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A Symbolist under Soviet Rule: Sologub’s Late Poetry

Yto mis padbouero Kirydoa
BbIpOciio n3 Conoryoa?

Majakovskij (1955, XII, 151)

Most literary critics mark the end of Russian symbolism by 1910 — and they have
good reason to do so. Nevertheless, it should be taken into account that literary
epochs do not end abruptedly and that history of literature is a construct of theore-
ticians who are forced to structure their topic into chapters. As a consequence, a
writer whose development does not correspond with comfortable "isms" often
falls out of the neat schemes of the academic administration of literature. A case
in point is Fedor Sologub, who after the "end" of Russian symbolism continued to
produce Symbolist poetry until his death in 1927. His entire work appears to be so
consistent that Xodasevi¢ spoke of him as a poet without any evolution (1939,
168; cf. Anickov 1923, 81). This view was shared by Blok and Gumilev who
complained about the endless repetitions in Sologub’s poems (1960, VIII, 152;
Lavrov 1989, 165); Kornej Cukovskij went so far as to maliciously characterize
Sologub’s work as "preservation of expired inspirations" (1964, VI, 347).

However, such an interpretation may be too simplistic. The first attempts at a
periodization of Sologub’s poetry were undertaken only in the 1970’s and stem
from the Structuralist School of Tartu. Minc and Pustygina identified 7 periods in
Sologub’s work (1975, 150 £.):

1. 1890’s: a grotesque view of provincial reality which includes both night-
mares and ideals.

2. beginning of the 1900’s: a romantic conception of two worlds, which dis-
tinctly splits the real from the ideal.

3. 1906-1907: active mythmaking and creation of a personal myth (Don Qui-
xote)

4. 1908-1909: ironic destruction of his own myth

1910-1913: Attempt at overcoming Symbolist aesthetics and approach to ex-

pressionism (Andreev) and ego-futurism (Severjanin)

1914-1917: Patriotic plays and stories during the war

1918-1926: Attemped return to the symbolistic myth

9

A

Sologub could already look back on a lengthy evolution with both successes
and failures when he entered the last decade of his life. By then, Sologub was the
well known author of five novels, seven volumes of verse, twelve plays and more
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than ninety stories. His works had been collected in two editions (12 vols. [Sirin]
1909-1912; 20 vols. planned, 16 vols. published [§ipovnik] 1913-1914 [Lauer
1986, 291]). Given Sologub’s versatile production in all genres (with its notori-
ous artistic shortcomings), it is interesting that he concentrated his literary pro-
duction in the 1920’s almost exclusively on poetry.! In assessing this
phenomenon, one should take into consideration, that already Sologub’s debut
was dominated by poetry. His return to this genre may be seen as a confirmation
of his original literary element.

This paper is an attempt to characterize Sologub’s late poetry and to demon-
strate the continuities and the discontinuities which can be observed in his work
after the revolution. Three aspects will be discerned: poetic form, characteristic
topics and textual devices.

Sologub’s late poetry has long been neglected both in Western and in Russian
criticism.2 The reason for this is obvious. After the revolution, Sologub published
eight slim volumes of poetry, the last of which appeared in 1923. But the pub-
lished poems include only a small — and not even representative — part of So-
logub’s literary production after the revolution. Most of Sologub’s late poetry has
been made available to the reader only in the editions of Minna Dikman (Sologub
1975), Gabriele Pauer (Sologub 1989) and Margarita Pavlova (1997).3 Apart
from the political situation, there were also private reasons which kept Sologub
from acquanting his readers with a representative choice of his texts. Sologubs
late years were overshadowed by an event as traumatic as equalled perhaps only
by his beloved sister’s death in 1907. On September 23, 1921, the poet’s wife
Anastasija Cebotarevskaja committed suicide. Sologub fell into a deep and long
lasting depression which eventually triggered prophecies about his own death.# In
a note probably from 1922 he wrote: "Ympy 16 mapra 1928 roma. Yepe3 339
Henenb mociie 23 c¢. 21 r. Bo3moskuo, omm6ka gHen Ha 40." (Pavlova 1989,
172) And he also knew the cause of his death: "I 3Ha10 TOuHO, OT Yero ympy. S
yMpy oT nekabpwuta. [...] Jlekabput ... 60J€3HBb, OT KOTOPOW YMHUPAIOT B
nekabpe ..." (Fedin 1967, 133) This second annunciation contradicts to a certain
degree the first, but taken together they match the facts pretty exactly: Sologub
died on december 5, 1927.

