovskii, and in my Russian poetry | strive to push the Russian language to its
extreme.’”’

Like his predecessors, Aigi was not satisfied with the existing vocabulary and

enthusiastically invented new words, such as “chtotost’,” “esmost’,” *“‘usnulost’,” and

and the natural world.” (*Introduction™ in Gennady Aigi, Selected Poems, 1954-94, bilingual edition, ed.
and trans. by Peter France, Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1997, 21). He also notes that the
rhythm of Aigi's poems often resembles the incantation of the Chuvash pagan religion (/bid., 23).

B Aleksandr Georgievich Vasiliev (1939-1993) was a student at the Moscow Institute of Cinematography,
from which he was suspended for publishing an article, “Sex and Cinematography,” in a samizdat journal;
thanks to his family connections he was reinstated some time later. Aleksandr Vasiliev was a patron of the
arts, a host of an artistic salon, a distributor of samizdat publications, and an underground entrepreneur (See
Polikovskaia, “My predchuvstvie, prediecha... "Ploshchad' Maiakovskogo 1958-1965, 369). Another
member of the Vasiliev group was the artist Vladimir lakovlev, who later became rather well-known. He
worked in a primitivist manner, creating almost childlike images of various objects, primarily flowers. In
certain ways his aesthetics were very close to Aigi's. For lakovlev see Vladimir lakovlev. Zhivopis ',
grafika. Katalog vystavki. M., Gosudarstvennaia Tretiakovskaia Galereia, 1995; llia Kabakov, 60-70-¢...
Zapiski o neofitsialnoi zhizni v Moskve, Wien: Wiener Slawistischer Almanach, 1999, 68-69, 159.

'™ See Gennadii Aigi - Sergei Biriukov, “Realizm avangarda ® Voprosy literatury, no. 6 (1991): 5.

' Maiakovskii's direct influence is rather evident in Aigi's early poems. Here is one example, “Zaviaz' "
(1954): «ITyckait = 6yay cpent Bac / KaK NblIbHAA MOHETa OKa3aBIIAACA / CPEAH WYPWALIMX ACCHTHALAH /
8 WEAKOBOM CKObIKOM KapMaHe: / 3BeHETb Obi €ff 8O BECH r0AOC / A2 HE ¢ YEM CTANKHBATHCA YTOOM
3seHeTh». (Let me be in your midst / a dusty coin turning up / among rustling banknotes / in a slippery silk

purse:/ it would ring at the top of its voice / but there’s nothing hard to ring on; Gennadii Aigi, Selected
Poems, 30-31).

1% After 1961, Aigi worked at the Maiakovskii Museum in Moscow, where he managed to organize
exhibitions of leading artists of the early Russian avant-garde, Malevich, Filonov, Tatlin, Matiushin, Guro,
Larionov and Goncharova, Chagall, whose works had previously been excluded from any official displays.

7 “Realism avangarda.” 6. According to Peter France, Malevich's direct influence is particularly visible in
the artention Aigi pays to the spatial organization of words on the page and their positioning in relation to
the surrounding margins. (“Introduction™ in Gennady Aigi, Selected Poems, 23). At the same time, Aigi
admitted that what he did not accept in the Russian avant-garde was *“its social utopianism and religious
eclecticism.” (*Realizin avangarda,” 6).
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others. For the same reason - that is, in order to express himself with the utmost precision
— Aigi occasionally turned to zaum’, rather decipherable in his case, however. Following
the Futurists” example, the poet endowed single isolated sounds with their own semantic
and emotional meaning.’®® Thus the sound “a” in Aigi's poetry is “a luminous point of
light,” as one scholar aptly put it.*®® This “luminous point of light™ can be found, for
example, in the poem *“Utro v detstve™ (1961):

a, konebdano, a,
BrepBbie MPOCTO YHCTO
H o3apano 6e3 cebs

Y3KO, OTHHOKO
M BBUBJIAJIOCH: noneBas!
npocTa, pycanoukal..

(a, it rocked, a,

for the first time simple pure

and was lighting apart from itself
narrowly, alone

and she was there: from the fields!
simple, a little mermaid!)*'?

Aigi’s constant experiments with punctuation can also be seen as a development
of the Futurists’ practices. In the majority of his poems he did not dispense with
punctuation entirely (as some of the Futurists had), but rather replaced the traditional
system with one of his own, in which capital letters, brackets, colons, and dashes were
employed in a highly original manner.®"! In Aigi’s poetry punctuation is not a tribute to
custorn and norm, but a means by which to establish new relations among words, objects

and events. Here is the poem *‘I: Mesto riabine™ (1977):

3% See Khlebnikov's works “Khudozhniki mira™ (1919) and “Nasha osnova” (1919). Kruchenykh also
shared this tendency. In one of his letters to Shemshurin he writes: “What does the letter ‘U’ mean? In my
view, it is flight, it is depth. Other vowels are quieter, ‘U’ is movement, anxiety... What the letters ‘Ts’, *F’
and others mean in terms of emotions etc.” (Quoted in E. Bobrinskaia, “Teoria momentalnogo tvorchestva
A. Kruchenykh.” Terentievskii shornik, ed. S. Kudriavtsev, Moscow: Gilea, 1998, 33). Aigi described the
influence of Kruchenykh on him as that of “a brilliant critic. an outstanding linguist™ (“Realizm
avangarda.” 4).

3% Ater Khuzangai, “Posviashchaetsia A." Lik Chuvashii. no.4 (1994): 39.
M0 Selected Poems, 46-47.

' On Aigi's punctuation see Gerald Janecek, “The Poetics of Punctuation in Gennadii Aigi’s verse.”
Slavic and East European Journal, 40, no. 2 (1996): 297-308.
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Jlec — Bech B NATHAX KPOBH — XpaM ONYCTOLICHHBIN.
(Kak 6e3 nruu: 6e3 qym. bes-cnosbe 1 6e3-3Byune.)
U - y Bxopga: Bca — nogobuem:
[lapackesa [1aTHHuUa pabuHa

(The forest — all in splashes of blood — a ravaged temple.

(As if without birds: without souls. No-word no-sound.)
And - at the entrance: all is a likeness:
Parasceve-good-Friday-rowan)*'?

Despite certain hermeticism, Aigi’s poems turned out to be rather “translatable”
into foreign languages, and this can explain his unusual popularity in the West as
compared to the other unofficial avant-garde poets.’'* Beginning in 1962 his poems were
translated into many European languages, published in periodicals, and later appeared in
book form. In 1993 a monograph about Aigi appeared in France in the series “Poets
Today.” 3!

The first collection of Aigi’s poems in Russian, Stikhi 1954-1971, was published
in Munich in 1975; it was followed by a complete collection of his poems, Otmechennaia
zima (1982), which came out in Paris. In Russia the poet acquired access to a broad
readership only in 1991, when his collection Zdes ' was finally published.’"’

Deprived of any opportunity to get their writings in print, unofficial avant-garde
poets had to earn their living by doing some other (preferably literary) work, to which
they devoted themselves with varying degrees of interest and enthusiasm. In addition to
money, this kind of work gave them an official position in society, without which they
were vulnerable to accusations of “parasitism,” a fact clearly demonstrated by the trial of
losif Brodsky in 1964.2'® Some poets supported themselves as journalists; Alexandr
Kondratov, for example, was a prolific author of popular science books and articles.’"’

Others. like Mikhail Eremin, worked for the theater and did literary translations. The

32 Selected Poems. 141.

13 See Kuzminsky’s introduction to Aigi's poems in The Blue Lagoon Anthology, . 1, 490-491.
31  éon Robel. Aigi, Paris: Seghers, 1993.

315 This collection was followed by Teper ' vsegda snega (1992) and Tetrad' Veroniki (1997).

31® Brodsky was arrested in January 1964 and sentenced to five years of administrative exile. He was sent to
work on a state farm in Arkhangelisk region. Although he was released in November 1965 and allowed to
return to Leningrad. his arrest and imprisonment was certainly a very frightening precedent.

17 See Losev, *Homo Ludens umer.” Zvezda, no. 8 (1994): 147.
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latter proved to be the main source of income for Gennadii Aigi, who translated not only
Russian, but also French, Polish, and Hungarian poetry into the Chuvash language.*'® For
many avant-garde authors. however, the most easy and natural way of “‘moonlighting”
was by writing children’s poetry, as members of the OBERIU had done earlier. Genrikh
Sapgir became a well-knrown children’s poet; Igor Kholin, Vsevolod Nekrasov, and
Vladimir Ufliand also wrote and published poetry for children. Here is what Igor Kholin
had to say about the situation:

...Perhaps it’s a miracle, but as a children’s poet I have always been officially

acknowleged. In fact, | began writing poems for children in 1959, like Genrikh

Sapgir. By and large, this is how I earned my living. [ brought out books,
published poems in periodicals — there were numerous publications... *'°

Of course, there was nothing miraculous about any of this: these publications differed
significantly from the avant-garde poets® “adult™ wnitings, which most of them never
even attempted to publish.’*® None of them was willing to satisfy the conditions, which
would enable a poet of avant-garde orientation to gain officially sanctioned access to
readers: experimentation must not be too radical; unquestionable loyalty to the Soviet
regime must be articulated.

Only very seldom was a poet allowed to omit the latter requirement in favor of
other, less ideologically charged, characteristics. Such was the case of the Leningrad poet
Victor Sosnora (b. 1936), whose first collection of poetry, lanvarskii liven’, appeared in
1962. A major factor in his ability to publish was his working-class background. While a
part-time student at Leningrad State University, Sosnora was employed at a factoryas a

metalworker, and his proletarian status put him in good odor with the authorities, who

3% 1 particular, Aigi translated Maiakovskii's “Oblako v shtanakh™ and Tvardovskii's “Vasilii Terkin.” He
also compiled the anthologies Poety Frantsii (1968), Poety Vengrii (1974), and Poety Pol 'shi (1987).

1% “My vsegda iskhodili iz real’nosti,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kask faks, 323. Of course, these publications, no
matter how abundant, provided unofficial avant-garde authors with only a modest income, and certainly did
not protect them from potential persecution on the part of the authorities.

32 If some of the avant-garde pocts ever made such an attempt, it was only at the very beginning of their
careers. Valentin Khromov, for example. recalls that in 1956 Boris Slutskii tried to help three young
members of the Chertkov group (Khromov, Krasovitskii, and Sergeev) to publish their poems in the
prestigious official almanac Den’ poezii, but this project quickly failed (“My vsegda zanimalis® tol’ko
iskusstvom,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kask fakt, 359.) Later the underground authors sent their unconventional
writings to official periodicals and publishing houses only in order to make mischief and not really hoping
to see them in print. Thus Kholin once submitted a manuscript to the publishing house “Sovetskii pisatel”
only to have it rejected outright (see “My vsegda iskhodili iz real’'nosti,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kak faks, 322).
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were constantly on the look-out for genuine “proletarian™ literature. Although Sosnora
treated this “working class” theme (always in great demand in Soviet times) rather
unconventionally, it served as an artistic counterbalance to his taste for inexact rhymes,

sound play, and neologisms. Here, for example, is one of Sosnora’s early poems:

Mui oBnanenpacM

TOKaMH

H MOJIOTKaMH CTYKaeM...

Ho pa3Be MB!I TONLKO TOKapH,
TOKYIOLIHE

HaJ BTyAKaMH?

Paiee MBI TONBKO cnecapH,
Haz *ene3oM KOUIyHCTBYIouHe?
o BockpeceHbAM

necKamH

Ml phi6 Ha NIpyax sauyunsacm... "
(We master

the currents

and bang hammers...

But we are not just turners
uttering mating calls

over bushings...

We are not just

metalworkers

blaspheming over iron.

On Sundays we use

our fishing lines

to catch pikes from the ponds...)

Sosnora’s poetry also demonstrated his intense interest in Russian history, and
this, in tum, made a positive impression on the authorities, who perceived it as evidence
of the poet’s patriotism. Such masterpieces of Old Russian literature as Slovo o polku
Igoreve and Povest’ vremennykh let became for Sosnora powerful sources of inspiration,
which helped him to write his best early poems. These poems were written in the
tradition of the early Aseev, who considered Sosnora his direct disciple and gave him

active support from the very beginning of his literary carcer. Aseev’s assistance greatly

32V lanvarskii liven', Moscow-Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1962.



00056063

116

helped with the publication of lanvarskii liven’, for which he wrote a preface.’?? Despite
Aseev’s efforts, however, this collection suffered extensive cuts by the censor, and many
of Sosnora’s poems, which were already circulating in samizdat form, did not make it
into the book.3?® A similar fate befell almost all of Sosnora’s subsequent collections
published before the end of the 1980s: Aist (1972), Stikhotvoreniia (1977), Kristall
(1977), Pesn’ lunnaia (1982), and Vozvrashchenie k moriu (1989). These collections
gave a rather distorted idea of the poet’s work, which was growing increasingly more
complex and gradually led to “prevalence of metaphor over logic.” *** Not surprisingly,
Sosnora’s most experimental and interesting works remained unpublished, as was noted
by Konstantin Kuzminsky:

The oeuvre of Sosnora is much more profound and threatening than those

relatively few verses that appeared in his five small collections with a combined
volume of about 500 pages...>”

Some of these “threatening” texts did appear in Sosnora’s publications abroad, including
his collection Izbrannoe (Ann Arbor, 1987), but the majority has come to the Russian
reader only since the mid-1990s. In particular, Sosnora’s poetic book Sovy, composed in
1963, and which the poet had described as “a discovery of himself,” was published in full
only in 1996.32 In the same year several of Sosnora’s absurdist plays, written in the

1960s, appeared in print for the first time.*>’ The poet’s most comprehensive collection,

32 gosnora's second book, Triptikh, (1965), was dedicated to the memory of Aseev, who died in 1963. His
autobiography, Dom dnei (1997), contains extensive recotlections of Aseev (95-102). Besides Aseev,
Sosnora had especially warm relations with Kruchenykh and Lili Brik (Dom dnei, 102-104; 79-91), and
was on good terms with the former Futurist Vasilii Kamenskii. His poetry was highly appreciated by David
Burliuk when the older poet visited Moscow and Lili Brik showed him Sosnora’s books and manuscripts.
According to Sosnora, Burliuk wrote to him the following: *You are a real Him! Steam along! | brought up
the whole of Futurism, | brought up two geniuses, both starting with the letter V, and here is another one,
who grew up without me, but he is one of us. He is not the third one, he is altogether different, the tallest
one, but also starting with the letter V! Victory! Sail away, and | shake your hand! The flying proletarian -
David Burliuk” (Dom dnei, 81-82).

'3 These poems appeared only in Sosnora’s third collection, Vsadhniki (1969), duc to the active support of
Dmitrii Likhachev, who wrote the preface for the book.

' Andrei Ariev, “Arfografia.” Soglasie. no. 3 (1993): 3.
"B The Blue Lagoon Anthology, t. 1, 635.
3 Zvezda, no. 4 (1996): 8-15.

327 See Remont moria, Sankt-Peterburg: Biblioteka al’manakha Petropol’, 1996.
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Deviat’ knig (2001), also features his previously unpublished poetry.’28

All this places Sosnora somewhere in between the unofficial avant-garde authors
and the “official” one, Andrei Voznesenskii (b.1933), who managed to function entirely
within the limits imposed by censorship. Voznesenskii’s first publications, which
appeared in 1958, demonstrated his strong beliefs in Lenin and communism, and thus
excused in the eyes of the authorities his predilection for flamboyant metaphors and
vigorous sound play. The poem “Khudozhnik™ (1958) is characteristic:

B 11y pa3zyma H v aToMa
MBi — akyliepbsl HOBOTO.
Haw 3Ta yyacts anosa

Ilo HpaBy ¥ O HOpOBY.

Mbui — 6a6KH MOBHBAILHLIE.
A BEK PEBET MaTepo —

Kak noMech naBnaHa

H aBuamoTopa.

Cnosa Kak KBapll JTy4arcs,
OHH pa3aT 1 jievar,
Urob moasm —

yIyqllaThCs,
Y106 nmoasm ObLIO Nerve...

Y106 onyxonu pakoBbie
Cnaganu ¢ ayw K Ten,
Y106 KommyHH3M,

KaK pakOBHHA,
[1pubnu3NBILIHCH, ryAe... 329

(In the age of reason and the atom -
We are the midwives of newness.
We fulfill this infernal task

With vigor and zeal.

Words radiate like quartz,

They cut and heal,

So that people get better,

So that people live better.

32 Despite this situation, Sosnora was fairly well known in Russia and abroad. and his verses were
translated into many European languages. He lectured at universities in France (1970, 1979) and the United
States (1987). and participated in many prestigious international festivals of poetry in Warsaw, Prague.
Rome, Belgrade, Paris, Stockholm, and Istanbul.

39 Mozaika, Viadimir: Vladimirskoe knizhnoe izdatel’stvo, 1960, 29-30.
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So that cancerous tumors

Fall of souls and bodies,

So that communism humming like a seashell,
Would draw closer...)

This kind of utopian pathos linked the young poet with Maiakovskii of the post-
revolutionary period, who also inspired Voznesenskii’s numerous verses about Lenin,
such as “Sequoia Lenina™ (1961), “Ia v Shushenskom” (1962), and especially the
narrative poem “Lonzhumo™ (1963). These poems helped the young poet to carve out a
niche in the Soviet establishment, and find official acceptance as Maiakovskii’s direct
descendant. 3%

Voznesenskii’s position secured for him important privileges not granted to other
Soviet authors. In particular, he was not only allowed to employ extravagant images but
even to experiment with a mixture of verse and prose, occasionally spiced with elements
of the absurd. This made his poems look strikingly colorful against the dull background
of officially recognized poetry, and Voznesenskii won immediate and enduring fame,
which soon extended beyond the borders of the Soviet Union and brought the young poet
international recognition. His poems were enthusiastically translated and published
abroad, and leading European and American scholars showed interest in Voznesenskii's
work. Unlike their Soviet colleagues, who, because of censorship restrictions, were
unable freely to discuss the poet’s unconventional aesthetics (which were still supposed
to be either harshly criticized or downplayed), Western Slavists could give proper
attention to the essential features of Voznesenskii's verse. For example, Nils Ake
Nilsson’s article, “Parabola of Poetry,” offered a very perceptive analysis of

Voznesenskii's early works.>!

Whilst conceding that the poet “hardly <...> surprises us
with new and original thoughts, with moments of meditation and insight..,” Nilsson

nevertheless praised him for his “distinctive will <...> to find new solutions to the

% Voznesenskii's attitudes were apparently similar to those of the sculptor Emst Neizvestnyi. as described
by Ilia Kabakov: “This was a sort of belated utopianism, characteristic of the early 1960s. It was based on
the belief that people will *listen, think it over, and understand,’ the belief that people needed, so to speak.
righteous. honest, useful voices, to make them change their minds..." (llia Kabakov, 60-70-e... Zapiski o
neofitsialnoi zhizni v Moskve, 170).

W Scando-Slavika. 10 (1964); 49-64.
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problems of form.” **2 In this respect he welcomed Voznesenskii’s orientation towards
the Futurist tradition, which until then had not been exploited to its fullest extent. The
scholar, however, was not terribly optimistic about the poet’s chances of continuing along
this experimental path, and there was good reason for his concemns.

Although Voznesenskii was allowed to retain a certain boldness of form, he had
to eschew more radical kinds of experimentation, retuming to it — rather precipitately —
only in the late 1980s, when it had become politically safe to do so. Voznesenskii's
collection Aksioma samoiska (1990) boasts an abundant assortment of the most
flamboyant Futurist devices, which the poet employs in a manner that can only be
described as frantic. He obviously hoped to profit from the fact that the Futurist legacy
had been banned in Soviet Russia for decades and readers were still largely unaware of
the avant-garde writers of the beginning of the century. At this time the average reader
was even less aware of contemporary avant-garde poets, who had remained in the literary
underground for thirty years, and who had only recently begun to be published in their
own country.

This process, certainly, did not proceed smoothly: the unofficial avant-garde poets
were virtual unknowns among publishers or potential sponsors, and their verse
production had little commercial appeal. Not surprisingly, their first collections, such as
Nekrasov’s Stikhi iz zhurnala (1989) and Sapgir’s Moskovskie mify (1989), were
published at the authors’ own expense and in very small editions: 3,000 and 5,000 copics,
respectively. The same thing was true of Gennadii Aigi. Although his first collection
Zdes' (1991) was published by the state publishing house “Sovremennik.” the number of
printed copies was only 7,500. Victor Sosnora had great difficulty finding publishers for
his verse and prose,333 while Voznesenskii continued to reign over the market (his
Aksioma samoiska was printed in 300,000 copies!), effectively posing as the major avant-
garde author of the Thaw generation.

Although this situation has changed significantly in the last ten years, and many
of the underground poets have finally and deservedly begun to attract the attention of

readers, the dramatic history of the second wave of the Russian avant-garde remains

B2 1bid, 59.

333 About this see 1. Foniakov, “Kak strogaiut volny,” Literaturnaia gazeta, July 10, 1996.
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distorted and murky. In order to make it clearer, we will closely investigate the literary
careers of the most prominent representatives of official and unofficial avant-garde
poetry, Andrei Voznesenskii and Vsevolod Nekrasov, and their impact on the

development of experimental poetry in Russia.

