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Foreword

This book contains a collection of my writings on eighteenth-century Russian
literature and culture from over the last fifteen years. Some are from American
journals; some are translated from Russian publications; one is from an ency-
clopedia; and one is based on a conference presentation. The writings thus
represent several genres and were addressed to various audiences, but center on
a fairly limited period of time and cast of characters and so may profit from being
grouped together. There have been some minor changes and editing (especially in
the case of translations) as well as some updating of footnotes, although in each
case the documentation style of first publication has been maintained. I have also
corrected a few errors of my own as well as misprints.

The many friends and colleagues who have provided advice, encouragement,
criticism, and stimulating dialogue over the years are too many to name, but I
will try and make a start. Thanks, first of all, to my colleagues and collaborators
at the Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House) of the Russian Academy
of Sciences, especially Natal'ia Dmitievna Kochetkova, Nadezhda Iurev’na
Alekseeva, Sergei Nikolaev, and V. P. Stepanov, as well as the late A. M. Panchenko.
G. A. Moiseeva, E. B. Mozgovaia and Iu. V. Stennik. I also owe innumerable
intellectual debts to: Victor Zhivov (whose works have helped shape my overall
conception of eighteenth-century Russia), as well as to Irina Reyfman, Alexander
Levitsky, Gitta Hammarberg, Gary Marker, Lev Berdnikov, Ronald Vroon,
Joachim Klein, Roger Bartlett, W. Garreth Jones, Petr Bukharkin, Lidiia Sazonova,
William Todd, Amanda Ewington, Elise Wirtschafter, Olga Tsapina, Tatiana
Smoliarova, Hilde Hoggenboom, Anna Lisa Crone, Luba Golbert, Kelly Herold,
Mariia Shcherbakova, and the late Stephen Baehr and Lindsay Hughes. All have
provided encouragement, ideas, and helpful criticism at various stages of my work.
My gratitude also goes to my colleagues at the University of Southern California,
Sally Pratt, Thomas Seifrid, John Bowlt, Lada Panova, Alik Zholkovsky and Susan
Kechekian for their continued advice and support.
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Foreword

I would also like to acknowledge the organizations that over the years have
provided material support for the research represented in this volume. These
include: the National Endowment for the Humanities; the Kennan Institute for
Advanced Studies, Woodrow Wilson Center, Washington D.C; the Davis Center
for Russian and Eurasian Studies of Harvard University; the Summer Research
Laboratory, University of Illinois at Champaign-Urbana; the International Research
and Exchanges Board; and University of Southern California.

Finally, thanks to the following publishers for permission (or confirmation of
my right) to republish my work: La Fenice Libri for “Was Sumarokov a Lockean
Sensualist? On Locke’s Reception in Eighteenth-Century Russia,” A Window on
Russia: Proceedings of the V International Conference of the Study Group on Eighteenth-
Century Russia, Gargano, 1994, ed. Maria Di Salvo and Lindsey Hughes (Rome: La
Fenice Edizioni, 1996), pages 219-227; “Alexander Petrovich Sumarokov,” from
Levitt, Marcus C. (Editor), Dictionary of Literary Biography, © Gale, a part of Cenage
Learning, Inc, reproduced by permission, www.cenage.com; the Johns Hopkins
University Press (copyright © 1998) for “An Antidote to Nervous Juice: Catherine
the Great’s Debate with Chappe d’Auteroche over Russian Culture,” which first
appeared in Eighteenth-Century Studies, Volume 32, Issue 1, 1998, pages 49-63; the
American Association of Teachers of Slavic and East European Languages for “The
Illegal Staging of Sumarokov’s Sinav i Truvor in 1770 and the Problem of Authorial
Status in Eighteenth-Century Russia,” The Slavic and East European Journal, Volume
43, Number 2 (Summer 1999), pages 299-323; Elsevier Inc. for “Sumarokov and the
Unified Poetry Book: Ody torZestvennyia and Elegii ljiubovnyja Through the Prism of
Tradition,” Russian Literature (North Holland). Special Issue: Eighteenth Century
Russian Literature, vol. LI no. I/II/III (1 July—15 August—1 October 2002),
pages 111-139; John Bowlt and Experiment / Okcnepumenm for: “Sumarokov’s
Sanctuary of Virtue (1759) as ‘the First Russian Ballet,” Experiment / Oxcnepumenm,
Volume 10 (2004), pages 51-84; the American Philosophical Society for: “Virtue
Must Advertise: Dashkova’s ‘Mon histoire” and the Problem of Self-Representation,”
in The Princess and the Patriot: Ekaterina Dashkova, Benjamin Franklin, and the Age of
Enlightenment, edited by Sue Ann Prince (Transactions of the American Philosophical
Society, Volume 96, Part 1) (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society, 2006),
pages 39-56; @ 2007 the Board of Trustees for the Russian Review, for “The Polemic
with Rousseau over Gender and Sociability in E. S. Urusova’s Polion (1774),” Russian
Review, Volume 66 (October 2007), pages 586-601; LIT-Verlag for “The Barbarians
Among Us, or Sumarokov’s Views on Orthography,” in Eighteenth-Century Russia:
Society, Culture, Economy, Papers from the VII. International Conference of the Study
Group on Eighteenth-Century Russia, Wittenberg 2004, edited by Roger Bartlett and
Gabriela Lehmann-Carli (Miinster: LIT-Verlag, 2007), pages 53-67.
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Preface

For many people, the name Alexander Sumarokov conjures up some of the
worst stereotypes that have become associated with the alleged “pseudo-
Classicism” (lozhno-klassitsizm) of eighteenth-century Russia — fatally
linked with the all too memorable lines from the young Pushkin’s poem
“To Zhukovskii”: ditia chuzhikh urokov, / Zavistlivyi gordets, kholodnyi Suma-
rokov... (child of foreign lessons, / Envious and arrogant, cold Sumarokov).
Yet as my undergraduate professor of Russian literature Gary Browning used
to say, there are two types of “great writer”— one who is acknowledged to
write for the ages, and endures among readers; and the one who is acclaimed
in his or her own generation but forgotten or rejected by posterity.! From
a historical perspective, the fact of their celebrity itself suggests a unique
contribution and vital connection to the literary life of their day.

1 Some of the bestsellers that come to mind who were at the center of literary life of
their day but whose works have mostly faded from cultural consciousness include
Leonid Andreev, Maxim Gorky, Boris Pil'niak and Fedor Gladkov. In a discussion
of Russian professors on the SEELANGS list-serv (March 12, 2009) other names
that were suggested for the category of “forgotten superstars” included (in no strict
order): Vladislav Ozerov, Vladimir Benediktov, Nestor Kukol'nik, Mikhail Zagoskin,
Alexander Druzhinin, Vsevolod Garshin, Gleb Uspenskii, Konstantin Fofanov,
Anastasiia Verbitskaia, Mikhail Artsybashev, Pavel Mel'nikov-Pecherskii, Semen
Nadson, Petr Boborykin, Nikolai Pomialovskii, Pavel Zasodimskii, Fedor Reshetnikov,
Aleksandr Amfiteatrov, Sergei Gorodetskii, Vladimir Nemerovich-Danchenko, Dmitrii
Tsenzor, Lidiia Charskaia, Apollon Maikov, Lev Mei, Aleksei Apukhtin, Konstantin
Sluchevskii, Demian Bednyi, Viacheslav Shishkov, Mirra Lokhvitskaia, Petr Pavlenko,
Igor’ Serverianin, Aleksandr Sheller-Mikhailov, Semen Babaevskii, Ivan Shevtsov,
Panteleimon Romanov, Marietta Shaginian, Lidia Seifullina, Boris Polevoi, Eduard
Asadov, Anatolii Gladilin, Vladimir Orlov, Leonid Dobychin, Sergei Zaiaitskii, and
Sergei Malashkin. Thanks to my colleagues who contributed to this list.
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Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

Moreover, Sumarokov’s position differs from that of the standard “for-
gotten ‘great writer”” in that in many respects he saw himself (and could
arguably be seen) as the “father of modern Russian Literature” (rodo-
nachal’nik novoi russkoi literatury) —the title ultimately bestowed on
Alexander Pushkin. Of course, even in the eighteenth century Sumarokov
had serious rivals for primacy (Trediakovskii, Lomonosov, and later,
Derzhavin and Karamzin), and various arguments may always be made for
rivals and predecessors; ultimately, the decision on who is to play the role
of “national poet” depends on a complex of social, cultural, and political
factors (not to mention of course the role of talent).2 Like Pushkin,
Sumarokov attended a special school for noblemen, intended for future
leaders of the country. Like Pushkin, he was very conscious of his place as
a “professional Russian writer,” and in his career attempted to establish
models for practically all of the major modern poetic and dramatic genres,
many of which began their development in Russia thanks to him. Like
Pushkin, Sumarokov felt restricted by a court-centered patronage system
and was torn between allegiance to the reigning monarch and his own
creative (and financial) independence. And also like Pushkin, he saw his
reputation decline at the end of his career and expressed serious misgivings
about the viability of modern Europeanized culture in Russia.

Unlike Pushkin, however, Sumarokov’s reputation never experienced
a posthumous rehabilitation (although there was an unsuccessful attempt by
a few supporters at the start of the nineteenth century). Yet in recent years,
scholars have begun to reevaluate and appreciate Sumarokov’s pioneer-
ing role in eighteenth-century letters. Notable, in particular, are Victor
Zhivov’s analysis of his contributions to the literary language; Amanda
Ewington’s analysis of Sumarokov’s adaptation of Voltairean literary and
cultural models to Russia; Joachim Klein’s work on his pastoral poetry and
drama; Ronald Vroon’s studies of Sumarokov’s poetic collections; Sergei
Nikolaev’s reconsideration of the problem of “plagiarism” and “translation”;
Kirill Ospovat’s work on Sumarokov in the context of court culture; Oleg
Proskurin’s examination of his connections to obscene verse; Vladimir

2 Inthe case of Pushkin, see: Marcus C. Levitt, Russian Literary Politics and the Pushkin
Celebration of 1880. Studies of the Harriman Institute (Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1989);
Paul Debreczeny, Social Functions of Literature: Alexander Pushkin and Russian Culture.
(Stanford, Calif: Stanford UP, 1997); Stephanie Sandler, Commemorating Pushkin:
Russia’s Myth of a National Poet (Stanford: Stanford UP, 2004), and her “’Pushkin’ and
Identity,” chap. 11 in National Identity in Russian Culture: An Introduction, ed. Simon
Franklin and Emma Widdis (New York: Cambridge UP, 2004).
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Preface

Stepanov’s work on his fables and Alexander Levitsky’s and Liudmilla
Lutsevich’s analysis of his religious verse.3

My own explorations in the articles that follow take up various aspects
of Sumarokov’s activity and the literary life of his era. These include: the
problem of Sumarokov’s status as a writer, both his legal position and self-
image; analyses of several of his key works (epistles, works for the theater,
ballet, poetic collections); censorship and publishing history; the problem
of literary critical discourse; Sumarokov’s reading; his philosophical writing;
and his views on the literary language and orthography. Several of these
studies make use of new archival material; others are based on close textual
and comparative textological analysis; still others focus on problems of genre
and interpretation. Most center on phenomena that were new to Russian
literature and culture and that played unique roles in the formation of the
“new Russian literature.” Among these is an article on “Barkoviana” (obscene
poetry), in which Sumarokov was involved both as author and target. I have
chosen to begin with an overview of Sumarokov’s life and works written for
the Dictionary of Literary Biography.

3 See the “Selected Bibliography” that follows chap. 1, “Sumarokov: Life and Works.”
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7

SUMAROKOV:
Life and Works

The Russian Boileau, the Russian Racine, the Russian Moliére, the Russian
Lafontaine, the Russian Voltaire — these are some of the titles contemporaries
accorded Alexander Petrovich Sumarokov. The foremost representative of
Russian Classicism, Sumarokov aspired to be the founder of a new, modern
European literature in Russia. He founded and directed the Russian national
theater (for which he supplied most of its early repertory), published the
first private literary journal in Russia, helped establish the norms of the
new literary language, and provided models of virtually every current
European poetic and dramatic genre, including fable, song, sonnet, elegy,
satire, eclogue, idyll, epigram, ballad, madrigal, rondeau, folktale, and a wide
variety of odes — panegyric, spiritual, philosophical, Anacreontic, Horatian,
and Sapphic —as well as the first Russian tragedies, comedies, operas, and
ballets. While his reputation declined in the early nineteenth century when
a new Romantic generation repudiated the tradition Sumarokov had tried
to establish, Sumarokov was arguably the first professional writer in Russia,
in that (at least after 1756) he was the first to dedicate himself to literary
pursuits full-time. He was also arguably the first to fashion of his career
a modern literary biography.

Sumarokovwas born on November 14, 1717, the second of three brothers.
According to one of his poems he was born near the town of Vi'mandstrand
(Lappeenranta) in present-day Finland, where his father, Peter Pankrat’evich
Sumarokov, was probably serving against the Swedes in the Great Northern
War. Sumarokov took great pride in his noble lineage and his family’s loyal
service to the state. His grandfather Pankratii Bogdanovich Sumarokov had
served Tsar Fedor and was rewarded for faithful service by Peter the Great,
who reportedly became godfather to his son, Sumarokov’s father. In the
unfinished “The Second Streletskii Uprising” Sumarokov told the story of his

6



Chapter 1. Sumarokov: Life and Works

great-uncle Ivan Bogdanov. Nicknamed “the Eagle” for saving Tsar Aleksei
Mikhailovich from a bear while on a hunt, he later refused, despite prolonged
torture, to bear false witness against Tsarina Sofia’s enemies. The story is
indicative of Sumarokov’s moral and political convictions and also reflects
his self-image as a writer and truthsayer.

Almost nothing is known of Sumarokov’s early years. He ascribed
his “first groundings in the Russian language” to his father, who had been
educated by the Serb I. A. Zeikan, a man whom the tsar had appointed as
tutor to the Naryshkin family and who later tutored Peter II. On May 30,
1732, Sumarokov entered the newly opened Sukhoputnyi Shlakhetskii
Kadetskii Korpus (Noble Infantry Cadet Corps), established by Empress
Anna to prepare noblemen for service as officers in the army. At the so-called
“chivalric academy” (rytsarskaia akademiia) courses on military science took
second place to a secular and humanistic curriculum — unique for Russian
schools of that day—which included history, geography, jurisprudence,
Latin, modern languages (German, French, Italian), as well as fencing,
drawing, horsemanship, music, and dancing, which helped cadets develop
the special skills and new Europeanized manners needed to participate in
aristocratic court life. Literature was clearly a major pursuit at the corps,
which produced many eighteenth-century literary figures (including Ivan
Elagin, Mikhail Kheraskov, Andrei Nartov, Sergei Poroshin) and which in
the late 1750’s opened its own press; according to some accounts there was
even a literary society among the cadets in Sumarokov’s day. Sumarokov’s
first published work was an ode to Empress Anna in the name of the corps
in 1740, written in accord with Vasilii Trediakovskii’s verse reform of 1735;
he later disclaimed this ode and advised young poets to burn their immature
works, as he said he had done to his first nine years’ production.

Sumarokov graduated from the corps on April 14, 1740. He was made
an adjutant to Count M. G. Golovkin, who was arrested and sent into exile
soon after Empress Anna’s death in the fall of that year. Sumarokov was then
appointed to the suite of Count A. G. Razumovskii, Empress Elizabeth’s
morganatic husband and brother of K. G. Razumovskii, president of the
Academy of Sciences. Sumarokov was appointed Razumovskii’s adjutant on
June 7, 1743; from late in 1745 he was put in charge of the administration
of the leib-kompaniia, a military body created by Elizabeth as a reward to the
troops that had supported her ascension to the throne. Sumarokov found in
Razumovskii a patron as well as entry into high court circles. Sumarokov’s
presence at court led to his marriage on November 10, 1746, to Johanna
Khristiforovna Balk (or perhaps Balior), lady-in-waiting to Princess Sofia
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Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

of Anhalt-Zerbst, the future Catherine the Great, with whom Sumarokov’s
literary fortunes were to be intimately linked. Sumarokov’s first marriage,
which ended in divorce in 1766, produced two daughters, Ekaterina and
Praskov’ia. Ekaterina, long thought to be a poet because of some verses
Sumarokov signed with her name, married Sumarokov’s protégé, the
tragedian Iakov Kniazhnin, some time before 1769.

Sumarokov first attracted general attention by writing fashionable songs
that became the rage at court. In contrast to Trediakovskii’s syllabic songs,
Sumarokov created the first examples of the modern Russian (syllabo-tonic)
romance, in his day often put to the music of minuets or other fashionable
European dances and accompanied by a lute; some were put to music by
the court musician Timofei Belogradskii and others by Grigorii Teplov who
pirated them for his popular collection After Work, Idleness, or a Collection
of Various Songs (Mezhdu delom bezdele ili sobranie raznykh pesen, circa
1745-1751). In the latter case, Sumarokov complained about the “audacity
of publishing someone else’s works without the authors’ permission...
spoiling that which others have composed with care and imposing indecent
titles on others’ works, something which is nowhere practiced, and nowhere
permitted.” Actually, in an era before copyright Sumarokov had no legal
recourse and his only alternative was to republish the songs himself in their
correct versions.

The love song, a relatively insignificant genre for European Classicists,
became an important vehicle through which Sumarokov developed the
language and rhythms of his new lyric poetry. As opposed to Trediakovskii’s
songs, which reflected the flirtatious affectation of Parisian salons, Sumaro-
kov’s songs are closer in theme to the more serious songs of the Russian
folk tradition. As the scholar II'ia Z. Serman has noted, Sumarokov’s songs
pointed the way to his later tragedies, in which the psychological torments his
protagonists undergo may be seen as an extension of those experienced by the
lyric personae of his songs. Furthermore, as Sumarokov asserts in his “Epistle
on Poetry” (1748): “Caor meceH AOAXeH ObITb MPUSATEH, HPOCT U SICEH,
/ Butniicts He Hap06HO; OH cam co6oit mpekpacen” (A song’s style should
be pleasant, simple and clear, / Orations are not needed; it’s beautiful all
by itself). This couplet expresses a central plank of Sumarokov’s Classicism,
which stressed precision, simplicity, and clarity of expression—as op-
posed both to Trediakovskii’s clumsy and convoluted style and to the ornate,
quasi-baroque poetics of Mikhail Lomonosov’s odes.

Sumarokov’s notorious and often bitter rivalry with Trediakovskii
and Lomonosov may be counted as one of the major literary facts of the
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Chapter 1. Sumarokov: Life and Works

middle of the century, as all three strove for preeminence in establishing
the rules and norms for the fledgling literature. Their competition dates
to the early 1740’; in 1744 they jointly published three verse paraphrases
of Psalm 143 (Psalm 144 in English Psalters) for public judgment. Various
perspectives on their rivalry have been asserted. Some scholars have
stressed Sumarokov’s extraordinarily cantankerous and argumentative
personality, although in this respect Lomonosov was surely a close second;
their rude behavior should be seen within the context of the blunt and often
coarse manners of the day, when the polite society of salons existed more in
theoretical pronouncements than in actuality. Various polemics reveal such
minutia as that Sumarokov was a redhead and may have had a nervous tic
and stutter.

Unlike Trediakovskii, who was primarily a literary scholar, and Lomo-
nosov, who was first and foremost a scientist and who viewed poetry as
a sideline, Sumarokov dedicated himself to Russian letters, and what has
appeared to many readers to be unseemly self-promotion was due at least
in part to the great resistance he met in trying to establish the profession
of writer in Russia as something worthy of respect. Further, the view of the
time that equated public glory with virtue made an overriding concern with
public image natural and even expected (Catherine the Great, who was
a champion self-promoter, is a case in point). Others have argued that deeper
class antagonisms were at work — that Sumarokov represented the interests
of the hereditary nobility, as opposed to Trediakovskii, son of a priest, and
Lomonosov, son of a peasant fisherman who was patronized by newly
risen grandees close to Elizabeth’s throne. In the later 1750’s the hostility of
antagonistic court factions, each of which adopted its own poet and egged
him on against the others, also clearly played a role in Sumarokov’s feud with
Lomonosov. Finally, not the least significant factor in this hostility was the
legacy of medieval Russian patterns of thinking, which assumed that there
was only one right and immutable way to do things. This was eminently
amenable to Classicism, which assumed the existence of perfect, fixed,
impersonal laws of nature, one consequence of which was to elevate minor
personal disagreements into battles over absolute truths.

While Sumarokov was clearly indebted to Trediakovskiis and Lomo-
nosov’s reforms of Russian versification, he arguably did far more than they
in putting it into practice and creating a modern poetic system of genres and
a tradition of actual poetic practice. Disclaiming apprenticeship from his
rivals, Sumarokov asserted in his “ To Senseless Rhymsters” (K nesmyslennym
rifmotvortsam, 1759) that at the time when he made his literary debut

9



Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

There were no poets in Russia yet, and no one to learn from. It was as if I was
going without a guide through a dark forest which screened the dwelling of the
Muses from my eyes. Although I am much indebted to Racine, I only espied him
once I was out of the woods, when Mount Parnassus had already presented itself
to my gaze. But Racine is a Frenchman and could not instruct me in Russian.
For the Russian language and purity of style I am indebted to no one but myself,
both in poetry and prose.

In 1747-1748 Sumarokov published his first major works, at his own cost,
at the Academy of Sciences typography. These included the tragedies Khorev
(1747) and Gamlet (Hamlet, 1748) and Dve epistoly (Two Epistles, 1748),
one epistle on the Russian language and the other on the art of poetry. They
established Sumarokov as a major figure in Russian letters and helped to
galvanize support of other young poets, mostly graduates of the corps, around
him. The epistles, a “manifesto of Russian classicism,” were based on Boileau’s
L’Art poétique (1674) — which was in turn based on Horace — and set forth
Sumarokov’s Russianized version of the classicist hierarchy of genres. The
author triumphantly concluded:

Bcé xBaAbHO: ApaMa AHM, 9KAOTA HAM 0AQ —
Caaraii, K 4eMy TebsI BA€UET TBOSI IPHPOAR;
Awmp IpocBeleHue MUCcaTeAb Aak yMy:
ITpexpacHbIi HALI SI3BIK CIIOCOOEH KO BCEMY.

(All are laudable: the drama, eclogue, or ode — / Compose that to which your
nature draws you; / Only, writer, let your mind be enlightened: / Our beautiful
tongue is capable of anything!)

Sumarokov’s tragedies, written in the Russian equivalent of French Ale-
xandrine verse (iambic hexameter with caesura after the third foot, with
paired rhymes), employed a minimum of means— few characters, little
action or plot, abstract settings (mostly labeled as ancient Russia), and no
props except a dagger (traditional symbol of tragic theater) — to maximum
emotional and emotive effect. All share a classical (mostly five-act) structure
and observe the three unities of space, time, and action. The crisis usually
involves two lovers’ struggle between love and duty on the one hand and
their conflict with the throne (a jealous, evil, or badly advised monarch) on
the other. Sumarokov’s tragedies have been called “a school of civic virtue,”
embodying an enlightened ideal of the Russian nobility’s new corporate sense
of honor and admonitions to the autocracy to rule justly under law.
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Perhaps in response to Trediakovskii’s criticism that tragedy should
be “an imitation of God’s actions on earth,” with evil defeated and good
triumphant, Sumarokov gave Hamlet and most of his later tragedies happy
endings (hence Hamlet lives to marry Ophelia and ascend the Danish
throne). For his basic acquaintance with William Shakespeare’s play Su-
marokov was indebted to Pierre Antoine de La Place’s 1745 French trans-
lation, although records in the Academy of Sciences library indicate that
Sumarokov, who did not know English, borrowed the fourth folio version
of Shakespeare’s plays from the Academy of Sciences library. However, apart
from the famous “To be, or not to be” monologue — for which Sumarokov
consulted (and borrowed from) Voltaire’s version in the Lettres philoso-
phiques (1734) — Sumarokov himself noted that his version “hardly re-
sembles” Shakespeare’s tragedy. While the later tradition tended to see
Sumarokov’s play as a travesty of Shakespeare, several modern critics have
been more charitable toward Sumarokov’s attempt to create a unique play.

Sumarokov’s tragedies, staged by cadets at the corps with all-male casts,
were brought to Elizabeth’s attention by Razumovskii. The empress invited
the cadets to perform at court in early 1750 and took a personal hand in
dressing up the handsome young cadets in lavish regalia and even lent the
leading “lady” her crown diamonds. The performances were a great success,
and in 1750-1751 Sumarokov added Sinav i Truvor (Sinav and Truvor, 1751),
Artistona (1751), and Semira (1768) to his tragedic repertoire; Sumarokov was
doubtless pleased when the tragedies commissioned from his rivals Tredia-
kovskii and Lomonosov proved unworthy of the stage. Sumarokov also wrote
the first Russian comedies, in prose, the one-act Tresotinius (1786) and Chudo-
vishchi (Monsters, 1786), which Sumarokov later renamed “Treteinoi sud”
(Court of Arbitration); posthumous editions of the play mistakenly retained
the discarded title. These were transparently satiric burlesques, closer to the
old intermedia — brief comical interludes that came in between acts of the
often interminably long school dramas— or to Russian igrishchi (folk farces)
which Sumarokov theoretically repudiated, rather than to classical comedy.

On August 30,1756, Elizabeth brought a national Russian theater into
being by official proclamation. The kernel of the troupe was formed by actors
from Fedor Volkov’s private Yaroslavl troupe, which had been brought to the
capital to perform at court in 1750; several actors had been subsequently sent
to the corps for further training. Sumarokov was named director and assigned
a yearly salary of one thousand rubles beyond what he received according to
his rank of brigadier, although from that date Sumarokov was freed from his
other official responsibilities.

11
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During the later 1750’s Sumarokov also regularly contributed poetry to
the Academy of Sciences miscellany Ezhemesiachnye sochineniia (Monthly
Compositions), actively experimenting in a variety of verse forms and genres.
In 1759 he published his own journal, Trudoliubivaia pchela (The Industrious
Bee), the first private literary journal in Russia, although precedence is
sometimes accorded to Prazdnoe vremia, v pol’zu upotreblennoe (Idle Time
Used Well), begun the same year by former cadets and to which Sumarokov
also contributed. Sumarokov dedicated Trudoliubivaia pchela to Catherine,
an act of considerable boldness considering that the Grand Princess was in
disgrace following a failed court intrigue in 1758. The episode had resulted
in Aleksei Bestuzhev-Riumin’s arrest; according to one source Sumarokov
himself was subjected to interrogation during the investigation.

Trudoliubivaia pchelaincluded essays on history, philosophy, and literature,
as well as original poetry (mostly Sumarokov’s) and translations from classical
and modern authors (including Voltaire and Jonathan Swift). Particularly
notable were Sumarokov’s satiric essays, which served as prototypes for the
later Russian satiric journals. Among his targets were the abuse of serfs by
landowners, bribe-taking, favoritism, and other bureaucratic and social
ills — themes that informed many of Sumarokov’s works (especially his
fables) throughout his later career. Increasing difficulties with censors at the
academy typography, some of them instigated by his archenemy Lomonosov,
forced Sumarokov to cease publication of the journal after a year. The final
issue included the poem “Farewell to the Muses” (Rasstavanie s muzami) in
which Sumarokov vowed never to write again, a vow the author was to make
and break repeatedly in future years.

Sumarokov met with even greater frustrations organizing the new Russian
theater. Although it became an official “court” (rather than “free”) theater in
1759 and hence presumably eligible for greater state support, Sumarokov was
burdened by constant financial hardships — his salary withheld; no money to
pay the actors or his own rent; lack of costumes, which forced cancellation of
performances; no stagehands or other assistants; and at times not even enough
to eat. On top of this there were endless bureaucratic obstacles put in his way
by the officials on whom he had to rely, especially K. L. Sivers (Sumarokov had
his revenge by ridiculing him in a memorable article in Trudoliubivaia pchela).
Among other problems with which Sumarokov was forced to contend were
the lack of a fixed venue for the theater, competition with French and Italian
troupes (which were far better paid) and other court activities, performances
canceled due to a prematurely thawed Neva River (preventing its crossing by
travelers), and his own illnesses. Sumarokov struggled heroically to improve
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conditions for his troupe; for instance, he fought to get them decent medical
care and the privilege for his male actors to wear swords (a sign of noble
prerogative). After repeated threats to resign from the theater, Sumarokov was
finally taken at his word and forced out of the directorship in 1761. Apart from
his writing, Sumarokov laid the institutional groundwork for the later Imperial
Russian Theater and helped establish a tradition of distinguished Russian
acting that lasted well into the nineteenth century.

Sumarokov complained of having little time to write, but in the later
1750’s he managed to compose a sixth tragedy, Dimiza (1758), later revised
as laropolk i Dimiza (1768); a “drama,” Pustynnik (The Hermit, 1769), written
in 1757; the first Russian operas, Tsefal i Prokris (Cephalus and Procris, 1755)
and Al'tsesta (Alceste, 1759), with music by Francesco Araia and Hermann
Friedrich Raupach, respectively; the ballet Pribezhishche dobrodeteli (Sanctuary
for Virtue, 1759), choreographed by Franz Anton Christophe Hilferding;
and an allegorical prologue, Novye lavry (New Laurels, 1759), to celebrate
the Russian army’s victory over the Prussians near Frankfurt. In the early
1760’s he also contributed to the new Moscow journals Poleznoe uveselenie
(Useful Amusement, 1760-1762) and Svobodnye chasy (Free Hours, 1763),
around which a new generation of young poets had arisen, including Mikhail
Kheraskov, A. A. Rzhevskii, and Vasilii Maikov, commonly referred to (after
Gukovskii) as the “Sumarokov school”

Catherine the Great’s coup of June 28, 1762, which put an end to her
husband Peter III's brief reign, promised Sumarokov good fortune. He
was promoted in rank, and his debts to the academy typography (which
had vexed him since 1748) were annulled, although he spent many years
trying to collect money that he felt had been wrongly withheld during his
tenure at the theater. Catherine also granted Sumarokov the unique lifetime
privilege of having all of his works printed at her cost, which may help
explain Sumarokov’s prodigious list of publications. Their popularity, given
the nebulous nature of the Russian reading public in the eighteenth century,
is hard to gauge, although many of his contemporaries unquestionably
considered Sumarokov’s work to be classic. Catherine’s ascension must
have seemed to Sumarokov like a triumph for his own political ideals, and
he celebrated the empress in a series of laudatory odes (notably, in the later
1750’s he had largely disdained writing such works to Elizabeth). The longest
of these, an ode printed on July 8, 1762, and reissued three weeks later, has
been called a poeticized version of the famous manifesto that Catherine had
published on coming to the throne, in which she echoed Montesquieu’s
condemnation of despotism and praise of monarchy based on law.
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At the same time Sumarokov found himself in a somewhat unusual
position professionally, since he continued to receive a salary but had no
official position or duties; in 1764 he even proposed that Catherine finance
a trip to France and Italy so that he could write travel notes for the edification
of his countrymen. Committed both to the political program of enlightened
monarchy which Catherine espoused and to the prestige and independence
of Russian letters, Sumarokov increasingly found himself in a quandary,
as his personal and political impertinences often threatened to alienate the
empress, on whose goodwill he relied both as writer and ideologue. The first
indications of a problem may have been that Sumarokov did not publish his
outspoken coronation speech of September 22, 1762, and that a portion of his
“Chorus to a Perverted World” (Khor ko prevratnomu svetu) was cut from
the published verses he had written for the elaborate three-day celebration
titled “Minerva Triumphant” (Torzhestvuiushchaia Minerva), which he
helped organize together with Volkov and Kheraskov and which was held in
Moscow in early 1763 to honor Catherine’s coronation; both works were first
published in the posthumous complete works. Other, more certain grounds
for Catherine’s discontent were an ode Sumarokov dedicated to her former
lover, the Polish king Stanislav Augustus, in 1765 (she ordered the Academy
to burn the work, and no copies have survived) and the satiric fable “Two
Cooks” (Dva povara), published the same year, which she had confiscated.
Sumarokov’s letters to Catherine with which he often “bombarded” her
(as she put it) are remarkable for their frank and outspoken tone and as
expressions of Sumarokov’s marked self-regard as a poet.