1 Exceptions are the stories "Carica poceluev" (1921), "So¢tennye dny" (1921), "BarySnja
Liza" (1923), the novel Zaklinatel’ nica zmej (1921), and the dramas "Uzor iz roz" (1920),
"Straz velikogo carja" (1922).

2 The only exception is Evelyn Bristol’s article on "Fedor Sologub’s Postrevolutionary Po-
etry" from 1960.

3 M. Pavlova (IRLI) is currently working on a complete edition of Sologub’s poetry which
amounts to 2500 poems.

4 Dobuzinskij relates that Sologub always layed a place for her at his table until her body
was found the next spring (1987, 276).

637



1. Poetic form

To date, only Sologub’s early poetry has been formally studied (Lauer 1986). For
the period between 1884 and 1892, Lauer describes a very correct use of meter
and rhyme with a strong preponderance of the jambic tetrameter. About 27 % of
Sologubs early verse is written in this meter (210). In his late poetry, this ten-
dency will even be stronger. By stressing this classical meter, Sologub approaches
the preferences of romantic poets: Puskin, Lermontov and Baratynskij wrote
more than 50 % of their poetry in jambic tetrameter.

Similarly, Sologub tends in his late poetry to use only exact rhymes which are
basically grammatical rthymes (Bristol 1960, 421). This phenomenon contrasts
not so much with Sologub’s use of the rhyme in his early poetry but rather with
the development of Russian poetry in general during this time. Sologub never
really accepted the innovations which were brought into Russian versification by
Axmatova, Cvetaeva, Majakovskij and Mandel’stam.5> The only field of experi-
mentation that Sologub allowed himself in his prerevolutionary poetry was the
length of lines. The most extreme example is perhaps a 10-feet trocheic meter
from "Lunnaja kolybel’naja" (1907). To compensate for the length of the lines,
Sologub makes a clear cesura after the fourth trochee. Moreover, he uses only one
rhyme ("—nu") for the whole poem:

Tuxum aHres BCTpeneHeTCsI, YILIOHETCS, IIOTPO3UTCS IIIAJIVHY,
N manyH emy orBeTHT: "ThI He OOMCS, ThI HE IYUCH, S 3aCHY .
(Sologub 1975, 344)

Another device that occured relatively often in Sologub’s early poetry is the
opposition between long and short lines in the same poem. A well known example
is the opening poem from the cycle "Zvezda Mair" (1898):

3Be3nga Maup cuseT Hajgo MHOIO,
3Be3ga Mawp,

N o3apeH mpekpacHOO 3BE3I010
Hanexun mup. (Sologub 1975, 217)

In his late poetry, Sologub renounced these special patterns. The only irregu-
larity that may be observed is the ironic use of compound rhymes.

Pomuncs Ow1 1 Ha Mamarackape,
I'oBopu ObI Hape4reM, Iraie MHOIO a,
Ciaraa ObI ITO®MBI O JJIOOOBHOM MOXKape,

5 Tt is also interesting to analyze the respectful and at the same time detached attitude of the
avantgarde poets towards Sologub. Mandel’Stam sees Sologub as the last epigone of deca-
dent Russian poetry (1993, 11, 293, 407 f.); for Cvetaeva, Sologub is an old "barin" who is
exclusively occupied with his own personality (1994, 1V, 9).
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O Harux kpacaBunax Ha ocrpose Camoa. (Sologub 1921b, 17)

In the 1920’s, Sologub still loved puns, but they do not occur as often as in his
early works (Schmid 1995, 232). However, he advised the young poet Elena
Dan’ko to write onomatopoetic poems in the style of his own "Ljubov’ju legkoju
igraja" (1901):

OH 1mocoBeTOBAJI MHE HAIIMCATh 110 CTUXOTBOPEHUIO HA UMS KaXXIOTO
IIBETKA U MJIs JIMJIUHU B3SITh 3BYKH €I, "ald , 'ajga’, MUTHUPYS CBOE —