ANDRE! VOZNESENSKII

Andrei Voznesenskii was bom in Moscow on May 12, 1933 into a family with a
solid intellectual background. His childhood, the poet remembered, ““was spent among
Musaget editions of poetry and Hutte's reference books.” *** The Musaget editions of
Russian Symbolists reflected the interests of Voznesenskii’s mother, who conveyed her
ardent love for poetry to her son. Hutte’s reference books on engineering, on the other
hand, belonged to the poet’s father, a specialist in hydraulics. His passion, however, was
art: he collected monographs on painters, and it was he who introduced Voznesenskii to
Russian and foreign artists and would later encourage him to study painting
professionally.

At the same time, the poet’s childhood, like the childhood of the majority of his
peers, was far from being idyllic. Although he was not directly affected by Stalin’s
purges, and neither of his parents were arrested and perished in Gulag, his early years
coincided with the war with Germany. At the age of eight, Voznesenskii, together with
his mother, was evacuated to Kurgan, a town beyond the Ural mountains. This time was
filled with constant worries about Voznesenskii's father, who had remained behind to
work in Leningrad and from whom the family did not hear for a long time.

It was while in Kurgan that Voznesenskii wrote his first poem, continuing writing
after his return to Moscow. By the age of 14, he had assembled a complete notebook of
poetry, which he then dared to send to his poetic idol, Boris Pasternak, although with
little hope of a response. To Voznesenskii’s surprise, Pasternak telephoned him and
invited him to visit. Later, when he recalled that first encounter, Voznesenskii would
write: “*From that moment on my life was determined, it acquired its magic sense and

dedication: his [Pasternak’s] new poems. telephone conversations, Sunday daytime visits,

34« Ampir ~ iamb Moskvy" in Andrei Voznesenskii. Na virtual 'nom vetru, Moscow: Vagrius, 1998, 315.
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walks — years of happiness and childish admiration.” >**

While the young Voznesenskii continued to write poetry under Pasternak’s
supervision (*Did he train my voice? He just told me what he liked and why™ — the poet
would explain later’®), he simultaneously studied painting in order to enter the Moscow
Architectural Institute. Pasternak approved of this decision: he did not see much
opportunity for his disciple’s poetic career under the Stalinist regime.

The situation changed while Voznesenskii was already in the Institute. The
dictator’s death and the ensuing “Thaw” resulted in immediate ideological relief: students
were no longer persecuted for their imitation of Matisse and Picasso, and they were able
to deviate from canonical requirements in their term projects. However, the closer
Voznesenskii came to graduation, the more clearly he realized his poetic calling. An
accident described in his poem “Pozhar v Arkhitektumom Institute” (1957), when all the
term papers of his class literally went up in flames, tumed out to be providential. “For

me, it was more than a fire. [ believe in symbols. I realized that the architecture was

burned out in me. I became a poet.” 337

A similar dilemma, as is well known, confronted the young Pasternak, who gave
up his musical studies in favor of poetry. Music, however, determined many of
Pasternak’s poetic images and themes, as well as other characteristic features of his verse.
Similarly, Voznesenskii’s extensive training as a painter and architect should not be
considered a waste of his time. This experience helped him find his own identity in
poetry, in no small part because it allowed him to overcome his dependence on Pasternak.
It was this sense of dependency that prevented Voznesenskii from publishing his early
poems, which he thought profoundly “Pasternakovian.” **® Only afier 1956 did he begin
to write poems which he considered his “own.” This meant that not only were his themes
and images inspired by painting and architecture, as in “Goya” (1957), “Parabolicheskaia
ballada” (1958), narrative poem “Mastera™ (1957), and some others, but — most of all —

that his perception of the reality was that of a painter. Voznesenskii saw the world as an

%35 « kholodno bylo mladentsu v vertepe...” in /bid., 13.
% Ibid., 41.

" Cited in Andrei Vomesensky. Antiworlds and The Fifth Ace, ed. by Patricia Blake and Max Hayward.
Garden City: Doubleday, 1967, viii.

3% w1 kholodno bylo miadentsu v vertepe...” 42.
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interaction of colors and shapes, as his poem “luzhnye bazary™ (1958) testifies:

Honoit Padazns!
Ha 3npascTeyer Py6enc!
®doHTaHk! popenH,

LiperacTas rpybocTs!

------------

Huauro nuneex.

Buno u xypma.

Tei HeIHuE Oe3 nener?
[le#t 3anapma!

bazapnbi — noxapsl.
3aech OrHEHHO, MOJIOAO
[tsinaloT 3arapom

He pyxH, a 30n0T10.

B HHx oTOnecku Macen
U BuH 30n0THIX.

Ha 3apaBcTBYET MacTep.
Yro BunuineT Hx!

(Down with all Raphaels

And up with Flemish Rubens,
His fountains of fishtails,

His color and crudeness!
Indigo of turkeys’ wattles.
Yellow hurmas, wine in bottles.
You are out of money?

Have a drink on me!
Marketplaces, blazes

Of fire and youthfulness!
Your flaming bronzes

Of hands are alight

With the gleam of butter
And the gold of wine.
Three cheers for the painter
Who brings you alive!)**®

The striking pictorial quality of Voznesenskii’s early verses clearly distinguished him

from his first mentor, at the same time linking him to other writers who came to poetry

1% parabola, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1960, 33. Trans. by Max Hayward, in Antiworlds and the Fifth
Ace. 139.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access



00056063

123

from painting, such as the young Maiakovskii and his fellow Futurists, and who had also
employed techniques taken from painting in their verses.>*® In addition, Voznesenskii
shared with the latter an admiration for the modern painters, — first and foremost, Picasso,
—as well as a related perception of art as a perpetual revolt against established norms,
loudly proclaimed in the Futurists’ numerous manifestoes.

In his narrative poem “Mastera,” Voznesenskii speaks of that very same kind of

creative behavior:

XYA0XHHK NEPBOPORHBIR —
Bcerza TpHOyH.

B #eMm ayx nepeBopoTa

H BeYHO — OYHT.

(For an artist true-born
revolt is second nature:
he is both tribune
and troublemaker.)**'

In the tradition of his predecessors, Voznesenskii tried to emphasize not so much his

civic valor (his enmity towards Stalin did not shake his beliefs in communism and

342

Lenin™"). but his artistic defience. From the very beginning, he startled the reader with

his provocative images. so reminiscent of the buoyancy of the Futurist poets, who had
once shocked the public with their bold metaphors. Here are the lines from “Pozhar v
Architecturnom Institute™:

1o conHomy dacany

6eccThike, 030PHO,

ropHILION

KpacHo3aJ1010
B3BHBAeTCR OKHO!

(High on the sleepy facade
shamelessly, mischievously

10 See on this matter Khardzhiev, “Poeziia i zhivopis® (rannii Maiakovskii)” in Khardzhiev, Stat'i ob
avangarde, 1.1, 18-98. See also Juliette R. Stepanian, Mayakovsky s Cubo-Futurist Vision, Houston: Rice
University Press, 1986.

' Mozaika, Viadimir: Viadimirskoe knizhnoe izdatel’stvo, 1960, 60. Trans. by Max Hayward, in
Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 125.

12 Gee his poems “S'ezd golosuet” (funost’, no. 4, 1958); “Lenin," “Na otkrytie Kuibyshevskoi GES..."
(Novyi mir, no_ 11, 1958); “*Komsomol golosuet™ (Prizyv, November 15, 1959), and others.
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like a red-assed baboon
a window skitters.y***

While there are relatively few such metaphors in Voznesenskii's first poetic
productions, they were immediately recognized as the most distinctive component of his
artistic arsenal, comparable only to his use of “sound patterns,” which have had been
favored by the Futurists. The device was thoroughly developed by Khlebnikov, who
discovered that phonetic congruence can establish semantic connections between
disparate words.** Voznesenskii enthusiastically employed the device in his early verse,
achieving impressive results. This is especially true in the case of his best-known early

poem, “Goya,” which reflects the poet’s childhood impressions of war:

A -Toiia!
["na3suuBI BOPOHOK MHE BbIKJIEBAI BOPOT,
cneTas Ha NoJie Haroe.

A - rope.
A —ronoc
BOHHM, FOPOAOB rONIOBHH

Ha CHery COpOK NepBOro roaa.
A - ropno
noseueHHoH 6abbl, ube T€10, KaK KONOKOII,

61110 Haa nIOLIAABLIO TONOi. ..

A -Fons!

O rpo3au
BO3Me3nba! B3sun 3annom Ha 3anan —

A nenen He3BaHHoOTro rocTal
U B MemopHansHOe HEGO BOHN KpenkHe 38e3/bl —
KakK I'BO3/IH.

A —-Tois.

(1 am Goya

of the bare field, by the enemy’s beak gouged
till the craters of my eyes gape

I am grief

I am the tongue

of war, the embers of cities
on the snows of the year 1941
I am hunger

3 Oktiabr’, no. 10 (1960): 122-123. Trans. by Stanley Kunitz, in Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 135.
*4 See Khiebnikov, “Uchitel® i uchenik™ (1912).
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I am the gullet

of a woman hanged whose body like a bell
tolled over a blank square.

[ am Goya...

O grapes of wrath!
| have hurled westward
the ashes of the uninvited guest!

And hammered stars into the unforgetting sky — like nails

Iam Goya)345
The words are linked to one another by the similarity of their sounds (Goya - gore -
golos — gorlo — grozdi — gvozdi), which simultaneously produced powerful interaction of
meanings. The poem was in striking contrast to the bland imagery and prosody of the
Socialist Realism canon, and, when first published,”6 won instant success among Soviet
readers who had been raised on a meager literary diet.

Voznesenskii's other publications in periodicals also won acclaim.>*” His first

poetic collections, Parabola and Mozaika, published in 1960, were immediately sold out.
Of course, both of these books had been heavily censored, but nevertheless included,

especially Mozaika, many of Voznesenskii’s best poems, such as “Goya” and

“Mastera.” 348

The appearance of Mozaika and Parabola did not go unnoticed not only by
readers, but by critics as well. The response was prompt and vociferous in both the liberal
and the conservative camps. Writing in the literary monthly Novyi mir, the liberal critics,
Andrei Menshutin and Andrei Siniavskii (as did Stanislav Rassadin in Literaturnaia

gazeta) praised Voznesenskii’s poetic talent, his skillful euphonic play and vivid

imagery.**

At the same time the critics expressed certain concerns, warning the poet
about the danger of superficiality. “The most important thing for [Voznesenskii] was not

what to say, but how to say it,” wrote, for instance, Rassadin, simultaneously adding:

"3 Mozaika, 38. Trans. by Stanley Kunitz, in Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 3.
Y Znamia, no. 4 (1959): 109.

7 See Literaturnaia gazeta, September 30, 1958 and January 10, 1959. See also Voznesenskii’s
publications in Znamia, no. 11 (1958): 127-128; Moskva, no. 10 (1959): 143, and others.

% About publication of Mozaika see Voznesenskii, “Moia rodoslovnaia,” in Na virtual 'nom vetry, 284-
286.

9 Za poeticheskuiu aktivnast®,” Novyi mir, no. 1 (1961): 224-228; “Kto ty”", Literaturnaia gazeta,
October 8. 1960, respectively.
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“But this ‘how to say it’ the poet was able to carry out very well.” 350
The judgment of conservative critics, quite predictably, was much less favorable.
They unanimously accused the poet of “formalism” and aesthetic, if not political,

immaturity.**'

At this point, however, such accusations did not cause the young author
any significant harm, and Voznesenskii’s career continued to develop at full speed. The
young poet still published extensively in the most prestigious literary periodicals and his
poetry readings (this tradition was revived after the years of suppression) were held in
such famous auditoriums as the Polytechnic Museum, where Maiakovskii had regularly
held his recitals. Voznesenskii quickly became a member of the Soviet Writers Union,
and was even allowed, along with his poetic peer Evgenii Evtushenko, to take a trip to the
United States. Although Stalin’s iron curtain had already been partially lifted, trips
abroad were still considered an exclusive privilege, which had never been granted to
writers without any official status.

This trip proved to be extremely important for Voznesenskii as a poet. His next
collection 40 lyricheskikh otstuplenii iz poemy “Treugol 'naia grusha"(1962), commonly
known as Treugol naia grusha, was dedicated largely to the poet’s “discovery of
America.” as he wrote in the preface. And indeed it was a “discovery,” since
Voznesenskii's depiction of the “rotten bourgeois West™ turned out to be at significant
vanance with the established tradition. Unlike other Soviet poets who had treated this
theme, Voznesenskii vintually avoided any political judgments, displaying instead a lively
curiosity and broadmindedness. Although his foreign impressions were interspersed in
the collection with domestic subjects, the purpose of such an arrangement was not an
opposition of “them™ and *“us,” but quite the contrary. This structural device, as R.D.B.
Thompson points out, “brings the contrasted worlds of Russia and the United States ...
into a mirror-reflection.” >*

However, in the poet’s own country this message was perceived as highly

controversial. Some critics compared Treugol 'naia grusha to “classical” works on the

%0 «Kto ty?", Literaturnaia gazeta, October 8. 1960.

¥ See B. Soloviev, “Legkii nesseser i tiazhelaia klad’,” Oktiabr, no. 7 (1961): 187-189; V. Nazarenko.
“Lzheneronchik,” Zvezda, no. 1 (1961): 220-221.

2 “Andrei Voznesensky: Between Pasternak and Mayakovsky,” Slavonic and East European Review, 54
(1976): 52.
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subject, chiefly Maiakovskii’s “American” verses (1925-26), as well as his prose
sketches ““Moe otkrytie Ameriki” (1925-26). The comparison revealed, they asserted,
nothing more than the young poet’s ideological ignorance.**® On the other hand, the
collection had influential supporters, such as Nikolai Aseev, Maiakovskii’s closest
collaborator. From his lofty vantage point, Aseev declared Voznesenskii to be
Maiakovskii’s true follower, insisting that the poets “shared their excitement for the

achievements of the people and indignation with the capitalists, who owned these

wonders of engineering.” >**

Obviously, the purpose of this statement. which was only partially true, was to
shield Voznesenskii from his accusers. Although the two poets certainly shared an
excitement for the American “wonders of engineering,” the “capitalists,” whom
Maiakovskii attacked aggressively in his poems and sketches, were scarcely mentioned in
Voznesenskii’s collection. In this respect he clearly differed from Maiakovskii, an eager
disseminator of communist ideology after 1917. But even as Voznesenskii implicitly
distanced himself from the post-revolutionary Soviet classic, he edged closer to the early,
pre-revolutionary Maiakovskii, the anarchic Futurist.>*® The orientation toward the early
Futurist tradition, evident in Voznesenskii’s first two collections, was now expressed in a
much more open fashion.

The book’s enigmatic title, Treugol ‘'naya grusha, which, as Nils Ake Nilsson has
suggested, “gives associations, as it seems, to cubism, to the years in Russia after 1910,”
was already a statement of the poet’s Futurist sympathies.**® However, the title is not
merely associative, for it contains a very specific allusion. Suffice to recall the “founder
of Russian Futurism,” Nikolai Kul'bin, and his fascination with the triangle, which led

him to organize a group of painters under this name and to sign his writings with its

353 See, for example, V. Nazarenko, “Nastuplenie ili otstuplenie.” Zvezda, no. 7 (1962).
334 uKak byt' s Voznesenskim?", Literaturnaia gazeta, August 4, 1962.

35 In fact, an intentextual poetic argument with the post-revolutionary Maiakovskii could already be found
in the best of Voznesenskii's earlier poems, such as “Goya.” Its first line, *l am Goya,” can be read as a
hidden polemic with Maiakovskii’s famous assertion, “l am a latrine cleaner and a bard of boiled water™

(Vo ves’ golos,” 1930), a characteristic metaphoric description of the poet’s role during the period of
Socialist construction.

3% Nils Ake Nilsson, “The Parabola of Poetry,” Scando-Slavika, 10 (1964): 55.
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graphic representation.>>’

Although Kul'bin’s concept of the triangle was never
published, it was well-known to his contemporaries, who learned about it at his public
lectures.’*® For instance, it was rather accurately reproduced in the memoirs of Georgii
lvanov, who handed down to us the main connotations of Kul’bin’s “triangle”: «gopma

39 In Voznesenskii’s Treugol ‘naia

Gurrms (form of existence) and «wiywa» (soul).
grusha, the image of the triangle, chosen by Kul’bin as a symbol for a new, “free” art,
seems to have a similar function. Moreover, it powerfully evokes Kul’bin’s
corresponding ideas: the liberation of art from imposed dogmas and the confidence of the
artist in his own intuition, both of which constitute the pathos of Treugo! 'naia grusha. In
this collection Voznesenskii appeared much less bound by ideology (claims of loyalty to
communism and Lenin were reduced to a minimum here36°), and more spontaneous in his
aesthetic experimentation. An obvious example of this newfound freedom is the powerful
opening poem, “Nochnoi aeroport v N’iu-Yorke,” which begins with a cascade of daring

metaphors:

ABTONOPTPET MOit, pETOPTA HEOHA, aNOCTON HEDECHBIX BOPOT ~
Asponoprt!

bpesxar mopaneBnie BHTPAXH,
TOYHO PeHTTeHOBCKH# CHHMOK IYLIH.

Kak 310 cTpamHo, koraa B Tebe HebO CTOHT

B TJICIOIHX Tpaccax

HeOOLIKHOBEHHBIX cTOMMLL!

B 6ape, kak aRrens!, FraCHYT TBOH AKOTONHKH,
Thi HM I'Naroauin.!

337 See on this matter John E. Bowlt, Russian art, 1875-1975: A Collection of Essays, New York: MSS
Information Corporation, 1976, 116.

*** The manuscript, however, survived. See Nikolai Kul'bin, “Novoe mirovozzrenie (tezisy).” TsGALI. f.
1497, op.1, ed. khr. 281.

% See Georgii Ivanov's “Peterburgskie zimy” (1928): * *Excellent, — the doctor says. — The form of
existence is the triangle. Therefore, the soul is triangular. Y-y-yes, the *patient’ twitches. T-t-triangular or r-
r-r-rectangular...’ These are the founder of Russian Futurism K<ul'bin> and ‘the greatest poet of the
world’ ‘Velimir’ Khlebnikov compiling the philosophical foundations of the new movement.” (Sobranie
sochinenii v 3 tomakh, t. 3, Moscow: Soglasie, 1994, 21). Compare this with the central passage from
Kul'bin’s manuscript: «CHMBOM MHPa BO BCEX PENUTHAX, CHCTEMAX H EPECAX OT IOHCTOPHHECKHX BPEMEH
10 Hawero aHA - TpeyroasHuK», (In all religions, [philosophical ] systems, and heresies, from prehistoric
times to our days, the world is symbolized by the triangle; “Novoe mirovozzrenie (tezisy),” TsGALI, f.
1497, op.1, ed. khr. 281).

39 See “Sequoia Lenina” in Treugol ‘naia grusha, 96-97.
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Tsl BX, NpUOKTRIX,

BO3BbILIACILL!
Tol M «[IpuObITHEY

BO3BeLlaels!..

(Guardian of heavenly gates, self-portrait, neon retort,

Aurport!

Your Duralumined plate glass darkly shines
Like an X ray of the soul.

How temifying

when the sky in you
is shot right through with the smoldering tracer lines
of far-off capitals!

Thou speakest with tongues to them.
Thou raisest them up
who are downcast,
Thou who announcest to them at last:
“Arrival!”...)**!

This poem set a high standard for the other pieces of Treugol 'naia grusha, which
most of them managed to meet. In comparison with Voznesenskii’s previous collections,
the new one demonstrated a stronger consistency of formal innovation, evident not only
in terms of imagery and euphonic play but also in the further enrichment of poetic
vocabulary. In addition to the slang and colloquialisms Voznesenskii had employed in his
earlier poems. the poet now utilized scientific and technical terms, which quickly became
his trademark. This emphasis on the replenishment and renewal of language also links
him with the Futurists, who vigorously promoted the expansion of the poetic vocabulary
and its constant updating %2

Aside from these features, Treugol ‘naia grusha displayed remarkable rhythmical
variety. Voznesenskii even managed to introduce a new rhythm to Russian poetry,

creatively following Maiakovskii's example. And if Maiakovskii was the first to use the

' 40 liricheskikh otstuplenii iz poemy Treugol 'naia grusha, Moscow: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1962, 7. Trans. by
W. J. Smith, in Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 145.

%2 See the passage from A Trap for Judges. 2 (1913): “The richness of a poet’s lexicon is its justification.”
In Russian Futurism through Its Manifestoes, 52.
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rhythm of the march in his verse, > Voznesenskii did the same with the beat of rock ‘n’

roll. His virtuoso “Otstuplenie v ritme rok-n-rola” is an impressive example of poetic

craftsmanship:
Pok-
H-
posun —
00 cTeHy caHAanHH!
Pom —
B pOT.
JIniia Kax HeoH.
Pepet
MY3bIKa CKaHJaJlbHas,
Tpyba
NSleT, KaK MHTOH!
{Rock
‘'
roll —
see the sandals kick!
Down
the drinks —

face a neon-sign.
Roars the music,

scandalously rocks,
Prances the trumpet,

pythoness-like!)***

Treugol 'naia grusha was a major contribution to the poet’s already growing
popularity. It was difficult now to buy Voznesenskii's new book, which had been
published in edition of 50,000 copies, and even more difficult to get a ticket to his recital.
At the same time, Voznesenskii enjoyed his first international success while touring
France and Italy. He received and accepted offers from publishers, and met with
celebrities, including his idol Picasso. Europeans, who had rarely seen any Russians
during the Stalinist years, were impressed by this young poet, so talented, polished, and
outspoken. Unlike the majority of his compatriots, Vosnesenskii was always available for

media interviews, for which he was in great demand.