Sumarokov’s father died in 1766, and a scandal ensued when Sumarokov
went to Moscow to claim his inheritance; Catherine intervened on his
mother’s behalf after she appealed to the empress for protection against
her son, who had terrified her household and threatened her with physical
violence. Sumarokov was enraged at the thought that his mother was taking
sides against him with his hated brother-in-law A. I. Buturlin (whom the
poet lampooned in several of his comedies). The situation was probably
complicated by the fact that by this time Sumarokov’s wife had left him and
he had taken up with a serf woman, Vera Prokhorovna, whom he officially
married in 1774; some have speculated that this relationship may have
brought the poet some measure of social ostracism. Prokhorovna bore Suma-
rokov two more children, Anastasiia and Pavel, who received gentry status at
the time of their parents’ marriage.

In his response to the essay contest Catherine suggested to the Free
Economic Society in 1766 concerning the desirability of granting property
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rights to peasants and in his notes on the draft of the empress’s Nakaz
(Instruction, 1767), Sumarokov staunchly defended the institution of serfdom.
Catherine was apparently not pleased with what he wrote and commented that
“Mr. Sumarokov is a good poet but...he does not have sufficient clarity of mind
to be a good lawgiver.” Be that as it may, Sumarokov was an outspoken defender
of serfs’ human and legal rights and sharply attacked such practices as selling
serfs “like cattle,” that is, apart from their land. While asserting fundamental
human equality according to nature, Sumarokov also defended the necessity
of social hierarchy. The essential point was that each social order fulfill its duty
appropriately. Some of his most memorable attacks were against pod'iachie (clerks
or bureaucrats), in which category he sometimes included those granted noble
status by appointment, and against otkupshchiki (concessionaires), notorious in
the eighteenth century for extorting high prices for vodka after obtaining the right
to sell it under the state liquor monopoly. But the main target as well as audience
for Sumarokov’s admonitions was his own class, the hereditary Russian nobility.
As he wrote in his programmatic satire “On Nobility” (O blagorodstve, 1774);

ABOpsiHe 6e3 MeHs CBOI AOAT AOBOABHO 3HAIOT,

Ho MHOrHe 0AHO ABOPSIHCTBO BCIIOMHHAIOT,

He nmoMHs1, 9T0 0T 620 POXKACHHBIM U OT AQM

bBes nckatoueHns BceM mpaorer; ApaMm.

Ha To Ab ABOpsiHe MBI, 4TOO ATOAY paboTaay,

A MbI 6bI KX TPYADI [10 3HATHOCTH AOTAAHU? . ..

He B TiTAE — B ACHICTBUY OBITH AOAYKEH ABOPSIHHHOM. ..

(The nobles know their duty quite well without me, / But many only recall their
nobility, / Forgetting that all people, born of country gals or ladies / Without
exception have Adam as progenitor. / Are we nobles so that people should
work, / So that we exalted ones swallow up their labor?.../ One must be noble
not in title but in action...)

The failure to keep to one’s proper station is repeatedly ridiculed in
Sumarokov’s fables, published in three volumes between 1762 and 1769
(three more books of fables were published in his collected works, bringing
the total number of fables to about 380). Among Sumarokov’s most popular
works during his lifetime, the fables were full of coarse humor and sharp,
mocking invective and were often directed at contemporary political targets
or literary enemies. They were also among his most innovative works, written
mostly in iambic lines of varied length and capturing the dynamic intonations
of popular and folk speech. While such things were permissible in a “low”
genre such as the fable, Sumarokov resolutely rejected those new bourgeois
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literary phenomena that he felt threatened the classical hierarchy. He was
disdainful of the flood of translated novels that hit Russia in the 1760’s (and
scornful of their Russian imitations by writers like Fedor Emin) and resolutely
opposed the new dramas that combined comic and tragic elements. In the
preface to Dimitrii Samozvanets (Dimitrii the Pretender, 1771) Sumarokov
triumphantly published a letter written to him by Voltaire dated February
26, 1769 (new style), in which Voltaire praised Sumarokov and approved his
rejection of “comédies larmoyantes” (tearful comedies).

On January 26, 1767, Catherine awarded Sumarokov the Order of
Anna, possibly in part for several more odes he had written to her. He was
in Moscow during the summer of that year while Catherine was organizing
the Commission for a New Law Code. He spent 1768 and early 1769 in
St. Petersburg, where he published a prodigious number of old, new, and
revised works, including the comedies Likhoimets (The Extortioner, 1768),
Iadovityi (The Poisonous One, 1768), Tri brata sovmestniki (Three Brother
Rivals, 1768), Nartsiss (Narcissus, 1769), and Pridannoe obmanom (Dowry
by Deceit, 1769); the popular but heretofore unpublished tragedy Semira,
written in 1751; revised versions of Khorev, Sinav i Truvor, Iaropolk i Dimiza,
and Pustynnik; and his seventh tragedy, Vysheslav (1768). In addition he
published his historical essay Pervyi i glavnyi streletskii bunt (The First and
Main Streltsy Uprising, 1768) and the collection Raznyia stikhotvoreniia
(Various Poems, 1769), as well as the third volume of his fables.

In March 1769 Sumarokov moved to Moscow, where he became involved
in complicated negotiations to establish a permanent theater there. He managed
to quarrel with many people in the theatrical world, which led to a conspiracy to
embarrass the extraordinarily vain author publicly. At the center was Moscow’s
commander in chief Count P. S. Saltykov. Saltykov forced Belmonti’s troupe
to stage Sinav and Truvor on January 31, 1770, despite the fact that the actors
were not ready or willing and violating Sumarokov’s contract with Belmonti
that explicitly forbade him to put on any of Sumarokov’s plays without the
author’s permission. Two days before the performance Sumarokov took to
his bed in grief and from there wrote a series of desperate letters to Catherine
imploring her help. In one he included an autobiographical elegy — “Now my
vexation has exceeded all bounds” (Vse mery prevoshla teper’ moia dosada),
and in another he appealed to her, citing lines adapted from his recent tragedy
Vysheslav: “He eMAto cia BeABMOX BOKPYT CTOSIIMX TPOHA, / 1 oT mpearicansa
pyxoii TBoeit 3akoHa” (I have neither the power of grandees who surround the
throne, / Nor that of the law prescribed by your hand). Catherine responded
caustically that “it will always be more pleasant for me to see presentations of
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passion in your plays than to read them in your letters.” It was a remarkable
exchange over the proper limits of literature between the Classicist poet and
the enlightened despot. On the accompanying letter Sumarokov had written to
her secretary, Catherine noted to herself with a pun, “Sumarokov bez uma est’ i
budet” (Sumarokov is and will be brainless). The scandal continued as Saltykov
circulated copies of Catherine’s letter to the poet, and mocking epigrams
proliferated, including one against Sumarokov by the young Derzhavin.

Catherine’s refusal to intervene dramatically demonstrated the limits of
her patronage and possibly also her impatience with Russian writers in general
(although it should be noted that her intervention would have been against
a trusted senior official). This was the period (1769-1774) of the short-lived
satiric journals that Catherine’s Vsiakaia vsiachina (All Sorts and Sundries)
had initiated. Sumarokov contributed little to them, but his works were held
up as the prime example of “satira na litso” (personal satire), which Novikov
in particular advocated, as opposed to the generalized “satira na porok” (satire
of vices), which the empress tried to promote. Catherine’s political liberalism
was wearing thin, and she tried increasingly to regulate Russian letters, either
through her own efforts or by turning to such truly subservient court poets as
Vasilii Petrov. Characteristically, two years earlier Catherine had again played
the role of Sumarokov’s personal censor and, despite Sumarokov’s protests,
had supported theater director Ivan Elagin’s excision of several lines from the
comedy Likhoimets that referred to religion and to the Commission on the
New Law Code in a flippant manner.

Despite the debacle in Moscow, Sumarokov completed his next and by
general consensus his greatest tragedy, Dimitrii the Pretender, which opened
in St. Petersburg on February 1, 1771. In the foreword to the play Sumarokov
lambasted Pierre-Augustin Beaumarchais’s tearful drama Eugénie (1767) and
the Moscow audiences that had recently applauded a Russian version of it;
he appended Voltaire’s letter, which had become a kind of talisman for the
beleaguered author. Dimitrii the Pretender, set during the time of troubles of the
early seventeenth century, was the most contemporary, most truly historical,
and most patriotic of Sumarokov’s tragedies, which the author said would “show
Russia Shakespeare.” Dimitrii was Sumarokov’s most shocking anti-utopian
tyrant, and the play balances between a staunch defense of the hierarchical and
autocratic principle, on the one hand, and legitimacy based on merit rather
than birth, on the other — “Koas oH aocToun naps, AocTouH rapcka caHa’
(He is a worthy tsar if he is worthy of the tsar’s station). At the end of the play
nobles and people alike rise up to oust Dimitrii, to the chiming of Kremlin
bells. Dimitrii the Pretender remained in the repertory through 1812 and was
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the prototype for many later plays on the theme, most notably Alexander
Pushkin’s Boris Godunov (1831). Scholars have tried, not too successfully,
to see this and other of Sumarokov’s tragedies as covert commentaries on
specific contemporary issues (that is, as criticisms of Elizabeth’s or Catherine’s
despotism), but their fundamental political message —a defense of lawful
monarchy and an attack on the abuses of despotism —is clear. Nevertheless,
Sumarokov’s eloquent denunciations of tyranny were a starting point for the
republican trend in later Russian literature, most notably Iakov Kniazhnin’s
Vadim Novgorodskii (Vadim of Novgorod, 1793), which Catherine had burned
and which was in turn a link to the Decembrists.

Dimitrii the Pretender also presented a defense of Russian Orthodoxy,
which was juxtaposed to Catholicism’s “false doctrine” that demanded blind
obedience. Characteristically, Sumarokov advocated a rationalistic view of
Orthodoxy that did not see any necessary or apparent contradiction between
reason and divine revelation. Sumarokov’s religious thought was in the
quasi-Protestant tradition of Feofan Prokopovich, main architect of Peter I's
church reform, a stance characteristic of eighteenth-century Russian religious
thought. The harmonizing of faith and reason also corresponded to the mid-
century attempt to create a new literary language based on both Church
Slavonic and vulgar Russian, so-called “Slavenorossiiskii” (Slaveno-Russian),
and to the blurring of boundaries between religious and secular literature
(secular poets writing psalm paraphrases, as well as clerics writing sermons
and catechisms in the vernacular). While Sumarokov was an advocate
of such a literary, linguistic, and philosophical rapprochement between
secular and religious traditions, in subsequent literary consciousness he
was largely associated with Karamzin’s reforms, which were oriented on the
secular spoken language of the salon; this association occurred partially by
negative analogy with Trediakovskii, who was identified with the camp of the
politically and religiously conservative arkhaisty (archaists).

On March 29, 1771, Sumarokov renewed his agreement with Belmonti,
paving the way to present his works on the Moscow stage, but all plans were
postponed when the black plague began to ravage the city. Sumarokov left
Moscow on account of the epidemic and did not return until April 1772,
to find Belmonti dead and most of the actors scattered. Again Sumarokov
involved himself in the politics of theatrical plans and proposals. Despite
chronic medical problems, he also continued to write. On Metropolitan
Platon’s advice he finished his poetic paraphrase of the Psalter, which he
published in 1774. The same year saw publication of collections of his Eklogi
(Eclogues); Elegii liubovnyia (Love Elegies); Ody torzhestvennyia (Triumphal
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Odes); Satiry (Satires); his last tragedy, Mstislav; and several shorter works,
including poems decrying the Pugachev rebellion. He also continued to
write comedies; his last three — Rogonosets po voobrazheniiu (The Imaginary
Cuckold, 1786), Mat’ sovmestnitsa docheri (Mother-Daughter Rivalry, 1786),
Vzdorshchitsa (The Argumentative One, 1786) — manifest the influence of
Denis Fonvizin’s Brigadir (wtn. 1769) in their depiction of Russian types and
their earthy language. Many readers consider Rogonosets a minor masterpiece.

While he continued to publish through 1775, Sumarokov was afflicted
in his final years by sickness, poverty, and probably alcoholism. He spent
part of 1773 and 1774 in St. Petersburg, where with the help of his new
patron, Grigorii Potemkin, he arranged for his son Pavel’s entry into the
Preobrazhenskii Regiment and attended the presentation of Mstislav. In
Moscow accumulated unpaid debts threatened to deprive the poet and his
family of their home, and he was further insulted when refused the customary
free entrance to performances of his own work. He published his last ode
to Catherine in July 1775, celebrating the peace of Kuchuk-Kainardji, but
financial relief was not forthcoming from the empress. A final crisis occurred
after the death of Sumarokov’s wife Vera in May 1777, as Sumarokov’s mother
unsuccessfully attempted to prevent her son’s third marriage to another
serf, his second wife’s niece Elena Gavrilova. The details are obscure, but
Sumarokov may have desired the marriage to protect his daughter or perhaps
simply to have someone to take care of him. He died on October 1, 1777,
approximately four months after this marriage and just a few days after his
Moscow home had been sold at auction for debts.

Legend has it that almost no one attended the funeral of the destitute
poet, apart from several Moscow actors who had carried his coffin to the
Donskoi Monastery, where he was buried in an unmarked grave. A lasting
monument to the writer was the exemplary ten-volume Polnoe sobranie vsekh
sochinenii, v stikhakh i proze (Complete Works in Verse and Prose) published
by Novikov in 1781-1782 and revised in 1787. Unfortunately, the poet’s
papers, which Novikov rescued after Sumarokov’s death and used for the
complete works, were lost after the editor’s arrest in 1792. Although in the
nineteenth century Sumarokov’s name became synonymous with Russian
“pseudo-classicism,” a term that denied to most eighteenth-century writing
the right to be considered as literature, in 1772 Novikov expressed the
prevailing view of Sumarokov’s contemporaries when he wrote that the poet
had “achieved great and immortal fame for himself via works in a variety of
poetic and prose genres, not only from Russians but from foreign Academies
and from the most famous European writers.”
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2

SUMAROKOV’S READING AT
THE ACADEMY OF SCIENCES LIBRARY

Although Alexander Sumarokov played a central role in establishing eigh-
teenth-century Russian literature, we have at our disposal relatively little
information concerning his biography and the creative history of his works.
The remnants of his personal archive that Nikolai Novikov used in preparing
the posthumous Full Collected Works in Verse and Prose (Polnoe sobranie vsekh
sochinenii, v stikhakh i proze) of 1781-82 (second edition, 1787) were lost after
the arrest and exile of the publisher-editor. For this reason, almost any new
information on Sumarokov, particularly concerning his early career before
his appointment as director of the first Russian national theater in 1756, are
particularly valuable. This article consists of an annotated list of books that
Sumarokov borrowed from the Library of the Academy of Sciences in the late
1740’s and in 1758S. The list is of interest not only as a source of information
about Sumarokov and his literary activities but also as evidence of Russian
interest in various classical and modern European writers. Of special note is
the fact that Sumarokov borrowed Shakespeare in the fourth folio edition,
the earliest evidence of Russian acquaintance with the bard in English.

The accompanying list is based on materials from the St. Petersburg
branch of the Academy of Sciences Archive. It documents twenty-two works
that Sumarokov borrowed from the Academy Library. The list is divided
into two parts. The second is based on discharges recorded in the Library’s
“record of books issued” (zhurnal vydachi knig), which indicates not only
the year (1755) but also the precise day on which Sumarokov borrowed
particular books (f. 158, op. 1, no. 410, 1. 15). It is more difficult to determine
the purpose and dating of the document on which the first part of the list
is based (f. 158, op. 1, d. 407, 1. 9). Academicians frequently complained
about the disorder (neporiadki) and neglect of books in the library when it
was under the control of the Academy secretary and librarian Johann-Daniel
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Schumacher (L-D. Shumakher, 1690-1761). After Elizabeth’s ascension to
the throne in 1741 an investigating commission was appointed, and for a
time Schumacher was even held under arrest. However, he was subsequently
fully rehabilitated with the help of influential friends at court.!

One of the repeated complaints about Schumacher was that the Library
did not keep systematic records of the books it lent out. According to the
report of the assembly of professors (professorskoe sobranie) of September,
174S, which was signed among others by Lomonosov and Trediakovskii,
“the books that are given out to anyone are not recorded in a notebook, to
[keep track of ] whom they are lent to and when they are to be returned. In
lending books from the library, records of borrowing (rospiski) are [made
on] separate pages or on scraps [of paper], most of which get lost, so that
when the books are returned one can’t get them back.2 And it is possible
that many books were given out without records of borrowing, so it is not
surprising that many library books have been lost.” It was only in the early
1750’s that yearly alphabetical journals began to be kept to keep track of
borrowed books, but of these only a few have survived (those from 1753~
1755 and 1761-1762) .4

The first document that provides evidence of the books Sumarokov
borrowed in the late 1740’s is located in a folder with miscellaneous lists of
books and borrowing receipts from various years. The document lists books
“that are missing from the library” (headings on 1. 12-13). The list is organized
by section of the library (by “kamora” or “kamera,” that is, by hall), which
corresponds to the so-called “kamernyi katalog” of 1741-1742.5 All but one

1" On the Academy Library under Schumacher’s direction, see: P. P. Pekarskii, Istoriia
Imperatorskoi akademii nauk v Peterburge, 2 vols. (1870-73; rpt. Leipzig: Zentra-
lantiquariat der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, 1977), 2: iv-xix, and via index;
Istoricheskii ocherk i obzor fondov rukopisnogo otdela Biblioteki Akademii Nauk. Vyp. 1:
XVIII vek (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1956), 171-176; S. P. Luppov and
M. S. Filippov, et al,, Istoriia Biblioteki Akademii nauk SSSR, 1714-1964 (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1964), 39-43 and via the index.

2 Thatis, borrowers were not given receipts for returned books.

3 M. L. Sukhomlinov, Materialy dlia istorii Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk, vol. 7: 1744
1745 (St. Petersburg, 1895), 640.

4 T came across several of these “rospiski” among the pages of various volumes of the
handwritten catalogue of 1751-1753 (f. 158, op. 1, Ne 154, 158, 163, 164). This
suggests that the new procedures for borrowing were not instituted until after 1753.
The receipts and other records of books borrowed from the Academy Library represent
avery rich and practically untapped source of information about academicians, writers
and translators in the mid-eighteenth century, and await systematic investigation.

S Bibliothecae Imperialis Petropolitanae, 4 vols. (St. Petersburg, 1741-42).
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of Sumarokov’s books are under the rubric “Poetae” (Poets) and marked with
numbers from that section of the catalogue (no. 14, Olearius’ travel memoir, is
catalogued under “Exotica”). It is possible that this document is connected with
the audit (reviziia) in the Library of 1744-1746 whose conduct Schumacher
stubbornly resisted and the results of which have not survived.6

Because of this and the “disorders” in the Library it is difficult to
determine the precise dates of borrowing. The preceding separate pages
in the folder are lists of books borrowed through the end of 1745, ordered
by surname of the borrowers (Il. 6-7).7 There is also a separate record
for books lent to G. N. Teplov on June 29, 1747 (1. 8), that is probably
the terminus post quem for Sumarokov’s borrowing. The terminus ante
quem is difficult to determine for the simple reason that books may have
been kept for a long time, or not even been returned. Nevertheless we may
suggest that they were borrowed from the Library no later than 1746-1748
for the following reasons. First of all, among the borrowers listed together
with Sumarokov is the Academy librarian and adjunct in history Johann
Friedrich Brehm (Brem) who was fired from his Academy responsibilities
on August 1, 1747.8 Secondly, it seems very likely that Sumarokov borrowed
these books in connection with his work on the tragedy “Hamlet” (Gamlet)

6 According to M. N. Murzanova, “a fire in the Library in 1747 which followed put
a definitive end to the further course of the audit” (Istoricheskii ocherk i obzor, 176).
See also Istoriia Biblioteki, 42 and 80. It is possible that no audit took place at all; see
Pekarskii, Istoriia Imperatorskoi akademii nauk, 2: xix.

7 The latest date indicated on these pages is December 30, 1745 (L. 6). It is clearly
for this reason that E. B. Ryss and G. M. Korovin ascribed them to this year. See
their “M. V. Lomonosov — chitatel’ Biblioteki Peterburgskoi akademii nauk,” Trudy
BAN SSSR i FBON AN SSSR, vol. 3 (Moscow, Leningrad: Akademiia nauk, 1958),
283 and 290.

8 Pekarskii, Istoriia, I: 586. The documents also contain the names of: Christian Gottfried
Crusius, professor of antiquities and the history of literature, who was released from
service August 20, 1749 (he left Russia forever at the end of the month); and the professor
of astronomy Christian Nicolaus von Winsheim (Vinzgeim) who died on March 4, 1751.
On Crusius see Pekarskii, Istoriia, I: 696, and on Winsheim, see Akademiia Nauk SSSR,
Personal'nyi sostav 1724-1974, vol. 1 (Moscow: Nauka, 1974), 8.

Many books on this list were marked with the initials “G. H.” and were from among
the books belonging to Pushkin’s great-grandfather Gibrahim Hannibal (Ibragim Gan-
nibal). They had been confiscated in 1726 after the death of Peter I in connection with
Hannibal’s exile and only returned to him in the 1740’s when he came back into favor.
Unfortunately, a comparison of this document with the list of books returned to Han-
nibal and with the list of books that perished in the fire of December §, 1747, did not
shed any light on the date our list was compiled (SPb.O AAN, f. 158, op. 1, N2 466, 1. 7 ob.—
9 ob. and L. 1-6 ob.). On Hannibal’s books and the fire, see Istoriia Biblioteki, 48-50.
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and the “Two Epistles,” which the writer submitted for publication in early
October, 1748.9 (More on this below.)

The record of books issued (zhurnal vydachi knig) for 1758, from which
the second part of our list was compiled, is alphabetical. In it books that
have been returned are crossed out. Some of the records only list the books
by number, without title or author. A comparison of these numbers with the
catalogues preserved in the Academy Archive reveals that they correspond
to the large handwritten catalogue of books and manuscripts in foreign
languages in 26 volumes, compiled in 1751-1753.1% A detailed examination
of this catalogue, lacking an index, permitted us to determine the identity
of all of the books except one (no. 12). In the appended list below, I have
included both a modern bibliographical description of the given edition
together with the notation from the 1751-1753 catalogue on whose basis the
identification of the books was made.

We now turn to the question of the possible importance of these books
for Sumarokov. The two parts of the list relate to different periods of his
literary activity. The first, from the late 1740’s, connects with Sumarokov’s
earliest published works, the first two Russian-language tragedies “Khorev”
(St. Petersburg, 1747) and “Hamlet” (St. Petersburg, 1748), and his “mani-
festo of Russian Classicism” the “Two Epistles” (St. Petersburg, 1748).!1
The second part relates to the period of his participation in the new journal
Ezhemesiachnyia sochineniia (Monthly Compositions).

All of the books in the first group — the works of Shakespeare, Vondel,
Scarron, and French translations of Lucan and Virgil — are directly relevant
to Sumarokov’s work on the “Two Epistles.” The epistles, which included
“Notes,” a short annotated list of writers, as an appendix, served as a kind
of Cliff Notes designed for “the reader lacking in elementary knowledge of
literary history”!2 All of the authors of the first part of our list are named

9 See chap. 3 “Censorship and Provocation: The Publication History of Sumarokov’s
“Two Epistles””

10 Catalogi Generalioris Bibliothecae Imperialis Petropolitanae, SPb.O AAN, f. 158, op. 1
Ne 142-143 (1751), 144-152 (1752), 153-167 (1753). On this catalogue, see Istoriia
Bibliteki, 115-117

11 This does not include his ode to Anna Ioanovna published in 1740, written in the name
of the Cadet Corps, and the anonymous brochure Tri ody parafrasticheskie Psalma 143,
sochinennyia chrez trekh stikhotvortsev (St. Petersburg, 1744).

12 L. [Joachim] Klein, “Russkii Boalo?: Epistola Sumarokova ‘O stikhotvorstve’ v vos-
priiatii sovrremennikov,” XVIII vek, 18 (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 1993), 44.

See also P. N. Berkov, Vvedenie v izuchenie istorii russkoi literatury XVIII veka (Lenin-
grad: Universitet, 1964), 22.
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in the “Two Epistles” except for Scarron, who is clearly referred to in the
section on mock heroic (iroi-komicheskie) poems in the second epistle
(II: 285-310).13 (We would note that Sumarokov’s validation of the genre
contradicted Boileau, who excluded “coarse” burlesque, and it is probably for
this reason that Scarron’s name was not mentioned.!#)

As is well known, in the epistles Sumarokov followed Voltaire in his
description of Shakespeare as a writer who deserves a place on Helicon
“although [he was] unenlightened” (II: 38), a writer “in whom there is much
that is bad and very much that is extraordinarily good” (from the “Notes” to
the epistles). That Sumarokov was acquainted with Shakespeare’s texts in
English represents an unexpected discovery both for scholars of Sumarokov
and of Shakespeare’s influence in Russia, although it should be recalled that
the bare fact of borrowing a book from the library in and of itself proves
little, especially in the given case when there is no evidence that Sumarokov
knew any English. The same goes for his acquaintance with the tragedies of
the Dutch playwright Joost van den Vondel (1587-1679), whom he could
hardly read in the original. In his response to Trediakovskii’s criticism of
his “Hamlet” in 1750, Sumarokov wrote: “My Hamlet, he [Trediakovskii]
says, ... is translated from the French prose [version] of the English tragedy by
Shakespeare, but he is very mistaken. My Hamlet, except for the monologue
at the end of the third act and Claudius’ falling down onto his knees hardly,
hardly resembles Shakespeare’s tragedy” (PSVS X: 117).

Perhaps intentionally, Sumarokov does not specify what Trediakovskii’s
precise error is, and which version — the original or P.-A. LaPlace’s trans-
lation — he consulted in writing his play. A comparison of texts indicates
that his adaptation of the passages in question was indeed based on LaPlace’s
version (from the second volume of Le theatre anglois of 1746) with the
notable influence of Voltaire’s earlier verse translation of the famous “To
be or not to be” monologue. Still, the relationship between English, French
and Russian texts of “Hamlet,” as well as the influence of Shakespeare on

13 In citing the “Two Epistles” the Roman numeral I refers to first and II to second. Line
numbering accords to the Polnoe sobranie vsekh sochinenii, v stikhakh i proze, 10 vols.,
ed. N. L. Novikov (Moscow: Universitetskaia tipografiia, 1781-1782), I: 329-356.
References to this edition in the text will refer to it as PSVS plus volume and page.

14 See A. P. Sumarokov, Stikhotvoreniia, ed. A. S. Orlov. Biblioteka poeta, bol’shaia seriia
(Moscow: Sovetskii pistatel, 1935), 438. On the development of the mock epic in
Russia, see Iroi-komicheskaia poema, ed. B. Tomashevskii. Biblioteka poeta, bol’shaia
seriia (Leningrad: Izd-vo pisatelei v Leningrade, 1933), 77-85 and 706-7; and
Angelina Vacheva, Poema-burlesk v russkoi poezii XVIII veka (Sofia: M. Drinov, 1999).
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Sumarokov’s later plays, still awaits detailed investigation.!> Nevertheless,
whatever our conclusions, the list published below is the earliest evidence of
acquaintance with in Shakespeare’s original texts in Russia.

In the “Two Epistles” among the writers reigning on Mount Helicon
Sumarokov names “the incomparable Virgil” and Lucan (II: 44 and 46). In his
notes on these writers Sumarokov mentions the “Pharsalia” by Lucan (Marcus
Annaeus Lucanus) and Virgil's “Eclogues.” Sumarokov borrowed both of
these works in French translation (no. 2 and 4). He remarked on Lucan in his
“Notes” that “He was in great favor with Nero, but later was murdered by this
torturer by opening his veins. He wrote a poem about the Battle of Pharsalia
between Caesar and Pompey.” Characteristically, Sumarokov is interested
in both the writer’s literary achievement (his unfinished epic poem in ten
books) as well as his fate as court poet.!6 The same may be said of his note
on Virgil, where most attention is paid to the Aeneid. Among other things,
Sumarokov writes (echoing the commonplace from Pliny and Suetonius):
“In his ‘Eclogues’ he imitated Theocritus, in the ‘Georgics’ Hesiod, in the
‘Aeneid’ Homer.” In the epistle on poetry, the pastoral genres of eclogue and
idyll occupy a central place (II: 65-86 and 365-376). Sumarokov only began
to try his own hand at eclogues in the second half of the 1750s (excluding
a translation of Fontenelle’s fifth eclogue — see note 29), but by 1774 had
written a sufficient number for a separate edition.!” Four other classical
writers from among the books Sumarokov borrowed in 1755 — Horace,
Tibullus, Propertius and Pindar (nos. 6, 7, 16, 17) — are also described in
the “Notes” to the epistles.

The books Sumarokov took out between March 21 and August 24,
1755, relate to the period of his active participation in the new journal
Ezhemesiachnyia sochineniia k polze i uveseleniiu sluzhashchie (Monthly

15 See my subsequent examination of the textual issue in “Sumarokov’s Russianized
‘Hamlet’: Texts and Contexts,” chap. 5 below.

16 Cf. Sumarokov’s references to Roman poets in his later letters to Catherine the Great.
For example, on January 28, 1770, he complained of his enemies that “they treat
a well-known poet more autocratically and more cruelly than Nero. He was a Roman
emperor; but even he supported all poets except Lucan” (Pis’'ma russkikh pisatelei XVIII
veka [Leningrad: Nauka, 1980], 127-28).

17 Eklogi Aleksandra Sumarokova (St. Petersburg, 1774). On Sumarokov’s pastoral verse,
see Joachim Klein, Die Schdferdichtung des russischen Klassizismus. Veroffentlichungen der
Abteilung fiir Slavische Sprachen und Literaturen des Osteuropa-Instituts [Slavisches
Seminar] an der Freien Universitit Berlin, Bd. 67 (Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz, 1988),
in Russian in his Puti kul'turnogo importa: Trudy po russkoi literature XVIII veka
(Moscow: Iazyki slavianskoi kul'tury, 2005).
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Compositions Providing Utility and Enjoyment, 1755-1764) published
by the Academy of Sciences.!® This was Russia’s first popular literary and
scientific journal. A. N. Neustroev noted that “During the entire course
of its ten-year publication Monthly Compositions was read greedily by the
Russian public despite the fact that belles letters occupied a lesser place
than other types of literature”!® Prior to the creation of his own literary
journal Trudoliubivaia pchela (The Industrious Bee) in 1759 and of Prazdnoe
vremia v pol’zu upotreblennoe (Idle Time Spent Usefully) (1759-60) this
was Sumarokov’s only outlet for publishing his shorter (non-dramatic)
works, and he made ample use of it. As the Academician Jakob von Staehlin
(Ia. Ia. Shtelin) recalled, “brigadier Sumarokov even made it a rule for himself
that not a single issue of the Monthly booklet would come out without him
sending a poem to it, and therefore every month for several years running one
could find one or more of his works in it”20 This is no exaggeration; during
the period of his collaboration with the journal, he published 98 original
poems and 11 verse translations in it, and in 1755-56 his works appeared
in 19 of 24 issues. At this time Sumarokov was intensively experimenting
with new genres and types of versification. In the unpublished article “On
Meter” (O stoposlozhenii) he later wrote that during his years of friendship
with Lomonosov (i.e., the late 1740’s) he still “did not understand the
nuances of versification; but after long term practice I gained a true under-
standing of it for myself” (PSVS X: 56). These words probably relate to
the period of his writing for Monthly Compositions, a time when he was
involved in an open dispute with Trediakovskii over questions of versifi-
cation and tried his hand at many types of classical, folk, and contemporary
European meters and strophic forms. The extent of Sumarokov’s experi-
mentation with genres is remarkable: he wrote triumphant and spiritual
odes, sonnets, fables, songs, ballads, madrigals, idylls, stanzas, inscriptions,
imitations of classical stanzas (Sapphic, Anacreontic, Horatian), translations
from German (sonnets by Paul Fleming) and French (works by Racine,

18 The name of the journal subsequently changed twice: from Ezhemesiachnyia sochi-
neniia k pol’ze i uveseleniiu sluzhashchie (1755-1757) it became Sochineniia i perevody
k pol’ze i uveseleniiu sluzhashchie (1758-1762) and then Ezhemesiachnyia sochineniia i
izvestiia o uchenykh delakh (1763-1764). See A. N. Neustroev, Istoricheskoe rozyskanie
o russkikh povremennykh izdaniiakh i sbornikakh za 1703-1802 gg. (St. Petersburg:
Obshchaia pol'za, 1875), 46-50; P. N. Berkov, Istoriia russkoi zhurnalistiki XVIII veka
(Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1952), 77-107.