"Oeen IHIEH, allee Jiaja, Oblaa Oesra Tl U anna’. (Dan’ko 1992, 212)

There are few phonetic poems in Sologub’s own late poetry. However, an in-
teresting poem from 1926 plays with homonymic, but not homophonic forms,
namely with the different accent in some words in the nominative plural and the
genitive singular (déma, dom4; géroda, goroda; mésta, mesta):

IIpuBBIKIM TOBOPUTH MBI ' JOoMa
Ho BcnoMHuM pa3HbIe ToMa,
I'me xxunm mpl. Kak HaM 3HaKOMa

Bces aTa 3mas kyreppma! (Sologub 1975, 485)

2. Characteristic topics

Most striking in Sologub’s late poetry is the recurrence of religious motifs which
to a certain extent contradicts his position in the 1900’s. In his early works, So-
logub had expressed a total negation of the Christian idea of resurrection:©

S BOCKpeceHbs He X0uy,
M MHe coBceM He Hago pas, —
He oneuamiocs, ymupas,

N nuxypa g He B3aeuy. (Sologub 1975, 244)

Also pagan metaphysics were rejected: In a poem from 1895, the idea of me-
tempsychosis was imagined as a nightmare; the sentence "live again!" came as a
condemnation (Sologub 1975, 156 f.). Moreover, Sologub gave expression to a
decadent satanism which was fashionable among Russian symbolists? (see e.g. the

6 See also the conception for the drama "Volja k bessiliju": "1 HUKTO He BocKpecHeT. U He
Hazo BockpeceHbs. OHO — yTemenue mist cnadbix.” (RO IRLI, F. 289, op. 1, N. 540)

7 See also the French memoirs of Vera Harteveld who remembers Sologub as a frequent
guest at the "Brodjacaja sobaka": "Il y venait souvent avec sa femme ou quelques amis. Je
ne me rappelle pas de ses traits car il m’arrivait presque toujours de le voir du dos, et s’est
son crane chauve et brillant qui attirait toute mon attention. Il a écrit beaucoup de vers, mais
malheureusement je ne me souviens que d’une strophe, charactéristique pour ce temps-la,
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January issue of Zolotoe runo (1907) which was dedicated entirely to diabolic
themes):

Korma s1 B OypHOM MOpe IIIaBall
M Mo KopabJiIb IOIIEN KO THY,
4 Taxk Bo33Bai: "Otenr Mo, [IbsIBOI,

Cnacu, nomunyi, — s ToHy.  (Sologub 1975, 278)

The first signal for a radical turn in Sologub’s religious thought can be found
in the opening poem to the collection Nebo goluboe (1921), which was written in
1917:

"Y Teb6s1, MuitocepaHoro bora,
MHoOro ciaBbl, M CBETa U CHUJI.
Jlayt MHE >XKW3HU 3¢ MHOU XOTh HEMHOTO,

YTo6 s HOBBIE TecHU ciioxui!” (Sologub 1975, 409)

This poem is by no means ironic but rather articulates Sologub’s growing res-
ignation in respect to his former dream of an aesthetic transformation of the
world. He wrote explicitely in a poem from 1922: " cam 3aKOH UTrphl ycTaBuiI /
N npowurpadn [...]." (1975, 461) Sologub was well aware of the change in his re-
ligious thought. In a poem from 1922, he restituted his devoteness towards God:

Kaxk st ¢ To6oit He criopui, Boxke,
Kaxk na Teb6s HE BoccTaBal,

TbI B HeOe Ha 3MEMHOM KO3KeE
Moux rpexoB He HauepTad. [...]

Ho s B OyHTe OBLIT NOKOPEH
TBouM BeneHbsIM, BeuHbIN bor. (Pavlova 1997, 374)

This poem is part of the cycle "Anastasija" which is dedicated to Sologub’s
deceased wife Anastasija Cebotarevskaja. The main theme of this cycle is resur-
rection which corresponds with the Greek litteral meaning of Cebotarevskaja’s
given name.8 Already in a poem from 1920, Sologub formulated his new belief in
resurrection in the Christian sense: "Bockpecuer bor, u MbI BockpecHeM [...]."
(Pavlova 1997, 94) In another poem from the cycle "Anastasija" Sologub entered
into a dialogue with the personified "resurrection" that bears the traits of his wife.