363 See Khardzhiev, “Marshi Maiakovskogo™” in Khardzhiev, Stat'i ob avangarde,t. 2, 136-140.

34 40 liricheskikh otstuplenii is poemy Treugol 'naia grusha, 47. Trans. by Herbert Marshall, in
Voznesensky: Selected Poems, New-York: Hill and Wang, 1966, 77.
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This trip to Europe also resulted in a number of poems, which showed
Voznesenskii’s rapid growth as an artist. Surprisingly free of ideological compromises,
those poems simultaneously displayed quite radical aesthetics, as the most significant of
them, “Parizh bez rifm” (1963), demonstrates. It ends with the kind of sensational image
that Voznesenskil had become known for:

[Tapnx. [lpy3ns. COMKHYIHCH CTEHBI.
A 33 OKHOM JIETAT B BEKax
MOTOLHKJTHCTBI

B OenbiX Lf1IeMax,
KaK 2bABO/IB B HOYHLIX FOpPIOKaX.

(Paris... friends. The walls are back in place.
And outside, through all eternity
motorcyclists race in white helmets

— like hellhounds with pisspots on their heads.)***

Certainly, “pisspots™ were shocking against the backdrop of Soviet poetry, which had
remained homogeneous in its carefully cultivated “purity.” Nothing like this had been
allowed in print for several decades, and Voznesenskii was the first of the new poets who
managed to break this rule. In emulation of the Futurists, he eagerly introduced
proscribed lexicon in his poetry, trying to leave his own mark on this domain. And if, say,
David Burliuk showed specific attraction to the word «noaMbika» (annpit).m and
Kruchenykh felt similarly about the word «cBuHba» (pig) and its derivatives,® then the
mention of «HOYHBIE roplIKH» (pisspots) in Voznesenskii's verses was also not
accidental. The same was true for the word «yHuTa3» (toilet bowl) that was often found

in his later poems and which essentially represented a further development of the subject.

3% Andrei Voznesenskii, Antimiry, Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 1964, 24. Trans. by Max Hayward, in
Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 197.

' See. for example, « T Hioxan 06naka nomaugyio nodssiuxy | Moit cTapuifi BopoH nec» (You sniffed the
sweaty armpit of the cloud / my old raven-dog) or «[laposo3a onwwka / [ToaweM W mocT / Mokpas
noamuiwka / Fpoxouywnit xeoct (Short breath of a steam engine / Rise and bridge / Moist armpit /
Rumbling tail...) in Pervyi zhurnal russkikh futuristov, Moscow, 1914, 38-39.

%7 See Komei Chukovskii. Egofuturisty i cubofuturisty, 1914; reprint ed., Letchworth: Prideaux Press,
1976, 23: *... Kruchenykh has different dreams: ‘1 am stretched out, the pig keeps me warm / on the warm
clay / the pig radiates warmth / and the odor of dogs / | am lying down and getting fatter by the yard.” Pigs.
vomit, manure, donkeys, such is his cruel esthetics. He even entitled his small book: ‘Piglets® <...> When
he intends to glorify Russia, he writes in his ‘Piglets’: ‘Drowning in toil and swinishness, / you shall grow
up, strong, beloved. / like that virgin, who remained chaste / by digging in mud up to her waist.’ And even
commands her that she, Mother-sow, should never leave her sacred saving mud, what a swine-lover, so
help me!™
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Voznesenskii undoubtedly considered this lexicon to be his trademark of sorts, 368 as he
would present it in the poem “Pesnia shuta™:

A Bwifigy, ocneniuni, Kak y3HHK,
H BhLIaM MOJ XOXOT U BOM:
«Jlywua — coBMelLIeHHbIH caHy3en,
UAC Ipax B 03HOO nymcaoﬁ»."‘w

(I will step on the stage like a prisoner blinded.
And will blurt out while the crowd jeers and howls,
“A soul is a primitive bathroom facility,

With dust and chills of a cold shower.”)

However, in contrast to Burliuk and Kruchenykh, the “general desecration of

» 370

traditional lyrical material was not Voznesenskii's primary goal, although a similar

intention can be seen in some of his early writings:

Ckonbko 3Be3n!

Kak MukpoboB

B BO3JyXE...

(How many stars up there
Like microbes

in the air...)”'

This miniature was probably inspired by Burliuk’s well-known line «3Be3abl — 4epBH —

372 6r by the famous Maiakovskii’s

nbaHblE TyMaHoM» (Stars are worms — drunk with fog)
«naepovku» (bits of spit).m but such cases are rare. More often Voznesenskii’s efforts

could be compared to the poetic technique of Maiakovskii in “Oblako v shtanakh™

*3 Similar locutions have already been occasionally encountered in the works of the Futurists, meticulously
collected by Kruchenykh in his book Malakholia v kapote (1919). Among other examples, one can find
there Khlebnikov's lines «BeunocTs — Moit ropiox / Bpema — nonrupanxa» (Etemnity is my chamber pot/
time is my toilet paper) as well as Burliuk's phrase «OTxoxHx MecT 310BOHHbIE 3amnaTu» (Stinking
patches of latrines). See also Kruchenykh's own verses: «Ecsiu 651 TOWHHKNO BAC... / KAK MEHA Beucpami / B
KHUrax NpownH 6bi 8L XKeNOUb / rONOBY yBeHUaBLH ropuikamun (If only you become nauseated / like | do
in the evenings / You would then read all the bile in the books / Your heads crowned with chamber pots; in
Utinoe gnezdyshko... durnykh slov, Sankt-Peterburg, 1914).

3 Voznesenskii. Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1983-84.t. 2,
60.

™ N. Khardziev and V. Trenin. Poeticheskaia kul ‘tura Maiakovskogo, Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1970, 83.

! Voznesenskii, Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, t. 1, 150. Herbert Marshall, Voznesensky: Selected
poems, 100.

72 “Mertvoe nebo” (1913).
W wposlushaite!™ (1914).
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(1915), where, according to the scholarly description, “vulgar vocabulary collided with

hyperbolized cosmic images that acted as mighty levers and conferred lofty meaning on

» 34

the whole picture. In Voznesenskit’s poetry one can easily find similar “levers.” In

“Parizh bez nfm,” for example, it is the solemn «B Bekax» that lifts «HouHble ropiuku»
above their initial connotation. In this way the provocative ending does not contradict the
rest of the poem, which expresses a fascination with Paris, but rather completes it.

The poem strikes the reader not merely with its provocative images, but also by
its alternation of verse and rhythmical prose, as well as by a phantasmagoric plot with
clear elements of the absurd. These poetic devices, which also can be traced to the young
Maiakovskii and Khlebnikov, had been little exploited by Soviet poets, and, therefore,
represented a significant creative opportunity to Voznesenskii. Inspired by the success of
his previous ventures, he seemed to be ready to explore these opportunities further, but
the situation, quite favorable for a few short years, unexpectedly changed. On his return
from Europe, Voznesenskii was greeted with some very bad news: the authorities had just
begun an official campaign against moderist artists and writers.

The campaign was launched after Khrushchev's visit to an art exhibition where he
saw expenimental, modernist paintings for the first time. Outraged, the Soviet leader
vented his wrath against painters and sculptors, as well as writers, and Voznesenskii
became one of the first victims. During the meeting with the “creative intelligentsia,”
held behind closed doors on March 7, 1963 in the Kremlin, Khrushchev yelled at the
young poet, threatening to expel him from the country. This gloomy episode was
recounted many years later by Voznesenskii in his memoir, which he republished on
numerous occasions.’” In this memoir, the poet vividly depicts Khrushchev’s anger, as
well as his own fear, which made him to flee Moscow and travel aimlessly around the
country until the campaign eventually subsided. In his written recollections, however,
Voznesenskii left out the worst moment of his entire ordeal - his forced recantation.

His recantation was made only in stages. It began with the poet’s self-critical

¥ K hardziev and Trenin. Poeticheskaia kul ‘tura Maiakovskogo, 83.

¥ Over time, Voznesenskii's account of these events became more and more elaborate. See “Goluboi zal s
chernym kamnem” in Andrei Voznesenskii. Aksioma samoiska, lkpa, 1990, 171-180; “Moroznye foto
etogo leta” in Andrei Voznesenskii. Gadanie po knige, Moscow: Argumenty i fakty, 1994, 191-202;
“Goluboi zal Kremlia” in Andrei Voznesenskii. Na virtual ‘nom vetru, 77-89.



000568063

134

speech before the Board of the Soviet Writers Union on March 28, 1963. As Western
commentators pointed out, it was “so vague and hollow that it could not satisfy even the
most benevolent of bureaucrats.” *”® Indeed, instead of a direct apology, Voznesenskii
only acknowledged that he had been criticized, that he would not forget it, and that he
intended “to work, work, and work...” 37 The poct’s truc recantation, the one which
finally appeased even his stemnest foes, appeared six months later in the form of a
narrative poem “Lonzhumo,” published on October 13, 1963 in Pravda. The poem’s plot
took the reader to a place near Paris, associated with Lenin, whose revolutionary deeds
became the subject of Voznesenskii’s reflections. These verses were entirely in the spirit
of the post-revolutionary Maiakovskii, whose narrative poems “Vladimir [I’'ich Lenin”
(1924) and “Khorosho!” (1927) were obviously taken as exemplars. Besides numerous
verbal coincidences, these works shared, as R.D.B. Thomson has pointed out, many
structural features: “an opening invocation to Time, a tripartite overall design, the device
of building each episode round a single image. and the general tendency to deify Lenin as
the most quintessentially human of human beings.” '8

Needless to say, “Lonzhumo” marked an abrupt departure from Voznesenskii's
previous verses, composed either before the notorious episode in Kremlin, when he was
still in France and Italy, or even in the middle of the campaign against him, while he was
travelling around the Russian countryside. Paradoxically, this difficult period had turned

out to be very artistically productive for Voznesenskii, who wrotc at this time such poems

3% Pierre Forgues, “The poetry of Andrei Voznesensky,” Survey, no. 49 (1963) :76.
7 Voznesenskii’s speech was later published in Literaturnaia Gazeta, March 30, 1963.

’™ «Andrei Voznesensky: Between Pasternak and Mayakovsky,” 55. Maiakovskii also inspired
Voznesenskii to his other verses about Lenin, such as, for example, “Ia v Shushenskom™(1962). Compare
the passage from “la v Shushenskom™: «OH cTpona, cseren u ABYXKHICH, / CTpaHy 8 TakHe xonona. He
rosopute: «Ectn 6 xun on!» / Bor ecan 6 ymep - uro roraa?..» (Clear-minded and strong, / he built the
country while it was cold. / Don't say “what if he were alive!™ / but ask “what if he had died?") with the
well known lines from “Vladimir I1'ich Lenin™ (1924) «Jlenux n Teneps xueee Bcex KHBuX.» (“Lenin is
now the most live of all living”; trans. by Herbert Marshall, in Mayakovsky, 249). Even Voznesenskii’s
sensational line «Y6Gepute Jlennna ¢ aener» (Remove Lenin's likeness from money bills; Zvezda vostoka,
no. 3 (1967): 19) also had a parallel in Maiakovskii's ocuvre. See an appeal written by Maiakovskii: «He
TopryiTe Jlenunsim!» (Don’t buy and sell Lenin!), published in the first issue of LEF (1924): «Mu
HacTaupaeM: He wraMnyhTe Jlennua. He nevaTtafiTe ero nopTpeToB Ha NAaKartax, Ha KIECHKaX, Ha
Tapenkax, Ha KpyXKax, Ha noptcurapax.» (We insist — don't stamp Lenin's likeness everywhere. Don't
print his portraits on posters, tablecloths, plates, mugs, cigarette-cases...) Quoted from Fladimir
Mdjakovskij. Memoirs and Essays. Ed. Bengt Jangfeld, Nils Ake Nilsson, Stockholm: Almgvist & Wiksell,
1975, 167-69.
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as “Tishiny!™, “Okhota na zaitsa,” “Avtoportret,” and several others, considered by many
critics to be some of his finest creations. These poems were saturated with pain and
despair in stark contrast to the glamorous atmosphere of Voznesenskii’s European pieces.
There we saw him chatting with Sartre in the Parisian café, here — crying in solitude in
the depth of the Russian provinces. There he was a celebrity, who could afford to treat his
success quite ironically; here he was an outcast, who felt like a hunted-down hare.
Obviously, the change was too dramatic for Voznesenskii to withstand the
temptation to get back on the track to fame and glory as soon as possible. He decided to
rehabilitate himself with the authorities. This decision predetermined not only
“Lonzhumo’s™ entirely conformist subject matter, but also its form, which was quite
timid in comparison to his previous achievements. Not surprisingly, the poem was
enthusiastically greeted by those critics who had only recently accused the poet of the
most malignant formalism. As one of them, Alexandr Dymshits, wrote:
In “Lonzhumo” Voznesenskii obtained that transparent poetic form, without
which people’s art is absolutely impossible. Quite recently sound play suppressed
in Voznesenskii’s verses any logic, euphonic experimentation smothered any
sense. Now everything is different... Quite recently he chose eccentnc,
extravagant images, which, in tumn, led to the detriment of sense. Now everything

is different... Quite recently, Voznesenskii insisted on the arbitrariness of poetic

associations. In “Lonzhumo” one can find broad and sensible, realistic
associations.>””

State officials, in turn, appreciated Voznesenskii’s efforts to find a compromise
with their demands, and he was quickly allowed to resume his career. The leading literary
journals and newspapers began to publish Voznesenskii’s verses in almost unprecedented
abundance,’®® and his new collection, 4 ntimiry, appeared the following year, 1964, with
astonishing speed by Soviet standards.

Antimiry included not only Voznesenskii’s new poems, but also the old ones,
taken from Treugol ‘'naia grusha, as well as from his first collections Mozaika and
Parabola. The poet’s ultimate goal, however, was not to present his poetic evolution

accurately — from his early verses to “Lonzhumo” ~ but rather to downplay this very

*® A, Dymshits, “Postigaia Lenina.” Literaturnaia gazeia. November 12, 1963.

' See, for example, Vomesenskii's poems, collected under the title “Pochta so stikhami,” Zrnamia, no. 11
(1963): 46-69.
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issue. Not by accident. the latter poem was placed — in defiance of any chronological
order — among the poet’s early pieces. However, this did not mean that the poet wished to
pretend that nothing had happened to him in the recent past. On the contrary, he now did
his best to reassert himself after his public humiliation. Unable to express this intention
openly, Voznescnskii delivered his message through the book’s carcfully calculated
structure. Unlike his other collections, Antimiry had a kind of a “prelude,” consisting of
three poems, all of which referred to the poet’s forced recantation.

In the first poem, "Monolog rybaka,” Voznesenskii boldly repeats the words that
he had uttered in his self-critical speech — that he would “work, work, work™ — but now
they sound quite different. The mask of a fisherman provides Voznesenskii with a
legitimate way to speak about the pride of a true artist — «Mu 6orH, koraa paboraem»

381

(We are Gods, when we are working)™ — who knows the taste of ultimate freedom,

which he achieves in the process of creation. This ultimate freedom, however, does not
make an artist less vulnerable to outside pressure, and this important point became the
subject of the “prelude’s” second poem — “Monolog Merlin Monro.” The mask of the
American actress, who committed suicide in mysterious circumstances, gives

Voznesenskii the opportunity to raise a question about the artist’s fate in a hostile society:

HeBbLIHOCHMO NPOXHTL HE JyMas,
HEBLIHOCHMEE — YTITYOHTBCA.

['ne vaim nnanwl? Hac 6yato caysyns,
CYLLECTBOBaHHE — cCaMOYyOHACTBO,

CamoybukcTBo — HopoThCH C APAHbBIO,
caMOYOHHCTBO — MHPHTBCA C HHMH,
HEBLIHOCHMO, Koraa 6e3napen,

KOrAa TANaHT/IHB — HEBLIHOCHMEIH...

(Unbearable thoughtlessly to live,

more unbearable — deeper to delve.

Where are our plans? They’ve blown as sky-high.,
existence is suicide.

suicide to battle with trash,
suicide to make peace with its cash,
unbearable, when talentless,

when talented, unbearable no less.)382

™ Antimiry, Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 1964, 4.
' Ibid., 7. Trans. by Herbert Marshall, in Voznesensky: Selected Poems, 91.
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The poem displays an interesting feature, which unfortunately is lost in English
translation. Instead of feminine endings of adjectives, which would be appropriate in a
monologue by Monroe, Voznesenskii at some point switches to masculine forms. This
switch provides a clue to the reader that the poet is referring to his own experience, which
also led him to a kind of self-destruction. Certainly, it was not a physical suicide but an
intellectual and artistic one. Yet as the “prelude’s” third poem, “Rublevskoe shosse,”
implicitly suggests, the poet cherishes the hope for a resurrection:

Yneqy nu?
Kany nu?
Coxonors nK?
Kamuem?

Ocens. Hebeca.
KpacHsie neca.

(Do fly?

Do I pass by
A hawk am [?
A stone am I?

The heavens. Autumn.

Forest crimson.) *%
Although Voznesenskii leaves all these questions unanswered, the poem sounds quite
optimistic, especially in the context of the rest of the book. Despite the presence of
“Lonzhumo” and some of his early “Lenin” poems, which the poet republished in
Antimiry, the collection still produced a strong impression. This was due primarily to the
inclusion of works like the above-mentioned “Tishiny!” and “‘Okhota na zaitsa” as well
as Voznesenskii's European poems, such as “Parizh bez rifm,” which were placed at the
beginning of the book as the poet’s latest accomplishments. They looked spectacular
even in comparison with the best of Treugol 'naia grusha, strongly suggesting that
Voznesenskii had been interrupted at the height of his creative powers. This gave his
readers hope that he would once again “fly” as “a hawk” (using the poet’s own words) as
soon as he had fully recovered from the shock caused by the infamous campaign.

But sadly, the poet was never to recover completely, and Voznesenskii was the

first to recognize this fact with an amazing clarity. And he had sufficient courage not only

' 1bid. 10. Trans. by Herbert Marshall, /bid., 67.
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to accept the truth, but also to reveal it 1o the entire world. The poet’s next collection,
Akhillesovo serdtse (1966), begins with the poem characteristically entitled “Plach po

dvum nerozhdennym poemam™:

AMHHB.

Y6un s nosmy. Youn, He poausinn. K Xaponam!
XOpOHHM.

XopoHHuM no3mMul. Bxoa BceM NOCTOPOHHKM.
XOpDOHHM.

Ha yepHo# BceneHHo# no60BHHKAMH OTPABJICHHbBIMH
NeXaT ABE NOIMbI,

Kak 6enblit GHHOKJIbL TEaTPAILHBIN.
JiBe %M3HH npHXKanHCh CyabOol NOJOBHHHOMN —
JIBE CaMbIX MMO3MbI MOHX

CONOBbLHHBIX!
(Amen.
I have killed a poem. Killed it, unborn. To hell with it!
We bury.
We bury. Come see.
We bury.

On the black Universe like poisoned lovers
the poems lie,
or like an ivory pair of opera glasses.

two half-live.:s locked together -

my most lyric Soemst ™
The poet does not specify why he killed his “most lyrical poems,” but it is not too
difficult to figure out. The image is an allusion to Maiakovskii's famous confession that
he “stepped on the throat of his own song” (“Vo ves’ golos™) in order to adjust to the
demands of the state. This kind of artistic “submission” became the norm for the vast
majority of Soviet authors, among whom, as we see, Voznesenskii now found himself.
But if Maiakovskii perceived submission to the state as an every citizen’s honorable duty,
Voznesenskii has an opposite opinion on this matter. He treats the killing of poems as an
unforgivable crime: «Mx rubenb — cyannunwe. Msl — apectanTbl» (Their death is our

judgment. It is we who are tried), ending his “Plach...” with a hymn to a hero who

4 gkhillesovo serdise, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1966, 5. Trans. by Stanley Kunitz. in
Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 249.
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managed to remain faithful to his true mission:

ToMy ke, KTO BbIHEC OTOHB CKBO3b

noTpasy, —
Beunas cnaea!

Beunas cnasa!'

(To him who bore the fire

in a time of persecution,
Eternal glory!
Eternal glory!)*®*

The poet does not directly state what it would take “1o bear the fire in a time of
persecution,” but it becomes obvious from the context of the poem. It means the rejection
of any compromise with the authorities — even for the sake of a triumphant career, as
hinted by Voznesenskii’s invocation of the prominent public figures of the time — famous
actors, artists, and authors. All of them - the poet makes it clear — are unable to perform
to their full abilities, and this throws into question the actual value of any of their so
called “successful careers,” since the cost for such a career tumed out to be too high. In
Voznesenskii's own case, one may conclude, it is much higher than just producing a

single conformist poem, like “Lonzhumo™; the constant “‘aborting” of the non-conformist

ones is the real cost:

Munyra Monualba. MHHYTa — Kak roasi.
Cebs npoMonuany — BCe XAATH NOTOARL.
CeronHs He CKaXkelllb, a 3aBTpa yxe

He NONpaBHTh.
Beuxas naMATE.

(A minute of silence. A minute - like years.
We lost ourselves through silence — we waited for fair weather.

If you hold your ton&ue today, nothing will be nght tomorrow.
Eternal memory...)3

Although Voznesenskii blames nobody but himself for the way things are, he
does not feel he can change anything, and this is what makes his “Plach...” sound so
plaintive. Especially plaintive, when it later became clear that the poet had not

exaggerated the drama of his situation but had quite accurately described what was taking

3 dkhillesovo serdise, 1-8; Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace, 253.
* Ibid
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place in his poetry.