19 Neustroev, Istoricheskoe rozyskanie, 47.

20 Cited from Pekarskii, Istoriia, 2: 651.
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Fontenelle, Des Barreaux). If in the late 1740’s Sumarokov wanted to become
Russia’s first tragedian and literary lawgiver, he now wanted to prove his right
to the title (in Trediakovskii’s words) of “father of Russian poetry”

Our goal here is not to provide a detailed comparison of the works in
our list with Sumarokov’s publications in Monthly Compositions, but we may
point to several major coincidences and problems for further investigation.
It is clear that Sumarokov borrowed the three editions of Paul Fleming at
the end of March, 1755 (nos. 9. 10. 11) in connection with his translations
of the German poet’s three “Moscow sonnets” published in the April issue
of the journal. In connection with this project Sumarokov mostly likely also
borrowed the travel memoir of Adam Olearius, Fleming’s colleague and
companion in the diplomatic service; the memoir quotes Fleming’s sonnets.?!
It was Sumarokov’s historical interest in seventeenth-century Moscow rather
than questions of genre or versification that apparently inspired his interest
in these works of this early Baroque German poet, although he soon became
involved in a dispute with Trediakovskii over these issues.??

In his “Letter in Which is Contained A Discussion of the Poetry
Published Up to Now by the Author of Two Odes, Two Tragedies and Two
Epistles, Written from a Friend to a Friend” of 1750, Trediakovskii charged
Sumarokov with ignorance of the classical tongues and called this one of his
major weaknesses as a poet. “He does not have the slightest knowledge of the
so-called scholarly languages, while it is at least necessary for him to know
Latin...he doesn’t even know a brass farthing’s worth (ni pula) of Greek.”3
It is hard to know to what extent Trediakovskii’s criticism is justified. In
the Cadet Corps Sumarokov had learned French and German, and studied
Italian, but not Latin or Greek, and we have no evidence he studied them on

2L See no. 14 on the list below. Olearius’ work appeared in many editions and was widely
translated. A French version was published by Abraham de Wicquefort (Voyages en
Moscovie, Tartarie et Perse, par Adam Olearius, Paris, 1656), an English version was
made by John Davies of Kidwelly (Travels of the Ambassadors sent by Frederic, Duke of
Holstein, to the Great Duke of Muscovy and the King of Persia, London, 1662 and 1669);
a Dutch translation was prepared by Dieterius van Wageningen (Beschrijvingh van de
nieuwe Parciaensche ofte Orientaelsche Reyse, Utrecht, 1651); and Italian translation of
the sections on Russia also appeared (Viaggi di Moscovia, Viterbo and Rome, 1658).

22 See L. B. Modzalevslkii, Lomonosov i ego literaturnye otnosheniia v Akademii nauk (Iz
istorii russkoi literatury i Prosveshcheniia serediny XVIII veka), Diss. Leningrad, 1947,
122, cited by L. I. Berdnikov, Schastlivyi feniks: Ocherki o russkom sonete i knizhnoi
kulture XVIII — nachala XIX veka (St. Petersburg: Akademicheskii proekt, 1997), S1.

2 A. Kunik, ed., Sbornik materialov dlia istorii Imperatorskoi Akademii nauk v XVIII veke,
vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1865), 496 and 486.
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his own.2* Nevertheless, our list of books that includes nine editions in Latin
or in Greek with Latin translation, and one each in English and Dutch may
serve as circumstantial evidence of Sumarokov’s familiarity with (or at least
interest in) the original texts.

Many of Sumarokov’s borrowed works themselves might well be connected
in one way or another with his disputes with Trediakovskii. They had long been
quarrelling over metrics and versification. Their disagreements concerned
both Trediakovskii’'s New and Short Method for Writing Russian Verse (Novyi i
kratkii sposob k slozheniiu rossiiskii stikhov) of 1735 and the revised Method
for Writing Verse (Sposob k slozheniiu stikhov) that had appeared in the first
volume of his Works and Translations of 1752. Polemics were renewed after the
appearance of Trediakovskii’s article “On Ancient, Modern and Intermediate
Russian Poetry” in the June, 1755, issue of Monthly Compositions. The article
posed a challenge to Sumarokov both on the question of emulating classical
meters and on the issue of whose opinions were to have priority for Russian
verse. For the July issue of the journal Sumarokov submitted his own examples
of Sapphic and Anacreontic odes together with a “Letter on Sapphic and
Horatian Stanzas” written specifically as a refutation of Trediakovskii’s views.2s
The Academy’s Assembly that had oversight over the contents of the journal
offered Trediakovskii the opportunity to publicly respond to Sumarokov’s
criticisms.?¢ Trediakovskii took them up on the offer and read his rejoinder at
an Assembly meeting of June 19. Although the Assembly had already approved
publication of Sumarokov’s article on June 12, it now decided not to allow
the publication either of Sumarokov’s letter or Trediakovskii’s response.?’

24 Documentary material on Sumarokov’s education in the Cadet Corps is contained in
the Tsentral'nyi gos. Voenno-istoricheskii Arkhiv (Moscow), f. 314, op. 1, d. 1629,1. 19
ob,, 22,49, 62 etc. (1738); £. 314, Ne 1850, 1. 22 ob. (1739).

25 Of course, we need to beware of mechanically associating time of publication with
time of publication; as P. N. Berkov notes of Sumarokov’s “Oda Goratsianskaia,” it was
not written in 1758, when it appeared in Monthly Compositions, but in the fall of 1754
(Sumarokov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, 525).

26 Protokoly zasedanii konterentsii imperatorskoi Akademii nauk s 1725 po 1803 god, vol. 2
(1744-1770) (St. Petersburg, 1899), 333.

27 Protokoly zasedanii, 333. It seems to us that the discussion whether or not to allow
Sumarokov’s “epistle” to be published relates not to the poem “Epistola (Zhelai,
chtob na bregakh sikh muzy obitaly)” that appeared in the August issue of Monthly
Compositions, as Pekarskii seems to assume (Istoriia, 2: 184), but to the “Letter on
Sapphic and Horatian Stanzas” The confusion stems from the fact that the Latin
“epistola” is used for both words, epistle and letter. L. B. Modzalevskii apparently

thought that the discussion concerned a different verse epistle — see his “Lomonosov
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It seems no accident that all of the Latin authors from the second part of
our list were discussed in the seventh chapter of Tredikovskii's 1752 Method,
including Catullus, Statius and Claudius Claudian, references to whom we
have not been able to find anywhere in Sumarokov’s works. Most likely,
Sumarokov borrowed these works in order to verify or challenge the views
of his opponent.?® In general, his interest in the classical poets he borrowed
(Horace, Catullus, Tibullus, Propertius, Statius, and Claudius Claudian in
Latin, and Pindar and eight lyric poets in Greek) could be explained by his
desire to reproduce classical meters and stanzas in Russian, stimulated by his
disputes with Trediakovskii. His choice of poems to translate and publish in
Monthly Compositions seems to have mostly been dictated by his desire to
outdo his rival.? Possibly, his borrowing of the four-volume French edition of
Horace (no. 6) was also connected with this effort. The first volume contains
a discussion of the problems of translating Horace by the well-known French
Latinist André Dacier (1651-1722) which Trediakovskii later cited in his
defense against Sumarokov’s criticisms.3° The fact that Sumarokov borrowed
an Academy Library catalogue of classical and European poets (no. 8) might
also be associated with these issues.

The remaining two works on the list of books Sumarokov borrowed
(nos. 13 and 15) are two well-known contemporary reference works for

i ‘O kachestvakh stikhotvortsa rassuzhdenie’ (Iz istorii russkoi zhurnalistiki 1755 g.)”
in Literaturnoe tvorchestvo M. V. Lomonosov: Issledovaniia i materialy (Moscow, Lenin-
grad: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1962), 159. Sumarokov’s treatise has only been partially
preserved in the quotations cited by Trediakovskii in his letter of refutation, first
published by Pekarskii in Istoriia, 2: 250-257.

28 In his “Letter” of 1750 Trediakovskii had mocked Sumarokov saying that “clearly...he
himself has never heard of the Theban war because Statius hasn’t been translated from
Latin into French” (Kunik, Sbornik materialov, 2: 461).

29 For example, Sumarokov translated the sonnet by Jacques Des Barreaux (1599-1673),
“Dieu, tes jugements sont remplis d'équité” (Monthly Compositions, February, 1756,
146) that Trediakovskii had translated earlier for his New and Short Method of 1735
(Sbornik materialov, 1: 40; cf. Berdnikov, Schaslivyi feniks, 74-78). In the same work
(1: 72) Trediakovskii had praised Bernard Fontenelle (1657-1757) as “reformer
(ispravitel’) of the eclogue” and as model for bucolic verse, and Sumarokov’s first
published eclogue was a translation of Fontenelle’s fifth eclogue; it appeared in that
same year’s Monthly Compositions (March, 1756, 268-70).

30 Pekarskii, Istoriia, 254. In 1752 Trediakovskii mentioned Dacier and his wife, the well
known translator of Homer and Plutarch Anne Lefevre (d. 1720), as well as “the Jesuit
Sanadon” (Noél Etienne Sanadon, 1676-1733), who took part in the 1735 edition of
Horace on our list (no. 6). V. K. Trediakovskii, Sochineniia i perevody, vol. 2 (St. Peters-
burg: Akademiia nauk, 1752), viii-ix.
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Classicist writers. The first is L'histoire poétique, pour l'intelligence des poétes
¢ des auteurs anciens by Father Pierre Gautruche (1602-1681), entitled by
its English translator as The Poetical History: Being a Complete Collection of
all of the Histories that are Necessary for a Perfect Understanding of Greek and
Latin Poets and Other Ancient Authors (London, 1701) (that is, a collection
of mythological plots). It had undergone 17 editions by 1714 and been
translated into practically all European languages. The second is the multi-
volume collection by Pierre Brumoy (168-1741) entitled Le theatre des
grecs which contains: the complete Greek tragedies and comedies in French
prose translations; excerpts on similar themes from Seneca and modern
European Classicists (Corneille, Racine, Jean Rotrou, and the Italians
Orsato Giustiniano and Ludovico Dolce, also translated into French);
and a series of discussions of Greek theater and its relation to modern
dramaturgy. Voltaire remarked that this publication was “one of the best
and most useful that we have,” and it was also valued by Russian writers.3!
Further exploration of the importance of these books for Sumarokov’s
oeuvre is the subject for future research.

LIST OF BOOKS THAT SUMAROKOV BORROWED
FROM THE ACADEMY OF SCIENCES LIBRARY

Note that in some cases the format of the book given in the list and in
eighteenth-century Russian catalogues does not correspond to that given in
later bibliographies. Eighteenth-century Russian catalogues were commonly
divided into three formats (folio, quarto, and octavo; books of smaller format
were grouped with the books in octavo), and the same edition was often
published in multiple formats. These formats were not uniform and may

31 Michel Prévost, and Roman d’Amat, ed., Dictionnaire de biographie frangaise,
fasc. 38 (Paris: Letouzey et Ané, 1954), S06. In his “Letter” criticizing Sumarokov
Trediakovskii imagined how he would go about writing a tragedy about Oedipus.
“Our author would not take Sophocles in the original, or did not [i.e., if he had already
written such a play], because he doesn’t know a brass farthing’s worth of Greek; but
he would get hold of the translation made by either Dacier or the one done by the
Jesuit Brumoy (Briumod)” (Kunik, Sbornik materialov, 2: 486). Tredikovskii himself
also made used of Brumoy’s book (no. 15 on our list). In the last part of his “Treatise
on Comedy” (Rassuzhdenie o komedii) of 1752, in a section left out of the printed
version he referred to the “original” comedies of Aristophanes which he contrasted
to “French copies...all of which I have in the Greek theater [i.e., Le Thédtre des Grecs]
of the Jesuit Brumoy” (Pekarskii, Istoriia, 2: 168-169).
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be very close in size, thus easily leading to errors. We also need to keep in
mind that (in the words of the report of the Assembly of Professors in 1745)
“the printed and compiled catalogues are so defective that they could not
be worse.”32

Books WHICH SUMAROKOV BORROWED IN 1746-1748

The bold face writing following the number reproduces the notations
from SPb.O AAN f. 158, op. 1, d. 407, 1. 9.33 There follows a full
description of the identified book with bibliographical references.

1. Sumorokoff. Shakespear’s [William] Comedies, histories and
Tragedies, Lond. 1685. Fol. — 34.
Mr. William Shakespear’s comedies, histories, and tragedies.
Published according to the true original copies; Unto which is added,
seven plays, never before printed in folio: viz. Pericles Prince of Tyre.
The London Prodigal. The History of Thomas Lord Cromwel. Sir
John Oldcastle Lord Cobham. The Puritan Widow. A Yorkshire
Tragedy. The Tragedy of Locrine. 4th ed. London, Printed for
H. Herringman, E. Brewster, and R. Bentley... 1685.

Kam. kat. 34; Brit. Lib. 299:208; Bib. Nat. 171: 818; Nat. Un. Cat. 540:
576; Trésor 6,: 381; OCLC 213833504. This is the fourth folio edition of
Shakespeare. There exist several facsimile editions, including: Dover, NH:
D. S. Brewer, 1985 (in RGB) and London: Routledge/ Thoemmes Press, 1997.

2. Sumorocoff. La pharsale de Lucain oules guerres civiles de César
et de Pompée en Vers Francois p. Mr. de Brebeuf. Paris 1682.
8° —47.
[Lucanus, Marcus Annaeus]. La Pharsale de Lucain, ou les Guerres
civiles de César et de Pompée. En vers frangois. Par mr [Georges] de
Brébeuf. A Paris, Chez Jean Cochart, 1682. In 12°.

Kam. kat. 47; Brit. Lib. 202: 26; Bib. Nat. 101: 183; Nat. Un. Cat. 344: 111;
Trésor 4: 275; OCLC 165673736.

32
33

Materialy dlia istorii, 7: 640.

In reproducing Cyrillic from handwritten and printed documents I have preserved
punctuation, spelling, and capitalization, but not orthography, that is, I have replaced
% by e, i by u, and eliminated hard signs at the end of words; in Latin script (English
and German) I have replaced the old fand ff (8) by s and ss.
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This is French translation of the historical poem “Pharsalia” by
Marcus Annaeus Lucanus (Lucan). The first edition came out in 1654.
RGB owns the following editions: Leiden, 1658; Paris, 1670; Le Haye,
1683 (all in 12°).

3. Sumarocoff. Vondels Treuerspeelen. Amst. 1682. 8° — 105.
Vondels, J. V. [Vondel, Joost Van de(n)]. Treuerspeelen. Begreepen
in Twee Deelen. Amsterdam: Kornelis de Bruyn [also: Bruin], 1662
[1661-1665].2 vols. in 8°.

Kam. kat. 105; Brit. Nat. 200: 764-765; Brit. Lib. 342: 77; Nat. Un. Cat. 642:
276; OCLC 64474906.

Apparently, the reference is to the first volume that contains twelve
tragedies by the Dutch dramatist J. V. Vondel: “Palamedes,” “Hecuba,” “Hip-
polytus,” “Elektra,” “Edipus,” “Gysbreght van Aemstel,” “Maria Stuart,”
“Leeuwendaelers,” “Maeghden,” “Peter en Pauweis,” “Lucifer,” and “Salmo-
neus.” The second volume contains plays based on Old Testament subjects.
In Dutch.

BAN has a copy of this first volume that came from the collection of
A. Vinius which was incorporated into the Academy Library after his death in
1718 by order of Peter 1.3* Most likely this was the very book that Sumarokov
used. The second volume was apparently not in the Academy Library, as the
Kam. kat. (as well as later eighteenth century catalogues of the Library) only
assign one number to the edition.

4. Sumarocoff. Traduction des Eclogues de Virgile avec des notes
critiques. Paris 1708. 8° — 261.
[Virgil (Publius Vergilius Maro)]. Traduction des Eglogues de
Virgile, aves des notes critiques et historiques, par le P[ere Francois]
Catrou. Paris: Jacques Estienne. 1708. In 12°.

Kam. kat. 261; Bib. Nat. 212: 202; Trésor 62: 358; OCLC 83624355.
This French translation and commentary of Virgil’s eclogues includes

the Latin text as well as the biography of the poet by the Roman grammarian
Aelius Donatus, also in Latin.

3 Slovar’ russkikh pisatelei XVIII veka. Vyp. 1 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1988), 153; Istoriia
biblioteki Akademii nauk SSSR, 18.
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Sumarocoff. Virgile Travesty en vers burlesques de M. Scarron.
Paris 1651. 8° — 509.

This notation refers either to:

1) the first edition of the sixth book of Paul Scarron’s Le Virgile
travesty en vers burlesques, de Monsieur Scarron. Livre sixiesme.
Paris : Toussaint Quinet, 1651. In 4°. [Kam. kat. S09; Scar. 33; Bib.
Nat. 164: 483-484; Trésor 62: 366 and 61: 291], or to:

2) the reprint of the first five books (same title) “suivant la copie
imprimée a Paris” [Leiden: Elzevier], 1651. In 12° [Scar. 36; Brit. Lib.
291: 326; Nat. Un. Cat. 523: 318; RGB]. The fact that in the “Two
Epistles” Sumarokov refers to the famous caricature of Dido from
the fourth book might speak in favor of the second, Elzevier, edition.

II. Books WHICH SUMAROKOV BORROWED IN 1755

Key:

a.— Notation in boldface type reproduces the notation from the journal
for issuing books (zhurnal vydachi knig) from the Academy of Sciences
Library in 1755 (SPb.O AAN, f. 158, op. 1, no. 410,1.15-15 ob.).

b. — Reproduction of the entry from the manuscript catalogue of 1751-
1753 (SPb.O AAN, f. 158, op. 1, no. 147-167) whose numbers correspond
to those in the journal for issuing books. Also in boldface.

c.— Reconstructed modern bibliographical data (where possible), plus
annotations and references.

6-8. a. 1755 roay mapra 21 AHsA u3 BubAnmoTrexku O<T>HyIIeHBI TA-HY
CymapoxkoBy msith KHAT in 8°n<o>A TuTyA® OEUVRES D. HORACE
4. Toma. m<o>A Ne 295-298, eme n<o>p turya®™ Catull. Tibull.
propert. scal. N¢ 273, Eme kaTaAsor cTuxoTBopam ra-Hy CyMapokoBy
[On the margin of the page is written «Poet.,» a reference to the
catalogue section «Poetae> in which were included all of the books
on this list save no. 14.]

6.

a. OEUVRES D. HORACE 4. Toma. n<o>p N2 295-298.

b. Horatii Flacii. [Opéra.] Amst. 1735. Vol. 1-8. 8° 295 bis 302
[f. 158. on. 1, Ne 149, 1. 109 ob.]

c. [Horace (Horatius Flaccus, Quintus)]. Oeuvres d’'Horace en latin,
traduites en frangois par M. [André] Dacier, et le P[ere Noél Etienne]
Sanadon. Avec les remarques critiques, historiques, et géographiques, de
I'un et de l'autre. Amsterdam: J. Wetstein et G. Smith. 1735. 8 vols. In 8°.
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Trésor 3: 354; Nat. Un. Cat. 254: 542; Bib. Nat. 73: 666-667 and Brit. Lib. 152:
361 indicate in 12% OCLC 221521722. Sumarokov evidently borrowed the first
four volumes that contain: Suetonius’ life of Horace and André Dacier’s essay
on translation and commentaries, both in French (vol. 1); and Horace’s odes
and epodes (Latin text with French prose translation on facing pages, vols. 2-4).

7. a.Eme n<o>a turya® Catull. Tibull. propert. scal. N¢ 273.

b. Catulli, Tibulli & Propertii. Opéra recens. Jos. Scaligero Antw.
1582.8°. 273 [f. 158. on. 1, Ne 144, 1. 14].

c. [Catullus, Gaius Valerius; Tibullus, Albius; Propertius, Sextus.]
Catulli. Tibulli, Propertii, nova editio. Iosephus Scaliger lul. Caesaris f.
recensuit. Eiusdem in eosdem castigationum liber. Ad. Cl. Puteanum
Consiliarum Regium in suprema Curia Parisiensi. Antuerpiae, Apud.
Aegidium Radaeum. 1582. in 8°.

Kam. kat. 272; Trésor 2: 86; Brit. Lib. 56: 343; Bib. Nat. 24: 1245; Nat. Un. Cat.
100: 209; BAH; RGB. This book, all in Latin, includes the poetry of Catullus,
four books of Tibullus’ elegies,?s and four books of Propertius’ elegies, plus
commentaries.

8. a.Eme KaTaAOr CTHUXOTBOPIIAM.

This most likely refers to an offprint of the section “Poetae, Latini.
Germ. Gall. Graeci, &c. Camera N. Repositoria 26. 27. 28, pages
361-414 from the Bibliothecae Imperialis Petropolitanae, vol. 1
(St. Petersburg, 1742), the so-called “kamernyi katalog,” that was
printed in 32 separate sections.3¢

9-13. a. mapra 24. Emy e rA-Hy CyMOpOKOBY H3 IO€TOB IIeCTh KHHI

o<T>mymeHo in 8'° m<o>A N¢ 291, 345, 5§30, 509-510, 78S, no
NPHAOKEHHIO 3A€Ch 3aIIHCOK.37

9. a.Ne291.

b. Flemmingii [:Pauli]. Deutsche Poémata. Mersebl. [sic] 168S5.
8°.291 [f. 158. on. 1, Ne 148, 1. 50]

35

36

37

Subsequent scholarship has determined that the second pair of these books were
ascribed to Tibullus erroneously.

See V. A. Filov, et al., Svodnyi catalog knig na inostrannykh iazykakh, izdannykh v Rossii v
XVIII veka, 1701-1800, vol. 1 (Leningrad: Nauka, 1984), 130.

These “zapiski” (receipts or notations) have not been preserved.
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c. [Fleming (or Flemming], Paul]. Teutsche Poémata. In Verl[ag]
Chr. Kolbens, Buchh. zu Naumberg. Merseburg, druckts Chr.
Gottschick F. S. Hosbuchh, Im J[ahr] 168S. in 8°.

Kam. kat. 450; Brit. Lib. 110: 137; Trésor 2: $94-595; OCLC 186817964
Collected poetry of the seventeenth-century German poet Paul Flemming.
There exists a facimile edition of the first edition of this collection: Teutsche
Poemata (Liibeck: L. Jauchen, 1642), published by Georg Olms, Hildesheim,
1969 (OCLC 297449883).

10. a. Ne 34S.

b. Flemmingii [:Pauli]. Geistl[iche] u[nd] weltl[iche] Poemata.
Jen[a], 1651.8°. 345 [£. 158, on. 1, Ne 148, 1. 50]

c. [Fleming (or Flemming], Paul]. Geist-, und Weltliche Poémata,
Paull Flemmings, Med. D. & Poet. Laur. Caes. Jetzo Auffs neue
wieder mit Churf. Sichs. Privilegio aussgefertiget in Verlegung
Christian Forbergers seel. Wittibe in Naumberg. Jena Gedruckt bey
Georg Sengenwalden, 1651. In 8°.

Kam. kat. 65; Bib. Hand. 1: 624; Brit. Lib. 110: 137 ; OCLC 51431188. GBL
owns a 1660 edition of this book (OCLC 16914480).

11.

12.

a. N2 530

b. Flemmingii [:Pauli]. Poétische Wilder. 8°. 530 [f. 158. on. 1,
Ne 148, 1. 50; cf. Kam. kat. 258 ]

c. I have not succeeded in finding a book by Fleming with the title
“Poétische Wilder” in any reference work. In RGB there is a volume
of Flemming missing its title page (A130/75), and its first preserved
page — the beginning of the first section of the book — bears the title
“Erstes Buch Poétischer Wilder” (“poetic trees” refers to occasional
verse, after Statius’ “Silvae” — see no. 19). The content of this book
matches that of the previous volume (no. 10), so it seems as if the
section title may simply have been taken as the title of the book as
awhole.

a. N2 509-510.

b. I have been unable to find the books that correspond to these
numbers in the catalogue of 1751-1753 (on which basis the identities
of nos. 6-11 and 13-23 were determined).
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13. a. Ne 78S.

b. Autruche [O. D.] [sic] Lhistoire Poétique pour Intelligence
des Poétes & auteurs anciens. 8°. a Paris 1691. 785 [f. 158, on. 1,
Ne 142,1. 114 06.; Ne 149, 1. 76; cm. Kam. kat. 100 and 385 ]

c. [Gautruche (or Gaultruche), (Le Pere) Pierre]. L'histoire poetique
pour Intelligence des poétes et auteurs anciens. Par le P. P. Gautruche
de la Compagnie de Jesus. Paris: Nicolas le Gras, 1691.

Bib de Comp. 3: 1287-1288. This is apparently the twelfth edition of this
popular corpus of classical mythology. I have not found this edition listed in
other major bibliographies (e.g., Bib. Nat. 58: 397 or Nat. Un. Cat. 193: 20; cf.
the eleventh edition of 1683, OCLC 15268679).

14.a. Emy xe ra-Hy CyMapokoBy O<T>NyIeHa KHHIra IH<O>A
tuTyA°™ Adami Olearius. ITyremecrBue B Poccuro u Ilepcuro Ha
HeMenKkoM s3bike in fol. 1755 mapra 29. exotici 55.

c. Olearius, Adam. Offt begehrte Beschreibung Der Newen-Orien-
talishchen Reise, So durch Gelegenheit einer Holsteinischen Legation
an den Konig in Persien geschehen. Worinnen Derer Orter und
Linder durch welche die Reise gangen, als fiirnemblich Russland,
Tartarien und Persien, sampt ihrer Einwohner Natur, Leben, und
Wesen fleissig beschreiben, und mit vielen, Kupfferstiicken, so nach
dem Leben gestellet gezieret...Schlesswig. Bey Jacob zur Glocken.
Im Jahr 1647. in 2° (in fol).

Kam. kat. 5SS (Section “Exotica”); Bib. Nat. 126: 897; Nat. Un. Cat. 429: 334;
PGB; RGADA; OCLC 220762719. This is the first edition in German of Adam
Olearius’ travel notes.

15-17. a. 1755: roaa 2: aBrycra, 2 AHs 0<T>HyumeHO n3 bubanorexu B
AOM IA-Ha MOAKOBHHKA AAekcaHApa CyMapo <KO>Ba CACAYIOIHS
KHHUTH, 3 AMEHO — Im<0>A N?

1. Le Theatre des Grecs. N 360-365.

2. Pindari olympia pythia Nemea isthmia N¢ 156.

3. Pindari olympia pythia Nemea isthmia caeterorum octo.
Ne 748.

Omnbre kHura npuHsA CepiKaHT Aefl6-KOMIIAHHH KOMEHCT AAeKcei
ABSIKOHOB.
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D’iakonov served as copyist in the Leib-kompaniia which Sumarokov had
supervised since 174$ as general-adjutant (general’s-ad’iutant) to A. G. Razu-
movskii. The order of August 30, 1756, that established the Russian theater
with Sumarokov as its director appointed D’iakonov superintendant of the
Golovin House, the residence of the new theater.38

15. a. 1. Le Theatre des Grecs. N¢ 360-36S.

b. Theatre des Grecs par R. P. Brumoy. Amst. 1732. Vol. 1-6. 8°.
360-364 [f. 158, on. 1,N 161, 1. 35; apparently, this last number is in
error, and should be 365; it is corrected on £.158, on. 1, N 410, 1. 185,
cited above].

c. [Brumoy, Le Pere Pierre]. Le Théatre des Grecs, Par Le R. P. Bru-
moy, de la Compagnie de Jesus. A Amsterdam, Aux dépens de la
Compagnie. 1732. 6 Vols. In 16°.

Bib. de Comp. 2: 246 (as 12°); Trésor 1: 552; Nat. Un. Cat. 80: 490; RGB;
OCLC 13872450. BAN owns the 3-volume edition of 1730 (in 4°). This work
contains all of the surviving tragedies of Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides;
excerpts from plays on similar subjects by Seneca, Corneille, Racine, Jean
Rottrou, Orsatto Gustiniano, Lodovico Dolce; the comedies of Aristophanes;
and a series of treatises on the Greek theater and its differences from the
modern. All of the Greek and Italian plays and excerpts are given in French
prose translation.

16. a. 2. Pindari olympia pythia Nemea isthmia N 156.

b. Pindari, Olympia Nemea Pythia, Isthmia, gr. ¢ lat. 1598. 8°.
156 [f. 158, 0n. 1. N2 156,1. 79 ob.].

c. [Pindarus.] Pindari Olympia, Pythia, Nemea, Isthmia. Craece &
Latine. Latinam interpretationem M. Aemilius P[ortus] Francisci]
Porti Clretensis] Flilius] Linguae Graecae Professor, novissime
recognouit, accurate repurgauit, & passim illustrauit. Lyrica Carmi-
num poetarum nouem, lyricae poesews principum, fragmenta:
Alcaei, Sapphus, Stesichori, Ibyci, Anacreontis, Bacchylidis, Symo-
nidis, Alcmanis, Pindari, nonulla etiam aliorum, cum Latina
interpretatione, partim soluta oratione, partium carmine. Apud

38 V. P. Pogozhev, et al., Arkhiv Direktsii imperatorskikh teatrov, vyp. 1 (1746-1801gg.)
(St. Petersburg: Direktsiia imperatorskikh teatrov, 1892), otd. II, 54.
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Hieronymum Commelinum, elect. palat. typographum, 1598. [Hei-
delbergae], 1598. In 8°.

Kam. kat. 237; Trésor 5: 294; Bib. Nat. 137: 833-834; Brit. Lib. 259: 162; Nat.
Un. Cat. 458: 637; BAH; RGB; OCLC65411527. The book contains two parts
which contain the four books of Pindar’s odes and the poetry of eight other
Greek poets (Alcaeus, Sappho, Stesichorus, Ibycus, Anacreon, Bacchylides,
Simonides, Alcman); in Greek with Latin commentary.

17. a. 3. pindari olympia pythia Nemea isthmia caeterorum octo.
Ne 74s.

b. [Same as 16 b.] 1600. 8°.745 [f. 158. on. 1, N¢ 156,1. 79 ob. ]

c. [Pindarus.] Pindari Olympia, Pythia, Nemea, Isthmia. Caetero-
rum octo lyricorum carmina, Alcaei, Sapphus, Stesichori, Ibyci,
Anacreontis, Bacchylidis. Symonidis, Alcmanis, nonulla etiam alio-
rum. Editio IIII. Graecolatina, H. Steph[ani] recognitione quorun-
dam interpretationis locorum, & accessione lyricorum carmina
locupletata. Excudebat Paulus Stephanus. [Geneva]. 1600. In 16°.

Kam. kat. 560; Bib. Nat. 137: 831-832; Brit. Lib. 259: 163; Nat. Un. Cat. 458:
637; BAH; PGB; OCLC 8543077. Same contents as 16.

18-23. a. 1755 roay aBrycra 24 ans u3 bu6anorexn ormymensi I. Cyma-

POKOBY CA€AYIOIUSI KHUTH, 3 HMEHHO

1. CI. Claudiani. Ne 27.

2. Publii papinii Statii. N¢ 92 NB.3°

3. Statii papinii neapolitani. Ne 811:

4. CI. Claudianus. Theod. pulmani. N¢ 762.
S. P. Papini Statii opera. N 823 NB.

6. CI. Claudiani...N¢ 828.

Poetae in 8v°

18. a. 1. CI. Claudiani. Ne 27.

b. Claudiani CI. quae extant [sic] cum notis variorum. Amst.
1665. 8°.27 (f. 158, on. 1. N¢ 144, 1. 88]

c. [Claudianus, Claudius.] CL Claudiani quae exstant. Nic[olaas]
Heinsius Dan. Fil. Recensuit ac notas addidit, post primam editionem
altera fere parte nunc auctiores. Accedunt selecta Variorum Com-

39

There is no indication what the “nota bene’s refer to.
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mentaria, accurante C[ornelis] S[chrevelio] M. D. Amstelodami. Ex
officina Elzeviriana. 1665. In 8°.