SI — Bockpecenne! Bo mHe orons Benuku! (Pavlova 1997, 375)

'Prions un peu — au bon Dieu comme au diable."" Columbia University, BAR Gen Ms Coll
Harteveld, 38 f.
8 Sologub also played with other names, cf. a poem about Vjaceslav Ivanov (1975, 331).
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The logic behind Sologub’s solemn affirmation of resurrection is the follow-
ing: His wife’s death cannot be final — therefore the idea of resurrection which is
inscribed into Anastasija’s name must be real. This argumentation can be read as a
continuation of Sologub’s own poetic myth. In his poem "Kanon besstrastija"
from 1920, Sologub stated programmatically the higher reality of writing com-
pared to reality itself:

Bce sicHO TOJIBKO B MUpE CIIOBA,
Bcs B ci10Be mcTHHA JTaHA.
Bce ocraimbHOE — Open 3eMHOTO

Beccnegno raromero cHa. (Sologub 1975, 419)

Literary creativity makes even the visual perception of the world superfluous.
In a statement from his last years, Sologub insisted on the advantages of physical
blindness:

3pUTEIbHBIMU BIIEYATICHUSIMHI KHBET TOT, ¥ KOT'O BHYTPHU HYCTOTA.
I pstaabIe MogUIIKK. Ila S MOry BCIO XXH3Hb HNPOCHUIETh B KOMHATE
0e3 OKOH, He BHIs HU OTHOI'O YeJIOBEKA, HA COJHIIA, HA IPHUPOILI (OT
IIPUPOABLI TOIITHUT), ¥ MOM BHYTPEHHHUI MHUpP OYIET OT BTOrO TOJBKO
oorauve. HeyxXenu BHEITHUN MHUP MO3KET COIIEPHUYATL B OOraTCTBE C
TEM, UTO s BU3KY B BOOOpasKeHHH, C TEMH IIPEKAPCHBIMU 00Opa3aMu,

koTopsle g TBOpro? (Dan’ko 1992, 220)

The negation of reality which leads like a leitmotif through Sologub’s entire
work acquires in the 1920’s a political dimension as well. Sologub stood with his
aestheticism aloof from politics. On May 7, 1926 the poet wrote the following
quatrain into V.V. Smirenskij’s album:

Kakoe 6 HM OBLIIO IPAaBUTEIHCTBO
W yT0 6 HM TOBOPUJI 3aKOH,
TBoe MBI BeaeM BIIACTUTEIBCTBO,

O cBeto3apub AnoyioH! (Cexnovicer 1933, 7)

The official Soviet perspective on Sologub for 70 years basically referred to
statements like this. However, Sologub’s declaration of his indifference to the
Soviet social experiment was not his last word. Sologub explicitely deplored that
the low Soviet materialism penetrated everything, even the pure realm of poetry.
Sologub described the corruption of his aestheticism in drastic terms which are
rarely found elsewhere in his work:

CTux, KaK IIpexie, He 3BYYHUT.
Hy>keH HOBBIN pEKBU3HUT.
Ctpywu, Tpeln, polly, Ialu,
CBUHBHY I'pSI3HBIE COKpAaIHU. |[...]
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U Ha cmagkuim apomar
HaBoHSI coBeTCKHH MarT.
IIpenecTs IECHU COJIOBLUHON

Oo6unuTa Teneps ypunoin. (Pavlova 1997, 162) ©

Sologub responded to the calamities of the new regime in different ways. Al-
ready in mid November 1917, the people’s commissar for education Anatolij Lu-
nacarskij asked the Petrograd organization of artists "Sojuz dejatelej iskusstv" to
endorse the new regime. Sologub, at the time president of the literary section of
this organization, tried to take a cautious stance. In order to get governmental
funding, he suggested that "Sojuz dejatelej iskusstv" would work within the
commissariate for education [Ipm Hapkommpoce], but retain its formal inde-
pendence. Understandably enough, Lunacarskij modified this proposition and
established ideological control over the organization which would disappear by
fall 1918 anyway (Eimermacher 1994, 106).