Akhilessovo serdtse consists mainly of Voznesenskii’s earlier works; “Plach po
dvum nerozhdennym poemam” was one of the few new pieces in the collection. It was
also the best of them, since another new work, the long and very ambitious narrative
pocm “Oza” (1964), produces an uncven impression. Of course, it contains some
felicitous fragments — mostly satirical ones, many of which are written in rhythmical
prose, such as the scene of a birthday party held in the Moscow restaurant “Berlin.” The
lyrical fragments, dedicated to the woman the poet had recently married, the fiction
writer Zoia Boguslavskaia (“Oza” is an anagram of Zoia) are also of decent quality. Yet
taken as a whole, the poem obviously lacks coherence. Although “Oza” is clearly
designed to invite analysis (it has several narrative levels each underscored by a different
typeface),®™
thoughtful reader.

Sometimes, the poem’s superficiality had been blamed on the censors, who cut

there is an unfortunate preponderance of clichés, which disappoints the

out a one-page passage about Stalin from the original version of “Oza,” published two
years earlier in the literary monthly Molodaia gvardiia (no. 10, 1964). Indeed, this
passage is crucial for understanding the poem’s underlying theme — the suppression of
the individual by the totalitarian regime, but this very topic appeared to be
underdeveloped in the rest of the poem. Obviously, it was Voznesenskii’s self-censorship
that had prcvented him from a thorough exploration of this important, though sensitive,
subject. The poet’s self-censorship also forced him to set limits to his formal
experiments, which otherwise would probably have been more radical in “Oza.”
Although the poem boasted such new (for the poet) technique as the use of several
different typefaces, which significantly enhanced its presentational qualities, in other
ways “Oza” appeared to be much less innovative than Voznesenskii’s previous works.
All this made “Oza” a kind of surrogate poem, which Voznesenskii offered the
public instead of those “aborted” pieces that he moumed in his “Plach po dvum
nerozhdennym poemam.” Not coincidentally, he returns to the theme of “Plach...” once

again in the collection Akhillesovo serdtse, in the poem “Monolog aktiora,” which he

7 For such analysis see, for example, Gerald Janecek, “Many Faces of Voznesenskii's ‘Oza’,” Canadian-
American Slavic Studies, 14, no. 4 (1980): 449-465.



00056063

141

placed at the very end of the book, forming a kind of sorrowful coda. In this piece
Voznesenskii repeats almost word for word his previous self-accusations:

Kax neBouka nocne abopra,

NycTOH H MPHTHXLIHHE BECH,

modII0 TOCKOK a0pTOBOH

CBOIO HEPOXKIEHHYIO Belb. *

(As a girl after an abortion,

empty and hushed,

[ long with aortal anguish

for my unborn song.)
“Monolog aktiora,” however, gives the theme a new twist. In the poem’s first stanzas the
poet speaks not only about his own sin, but also about the sin of the public who continued
to applaud his new works, not understanding that something had gone terribly wrong for
the author. Boos and outrage seem a much more appropriate reaction in this situation, and
Voznesenskii addresses his audience with the extravagant plea: «I1lposana npoury,
nposana» (I am begging for a flop, a flop). Centainly, this hysterical request was not
granted: the public remained extremely loyal to the poet.

Suffice it to say that all 100,000 copies of Akhillesovo serdtse were sold out at
once. “*Oza,” in particular, became especially popular, although mainly in the form of
fragments, some of which were included in the theatrical performance Antimiry (based on
a recitation of Voznesenskii’s verses) that was produced by the famous Taganka Theatre.

Critical responses to Akhillesovo serdtse, in tum, were mainly favorable, although
“0za” became an object of certain controversy. Paradoxically, this time the sharpest
criticism came from the liberal critics, such as Stanislav Rassadin, who drew attention to
the poem’s serious artistic pitfalls.’® In the West. however, “Oza” was generally
perceived as Voznesenskii’s major accomplishment, most likely because of the “Stalin”
passage. which was praised as the first satirical treatment of the subject to appear in print
in the Soviet Union. The poem was promptly translated and included (with some
compositional changes) in one of Voznesenskii’s most ambitious bilingual collections -

Antiworlds and the Fifth Ace (1967), which contained the best of the poet’s earlier works.

Y gkhillesovo serdise, 255.
3 wpokhozhe na vsio nepokhozhee,” Voprosy literatury, no. 4 (1965): 36-55.
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The translations for this collection were done by several prominent authors, among them
W. H. Auden, who also wrote a complimentary foreword, in which he praised
Voznesenskii’s exquisite crafismanship. In addition, the collection featured a detailed
introduction by the editors, Patricia Blake and Max Hayward, who recounted
Voznesenskii's triurnphant career in poetry, simultaneously depicting him as a kind of a
political dissident.

This was certainly not the case, although the poet was not safe at this point from
an occasional setback, like the censor’s assault on “Oza” or the last-minute cancellation
of his trip to the United States in 1967. The cancellation raised such an outcry in the
world press that the Soviet authorities thought it best to back down. Several months later
Voznesenskii was given a position on the board of the Soviet Writers Union, which
brought him immunity from future political troubles. It was an official recognition of his
place in the literary establishment, where he was accepted as the direct descendant of the
post-revolutionary Maiakovskii, to whom he had customarily been compared ever since
the publication of “Lonzhumo.”

Voznesenskii’s debt to Maiakovskii was an idea thoroughly elaborated in the
monograph on the poet. written by the influential critic Aleksandr Mikhailov.’® He
closely analyzed Voznesenskii’s poetry from his first publications up to Akhillesovo
serdise, arriving at the conclusion that the poet had inherited from Maiakovskii not
simply the urge for formal innovation (not too radical, though), but a profound loyalty to
communist ideals as well. Of course, such an interpretation of Voznesenskii’s poetry was
far from being accurate (the critic preferred not to notice the poet’s argument with the
post-revolutionary Maiakovskii, which was evident in Voznesenskii’s best poems), but it
perfectly reflected the official expectations which the poet was supposed to meet.

Although this task, as one could conclude from his “Plach po dvum
nerozhdennym poemam” and “Monolog aktiora,” seemed almost unbearable at the
beginning, Voznesenskii obviously became accustomed to it over time. The pain and
anguish that had saturated Antimiry and Akhillesovo serdise became much less
pronounced in his next collection — Ten’ zvuka, published in 1970. New poems, which

this time made up about a half of the book, demonstrated that the feeling of harmony

¥ gndrei Voznesenskii, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1970.
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between the world and the poet’s self had generally been restored. Here is one such
poem, “Obshchii pliazh no. 2”:

S mobmo YATH B CHAHbBE,
rae rpaHHUbl HUKaxoH.
Mope — noaycoctrosiHbe
MEXay HeOOM H 3eMIIeH,

MEeX.IY BOAAMH H cyuleft,
MEXIY MHOMHMH H MHOH;
MEXIY BBIMBIC/IOM H CYIIHM,
MEXIY TEA0M H AyLIOH.

(I love 10 escape

into boundless effulgence-
into the sea partaking

of both heaven and earth,
both water and land,

both the many and me;
both fantasy and truth,
both body and soul.)*”"

The poem radiates a peace and joy that allows the poet to regain his characteristic
playfulness, formerly manifested in flamboyant images. These images can once again be
found in abundance in “Obshchii pliazh no. 2,” where they follow one after the other in

rapid sequence, with the most daring of them acting as a climax to the poem:

[TouatHo, bor 6uL1 HeBHAMM.
Tonsko TpeyronbHas yahka

3amep:ia B LeHTpe Heba,
Oenas H TAXENO AbIILALIANA,

kak 6enbie nnasku bora... 3%

(But, of course, God is invisible.
Only the triangle of a gull
is hanging motionless at heaven’s center,
white, breathing heavily,—
like God’s white trunks...)

“Obshchii pliazh no. 2” is one of the best poems in Ten’ zvuka, and

" Ten' -vuka, Moscow: Molodaia gvardiia, 1970, 26. Trans. by W. J. Smith and N. Fersen, in: Andrei

Voznesensky. Nostalgia for ihe Present, ed. by Vera Dunham and Max Hayward, Garden City: Doubleday.
1978, 73.

MM Ten' zvuka, 21.
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simultaneously it is very typical for the collection. Voznesenskii's extraordinary
metaphoric skill, so visibly suppressed in his previous book, reappeared here with all its
former intensity, leading Valentin Kataev, the author of the preface to Ten' zvuka, to
define Voznesenskii’s poetry as a “depot of metaphors.” > This definition precisely
indicated the most impressive trait of the collection, but it was not as flattering as it might
seem at the first glance. In fact, it might rather be interpreted as a polite acknowledgment
of Voznesenskii’s lack of any significant development, since the same comment could
have been made about his much earlier poems, compiled in Treugol ‘naia grusha and
(partially) Antimiry. Moreover, one of these poems, “Parizh bez rifm”™ was obviously
used as a model for the most impressive pieces of Ten’ zvuka, like “Obshchii pliazh no.
2" and “Moroznyi ippodrom v Zal’tsburge™ (known in English translation as “Winter at
the Track™). The similarities between these poems reached far beyond their defiant
imagery and included such devices as the alternation of different metrical patterns, as
well as the characteristic combination of verse and rhythmical prose. Thus most
reviewers of Ten’ zvuka commented on its quality of self-repetition.’*

One of them, the fellow poet Evgenii Evtushenko, enthusiastically praised
Voznesenskii for his past and current accomplishments but firmly warned him about the
danger of artistic wheel-spinning: “The poet became different — that means that his
poems must become different.” *** Evtushenko saw the potential of the successful growth
in Voznesenskii’s simplification of the poetic form and his more straightforward
discussion of public issues, while at the same time disregarding Voznesenskii’s efforts to
achieve the same goal by means of formal experimentation.

However, such efforts were quite evident in Ten ' zvuka, which contained
experiments in visual poetry, termed by the poet “[zopy™: a cock-fight drawn with words

and letters, the palindrome line about a moon, «A nyHa kanyna» *°¢ bent in the shape of

 Ten® zvuka, 7.

" R.D.B. Thomson also pointed out that in Ten' zvuka “the unpleasant features of all Voznesensky's
works, occasional vulgarity and superficiality, and a disturbing weakness for name-dropping seem to have
become rather more pronounced.™ (“Andrei Voznesensky: Between Pasternak and Mayakovsky,” 59).

' Evgenii Evtushenko, “*Chtoby golos obrest” - nado krupno rasstat'sia...",” Novyi mir, no. 8 (1970): 258.

% Compare it with Valerii Briusov's palindromic line «A nyHa rodyna» (from his poem “V dorozhnom
polusne.” 1918).
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the crescent, and similar pieces. Although Voznesenskii’s poems looked rather timid in
comparison either to the Futurists® experiments in this genre,*®’ or to the current
production of the underground poets, the very fact of the publication was quite
remarkable. This kind of poetry, denounced as *“formalism,” had not been allowed in
print for many years, and such a precedent looked very promising. But, as it soon turned
out, it was nothing more than an isolated episode. “Izopy” received little understanding
not only from Evtushenko and the other reviewers of Ten’ zvuka, but, most importantly,
from the authorities, who appeared to be particularly unenthusiastic about visual poetry.

It did not take long for Voznesenskii to figure out that this kind of
experimentation could not be continued in the open, and this forced him to abandon it for
almost twenty years. His next collection, Vzgliad, published in 1972, did not contain any
experiments of this or any other kind. and even the flow of metaphors, so intense in his
previous book, practically dried up. Although it was hardly a matter of natural poetic
evolution, but rather another act of surrender (it was no coincidence that as soon as visual
poetry became permissible in Russia Voznesenskii rushed to retum to it), the poet
accepted the situation without complaint. As Evtushenko and some other reviewers
suggested, he turned more directly to social issues, compensating for this decline in
artistic audacity with a calculated amount of ideological bravado. This change in

direction did not cause Voznesenskii any trouble with the authorities (his official status

became even more sccure’ 0), but helped him to maintain a high level of popularity

throughout the 1970s, when he wrote his most famous “civic™ poems: “Pomografiia
dukha,” “Smert” Shukshina,” “Est’ russkaia intelligentsia,” and, especially, “Nostal’giia

po nastoiashchemu.”

The latter poem provided a title for Voznesenskii’s bilingual collection Nosralgia
Jor the Present (1978), which contained the poet’s latest verses. The book has two
forewords, one of which was written by Edward M. Kennedy, who warmly recalled his

informal meetings with the poet, and the other by Arthur Miller, who devoted his

¥ Not accidentally, the critics compared “Izopy™ not to the Futurist's experiments in this genre, but to the
exercises of the minor Symbolist poet Ivan Rukavishnikov, who created traditional figure poems. See
Rassadin, “Beru moe,” Literaturnaia gazeta , August 27, 1975.

' In 1978, Voznesenskii was awarded the State Prize for poetry for his collection Nostal ‘giia po
nastoiashchemu (1976).
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attention to a discussion of Voznesenskii's poetry. In spite of Voznesenskii’s studied
political ingenuousness, Miller declared that it “cut close to the bone on sensitive public
issues.” **° Not all Western readers agreed. however. Clive James’ article
“Voznesensky's Case,” seriously questioned the poet’s reputation as a rebel, which he
had managed to maintain despite a long record of compromises with the Soviet
authorities.*® Going through Voznesenskii’s poems one after another, the critic showed
that the poet never dared “to state a plain truth about his own time and place,” keeping his
criticism well within the limits imposed by official censorship.'”' In Clive James’
opinion, this called into question the artistic value of Voznesenskii's work, making him a
perfect example of a Soviet poet who had swapped his talent for a successful career.

Of course, such a frank discussion of Voznesenskii’s “case™ would have been
inconceivable in the poet’s own country at the end of the 1970s, but the situation changed
ten years later, with the beginning of perestroika, when an article with a surprisingly
similar title, “Fenomen Voznesenskogo,” appeared in the literary monthly Novyi mir '
Its author was a well-known political dissident, Lev Timofeev, who, like James,
concentrated on Voznesenskii’s “civic” poems, convincingly arguing that they were
superficial and conformist. Timofeev’s article was the last in a series of blows on
Voznesenskii’s image as a rebel. Since the mid-1980s the dramatic political changes in
the Soviet Union had been bringing to prominence formerly underground writers, whose
uncompromising attitude towards the system compared all too favorably with
Voznesenskii's decades-long efforts to be a literary outcast with a state pension.

Understandably unable to see any point in continuing as a civic poet,
Voznesenskii made a major attempt to recover his former status as a daring, experimental
artist, since this was now completely safe. His collection Aksioma samoiska (1990)
exposed a veritable arsenal of the most radical Futurist devices, including zaum’, visual
poetry, and palindromes.

The book’s title is itself a palindrome, thereby setting a tone for the collection as a

*® Nastalgia for the Present, xi.
‘% The New York Review, August 16, 1979.
“' Ibid, 14.

%2 Lev Timofeev, “Fenomen Vomesenskogo,” Novyi mir, no. 2 (1989): 243-256.
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whole. Indeed, one could find here not only isolated lines or stanzas, but whole poems
composed entirely of palindromes. However, most of them look rather unimpressive,
comparing unfavorably not only with Klebnikov’s famous experiments in this genre, but
also with the works of the modem, formerly underground poets, such as Valentin
Khromov. Only a few of Voznesenskii’s pieces, display a certain inventiveness, as, for
example, “Rembo pered zerkalom™:

PEMBO OBMEP

3EPKAJIO [10JIA KPE3

TEJIEKC - CKEJIET

OBHP KPUBO

LHIEMEHT HEMEL]

A HA HEBE..*”
Although the first five lines are rather unexceptional, the sixth and the final one, “A Ha
HeGe...” (But at the skies...), deserves attention. Unlike the rest of the poem, this is not a
palindrome. but an anagram, which, when read backward, has a different meaning than
when read forward. Thus, the lofty phrase “But at the skies...” turns into an
“unpublishable™ obscenity, as soon as the reader inverts it. This result is a witty
affirmation of Khlebnikov’s concept of the anagram as a unity of the opposites, % but the
“dirty” subject matter of the line brings to mind Kruchenykh, to whom Voznesenskii is
also indebted here. Indeed. in his book Malakholia v kapote, Kruchenykh engaged
readers in similar linguistic games. inviting them to search for concealed obscenities in
the text.

Not surprisingly, one of Kruchenykh’s most famous lines — «anip 6yn umsun» —

appears as quotation in Aksioma samoiska, extended by Voznesenskii in a very

characteristic manner:

JAbipOynuumn!
A-p Bynulm.405

For a reader who is not familiar with English vulgarisms, the expression «/1-p byaumsm

is deprived of its original meaning and sounds exactly like zaum’, Kruchenykh’s

9% dksioma samoiska, 122.

4% «Neizdannaia stat’ia.” in Sobranie proizvedenii Velimira Khlebnikova v § tomakh, Leningrad:
Izdatel’stvo pisatelei v Leningrade, 1933, t. 5, 190.

405 . .
Aksioma samoiska. 60,
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invention. It is also known that Kruchenykh himself used to interpret Russian
transcriptions of foreign words as “real” zaum’, finding similar examples not only in the
texts of the Futurists, but also in those of writers alien to this movement: Vsevolod
Ivanov, Leonid Leonov, and Lidiia Seifullina.*® Kruchenykh pointed to their usage of
Bashkir, Kyrgyz, and Tatar phrases in Russian transcription, whose murky meaning

enhanced their unusual sound, adding to the poems a singular kind of expressiveness.

Voznesenskii was undoubtedly fully aware of the device and its impressive
potential. In one of his earlier poems “Skrymtymnym” (1970) he uses the strangely
sounding word «ckpuIMThIMHBIM», which he may had heard during his trip to Siberia. He

does not provide (and may not even have known) its translation:

«CKPBIMTBIMHBIM» — 3TO IUIALIYT OMH4YH?
Cxpsn TeMHHL? HH KPHK O MOMOILH?

HUnu y Cynsbnl ecTh NCEBIOHHM,

TemHas yXMBUI0YKa CKPLIMTBIMHbBIM?
CKpBIMTBIMHBIM — #3BLIKOB PaMaTepb.

I'myno BepuTs pazyMy, ITyno COPHTH C HUM.
TInansl NporHO3HpyeM No CoNnpoMary

Ho 4acTo He YUHThIBaeM CKPHIMTHIMHBIM. .. 4"’
(“Skrymtymnym™” —isn’t it a dance in Omsk?
The squeak of a cell door? a cry for help?

Or maybe Fate has a pseudonym,

An ominous grin ~ skrymtymnym?
Skrymtymnym — the mother of tongues.

It’s silly to trust reason, silly to oppose it.

We devise our plans using calculus,

But often don’t account for skrymtymnym...)

The poem vividly expressed the poet’s desire to experiment with a foreign language in
Russian transcription, but instead of tumming to more or less exotic tongues (something

that Kruchenykh insisted on) Voznesenskii for the most part employed exclusively

% See Aleksei Kruchenykh, Novoe v pisatel ‘skoi tekhnike, Moscow: 1zdanie Vserossiiskogo Soiuza
Poetov, 1927, 1-29,

7 . .\ . s
7 Voznesenskii, Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, 1. 1, 310.
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English."08 Experiments of this kind can be found already in his early verses,*” but in
Aksioma samoiska Voznesenskii began to use this device much more extensively and
freely. He continued to do so in his next collection Gadanie po knige (1994), where
almost every poem contains English words, not only in Russian transcription, but in their
original form as well; «Mbl cHOBa k HOBOMY preparing» (Again we rotopnmcs for
something new), or: «4to ¢ namu 6yaer after?» (What will happen to us nocne?), or:
«...CBEH 'HE310 NacTO4Ka, roBOpIO sertous, / celt rHe3no swallow» (...build a nest,

swallow, I tell cepbesnniit, / build a nest naC'roqka).'"0

The poet apparently believed that such a mixture not only of languages but also of
alphabets would powerfully enhance the zaum’ energy of the text, but it did not happen.
English would appear to be the least suitable language for this purpose because it is so
widely used in post-Soviet Russia. Since the beginning of the 1990s, it has become very
difficult to “defamiliarize” almost any of English words: the average educated Russian
reader most likely knows what they mean and how they are pronounced. This fact
dramatically reduced the zaum ' effect of Voznesenskii's later verses, simultaneously
linking them to the tradition of macaronic poetry, as represented, for example, by Ivan
Miatlev's narrative poem “Sensatsii i zamechaniia gospozhi Kurdiukovoi” (1840-1844).
Unlike Miatlev, however, whose heroine spoke in a parodic mixture of Russian and
French. Voznesenskii’s poetic persona is a very earnest one, and does not seem to feel
any embarrassment at his consistent usage of double Dutch. The poet even allows himself
to make some obvious English mistakes as when he confuses an adjective with an adverb

in the quotation above (“rosopio serious™). Of course, it is possible that Vosnesenskii

‘% One of the rare examples of effective usage of English as zawm ' is Nikolai Aseev's poem “Rabota™
(1923), in which he employs the abbreviation |WW in Russian transcription: «Af#, nabne, nabnwto. / baeck

aomu. / Cton! / Jivto!.. etc.» (IWW / The shine of smokestacks. / Stop! / | pour!..; in Sobranie sochinenii v
5 tomakh. . 1, 208).

*? In the poem “Gripp Gonkong-69" (1969) a complete English sentence occurs: «OHKOHF FOy XOyM!»
(Sobranie sochinenii v 3 tomakh, t. 1, 300). Its poetic value was determined not by its immediate meaning,
which in the 1960s was not necessarily evident to an average Russian reader, but rather by its aural quality,
which transformed it into a kind of voodoo chant. In the poem “labloki s britvami™ (1974), a similar role
was played by the word “Halloween™ in a Russian transcription, which sounded strange and even sinister
for most readers, who were completely unaware of this American tradition.