Kam. kat. 133; Bib. Nat. 29: 778-780; Brit. Lib. 63: 449; Nat. Un. Cat. 111: 522;
Trésor 2: 194; RGB ; LCCN: 34040605. All of Claudius Claudianus’ surviving
works with commentaries and biography; in Latin.

19. a. 2. Publii papinii Statii. N¢ 92 NB.

b. Statii [:Papinii] Sylvarum libri S. Thebaidos libri 12. Achi-
lleidos libri 2 cum notis Variori ex Officina Hackiana Lugd.
B.1671.8%.92 [f. 158, 0on. 1,N¢ 160, 1. 61]

c. [Statius. Publius Papinius, et al.] Publii Papinii Statii Sylvarum
lib. V. Thebaidos lib. XII. Achilleidos lib. II. Notis selectissimis in
Sylvarum libros Dimitii. Morelli, Bernartii, Gevartii, Crucei, Barthii,
Joh. Frid. Gronovii Diatribe. In Thebaidos praeterea Placidi Lac-
tantii, Bernartii, &c. quibus in Achilleidos accedunt Maturantii,
Britannici, acuratissime illustrati a Johanne Veenhusen. Ex Officina
Hackiana: Lugd[uni] Batav[orum] [Leiden], 1671. In 8°.

Kam. kat. 146; Trésor 14: 481; Brit. Lib. 311: 463; Bib. Nat. 176: 110S; Nat.
Un. Cat. 565: 438 ; OCLC13595643. The collected works of the Roman
poet Publius Papinius Statius (ca. 45-96), containing: five books of “silvae”
(occasional poems); the epic poem “Thebaid” in 12 books and two books of
the only partially preserved epic “Achilleid”; commentaries by various authors;
and two biographies of Statius. In Latin.

20. a. 3. Statii papinii neapolitani N¢ 811:

b. [The same asno. 18 b.]. Lugd. 1547. 8°. 811 [f. 158. on. 1, N¢ 160,
1.61]

c. [Statius. Publius Papinius.] Statii Papinii Neapolitani Sylvarum
libr V. Thebaidos lib. XIL. Achileeidos lib. II. Apud Seb[astien]
Gryphium: Lugduni. 1547. In 16°.

Kam. kat. 564; Trésor 61: 480 (as 12°); Brit. Lib. 311: 463; Nat. Un. Cat. 565:
438 ; OCLC 257701358. Same contents as no. 19.

21. a. 4. Cl. Claudianus. Theod. pulmani. N¢ 762.

b. [The same as no. 18 b.]. Antw. 1596. 8°.762 [f. 158. on. 1, N¢ 144,
1.88]
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c. [Claudianus, Claudius]. Cl. Claudianus Theod. Pulmanni diligen-
tia. & fide summa. e vetustis codicibus restitutus, una cum M[artini]
Ant[onii] Del-Rio notis. Ex officina Plantiniana, apud viduam &
1{oannem] Moretum: Antuerpiae, 1596. 2 vols. In 16°.

Kam. kat. 558; Brit. Lib. 63: 448; Nat. Un. Cat. 111: 520; RGB has the edition
of 1585 in 16°. The poetry of the Roman poet Claudian (Claudius Claudianus,
d. c.404) with commentaries. In Latin.

22. a. §. P. Papini Statii opera. N¢ 823 NB.

b. [The same as no. 20 b.] Lugd. 1665. 8°. 823 [f. 160. on. 1, N¢ 160,
l.61]

c. [Statius. Publius Papinius.] P. Papinii Statii Opera. Lugduni, Apud
vid. Iacobi Carteron, 166S.

Kam. kat. 414; Nat. Un. Cat. 565 : 431; OCLC 55295141 and 136700690.
Same contents as no. 19.

23.a. 6. Cl. Claudiani...N¢ 828.

b. [The same as no. 18 b.] ex emendatione Heinsii. Amsterd[am].
1688. 8°. 828 [f. 158. on. 1, N¢ 144, 1. 88]

c. [Claudianus, Claudius]. Cl. Claudianus quae exstant: ex emen-
datione Nicolai Heinsy Dan. I. Amstelodami. sumptibus Societatis,
1688.

Kam. kat. 426; Nat. Un. Cat. 111:522. OCLC 257672608. All of Claudian’s
surviving poetry with commentaries. In Latin.

Abbreviations

BAH — Biblioteka Rossiiskoi akademii nauk, Otdel redkikh knig,
St. Petersburg

Bib. de Comp. — Backer, Augustin de. Bibliothéque de la Compagnie de Jésus.
1. ptie. Bibliographie. 10 vols. Paris, 1890-1900; Bruxelles:
Gregg Associates, 1960. (OCLC 40466860)

Bib. Hand. — Diunnhaupt, Gerhard. Bibliographisches Handbuch der Barock-
literatur: hundert Personalbibliographien deutscher Autoren des
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Bib. Nat.
Brit. Lib.

d.
f.
Kam. kat.

L
LCCN

Nat. Un. Cat.

OCLC
ob.

op.
RGADA
RGB
Scar.

SPb.O AAN

Trésor

siebzehnten Jahrhunderts. Stuttgart: Hiersemann, 1980. (OCLC
7511780)

Bibliothéque nationale (France). Catalogue général des livres
imprimés de la Bibliothéque nationale: Auteurs. Paris: Impr.
nationale, 1897-1981. (OCLC 15132380)

British Library. The British Library General Catalogue of Printed
Books to 1975. London: C. Bingley; London, New York:
K. G. Saur, 1979-1987. (OCLC 5688739)

archival unit (delo)

archival fund (fond)

Bibliothecae Imperialis Petropolitanae. Pars. 1-4. St. Petersburg,
1741-1742. All catalogue numbers on the list refer to the
section “Poetae. Latini. Germ. Gall. Graeci. &c.,” pp. 316-414,
except for no. 14, which refers to the section “Exotica.” The so-
called “Kamernyi katalog.”

archival page, folio (list)

Library of Congress Control Number

The National Union Catalog, Pre-1956 Imprints. 754 vols.
London : Mansell, 1968-1981. (LCCN 67030001)

Online Computer Library Center (book number)

reverse side of archival page, verso (oborotnaia storona)
archival inventory (opis’)

Arkhivokhranilishche staropechatnykh i redkikh izdanii, Ros-
siiskii gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv drevnikh aktov, Moscow.

Muzei redkikh knig, Rossiiskaia gosudarstvennaia biblioteka,
Moscow.

Magne, Emile. Bibliographie générale des ceuvres de Scarron, docu-
ments inédits. Paris: L. Giraud-Badin, 1924. (LCCN 25010851)
Sankt Peterburgskoe otdelenie Arkhiva Rossiiskoi Akademii
nauk

Graesse, Johann Georg Theodor. Trésor de livres rares et précieux
ou nouveau dictionnaire bibliographique... 7 vols. Dresden,
Kuntze, 1859-1869. (OCLC179946578)
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CENSORSHIP AND PROVOCATION:

The Publishing History of Sumarokov’s
“Two Epistles”

Critics have long recognized the importance of Sumarokov’s “Two Epistles™
on the Russian language and on poetry not only as “the manifesto of Russian

Classicism” but as a programmatic work that in many respects mapped out
the writer’s own further career.2 However, there still exists no critical edition
of this work.? Analysis of the manuscript of the “Two Epistles” preserved
in the Petersburg branch of the Academy of Sciences Archive (Razriad II,

1

Dve epistoly: V pervoi predlagaetsia o ruskom iazyke, a vo vtoroi o stikhotvorstve (St.
Petersburg: Akademiia nauk, 1748).

N. Bulich, Sumarokov i sovremennaia emu kritika (St. Petersburg, 1854), 116,
132, 414-42; P. N. Berkov, “Zhiznennyi i literaturnyi put’ A. P. Sumarokova,” in
A. P. Sumarokov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, ed. P. N. Berkov. Biblioteka poeta, Bol'shaia
seriia (Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel, 1957), 23-36; G. N. Pospelov, “Sumarokov
iproblema russkogo klassitsizma,” Uchenye zapiski MGU, vyp. 120, Trudy kafedry russkoi
literatury, 3 (1948), 221-223; D. M. Lang, “Boileau and Sumarokov: The Manifesto
of Russian Classicism,” Modern Language Review, 43 (October 1948): S00-506;
O.V. Orlovand V. I. Fedorov, Russkaia literatura XVIII veka (Moscow, 1973), 128-130;
A. M. Peskov, Bualo v russkoi literature XVIII — pervoi treti XIX veka (Moscow, 1989),
23-30. Joachim Klein challenges the notion of the work as a “manifesto of Russian
Classicism” in “Russkii Bualo? (Epistola Sumarokova “O stikhotvorstve” v vospriiatii
sovremennikov),” XVIII vek, 18 (1993), 40-58.

Following Novikov’s editions of Sumarokov (1781-2 and 1787) the “Two Epistles”
weren't published again in full, including the “Notes,” until Berkov’s edition of
1957 cited in note 2 (pp. 112-129). In this edition, as in the earlier Stikhotvoreniia
(Biblioteka poeta, malaia seriia, Leningrad, 1953), Berkov took note of the first attempt
give a critical description of the manuscript of “Two Epistles” by V. I. Rezanov in
“Rukopisnye teksty sochinenii A. P. Sumarokova,” Izvestiia Otdeleniia russkogo iazyka
i slovesnosti, 3 (St. Petersburg, 1904), 37-40 (and separate edition, St. Petersburg,
1904). G. P. Blok gives a short history of the censoring of the work in his notes to
M. V. Lomonosov, Polnoe sobranioe sochinenii, 11 vols. (Moscow: AN SSSR, 1950-835),
9: 938-939 (hereafter cited as PSS plus volume and page number).

44



>«

Chapter 3. Censorship and Provocation: History of Sumarokov’s “Two Epistles”

op. 1, Ne 132) reveals significant new information both about the materials
that were not included into the final published text and also concerning
the work’s complex censorship history. The manuscript includes all of the
changes Sumarokov made in the text from his first submission for publication
to the Academy of Sciences’ typography until the time it was finally typeset.
The goal of this article is to piece together the history of the “Two Epistles™
editing on the basis of this manuscript, analyzing all of the added and omitted
material as well as the other changes in the text, trying to put them into
context of the literary practices of the time.

The changes Sumarokov made in the epistles were directly connected
to the process of having them published by the Academy typography. At
the start of his career this was “practically the sole institution in the whole
of Russia that published books of secular content,” that possessed not
only printing presses but also the single existing commercial network for
bookselling.* After the adoption of the Academy’s new regulations (regla-
ment) in 1747, given the absence of a special article on censorship the right
to approve works for publication fell to the Academy’s administration, that is,
directly to the Academy president, Count K. G. Razumovskii, or, as was more
often the case, to the Academy Chancellery that was subordinate to him. When
Sumarokov wanted to publish his first tragedy “Khorev” on October 28,
1747, he addressed himself directly to Razumovskii, who was also brother
of Sumarokov’s superior and the morganatic husband of Empress Elizabeth,
A. G.Razumovskii. Permission to publish was given quickly, apparently without
any review of the text.> However, after a year, when Sumarokov submitted
his second tragedy, “Gamlet” (Hamlet), the Academy Chancellery turned it
over for review to Academy members “to determine...whether or not there
is anything blameworthy in it,” adding that “as far as the style, it may remain
as it is written.”® The Chancellery demanded the review in twenty-four hours,

4+ D.V. Tiulichev, “Tsenzura izdanii Akademii nauk v XVIII v.,” Sbornik statei i materialov
po knigovedeniiu, vol. 2 (Leningrad, 1970), 72.

S Materialy dlia istorii imperatorskoi Akademii nauk, vol. 8 (1746-1747) (St. Petersburg,
1895), 581, 585. In connection with the publication of Sumarokov’s “Slovo pokhval’noe
o gosudare imperatore Petre Velikom” (1759) Razumovskii “was so good as to order
that the aforementioned ‘Pokhvalnoe slovo’ be printed due to the persistent demand
of mister author [i.e, Sumarokov], reasoning that even before...many of his works
were printed without Academy censorship” (Arkhiv Rossiiskoi Akademii nauk, no.
239, 11.50-51, quoted from D. S. Shamrai and P. N. Berkov, “K tsenzurnoi istorii
‘Trudoliubivoi pchely’ A. P. Sumarokova,” XVIII vek, S [ 1965], 405).

¢ Materialy dlia istorii imperatorskoi Akademii nauk, vol. 9 (1748-1749) (St. Petersburg,
1897), 457.
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Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

“a condition unprecedented in Academy practice.”” But the most surprising,
even potentially fatal circumstance was that the Chancellery turned the job of
reviewing Sumarokov’s works over to his two most prominent literary rivals,
Trediakovskii and Lomonosov, who, unlike Sumarokov, were professors and
Academy members. The fact that Trediakovskii and Lomonosov were made
Sumarokov’s censors, and in particular of the “Two Epistles,” which contained
criticism of them, greatly problematized the process of censoring.

In his report on “Hamlet” of October 10, 1748, Trediakovskii approved
the play, and even praised it somewhat, calling it better than “Khorev” and
“quite good” (dovol'no izriadnaia), although he added that “as in the author’s
first tragedy, as in this new one, there is an uneven style throughout, that is,
in some places it is overly Slavonic for the theater and in others much too
low, in street [style], and there are also many grammatical defects.” Despite
his instructions, he proposed a series of stylistic, semantic, and grammatical
corrections and revisions, which he wrote in pencil on the back side of the
manuscript pages.® Lomonosov gave his approval without any comment.’
Then, as G. P. Blok has written, “after having familiarized himself with
the reviews, in three days Sumarokov returned the manuscript to the
Chancellery, having made some corrections but also having assiduously
erased Trediakovskii’s penciled suggestions, leaving only the underlining
[that corresponded to them],” which he instructed the typesetters to ignore.10
On October 14, the same day Sumarokov resubmitted the manuscript and
requested an official order to have it published, the Chancellery granted
permission. The document mentioned Lomonosov’s approval and K. G.Ra-
zumovskii's “approbation,” but said nothing about Trediakovskii’s review.!!
The play came out on December 1.

Two days after finishing his review of “Hamlet,” Trediakovskii received
a new assignment from the Chancellery: to review the “Two Epistles” and to
get Lomonosov’s opinion of them. In his report of October 12 he wrote:

7 Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 937. Blok suggests that this was due to “Sumarokov’s prominent
position in the service.”

8 Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 937. “If the author sees fit,” Trediakovskii wrote, “let them
serve for his use, but if they do not please him, I beg pardon for my well intentioned
audacity; because I have not blackened out his own verses or harmed them [i.e., made
them illegible].” Materialy, 9, 461.

9 Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 620; Materialy, 9, 461

10 Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 937. The manuscript of “Gamlet” is located in the Petersburgskoe
otdelenie Arkhiva Rossiiskoi Akademii nauk, Razriad I, op. 1, no. 62.

1L Materialy, 9, 479-80.
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I am of the following opinion of them, namely, that however good they are, and
however worthy of publication, they could have been even better and more
worthy if there was less satire in them, especially in the first, and if it were more
like an epistle. In it there is such great acrimoniousness that it is not so much
writers’ vices that are stigmatized as writers themselves, so that the vocative case
is used for [addressing] one, and practically [by] his own name, according to
the example of the so-called ancient Aristophanic comedies, which by the way
were also strictly forbidden by the authorities in Athens at the time, as we see
from history. But perhaps the privilege of poetic license will be cited against
this, my opinion, however there is a danger that this license will grow into
obduracy (svoevolnost’); for as Cicero says in his Letter to Servius Sulpicius
[Rufus] (Servii Sul’[plitsii) bk. 4, that which is done as a trial people think has
been done by right; so they try little by little to go even further and do as much
as they can themselves.!2

Trediakovskii's objection is two-fold: on the one hand, he charges Suma-
rokov with violating the boundaries of the genre, turning an epistle into
a satire; and secondly, he asserts that his satirical manner is impermissible
insofar asitis directed at personalities (in this case, at Trediakovskii himself!).

What exactly did Trediakovskii take so personally? It is hard to say with
full certainty, and scholars have been of varying opinions. There are several
places in the epistles where Sumarokov polemicizes with Trediakovskii’s
literary and theoretical positions (for example, the criticism of his songs in
the second epistle!3). But Trediakovskii had written that the epistles “could
have been even better and more worthy if in them, especially in the first, there
was less satire.” He was apparently referring to the following passage:!*

OauH, TTOCAAYS HECBOMCTBEHHOMY CKAAAY,
Baeuet B I'epmanuio Poccuiickyro ITaarapsy
V1, MH1, 9TO TeM OH el IPUATCTBA IPUAALT,
IIpupoaAHy KpacoTy ¢ AuIa est beperT.

12 P, Pekarskii, Istoriia imperatorskoi Akademii nauk v Peterburge, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg,
1873), 131-32. Apparently Trediakovskii was referring to Cicero’s Letter to Servius
Sulpicius Rufus (In Achaia), no. 18, from the fourth book of his Letters, but I find no
such idea expressed there.

13 See L. Z. Serman, Russkii klassitsizm: Poeziia, Drama, Satira (Leningrad, 1973), 118-
119.

14 P. N. Berkov thought that Trediakovskii's complaint was due to the four lines
concerning “Shtivelius” cited below (Literaturnaia polemika, 95), which Sumarokov
apparently only added after the first review of the manuscript. But in any case
Trediakovskii’s objection was to the first and not to the second epistle.
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Apyrori, He BbIy4ach Tak IpaMoTe, KaK AOAXKHO,
ITo-pyccku, AyMaeT, BCero CKa3aTh He MOXKHO,

V1, B35IB IPUTOPIIHU CAOB IyKHX, CIIAETAET Pedb
SI3BIKOM COOCTBEHHBIM, AOCTOFHY TOABKO C)KeUb.
VIAb CAOBO B CAOBO OH B CAOT PYCCKHUIL [IEPEBOAUT,
Koropo Ha ce6s B 06HOBe He moxoaut. (I, 21-30)1S

According to P. N. Berkov, the first four lines refer to Academy translators,
although the opinion of earlier commentators that they were about
Lomonosov, who had started to write poetry in Germany, and under the
influence of German verse, seems more convincing.!® However this may
be, as Berkov noted, Lomonosov evidently did not take the lines personally.
In the lines that follow it is easier to recognize Trediakovskii. As a response
to Trediakovskii's championing of the principle of maximally accurate
translation (see, for example, the preface to his Sochineniia i perevody of
1752), in the first epistle Sumarokov expressed a strong affirmation of “free
translation” (see also I, 75-80).17
After the lines cited above, Sumarokov revised lines 31 and 32:18

TOT MPO30M CKapEAHOM CTPEMHUTCS

[uHO# BUTHICTBYS BO3IIEAIN / HAM: «CTHXaMu>» / | Kk Hebecaw,
M XUTPOCTHU CBOEM

[umTas 9TO MHCaA | He IIOHUMAET caM.

In the first version (that is, before the crossing out) the criticism was
addressed at a different writer from that described in the previous lines (“inoi

15 In citing the epistles, “I” indicates the “Epistle on the Russian Language,” “II” — the
“Epistle on Poetry,” followed by an Arabic numeral indicating the line(s). Citations
are from A. P. Sumarokov, Polnoe sobranie vsekh sochinenii, ed. N. I. Novikov, 10 vols.
(Moscow, 1781-82), 1, 329-356 (hereafter PSVS).

16 Sumarokov, Izbrannye sochineniia, 527. Cf. Bulich, Sumarokov, 57; Pekarskii, Istoriia, 2,
133-134; A. P. Sumarokov, Stikhotvoreniia, ed. A. S. Orlov. Biblioteka poeta, Bol'shaia
seriiia (Leningrad, 1935), 432.

17 M. H. Berman, “Trediakovskij, Sumarokov and Lomonosov as Translators of Western
European Literature,” Diss., Harvard University, 1971, 110.

18 In quoting the manuscript of the “Two Epistles,” we preserve the punctuation, stress
marks, and capitalization, but not the orthography, which differs significantly even
from the published text. When we cite lines from the published text, we cite that text
and not the manuscript. Here and below material in square brackets indicates that it
has been crossed out in the manuscript.
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vitiistvuia vozshedshii k nebesam”); this might even have been Lomonosov,
especially if we read stikhami in place of vozshedshii. But in the revised text
these lines are a continuation of the criticism of the bad translator-writer and
serve as bridge to the following added segment (1l. 33-34; in the manuscript
onl. 2 rev.), where the hints at Trediakovskii are quite transparent:

ToT mpo30it CKAPEAHOH CTPeMUTCS K Hebecam
W xutpocTu cBoer He TOHNMAET CaM.

Tor po30it U CTIXOM ITOA3ET, U TUChMA OHBbI,
Pyraoun ce6si, AAeT IHCLjaM B 3aKOHDL.

XoTb 3HaeT, UTO eMy BO M3AY CMEeTCs BCSK,
OAHAKO OH CBOHX He XOYeT BUAETb BPaK.
ITyckaii, oH AyMaeT, MeHsI HUKTO He XBAaAHT.
To cepalla MOETo HUMAaAO He ITEYAAUT:

51 cam cebs1 XBaAIO, Ha YTO MHE ITOXBAAA?

W 3Ha10 TO, YTO 5 HCKYCEH AO 3eAa.

3eno, 3eA0, 3eA0, APY>KOK MO, THI HCKYCEH,

I cnopuTh He X04y, AQ TOABKO CKAAA TBOM THYCEH.
KOI‘Aa He BEpHUIIb MHE, CITPOCH XOTA Y BCEX:
Bcesk ckaxer, 4To Tebe mepoM BAAACTH, IPex.

Sumarokov could have taken the image of a vain and talentless poet from
Boileau, but his barbs, directed here at Trediakovskii and at his Conversation
Between a Foreigner and a Russian About Orthography (Razgovor mezhdu
chuzhestrannym chelovekom i Rossiiskim ob ortografii) (St. Petersburg, 1748),
in which he defended the use of the letter “zelo” (S) in place of “zemlia”
(3 or 7) were so effective that subsequently, in the words of B. A. Uspenskii,
the phrase “zel6 zel6” (meaning, “very very”) became a “mark of identification
signaling a polemical attack on Trediakovskii."!?

While it is possible that Sumarokov added these lines after Trediakovskii’s
negative review of October 12,20 it seems more probable that Trediakovskii’s
angry words referred to these already added lines, in which the references
to him were very clear and he was labeled “practically by his own name.”
That is, Sumarokov added them before the review, most probably, during
those two days after he received Trediakovskii's “corrected” version of
“Hamlet” (October 10), but before he submitted the “Two Epistles” for

19 B. A. Uspenskii, “K istorii odnoi epigrammy Trediakovsogo (Epizod iazykovoi
polemiki serediny XVIII veka),” Russian Linguistics, 8:2 (1984), 113.
20 As G. N. Blok suggests, Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 938-939.

49



Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

review, apparently on October 11 or 12.2! That the added lines concern
Trediakovskii’s inability to understand questions of style support the
hypothesis that Sumarokov was getting back at Trediakovskii for his
unsolicited criticism of “Hamlet.”

On the same October 12, Lomonosov wrote his response to Tredia-
kovskii’s letter that included the “Two Epistles,” that has not survived. He
wrote that “one could advise the writer of these epistles in a friendly way
not to rush them into print, and that he himself should find some way that
he could somewhat alter (otmenit’ neskol’ko) his argumentation concerning
certain persons.””? Although Lomonosov warned Trediakovskii that in
absence of an official request from the Chancellery he was responding
“only to your letter,” Trediakovskii nevertheless submitted Lomonosov’s
answer to the Chancellery on the same day, together with his own negative
recommendation.

The matter ended here for now, but a month later, on November 9,
Sumarokov again renewed his request to publish the epistles, as in the
analogous letter of October 14 concerning “Hamlet,” referring only to
the approval of Academy president K. G. Razumovskii. By this time,
he had made some other changes in the work. In a resolution dated the
same November 9, the Chancellery ordered the publication, “following
certification (svidetel'stvo) by professors Trediakovskii and Lomonosov.”23
However, in his second review, Trediakovskii stated that “although they
have been somewhat corrected, the acrimoniousness in them has not only
not been eliminated but has even been increased. Therefore, in view [of the
fact] that they are indeed malicious satires and only epistles in name, and
[hence] defaming that kind of work, in all impartial conscience I cannot
approve them...However, there is nothing in these epistles against the
law or the state”>* Trediakovskii passed the epistles on to Lomonosov for

21 Blok argues (Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 938) that the epistles must have been submitted
for publication to the Chancellery “by an unofficial route,” since there is no record
of this in the official chancellery records. Because of this, we also don’t know exactly
when they were submitted, but this was clearly before October 12, when Trediakovskii
wrote his review.

22 P. S. Biliarskii, Materialy dlia biografii Lomonosova (St. Petersburg, 1865), 115-116;
Pekarskii, Istoriia, 2, 132; Lomonosov, PSS, 10, 460-461.

23 Materialy, 9, 598-99.

24 Materialy, 9, 535. In his “Letter... Written from a Friend to a Friend” of 1750 Tredia-
kovskii repeated that Sumarokov, “after the insults and barbs. .. employed in his epistles
not only not considered it proper not to get rid of them, but increased them and to
some extent [made them] worse and even more intolerable” (Sbornik materialov dlia
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a second review, and after a week, on November 17, Lomonosov attested
that “they contain many wonderful verses providing just rules about poetry.
The satirical verses which are included in them do not concern anything
important, but only contain criticism of some bad writers without their
names. And since this kind of poetry touching the improvement of the
verbal arts, aside from the satire that all civilized peoples allow, and among
the Russian people the Satires of Prince Antiokh Dmitrievich Kantemir were
received with general approbation...I reason that the above mentioned
epistles may be published according to the author’s wishes.”?S Apparently, in
force of this one positive review, the “Two Epistles” were sent to be typeset
on December $ and printed by December 14. This may have been one of
the only instances in history when the number of objectionable places was
increased due to censorship rather than the reverse.

The question of Sumarokov’s relationship to his censor-rivals is closely
tied up with the other changes he made in the “Two Epistles” after the first
review.2¢ In the first place, in the concluding lines of the second epistle
appeared a strongly-worded evaluation of his two colleagues (II. 389-392;
l.22 rev.):

... BosbMu rpemsimy aupy
W c neissmv [TuapapoM B3aeTait Ao HebecH,
HAb ¢ AOMOHOCOBBIM TAAC I'POMKHUI BO3HECH:
Ox Hammx crpar Maabrep6: on ITunpapy mopo6eH:
A 11, IITHBEARYC, AIIID TOABKO BPaTh CIIOCOOEH.

Some scholars consider the compliment to Lomonosov back-handed, insofar
as in Boileau’s scheme Malherbe occupies a mostly historical, outmoded
place, and L. B. Pumpianskii even suggested that “from this [passage] one

istorii imp. Akademii nauk v XVIII veke, ed. A. A. Kunik., vol. 2 [St. Petersburg, 1865],
621). On this, see: “Slander, Polemic, Criticism: Trediakovskii’s “Letter... Written
from a Friend to a Friend” of 1750 and the Problem of Creating Russian Literary
Criticism,” chap. 4 below.

25 Materialy, 9, 554-55; Lomonosov, PSS, 9, 621.

26 Most of the changes were apparently made between the first and second reviews, but it
is also possible that Sumarokov made some of them even later; he probably also made
some minor changes on the galley proofs (that have not been preserved). Among
the latter were probably some orthographic changes, typographical errors and minor
stylistic editing. See Rezanov, “Rukopisnye teksty,” 37-40. In his article “Otvet na
kritiku” Sumarokov himself noted two misprints in the second epistle (II,7: “tokmo”
instead of “tamo,” and II, 89: the word “sklad” was left out) (PSVS, 10, 119).
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could derive an accusation of plagiarism.”?” This does not seem correct.
Elsewhere Sumarokov refers to Malherbe with respect, as in the revised
version of the “Two Epistles,” “Nastavlenie khotiashchim byti pisateliami”
(Instructions for Would-Be Writers) of 1774, in which he stands together
with Racine and Moliére (“Ctuxocaoxenue He 3Has mpsmo mep, / He
Mor 651 661rp Maarep6, Pacun u Moanep” [Without knowing versification
properly / One can’t become a Malherbe, Racine or Moliére]), and in the
“Notes” to the epistles themselves Sumarokov changed the description
of Malherbe as “a very good (ves'ma khoroshii) lyric” to the more positive
“renowned (slavnyi) lyric” (1.9) — this last addition probably in connection
with the comparison to Lomonosov that he had added.

Lomonosov is the single Russian writer named in the “Two Epistles,” and
the reference to him is even more emphasized by its placement in the work’s
concluding lines. He is contrasted as “the great Russian poet” to the pitiable,
comic Trediakovskii — “Shtivelius.”?® This is also underscored by another
addition to the manuscript “Notes” (. 10). Sumarokov here replaced the
phrase “very good” with the word “great” and also added a sentence about his
academic position (“Member and professor of chemistry of the Petersburg
Academy of Sciences and historical assembly”); in the final published version,
however, Lomonosov is labeled as only a “good lyric [poet].” While one may
seek grounds for future disagreements between Sumarokov and Lomono-
sov in the “Two Epistles,” for example in Sumarokov’s criticism of “rhetoric”
and defense of “simplicity,” in other places one may see further approval for
Lomonosov as a poet, e.g. the possible reference to his epic poem on Peter
the Great (II, 112) or in his own “purely Lomonosovian evaluation of the
ode”? Hence apart from the questionable indirect criticism of Lomonosov
in the first epistle (“Odin...vlechet v Gemaniiu Rossiiskuiu Palladu”), which

27 L. V. Pumpianskii, “Ocherki po literature pervoi poloviny XVIII veka,” XVIII vek, [1]
(Leningrad, Moscow, 1935), 111-12; cf. P. N. Berkov, Vvedenie v izuchenie istorii russkoi
literatury XVIII veka (Leningrad, 1964), 22-3; Berkov cites an unpublished paper by
G. A. Gukovskii. On the equivocal place of Pindar and Malherbe in Russian Classicism
and in debates over the Russian literary language, see V. M. Zhivov, Iazyk i kul'tura v
Rossii XVIII veka (Moscow: Iazyki russkoi kul’tury, 1996), via the index.

28 On the parodic name “Shtivelius” and its sources see M. I. Sukhomlinov’s notes in
M. V. Lomonosov, Sochineniia, vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1893), 391-99. B. A. Uspenskii
suggests that Sumarokov may have borrowed the name from Lomonosov— see
“Kistorii,” 113n. On the mythological opposition between “great poet” and “pitiful fool”
as applied to Lomonosov and Trediakovskii, see Irina Reyfman, Vasilii Trediakovsky:
The Fool of the New Russian Literature (Stanford: Stanford UP, 1990).

2 Berkov, Lomonosov i literaturnaia polemika, 71.
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Lomonosov could easily pass over, Lomonosov occupied a very positive
position in the epistles. As we suggest below, it seems likely that Sumarokov
made some alterations in the epistles on the advice of Lomonosov, with
whom Sumarokov was at the time in friendly relations, to the point that
Trediakovskii could even suspect that (in Berkov’s words) “the instigator of
the satirical attacks against him in the epistles was Lomonosov” himself.3°

The last barb against Trediakosvkii is connected to ten lines on the
Russian language and its connection to Church Slavonic which Sumarokov
eliminated from the first epistle. As Boris Uspenskii has shown, Sumarokov
was polemicizing with Trediakovskii's linguistic position as expressed
especially in the Conversation... About Orthography. Sumarokov made several
changes to that part of the first epistle that describes the relationship of the
literary and conversational languages. Firstly, he crossed out the following
four lines after I, 60 (“S otsutstvuiushchimi obychnu rech’ vedet”):

Oma cocTaBAeHa OBITb AOAKHO 0e3 BUTeeK;

Her xy>xe HI 4eBO HEHAAOOHBIX 3aTeeK,

HaMm MOXHO BCSKO UX ITHCATh KAK MbI XOTHM;
OAHaKO AOAXKHO TaK, Kak rpocto rosopum. (1. 3)

He replaced these with the following:

6BITH AOAXKHO 6e3 3aTeil 1 [ ICHO HelpeMeHHO. |
[KpaTKo cOYMHEHHO) KPaTKO COYMHEHHO
ACHO
[Kakoe 651 MEHeHHe B Hefi| [ TOYHO IIOAOKEHHO |
U3BACHEHHO

Kaxk npocTo roBopum, Tak mpocTo [HempeMeHHO .
Ho kT0 HeHay4eH MCIPaBHO TOBOPUTD,

Towmy He 6e3 TpPyaa U rpaMOTKY cA0XKHTb. (L. 2 rev.)