Sologub was well aware of the importance of an independent literary organi-
zation. One of his first actions after the revolution was to found together with his
wife and N.S. Gumilev a writer’s association with the goal of helping needy
authors. "Sojuz dejatelej xudoZestvennoj literatury" had considerable success in
the first months of its shortlived existence: Within a few weeks after its founda-
tion in March 1918, about 40 writers joined the association; after one year it had
170 members (éirmakov 1958, 456). But when the patron of the association was
expelled from Soviet Russia and the financing through Narkompros was sus-
pended, the association lost its attractiveness and disappeared in August 1919

9 Cf. also the following poems:
B CoBuene

My3a, KaK Thl HCTOMIJIACH
Co3zepliaHbeM TUKHUX POK!
Kax moxopHO IpHyYHIach
2KnaTe B IpHEMHBIX Y BEIEMOXK!

Yremraeminscsa KypeHbeM,

HyTHIIb MIyTKY, CEPIIlE C3KaB,

3amacucek ele TepleHbeM, —

Besgkuit yTs miist Mmy3sl ripas. (May 24, 1920, Cexnovicer 1933, 8)

Ilypa4ok, Thl BCEM HaM BEPH —
‘hernueT caMbIll THYCHBIN 3BEpPb. —
XoTh 01€BOTHHY Ha OIIONE
ITomHECYT ¢ TOKJIOHOM JIFOIH,
Emb, u 3y61 uM He mieph. (August 31, 1926, Cexnovicer 1933, 20)
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(473).10 Later, beginning in 1924, Sologub took over various posts in another
writer’s association, "Sojuz leningradskix pisatelej".

Sologub’s administrative activities did not improve his uncomfortable situa-
tion. Material problems are documented for instance in a letter which probably
dates from 1918: Sologub asked the local Soviet authorities to provide a pair of
galoshes for his wife (Keda 1993, 159). Things were not better in the literary
field: Sologub’s texts were censored (Eimermacher 1994, 112), his name became
synonymous with oldfashioned and outdated writing.!! Lunacarskij characterized
him in a letter to the Central Committee from July 16, 1921 with harsh words:
"KTo Takout Comory6? Crapslil HUCATENS |[...] CAMBIM 3JI0CTHBIM U SITOBUTHIM
ob6pa3zom HacTpoeHHBIN TTpoTuB CoBeTckon Poccuu." (Gor’kij 1998, 130) The
official stance towards Sologub is also mirrored in Brjusov’s speech "V<cera, se-
godnja i zavtra russkoj poézii" which he held at the "Dom Pecati" in 1922: "O

psne Apyrux [gekageHTCKuX mosToB, U.S.] MOKHO cKa3aTh TOJBKO TO, UTO
OHM YTO-TO ITHMCAIIM, ITIOXOKee Ha WX NpPeKHUE CTUXHU, TOJLKO cllabee U

OeclBETHEE ... B ®TOM psany npuxomutcs Ha3BaTh U Pemopa Coioryoa."
(Ivanov 1960, 289) Under these circumstances it is astounding that even in 1926
Sologub’s novel Melkij bes was republished with a print run of 5000 copies
(Vladislavlev 1928, 237).12 The new edition has to be seen against the background
of the important resolution of the Central Committee from June 18, 1925, which
for a short period created a relatively moderate climate for non proletarian writ-
ers. The decisive sentence that allowed the republication of Melkij bes acknowl-
edged the importance of literary traditions: "For the very reason that the party
sees in the proletarian writers the future ideological leaders of Soviet literature, it
has to fight in all respects a careless and disparaging attitude towards the old cul-