1° Gadanie po knige. 40, 160, 12, respectively.
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made this mistake intentionally (in accordance with Kruchenykh’s advice*!"), although
his other verse production does not suggest this kind of self-deprecation.

Voznesenskii’s recent works reflect his close familiarity with Kruchenykh’s other
linguistic ideas. such as the so-called sdvig, which he formulated in “Sdvigologiia
russkogo stikha” (1922).42 In contrast to his experiments with foreign words,
Voznesenskii employs sdvig more effectively and even creatively modifies the device as
compared with Kruchenykh’s original version. Instead of splicing adjacent words
together, as Kruchenykh suggested, Voznesenskii repeatedly iterates the same word, thus
generating new meanings. Often, the poet combines sdvig with other devices, as happens
in the poem *Posle signala.” This piece contains a chaotic and overflowing stream of
messages taken from poetic persona’s answering machine, and it ends wildly as well. The
phrase «nocne curiana» (after the tone) is transmuted into the enigmatic words «cneno

ruanacu» (blindly chasing), and then returns the reader to the initial expression:

Ilocne curnana...

creno...

rHANACH...

cnenocnenocnenocnenocne nocne nocne INOCJIE
rHanacurianacuriana CHIHAJIA

These linguistic transformations add a certain pep to the poem, lifting it above a
celebnity’s trivial complaints about being in constant demand.

In addition to the afore-mentioned features, “Posle signala” demonstrates another
interesting trait, the presence of the Greek letter T , the mathematical symbol of a sum,
inserted in the middle of the line. Such use of mathematical symbols can also be traced
back to the tradition of the Futurists, who employed this device extensively. Here is a

charactenstic stanza from one of David Burliuk’s poems:

[NapoBo3Hk Kak nTHuYKa
CBHCHY H Het

JlyHa = kaBbIuka +
Bosssuuenubiit npeamer’ '

" See his “New Ways of the Word,” in Russian Futurism Through lis Manifestoes, 73.
2 A, Kruchenykh. Sdvigilogiia russkogo stikha, Moscow: MAF, 1922.
M gksioma samoiska, 17.

" Pervyi zhurnal russkikh futuristov, 39.
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(A little engine like a bird

Whistled and was gone

Moon = quotation mark +

A sublime subject)
This stanza probably inspired one of Voznesenskii’s later poems, which shows, however,
a disturbing similarity to Burliuk’s original:

A k Beyepy Jlyna + Connue,

[NoauepkHyThie NHHHEH X1¢60B.

« + TeI» — CTOMT HaJ TOPH3OHTOM
«Hebo + 1 = moboss».*"*

(In the evening Moon + Sun

Underscored by the sithouette of the wheat.
“Me + You” looms above the horizon.
“Sky + [ =love.”)

The importance of mathematical, musical, cartographical, and other signs was
discussed in the article “Poeticheskie nachala” (1914), written by the Burliuk brothers,
who called on writers not to ignore “the aesthetic life of all those |~ + §x V=>A etc.
etc.” *'® In this article they also touched upon other aspects of the Futurist aesthetic, in
particular, the role of typefaces, although the two authors believed that this subject was
“obvious to everyone.” *'” It was certainly obvious to Voznesenskii, who has always
liked to play with different typefaces. Still, he has never been as ingenious in this respect
as some of the Futurists, especially Kruchenykh and Vasilii Kamenskii.*!® In most of his
poems Voznesenskii shows himself to be a rather modest follower of David Burliuk,
primarily emphasizing key words by different visual means.*'® This play with typefaces
can be found in all of Voznesenskii’s collections, but it definitely reaches its peak in

Aksioma samoiska, together with the other poetic devices mentioned by the Burliuk

3 gksioma samoiska, 27.

16 \n Russian Futurism through lts Manifestoes, 83.
"7 1bid., 83.

' See Gerald Janecek, The Look of Russian Literature. Avant-Garde Visual Experiments, 1900-1930.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984, 156-64; 185-86.

' Voznesenskii showed a different and more promising use of typefaces in his narrative poem “0Oza”
(1964), in which he initially employed six different typefaces, but he did not continue with this kind of
experimentation. Moreover, in subsequent publications of *Oza,” he reduced the number of the typefaces to
two main ones. (See Janecek, “*Many Faces of Voznesenskii's ‘Oza,’ ™ 464).
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brothers. In particular, Voznesenskii made wide use of visual poetry, which was

enthusiastically promoted in “Poeticheskie nachala™

The layout of the written text on the whole field is of tremendous
importance. This was very well understood by those refined Alexandrians,
Apollonius of Rhodes and Callimachus, who arranged the written text in the

shape of lyres, vases, swords, etc., etc. **°

If we recall, Voznesenskii first turned to this genre in Ten’ zvuka (1970}, but then
abandoned it for several decades. He comes back to it in Aksioma samoiska, which
features a significant number of visual poems. Here is one of them, dedicated to the

ancient Sukharev tower, which was demolished in the 1930s along with many other

historic buildings in downtown Moscow:

Mo Cyxapcsod Bauime paLiad, Waan Bevamwmis!
Haax MucusoR Gencer osaosenmuns croan

The work belongs to the tradition of the so-called “*shaped poetry,” which Voznesenskii

explores in Aksioma samoiska, faithfully following, as one might assume,

20 pussian Futurism through lts Manifestoes, 83.
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recommendations of the Burliuk brothers. However, their reference to the visual poetry of
the past did not mean to encourage, as one scholar noted, “the production of more shaped
poems of the same kind,” but rather to extend “the principle of revitalized typography in
other directions.” **' Not surprisingly, many of Voznesenskii’s visual poems look rather
dated in comparison to the Futurists’ own accomplishments in this genre, especially
Kamenskii’s “ferro-concrete” poems. Of course, Kamenskii’s famous experiments were
not completely ignored by Voznesenskii, who emulates some of them, in particular,
“Solntse,” in several of his pieces, such as “Raskladnoe zerkal’tse,” but with decidedly
more modest results.

Clearly, Voznesenskii himself was not very happy with his achievements in this
area. In his next collection, Gadanie po knige (1994), he began to use a new technique for
the creation of visual poems.*? Although he still arranges the written words in various
shapes (such as a flower, a saint’s nimbus, etc.), the text itself looks different. In many
cases, it is reduced to a sequence of an iterated word, which undergoes perpetual
semantic transformations. One such piece, written, incidentally, in English, hinges on the
transformation of the word “hits” into “shit,” and vice versa, while the entire sequence

takes the highly suggestive form of a hollow circle:*?

9“‘£h"»
< %
g h:ts—shlt:'
by A
% i

*7

®
.j‘

“Inss

**! John J. White, Literary Futurism. Aspects of the First Avani-garde, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990, 47.

‘22 Along with the visual poems, Voznesenskii created a series of collages, which he called “Vidiomy.” See
John Russel, “A Russian Poet Finds a New Poetry in Collage,” The New York Times, June 30, 1991.
Voznesenskii exhibited his collages in art museums and galleries in Russia and abroad. simultaneously

reproducing them in his poetic collections. See Vidiomy, Moscow: RIK, 1992, see also Gadanie po knige.
272-288.

3 Gadanie po knige, 108.
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Trying to explain his innovation to readers, Voznesenskii wrote: “A new phenomenon of
the language has been revealed to me: a circular movement of meaning, | would call this
genre ‘slovaly,” or, more scientifically, *krugomety.’ " *** In Gadanie po knige, the poet
offered the reader a whole series of such “krugomety,” which were rather diverse in
subject and shape.

Voznesenskii continued to employ this technique extensively in his next
collection Casino “Rossiia” (1997). Its largest and most ambitious piece — the
eponymous narrative poem — is saturated with visual fragments painstakingly
incorporated in the text. However, the majority of these “krugomety”™ look rather plain,
indicating perhaps that the poet had exhausted the potential of this device. Paradoxically,
Voznesenskii’s first experiment in this genre, the “philosophical circle,” “T'mat’,” which
he composed in the late 1970s, appeared to be the most striking.*?* The subsequent visual
poems were less ingenious, and their quality continued to deteriorate.

Still, “krugomety” may be considered a true invention of Voznesenskii, who took
Kruchenykh’s idea of sdvig and developed it further. Unfortunately, the same cannot be
said of other Futurist devices that the poet employed in his verse — palindromes, zaum’,
the use of various typefaces, etc. As his poems demonstrate, Voznesenskii failed to adopt
these devices in a thoughtful, creative manner, turning his potentially productive
engagement with Futurism into a form of binding dependence on it.

In the beginning, the poet’s relationship with that violently interrupted tradition
was unquestionably fruitful. His strong interest in the Futurists’ innovations did not
prevent Voznesenskii from finding his own poetic identity; indeed, it helped him. He
continued to develop rapidly as an artist, until outside pressures forced Voznesenskii to
abandon the tradition that seemed to provide the most natural aesthetic home for him.
The poet scurried back to it many years later, but this time the results were very mixed.
He meticulously followed even the minor recommendations of his Futurist teachers, in
the process loosing sight of the most important one — the emphasis on novelty.

Naturally, Voznesenskii has a different opinion on this matter, which he actively

24 1bid.. 94.

*® |t was first published in the unofficial literary almanac Metropo!* (1979) and then reprinted in Aksioma
samoiska.
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promotes in readers’ minds:

Mo nyTs npamMoit U 6e30nboYHBIH
KaK MHIMeBOA lInaroriorarens. 28

(My path is straight and unerring

like the gullet of a sword-swallower.)
Some comments, however, are in order. His path, indeed, was “straight and unermring” in
terms of achieving a triumphant career, but it was hardly so as far as the loyalty to his
poetic calling was concerned. In this respect his path was rather winding, leading the poet

to far less impressive results.

VSEVOLOD NEKRASOV

Vsevolod Nekrasov was born in Moscow on March 24, 1934. He does not provide
any details about his childhood in his autobiographical notes,*”” but in one of his poems

he recalls — with bitter irony - his early days of happiness in Stalin’s Russia on the eve of
World War II:

MOH
fana ¥ Mama*

Mocksa
TpamBalHas

€CJIM 3aBTpa BOHHA

H TOXC XHJIH
CKaXH

NpH nane H Ap4H MaMme

npubasb

MpH nane Mame
428

u npu [lananuxe

* 4 Mano 3Toro
H R CaM

% Gadanie po knige, 137.

77 ysevolod Nekrasov, “Predystoriia.” Russkii Zhurnal, 9 (1997) < http://www.russ.ru/ journalist_sovr/
07-09-98 / nekras htm>.

4% Stikhi iz shurnala, 39.
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(my
dad and mom*

Moscow
full of trams

if the war breaks out tomorrow

and well we lived
didn’t we

with dad and mom

and add
with dad and mom
and with Papanin

* and moreover
me as well)

Indeed, he had it all: a loving family (both parents were still alive and living together),
powerful role models, such as heroic polar explorer Papanin,‘zg whose last name
(“papania” = “daddy™) sounds so paternal and reassuring to Russian ears, and a
seemingly strong homeland, whose military might was glorified in the popular movie,
Esli zavtra voina (If the War Breaks Out Tomorrow). Needless to say, in only a few years
this world, which had seemed so safe and stable, would lay in ruins.

The war with Germany, which broke out in 1941, had nothing in common with
what the movie Esli zavitra voina had promised. Within a few months the Germans were
preparing to seize Moscow, and Nekrasov’s family (both of his parents were school
teachers) were evacuated to the city of Kazan’. They retumed to the capital in 1943,
where shortly afterwards Nekrasov’s parents divorced. His father died in 1944, his
mother three years later, and the thirteen-year-old boy had to stay with his new
stepfather’s family.

Although there was constant tension between Nekrasov and his new relatives,
they, as he would later recall, had an important impact on the development of his
personality.*” In particular, they influenced his literary tastes, especially his love of
parody and pastiche, which he sampled and enjoyed in the prose of Zoshchenko and IIf

**? Ivan Dmitrievich Papanin (1894-1986), a participant in a number of Arctic expeditions (from 1931 to
1938), which were highly publicized by the Soviet media.

430 «predystoriia.”
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and Petrov. His relatives also helped Nekrasov rid himself of any illusions about Stalin,
whom they were brave enough to criticize, albeit behind closed doors.

In 1953 Nekrasov graduated from high school and entered the Moscow Institute
of Economics and Management, from which he dropped out after a year. He had come to
the conclusion that he was mostly interested in literature and ended up in the department
of Philology at the Moscow Pedagogical Institute, which he attended in the late 1950s.

By that time Nekrasov had already written some poetry, but was deeply unhappy
with the results. He was clearly attracted to the avant-garde tradition (the early
Maiakovskii was his favorite poet), but was unable to locate any significant trace of this
tradition in contemporary verse. This he found quite disappointing. Nekrasov longed for
what he called “truly modem poetry.” 1 As he eventually discovered, such poetry did
indeed exist, but was not allowed into print in the Soviet Union. It circulated only in
samizdat. to which he finally gained access with the help of a friend, Al'bert Rusanov,

who had connections in underground circles.? In his memoirs, “Predystoriia,” Vsevolod
Nekrasov recalls:

<...> And if my poetry was indebted to anyone personally, then (not counting my
love affairs) this would be first and foremost Alik Rusanov, my buddy since the
first grade. That winter of *54 - °55 he took charge of my literary tutelage. He
introduced me to Mandelshtam <...>, then to Oleinikov and Glazkov, to the latter
even in person. My personal contacts with Glazkov did not really benefit me, nor
was | particularly interested in him, and Uncle Kolia Glazkov fooled around as
much as he could. in his usual manner, but what was important was my realization
that poetry of the highest caliber (as the modern saying goes) was being written in
the here and now, before our very eyes.***

Nekrasov's exposure to Glazkov’s samizdat poems turned out to have special

significance for the young poet. In a recent interview he calls Glazkov his first teacher:

S 1bid.

“2 Al’bert Rusanov (b.1936) was an active participant in the publication of the samizdat journal Sinraksis

(1959-60). Although Rusanov studied engineering. in the mid-1950s he also wrote poetry, which circulated
in samizdat. One of his poetic productions was a long poem, “Glazkoviada” (written in collaboration with
S. Kruzhkov), dedicated to Glazkov, with whom Rusanov was well acquainted. In “Glazkoviada” the
authors touched upon the poet’s favorite themes - alcohol, women, etc., parodying “Odinochestvo,” “Po
glazkovskin mestam,” and some of his other works. “Glazkoviada” survived in the form of a samizdat
book, the title page of which reads: M.[oscow], [publishing house] "Kokteil",” 1955 (Forschungsstelle
Osteuropa an der Universitiit Bremen, Historisches Archiv, F. 105).

e “Predystoriia.”
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Generally, as far as my poetic apprenticeship as such is concemned. I would say
my mentor was Glazkov. But it was a very difficult period for me, since his poetic
diction was too overwhelming; and I had great respect for Glazkov, And I still
feel this respect; I still consider Glazkov an important figure.**

Indeed, this Glazkovian intonation was rather noticeable in Nekrasov’s early poems, ***
especially in those where he still employed the traditional metrical system, which he
would soon abandon. In the late 1950s Nekrasov turned to free verse, following the
general trend in experimental poetry in both Russia and in the West.**® Nekrasov
completely abandoned punctuation as well,**’ and this gave his poems that “avant-garde”
look which Glazkov’s poems typically lacked. But the element that Nekrasov really
adopted from his mentor, retaining it for further development, was his ironic attitude to
the ideological environment, which indeed was the most unique feature of Glazkov’s
samizdat texts. As Nekrasov would explain later, “at that time [the mid-1950s] we found
in Glazkov’s poetry the pinnacle of the Great Parody, which meant so much to all of
us...” 48

In this passage Nekrasov evidently refers to Glazkov’s ironic play with
ideological clichés, which he describes as “a modern technique... which was needed like
oxygen.”**® As we may recall, in his early samizdat poems Glazkov constantly toyed

with the words «rennit» (genius), «Benukui» (great), «ocHoBononoxHuk» (founder) and

434 Stikhi - eto to, chto zapominaetsia,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kak faki, 334.

3% See the poem “P’ianyi chelovek,” in which Nekrasov also touches upon Glazkov's favorite theme of
heavy drinking: «fl 8 uenTpe Bcero — / IMocpennne ynuust. / U Boxpyr menn oxo -/ Bee / Tpynnupyerca. /
Y amoc xo Beemy, / Mo exycy moemy / [ipanupyetca. // Tenno, xopowo, / [nasxoe — Marxo... / Beceanii
cHewok — Gestan Tpanka. / Cobcem s He NbaH — / Bee nonumao: / Ceasmoro #oaGpa / MNepeoe man.» (I'm at
the center of it all - / In the middle of the street. / And around me it / Is grouped together. / And in addition
to all this, / In accordance with my taste / It is being draped. // | feel warm, good. / Most importantly - |
feel softness. / Happy snow ~ white grass. / I'm not drunk at all ~/ | understand everything: / November the
seventh — May the first; Syntaksis, no. 1, 1959 (reprinted in Grani, no. 58 (1965): 110).

% See the following passage from the Futurists” manifesto: “We shattered rhythms. Khlebnikov gave
status to the poetic meter of the living conversational word. We stopped looking for meters in the
textbooks; every motion generates for the poet a new free rhythm.” (4 Trap for Judges. 2, in Russian
Futurism through lts Manifestoes, 54).

7 See the passage from the same Futurist manifesto; *We abolished punctuation marks which for the first
time brought to the fore the role of the verbal mass and made it perceivable™ (/bid. 54).

% -Predystoriia."

® 1bid
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the like, which had been ideologically sacralized since the beginning of the 1930s.%° It
was a manifestation of his devotion to the legacy of Kruchenykh, whose protests against
the ideological top-heaviness of Russian literature acquired a particular relevance in
Soviet times.**! Not coincidentally, Glazkov’s ironic play with ideological clichés began
in his absurdist poems, written in accordance with Kruchenykh’s recipes for the
production of zaum’. **? Similarly, Nekrasov's first attacks on Soviet ideology through
the playful subversion of official language also involved zaum’, as the poem “Stikhi na
iazyke.” written in the late 1950s, demonstrated:

b6eceme Benkeceme
reney 3HKaBene
aMrey Bexanebe
3¢IMNe Kane3cic
LHK

ueka

Kauno

ye ne

uey

uob

1obe

BeyeKa
Teyeka
jenere
kerebe

a be Be re e ee

XKEICHKAIICMCHE 443

Here Nekrasov toys mainly with abbreviations,*** the majority of which stand for the

9 Nekrasov seemed to be well acquainted with these poems. See his parody on Glazkov, which targets one
such text, “Skhema smekha™ (1940), with its characteristic refrain: «A moxer OuiTb, H He™» (But maybe it
ain't so; /zbrannoe, 40): «T1oaT HuKak He Ge3naps, / TanaHTHBbIf No3T. / HaeT HapouHo Tpelsuift, / A
moxeT ObiTs, H HeT. // MaeT ox oT noapyrk, / TTHaxax Ha Hem oaeT, / Ha Hem oneTwl ODIOKH, / A MOXET
6uiTh W HeT » (The poet isn't at all talentless, / He's a talented poet. / He walks intentionally sober, / But
maybe it ain’t so. // He is walking away from his girlfriend’s house, / He wears a jacket, / He wears
trousers, / But maybe it ain't so; Forschungsstetle Osteuropa an der Universitit Bremen, Historisches
Archiv, F. 105).

41 See Kruchenykh's article “Chort i rechetvortsy™ (1913-1922), in which he enthusiastically promotes
«HckyccTo Ge3 mopannHan (art without preaching). In A. Kruchenykh, Apocalipsis v russkoi literature. 18.

“2 See Glazkov's above-cited poem “Kolos'ia podkosilo koleso”(1939).

3 Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5 (1993): 267. The poem is also known as “Stikhi na nashem iazyke”
and “Stikhi na sovetskom iazyke.”
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most important Soviet political institutions, such as VLKSM (the All-Union Leninist
Young Communist League), GPU (Chief Political Directorate), an early incarnation of
the KGB, TsK (The Central Committee), KPSS (Communist Party of the Soviet Union),
KGB, and some others. Written down as “normal” words (and effectively “made strange”
by this operation), the abbreviations in qucstion arc interspersed with nonsense words
(beseme), Georgian words (katso, tsob tsobe, which allude to Stalin’s ethnicity and
heavily accented Russian), military abbreviations (Ts u, che pe“s), abbreviations used in
telegrams (techeka, zepete**®), and, finally the sound of the letters of the Russian alphabet
when they are read out loud. Spliced together, these letters form one big monster-word,
with which the poem concludes. Such verbal manipulations ridiculed not the Russian
language itself, but the version, which the state imposed. This literary endeavor was
extremely risky even in the new, post-Stalinist era, and it could have very unfavorable
consequences for the young poet.

Of course, not all of Nekrasov’s early verses were so openly challenging, but
most of them sounded very ambiguous. The next poem, for instance, can easily be read as

a meditation on the danger of expressing oneself freely within hearing of the omnipresent
KGB:

Monvy (I am silent
Monun Be silent
Monuy I am silent
Monun Be silent
UYythem Instinctively
UyThem Instinctively
Teuem We glide
Teuem We glide

A ayman I thought
Mbi 0 yem About what

“ Kruchenykh suggested 2 close affinity between zqum ' and various Soviet abbreviations in his essay *O
zaumnom iazyke v sovremennoi literature™ (1924). In Novoe v pisatel 'skoi tekhnike, Moscow: 1zdanie
Vserossiiskogo Soiuza Poctov, 1927, 58.