(That is, in the final published version:

BBITh AOAKHO 6e3 3aTell 1 KPaTKO COYMHEHHO,
Kax npocTo roBopum, Tak IpOCTO U3BSICHEHHO.
Ho xT0 He Hay4eH MCIPaBHO FOBOPUTD,

Tomy He 6e3 TPyAa M TPAMOTKY CAOXKHTb. )

30 Berkov, Lomonosov i literaturnaia polemika, 95-6; on the good relations between
Sumarokov and Lomonosov during this period, see 68-71.
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Sumarokov is making two points here: first, that correct speech should not be
weighted down with excess ornament, and second, that good oral speech should
serve as the basis for the literary language. In editing this passage he replaced
the idea that “each of us may write as we wish” (“simply as we speak”) with the
stricter demand that a writer have the necessary education. As V. M. Zhivov has
shown, reference to the conversational tongue as basis for the literary language
was a tribute to the reigning French purist theory but in the Russian context
(in which there was no conversational norm) essentially a fiction.3! The notion
of writing “simply as we speak” is progressively undercut by references to book
learning, and especially to the vital educational function of Church Slavonic:

Ilepennmait y T€X, XOTh MHOT'O HX, XOTb MaAO,
KoTopsix TiaHue HCKYCcCTBY PeBHOBAAO,

U nmoxa3aAo UM, KOAb MBICAb CHSI AMIKQ,

Yro He MMeeM MbI 6OraTCTBA A3bIKA.

CepAHCD, 9TO MAAO KHUT Y HAC, M ACAAV TIEHH:
Koraa KHHI PyCCKUX HET, 32 KeM MATH B CTEIIEHHU?
OaHaKO 6OABIIIe ThI CEPAUCS Ha ce0s

Vb Ha OTLA, YTO OH He BBIYYHA TeOSL.

A ecau 6 I0HOCTD THI He IIPOXKUA CBOEBOABHO;

Th1 6 MOT B [TMCAHUHU HCKYCEH OBITh AOBOABHO.
TpyaoarobuBast maeaa cebe beper,

OrtBcro0Ay, TO, 4TO et HOTpe6HO B CAAAKHH MeA,
U nocemaroma 6Aaroyxasty posy,

Beper B CBOH COTBI YaCTHIIBL U C HABO3Y.

VMeeM CBepX TOTO AYXOBHBIX MHOT'O KHHI':

Kro BueH B TOM, 4T0 ThI [ICaATHIpH He IIOCTHT,
U 6eryuu 110 Heil, Kak B 6bICTPOM MOpe CYAHO,

C xoHIja B KOHeIj pas cTo mpomdaacs 6espaccypno. (I, 113-30)

Sumarokov later entitled his literary journal Trudoliubivaia pchela (The
Industrious Bee), emphasizing perhaps the eclecticism of his literary and
linguistic position which would combine elements of the bookish Church
Slavonic language with Russian vernacular speech. The bee metaphor, of
course, is quite ancient, and widespread in the classical and Orthodox literary

31 Jazyk i kul'tura, 177-79, 291f, 327, 440, and via the index. Zhivov (292) rejects
Uspenskii’s view that in the epistles Sumarokov “appears...as true follower of that
linguistic program that was formulated by Trediakovskii (together with Adodurov)
in the 1730, and which Trediakovskii renounced in the second half of the 1740’s”
(B. A. Uspenskii, “K istorii,” 102). The program of the 1730’s was based on that very
nonexistent conversational usage and on rejecting Church Slavonic.
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traditions. After the passage above come ten lines that are crossed out in
which Sumarokov continues to defend the Church Slavonic literary tradition
as source for modern Russian:

Ha HameM s13bIKe, XOTh HEYTO TEMHO B Hell;
ITosuats /man: «Ho 3Hatp>»?/ coraacue u Kpacora peueit
Kax nucana oHa B TBOpeHHH IIPECAABHO.
EcTp HeuTo, 4TO COBCEM IpEBEACHO H3ITPABHO,
W3 I'peveckux HaM KHUT B IPUATHU HX BepbL
AOBOABHBI AY Teb€e TOAD K yUeHbe Te IIPIMEPHI?
ThI CKa’KellIb: YTO TaM YTy, 51 He IIOFMY TaBo,
W yrto TaMm mucaHa, He 3HAI0 HUYEBO,
ThI CKasKellb: 51 KHIKHY
[(S1?) xHIKHY ] A3bIKY B CPOAY He YIHACHL
Hauro eBo yaurs, koAb Pycckum o1 poariaca? (1. 5-6)

Significantly, Sumarokov defends the “harmony and beauty” of the Church
Slavonic language despite its “something obscure” (nechto temno) (which
Trediakovskii had condemned in the foreword to the Voyage to the Island
of Love3?) and points to books written in this tongue as example of correct
translation and model for emulation. While Sumarokov orients himself (at
least in theory) on the vernacular speech of enlightened society, he rejects the
young Trediakovskii’s view that Russian and Church Slavonic are two separate
languages. In the epistles Sumarokov refers to Church Slavonic as “Russian”
and as “our language,” that is, he sees both as part of a larger “Slaveno-Russian”
(Slavenorossiiskii) unity.3? See in the final version I, 135-139:

He MHU, YTO HaIlI A3bIK, He TOT, YTO B KHUTAX YTEM,
Korops! MbI ¢ To60i1 He Pycckumu 30BeMm.

OH TOT e, a KOTAQ 6 OH ObIA MHOI, KAK MBICAUIID
AWIIb TOABKO OTTOTO, YTO ThI €0 He CMBICAMIIID,
Tak 4TOX 0CTaA0Ch 651 Ipu Pycckom s3bike?

That Sumarokov had Trediakovskii in mind when he eliminated these lines
is shown by two other lines which were to replace the fifth and sixth lines of
the passage cited earlier on this page:

32 See Uspenskii, “K istorii,” 75, 105, 124. Uspenskii suggests that Trediakovskii’s use of
the epithet “temnyi” refers back to Feofan Prokopovich.
33 On “Slavenosossiiskii,” see Zhivov, Iazyk i kul'tura, chap. 3.
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U3 rpeveckux HaM KHUT, AASL YTEHHS B [[ePKBAX;
Ho To apa6cxus caoBa B TBOHX [raasax] ymax. (L. S rev.)

The second line is a clear swipe at Trediakovskii and foreshadows Sumaro-
kov’s comedy Tresotinius of 1750 in which Trediakovskii is pilloried as
a conceited pedant who boasts of his knowledge of esoteric languages,
including Arabic. As in this passage, Sumarokov makes fun of his rival’s claim
that serious knowledge of foreign languages is a basic requirement for any
literary activity. And as in the play, the debate over language and literature is
reduced to an ad hominem attack.

It seems likely that Sumarokov added these lines after Trediakovskii’s first
review, and then, when he cut the ten lines about language cited earlier, he
decided to eliminate these two as well. It is also possible that he cut the lines
only after the second review. This, together with the line about Shtivelius at
the end, would explain Trediakovskii’s complaint that the “insults and barbs”
had been increased and turned the epistles into “malicious satires.”

The cited passages that were cut from the “Two Epistles” emphasize
the importance of the “old” religious literary tradition as source for the
literary language and for education —an unusual position, it may seem,
for a European enlightener. That may even be the reason he cut them. The
impropriety of discussing the religious literary tradition may also have been
a factor in another major excision from the “Two Epistles” — the eight lines
that come after I, 74, concerning religious oratory (on 1. 3-4). In this passage
Sumarokov gives a short history of rhetoric:

B Tom pApeBHuit

[Aer ApeBHEX] AeMOC)EH B IpEMeEp GBITH MOKET AQH,

Aet [moca mocae]

[U3] cpeanux, 3aaroycr, [u3 HoBbix @eodan] mocaepnnx, Peodan,
ITocaepoBaTeas ceit mpecaaska Iunepomna,

M xpacHOpeuHs poCCUIICKOrO KOPOHA.

XOTb B YMCTOM CAOTE OH U YACTO IIOTPEIaA;

Ho xpacHOpeynst mpeMHOro IOKa3aA.

OH pHTOp U3 uncAa Bo Beeit EBpOTe raaBHbIX,

Kak Mocreiim, Byppaay, MexAy My>eil pecAaBHBIX. 3

3 Part of this passage is cited by Blok and Makeeva in Lomonosov, PSS, 7, 821. For
Sumarokov’s corresponding notes on the figures named here, that were also cut, see
below.
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Why did Sumarokov eliminate this passage from the “Two Epistles”? Several
explanations are possible. In the first place, this is the single place in the
epistles where Sumarokov describes a literary tradition in such historical
detail; here he cites classical, medieval and modern orators, and indeed
these are the only writers he cites by name in the first epistle at all. For these
formal reasons he might have found the passage inappropriate. But this does
not explain why he decided to exclude oratory in the epistles altogether. This
might have been to emulate Boileau more closely, as the French author had not
only not touched on oratory in LArt poétique (understandably as oratory is not
poetry) but also made denigrating reference to Christian literature; arguably,
discussion of oratory is also out of place in an epistle on language. G. N. Blok
and V. N. Makeeva suggest that Sumarokov made the cut on the advice of
Lomonosov, who had recently eliminated reference to Feofan Prokopovich
from his Short Guide to Oratory. In their words, “both of them evidently found
it out of place to praise the talent of an orator in print who ‘in purity of style
often sinned.”35 If this is the case, it also explains why Sumarokov cut another
twelve lines from the second epistle concerning Prokopovich and Kantemir
that Berkov decided to reinstate in his editions of Sumarokov of 1953 and
1957.3¢ In this passage both writers receive low ratings as poets: Kantemir
“Crpemuacst Ha ITapHac, HO He 6p1A0 ycmexa.../ Opanako 6p1a ITerac Bceraa
nop HuM Aenus” (strove to Parnassus but without success.../ Pegasus was
always lazy beneath him); and Prokopovich, although “kpacoii caoserckoro
Hapoaa, / YTo B KpacHOpeuHH KacaAoch AO Hero, / AOCTOMHOIO B CTHXAx
He cperaa Hudero” (ornament of the Slavic people, / As far as it concerns
oratory.../ [But] he created nothing worthy in verse).?” Indeed, why name
these, the single native writers in the epistles (apart from Lomonosov, whose
name he added at the end) in order to render them such very mixed praise?
On the other hand, Sumarokov greatly valued Prokopovich as a preacher,
which is clear from the note on him (cited below) that he originally planned
to include at the end of the epistles. If we are to believe some commentators,
Lomonosov was more critical of modern church orators and possibly of
the Orthodox Church as a whole than Sumarokov, and it is possible that he
advised Sumarokov to eliminate the names of Prokopovich and the other
church orators from the epistles. In that case, his words from the letter to
Trediakovskii in which he suggests that “the writer of these epistles...should

35 Lomonosov, PSS, 7, 821.
36 See Sumarokov Izbrannye proizvedeniia, 116 and 527.
37 Berkov’s editions mistakenly have “ne sozdal nichego” instead of “ne sdelal nichego.”
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find some way that he could somewhat alter (otmenit’ neskol’ko) his argu-
mentation concerning certain persons (nekotorykh person)” might refer
not to Trediakovskii (or not only to Trediakovskii) but to Kantemir, Proko-
povich and the other “persony” named in the passage on oratory.

The following are Sumarokov’s biographical notes that were crossed out
on the manuscript [Il. 24-25]) after these figures were cut from the text of
the epistles. All but the last correspond to the figures named in the passage on
oratory discussed above. The notes on Nicolas Pradon (1632-1698) and Jean
Chapelain (1595-1674), named at the start of the second epistle as “bad French
poets” were also crossed out; their names had come to stand for untalented and
envious writers largely due to Boileau’s LArt poétique, which was the principle
model for Sumarokov’s epistles. It seems logical that mention of them was
rendered redundant by the satirical portrait of Trediakovskii-Shtivelius.

AEMOCOEH, Ilpecaasmbiit apuuckmit putop. Poamacs 3a 379: aeT Ao
poxaectsa Xpucrosa. Ymep 3a 320: aeT.

3AATOYCT, Ilarpuapx nap-rpapa. 3AaTOYCTOM HA3BaH OH OT KPacHOpEeUMs
cBoero. Poamacs B 354: roa mo poxaecrse XpucrosoM, B (A - - rupann?).’
IpeacraBuacs B 407: roay ceHTsIOps 14 AHsL.

OEO®AH, Apxuenuckon HOBA-TPapl, MpecAaBHbI pirop (- -?) M3 4mcaa
3HATHEHIIMX CaMBIX AYYIIMX PATOPOB Bo Bceit Eppome. Hexoroprie eBo caoBa,
a 0COOAMBO M3 TeX KOTOPBLI Tellepb HPHIIAK HA IIAMSITb: CAOBO O IIOATABCKOM
nobeae; caoBo Ha poxpenue (necapesuua?) Ilerpa Ilerpdésuua Ha cmepTh
T'ocypaps umneparopa Ilerpa Beaukoro u Ha cmepTh Iocypapbhiay HMITe paTPUIIbI
Exarepunsl AAeKCeeBHBI, TAK XOPOLIH, ITO €ABA MOXKET AU OOABIIIE YeAOBEYeCKHI
Pa3yM ITI0OKa3aTh U3CKYCTBA B KPaCHOpeunu.>’

IHWIIEPOH, ITpecaaBnbiit aaTuHCckuit Purop. Popmacs B Pume, B 684: roay
OT CO3AQHMS TOPOAQ, SIHBAps 3: AHS. YMep Ha 64: roabl Oeka cBOeBO; B 43: 1m0
poxaectBe XxpucToBbiM. [TounTercs eAuHorAacHO mpeseaukumM Putopom.

38 Joann Zlatoust (John Chrysostom) was born in Antioch in Syria.

3 Sumarokov is referring to the following of Feofan’s sermons: 1) “Slovo o Polstavskoi
pobede” (1717), or possibly the “Slovo pokhval'noe o proslavnoi nad voiskami
shveiskimi pobede” (1709); 2) “Slovo pokhval’'noe v den’ rozhdestva blagorodneishego
gosudaria tsarevicha i velikogo kniazia Petra Petrovicha” (1716; pub. 1717); 3) “Slovo
na pogrebenie Petra Velikogo” (1725), “Slovo na pokhvalu blazhennyia i vechno
dostoinyia pamiati Petra Velikogo” (1725); 4) “Slovo na pogrebenie...imperatritsy
Ekateriny Alekseevny” (1727). See Feofan Prokopovich, Sochineniia, ed. I. P. Eremin
(Moscow, Leningrad: AN SSSR, 1961). The titles of these works is taken from
Katalog russkoi knigi kirillovskoi pechati peterburgskikh tipografii XVIII veka (1715~
1800) (Leningrad: Gosudarstvennaia publichnaia biblioteka imeni M. E. Saltykova-
Shchedrina, 1972), 74-5.
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MOCTENM, HeMYHH, 3HATHBII IPOIIOBEAHMK 3aKOHa cBoeBo. Eme sxuB.#0
BYPAAAY, $panIys, cAaBHBIH IPOIOBEAHUK 3aKOHA CBOeBO. Popuaca B AnoHe,
20: pAEs, drycra B 1632: ropy. Ymep B mapibke 13: mama, B 1704: roay, Ha 72:
JKM3HU CBOeM.*!

ITPAAOH, n
ITATITEAEH, XyAbIs $ppaHITy3CKHUSI CTHXOTBOPIIBL 4
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This material significantly adds to Sumarokov’s “Notes” accompanying the
“Two Epistles,” that have been referred to as “the first Russian dictionary
of writers,” and demonstrates his broad interest not only in classical and
contemporary European oratory but also with the native Orthodox tradition,
and especially with Feofan Prokopovich’s sermons. Sumarokov’s high praise
for Prokopovich (as “a most renowned orator,” “among the most distinguished
[and] very best orators in all of Europe,” and that “human reason could
hardly demonstrate greater art in rhetoric”) and his great familiarity with
his works, allowing him to name the most important ones by memory, are
noteworthy.*

The decision to eliminate these lines led to the reorganization of the
“Notes,” which at first had been listed in order of their appearance in the
epistles. After the cut Sumarokov numbered the names in the “Notes”
so that the typesetters could set them in alphabetical order, which is the
way they appear in the final published version. He also slightly altered the
title of the “Notes on the Orators and Poets Named in These Epistles”
(Primechaniia na upotreblennye v sikh epistolakh ritorov, stikhotvortsev
imena), crossing out the word “Orators” but preserving the “in These
Epistles,” even though after the excision no names remained in the first
epistle to be annotated. Thus this title was a remnant of the initial version
of the work. It also indicates that the “Two Epistles” is and was conceived

40 Johann Lorenz von Mosheim (c. 1694-1755), German Lutheran preacher and church
historian.

4 Louis Bourdaloue (1632-1704), French Jesuit preacher.

4 Nicolas Pradon (1632-1698), French playwright, and Jean Chapelain (1595-1674),
French poet and a founder of the Académie francaise.

43 Berkov, Vvedenie v izuchenie, 22.

4 In his posthumously published article “O Rossiiskom Dukhovnom Krasnorechii,”
written after 1770, Sumarokov appraised Prokopovich as a “great orator” (ritor) and
“the Russian Cicero” (PSVS, 6, 295-602). The question of Prokopovich’s importance
for Sumarokov still awaits study. Cf. N. D. Kochetkova, “Oratorskaia proza Feofana
Prokopovicha i puti formirovaniia literatury klassitsizma,” XVIII vek, 9 (1974), 65-6
and 76-80; and my comments in “Sumarokov’s Drama “The Hermit’: On the Generic
and Intellectual Sources of Russian Classicism,” chap. 6 in this volume.
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as one single composition, as two parts composing a larger “Art of Poetry,”
despite the fact that some scholars may want to treat the two parts as
separate poems.

APPENDIX
Changes made to the manuscript of the “Two Epistles”
that were not discussed in the article

L. OnMCTOAA O PYCCKOM S3BIKE
1) 1,6 (L.2): This line was changed several times and then crossed out:

MBICAb CBOIO Ha HEM (Ae?) Ha HEM
IIOHATHE MOE€ ACAVIM B MaA‘I(a) WIIIN YaCTH U MBICAM TOAOCOM ACAM

The final version (“u MbICAM TOAOCOM AeAMM Ha MeAKH 9acTH ) is written on . 1 rev.
2) 1,53 (1. 3): Aline is crossed out:

Her TaitHsl HU Kako¥ 63 pasyMa Iuc

Apparently, Sumarokov began to write line 5SS (“Her Taitnbl Hukaxoit
6esymcTBenHo mucats”) but caught his error and stopped.
3) 1,96 (1. 4): This line underwent several changes:

CKYyIIO [Ha HeM:] BHOCHM MBI B HEIrO

Ho [peAKo (OH? Mbl?) elje BUAAA | XOPOIIHIT CKAQA;

The first version of these lines was apparently: “Ho peaxo oH eme Bupaa
xopoumit caap’; other possible readings are: “Ho peaxo Mbl Ha HeM BuAaA/u/
xopommuit ckaap” or “Ho peako msr eme Bupaa/u/ xopommuit ckaap.” The final
printed version is: “Ho ckyImo BHOCHM MbI B HEI'O XOPOLIMIT CKAAA,.”

II. DI CTOAA O CTUXOTBOPCTBE

1) The changes to the lines on Kantemir and Feofan Prokopovich are cited in
A. P. Sumarokov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia, ed. P. N. Berkov, 116; V. I. Rezanov,
“Rukopisnye teksty,” 39. They come after II, 18 (1. 7): “pasymmusiit” is changed
to “(Beankwmii?)” and “caaBenckoro” to “Poccumiickoro.” The last line is: “Aocroii-
HOTO B CTHXaX He cAeAaA HudeBo.” See note 34.

2) 11,29 (1. 7): “maao” was changed to “Tmerno.”

3) 1I,39 (1. 11): “B3omaem u yspu/m/” was changed to “B3omaem, yBupum.”

4) 11, 47 (1. 11): The word order in the phrase “ppaniysos xop pedeHHsIl” was
changed several times; the final version is on . 7 rev.
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S) 11,48 (1. 11): The following line (with changes) was crossed out:
MHABTOH U B I1/bec?/ax He OYEHb XOTb YUEHHBIH,
TaM (MHABTOH? ) IIEKeCTIUP XOTS HeNPOCBeIeHHbIH
On L 7 rev. it was replaced by: “MuasTon u Illexecrnup, XOTs He IPOCBeIIeHHBIA.”
6) 11,50 (L. 11): “Tuntep Tam u ocrpoymusrit [lon” is replaced by “I'mrrep Tam, Tam
ocrpoymusiit ITom.”
7) Two crossed out lines following II, 50 (1. 11) are illegible.
8) 11,52 (L 11): “A tsr” was replaced by “Tlyckait”
9) Two lines after II, 52 were crossed out. The first is: “ITyctb Bpems, koraa emy
cebe ou craBuT TO 3a yecth.” The second is illegible.

10) The following two lines after II, 80 (1. 12) were crossed out:

B uaiAuM He 1O HU aA HU Hebeca

BCIIeBAi B HUX YHCTBIF AYT IIOTOKU APeBeca
It is possible that Sumarokov eliminated these lines because they were too
similar to II, 114 (“BaaeTaer k He6ecam, cepraercs Bo ap”). They were replaced
by the passage on L. 11 rev., whose first two lines were crossed out:

[0cTaBb APYTMM CTHXaM BOMHCKH IyAeca: ]

(B MAMAMH TIO#1 AYT, TOTOKH, ApeBeca |

BCIIEBAl B MAVIAMYL MHe SICHBI Hebeca,

KyCTapHUKH, A€C4,

3eAeHBLS AYT4, [TOTOKH, ApeBeca]

11) IL, 87 (1. 12): “roraa” was replaced by the word “ctuxom” in the line “U mo3a6wits
cruxoM Mupckyto cyery. In the published text this line is: “MI mosa6sirs, cTux
anras, cyery. See Rezanov, “Rukopisnye teksty,” 38.

12) 11, 103 (1. 13): “Tpemsmmit (8 Mupe?) 3Byx” was replaced by “I'pemsmmii B oae 3Byk.”

13) 11, 104 (1. 13): This line was changed many times:

[xpe6] xpeber rop [Aanék] TIpeBbIIaeT
[(1?) Boabl BhuIHUX rOp] pudeiickux [BosabiMaeT] Aaaéko [ocTaBaster]
The final version is: “Xpe6eT preiickux rop AAA€KO IpeBbIIIAeT.”
14) 11, 105 (1. 13): “ra moanus” was replaced by “ meit Moanms.”
15) 11, 115 (1. 13): This line with many changes was crossed out:

H A€P30CTHO BO BC€ Kpasl BCES AETII B HOCAeAHI/Iﬁ Kpaﬁ BCCACHHBI

It was replaced by “u Muaacsi B 6picTpoTe Bo Bce Kpasi BeceaeHHs!” onl. 12 rev.
16) 11, 130 (1. 13):
T0 [Kym] KyrMAOH
A10608b, [BeHEpHH CbIH, ] BeHépa KpacoTa.

The final version is: “A1060B», To KyIIHAOH, BeHepa Kpacora.”
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17) After 11, 172, the following four lines were crossed out (1. 15):

SIBACHUSMA MHOX CMOTPHTEAIO SKEAAHBE,
[To3HaTBh, KAKOE ThI IIOAOXKHIID OKOHIAHDE.
BEAV KaK AeCHHUIIEl MEHsI 3peTb IIBIIIHBII AOM,
Yro
(--) 6 aeficTBO Tyueit mAo,
(xax?) Ty4a (- - - -) ¥ BAPYT yAQPUA TPOM.
The last line possibly reads: “Uro 6 AeficTBO Tydeil WIAO, M BAPYT yAQpHA
rpom.” See Rezanov, “Rukopisnye teksty,” 40. These lines were replaced by the
following (on1. 14 rev.):
[cMoTpeTHnaeBo (sic) MHOX JKeAaHHE IPUT IPUTOM; |
[cMoTpuTeaeBo (uAn: «cmoTpuUTEAO> )]
SIBACHUSIMU MHOXK JKEAQHHE TBOpeLl,
[O3HATD, KAK ACHCTBHIO IIOAOKHIIb THI KOHEL).
These last two lines became the final published version (II, 173-174).
18) II, 178 (1. 15): The first version of this line was crossed out (1. 15)

Tpesénckuit KHA3b XKUBYI C MAAAEHYECTBA B AeCax

There are several illegible words in the manuscript here. The above line was
replaced by the following on 1. 14 rev.:

TpeseHCKHIT KHA3b 3a0bIA O PBILIAPCKIX HIPAX

Thisline also has several crossed out words, including “aums B peijapcxux urpax.”
19) 11, 198 (1. 16): The manuscript does not have “U Kauremuecrpun naop” as in
the published text, but “u xantemuécrpsr pooun.” Apparently Sumarokov made
this change in the proofs.
20) 11, 262 (1. 18): “Tleyerca” was replaced by “Tlexyrca.”
21) 11, 281 (1. 19): “rax xasxercs” was replaced by “6biTh kaxercs.”
22) 11, 314 (1. 21):
Yro 6 6614 B HUX
[Uro xoraa] mopsiaok [uumcT, | u B caore uncroTa.
(That is, in the final version: “Iro 6 6b1a HOPSIAOK B HUX U B CAOTE grcToTa.”)
23) 11, 319 (1. 21): “Tlyckait” was replaced by “Ho mycrs.”
24) 11, 320 (1. 21): The line “U ectb Mesk Aea eBo, Yacht emy cBobopnbr” was replaced
by: “Xopoumu BBIMBICAY 1 TAMO OAQrOPOAHBL”
25) 11,333 (1. 21):
6 HeM

Yro [pas]ym B [Hux] 6b1A COKPBIT ...

(That is, in the final version: “dT06 ym B Hem 6b1a cOKpHIT.”)
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26) 11, 341 (1. 22): “mue” was replaced by “ux” and II. 342-343 added (on 1. 21 rev.).
27) 11,374 (1. 23): “ckuner” is replaced by “xumner.”
28) 11,376 (1. 23):

BOT MBICAH TaM Te6e 110 CKAOHHOCTHU

[BoT mbicAn MHOTHS Tebe yKe | TOTOBbL.

II1. IIPUMEYAHH A K SIIUCTOAAM

1) The description of Voltaire underwent editing (1I. 25 and 56):
BOADBTEP, BeAuxuit cTHXOTBOPEL, 1 IIPeCAABHbII GPAHI3CKHIl TPATHK.
[(----) B ITapwxke]. Ayumus eBo Tparéauu cyTb: AAB3UPA, MEPOIIA,
BPYT, s MAPUAMHA. TEHPMAAA [countennas um| repduyeckas
eBO M0éMa, ecTb [mpekpacHas noema (- - - -) (- - - -) ] Hexoe cokpopume
cruxorsopcrsa. Kak Tenpusfaa, Tak u Tparéaun eBo [CyTb HaroAHEHS ]
BOXHOCTDIO, CAAAOCTBIO, OCTPOTOM 1 BEAUKOACTIHEM / CBEPXY: “HAIIOAHEHBI
/ <...>Bce TO OKa3bIBaeT B HEM |1 BEAMKOTO Y€AOBEKa 1| BEAUKOTO
cruxotsopua. [Hemme on (Muoro?) (ussecren?) (- - -) 8 [apiix/e/.]

2) Sumarokov somewhat reworked the description of Giinter (Ginter) (L 10). The
changes are illegible, but apparently not substantive.

3) Camoens (Kamoens): the epithet “caasnbrit” was added (1. 9).

4) Lope (de Vega) (Lop): the epithet “caaBuprit” was added (1. 9).

S) Menander (Menandr): the first word “caaBreitmmit” was changed to “ayummuit”
(1.27).

6) (Alexander) Pope (Pop): the word “nucarean” was added (1. 10).

7) Propertius (Propertsii): the phrase “no BasTm ropoaa nepyruu” is crossed out
after the words “ka3HeH 110 IIOBEAEHHIO aBIyCTa, OTCEYEHIEM [OAOBBI, 32 TO OH
(1. 8-9).

8) Tasso (Tass): added on L. 8 rev.: “PoauACS B KOpOAEBCTBE HEATOAUTAHCKOM.”

9) Terentius (Terentii): the word “ayummit” is added (1. 8).

10) Shakespeare (Shekespir): the words “ouens” (xyaosa) and “upessbruaiteo”
(xopomesa) were added (1. 12).

11) Vondel (Fondel’): the epithet “caasnprit” was added (1. 9).
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SLANDER, POLEMIC, CRITICISM:

Trediakovskii’s “Letter ... from a Friend
to a Friend” of 1750 and the Problem of Creating
Russian Literary Criticism

Among P. N. Berkov’s many scholarly achievements, he was first to pose
the problem of “the appearance of literary criticism as an independent
phenomenon of [Russian] social life,” and he also was one of the first to
describe the problem of its development in the eighteenth century.! It is quite
difficult to frame this issue, as in any era the notion of “criticism” is closely
tied to the level of development of the given literary system, and the literary
system in eighteenth-century Russia was in a very rapid state of flux. Two
methodological extremes need to be avoided: on the one hand, presuming
literary criticism to be a permanent, unchanging ontological category (for
example, to describe Andrei Kurbskii or Archpriest Avvakum as literary cri-
tics); and on the other, to assume a teleological approach, e.g,, seeing all roads
leading to Belinskii and the nineteenth-century canon of criticism, that is,
raising criticism of one particular type into the ideal. The challenge is not
only defining criticism as opposed to other types of writing and opinion, but
also understanding its place in the dynamics of the literary process, a role that
Hugh Duncan has described as the key factor in any modern literary system.?

As an example, this article will analyze the “Letter in Which is Contained
A Discussion of the Poetry Published Up to Now by the Author of Two

1 P. N. Berkov, “Razvitie russkoi kritiki v XVIII veke,” in Istoriia russkoi kritiki, ed.
B. P. Gorodetskii. Vol. 1 (Leningrad: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1958), 46.
Thisarticle was given as a lecture on December 18, 1996, at the conference “Berkovskie
chteniia” (Readings of Berkov) at the Institute of Russian Literature (Pushkin House)
of the Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg. I have reinstated several sentences
that were eliminated in the published text.