“* They stand for «uennoe yxalanue» {valuable instructions) and «4pe3BniyaiiHoe NPOHCILIECTBHER
(emergency event), respectively.

*% They stand for «rouxa» (period) and «3anaTas» (comma), respectively.
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We are silent

But we were silent
About this)

In another poem, *“Stikhi skorogovorka,” Nekrasov plays with the word «npapaa» (truth),

an important Soviet idcologeme. He places it in various contexts, for the most part

dubious ones:

Yro npaBaa 1o npabja
Bce npasna na npasaa

Bce npaeaa
Ja npasaa
Ha npasna aa npasaa

Bsanpasny
[1po npasxay

Teepast nponaranay
Ja Bnpasmoy

3a npaBay

44
3annarat sapnnary

(The truth is the truth
All the truth all the time

Everything is the truth
And the truth
And the truth and the truth

Truthfully
About the truth

They pound in their propaganda
And truthfully

For the truth
They will pay a wage)

Indeed, only a few of Nekrasov's early poems looked politically innocuous. Nevertheless.

they were strikingly “strange.” Here is a typical example:

TemuoTa
TemHoTa

Jloma
Tar Tata

Homa
Jla
Jloma
AX
Jloma

B myywinx gomax
Bapsat

(Darkness
Darkness

Houses
Tat tata

Houses
Yes
Houses

Oh
Houses

In the best homes
Coffee
Is brewed

M7 Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5 (1993): 2656-267.

Y3 1bid . 267.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access
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As we see, this poem is ostentatiously lacking in any ideological message, which in the
eyes of the authorities might have compensated for its “formalist™ qualities: namely, the
absence of punctuation, “senseless” repetition, and zaum"’.

With such a record, Nekrasov was certainly ill-prepared for a “normal™ poetic
career, but anyway he had probably never even seriously considered it as an option.** On
the contrary, he immediately joined the literary underground, submitting his verses to the
samizdat journal Sintaksis, the first issue of which appeared in 1959. That issue contained
five of Nekrasov's pieces,**' which appeared (quite symbolically) between Glazkov’s
poems and the works of Sapgir and Kholin. Nekrasov would soon become closely
associated with the latter two when he joined the Lianozovo group. As the poet would
later recall. their friendship was intense and intellectually stimulating: “I was Sapgir’s
apprentice, approximately to the same degree that he was mine. This was a mutual
apprenticeship, not only with Sapgir, but of course with Kholin as well.” **2

Nevertheless, each of the Lianozovo authors displayed a distinctive individuality.
For example, Nekrasov showed little interest in the Barrack theme, which had been
introduced by Evgenii Kropivnitskii, and which the young Sapgir and, especially, Kholin
had enthusiastically explored in their pocms.”"‘ Instead, Nekrasov continued his poetic

9 1hid., 266.

% As Genrikh Sapgir recalls: “Our mutual friend, the very lovely Natalia Ivanovna Stoliarova, who
worked at that time as a secretary to llia Erenburg, tried with all her heart to help us and showed our poems
to the master. It was rumored that he had helped to launch Boris Slutskii's poetic career. But as he was
going through Seva Nekrasov's poems, llia Grigor'evich encountered the following epigram: «Pyccxwii Tw
unu espehckuid? / Al epelicknit pycckni. / Cryuxu# Tl win coserckuit? / S cosetcxnit Cyuxuits (Are
you a Russian or a Jew?/ I'm a Jewish Russian. / Are you a Slutskii or a Soviet? / I'm a Soviet Slutskii).
This was right on target. Everything was finished for us, even before we started. The master was greatly
angered by the truth.” (In Samizdat veka, 420).

“! Later Nekrasov expressed disappointment with his choice of poems in Sintaksis: 1 submitied a poor
selection of poems. Alik Rusanov and Alik Ginsburg persuaded me not to take this task too seriously, since
thereafler Sintaksis was expected to appear on a weekly basis. Only for *Kosmicheskoe’ do | take full
responsibility.” (In Samizdat veka, 420).

*32 «Stikhi - eto to, chto zapominaetsia,” in Kulakov, Poeziia kak faks, 334.

3 Occasionally, however, Nekrasov also turned to the Barrack theme. Here is one of his early poems:
«bapax / Ipocto 6apak // 2x yTamHwit Gapak / 3x ITaxHsifi 6apax // MHoro / MHoro MHuoro myoro /
MuorosTaxusifl 6apak» (A barrack / Simply a barrack // A two-story barrack / A three-story barrack //
Multi / Multi multi multi / Multistoried barrack: Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 5 (1993): 266).
Interestingly, the Barrack theme is also present in Glazkov's early poetry. Here is, for example, his piece
written in 1943: «A pabouue 8 Gapake / Mopyranuck u3-3a 6absi, / Havanuck mMex HHMH apax, /
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manipulations of official ideologemes. The poems he thus composed would eventually

eam him a title of the “father of Russian Conceptualism.” +**

This poetic trend, which was predicated on the important cultural task of

» 455 would come to full fruition more than

“demystifying evaluative ideological concepts,
a decade later, but it was Nekrasov who discovered and first implemented its main
technique. This involves the subversion of “the all-comprehensive totalitarian Ideology”
through the ironic repetition and exaggeration of its signs, according to the formula put
forward by the most prominent theoretician of the Conceptualism, Mikhail Epstein.**® He
wittily compared this technique to Perseus’s defeat of the Medusa Gorgon with the help
of his shield: “The novelty was to use a mirror, not a sword, to conquer ideology,
bewitching it with its own reflection.” **’

This tactic is already evident in Nekrasov’s poem “Stikhi” (1959). It is based on
the repetition of an official formula, which was used in everyday media reports on the
achievements of the Soviet economy. On the radio this formula was customarily
articulated with a specific intonation suggestive of confidence and excitement, cleverly
alluded to by means of the poem’s layout:

Poct

Bcemeproro nanbheiiiiero ckopeiliero pa3iBepTuBAaHHI MEPOTNPUATHIA
o

BcemepHoMy ckopeiililemMy JansHeHLIEMY pa3BepThiBAHHIO MEPONPHATHA
Ilo

CkopefiliemMy nansHeiileMy BceMEPHOMY Pa3BEPTHIBAHHIO MEPONPHATHIH
[lo

NlanbHeiiemy ckopeHLieMy BceMEpPHOMY pa3BEPTHIBAHHIO MepOnpHATHiE +*8

Monoacuxue 3abasmi.» (And the laborers in the barrack / Had a squabble over a broad, / They started
fighting with each other, / It was boisterous horseplay; Samye moi stikhi, 43).

" Gerald Janecek, “Teoria i praktika kontseptualisma u Vsevoloda Nekrasova,” Novoe literaturnoe
obozrenie, no. 5 (1993): 196.

% Anesa Miller-Pogasar in Mikhail Epstein, After the Future, trans. and with Introduction by Anesa
Miller-Pogasar, Amherst: The University of Massachusetts Press, 1995, 8.

4% See Epstein's reflections on this matter: “The all-comprehensive totalitarian Ideology cannot be defeated
by another, better ideology, but by the repetition of its own signs: this was conceptualism’s principal
discovery” (After the Future, 68).

7 1bid., 69.

5% 4-14. Literaturnoe izdanie. Elancourt: A-1A, 1985, 39.
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(The increase in

The fullest continuing rapid deployment of measures
E‘lolre fullest rapid continuing deployment of measures
'!;'(})12 rapid continuing fullest deployment of measures
5'(1)1:: continuing rapid fullest deployment of measures)

By repeating the formula (each time in a slightly changed version) and rearranging it as a
grammatically correct, but endless and senseless sentence, Nekrasov mocks not only the
official myth of constant economic progress, but also the demagogic nature of Soviet
propaganda in general.

Nekrasov targets another Soviet legend, perhaps the most influential one of all, in

the poem, “Para slov Lene Sokovu,” *** the design of which mimics a children’s quiz

game:

1 2
HUnpuy* JnexkTpHuecTBO*
* %70 OTXPBLN *yto npuayMan
INEKTPHYECTBO Habuy 460
(I’ich* Electricity*
*who discovered *discovered
electricity by iI'ich)

These lines allude to the propaganda cliché «wiamnouka Wnsuua» (the bulb of 11'ich),
commonly found in children’s stories about Lenin, who “brought” electricity to the most
remote corners of Russia. The cliché reflects the popular myth of Lenin’s wisdom and
omnipotence, which gained new strength in the post-Stalinist era, when Lenin was
commonly perceived as the antipode of Stalin. This idea became very popular among the
intelligentsia,*' prompting Nekrasov to turn his attention to it. He mockingly

exaggerated the Lenin myth to obviously fantastic proportions (casting “II’ich™ as the

%7 Leonid Sokov was an unofficial artist and one of the first to begin to work on ideological topics by
creating his so-called “ideological objects.™ About this see Hia Kabakov, 60-e-70-¢. Zapiski o neofitsial 'noi
zhizni v Moskve, 74-77.

0 Srikhi iz zhurnala, S).

! See, for example, Voznesenskii's numerous poems about Lenin, which are discussed in the previous
chapter of this book.
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“inventor” of electricity), simultaneously pointing by the poem’s design of a children’s
game to the childish naiveté of the latter grown-up fans. *?
In the poem below Nekrasov targets the concept of the “people’s enemy,” one of

the most sinister creations of Soviet propaganda:

BoT kTO (That’s who's

BHHOBAT-TO responsible

6enodpunHb 6enoduHHb White Finns White Finns
HHTEJLIHIE€HTh! HHTEJUTHT€HThI intellectuals intellectuals
Yembeprnenw Yembepiennl Chamberlains Chamberlains
PasruibisH Pa3rHibAAH slobs slobs

Pa3roBOph! Pa3roBOPsI
6pakoaent bpakoaens
6pakoHbepHl GpaKOHbEPB
HHTEPBEHTh HHTEPBEHTH
MHTYPHCTBI HHTYPHCTHI

conversations conversations
bunglers bunglers

poachers poachers
interventionists interventionists
foreign tourists foreign tourists

BHHOBATHI they are guilty
CHMYJIAHTBI malingerers
CNEKYNAHTH speculators
KOHTpabaHaucTH smugglers
dopMaTHCTH formalists
MEHIE/IHCTH mendelists
MOPraHHCTh morganists
KOCMOTIOJIHTHI. .. cosmopolitans...
HEIYHTH! HE3YHTHI Jesuits Jesuits
»Hons pHonu Ethiopians Ethiopians
AHTHNOB! AHTHNOH antipodes antipodes
OIMNMOHEHTHI ONMOHCHTLL opponents opponents
BHHOBATH! they are guilty
CYTIOCTaThi scoundrels
BHHOBATHI they are guilty
6acypmansl infidels

BHHOBATHI they are guilty
MapcHaHe Martians

BHHOBATHI they are guilty
maconm ‘& masons)

The poet includes in his list not only the “external enemies”™ of the Bolshevik regime, like

Neville Chamberlain and the White Finns of marshal Mannerheim, but also some of its

*2 Here Nekrasov mocks another official legend as well, that of Russian superiority in every field of
science and technology. This legend had been developed alongside the state’s infamous campaign against
“cosmopolitans,” but was still very much alive even after Sialin’s death.

3 4-14. 39. For another version of the same poem see Stikhi iz zhurnala, 55.
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countless “internal enemies,” such as “formalists™ and “cosmopolitans,” adding, to top it
all off, Martians. These words are mixed in the text with the derogatory labels used in
Soviet newspapers (antipodes, opponents, foreign tourists), in Russian folklore
(Ethiopians, scoundrels, infidels), and in the anti-Semitic Soviet press (which employed
thc word “masons” as an cuphemism for “Jews").*** Such a bizarre mixture creates a
comic effect, but certainly one with disturbing overtones. The entire text is designed as an
exercise in absurdity, which, through its ingenious use of hyperbole and catalogue verse,
unmasks and undercuts the general mechanism of official brainwashing.*®®

As one can see, Nekrasov’s experiments directly anticipated the practices of the
Conceptualist poets of the younger generation — Dmitrii Prigov*®® and Lev Rubinstein.
The texts of the latter two poets and Nekrasov first appeared together in the Leningrad
samizdat journal 37 at the end of the 1970s, and since then they have ofien been linked to
each other, as proponents of the same trend. Yet Nekrasov’s verse displays many
characteristics that make them radically different from the poetic production of Prigov
and Rubinstein. Such characteristics include Nekrasov’s strong predilections for
paronomasia and minimalist technique, as well as his interest in the visual qualities of the

text. These features place Nekrasov’s poems far beyond the realm of Russian

! Since the beginning of the 1970s articles of this kind were regularly published in the literary monthly
Nash sovremennik and Molodaia gvardiia. See also the book by N.N. lakovlev, / avgusta 1914 (1974),
notorious for its elaboration of the masonic subject.

** It should be noted that a similar attack on the myth of the “people’s enemy™ can already be found in
Glazkov's early verses. In the poet's archive | discovered the following text, addressed 1o a fellow-poet:
«EcaH # TakoR HOBATOP, / 4TO HE NPHIHAH BCeH CTPAHOR, / B ITOM HEMUBI BHHOSATHL, / @ HE HALLl COBETCKHA
CTpoR. // Ecii Tul Tako#l HOBATOP, / 4TO HE MPHIHAH Kak [na3kos, / B 3TOM HemUbI BHHOBaTH!, / 3 HE CTPOH
Teoux cruxos» (If | am the kind of innovator / That the whole country ignores. / The Germans are to
blame. / Not our Soviet system. // If you are such a pitiful innovator / That the whole country ignores you, /
The Germans are to blame. / Not your poetic system.) interestingly, this poem was written in 1944, when
the war with the Nazis was not yet over. In such a context the poet’s ability to distance himself from the
pervasive Soviet propaganda seems especially impressive.

4 Nekrasov claims that he anticipated not only Prigov’s main techniques, but also his poetic diction. As
proof, Nekrasov cites a poem that he wrote at the end of the 1950s: «Cepref Cepreesux, yunrens / Kynun
cebe yaenuuurens / He notomy, uto 6ma yuureas / A noToMy, 4To B JoTepelo Buinrpanm (Sergei
Sergeevich the teacher / Bought himself a photo enlarger / Not because he was a teacher / But because he
won the lottery. Doiche Buch, Moscow: Vek XX i Mir, 1998, 88.) Although this poem does indeed closely
resemble Prigov's manner, it hardly proves plagiarism on the part of the younger poet. For Nekrasov this
intonation was rather atypical, and Prigov had every right to adopt it as his own.
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Conceptualism, at least as it has been defined by its major theoreticians.*®’

Nekrasov’s penchant for brevity of expression as well as paronomasia can be also
traced to his mentor Glazkov, in whose poetry these features are tightly intertwined.**
Word play is especially intense in Glazkov’s two- and four-line poems, which, as the poet
himself (and some critics) believed, were the most ingenious part of his oeuvre.*®®
Glazkov collected these poems under the title «kpaTkoc ruiKa», a neologism which now
seems a direct predecessor of the term “Minimalism,” a word of much later coinage. It
has been suggested that Russian Minimalism was “one kind of reaction to the political

commercialization of language, to long, empty speeches, and to the resulting devaluation

» 470

of the word in Soviet culture, similarly, contemporary readers perceived Glazkov’s

«KPaTKOCTHLINA» as a poetic challenge to the high-flown imperial rhetoric of the Soviet
state.’" At the beginning of the 1950s Vsevolod Nekrasov would read Glazkov’s
“kratkostishiia” in a very analogous way, discovering in their brevity new creative
opportunities.

Not coincidentally, when in his memoirs Nekrasov analyzes the intense, present-

day immediacy of Glazkov’s poetry, he provides as an example the following distich:

EBreHnit ApoHBIY

He reHnil, a CBOJI0Yb a1

(Evgenii Aronych —
is not a genius, but a scumbag.)

7 See Epstein’s description of Conceptualist acsthetics: “Conceptualism can boast of few works executed
in masterly fashion, in the traditional sense of the word. Its language is impoverished, primitive, pompous;
its pictures are underdrawn, any which way, by an artist who was obviously lazy. <...> Rather than a
difficult birth of speech laden with amazement, we find rumination and a bolting of words arousing
boredom. Everything that is said should be noted, tired of, and tossed aside as quickly as possible; any topic
whatever, from the lofty to the low, including love, faith, and life.” (After the Future, 62-63).

‘% Gerald Janecek briefly compares Nekrasov's minimalist verses to Glazkov's short poems (“Minimalism
in Contemporary Russian Poetry: Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” The Slavonic and East European

Review, no. 3 (1992): 417). However, the only purpose of this comparison was to establish the difference
between the poets® techniques.

“? As Glazkov acknowledged in one of his later poems: «Hanucan 10 xe 2, / BuiTs MOXeT, 4TO # npouue, /
Ho camoe xopotuee, / B ToM, uto nokopoue.» (Maybe 1’ve written the same, / That others have, / But my
best [writings] are those / That are shortish; /zbrannoe, 481).

™ Janecek. “Minimalism in Contemporary Poetry: Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” 419,

*”' This was precisely the perception of Lili Brik, who praised the fragmented quality of Glazkov's poetry
in her letters to the poet. See her above-cited letter of March 24, 1942.

47 " " Al
? “Predystoriia.’
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This obviously served as a prototype for a number of Nekrasov’s own poems, for
instance, this one:

Her Thi e lNoiia

Twi
Hpyroe

473

(No, you are not a Goya,

You are
474
)

Something different

This poem is related to Glazkov’s not only by its structure, but also by the paronomastic
play «I'oiia — mpyroe», which corresponds to Glazkov’s pun «EBrenuii — e reunii». The
same device was very typical of Glazkov: most of his distiches are based on
paronomasia, which powerfully adds to their effectiveness.*’® Not surprisingly, Nekrasov
also put this technique to use, making paronomasia the distinctive feature of his own
poetry:

BEpPHTE JIH

a BefIb BOT OHH
BEPHIIH

BCAb HM BCAb

47
BCJICIR é

(would you believe it

but they
did believe

M 4.14, 4S.

*™ In Russian, actually, the poem is much sharper than one might conclude from the translation. The word
«apyroe» (in this specific construction «Ts — apyroe») sounds extremely ambiguous. Due to its neutral
gender, it looks like an euphemism for a common obscenity, which, like the majority of nouns in this
Voznesenskii's poem, also begins with «m - «rosuo» (shit).

*7 «Ho asTopcTeo — / HosatopcTso!» (But authorship — / Is innovation!), «5 mor 661 310 a0kazats. / Ho

MHe He aanu aockasate» ([ could have proved it, / But was not given an opportunity to tell the whole
story), or «To 6uino emy wyxao / K o noxyman: uyws to» (It was foreign to him, / And he thought: it was
all baloney; /zbrannoe, 429, 426, 424, respectively.) Unfortunately, the paronomastic effect completely
escapes translation, and this makes the poems look far less interesting then they are in the original Russian.

4 Stikhi iz shurnala, 25.
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because they were
told to)
Nekrasov’s use of paronomasia is discussed in Gerald Janecek's article, appropriately
entitled “Vsevolod Nekrasov, Master Paronymist.” *”’ In his search for the poet’s
predecessors, the scholar names Khlebnikov, since he was the first to introduce this
device, later implemented by other authors. However, Janecek’s list of those authors does
not include one of Khlebnikov’s most devoted disciples, Glazkov, whose experiments
were undoubtedly the immediate source of inspiration for Nekrasov.
The point, actually, is not only the device itself, but also its function in the poem.
In contrast to Khlebnikov, Glazkov often uses paronomasia as a tool of political satire,*’®
and in this respect Nekrasov closely follows his example. The polemical charge in their
use of the device is already apparent in the above-quoted epigrams, both of which attack
the Soviet literary establishment. Glazkov turns against Evgenii Aronovich Dolmatovskii,
a poet known for his mediocrity and conformity; while Nekrasov rises up against the
official “avant-gardist” Voznesenskii, whose well-known poem “Goya™ he parodies.
Soon Nekrasov moved much further in his experimentation than Glazkov,
becoming more consistent in his use of paronomasia. As Gerald Janecek shows in the

above-mentioned article, the device often serves as “the dominant organizing principle”

in Nekrasov’s poems:*”’

AMOPaTLHOCTL HEHOPMANBHOCTD
A MOPIBHOCTH He OaHANBHOCTD

Boobe
Bce HeBephbie
O6s3aTenLHO HEPBHbBIE

BepHbie
Toxe HepBHBE
Ho onn no kpaiineii Mepe BepHble

(Amorality is an abnormality,
But morality is not banality.

‘T Stavic and East European Journal, no. 2 (1989); 275-292.

™ See. for example, Glazkov's poem of 1940: «Ta6yn / nacem. / TaGy / Ha cem» (We take the horses /
Out to pasture. / A taboo / On everything; Samye moi stikhi, 22.)

47 Janecek, “Vsevolod Nekrasov, Master Paronymist,” 282.
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In general
Everyone unfaithful
Is necessarily nervous

The faithful
Are also nervous
But they at least are faithful)
Simultaneously, Nekrasov surpassed his mentor in terms of verbal austerity, frequently

limiting his poetic discourse to fragmented sentences and isolated words:

oboxauTe

H MOXeT OblTh

4
XHBbBI 80

(Just wait

and maybe
still alive)

A similar tendency can be found in the works of Nekrasov’s fellow poets, Kholin and
Sapgir, who also strived for brevity of expression, sometimes of a rather radical kind. It is
enough to recall Sapgir’s poem “Voina budushchego” (from Golosa, 1958-62), which
consists of two words «a3priB!» (explosion!) and «wkuB!?!» (survived!?!), separated by
rows of dots.**' One is also reminded of Kholin's early poem, which features the two
letters, «M» and «)K,» which customarily designate men’s and women’s restrooms in
Russia.*®?

Yet Nekrasov seems to be much more consistent in his experiments with
Minimalist technique. He created a number of poems out of single words. such as
«OIHaKoO», «BOT», «Oyner», and even out of a single punctuation sign (a period).483
Nekrasov was probably encouraged by Kruchenykh’s and Khlebnikov’s article “Slovo
kak takovoe™ (1913), which stated that * <...> a poem could consist of a single word, and

merely by skillful variation of that word, all the fullness and expressiveness of the artistic

% Stikhi iz zhurnala, $9.
‘*! Sapgir, Sobranie sochinenii v 4 tomakh, t.1, 39.
2 Kholin, fzbrannoe, 183.

** Compare it with Sapgir’s poetic cycle, “Stikhi iz trekh elementov,” in which the poems consist of three
punctuation signs: a period, a question mark, and an exclamation mark.
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image could be achieved.” *** Nekrasov also took into account the poetic practices of
Kruchenykh and Kamenskii, as well as their fellow poet Vasilisk Gnedov, who created
one word and one-letter poems. However, Nekrasov’s Minimalist texts differed notably
from those of his predecessors. As Gerald Janecek shows in his article “Minimalism in
Contemporary Russian Poetry: Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” in the majority of the
poet’s works the graphic elements and layout “play a significant, signifying role,”
contributing to their originality. 4

In his article Janecek also considered Nekrasov’s more lengthy works, which are
“tightly restricted in the variety of their resources,” and therefore belong to the realm of
Minimalism.**® Most of these texts employ repetition, a technique that Nekrasov has
explored since the early 1960s. But if some of his early works, like the poem “Voda”
(1961),** look purely experimental, his later texts produce a different impression. In
these poems the device has an important semantic function, as one such piece, “Svoboda
est’ svoboda” (1964), demonstrates:

Crobona ectsb
Cpobona ectb
Csobona ectn
Caobona ectb
Csoboaa ectb
Ceobona ecth
Caoboaa ecth cBoboaa **

(Freedom is
Freedom is

Freedom is

Freedom is

Freedom is

Freedom is

Freedom is freedom)

*™ In Russian Futurism through Its Manifestoes, 5.
5 The Slavonic and East European Review, no. 3 (1992): 411.

*% Ibid. Janecek argues that Nekrasov's predilection for minimalist technique also manifests itself in a

tendency to avoid “formal poetic features such as rhyme, metre, stanzas, and other predictabilities...” (/bid.,
417),

47 «pona / wona Bona 8ona’/ s01a BOAA BOJA BOJA/ BOAA BOJA BONA BOAA/ BOJA BOJA BOAA / TEKNA»
(water / waer water water / water water water water /water water water water / water water water / ran;
cited in Vsevolod Nekrasov, “Vyrazhaias' po tepereshnemu, khotelos’ lirichekogo konkretizma,” in Tochka
zreniia. Vizual 'naia poezia: 90-e gody, 73).

414,47
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This poem is cited in Janecek’s article, followed by the scholar’s interpretation.
According to Janecek, the poem “by its monotonous repetitiveness suggests an attempt to
convince oneself of the presence of freedom despite evidence to the contrary...” **

This explanation, however, contradicts the meaning of the poem’s last line:
“Freedom is freedom,” which would look rather odd in such a context. It seems that the
poem should be read differently: as an ongoing argument with the Marxist formula,
«Cpobona ecThb oco3Hannas HeoOxoauMocTb» (Freedom is necessity apprehended by
consciousness), which was an important ideological fixture in the Soviet Union,
drummed into every Soviet student’s head.** By repeating “Freedom is... Freedom is.. ,”
Nekrasov seems to be stubbornly searching for his own definition of the word, which he
finally finds: “Freedom is freedom.” In its defiant simplicity and even tautology this
definition directly opposes the casuistic official formula.

The experiments with repetition link Nekrasov’s texts to another poetic trend,
Concretism. The poet would later recall:

Not earlier than the 80-s <...> [ was amazed when I saw such verses — a

rectangle, evenly filled with one word: alles alles alles alles alles, etc. It was

Gerhard Rithm, I guess, of the 50s. I was struck because in approximately 1960-

62, when, apparently, the same wave was passing over us, over me (not a wave of

information - it did not exist, we knew nothing about German or any other

Concretists — it was just a wave of the mind) — for two or three years I languished.

trying to solve this very problem that appeared from nowhere but for some reason

was haunting me: how to find a single word from which one could create poctry,
to compose a poem solely by means of repetition <...>

Nekrasov’'s verse shared several other important characteristics with Concrete
poetry, such as an emphasis on brevity (although not necessarily taken to the extreme)
and attention to the spatial organization of the text. Even Nekrasov's favorite device of
paronomasia is fairly common among Western Concrete poets. The importance of
bringing together “words which sound alike™ because “the fun comes from that™ had

already been stressed by the founder of Concrete poetry, Oyvind Fahlstrém, in his

7 “Minimalism in Contemporary Russian Poetry: Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” 412.

** This formula was created by Soviet ideologists on the basis of a rather liberal interpretation of Friedrich
Engels’ work Herr Eugen Diihring's Revolution in Science (Anti-Diihring), in which the relation between
freedom and necessity was discussed.

*' “Vyrazhaias' po-tepereshnemu. khotelos® liricheskogo konkretizma,” 72.
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“Manifest for konkret poesie,” published in 1953.4°2 Fahistrom later enthusiastically
employed this device in his own texts, as did other Concrete poets, especially the
members of the Noigandres group, Haroldo and Augusto de Campos, and Décio
Pignatan. See, for example, Haroldo de Campos’ comments :o?\ Pignatari’s poem (1957),
which was based on a play with the words “hombre,” “hembra” and “hambre™:

Concrete lyricism: a love poem made out of paronomasia. The topology of the

words on the page conveys the message — when hombre (man) and hembra

(female) are placed together, hambre (hunger), in its figurative meaning (appetite,

desire), is removed.

Still. Nekrasov's use of paronomasia can be considered unique due to its almost
unprecedented consistency. Unfortunately, this very trait, which makes Nekrasov’s
poems so impressive in Russian, imposes certain difficulties when they are translated into
other languages.

Nekrasov’s affinity with Concrete poetry was first demonstrated by Liesl Ujvary,
the translator of Nekrasov and other Lianozovo poets into German, in her preface to their
publication in the Austrian avant-garde periodical Die Pestsdule (1973).** The same idea
was expressed in less complimentary terms in an anthology of Russian poetry (Belgrade,
1977), in which Nekrasov was cursorily mentioned as an imitator of Western Visual and

Concrete poetry. This provoked the poet to write his “Explanatory Note” (1978), in an
attempt to clarify the situation:

In fact, like most of us, I learned about Concrete poetry only in 1964, from Lev
Ginsburg's article. Of course, | was especially impressed by Gomninger’s
“Silence.” By this time, however, | had already written such poems as “Rost,”
“Voda,” “Svoboda,” some of which Brousek had even managed to publish in the
Czech Tvar. And others, Sapgir and Sokovnin, had even more radical stuff. <..>
Each of us came to Concretism and some other things independently, and, of

2 Concrete Poeiry: A World View, edited and with introduction by Mary Ellen Solt, Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1976, 76.

*3 In An Anthology of Concrete Poetry, ed. Emmet Williams, New York: Something Else Press, 1967.

™ Die Pestsdaule, 495-522. Liesl Ujvary was an Austrian scholar of Russian literature, who visited Moscow
in the early 1970s. She soon became interested in underground poctry, and especially in the works of the
Lianozovo poets, with whom she became personally acquainted. This did not escape the attention of the
KGB which promptly expelled her from the country. Still, she managed to retain possession of these poets’
texts. which she translated into German and published abroad, first in Die Pestsdule, and two years later in

the German bilingual anthology Freiheir ist Freiheit: inoffizielle Sowjetishe Lyric (1975), the title for which
was provided by Nekrasov's poem.
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course, no; in imitation of the Germans, but in our own time, motivated by similar
495
reasons...

One of these reasons, Nekrasov says, was his bitter disenchantment with the kind of
poetic rhetoric that had been compromised by the official writers of the Soviet era. This
disenchantment he shared with the other Lianozovo poets, who have also sometimes been
designated “Concretists.” **® This was certainly akin to the Western Concretism’s
fundamental conviction “that the old grammatical-syntactical structures are no longer
adequate for the advanced process of thought and communication.” **’

In both cases it led to a dramatic contraction of poetic discourse, and in this
respect Nekrasov moved much closer to Western Concretism than any other of the
Lianozovo poets. He also seemed to be much more interested in the spatial arrangement
of the text and the use of space as an element of semantics. This, in tumn, directly linked
him to the tradition of Concrete poetry and its concern with establishing “linguistic
materials in a new relation to space (the page or its equivalent) and / or time (abandoning
the old linear measure).” **

Although Nekrasov's early experimental works, such as “Voda,” closely
resembled some “classic” Concrete poems, this resemblance quickly disappeared when
the poet leamed about the poetic practices of Gomringer's and other Concretists. From
that time on, Nekrasov made major efforts to develop his own techniques, which over
time became more and more sophisticated.

Strong efforts to establish his texts in “a new relation 1o time,” abandoning “the
old linear measure™ are evident in the special layout that Nekrasov extensively employs
in his poetic practice. This consists of two parallel columns of different but closely

related texts, which, as Janecek points out,*” allows the poet to achieve the “simultancity

necessary for true polyphony™;

95 414, 48.

‘% About this see Mikhail Aizenberg, “Tochka soprotivleniia,” Arion, no. 2 (1995): 101-108; Mikhail
Sukhotin, “O dvukh sklonnostiakh napisaniia slov,” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 16 (1995): 244-253;
Vladislav Kulakov, “Vizual'nost’ v sovremennoi poezii: minimalizm i maksimalizm,” ibid., 253-254,
“Minimalism: strategiia i taktika,” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 23 (1997): 258-269.

7 Concrete Poetry: A World View, 7.
* Ibid
“® Janecek, “Vsevolod Nekrasov, Master Paronymist,” 287.



00056063

yM
pasym

ciywai
3Hall CBOE MECTO

pa3s ol
BCE 3HacWb

YT
Thl OyAems xopom
(intelligence

reason

listen
know your place

if you
know everything

then here

you will do just fine

175

Bepa

Tbi NOHHMaLLIb
41O

Thl KAK-TO Y Hac

TOXE

you understand
that

you are in a way
as well
you faith

this is your
sphere)

The dialogic nature of the two columns becomes obvious from their respective first lines

(reason / faith), and this encourages the reader to go back and forth between the parallel

texts, grasping the poem’s meaning in the process.

This layout seems to be ideally suitable for pointing to the duality of things and

issues, as well as expressing mood swings, and Nekrasov widely uses it for these

purposes. On some occasions, however, the parallel layout performs a different function,

as may be seen in the following text:
ITO0
oauH bor 3Haer

Kak
3TO OBLIBACT

YTO ITO HAac TaK
yOHBaeT

3% Stikhi iz zhurnala. 76.

a 7TO 3HaeT OJUH
Bor 3HaeT KTO

KakK

370 ObLIO

KTO JTO €ro
TaK youn
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cnpocu bora cnpocH Kocmo borateipesa noko#tHoro
3TO Ja H 3TO TaHHa Aa

TaliHa HO 3TO He Ta TaiiHa "

(this and this knows only

God only knows God knows who

how how

it happens this happened

what is it that kills us who killed him

the way it does the way it was done

ask God ask the late Kostia Bogatyrev
yes this is yes it is a mystery

a mystery but not that kind of mystery)

In the poem’s left column the poet reflects about the human fate in general and its eternal
mystery, while in the right one he meditates about a particular fate, that of his friend
Konstantin Bogatyrev, who was brutally murdered, most likely by KGB agents, in
1976.°? The tragic disparity between “this™ and “that” ending of one’s life looks
especially stark due to the columns’ parallel layout, emphasized further by their almost
identical vocabulary, which, however, produces different meanings in each case.’®

The spacing between words and lines, in tum, is a crucial element in Nekrasov's
works. In most of the poet’s texts it does not follow standard practice, and it can vary
considerably even within a single poem, conveying important nuances of intonation and

meaning.”® In the following piece the lyrical message is delivered almost entirely by

means of line spacing. Some of these spacings are double, some of them single:

W BooOLIE
a sooOwe-To

OllHa qylua
OOHOMH Ayiue

0 Ibid., 59.
%2 On Kostantin Bogatyrev see the footnote 301.

3 The parallel lines «cnpocu Bora» and «cnpocu Koctio BoraTuipesa nokolisoro» deserve special
attention. In such close proximity to each other, the word «borm echoes the very same combination of
sounds in the late friend"s last name borateipes, which is not necessary evident even to Russian ears.

** In some of Genrikh Sapgir's poems the spacing is also not standard. About this see his interview,
“Risovat' nado umet’,™ Voprosy literatury, July-August (1999): 147-148.
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HH 60nblne
HHU MeHblOe 0

(and on the whole
and generally speaking

one soul
to another soul

neither more
nor less )

Another device which allows Nekrasov to abandon “the old linear measure™ is the
insertion of footnotes into the text of his poems. Although experiments of this kind had
already been carried out by David Burliuk,’® Nekrasov was apparently the first to use the
device consistently. And yet it never becomes monotonous, since in each of his texts the
footnote carries out a different stylistic task. This can be seen in the above-cited poems,
“Moi papa i mama...” and “Para slov Lene Sokovu.” In the first of these, the inserted
footnote helps Nekrasov avoid excessive sentimentality in his childhood recollections,
and in the second, it allows him imitate the design of a children’s quiz game, which
makes the poem especially effective. The same device. however, performs a different
function in the poem below, where it infuses a dose of skepticism into a text that would

otherwise be unusually cheerful for this poet:

Eute 61

H yero
Hano ewe

Ects
[Murep

H* B INurepe

Ects

Yero ecTh K MHTDH

*Ewe

05 Srikhi iz zhurnala, 27.

%% See 1.R. Dering-Smimova, {.P. Smimov, “Istoricheskii avangard i evolutsiia sistem,” Russian Literature.
no. 8 (1980): 407-408.

7 Syikhi iz churnala, 12.
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(You bet

What else
Does one need

There is
St. Pete’s

And* in St. Pete’s
There is

Plenty to eat and drink
* So far)

In Nekrasov’s poems, as Janecek remarks in his article, “the play with footnotes
can be increased by increasing their number and by embedding footnotes within
footnotes,” °® but the poet rarely succeeds when he piles them up. In most cases this
leads to excessive textual intricacy, which, paradoxically, makes the poem seem more
trivial.

An abundance of asterisks, footnotes, different typefaces. as well as nonstandard
spacing powerfully contributes to the visual effect of Nekrasov’s poems. He also makes
wide use of parentheses, underlyings, crossings out, etc. All these elements carry an

essential semantic charge, as can be seen in the following poem:

XKHTH
KaK NNpH4YHHa

XHTb

Kax MpHYHHA

YoacHtrenbHas
HeYBauHresrHas

(HyxHOE)
(HeHyXHOe)
(3a4epKHyTh)

(nomyepkHyTDb) 509

*® “Vsevolod Nekrasov, Master Paronymist,” 287. Janecek also shows that in some instances “the
footnotes start even before the body of the text does.™ but such pieces are purely experimental and are not

typical of the poet.
59 Stikhi iz zhurnala, 86.
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(to live

as a reason
to live

as a reason
suffieiem
insufficient
(correct)
{incorrect)
(cross out)

(underline)

The last four lines imitate the typical instructions for filling out Soviet
questionnaires, which the poet interprets in a broad, existential sense, and therefore, as
the reader eventually understands, is unable to comply with. When confronted with a
given binary choice. i.e., sufficient / insufficient (these adjective are important terms in
the bureaucrat lexicon). Nekrasov underlines and crosses out both variants, demonstrating
by this visual gesture his complete rejection of official Soviet standards.

Strong involvement with the political situation is a characteristic trait of Nekrasov
in particular, and of Russian Concretism in general. In this respect it may be compared to
Brazilian Concrete poetry with its sound sociological-political orientation.*'® Similar
tnterests are not toreign to Czech Concrete poetry, and are quitc pronounced in the works
of Bohumila Grogerova and Josef Hirsal, and (to a lesser extent) Ladislav Novak.>'"! Yet
Nekrasov certainly surpassed both the Western Concretists and his own compatriots in
his profound commitment to political dissent. Political commentary is present not only in
those poems, in which Nekrasov allows himself to play his risky games with
ideologemes. but also in many other pieces. which, at least at first glance, may seem
“neutral.” This quality can create certain confusion in the reception of some of

Nekrasov's texts, such as the poem “Eto ia...”:

%1% See, for example, Augusto de Campos poem “sem un umero.” in Concrete poetry: A World View, 95.

3" See the poem by Bohumila Grogerova and Josef Hirsal, in which the Czech word “svoboda™ (freedom)
is transformed through complex linguistic manipulations into the English word “freedom™ (4n Anthology of

Concrete Poetry, 142). Sce also Ladislav Novéak's poem “Individualista”™ (Concrete poetry: A World View,
139).
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10 1
1o %
10 2

A rae most
[ne Mos
I'ne Mo
Mos

Mos

Mos

Mos

Mos

SIma '

(Itis1
Itis]
Itis]

And where is my
Where is my
Where is my

This poem was cited in Janecek’s article “Minimalism in Contemporary Russian Poetry:
Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” where it was apparently interpreted as a general.
existential statement.*'® The scholar translated the poem'’s last and most important word
«siMa» as “hole,” which in English generally does not convey any ominous meaning.>"*
On the contrary, the Russian word «ama» has many sinister connotations: it can mean
“pit, » SIS

adumbrated by the poem’s layout. Despite the poem’s decidedly casual. matter-of-fact

¥ ae, ALY

prison cell,” “grave.” or even “mass grave, all of which are powerfully

32 414, 44.

33 “Minimalism in Contemporary Russian Poetry: Vsevolod Nekrasov and Others,” 413.

** The word “hole” can mean in American slang “punishment cell.” but this meaning is very rare (many

thesauruses do not mention it at all), and the reader definitely needs some further elaboration in order to
interpret it this way.

*1% See Tolkovyi slovar ' russkago iacyka, ed. B.M. Volin and D.N. Ushakov, Moscow: Terra. 1996, t. 4,
1462.
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beginning. “This is L..,” tension is quickly established and grows with the repetition of
the question, “Where is my...,” suggestive of strong anxiety. This anxiety is explained
only at the end of the poem. when the word «ama» suddenly appears (it is a phonetic
anagram of the word «Mos»), transporting the reader to a specific place and time (Soviet
Russia), with its recent history of terror and death.

Although this poem can be read as a reflection on every Soviet citizen’s potential
fate. most likely, Nekrasov is talking about himself and his own perspective. The text
probably alludes to Mandelshtam’s well-known poem, “Eto kakaia ulitsa...” (1935).
where the word «ama» also plays an important role:

...Mano B HeM ObLi0 NHHEMHOTO,
Hpasa oH He Obu1 1HAEHHOTO,

Y noromy 31a ynxua

W, BepHeit, 3Ta siMa

Tax H 30BeTCH NO HMEHH

Jroro Manaensinrama... '

(He didn’t keep to the straight and narrow,
His temper resembled no lily,

And that’s why this street

Or rather, this pit

Was given the name

Of that Mandelshtam...)

Mandeshtam’s subsequent imprisonment, his death and burial in a mass grave («Ma») in
a labor camp. force us to read this poem in a new way and to perceive it as a kind of

tragic prophecy. The “pit” appeared to be the most likely destination for any writer who

dared to oppose the Soviet regime. Nekrasov, who constantly invokes Mandelshtam in

517

his poetry,””’ obviously considered the possibility of a similarly dreadful fate for himself.

s1e Osip Mandelshtam, Sochineniia v 2 tomakh, Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1990, t. 1, 213.

*17 See. for instance. the poem in which Nekrasov discusses the fate of the Russian poets, that of Pushkin,
Lermontov, Blok. Maiakovskii, and. finally, Mandelshtam: «Huuero / Anexcanap Cepreessy // Huuero /
Muxann KOpeesny // Huuero / Anexcanap Anekcanaposuy // Huuero Braaumup Braanmuposuu //
Huero / uto Ocnn 3munsenny / wuuero / ?» (It's nothing / Aleksandr Sergeevich // It’s nothing / Mikhail
lurievich #/ It's nothing / Aleksandr Aleksandrovich // It's nothing Viadimir Vladimirovich // Is it nothing /
that Osip Emilievich // is nothing / ?; Stikhi iz zhurnala, 34). All the poets Nekrasov enumerates here died

prematurely and tragically, but Mandelshtam is singled out - because his was the most terrifying and
horrible fate.
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It could not be rulled out even in the post-Stalinist, but still Soviet, era.’>'®

Intertextuaality is an impressive feature of Nekrasov's Concretism. Games with
quotations are exitremely typical of the poet, and his great talent for retrieving and
refurbishing the familiar distinguishes him from the Westemn practitioners of Concrete
poctry. This abunidance of allusions give Nekrasov’s texts added depth and complexity,
but, of course, it also makes the reader’s job significantly harder, especially if he does not
share the poet's c:ultural background.