2 Hugh Dalziel Duncan, Language and Literature in Society: A Sociological Essay on Theory
and Method in the Interpretation of Linguistic Symbols (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1953), 60.
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Odes, Two Tragedies and Two Epistles, Written from a Friend to a Friend”
(Pis'mo, v kotorom soderzihtsia rassuzhdenie o stikhotvorenii, ponyne na
svet izdannom ot avtora dvukh od, dvukh tragedii i dvukh epistol, pisannoe
ot priiatelia k priiateliu) written by V. K. Trediakovskii in 1750. On its
basis Berkov called Trediakovskii “chronologically the first Russian critic,
[and one] who consistently applied the theory of French Classicism in his
criticism.” A series of other scholars followed his lead, and have referred to
the “Letter” as “the first Russian critical article.”> The “Letter” is well known
to specialists of the eighteenth century and is a rich source of information
about language, genres and other important issues of mid-century Russian
language and literature. In contrast to other texts such as rhetorical manuals,
epigrams, forewords, personal correspondence, and so on, that contain
“critical materials,” Trediakovskii's “Letter” is arguably the century’s single
example of close analysis of literary texts. The “Letter” is also important as
the first conscious attempt (even if unsuccessful) to establish a literary-critical
etiquette. In his first book, Berkov discussed the problem nature of this work,
and argued that it should not be classified not only as “criticism” but even as
a “polemic.” He wrote:

It is very characteristic as an example of Trediakovskii’s critical judgments but
does not constitute an organic link in the literary polemic of the time; official
in its origin and instigated practically by the deceit of G. N. Teplov, who was
then on good terms with Sumarokov, the “Letter to a Friend” lay untouched
for more than a century in the Academy of Sciences archive and did not
evoke any response in contemporary literature. True, it became known to
Sumarokov, who wrote a special article, “Answer to Criticism,” in response,
but this article also too, one presumes, only became known when published by
Novikov in the first edition of Sumarokov’s works in 1781. It is possible that
both of these works were known to a very narrow circle of the era’s very small
number of readers... However, one must emphasize that while polemical in

>«

content, Trediakovskii’s “Letter” and Sumarokov’s “Answer” did not turn out

3 Berkov, “Razvitie russkoi kritiki,” 58. On the French Classicist influence on Russian
critical thought, see Gerda Achinger, Der franzédsische Anteil an der russischen
Literaturkritik des 18. Jahrhunderts unter besonderer Beriicksichtigung der Zeitschriften
(1730-1780). Osteuropastudien der Hochschulen des Landes Hessen. Reihe 3:
Frankfurter Abhandlungen zur Slavistik, Bd. 15. (Bad Homburg v.d.H.: Gehlen, 1970).
Achinger calls Tredikovskii’s “Letter” “the first critical writing in Russian literature”
(p- 49). The first publisher of the “Letter,” A. A. Kunik, referred to it as “the first
attempt at Russian literary criticism”; see Sbornik materialov dlia istorii imp. Akademii
nauk v XVIII veke, ed. A. A. Kunik. Vol. 2 (St. Petersburg, 1865), 436.
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to be polemical in function (po funksii svoei ne okazalis’ polemicheskim). This
causes us to pass over them in silence in examining to genuine facts of the public
polemics of their epoch.*

The passage is remarkable for a number of questions it raises, including
the notion of “genuine...public polemics” and the suggestion of a certain
requisite function of criticism. Unfortunately, Berkov does not clarify these
ideas, and the very term “polemic” remains somewhat vague. It clearly involves
an element of belonging to the public sphere and of authorial independence,
although to what extent remains unspecified. The point here is not to cavil at
Berkov’s formulation (especially considering the era in which he wrote) but
to consider the basic underlying issue that he was raising: what was the state
of literary criticism in the eighteenth century, and if “genuine” criticism did
not exist, but only something in between “polemics” and “literary warfare,”
why was this the case, and why and how did the existing forms of critical
writing fail to fulfill this function?

Trediakovskii’s “Letter” highlights the difficult status of criticism at
a time when it had “not become...a specific branch of literature” and
an “independent phenomenon of social life,”® and in a situation in which its
forms and even its very right to exist had not been established. For the writer
this was a first step, and one filled with risk. Let us recall the circumstances of
the “Letter” In the first place, Trediakovskii was criticizing his open literary
opponent and rival, as both men claimed the tight to the title of “father of
Russian poetry” (Trediakovskii’s words). Even though their literary programs
were essentially similar, each sought to establish the role of his works as the
sole correct and permissible ones. Furthermore, all of the three leading poets
of the period, Sumarokov, Trediakovskii and Lomonosov, unfortunately
found themselves in a situation in which they had the opportunity of

4+ P.N. Berkov, Lomonosov i literaturnaia polemika ego vremeni, 1750-176S (Leningrad:
Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1936), 95.

5 Cf. M. S. Grinberg and B. A. Uspenskii, “Literaturnaia voina Trediakovskogo i Suma-
rokova v 1740-kh — nachale 1750-kh godov,” Russian Literature [North Holland],
31 (1992), 133-272, also as: Literaturnaia voina Trediakovskogo i Sumarokova v
1740-kh — nachale 1750-kh godov. Chteniia po istorii i teorii kul'tury, vyp. 29.
(Moscow: Rossiiskii gos. gumanitarnyi universitet, 2001).

6 N. L Mordovchenko, Russkaia kritika pervoi chetverti deviatnadtsatogo veka (Moscow:
Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1959), 17. See also: Berkov, “Razvitie russkoi kritiki,” 46;
G. A. Gukovskii, “Russkaia literaturno-kriticheskaia mysl’ v 1730-1750 gody,
XVIII vek, S (Moscow, Leningrad, 1962), 98-128; Ocherki istorii russkoi literaturnoi
kritiki, ed. V. A. Kotel'nikov and A. M. Panchenko. Vol. 1: XVIII — pervaia chetvert’
XIX v. (St. Petersburg: Nauka, 1999), 37-94.
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thwarting publication of each others’ works. Trediakovskii and Lomonosov’s
clash over who was first to introduce syllabotonic verse is well known, and
Sumarokov joined their public competition in 1744 when the three poets
published their three anonymous versions of the 143 Psalm.” The rivalry
became sharper when Sumarokov submitted his second tragedy “Hamlet”
(Gamlet) and the “Two Epistles” for publication by the Academy typography
and they were passed on to Trediakovskii and Lomonosov for censorship.?
Lomonosov gave his approval (Uspenskii and Grinberg hypothesize that he
had concluded a tactical alliance with Sumarokov against Trediakovskii®),
while Trediakovskii had objections to “Hamlet” and wanted to stall
publication of the “Two Epistles” because of the satirical barbs directed
at Trediakovskii himself. To his great displeasure, Sumarokov not only
succeeded in having his works published, but included even more ridicule of
him in the published version of the epistles. As I have commented elsewhere,
“This may have been one of the only instances in history when the number
of objectionable places was increased due to censorship rather than the
reverse.”!0 Furthermore, Sumarokov publicly mocked Trediakovskii on the
stage, depicting him as the pathetic pedant Tresotinius (from the French “trés
sot,” “very stupid”) in his first comedy of the same name. At the start of his
letter, Trediakovskii noted with irritation that the author of the comedy “had
not only not considered it proper not to get rid of [the insults and barbs of his
previous works] but to some extent increased them and [made them] worse
and even more intolerable (eshche onyia i otchasu bol'she i nesnosneishe
nyne umnozhil)” (437).!! He declared that the comedy had been “composed

7 On versification, see most recently: I. Klein (Joachim Klein), “Trediakovskii: Re-
forma russkogo stikha v kul'turno-istoricheskom kontekste,” XVIII vek, 19 (St.
Petersburg, 1995), 15-42. On the competition, see: G. A. Gukovskii, “K voprosu
o russkom Kklassitsizme (Sostiazanie i perevody),” Poetika, 4 (Leningrad, 1928),
126-48; K. B. Jensen and P. U. Moller, “Paraphrase and Style: A Stylistic Analysis
of Trediakovskij’s, Lomonosov’s and Sumarokov’s Paraphrases of the 143t Psalm,”
Scando-Slavica, 16 (1970), 57-63; A. B. Shishkin, “Poeticheskoe sostiazanie Tredia-
kovskogo, Lomonosova i Sumarokova,” XVIII vek, 14 (Leningrad, 1983), 232-46.

8 See P. Pekarskii, Istoriia imperatorskoi Akademii nauk v Peterburge, vol. 2 (St. Peters-
burg, 1873), 129-33, 151-54; and my articles “Censorship and Provocation: The
Publishing History of Sumarokov’s “Two Epistles” and “Sumarokov’s Russianized
‘Hamlet’: Texts and Contexts,” chaps. 3 and § in this volume.

®  Grinberg and Uspenskii, “Literaturnaia voina,” 147.

10 See “Censorship and Provocation,” S1.

11 Page references in parentheses refer to Kunik, ed., Sbornik materialov, vol. 2. The
“Letter” has been reprinted in A. M. Ranchin and V. L. Korovin, eds., Kritika
XVIII veka. Biblioteka russkoi kritiki (Moscow: Olimp, AST, 2002), 29-109.
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only so that it would be not only be harsh but what one may consider a satire
aimed at destroying honor (pochitai ubistvennoiu chesti satiroiu), or rather,
a new but precisely a libel, of the kind, moreover, that are not presented at
theaters anywhere in the world; because comedies are created to correct
the mores of an entire society and not to destroy the honor of a particular
person” (437-8). Thus the first motive for writing the “Letter” was to
publicly respond to this libel against a “particular (private) person” before
the “reading public” (obshchestvo chitatelei) (437). The problem was that
this private person was Trediakovskii himself.

Trediakovskii fully realized his personal interest in the “Letter” that in
the very first sentence he described as “apologetical and critical.” Its authorial
pose that the “Letter” was written anonymously “from a friend to a friend”
as a defense a third “common friend” fooled no one. In a report to Academy
of Sciences President K. G. Razumovskii of March 8, 1751, Trediakovskii
asserted that he had written the letter “on the order of the former Academy
assessor Grigorii Teplov” (436), but there is no grounds for considering it
motivated by official reasons. Teplov’s role and motivations here were question-
able. He himself took part in literary quarrels of the time and soon became
Trediakovskii’s outspoken foe.!? Furthermore, there are no indications in the
“Letter” itself of being an official document, and apart perhaps from censors’
reports no kind of official literary criticism existed (nor for that matter did
any other kind). Trediakovskii’s claim that he had been ordered to write the
letter thus represented another attempt at self protection. What is curious
here in considering the creation of a new literary-critical discourse is not so
much the device of the anonymous letter, common enough in the European
as well as the later Russian tradition, but the fact that Trediakovskii was unable
to maintain the illusion of anonymity. Apologetics continually gets in the
way of the objective “critical” voice of the “Letter,” revealing the author’s hurt
pride, undermining the conceit, and frustrating the main aim of the work.

The problem of Trediakovskiis “personal interest” highlights both
the specific situation of mid-century Russia in which he was writing and
the more general issue of the assertion of the rights of the individual voice
in the public sphere.!®> This moment is of major theoretical interest from

12 Pekarskii, Istoriia, 188-97. Pekarskii suggests that Teplov ordered Treiakovskii to write
the letter “of course [!] to egg on the two literary adversaries and by this to amuse
people who knew them” (p. 152). Cf. Trediakovskii’s warning to Sumarokov that
something similar was happening to him (see below).

13 The terms of Habermas” well known theory of the “public sphere” come into play
here, along with the attendant questions about to what extent they may be applied
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a political, psychological and broad cultural perspective. The unresolved
conflict between apologetics and objective criticism also defines the generic
dualism of Trediakovskii’s letter. Here is a case of a traumatic violation of
the perceived boundary between public discussion of the arts and sciences
(a relatively new innovation in Russia) and the “individual” discourse of
literary criticism, criticism in the name of “a particular person” rather than
a state institution or the court. This act of criticism, as Terry Eagleton has
emphasized, is first of all a political one.!* Entrance into the public arena
presumed a political right to speak and marked the opening of a discursive
space that on some level implicitly challenged state hegemony. In absolutist
Russia, however, literature was still conceived of in terms of state service
and largely reflected state policies and ideals. Trediakovskii found himself
in a somewhat ill-defined, at times contradictory position. At the same time
as he himself was opening up public space with his letter he was trying to
limit Sumarokov’s access to it by characterizing Sumarokov’s comedy as
an impermissible libel. He argued for denying Sumarokov the right to speak
at the same time as he asserted his own. The issue boiled down to defining
the permissible limits of public speech. When Trediakovskii criticized the
right of comedy (and to a lesser extent, epistles) to function as satire he
was also objecting to the blurring of boundaries between the public and
private spheres and so some extent demanding restriction on free speech.
Insofar as Trediakovskii hoped to alert the authorities to Sumarokov’s
abuses, practically charging him with subversion, his letter might be
seen to have a semi-official character. This episode was the first round
in what was a political conflict over the permissibility of personal satire,

to old regime and non-bourgeois societies. In Habermas’ theory, literary criticism
plays an important role in the transition to full-fledged public (politically recognized)
discourse. See Jurgen Habermas The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere:
An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois Society. Studies in Contemporary German Social
Thought (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1989). See also Terry Eagleton, The Function
of Criticism: From the Spectator to Post-Structuralism (London: Verso, 1984), which sees
“the function of criticism” as explicity political.

In the years since this article was written, there have been some provocative attempts
to define the nature of eighteenth-century Russian civil society and political discourse.
See, for example: Douglas Smith, Working the Rough Stone: Freemasonry and Society
in Eighteenth-Century Russia (DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois UP, 1999); Cynthia H.
Whittaker, Russian Monarchy: Eighteenth-Century Rulers and Writers in Political Dialogue
(DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois UP, 2003); and Elise Kimerling Wirtschafter, The Play
of Ideas in Russian Enlightenment Theater (DeKalb, IL: Northern Illinois UP, 2003).

14 Eagleton, The Function of Criticism.
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a conflict that continued to play out in the second half of the century, most
famously in the debates of the so called satirical journals of 1769-1774.15

Trediakovskii’s attacks on Sumarokov exhibit not only the anxiety of
self-defense but also the fear of making a claim on the still unfamiliar public
sphere. In view of the almost complete absence of critical discourse in Russia
of the period, this thinly-veiled “anonymous” assault on Sumarokov could be
perceived as a kind of political denunciation; in essence, Trediakovskii was
denying Sumarokov’s qualifications, and right, to be a writer. As K. Papmehl
wrote, “during practically the whole first half of the century both the letter
of the law and administrative practice were directly inimical to any form of
independent expression.”1¢

The notorious “word and deed” (slovo i delo), officially established
by the Law Code of 1649 and reinforced by Peter I, made any statement,
oral or written, that could be interpreted as an offense against the person
or policies of the tsar punishable by torture, exile, and even death. Under
Empress Elizabeth the threat of “word and deed” significantly lessened,
in part as a reaction against the period of “bironovshchina” under Empress
Anna, although the law itself was not officially abrogated until Peter III’s
manifesto of Feb. 21, 1762. Public speech was to some extent sanctioned
by such institutions as the Academy of Sciences, with its publications and
typography, and by the patronage of such grandees who ran them (such as
Teplov and Razumovskii). Within a few years, as Trediakovskiis enmity
toward Sumarokov escalated and he felt himself even more isolated, he
resorted to such measures as a denunciation (izvet) on Sumarokov to
the Holy Synod and an anonymous condemnation (podmetnoe pis'mo),
that is, an old-style political denunciation. However, these attempts to
utilize authoritarian methods to silence his critics merely served to further
undermine Trediakovskii's position.

In general terms, G. A. Gukovskii noted that for Russian Classicism both
criticism and literature functioned as “the aesthetic embodiment of the idea
of state discipline,” that is, no difference was yet perceived between personal
and state interests. According to contemporary notions, literature, like the
state which it served, was governed by ideal, obligatory, normative laws. As

15 See Jones, W. Gareth, “The Polemics of the 1769 Journals: A Reappraisal,” Canadian-
American Slavic Studies, 16: 3—4 (Fall-Winter 1982): 432-43.

16 K. A. Papmehl, Freedom of Expression in Eighteenth Century Russia (The Hague:
Nijhoff, 1971), 6. On political crimes in the eighteenth century, see E. V. Anisimov,
Dyba i knut: politicheskii sysk i russkoe obshchestvo v XVIII v. Historia Rossica. (Moscow:
Novoe literaturnoe obozrenie, 1999).
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Gukovskii wrote, “At no other time did criticism so resemble a court trial in
which the judge pronounced a strict, final and categorical verdict, dictated
by a codex created not by him but considered binding and even holy.”!” Faith
in such an objective set of aesthetic laws turned even minor disagreements
into unavoidable clashes over unconditional truths. The incursion of private
or personal elements into literature (in Trediakovskii's words, Sumarokov’s
“low passions”) thus appeared almost as state crimes. For the same reason,
the personal element was impermissible in criticism, insofar as the Classicist
writer wrote not in his own name but that of eternal norms and truths. Hence
Trediakovskii found himself in a paradoxical position, forced to defend his
personal interests in the name of the absolute and supra-personal. In his
opinion, Sumarokov’s satire violated the boundary between the private and
public spheres, claiming authority for his personal (false) opinions. According
to this normative logic, there was no such thing as an honest disagreement: if
a writer violated the rules, it meant that he was tainted by passion —insane,
drunk, or simply a bad person. On the one hand, Trediakovskii insisted on
his objectivity but almost simultaneously resorted to ad hominem attacks
hardly different from those libels he denounces in Sumarokov (for example,
he refers to Sumarokov’s red hair, his nervous tick, and so on). Sumarokov
cleverly parodied Trediakovskii's method in his “Answer to Critcism”:

I am not surprised, he writes, that our author’s actions completely accord with
the color of his hair, the movement of his eyes, the use of his tongue and the
beating of his heart. What heart beats he is referring to I have no idea; but how
wonderful is this newfangled kind of criticism!'8

Authoritarian discourse with its binary axiology had a major influence
on Trediakovskii’s language, replete with political and juridical terms like
“court,” “verdict,” and “imposture” (samozvantsvo). The influence of older
Orthodox polemical models is also evident, offering a graphic example of
the projection of old “medieval” type polemics onto the “modern” European-
style model. Deviations from the aesthetic norm of classicism are described
in corresponding moral terms, like “sins” (grekhi), “errors” (pogreshnosti),
“faults” (poroki), “passions,” “heresy” (nepravoverie), etc. Sumarokov is
compared to a schismatic, and his personal failings — “unbearable vanity”
and “self-promotion” (samokhval’stvo) — are declared to be the definitive

17 Gukovskii, “Russkaia literaturno-kriticheskaia mysl},” 126.
18 A. P. Sumarokov, Polnoe sobranit vsekh sochinenii, ed. N.I.Novikov. Vol. 10 (Moscow,
1787) , 10S.
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indicators of his literary worth. “Low usage” is equated to evil usage, and
theatrical “buffoonery” (skomoroshestvo) — blasphemy. Trediakovskii charges
that Sumarokov’s major flaw is his ignorance, his lack of knowledge, first of all,
of church books and Slavonic, but also of classical languages and of the many
spheres of knowledge necessary to a poet (450). As V. M. Zhivov has noted,
Trediakovskii attacks Sumarokov from the position of rationalist purism;
his stance is in many ways identical to that of Sumarokov, but more strict.!
If Sumarokov considered himself the “Russian Boileau,” a literary lawgiver,
Trediakovskii presents himself as a superior guardian of correct usage.
Sumarokov’s innovations, based on modern French models and on French
translation-adaptations of the classics, are contrasted to the “authentic”
classics of the Greek, Roman and Orthodox traditions.

The equation of Church Slavonic books and Greek and Roman classics
was a fundamental plank of the new conception of the “Slaveno-Russian”
(slavenorossiiskii) literary language of the mid-eighteenth century, although
these traditions did not always completely harmonize.?’ Thus in the “Letter”
Trediakovskii at times questions the combination of classical mythology with
Orthodox values. As opposed to Sumarokov, who was of aristocratic origins
and graduate of the First Noble Cadet Corpus, Trediakovskii was son of
a clergyman and graduate of the Moscow Slavic-Greek-Latin Academy, and
in the “Letter” this general cultural opposition is rather clearly evident. In
his New and Short Method for Composing Russian Verse (1735) Trediakovskii
himself had defended the use of mythological figures in poetry, but when
in the “Letter” he attacks Sumarokov for such usage in his panegyric odes,
trying to cast doubt on the poet’s political reliability, his orientation on what
we may call “archaism” (political, philosophical, aesthetic) is striking.

That Trediakovskii’s main criticism of Sumarokov is of his ignorance
(and his lack of understanding of his limitations) somewhat mitigates the

19 On linguistic purism, see B.A. Uspenskii, Iz istorii russkogo literaturnogo iazyka
XVIII— nachalo XIX veka: iazykovaia programma Karamzina i ee istoricheskie korni
(Moscow: Moskovskii universitet, 1985), 166; V. M. Zhivov, Kul'turnye konflikty
v istorii russkogo literaturnogo iazyka XVIII — nachala XIX veka (Moscow: Institut
russkogo iazyka, 1990), chap. 2 (later revised as: Iazyk i kul'tura v Rossii XVIII veka
[Moscow: lazyki russkoi kul'tury, 1996] and in English as Language and Culture in
Eighteenth-Century Century Russia [Boston: Academic Studies Press, 2009]); on
the closeness of Trediakovskii and Sumarokov’s positions, see also my comments
in “Sumarokov’s Russianized ‘Hamlet” , chap. S in this volume and Grinberg and
Uspenskii, “Literaturnaia voina,” 198-201 and 214-16.

20 On the Slaveno-rossisskii linguistic and cultural synthesis, see Zhivov, Inzyk i kul'tura,
chap. 2.
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inquisitorial pathos of the “Letter” But at the same time Trediakovskii also
puts forward quite a different type of “Orthodox” discourse. On the one hand,
as noted, the binary “medieval” model is projected onto Classicism in order
to demonstrate the “faults” of his opponent. On the other hand, Trediakovskii
appeals to the Gospels as an alternative non-critical paradigm based on the
principle “Judge not, that ye be not judged” (Mathew 7: 1). A detailed critical
examination of Sumarokov’s works indicates, in Trediakovskii’s words, that
“In justice, no one has less right than the author to mock others, not to say to
abuse and insult them. The words of Christ our Savior are very appropriate
for him: Physician, heal thyself [Luke 4:23], And why beholdest thou the
mote that is in thy brother’s eye, but considerest not the beam that is in thine
own eye? [Matthew 7:3; Luke 6:41]” (452). Condemning Sumarokov for
allegedly blasphemous quoting from the Gospels in “Tresotinius,” Tredia-
kovskii adds: “here where there is not the least blasphemy, may I not dare to
do the same thing, but with reverence, and cite for my consolation a passage
from the same salvific Gospel, namely, ‘he that endureth to the end shall be
saved [Matthew 10:22]” (440). This is both a self-defense and a negation
of criticism per se; Trediakovskii appeals to a higher judgment. Here and
in the later tradition citations of the Gospel play opposite roles, on the one
hand to suggest absolute moral authority and on the other as an ideal of non-
judgmental criticism (i.e., essentially the negation of criticism).

In the given case, Trediakovskii sacrifices all pretense of such “uncritical”
criticism, as the “Letter” is permeated with tedious captiousness and
relentless fault-finding. His obvious partiality and one-sided representations
put even his most effective and judicious criticisms of Sumarokov’s works in
doubt. Trediakovskii the apologist overwhelms Trediakovskii the critic. In his
concluding tirade, Trediakovskii writes:

We have seen, dear Sir, that this ode by the author is faulty in composition,
empty of sense, obscure and ambiguous in choice of words, poor in select
phrases, false in the narration of past actions, without order, filled with
unnecessary repetition of the same words, faulty in versification, illogical in the
use of legend, and finally — and this is worse than anything else —, also partly
heretical (otchasti i nepravoverna) (471)

This is but one of a host of similar harangues.

Trediakovskii’s “Letter... Written from a Friend to a Friend” offers
a striking example of the problems connected to the emergence of the new
Russian literature, burdened by the lack of “genuine,” independent literary
criticism. Trediakovskii was unable to escape from the confines of his own
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personal interests. Classicism as a system of normative rules found ready soil
in Russia’s tradition of religious and political absolutism, and time and new
institutions were needed to create a new literary space and new means for
the exchange of opinions and ideas. These new institutions were to include
the theater, journalism, book publishing, a reading public, and literary
criticism. As Berkov noted, neither Trediakovskii’s “Letter” nor Sumarokov’s
response were published during their authors’ lives. This was because, first
of all, of the Academy’s policy of disallowing the publication of “indecorous”
(neblagopristoinyi) debate. Still, there is evidence that both texts were
familiar to contemporaries (if only, to use Berkov’s phrase, “to a very
narrow circle of the relatively small number of readers of the time”). The
“Letter” was sufficiently well known so that theater-goers could undertstand
the hints and parodic references to it in Sumarokov’s following comedy
“Chudovishchi” (later renamed “Treteinyi sud”) in which Trediakovskii
was again satirized on stage as the pedant “Krititsiondiusa”; the very name
referred to the “Letter,” and M. S. Grinberg and B. A. Uspenskii have directly
characterized the play as “an anti-critical composition.”

Trediakovskii felt the full weight of Sumarokov’s satire and all of the
fragility of a writer’s position in Russian society. He attributed his problems
in part to the absence of mediating criticism, a lack he himself tried to remedy
with his “Letter” He saw the danger not only of what he saw as Sumarokov’s
unrestrained self-esteem but also of his dependence on what Trediakovskii
suggested were overly worshipful admirers who could not help asserting
a negative influence on his writing. He wrote that “He would be very
fortunate if he could at least understand by whom and in what spirit he is
praised. For there are, most probably, those who themselves don’t know what
they praise in his works. There are perhaps also those who flatter him on
purpose, to lure him out further in order to make him the object of derision.
Finally, there are those who praise him even while they hate him in order to
encourage him by praise so as to rouse him to the most obvious unwise acts
so as to destroy him, or at least, to bring him to misfortune and poverty”
(453). These words could be taken as an epitaph for both Trediakovskii
and Sumarokov. Their own reputations that they tried so hard to bolster fell
victim to their constant feuding. The failure to establish “genuine criticism”
that could regulate literary practice and social consciousness thus directly
affected their fates as writers; both died out of favor and in poverty, victims
in part of their own images as frustrated men of false pride. Their inability
to work out a discursive space that could accommodate the exchange of
opinions also helped determine the further course of criticism’s development,
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if only as a negative example. Trediakovskii’s and Sumarokov’s polemics
became a model of what criticism should not be.

In 1792, V. S. Podshivalov published a generally positive review in
Karamzin’s Moskovskii zhurnal of F. I. Tumanskii’s translation of a book by
the classical Greek writer Palaephatus. In a letter to the editor Tumanskii
disputed his right to publish literary criticism of this kind. His objections
to it suggest an inventory of the things that stood in the way of developing
literary criticism:

There are two kinds of judge: those appointed by the authorities and those
elected. Those who do not belong to these groups are imposters (samozvantsy).
“Judge not, that ye be not judged..” The judgments of private persons commu-
nicated in newspapers, magazines, etc., have never been respected by intelligent
people; everyone knows that for gifts they run out of good words; out of bias,
self-love, personal quarrel or envy they seek all means possible to denigrate
someone else’s labor. Mr. Sumarokov made himself judge over Mr. Lomonosov;
Mr. Trediakovskii wrote criticism of his creations; posterity, learning that their
judgments were based on envy, condemned both of them.?!

In the first place, Tumanskii does not admit a private person’s political right to
critical activity; the right to such activity must come directly from the state or
be delegated by means of election; otherwise criticism remains imposture. In
the second place, the Gospel also rejects the right to personal judgment (that
belongs to God, not the individual), thus equating criticism to a moral evil.
In the third place, Tumanskii rejects periodical criticism and its capacity for
evenhandedness insofar as it is corrupted either by patronage (gifts) or personal
interest. Lastly, Tumanskii describes the problem in historical terms, taking the
conflict between Trediakovskii, Sumarokov and Lomonosov as a warning
to later generations about the harmfulness of criticism. A consequence of
Karamzin’s notion that “a bad person cannot be a good writer” was the idea that
criticism of Classicism on ethical grounds (its writers’ excessive and prideful
polemics) signaled its aesthetic bankruptcy. The negative model of eighteenth-
century literary disputes led to the attempt by Karamzin and his followers to
create a different kind of openly subjective, sympathetic, “non-critical” type
of criticism (that was in turn rejected as too mild by the Decembrist critics).
But by that time the necessity of criticism as an integral component of the
literary and cultural process had achieved general recognition, even though
the character of that criticism continued to be a subject of intense debate.

2l Cited in B. F. Egorov, O masterstve literaturnoi kritiki: zhanry, kompozitsita, stil’
(Leningrad: Sovetski1 pisatel, 1980), 48.
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SUMAROKOV’S RUSSIANIZED
“HAMLET”:

Texts and Contexts

The truism about the eighteenth century’s rejection of Shakespeare as
a “barbarian” who was lacking in “good taste” upon closer examination reveals
a much more complex and nuanced picture of cultural reception. The question
to consider is not how eighteenth-century writers misunderstood or corrupted
Shakespeare but how they adapted him to meet specific needs of their own.
This perspective is especially pertinent as regards Alexander Sumarokov’s
“Hamlet” (“Gamlet,” pub. 1748) not only because this was the first appearance
of Shakespeare in Russia, often viewed as an outrageous travesty of the bard
(Hamlet and Ophelia survive to presumably live happily ever after on the
throne of Denmark), but also because the play stands at the virtual beginning
of modern Russian dramaturgy. However, as with many texts of eighteenth-
century Russian literature, from which the modern reader is divided by
a great chronological and cultural chasm, the text alone —isolated from the
larger cultural (con)text of the time — can yield only partial results; many of
the cultural codes and maps needed to navigate it have become invisible. For
most of Sumarokov’s plays, including “Hamlet,” we have precious little cultural
context in which to place them — specific information (for example) about
their staging, performance, reception, or other indications about their literary or
intellectual significance to their time. In this paper, I aim to begin to reconstruct
the context and meaning of Sumarokov’s adaption of “Hamlet” in two ways.
The first is to examine Sumarokov’s actual use of Shakespeare’s text and the
French translations he consulted as intermediaries. The recent discovery
that Sumarokov borrowed the fourth folio edition of Shakespeare of 1685, in
English, from the library of the Academy of Sciences just at the time when he
was writing his own “Hamlet” makes such a reexamination especially pertinent
(Levitt, “Sumarokov’s Reading”). Secondly, I will analyze Sumarokov’s play
in light of the one extended contemporary discussion of Sumarokov’s early
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writings that we do have, V. K. Trediakovskii's “Letter...from a Friend to
a Friend (Pis'mo...ot priiatelia k prijateliu)” of 1750. In this way I hope to
better define the central dramatic and philosophical concerns of Sumarokov’s
play and to consider the basic presuppositions of Russian Neoclassical tragedy.

Although nowhere in the published version of his play did Sumarokov
explicitly acknowledge a connection with Shakespeare, the problem of
Sumarokov’s borrowing was raised in extreme form already in 1750, the year
after the play was first staged, by Sumarokov’s then arch-enemy Trediakovskii.
Trediakovskii had reviewed “Hamlet” for publication as a “censor” for the
Academy of Sciences two years earlier. Trediakovskii’s criticism and suggested
stylistic corrections at that time evidently angered Sumarokov, who soon
after attacked Trediakovskii in the famous closing lines of the second of
his “Two Epistles” and lampooned him as the eponymous anti-hero of his
comedy “Tresotinius” (Levitt, ““Censorship and Provocation “; Grinberg
and Uspenskii, 142-44 and 160-70). In his response to “Tresotinius,’
Trediakovskii charged that all of Sumarokov’s works were bad imitations of
foreign models, or rather, bad imitations of imitations of foreign models, and
included “Hamlet” in this latter group:

TamAeT, Kak OYEeBUAHBIM CKa3bIBAIOT CBHAETEAH, IIePBeAeH ObIA IIPO30I0 C AHI-
anHckust TlexecrnpoBsl, a ¢ IIPO3BL YK 3A€AAA es IIOYTEHHbIN ABTOP HAIIUMU
cruxamu. (Trediakovskii, 441)!

(As eyewitnesses report, Hamlet was translated from Shakespeare’s English
into [French] prose, and from prose our respected Author then made his own
in our [Russian] verses.)

To this Sumarokov answered (in his postumously published “Answer to
Criticism”):

l'amaet moi, roBoput oH, He 3Haro oT kxoro ycabimas, nepeseaes ¢ @panirysckoit
nposst Aransckoit [Ilexecrimposoit Tpareauu, B 4ueM oH odeHb omubcs. [amaer
MOH KpoMe MoHOAOTa B OKOHYAHMH TPeTbsAro AeicTBus u KaaBameBa Ha
xoAenu napenns, Ha Illexecnimposy Tpareauto eaBa, easa moxopur. (Sumarokov,
PSVS, X, 117)

(My Hamlet, he says, and I do not know from whom he heard it, was translated
from a French prose [version] of Shakespeare’s tragedy—in this he is very

I Quotes from Russian (and from Shakespeare’s English) have been given in modern
orthography in accord with accepted practice; minor errors of punctuation in Sumaro-
kov, PSVS, have been corrected.