The effect of Nekrasov’s poetry often depends on the reader’s familiarity with the
standard corpus of literary works taught in Soviet high schools. This can be illustrated by
the poet’s ingenious play with quotations in the poem “lz Pushkina™:

Tosapuuw, Bepsb —

B3o#iaer ona

Toeapwim npas °'°

(Comrade, believe —
it will rise ...

The Comrade is right...)

The first two lines are a quotation from Pushkin’s early poem *“Chaadaevu™ (1818) in
which he expresses a hope that “the star of joy” will rise when the tsarist autocracy falls.
The third line, however, recalls the official Soviet formula of approval, used in particular
at Communist party meetings, whenever a speaker wanted to express agreement with the
preceding orator. The two discourses in question are separated in time by at least a
century, but the poet arranges them so that they form a direct dialogue. This allows
Nekrasov to show the reader the close relationship between the liberal ideas of the
nineteenth-century Russian intelligentsia (which sounded especially beautiful when
rendered into verse by the nation’s greatest poet, Pushkin) and the horrible realities of
twentieth century Russian history — a connection any native reader could probably make

instantly.

$'* Although nobody was imprisoned among the Lianozovo group members, all of them lived in constant
fear of repression. Se¢ Oskar Rabin’s recollections “Glavy iz knigi vospominanii “Tri zhizni* ™ in
Lianozovskaia gruppa: istoki i sud by, Moscow: ZAO Rasters, 6-10.

3" The Blue Lagoon Anthology, 505.
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Nekrasov approaches another complex and sensitive issue, Russia’s position vis-
a-vis the West, in the poem below. Here he again uses a famous quotation as his starting
point:

Hac TeMu

H TbMEI H TEMEL

H TbMHl H TEMBIHTEMBITH

MbITb H MHTB 520

The poem’s first two lines «Hac ToME / ¥ TEME B TeMBI» (There are multitudes / and
multitudes and multitudes of us) are a quotation from Alexandr Blok’s puem *“Skify”
(1918). This poem emphasizes Russia’s barbarian and “Asiatic” side, which, in the
opinion of Blok and other famous Symbolists, made it much stronger than Western
civilization, which would inevitably be defeated. This idea of Russia’s superiority to the
West, which acquired additional overtones in Soviet times, is mocked by Nekrasov, who
turns the quotation’s key word «TbMbu» (multitudes) into its anagram «MiTe», meaning,
in English, “to wash.” In this way the poet travesties Russia’s allegedly creative
barbarism, celebrated by the Symbolists. In Nekrasov’s opinion, it merely calls for some
urgent sanitary measures.

Despite the succintness of his poetic discourse, Nekrasov demonstrates a
remarkable thematical variety, effectively dealing with political, lyrical, and
philosophical topics. And his poetic intonation is also amazingly rich. As one scholar put
it, “its lightest, almost non-verbal overtones are able to express everything - from
extreme anger to soft, enchanting irony.” 52! Not surprisingly, Nekrasov's poetic
experience was vitally important not only for those poets who would later work in the
Concretist, Minimalist, or Conceptualist manner,*? but also for those who did not
consider themselves 1o be the direct progenitors of these or any other avant-garde trends,

and wrote in a more traditional fashion. Mikhail Aizenberg, one such poet, confesses:

320 Stikhi iz zhurnala, 55. The text is based on an anagram and cannot be translated.
5! Mikhail Aizenberg, “Vtoroe dykhanie,” Okriabr ', no. 11 (1990): 204.

52 See, for example, the poem by Ivan Akhmet’ev, one of the most talented of Nekrassv's direct disciples:
«y Hexpacosa / moGoe cnoso / 3a3BydHT / kaxoe oH 3axouem (Nekrasov / can take am» word / he wants /
and make it sound; Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 32 (1997): 295).
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For me, the most efficacious part of the revision of my poetic experience proved
to be Concrete and even Conceptualist practice. All of a sudden I realized anew
what poetry is all about, what poems are made of: they are created from nothing:
from an exclamation, from an interjection, from a slip of the tongue... 1 finally
realized that poetry is air that has a definite shape, that poetry lives unnoticed in
our everyday speech and that it should not under any circumstances be confined
to any ¢nclosed cultural cell. It is not a sum of certain traits, but a special state of
the spoken language in its own right. As in Nekrasov's poem:

Little twig

What’s wrong with you

What’s wrong with you little twigs
Ah

You need some water °2

Like the other unofficial poets who started their careers after Stalin’s death,
Nekrasov spent almost thirty years in the literary underground, confined mostly to
samizdat publications (some of his hand-made books were illustrated by Evgenii
Kropivnitskii), although occasionally he was able to publish abroad.*** From time to time
his poems appeared in various émigré periodicals; some of them were published in
translation in Western literary journals and anthologies, such as Freiheir ist Freiheit

(1975), and Kulturpalast (1984).5%

Nekrasov’s international reputation got a significant boost when his poetry was
discovered by Gerald Janecek, whose comprehensive articles on the poet introduced him
to an American audience. Due to Janecek’s efforts Nekrasov’s first poetic collection, /00
stikhotvorenii, was published in the United States in 1987. Two years later Nekrasov’s
poems began to see print in his home country, starting with the literary monthly Druzba
narodov (no. 8, 1989). Also in 1989 his collection, Stikhi iz zhurnala, was published in
Russia in book form. Most of the poems in it had been written more than two decades

earlier and had appeared in the samizdat journal 37 in 1978-79.

Stikhi iz zhurnala. as well as the eairlier publications in periodicals, prompted the

5% «Berouxa / Tei uero / Yero s Berouku 370 // A / Boanukmr (“Otpustit’ slova na voliu,” in Kulakov,
Poezia kak faki, 389.)

** Nekrasov earned his living mainly by writing children’s poetry. See Narochno i nechaianno (1970),
Mezhdu letom i zimoi, (1976), Skazki bez priskazki (1981) and others.

B Kulturpalas: Neue Moskauer Poesie and Aktionskunst. Hrsg. von Gunter Hirt und Sasha Wonders.
Vuppertall: S-Press, 1984. Glinter Hirt and Sasha Wonders were pseudonyms of the German Slavists
George Vitte and Sabina Hensgen, who did much to popularize Nekrasov's poetry in the West.
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appearance of extremely favorable critical responses, such as Mikhail Aizenberg’s
“Vtoroe dykhanie” (Oktiabr’, no.11, 1990). Nekrasov’s poetry was extensively discussed
in Viadislav Kulakov's review “Zametki o neizdannom” (Literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 8,
1988), as well as in his article devoted to the Lianozovo group, published in Voprosy
literatury (no. 3, 1991). All thesc reviews and articles identified Nekrasov as one of the
most important poets of the modem Russian avant-garde. However, Nekrasov's direct
influence on the poets of the younger generation, above all the “Moscow Conceptualists,”
had not been clearly articulated at that time. This inevitably led to some confusion, for
which Nekrasov was inclined to blame two major theorists of the modern Russian avant-
garde, Bons Grois and Mikhail Epstein, who had written on the “Moscow
Conceptualists,” but did not stress Nekrasov’s pioneering role.*?¢

Nekrasov began his polemic with Grois and Epstein in his article “Kak eto bylo (1
est’) s kontseptualismom,” published in Literaturnaia gazeta, August 1, 1990. Despite its
general vagueness, this article can be considered an important contribution to the
problem, since it helped to restore a proper literary perspective.’?’ This article was rather
reserved in tone, in contrast to Nekrasov’s subsequent essays that dealt with the same
topic. The poet’s growing aggressiveness made his opponents reluctant to continue the
debate, but this did not stop Nekrasov from conducting a one-sided argument. His next
collection Spravka (1991), which contained verses written in the previous three decades,

32 Indeed, in Boris Grois® article “Moscovskii romanticheskii kontseptualism.” published in A4-/4 (Paris,
1979), Nekrasov was not even mentioned. In Epstein’s essay, “Kontsepty, metaboly... O novykh
techeniiakh v poezii™ (Oktiabr’, no. 4, 1988), Nekrasov's poetry was briefly analyzed along with Prigov’s
and Rubinstein’s texts, but no indication was given that he had pioneered the techniques in question. Here
is how Mikhail Epstein explained what had happened: “In 1985 or 1986, when 1 was working on my article
on Conceptualist and Metarealist trends in Russian poetry, I asked several poets to send me their verses
none of which were available in print at that time. Dmitrii Prigov and Lev Rubinstein kindly passed to me
some of their works. When [ called to Nekrasov with the same request, he declined to do so. He said that in
a normal society critics find the works of poetry already published and do not bother poets with such
requests. Well, 1 had to agree that our society was abnormal; but for a literary critic like myself to write
about unpublished poets was precisely a chance to normalize it, in my own modest way. My article on
Conceptualism and Metarealism was published in 1988 in the Moscow journal Oksiabr’ (no. 4, 194-203). It
included sections on Prigov and Rubinstein, and only brief mention about Nekrasov. This was dictated by
his own choice: | had no materials to judge about his creative accomplishments. If | remember correctly,
Prigov's and Rubinstein’s texts and fragments cited in my article happened to be their first publications in
Soviet press.” (Personal communication, May §, 2001).

31 Grois argued with this article in his “O pol’ze teorii dlia praktiki” (Literaturnaia gazeta, no. 44, 1990);
for further discussion of the subject see Kulakov, “O pol’ze praktiki dlia teorii” (Literaturnaia gazeta, no.
52, 1990).
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also featured some of these newly written articles.

Polemical writings occupied even more significant place in Nekrasov’s
subsequent book, Paker (1996),52% leaving little room for the poems themselves. The
legalization of unofficial art had brought Nekrasov not only feelings of relief, but aiso of
strong disappointment,. since he found himself overshadowed by younger poets — Prigov,
Rubinstein, and Kibirov. Unlike the rest of Lianozovo poets or Gennadii Aigi, all of
whom viewed the newcomers® success philosophically, Nekrasov lost his cool. He began
to attack the younger poets for their popularity, while continuing to bear a grudge against
Grois and Epstein. Although their essays had been already thoroughly discussed by
Janecek. Aizenberg, and Kulakov, all of whom pointed to Nekrasov’s ground-breaking
efforts, the poet refused to leave the subject to the critics. He returned to this matter again
and again, in prose and verse, each time becoming more aggressive and even vicious in

his attacks.

Of course, this kind of violent polemicizing may be easily placed within the
Futurist tradition, next to the Futurists’ manifestoes and treatises, which were full of
provocative and outrageous attacks against their literary opponents.>?’ But if the
Futurists’ notorious escapades only boosted their artistic energy, Nekrasov's
aggressiveness seemed to rob him of his creative powers. In the past decade he had been
far less productive in terms of poetry than during the years he spent in the literary
underground. And the problem is not only one of quantity, but of quality as well. All the

most interesting features of Nekrasov’s poetry — the variety of subjects, subtlety, wit,

*%Anna Zhuravleva, Vsevolod Nekrasov. Paketr, Moscow: Meridian, 1996. The book contained several
articles written in collaboration with Nekrasov's wife, Anna Zhuravieva, as well as her own essays on
nineteenth-century Russian literature.

¥ See, for example, the passage from “A Slap in the Face of Public Taste™: “ <...> Wash your hands
which have touched the filthy slime of the books written by those countless Leonid Andreevs. All those
Maksim Gorkys. Kuprins, Bloks, Sologubs, Remizovs, Averchenkos, Chomnys, Kuzmins, Bunins, etc. need
only a dacha on the river. Such is the reward fate gives tailors. From the heights of skyscrapers we gaze at
their insignificance!..”; or the passage from “Go to Hell” (1914): “<...> And along them crept out that gang
of Adams with neatly parted hair - Gumilev, S. Makovskii, S.Gorodetskii, Piast — who at first tried to stick
the label of Acmeism and Apollonism on their dull songs about Tula samovars and toy lions, and then
started a motley round dance around the by-now-established Futurists...™ (in Russian Futurism through Its
Manifestoes. 51, 86, respectively).
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which used to fascinate scholars and his fellow poets, > — gradually disappeared from his
verse. This was already obvious in Paker, which contained some of Nekrasov’s new
poems, but his collection Doiche Bukh (1998) represented a further decline from his
previously high standards. The title of the collection refers to the poet’s recent
impressions of Germany, where Nekrasov has traveled on several occasions to participate
in various poetry festivals. But, as the reader finds out, these trips were spoiled for
Nekrasov by the presence of these very same personages — Prigov, Grois, and their
numerous “accomplices.” The centerpiece of the collection, “Azart Nikhtzain-Arta,” is a
prose chronicle of the alleged insults suffered by the poet at the hands of different people
at different times, but mostly in recent years. Doiche Bukh features relatively few poems,
and practically all of them are also devoted to the topic in question, which certainly
leaves the reader disappointed.

Only one poem in this collection calls to mind the real Nekrasov, the Nekrasov of

his poetic prime, and we will cite it here:

BOT KakK TYT OnITh
BOT Kak OuITH
BOT

Kax Ol

Tebe cKa3arh

He KaK
OBLITH HJIH He OMITH

Kax Ont HET

a Kak
ObITh Kak moaH 33

(so what is to be done
so what to do

SO

don’t know how

to tell you

¥ See Aleksandr Ochertianskii's poem dedicated to Vsevolod Nekrasov: «oH HacTonLko passbiit / 4To: /
NpoTHBHO / HHTEpecHO / K T. A» (he's so variable / that: / it’s repulsive / it’s interesting / and so on; Novoe
literaturnoe obozrenie, no. 23 (1997): 318).

M Doiche Bukh, 158.
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not like
to be or not to be

it’s like no! to

but
to be like everyone else)

Indeed, Vsevolod Nekrasov was never able “to be like everyone else.” His
rebelliousness and independence had once been sources of poetic strength and creativity.
Forty years ago they had led the poet into the literary underground. where he had
managed to accomplish almost everything he could have hoped to achieve. These
accomplishments secured Nekrasov an important position in Russian poetry, a position

that nobody can now question or destroy — not even the poet himself.

Irene E. Kolchinsky - 9783954790357
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 02:33:09AM
via free access
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CONCLUSION

Despite the Soviet authorities’ notorious intolerance of experimental art and their
constant persecution of its exponents beginning in the late 1920s, the avant-garde
tradition never disappeared from Russian poetry completely. The samizdat poetry of
Nikolai Glazkov, written at the end of the 1930s and in the 1940s, became a kind of
bridge between the first and the second wave of the Russian avant-garde, which began to
emerge in the mid-1950s as a direct result of the general liberalization of the regime.
Still, the official attitude towards experimental art remained hostile, and most of the
avant-garde authors of the Thaw generation had to work in the literary underground. Only
a few poets of this aesthetic orientation managed to become accepted members of the
Soviet literary establishment, and then only at the cost of major artistic compromises.5 =
As we have seen, this was the case with Andrei Voznesenskii, whose contribution to the
avant-garde tradition turned out to be very modest.*>* In this respect he was even more of
a victim of the Soviet regime than the underground poets, who labored under the constant
fear of being persecuted for their samizdat activities and endured numerous other
hardships in their everyday struggle for survival.*** These poets, however, refused to
submit to the state’s aesthetic demands. remaining faithful to their calling. Their courage

and persistence were at least partially rewarded in the post-communist era, and many of

32 For more than three decades official and unofficial avant-garde poetry co-existed without any
interaction. An opportunity to fuse the two movements arose at the beginning of perestroika, but the
underground poets were not particularly enthusiastic about it. Most of them regarded Voznesenskii and the
other “official™ avant-gardists with ironic disdain, if not with open contempt. The only exception was

probably Aigi, who allowed Voznesenskii to write a foreword to his poems in Literaturnaia gazeta,
February 28, 1990.

333 One should not underestimate the fact that Voznesenskii's most serious potential rivals were out of the
competition for almost thirty years. Of course, this situation disoriented not only the readers, who thus had

a distorted impression of contemporary Russian poetry, but also Voznesenskii himself, who at a certain
point in his career drastically lowered his standards.

334 See, for example, Ilia Kabakov's later recollections: “A feeling of constant dread hanged over all
unofficial ar. like a sword of Damocles, and one felt it, one was waiting for it to fall, like an inevitable
punishment for everything accomplished: the whole life of an unofficial artist was spent under an
investigative supervision of sorts that saw everything, and the sword was about to fall right at this last
moment, because the distance between one's life and death is very short; and all the conversations - those
who lived in that period, the 1970s and 1980s, they remember this - all conversations revolved around
stories of who had been arrested. what had been taken away without a warrant, who had been subpoenaed.
who had been searched, what had been confiscated, who could be indicted at any moment™ (60-¢ - 70-e...
Zapiski o neofitsial 'noi zhizni v Moskve, 206-207).
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the unofficial avant-garde authors of the Thaw generation have since been recognized as
being among the most influential contemporary poets. In his article “Zolotoi vek
samizdata™ Victor Krivulin writes:
Creatively using the discoveries of the Moscow Futurists, Genrikh Sapgir, Igor
Kholin, and Vsevolod Nekrasov, as well as Gennadi Aigi, effectively carried out
in the late 1950s to early 60s a revolutionary transformation of the poetic
language, enriching it with the integral flow of live discourse, activating the
elements of play, loosening rigid syntax, and, most importantly, widening the

range of poetic devices by the inclusion of visual elements. This direction of
poetic development turned out to be remarkably fruitful 3%

The aforementioned poets were the immediate precursors of the most interesting trends in
the contemporary Russian avant-garde: Conceptualism, Minimalism, and Concrete
poetry, which would later be explored by Dmitrii Prigov and Lev Rubinstein, Sergei
Sigei and Ry Nikonova, Sergei Biriukov and Ivan Akhmetiev, and others. 3%

Although the influence of the Lianozovo poets as well as of Gennadii Aigi tumed
out to be the most profound and enduring, the impact of the Chertkov group was also
important for the further development of the experimental tradition. In particular, the
works of Valentin Khromov did much to inspire the development of the tradition of
palindromic poetry, which became popular among poets, such as Vladimir Gershuni,
Dmitrii Aveliani, and Vladimir Pal’chikov, all of whom managed to achieve significant

results in this genre.>*’

Equally impressive was the contribution of another member of the
Chertkov group, Stanislav Krasovitskii, despite the fact that the period of his poetic

activity lasted for only five years (1955-1960). In his preface to Krasovitskii’s poems in

335 Samizdat veka, 347.

3% Even the members of the group “SMOG." which emerged in the mid-1960s, and whose practices were
somewhat similar to those of the official poets of the Thaw generation, could not escape the influence of
the Lianozovo poets. In particular, as Kulakov noted, Vladimir Velichanskii's “early poetic sketches are
written in a primitive, intentionally corny style, very similar to that of the Lianozovo Concretists™:
«Hukonafl, ybpaswn ceHo, / 3arynsn u 3anua cHAbHO, / Ha cnoBoxe MOTOUMKA / 3aneTes B4Yepa B KioBeT. /
Y zanpyau - ama conara / ¢ TpeTheil aeBywWwkoil B xockiHKe / HapywatoT ykazanea» (Nikolai, after
gathering the hay, / Began carousing and went on a binge, / In the village a motorcycle / Ended up in a
ditch yesterday. / There are two soldiers by the dam / With a girl in a kerchief / Violating regulations). See
Kulakov, “SMOG: vzgliad iz 1996 goda.” In Poeziia kak fakt, 287-288.

#7 About this see Biriukov, Zevgma. 110,
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The Blue Lagoon Anthology, Kuzminsky states: “Brodsky and Eremin, Khvostenko and
Volokhonskii. many Moscow poets are indebted to Krasovitskii...” %

The impact of the Leningrad Neofuturists on later generations of poets also
deserves to be mentioned here. It is well known that Brodsky identified Ufliand as one of
his mentors who had taught him the “easy handling of everyday discourse and the art of
rhyme.” **°

Prigov’s poetic practices.*® In addition, the group’s activities turned out to be very

Aleksandr Kondratov’s works. some schoiars believe, largely anticipated

appealing to the younger students at Leningrad University, who formed another unofficial
Neofuturist group at the beginning of the 1960s, this time in the Biology Department.
Konstantin Kuzminsky, who would later play a key role in the organization of the literary
underground, was a member of this group.>*'

As one can see, the avant-garde authors of the Thaw generation made a crucial
contribution to the development of Russian experimental poetry. Thanks to their efforts it
has gained significant strength in recent years, finally overcoming the consequences of
decades of official suppression. Russian avant-garde poets now confidently enter the

international arena, from which they were excluded for more than half of a century. >

% The Blue Lagoon A nthology, 43.
9 Losev, “Tulupy my,” 214.
* See Krivulin, “Zolotoi vek samizdata,” in Samizdat veka, 349.

! Ibid. Around the same time an unofTicial group with a similar orientation (its members called
themselves Anarcho-Futurists), organized by Sergei Sigei, emerged in Vologda. In 1964 a radical avant-
garde group, “Uktusskaia shkola,” sprang up in Sverdlovsk; it was organized by Ry Nikonova-Tarshis. See
Ry Nikonova-Tarshis, “Uktusskaia shkola.” Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie. no. 16 (1995): 221-238.

I See, for example, the book Tochka zreniia. Vizual 'naia poeziia: 90-e gody, which includes the works of
many of the authors of the Thaw and later generations. In a review of this book, Gerald Janecek describes it
as “maybe the largest and most inclusive compendium of visual poetry in any language to date,” and
concludes that “this volume is a major achievement in avani-garde studies, and {that] Bulatov has placed

Russia in the forefront of the visual poetry field” (Slavic and East European Journal, no. 1 (2000): 113-
114).
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