77



Part One. Sumarokov and the Literary Process of His Time

mistaken. My Hamlet, apart from the Monologue at the end of the third act
and Claudius’ falling down on his knees hardly resembles Shakespeare’s tragedy
whatsoever. )

While repudiating Trediakovskii’s statement that “Hamlet” was based
on the French prose version (from the second volume of La Place’s well-
known Le theatre anglois of 1745, which combined direct translation
of the original prose and verse with a good deal of prose paraphrase),
on closer scrutiny Sumarokov’s statement about the character of his
borrowing is rather ambiguous. In the two passages in which Sumarokov
explicitly does acknowledge resemblance, he leaves it unclear whether this
refers to a resemblance to the French version or to the original play. His
larger point, however, is unequivocal: “My Hamlet...hardly resembles
Shakespeare’s tragedy whatsoever.” Indeed, were it not for the characters’
names, and the two plays’ basic point of departure, one might hardly
connect them. In contrast to Shakespeare, as well as to Corneille and
Voltaire, Sumarokov’s tragic dramaturgy was based (as Gukovskii noted)
“on the principles of an extreme economy of means, simplification, so
to speak restraint and ‘naturalness’” (69). First of all, Sumarokov has
greatly streamlined the cast of characters: there are eight named players to
Shakespeare’s seventeen, and of these eight, only five are from Shakespeare.
Gone are Horatio, Laertes, Rozencrantz and Guildenstern, among others;
added are confidants to Hamlet and Ophelia, making a neat tetrad of the
four leading players (Hamlet, Gertrude, Claudius, Ophelia) and confidants,
if we include among them Polonius (confidant to Claudius) and Ratuda
(Ophelia’s “mamka” [nurse]). The plot, too, is greatly simplified, with all
those things considered improper from the point of view of Neoclassisist
dramaturgy expunged, including the visit of the ghost (here reduced
to an appearance in a dream, and not the herald of the murder). Also
gone are Hamlet’s feigned insanity, Ophelia’s madness and suicide, the
graveyard scene, the duel, and the famous play within the play. Polonius,
in Sumarokov’s version, is co-conspirator with Claudius (in this version
not Hamlet’s uncle) and the actual murderer of the old king. The killing is
committed by sword, rather than by poison in the ear, and Hamlet learns
of the crime from the servants (after a year’s hesitation, Ophelia’s “mamka”
tells Hamlet’s confidant Armans). Needless to say, Ophelia’s struggle
against Claudius’ plan to dump Gertrude and marry her—which according
to Karlinsky mechanically turned Shakespeare’s plot into one from Cor-
neille, and “Hamlet” into “Le Cid” (Karlinsky, 68)—is absent in the origi-
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nal. Most egregiously departing from Shakespeare, as we have noted,
Sumarokov gave his play a happy ending.

By choosing to call his play “Hamlet” Sumarokov was following common
eighteenth-century practice of adopting well-known titles and character
names but informing them with new content. He was not “copying” the
works of other authors so much as announcing his appropriation of those
works for his own uses, thus often signaling a competition with them. In
Shakespeare’s case, “Hamlet” was a prime candidate for being “improved
upon” because it was a play leading European classicists (especially Voltaire)
had criticized, and was by a writer, as Sumarokov himself wrote (in the notes
to his “Epistle on Poetry” of the same year), “in whom there is a lot that is
very bad and very much that is extraordinarily good” (Sumarokov, PSVS, I,
35S; on the possible sources for this opinion, see Alekseev, Shekspir, 19-22).
Furthermore, Shakespeare probably held an added attraction for Sumaro-
kov insofar as even Shakespeare’s detractors acknowledged his position as
founder of the English theater, a role to which Sumarokov aspired in Russia.
Voltaire pointed the way, by the example of his own dramas, by the famous
discussion of Shakespeare’s defects in his Lettres philosophiques, and by his own
attempt in that work to render the uncouth Englishman’s rough blank verse
into acceptable French alexandrines. Sumarokov, probably Voltaire’s greatest
Russian admirer and disciple (see Zaborov, 14-25), took the next logical step.

While the dependence of parts of Sumarokov’s play (particularly, the
“To be, or not to be” monologue) upon Voltaire’s free translation — included
together with a discussion of Shakespeare and English tragedy in letter eighteen
of the Lettres philosophiques, ou Lettres anglaises first published in 1734 —and
upon La Place’s prose and verse translation of the play, has long been noted,
there has been no systematic attempt to evaluate the nature of Sumarokov’s
borrowings or to put them into the context of his play (as Alekseev remarked,
Shekspir, 24; cf. Lang). The tentative reevaluations that Alekseev suggests (e.g.,
downplaying Voltaire’s role) and new attempts at textual analysis that have
been made (esp. Toomre), however, in our view significantly miss the mark.

A close comparison of the text of “Hamlet” with the three earlier ver-
sions of the “To be, or not to be” monologue? — Shakespeare’s text (accord-

2 I am only dealing here with these obvious candidates for discussion as sources for
Sumarokov, and do not pretend to be exhaustive. Other potential sources include several
French versions of the monologue that appeared as responses to Voltaire’s admittedly
free reworking. Among these are Abbé Prévost’s in his one-man journal Pour et Contre,
no. 12 (1733), and the one in the Bibliothéque Britannique cited by Lirondelle (17n).
On alleged German influence, see the literature cited in Alekseev, Shekspir, 28-29.
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ing to the fourth folio version), Voltaire’s 1734 version from the Lettres
philosophiques, and La Place’s prose translation of 1745 — reveals, first of
all, that Sumarokov made repeated and very specific use of Voltaire’s version
(pace Alekseev, Shekspir, 245, and Toomre, 8, who asserts that “whereas La
Place’s influence was specific, Voltaire’s was diffused”; texts are appended
to this article). Sumarokov borrowed specific phrases and images from
Voltaire — phrases and images that do not occur either in the original orin La
Place — from almost every other line of Voltaire’s 24-line text (see Appendix
Two). At the same time, however, it would be equally wrong to conclude
that Sumarokov “blindly followed in Voltaire’s footsteps” (e.g., Bulgakov, 52,
who does note elsewhere that Sumarokov created “a completely new play”
in comparison to Shakespeare’s [49]). Sumarokov did not utilize any of
Voltaire’s explicitly anti-clerical additions to the speech, in particular what
Voltaire had substituted for Shakespeare’s catalogue of earthly woes (“the
whips and scorns of time, / The oppressor’s wrong.../ The pangs of dispriz’d
Love” etc.). Here Voltaire inserted his own list (headed off by “nos Prétres
menteurs benir Uhipocrisie” [line 16]; on Voltaire’s “misuse” of Shakespeare,
see Serrurier).> In general, one may say that while Sumarokov may have
borrowed liberally from Voltaire, in the monologue as a whole he is closer to
the spirit of the original and to La Place’s more faithful paraphrase, even while
echoes of La Place’s prose text are more distant and less easily pinned down.
The discovery that Sumarokov borrowed the fourth folio English original
while working on “Hamlet” may be significant, insofar as Sumarokov might
have gotten a colleague to help him interpret the English, few though English
speakers were in eighteenth-century Russia (see Alekseev, “Angliiskii iazyk”).
There is no evidence that Sumarokov himself knew English, although as I
have shown elsewhere (“Sumarokov’s Reading”) Sumarokov also borrowed
other books from the Academy library in languages that he didn’t know or
know well (Dutch, Latin, Greek) in connection with various projects he was
working on. Turning to Sumarokov’s monologue, there are a few individual
words that might indicate direct borrowing from Shakespeare, that is, words
which appear in Shakespeare but not in Voltaire or La Place. These are the
references to: “country” (strana), rather than “world” in the French (monde); to
“flesh” (plot’); and to poverty (nishcheta)—both absent in the French versions.

3 Voltaire’s discussion of the need for free translation which accompanies his version of the
monologue seems a possible likely source for the disputed passage criticizing “word for
word” translation at the beginning of Sumarokov’s “Epistle on the Russian Language,”
which is sometimes (but not undisputedly) taken as a criticism of Trediakovskii.
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Note that in the last instance other editions of Shakespeare’s monologue have
“proud man’s contumely” where the fourth folio version, the text Sumarokov
had at his disposal, has “poor man’s Contumely.” More compelling are two lines
absent from the French versions which clearly recall Shakespeare’s text: “For
in that sleep of death, what dreams may come ...” (No chto za sny siia noch’
budet predstavliat’!) and “the thousand natural shocks / That flesh is heir to”
(Kakim ty estestvo surovstvam podchinenno!). Further, Sumarokov’s rendition
of the refrain “To dye [sic], to sleep ...” (1. 69), and “To die to sleep / To sleep,
perchance to dream” (11.72-73), captures the syntactic cadence of the original
verses far more effectively than the French versions. In his text Sumarokov
accentuates the rhythm by the use of dashes, something which, notably,
later editors of Shakespeare used to punctuate these and other lines from the
monologue. In general, as Toomre notes of the central part of Sumarokov’s
text, “the intensification of poetic devices” (which was contrary to Sumarokov’s
usual striving for simplicity) “plus the clear echoes of the original syntax help
give this passage a flavor at least reminiscent of Shakespeare” (14). In sum, how-
ever, and despite the distinctly Shakespearean spirit we may at times feel in the
monologue, the evidence for direct borrowing, while suggestive, remains weak.
In contrast, Sumarokov’s specific borrowing of poetic images from Voltaire
is far more compelling and convincing. There does not seem to be sufficient
reason to overturn the traditional wisdom that for his basic acquaintance with
the play and monologue Sumarokov was indebted to La Place.

As an example of Sumarokov’s transformation of Shakespeare’s mono-
logue, let us look at the concluding section. First, Shakespeare’s text from the
fourth folio, followed by the prose translation from La Place:

Who would these Fardles bear

To grunt and sweat under a weary life,

But that the dread of something after death,
The undiscovered Country, from whose Born
No Traveller returns, puzzles the will,

And makes us rather bear those ills we have,
Than fly to others that we know not of.

Thus Conscience does make Cowards of us all,
And thus the Native hue of Resolution

Is sicklied o'er, with the pale cast of thought,
And enterprizes of great pith and moment,
With this regard their Currents turn away,
And lose the name of action.

(Shakespeare, 71, sep. pag.; cf. I1I: i: 7688 in Farnham)
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Ne vaudroit-il pas mieux, saffranchir d'un fardeau dont le poids nous
accable?... Maisla terreur qu'inspire 'idée d’un autre monde, du monde inconnu,
dont nul mortel n'est jamais retourné, ralentit ce désir, & glace nos pensées. Nous
connoissons nos maux, & nous les supportons, dans la crainte d’en affronter
d’autres que nous ne conoissons pas! La conscience nous parle, nous I'écoutons,
elle nous arréte; elle calme I'impétuosité de nos transports; & la réfléxion,
détruit par dégrés, les projets enfantés par le désespoir... (La Place, 334)

Voltaire compresses this fifteen-line concluding section of Shakespeare’s
monologue into four lines, eliminating both of the extended discussions—
about the afterlife (“the undiscovered Country”) and about that “pale cast of
thought” which erodes human resolution. The lines become, instead, a logical
reaction to the catalogue of evils which had preceded:

La mort serait trop douce en ces extrémités;

Mais le scruple parle & nous crie, Arrétez;

I1 défend a nos mains cet heureux homicide,

Et d'un Héros guerrier, fait un chrétien timide, &c.
(Voltaire, II, 82)

Consistent with the anti-clerical slant Voltaire gives to Hamlet’s monologue,
he transforms the conflict here into a simplistic clash between Christian
cowardice (note how “le scruple” replaces Shakespeare’s more positive
“conscience,” which La Place reinstates) and heroic bravery, which has
a distinctly rationalist tinge (cf. Voltaire’s earlier addition of the line “Dieux
cruels! s’il en est...” and “De nos Prétres menteurs benir 'hipocrisie” cited
above). Sumarokov’s version is significantly different:

Koraa6 Mbl Xnau B BeK, 1 CKOPOD JK¥AA 6 B BEK C HAMHL.
Bo o6cTosiTeAbCTBaX TAKKUX HAM CMEPTh HY)KHa;

Ho ax! Bo Bcex 6epax elrje cTpaliHa OHa.

KaxuM TbI ecTecTBO CypOBCTBaM IOAYHHEHHO!
CrpamHa — HO BeCh CTpax MperAeT — IpeAeT MTHOBEHHO.
YMmpu! — HO 4TO ITOTOM B HECYACTHO Cell CTpaHe,
ITop TSDKKUM OpeMeHeM Hapo pedeT o MHe?

OH CKaxXeT, 9TO AF0OOBb IepOKCTBO MTOOEANA,

W My>xkecTBO MO€ TIETOIO YYHMHHAA:

YT0 51 MHE AQHHY SKM3Hb 6€3CAABHO OKOHYAA,

W MaropymIzieM TOK KpOBU ITPOAUBAA,

KoTopy 3a Hero mpoAuTh MHE AOAKHO OBIAOC.
Ycnoxoenue! IOYTO ThI AyXy AbCTHAO?
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He Ab3sg MHe yMepeTb UCIIOAHUTD HAAACKUT,
Yro coBecTH MOEHN AHECh UCTHHA TAACHUT.

(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 95-6)

(If we lived forever we would live forever in sorrow. In such circumstances we
need death. But oh! For all our sorrows it is still dreaded. To what severities
are you subject, nature! Dreaded — but all dread will pass — pass in an instant.
Die! — but what then will the people in this unfortunate country, under heavy
burden, say of me? They will say that love conquered heroism, and made my
courage futile, that I finished the life given me without glory, and because of my
cowardice caused blood to flow that I should have spilled for them. Tranquility!
Why did you flatter my spirit? I cannot die, I must fulfill [my duty] that the
truth now discloses to my conscience.)

While Sumarokov obviously borrowed the second line from Voltaire
(“Vo obstoiatel’stvakh takikh nam smert’ nuzhna” = “La mort serait trop
douce en ces extrémités”), he has restored much of the content of the original
monologue and made it much closer to Shakespeare’s in length. However,
at the same time Sumarokov has significantly modified its basic emphasis.
Where Shakespeare (and La Place) focus on “the dread of something after
death,” Sumarokov’s Hamlet is terrified at the idea of dying itself and, what
really disturbs him, the consequences of his death for this world. Sumarokov’s
hero, like Shakespeare’s in the opening lines of the monologue, meditates
upon life’s sea of troubles, but Sumarokov fundamentally changes the import
of the discussion of “the undiscovered country”:

YMmpu! — Ho 4TO MOTOM B HeCYaCTHOM celi CTpaHe,
ITop TsDKKHIM OpeMeHeM Hapoa, pedeT o MHe?

(Die! — but what then will the people in this unfortunate country, under heavy
burden, say of me?)

“That unhappy country”—absent from Voltaire’s version and described
as “l'autre monde, du monde inconnu” in La Place—here signifies not the
terrifyingly mysterious afterlife but Russia herself, and the sufferer “pod
tiazkim bremenem” not Hamlet but the Russian people. This transforma-
tion of Shakespeare’s “country” is emblematic of Sumarokov’s changes both
in Shakespeare’s and Voltaire’s texts. Sumarokov’s hero struggles with the
problem of his country’s fate, and his conflict is neither with a Voltairean
anticlerical “scruple” nor with the abstract metaphysical ratiocination
about the other world of Shakespeare’s hero, but rather a concrete choice
between love or duty, here described as the opposition between heroism and
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cowardice (geroistvo versus malodushie). While this opposition may also have
been suggested by Voltaire’s text, its context again has been fundamentally
altered: Sumarokov’s protagonist worries about his honor and posthumous
national reputation rather than the limits of his reason. Sumarokov slavishly
follows neither Shakespeare nor Voltaire. His hero resolves (at least for the
moment) on doing his duty, which is unequivocally presented as the voice of
truth and conscience (sovest’ here may also suggest “reason”):

He Ab3st Mmue YMEPETD MCIIOAHUTD HAAACIKHUT,
Yro coBectu Moeit AHECb HCTHUHA I'AACHUT.

(I cannot die, I must fulfill [my duty] that the truth now discloses to my
conscience.)

Sumarokov’s appropriation of Shakespeare’s text for his own purposes
and basic shift of emphasis is even more evident in the second passage he
admitted borrowing — Claudius’ “falling down on his knees” at the start of
his second act (III: xvii in La Place’s version; III: iii in modern editions of
“Hamlet”). Sumarokov’s borrowing in this case is limited primarily to the
basic gesture of Claudius’ kneeling; the 37-line monologue, which was one of
the few passages in the play La Place rendered in verse, in standard rhymed
alexandrine couplets, is reduced in Sumarokov’s version to 14 lines, but its
resemblance to La Place or the original monologue hardly goes farther than
dealing with the similar situation of a king’s attempt at repentance. Both
the content of the speech and its dramatic context and emphasis have been
changed beyond what may be called “borrowing.” The divergences from the
original, as with Hamlet’s monologue, are characteristic. Whereas Hamlet’s
play within a play has “caught the conscience of the king” and moved
Claudius to prayer, which he attempts as Hamlet secretly watches (indeed
the fact of his praying induces Hamlet to put off his revenge), Sumarokov’s
Klavdii attempts to pray in front of his evil advisor Polonii, but then decides
that he can’t. In this, his first, appearance in the play Klavdii asks God to

HpI/IHyAb MeHsl, IPUHYAD ITPOLIeHUS IPOCUTD!
Bcean xxeAaHHe HCKATh MHe OAAroAaTH;

1 He Mory B cebe ceil peBHOCTH CbICKaTH !
ITpOTHBHBIX 60XECTBY HCIIOAHEH BCEX CTPACTEM.
Hu sckps1 A06paro HeT B COBECTH MOEIL.

ITpu moxassHMM X MHE YTO 3a9aTU AOAKHO?

MHe 1apCTBHSA HUKAK OCTaBUTb HEBO3MOXKHO.
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Ha 4ro MHe KasITbCSI M UBBEPIATH SIA;
Koab MbICAM OT TE6S AAAEKO OTCTOST.
(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 74)

(Compel me, compel me to ask forgiveness! Sow in me the desire to seek grace;
I cannot find this fervor in myself! I am filled with all kinds of passions that
God detests. There is no spark of good in my conscience. If I repent what could
I undertake? There is no way I can abandon the kingdom. Why should I repent
and disgorge poison when my thoughts are so far from you.)

He then arises to continue his evil plotting (to kill Hamlet, get rid of the
repentant Gertrude, and marry Ophelia). Once again, Sumarokov does not
concern himself with the problematic metaphysical status of the afterlife with
which the characters of Shakespeare’s play are preoccupied, from the question
of the status of ghosts in purgatory to the question of the confessional state of
the soul at the moment of death, as in Claudius’ case. Sumarokov’s Klavdii,
rather, recognizes that he is essentially evil and doomed to damnation:

Koraa mpupoaa B cBeT MeHs Ipou3BoAUAA!
OHa CBHPEICTBBI BCe MHE B CEPAIIe MOAOXKHUAAQ.
Bo MHe U3KOpeHUTb IPUPOAHOE MHE 3A0,

O BocmHTaHMe, U TH HE BO3MOTAO!

(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 73)

(When nature brought me forth into the world it put only cruelty in my heart.
O education, even you were unable to root out the natural evil in me!)

One of the crucial issues that emerges from Sumarokov’s versions of the
Shakespearean monologues hence becomes: can anyone or anything
(ie., a rational education, and clear knowledge of the truth) overcome “na-
ture” and “eradicate natural evil”? As opposed to Shakespeare, Sumarokov’s
play centers on the problem of good and evil in this world; when Sumarokov’s
characters invoke the afterlife, it is as the place where evil is unequivocally
punished or good rewarded, and hence an eloquent argument for proper
behavior in the here and now. For Sumarokov, the issue becomes: To
what extent can an individual overcome evil in him or herself? Can evil be
overcome? And by extension, how should one act toward evil in others?

Such a preliminary reconstruction of the play’s philosophical crux is
supported by the single detailed contemporary critique of Sumarokov’s
dramaturgy, Trediakovskii’s “Letter in Which is Contained A Discussion
of the Poetry Published Up to Now by the Author of Two Odes, Two
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Tragedies and Two Epistles, Written from a Friend to a Friend” (Pis’'mo,
v kotorom soderzihtsia rassuzhdenie o stikhotvorenii, ponyne na svet
izdannom ot avtora dvukh od, dvukh tragedii i dvukh epistol, pisannoe ot
priiatelia k priiateliu) of 1750. Although intended to destroy Sumarokov’s
reputation as a writer, Trediakovskii’s letter provides unique evidence to
help us to understand the precise terms in which the issues are framed in
Sumarokov’s play and to reconstruct the way this important contemporary
conceived of Russian Neoclassical drama. Trediakovskii attacks Sumarokov
from a position of rationalist or classicizing linguistic purism (Uspenskii,
166; Zhivov, chap. 2, esp. 81-95), but his literary and philosophical program
is in essential respects identical to Sumarokov’s. He attacks the man who set
himself up as the “Russian Boileau” and literary lawgiver by taking the high
ground of an even more stringent application of the classicist “rules.” The
terms in which Trediakovskii criticizes Sumarokov and the philosophical
issues posed in his plays reflect positions he and Sumarokov held in
common.

One of the many places where Trediakovskii took issue with Sumarokov
was precisely his depiction of Claudius’ failed repentance. Among his nu-
merous criticisms of Sumarokov’s language (in particular, his use of the word
pobornik in the meaning “enemy” [ Trediakovskii, 480; see Uspenskii, 160]),
he also found fault with the idea of Claudius asking God to “compel” him to
ask for forgiveness (as if this were Sumarokov speaking rather than his evil
character). Trediakovskii found this notion

somewhat suspicious; but I will leave it to theologians to argue about the
logic of Orthodoxy (o razume pravoslaviia); they know that God’s assistance
(sodeistvie) to human will never occurs by compulsion, but only by forewarning
(po predvareniiu), by inclination, and by arousal to good, or by keeping us back
from, or [making us feel] repulsion to evil: otherwise our free will would perish,
that which we all feel within our conscience. (480)

The question here is how to understand God’s action in the world, which
Trediakovskii elsewhere in the letter defines as the fundamental substance of
tragedy:

According to its most important and primary statute (ustanovlenie), tragedy is
produced in order to inculcate the audience (vlozhit’ v smotritelei) with love for
virtue and an extreme hatred for evil...Hence... one must always give priority
to good deeds, and evildoing, however many successes it may have [in the play],
must always end up in retreat (v popranii), in this way imitating the very actions of
God. (494-5, italics added)
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This criticism, aimed at Sumarokov’s first tragedy “Khorev,” may serve as
a working description of “Hamlet,” in which the hero lives to marry Ophelia
and reign in Denmark, while the villain Claudius is killed and his evil genius
Polonius commits suicide.

However, as the previous passage from Trediakovskii’s letter suggests,
the existence of evil (for example, in Claudius) and its intractability present
a fundamental philosophical problem: how and to what extent are human
passions to be overcome? What role does the divine agency play in men’s
affairs, and in Neoclassical tragedy? Despite his objection to the idea of
divine compulsion, Trediakovskii at the same time acknowledges, indeed
welcomes, God’s interventions (forewarning, inclination, arousal, restraint,
repulsion). Perhaps as a rebuff to Trediakovskii’s criticism, in a poem of
1755 Sumarokov specifically described the action of the tragic poet in terms
of compulsion:

B reposix Kpor4u CTUXOB CBOHX TBOPLIa,

ITycrb TOT Tpareaueit BCEASETCS B CepALIa:

[IpHHYAUT YyBCTBOBATh Ty>KHe HaM HAIaCTH

U x A06pOAeTEAN HALIPABUTH HALIK CTPACTH.
(Sumarokov, Izbr. proizv., 130)

(Speaking in verse through his heroes, the creator should sow [his audience’s]
hearts. He compels us to feel alien misfortunes and direct our passions toward
virtue.)

The tragedian, like the divine Creator, actively “sows” emotions into the
hearts of the audience and compels them toward virtue “by means of
tragedy,” thus “imitating the very actions of God.” Far from being an abstract
rationalist principle, the Russian classicist God emerges as a living, active
force in the world, an ideal working within the world. Reason and divinity
are identified with one another; yet they are living, interactive forces, and all
of creation is seen as informed with divine goodness. Reacting against a line
in one of Sumarokov’s early odes, Trediakovskii declared (in a Russified
Leibnitzian strain): “God in his great wisdom provided for, in his goodness

4+ Compare from the “Epistle on the Russian Language” on the miracle of language:

Ilpuss pparoii ceit Aap OT IEAPOTO TBOPIIA,
H306paskeHneM BCeASIEMCST B CEPALIA.

(Having accepted this valuable gift from the generous Creator we sow [become
rooted or implanted in] each other’s hearts by means of images.)
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forechose, and in his omnipotence created the fairest (samyi preizriadnyi)
and greatest world” (470).

How then to explain the existence of evil and “God’s action in the
world” and in human nature? For both Trediakovskii and Sumarokov,
nature has two hypostases. One is divine and rational, often designated
as estestvo, which Nebel denotes as “essential nature” (Nebel, 4 and 6);
Sumarokov characteristically often rhymes it with bozhestvo, “divinity.” The
other is physical and passionate: Claudius’ prirodnoe zlo or more neutrally,
simply priroda.® Reacting against what he saw as Sumarokov’s defense of
nature in its second aspect, Trediakovskii charged (with characteristic
hyperbole) that

Bce cue aoxs! Bce cue Heuectue! Bece cue Bpep pobponpasuio! Cue ects TOY-
Hoe yyerne CHnnosnHo 1 [066e31eBO; a CHU AIOAM AABHO YK€ OTAQIIEHBI CIIpa-
BaeanBo Arencramu. He o06vaii Bo cBere cem ycras Bcemy; Ho ects npaso
ecmecmeennoe, or Co3pareas: ectecTBa skopeHerHoe 68 ecmecmeo... He besymue
[IpaBHAQ JXXUTHUS yCTaHOBAsleT; Ho pasymuas 1106066 k 0o6py ecmecmseHHOMY.
He sexkomvicaue [sic] Te npasa yreepxxaaer; Ho 6aazopasymmoe u 3peaoe paccy-
JHOeHue, CMOMPS HA CX0OCMBO C eCECIBEHHbIM NOPSI0KOM, OHBIS 0AODpsIeT . . .
BHyTpeHHSIS COBECTD 3aIpelaeT 3aKAIOYHTD, YTOO TO HEIPABEAHO H XYAO OBIAO,
k020a kmo cam cebe uezo He xeraem, mozo u dpyzum He desdaem. Cre mpuHaAAAe-
JKUT AO eCTeCTBEHHbIS IpaBAbL. Ho ecTecTBeHHas! 4€CHOCTb B TOM, YTOO SKHTD
N0 pasymHoti A066u k dobpodemeAu, TO €CTb, UCKPEHHO, OAAZOPAZYMHO, U NOCHIOSH-
HO OelicMBUS HAWU BHYMPEHHUM U BHEUWHUM PACNOAG2AMb MAK, 406 NOAYHUMb
Kkpatinee u eHympenree 6aaxnercmso. Y160 6AArOTBOPUTEABHEHIINI 3IDKAUTEAD,
COTBOpSISL Y€AOBEKA, He MOT €r0 He TaKOBa COTBOPHTD, YTOO eMy He ObITh OAa-
>KEHHY, U CAAOBATEABHO €CTECTBEHHO OAOASKHA BECh YEAOBEUECKHUIT POA, IMEI0-
M IPOM30HATH OT AAaMa, K TOMY, 9TO6 UM CTapaTbCsl O 63aumHom cebe 6Aazo-
noAyuuu, a GOAbIIE O TMOAYYEHHH Kandomy Kpaiinszo 6aaxencmea. Her unoro
KOHIJa, 4eT00 paAr OBIA YeAOBEK COTBOPEH: MO0 caasocaosue Teopyy, eCTh TOIHO
COEAMHEHO C YeAOBEYEeCKUM OAKEHCTBOM.

Ho aAst moAydennn GAasxeHCTBa, HAAOOHDI deticmeus uerosexeckus. V1 monexe
MOTAHU CHH OBITb NPUCHIOTIHbIS U HENpUAU4HLLL K TOMY; Toro paau, He mor Toro
ocraBuTh Bcebaaruit Bor, 4To6 He pasamyaTs ux ecmecmsennvimu sHaxamu. Cae-
AOBAaTEAbHO, 6CesiA B Pa3yMbl YEAOBEUECKUH TAKOE 3HAHIUE, YTO OHU PACCYXKAAIOT
cebe MOAYYHTD OT UHBIX BHYMPEHHUS COBECHU XBALY UAU CMIbLD, @ OT APYTHX CAe-
AYIOILYIO NPUSIMHOCHb UAU G0AE3Hb, TO €CTb, BCesiA B HUX 3HAHUE Npasobl U AU,

5 Note however that these two terms are not always used in these senses. See Nebel, 6-7
and Chernaia’s remarks (in Robinson, 220-232) on this dualistic view of nature and
on the split between faith and reason as a philosophical problem inherited from the
late seventeenth century.
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do0pa u 3Aa; CHeXX AASL TOTO, AAOBI, YTO XBAABHOE C IIPHPOABL, TOO OHHU AEAAAH,
a oT 6ecyecHaro ¢ MPUPOABDK, YOETaAH ... MHAKO, YeAOBEYECKHUIT Pa3yM MOT ObI
TO HPUSATHBIM HAM OOA€3HEHHDBIM II0YUTATh, YTO €My TOKMO NO OAHOI IIPUPOAE
IPUSTHO MAU OOAE3HEHHO ...CAOBOM, OBIA ObI YEAOBEK MOKMO CKOM beccAosec-
Hbill, TO €CTb, OBIA OBI OH CKOT C JeAanuem 0e3 paccymdenus ... ONHOM TOKMO IpH-
POAE, HO IIPHPOAE MOBPEXACHHON 110 MAACHUH, AOAKHO MOCAeA0BaTb. (490-
491, italics in original)

(This is all false, all dishonest, all harmful to proper behavior! This is precisely
the teaching of Spinoza and Hobbes; and those people have long been rightly
proclaimed Atheists. It is not habit that is the rule (ustav) for people in this
world, but natural law, inculcated into nature by nature’s Creator...It is not
madness that establishes rules for living but rational love for natural good. It is
not thoughtlessness that confirms those rights but sensible and mature reasoning,
which is based on resemblance to the natural order which approves them...

Our inner conscience forbids us to conclude that it is bad and unjust if we do
unto others as we would have others do unto us. This belongs to [the order of]
natural truth. But natural honesty [means] living according to rational love
for virtue, that is, sincerely and sensibly, constantly arranging our inner and outer
actions so as to receive maximum inner bliss. Because our most beneficent Creator,
in creating man, could not create him so as not to be blissful, he consequently
naturally favored mankind, which descended from Adam, with the desire for
mutual well-being for itself, and even more with the desire for maximum bliss
for everyone. There is no other end for which man would have been made; for
human bliss is always combined with glorifying the Creator.

But to achieve bliss human actions are needed. And because these may be
appropriate or inappropriate [to that end], because of that God, who is all
good, could not leave us without natural signs with which to distinguish
them. Consequently he sowed such knowledge into human minds (razumy)
that they could reason with themselves and receive from some [actions] the
praise or shame of inner conscience and from others the consequent pleasure or
pain, that is, he sowed in them the knowledge of truth and falsehood, good and
evil; this in order that man do what is praiseworthy in nature, and avoid what
is dishonest in it... otherwise human reason would consider pleasure or pain
only according to what nature alone [i.e., empirical, physical nature] dictated
was pleasurable or painful...in a word, man would be only a dumb animal
(skot besslovesnyi), that is, an animal with desire but without rationality...,
having to follow only nature alone, a nature tainted by the fall. (490-91)¢

This passage comments on a speech by Astrada from Sumarokov’s first tragedy
“Khorev.” Trediakovskii italicizes several of Astrada’s phrases and contrasts them to his
own (also italicized) “correct” interpretations. Sumarokov left the offending passage
out of the play when he revised it in 1768.
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The terms and terminology of Trediakovskii’s analysis (for all their repetitive
clumsiness of exposition) are virtually identical to those Sumarokov uses in
his tragedies, which explore the consequences of this dualistic view of human
nature. For convenience sake we may call the two conflicting imperatives
the “tragic” (in the traditional sense of “man on his own,”” and not to be
confused with the genre appellation) and the “Christian.” The world of the
tragic is the anti-utopian world of man after the fall and without God (hence
Trediakovskiis charge of atheism), man desirous of individual bliss and
understanding pleasure and pain, but in whom the voice of passion and the
flesh deafens inner conscience. Claudius clearly personifies this evil aspect
of nature in extreme form, which Polonius rationalizes into a self-serving
political theory of might makes right.

Readings of Sumarokov’s tragedy often see the problem of good and
evil—and the structure of Sumarokov’s plots —as a more or less mecha-
nical clash between love and duty. In Harder’s and Stennik’s descriptions of
the play’s structure, for example, it is described as the combination of two
interrelated conflicts between love and duty: Hamlet’s struggle to avenge
his father’s murder, which conflicts with his love for Ophelia, and Ophelia’s
struggle against her father’s plan to unite her with the evil Claudius
(Harder, 14; Stennik, 37).8 This reading, while true as far as it goes, leaves
out the parallel conflicts facing Gertrude and Claudius, and misses the way
in which each of the four major characters confronts the problem of evil
in him or herself. It also obscures the way in which the very opposition
between love and duty breaks down or transcends itself during the course
of the play.

Gertrude, as opposed to both Claudius and, to a lesser extent, to
Hamlet,” is able to overcome her passionate —in this case, adulterous and

7 Asin George Steiner’s working definition: “the dramatic representation or, more pre-
cisely, the dramatic testing of a view of reality in which man is taken to be an unwelcome
guest in the world” (xi).

8 Karlinsky sees “the formal structure of French seventeenth-century tragedy...cop-
ied...almost photographically” (68), a combination of Corneille’s “Le Cid” and Ra-
cine’s “Brittanicus.” For a discussion of the formal differences between Sumarokov and
French Neoclassical dramaturgy, see Gukovskii, “0 sumarokovskoi tragedii.”

9 Despite the obvious differences in their situations, Gertrude’s and Hamlet’s respective
crises are described in much the same terms. Gertrude’s reference to her “bludia-
shchikh dum” (Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 70), for example, recalls Hamlet’s “bludiashchii
um” in the “To be, or not to be” speech (95). More fundamentally, both suffer from
love that destroys honor (chest’). As Trediakovskii's commentary indicates, “ches(t)
nost’ “ (honor, honesty) is a fundamental divine imperative reflecting the conscience
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murderous — self. It is Gertrude who in Sumarokov’s play truly engages the
issue of whether or not she is in a condition to pray, and who most directly
confronts the horrible prospect of eternal punishment in the afterlife. With
the encouragement of Hamlet and his confidant Armans, she is able finally
to reconcile divine commandment and the voice of heaven with her own
inner voice of repentant conscience (see Sumarokov, PSVS, III, 77 and 82).
Gertrude embodies traditional Russian Orthodox values of kenotic humil-
ity toward herself and forgiveness toward others, explaining for example to
Claudius that “Vragov svoikh proshchat’ est’ dolzhnost’ nashei very” (77)
(cf. Kasatkina). She challenges Claudius and Polonius:

CBHAETEABCTBYIITE BbI, YTO S CAATAIO IPEX,

Bcemeapbiit Bor MHe AaA B ceii A6HD K CeMy ycIiex.

He TimjeTHO MHOTH AHH MBICAb YM MOJ YIPbI3aAQ,

/1 9eA0BEYeCTBO B 3A0 Ceplie BO3BPALIAAA. ..

AoKoAe BO rpexax cHx GyA€llb yTOIaTh?

U poaroau Llaps x MyueHBIO IOOIPATH?

Viab o1 [ KAaBAWit] TeprieHue rocriopHe mpesupaens. .. 2
Bperucs, 4To6 Bckope OH Te6s1 He OpasHa,

OH TepnuT; HO TEPIETh KOTAQ HUOYAD IIPECTAHET,

U B 4ac, KOTAQ He XKAIIb, B TBOIO [IOTHOEAD IPSHET.

(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 76 and 78)

(Bear witness that I am renouncing my sin, as this day all-merciful God has
shown me the way. It was not in vain that for many days my mind felt pangs
and was reclaiming the humanity in my evil heart... How long will you wallow
in these sins? And will you encourage the Tsar to suffer for long? Or do you
[Claudius] disdain the Lord’s forbearance...? Beware that He doesn’t surprise
you soon; He is patient, but at some moment this will cease, and when you
don’t expect it your ruin will strike.)

Gertrude is able to overcome her passionate self both through her own efforts
at prayer and, more essentially, via divine agency (“Bog mne dal v sei den’ k
semu uspekh”). Like the hero of Sumarokov’s religious drama “The Hermit,”
Gertrude rejects her tainted, evil, “tragic” self, including her crown and

that God placed in all men. Contrast this with other interpretations which see “honor”
in Sumarokov’s tragedies in distinctly un-Christian terms. Gukovskii connects the
concept with the new corporate aristocratic consciousness imported from France
(Ocherki, 48f). Serman relates the problem of honor in Sumarokov’s tragedies to the
notion of honor in Montesquieu and that in early medieval Russia (122-27).
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spouse, in order to cleanse herself in the wilderness (Levitt, “Sumarokov’s
Drama”).10

Ophelia, on the other hand, personifies the ideal “Christian,” utopian

model of behavior. It is she who “constantly arranges her inner and outer
actions so as to receive maximum inner bliss.” Ophelia clearly states the
theological point Trediakovskii seemed to be hedging on —the mystical
and miraculous aspect of divine nature that reason alone cannot achieve.
Ophelia explains her position to her father Polonius, who demands her blind
obedience and who denigrates the inner voice of conscience — the main
instrument of divine truth within us — as superstition. She responds:

41 cyeBeprsI c 3aKOHOM He MeIIalo,
W Bora 4icToi0 AyIero IoYUTaIo,

Sumarokov’s tragedies, at least his early ones, were paired with his “small comedies”
(malye komedii) in prose, which Trediakovskii defined in his “Rassuzhdenie o komedii
voobshche i v ososblivosti” of 1752 as “a kind of maidservant (nekotorym rodom
sluzhanki)” or “natural sister (rodnaia sestra)” to the tragedies with which they seem
to have been matched in performance (Pekarskii, 168-69; Grinberg and Uspenskii,
183,228 and 246-47). The small comedies functioned first of all as a change of pace,
like the old intermedia, or the German “nachspiel” or “nachkomedie.” More than that,
Sumarokov’s early comedies commented upon the tragedies with which they were
performed; “Tresotinius” follows (and cites) “Khorev,” “Chudovishchi” — ”Sinav
i Truvor” (see the list of performances in F. G. Volkov, 212-18). Records show that
“Semira” paired (at least once) with Teplov’s translation of Moliére’s “Le marriage
forcé” (Prinuzdennaia zhenit'ba). By process of elimination, this suggests that
Sumarokov’s generically anomalous one-act verse “drama” “The Hermit (Pustynnik)”
of 1757 — which was listed together with Sumarokov’s “small comedies” in a surviving
register of the existing Russian repertory from the early 60’s (Rezanov, 31-33) — may
have been paired with the only other of Sumarokov’s tragedies performed in 1757,
“Hamlet.” (It is recorded that in early 1758 “Hamlet” paired with “Reka zabveniia,”
translated from LeGrand, and with “Prinuzhdennaia zhenit'ba” two years later.)
“Pustynnik” explicitly dramatizes the philosophical and dramatic problem of “going
to the wilderness” (pustynia) which Gertrude faces in “Hamlet.” Furthermore, the
conclusions that I reach in this article reinforce the “religious” reading of Sumarokov’s
Neoclassicist dramaturgy which my analysis of “Pustynnik” suggests (Levitt,
“Sumarokov’s Drama “).

The first to assert the Christian message of Sumarokov’s early plays and their connec-
tion to the old Russian tradition was E. A. Kasatkina (1955), although she did not
attempt to systematize her insights or provide a coherent picture of Sumarokov’s
literary or intellectual indebtedness. More recently, scholars like A. S. Demin and
L. I. Safronova have drawn specific philosophical and literary connections between the
late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. See Demin, 198-208, Robinson, 68,
and note 4 above.
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Koropslit B ecTecTBe MHe AOGPOAETEAD BAUA,
U oTKpOBeHHEM MeHs B Heil yTBEPAHA.
(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 87)

(I do not confuse superstition and the law and with a pure soul revere God who
in nature has sown virtue in me and by revelation has confirmed me in this.)

In Ophelia natural and divine natures meet; she recognizes those “natural
signs” (the voice of conscience) which God “pours” or “sows” into human
beings and which is analogous to divine Revelation. Reason or true know-
ledge, like the traditional Russian Orthodox view of the Holy Spirit, both
informs creation (its ontology) and is the instrument of its knowability
(its epistemology). It is this divine gift Claudius asks God to “sow” into
him as well, although it is prevented by his “evil nature.” Ophelia privileges
“estestvo” over “priroda” and “love” for Hamlet over her “duty” to her father,
thus significantly changing the terms of the dramatic conflict, or shifting it
to another level.

Like many of Sumarokov’s “tragic” lovers, Hamlet is unable — until the
very end, I would argue —to resolve the conflict between love and duty,
a conflict he has grappled with from his very first lines in the play. Up until
its final moments, Hamlet’s basic dilemma whether or not to kill Polonius
remains unresolved.!! Like Claudius, Hamlet seems habitually unable to
transcend his passionate self. Despite repeated resolves (as in the reworked
“To be, or not to be” monologue) to deny his love for Ophelia in order to
wreak vengeance on her father, as duty to his dead father demands, he cannot
do so. As Ophelia’s confidant remarks, despite the fact that Hamlet

ITpOTUBHUTBCS BO BCEM Ceil HEXXHOI CTPACTH YaerT,
U xouer 6bTH pab pa3cyAKa CBOEro;

Ho TIjeTHBI MBICAY Te, AOGOBb CHABHSII BCEBO.
(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 98)

(Hopes to resist this tender passion in all he does and to be a slave to his reason,
these ideas are in vain — love is stronger than anything!)

At the end, however, Hamlet is forced to act. He saves himself and Gertrude
from Polonius’ band of hired assassins, kills Claudius and rescues Ophelia

11 Cf. Gukovskii’s comments on the endings to Sumarokov’s tragedies: “The initial
situation, also simplified to an extreme, continues practically throughout the entire
tragedy and at the end is [merely] removed, cancelled; one can hardly call the ending
of such a play a denouement, insofar as there are no events from which it could have
flowed” (“O sumarokovskoi tragedii,” 69).
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from imminent death at her father’s hands. However, these are still somewhat
passive actions taken under compulsion; the intervention of the people,
roused by Armans, has a lot to do with saving Hamlet and his mother,'> and
Claudius’ death is described in terms that almost suggest suicide: Hamlet
relates that he “fell under this sword (pal pod sim mechem).” However, as
far as Hamlet’s positive duty to take revenge for his father’s murder, the play
has still essentially not moved beyond the situation at its opening. Though
Hamlet once again resolves to kill Polonius, now a prisoner, Ophelia’s
frantic appeals to their love (strast’) — which had blunted Hamlet’s resolve
before — and her dramatic challenge that he use his sword on her first finally
achieve their goal. Hamlet proclaims:

BAaAbIaecTByi1, AOOOBD, KOTAA TBOSI AHECH CHAQ,
W paccyxxpeHMe U AyX MO ITIOKOPHAA!
Boccranp, Opeans! ThI BAACTD CBOKO HAIIAQ.
OTpu cBOM raasa! HammacTh TBOSI IpeIIAQ.

(Have your sway, love, as you've shown your power today and defeated my
reasoning and my spirit! Arise, Ophelia, you've found your power. Wipe your
eyes, misfortune is over.)

Ophelia’s power of love here, however, is not or not merely the “vlast’ “ of
“strast’“ (power of passion) that she appeals to a few lines earlier, but — I would
argue — the power of divine mercy that has been lauded throughout the play.
“Passion” is not only victorious here but assumes the axiological weight of
“reason,” that is, duty is downgraded to a position of “rassuzhdenie” (reasoning)
or “low nature,” while “love” achieves the status of “divine reason.” The terms
of the love-duty contflict are reversed, and because of this Hamlet becomes
the play’s true hero. Hamlet here “imitates divine action,” proclaiming as it
were the reign of God on earth (“Vladichestvui, liubov’,... Vosstan) Ofeliia!”)
and thereby resurrecting the fallen true believer as reward for her faith.

The earthly crisis— what to do with Polonius —is resolved when the
prisoner conveniently does away with himself, declaring (as reported by

aguard):

12 Even in this early play we may say that the “narod” is the hero, not merely as a passive
object of the players’ political concern, but even as the main, active, positive force in
history. Such a view should cause us to rethink the changing role of “confidants” in
Sumarokov’s plays (discussed by Gukovskii, “O sumarokovskoi tragedii,” 70-71, in
reference to French practice), who here serve not merely as dramatic foils but as plot
catalysts and as carriers of important ideological weight.
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...xoraa Bawt Kussp yrxe ocTascs sxus,
HarmpacHo A0Yb MOsI, TaM IIPOCKT U CTOHAET.
IpoieHreM BUHY CBOIO yCyTybAsieT;

1 He XO4y OT HUX IEAPOTHI HUKAKOM,

U ux BAAATEeABMH He CTaBAIO Hap COOOIL.
CKaXXuTe UM, ITO sl O TOM AHUIID COXKAAEIO,
Yro 60ABIIE TOIYOUTH HX CHABL HE HMEIO.

(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 118)

(...when your Prince was out of danger my daughter begged and pleaded in
vain. Begging for forgiveness deepens one’s guilt. I want no generosity from
them and I won't accept their power over myself. Tell them that I only regret
that I have no power left to destroy them.)

He then stabs himself. This is not merely a neat solution to Hamlet’s intractable
dilemma and, as it might seem at first, a cheap way for the dramatist to tie
up a difficult loose end and avoid confronting a serious issue. Ophelia and
Hamlet’s very generosity and willingness to offer divine mercy are the very
things that move this antiutopian villain to self-destruction; he is destroyed
not by earthly “tragic” means (i.e., Hamlet claiming an eye for an eye, as
duty demands) but by the working out of divine reason. In behavioral and
theological terms, non-resistance to evil triumphs. Evil— theologically
speaking, the embodiment of non-being — is left to take its own course, i.e.
self-destruct, after being exposed for what it is. In the closing lines of the play,
Opbhelia herself underscores the message of divine justice divinely enacted:

Tst camo He60 3pech [ToaoHbsI TOKapaso!

Ts1, Bosxe MO11, 6bIA AOATOTEpIIEAUB!

Sl uary cyap6bI TBOM! TBOIL rHEB €CTb CIpaBeAAUB!
(Sumarokov PSVS, 111, 119)

(You, heaven itself, has here punished Polonius! You, My God, were long
suffering! I trust your providence! Your anger is just!)

This is not a “deus ex machina” ending which would signal real divine “com-
pulsion” in human affairs and which would, because of its lack of (human)
motivation, paradoxically demonstrate God’s distance from men’s affairs
or deny their free will. Rather, Sumarokov depicts human psychology as
God’s will working though men —a “sodeistvie” — either to the good, or,
as in Polonius’ case, to the evil.

Sumarokov’s “Hamlet,” then, centers on the working out of divine
theodicy on earth, and in that sense is fundamentally inimical to traditional
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notions of the tragic. George Steiner, in his book The Death of Tragedy has
argued that it was the eighteenth century’s

triumph of rationalism and secular metaphysics which mark the point of no
return [for tragedy]. Shakespeare is closer to Sophocles than he is to Pope and
Voltaire. To say this is to set aside the realness of time. But it is true, nevertheless.
The modes of the imagination implicit in Athenian tragedy continued to shape
the life of the mind until the age of Descartes and Newton. It is only then
that the ancient habits of feeling and the classical orderings of material and
psychological experience were abandoned. With the Discours de la methode and
the Principia the things undreamt of in Horatio’s philosophy seem to pass from
the world. (193)

Russia had never known the spirit of ancient tragedy, and its ethos was alien
to both the Orthodox and Neoclassicist worldviews. Perhaps no clearer
proof of this is Sumarokov’s “Hamlet” itself, from which the things un-
dreamt of in Horatio’s philosophy have been systematically deleted. In
the terms we have presented it is specifically the “tragic” aspect of nature
(priroda) — associated with man’s fallen state —that is overcome in the
play by the action of divine mercy and justice.

A common Russian view of Sumarokov’s tragedies stresses their political
message, and sees the plays as allegories on good and bad monarchs. In
“Hamlet,” for example, Gertrude and Polonius debate the question whe-
ther or not tsars are above the law, the evils of bad advisors are exposed,
enlightenment rhetoric is used to justify blatantly evil actions, and so on.
Going still further in this vein, some commentators have seen in the play
an allegorical defense of Empress Elizabeth’s ascension to the throne; other
critics ascribe the play’s absence from the stage after 1762 to disturbing
parallels contemporaries may have seen between the “Hamlet” plot and
Catherine II's manner of coming to power; by the end of her reign Pavel
Petrovich (the future Paul I) was often associated with the unhappy Danish
prince (on both issues see Alekseev’s review of the literature, Shekspir,
730). The obvious anachronism of this reading suggests the larger problem
of applying all such allegorical interpretations to Sumarokov’s tragedies.
Gukovskii was much nearer the mark when he noted that Sumarokov’s
tragedies have the “character of a panegyric to individual virtues,” and are
“meant to inspire ecstasy in the viewer in the face of virtue, to act on his
emotional receptivity,...to correct the viewers’ souls and not their minds,
and also not the state apparatus” (Gukovskii, “O sumarokovskoi tragedii,”
73-74). Scholars have noted passing similarities between the language and
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message of Sumarokov’s tragedies and Russian triumphal odes, whose goals
were to glorify, and indirectly edify, the tsar; Sumarokovian “tragedy,” in
the non-tragic terms we have described it, perhaps approaches even more
closely the spiritual ode, which is addressed not to tsar but to God, and
whose ultimate goal —as Trediakovskii put it — duplicates man’s proper
function on earth of “glorifying the Creator.” This notion has deep affinities
to traditions of Russian Orthodoxy, the very word for which denotes the
primary Russian cultural imperative of “correct glorying” (pravoslavie).
From this perspective, the “tragic” in Russian eighteenth century tragedy
is but the fallen, human, transient element which Sumarokov’s protagonists
must struggle to overcome in their quest “to imitate God’s actions on earth”
(and on stage) in order to assert the reality of a divinely rational utopia.
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Chapter S. Sumarokov’s Russianized “Hamlet”

APPENDIX ONE
Shakespeare’s “To be, or not to be” Monologue
from the Fourth Folio (1685)

To be, or not to be, that is the Question:
Whether ’tis nobler in the mind to suffer
The Slings and Arrows of outragious Fortune,
Or to take Arms against a Sea of troubles,
And by opposing end them: to dye, to sleep
No more: and by a sleep, to say we end
The heart-ache, and the thousand natural shocks
That flesh is heir to. " Tis a consummation
Devoutly to be wish'd. To die to sleep,
To sleep, perchance to dream; I, there’s the rub,
For in that sleep of death, what dreams may come,
When he hath shuffled off this mortal Coyle,
Must give us pawse. There’s the respect
That makes Calamity of so long life:
For who would bear the whips and scorns of time,
The oppressors wrong, the poor mans Contumely,
The pangs of dispriz’d Love, the Laws delay,
The insolence of office, and the spurns
That patient merit of the unworthy takes,
When he himself might his Quietus make
With a bare Bodkin? Who would these Fardles bear
To grunt and sweat under a weary life,
But that the dread of something after death,
The undiscovered Country, from whose Born
No Traveller returns, puzzles the will,
And makes us rather bear those ills we have,
Than fly to others that we know not of.
Thus Conscience does make Cowards of us all,
And thus the Native hue of Resolution
Is sicklied o're, with the pale cast of thought,
And enterprizes of great pith and moment,
With this regard their Currents turn away,
And lose the name of action. Soft you now,
The fair Ophelia? Nymph, in thy Horizons
Be all my sins remembred.
(Shakespeare, 71, sep. pag.)
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APPENDIX TWO
Voltaire’s Version of the “To be, or not to be” Monologue
from Lettres Philosophiques, Dix-huitiéme lettre (1734)

(Words and phrases unique to Voltaire which have parallels in Sumarokov’s text are
underlined, with the Russian equivalents given underneath bracketed in italics.)

Demeure; il faut choisir, & passer a I'instant
[Moe ceii Teao uac]
De avie ala mort, ou de I'étre au néant:
Dieux cruels! s’il en est, éclairez mon courage.
[mysncecmeo]
Faut-il vieillir courbé sous la main qui m'outrage,
Suporter ou finir mon malheur et mon sort?
[6edcmevt oxonuamu.... uau npemepnesamu ]
Qui suis-je? qui m'arréte? & qu'est-ce que la mort?
Cest la fin de nos maux, c’est mon unique asile;
[npucmanuuye]
Aprés de longs transports c’est un sommeil tranquille;
[noxoiina cua; cf. cnoxoiicmesue, cor]
On s’endort & tout meurt; mais un affreux réveil,
Doit succeder peut-étre aux douceurs du sommeil.
[nocaedyem] [cHy cradxy]
On nous menace, on dit que cette courte vie,
De tourments éternels est aussi-tot suivie.
[myuumeavnoe; seunal
O mort! moment fatal! affreuse eternité,
[O cmepmo! npomusteiii wac!]
Tout coeur a ton seul nom se glace épouvanté.
[cepdyam. .. edurbim umerem meoum]
Eh qui pourroit sans toi suporter cette vie,
De nos Prétres menteurs benir 'hipocrisie;
D’une indigne maitresse encenser les erreurs,
Ramper sous un Ministre, adorer ses hauteurs,
Et montrer les langueurs de son 4me abatue,
A des amis ingrats qui détournent la vue?
[Heseprocmu dpyseii ]
La mort serait trop douce en ces extrémités;
[Bo o6cmosamervcmesax maxux nam cmepme (Hyxcna) ]
Mais le scruple parle & nous crie, Arrétez;
Il defenda nos mains cet heureux homicide,
Et d'un Héros guerrier, fait un chrétien timide, &c.
[mysncecmeo] [(marodywue]
(Voltaire, II, 82)
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APPENDIX THREE
La Place’s Prose Translation of the “To be, or not to be” Monologue
from Le theatre anglois (1745)

Etre, ou n'étre plus? arréte, it faut choisir!...Est-il plus digne d’une grande ame,
de supporter l'inconstance, & les outrages de la fortune, que de se révolter
contre ses coups?...Mourir...Dormir...Voild tout. Et si ce sommeil met fin
aux miséres de I'humanité, ne peut-on pas du moins le désirer sans crime?...
Mourir...Dormir...réver pent-étre!...fatale incertitude!... Qu'espere-ton gagner,
en se délivrant des maux de ce monde, si 'on ignore quel fera son sort dans l'autre?
Cette réfléxion seule ne mérite-t'elle pas toute notre attention?...Oui, sans doute,
puisque cest elle qui soumet I'dme la plus altiere, aux longues calamités de la
vie!...Eh, qui pourroit souffrir la perversité du siécle, I'injustice des hommes,
larrogance des ambitieux, les tourmens de I'amour dédaigné, les lenteurs de la
Justice, I'insolence des Grands, & les indignes préférences que la faveur obtient sur
le mérite? Ne seroit-il pas plus court, de se procurer, tout d'un coup, le repos? Ne
vaudroit-il pas mieux, s’affranchir d’'un fardeau dont le poids nous accable?... Mais
la terreur qu'inspire I'idée d’un autre monde, du monde inconnu, dont nul mortel
n'est jamais retourné, ralentit ce désir, & glace nos pensées. Nous connoissons nos
maux, & nous les supportons, dans la crainte d’en affronter d’autres que nous ne
conoissons pas! La conscience nous parle, nous 1écoutons, elle nous arréte; elle
calme I'impétuosité de nos transports; & la réfléxion, détruit par dégrés, les projets
enfantés par le désespoir... Mais jappercois Ophelia! ... (La Place, 333-34)

APPENDIX FOUR
Sumarokov’s Version of the “To be, or not to be” Monologue
from “Gamlet” (1748)

Yro peaaTp MHe Tenepnb? He 3Hato 4TO 3a4ars.
Aerxoap OeArro Ha BeKH IIOTePSTS!

Orer! Aro60BHUIA! 0 IMeHa Aparust!

Bs! Ob1AY I[aCTheM MHE BO BpeMeHa ApyTus!
AHecb BbI MyYUTEABHBI, AHECD BbI HECHOCHBI MHE;
Ilpep xeM HHOYAD U3 BaC MHE AOAXHO OBITb B BHHE.
Ilpea KeM s IPeCTYIIAIO? BBl MHE PaBHO AIOOE3HBI:
3AepsKUTECS B O4aX MOUX IIOTOKH CAe3HbI!

He 3prock criocobeH ObITb 51 K AOATY MOEMY,

W Her npucTaHuia OAYASIIEMY YMY.

(XBaraercs 3a mmary.)

B TeOe eAMHOM Med HapAeXAY OLIYIIAIo,

A npaBeAHYI0 MeCTb 51 He0O ITOPYYAIO.
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ITocToi, — BeAHKOE AHECh ACAO IIPEAACSKHUT:

Moe ceil TeAO Yac C AyLIEIO Pa3ACAUTD.

OtBepers A Tpo6a ABEpD, i HEACTBBI OKOHYATH?

Viau Bo cBeTe ceM ele ImperepreBaTH?

Koraa ympy; 3acHy, — 3acHy u 6yay cIars;

Ho 4o 3a cHbI crst HOUb OYAET IIPEACTABASTS!

YMepeTb — ¥ BHUTH B IPO6 — CIIOKOFCTBHUE IIPEAECTHO;

Ho uTo mocaepyeT cHy cAapAKy? — HEHU3BECTHO.

Mp1 3HaeM, 4TO CYAUT HaM IeAPO OOXeCTBO:

Hapesxaa ects, Ayx 60Ap; HO cAab0 ecTecTBO.

O cmeprs! npoTuBHBIA Yac! MuHYyTa BceAloTe Al

ITocaepHsIst HamTacTh, HO BCEX HAIACTEM 3Aeria!

BoobOpaskeHune MyduTeAbHOE Ham!

HewnspeueHHbIH cTpax, OTBOXHEHIINM ceprjam!

EAvHBIM IMeHeM TBOMM, BCSI TIAOTD TpeIIeIIeT,

M oT npucTaHuIa OMATD B BAABI OTMEIIeT.

Ho ecTb Au 651 B 6epax 3aeCh XKM3HD ObIAA BEUHA;

K06 He XOTeA UMETD Cero MOKoMHa CHa?

U xTO 6bI MOT CHECTH 3Aa I[ACTHSI TOHEHbE,

Boaesnn, HumnieTy, 1 CHABHBIX HaIlaACHbE,

HemnpaBocyaue 6e3coBeCTHBIX Cyael,

I'pabexx, 06HABL, IHEB, HEBEPHOCTH APY3€l,

BAuAHHBI SIA B cepIla BEAHKHX AbCTU YCTAaMH?

Koraa6 Mbl 5X1AH B BeK, 1 CKOPOb 5KrAa6 B BeK C HAMU.

Bo 06cTosiTeABCTBAaX TaKUX HAM CMEPTH HY)KHa;

Ho ax! Bo Bcex 6epax eme CTpallHa OHA.

KaxwM ThI ecTecTBO CypOBCTBaM IOAYHHEHHO!

CrpamHa — HO Bech ceil CTpax MpeHAeT — IpeHAeT MTHOBEHHO.

YMpu! — HO 4TO IIOTOM B HECUACTHOM Cel CTpaHe,

ITop TsDKKHM OpeMeHeM HapoA pedeT 0 MHe?

OH cKaxeT, 9TO AF00OBb TepOICTBO ITOOEAUAR,

W my>kecTBO MOe TIETOIO YYMHHAA:

YT0 51 MHe AQHHY XU3HD 6€3CAABHO OKOHYAA,

W MaropyIIEIeM TOK KPOBH ITPOAUBAA,

Koropy 3a HEro IpoAUTh MHE AOASKHO GBIAO.

Ycrokoenue! mo4TO ThI AyXy ABCTHUAO?

He Ab3s1 MHe yMepeTb UCIIOAHUTD HAAASKUT,

Yro coBecTH MO AHECH MICTHHA TAACHT.

A b1 oTHasgHHY IepTpyaa B MBICAD He BIIaAa,

JKecroxoctp KaaBaus u Ha Tebs1 Bo3cTaaa.

IToriaeM, 1 ckaxxeM eif, 406 KaaBaws Operaacs;

Y106 TOABKO KPOBb OAHHX THPAHOB IIPOAUAACE.
(Sumarokov, PSVS, 111, 94-96)
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4

SUMAROKOV’S DRAMA “THE HERMIT”:

On the Generic and Intellectual Sources
of Russian Classicism

Among Sumarokov’s twenty-six works for the stage his single drama,
“The Hermit” (Pustynnik, 1759), occupies a somewhat enigmatic place,
raising questions about both the author’s conception of the genre and the
play’s status as a work of Russian Classicism. As is well known, the notion
of genre played a leading role in Classicist poetics, and with Sumarokov
in particular. While he often used the word “drama” (Russian, drama) in
the general sense (as synonym for “play” or “dramatic work” and in such
phrases as “drama and music”), nowhere in his works is there a definition
of drama as a special genre. In the “Epistle on Poetry,” following Boileau,
he includes under “drama” comedy and tragedy —the only theatrical
genres recognized by Classicism. Furthermore, none of the scholars who
have considered Sumarokov’s dramaturgy (G. A. Gukovskii, P. N. Berkov,
V. N. Vsevolodskii-Gerngross, H.-B. Harder, I. Z. Serman, G. N. Moiseeva,
Iu. V. Stennik) have paid attention to the “drama” for the same reason: it did
not belong to the standard genres of Classicism and even to some extent
conflicted with them.! The French scholar Jean Patouillet, who noted this
seeming anomaly in passing, expressed surprise that Sumarokov, a violent
“foe of the drama” himself had tried his hand at “a genre which he struggled

1 G. A. Gukovskii, “O sumarokovskoi tragedii,” Poetika, 1 (Leningrad, 1926), 67-80;
P. N. Berkov, Aleksandr Petrovich Sumarokov, 1717-1777. Leningrad: Iskusstvo,
1949.; V. N. Vsevolodskii-Gerngross, Russkii teatr ot istokov do serediny XVIII veka
(Moscow: Akademiia nauk, 1957); Hans Bernd Harder, Studien zur Geschichte der
russischen klassizistischen Tragodie, 1747-1769 (Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz, 1962);
G. N. Moiseeva, Drevnerusskaia literatura v khudozhestvennom soznanii i istoricheskoi
mysli Rossii v XVIII veke (Leningrad: Nauka, 1980); Iu. V. Stennik, Zhanr tragedii
v russkoi literature: epokha klassitsizma (Leningrad: Nauka, 1981).
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against.”> A solution to the riddle of “The Hermit™s genre and its un-
expected defense of its hero’s ascetic withdrawal from life require a new
consideration of Sumarokovian Classicism.

“The Hermit” does not correspond to usual notions of Sumarokov’s
dramaturgy either in its form or content. How did it come to be written?

By the middle of the eighteenth century when Sumarokov founded the
new national theater, Classicist theater in the West was already experiencing
a period of crisis and decadence. In England as a result of Puritan attacks
on the theater a new “bourgeois drama” arose; its early prototype, George
Lillo’s “The London Merchant, or the History of George Barnwell” (1743),
achieved popularity across Europe. In France a new mixed dramatic genre
appeared, called at times “serious” or “tearful” tragedy, and at times “tearful
comedy” or simply “drama” (le drame).3 Forerunners and founders of this
trend are considered Nivelle de La Chaussée, Philippe Néricault Destouches
and Denis Diderot. As early as 1741 the French critic and translator Pierre
Defontaine suggested the term “drama” for this new phenomenon but it
took a long time to catch on and did not figure in the repertoire of plays at
the Comeédie Frangcaise until 1769.* By this time there was a large 