10 Towards the end of the existence of "Sojuz dejatelej xudoZestvennoj literatury" there seem
to have been dissonances even between the founders. On June 23, 1919 Sologub wrote to
Gumilev: "IIoBTOpSIO €1lle ¥ TO, YTO OJISI MEHS HENMOHSITHO, ITodyeMy Balra mognmch
OblIa TOJ ONHBIM WM HECKOJIBKHUMHU TOKYMeHTaMM, ucxogupmumu oT CoBera
C.I.X.JI., B KOTOpBIX S HE MOTY HE BUIETh TCHACHIUIO K YCTPAHCHUIO MEHS U AHC.
H. YeGoTapeBcKkoy OT y4acTHsl B ieJlaX TOTO CAMOT0 COI03a, B YUPEKIEHUN KOTOPOTO
MBI C HeIo IpUHUMaNK Haubojee nesitensHoe yyacTue." (OR RGB, op. 45, ed.xr. 44)

I Among the few who defended Modernist poetics still in the 1920’s were A. Gornfel’d and
G. Culkov. Mentioning Sologub, Gornfel’d put forward the importance of phantastic lit-
erature (1924, 159), and Culkov wrote unambigously: "ToqpKO CUMBOINYECKOE MUPO-
[IOHMMAaHUe MO3BOJIIeT HaM pas3rajaTh TAWHbBIM CMbBICI COOBITUN U JOCTOMHO BCTpE-
TUTh Oynmyinee Poccum." (1922, 125)

12 Later Soviet editions of the novel were published only in 1933 and 1958. In both cases, the
foreword gave an official reading and cited the following statement by Lenin: "Brykn
Hallli, KaK IOUKOBUHKY, OYAYyT paccMaTpuBaTh HOKYMEHTbl W HAMSITHUKU BIOXU
kanuraauctudeckoro crpos.” — The print run of the 1926 edition may seem high, but it
has to be compared to the print runs reached by officially acknowledged Soviet writers: In
the first ten years after the revolution Dem’ian Bednyj had a total of 2 millions of books
printed, Maksim Gor’kij and Aleksandr Neverov each about 1 million (Vladislavlev 1928,
25).
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tural heritage and equally towards the specialists of the literary word." (Eimer-
macher 1994, 508)

In 1921, Sologub desperately tried to get an exit visa from the Soviet authori-
ties.!3 In a letter to Lenin, Sologub wrote:

N 1o mporcXoKIeHUIO U O paboTe s — YJIeH TPYIOBOro Hapoda; ChIH
IIOPTHOIO H TIIpaykKu, S 25 JeT OBLI Yy4YHTedeM Top[oIacKoro]
yu[unuina) [...]. S He mMer0 HaMepeHHMs 3aHUMAaThCS MOJUTHUKOIO,
T.K. CYUTAIO DTO CIIMIIIKOM OTBETCTBEHHBLIM U CIIOKHBIM IIEIIOM, — S

HUKOTTa He cocTOosLI HU B Kakon nmaptun. (Cexnovicer 1933, 5)

The destination of Sologub’s emigration undoubtedly would have been Paris.
In a poem from February 1921 he wrote in an ambigous formulation:

OTtyero X, myrmia-paobIHS,

Ths1 Ha BOJIIO HE JIETUIID, |...]

Ha pasmax a»pomniana,

B rpomMbIixaHbe moe3nos, |...]

B xpaii HeBUHHBIN, BEYHO BEIITHUM,

B Bausniickue nonsa? (Sologub 1975, 434 1)

It is very telling that the Soviet commentary to this text explains the Elysian
fields as the mythological place of the dead (Sologub 1975, 627) and does not
point to the Champs Elysées in Paris — a significance that is reinforced through
the mentioning of the modern means of transportation.

After several complications — Bal’mont had just emigrated to France and dep-
recated the Soviets from there — the Sologubs eventually obtained permission to
leave, but on the eve of their departure, Cebotarevskaja threw herself into the
Neva (Xodasevic¢ 1939, 176 f., Gor’kij 1998, 130 £.). Sologub stayed in Russia and
commented on the state of the nation in poems politically not fit for publication,
notably in a cycle of antisoviet fables (1925) (Pavlova 1997, 168-179).

Depicting the misery of art under Soviet rule, Sologub had in mind not only
the political power as an anonymous entity but accused Lenin personally. In a
poem from 1926 he called him a "despot" and a "tyrant" (Pavlova 1997, 147).
Already on the occasion of Lenin’s 51st birthday in 1921, Sologub wrote a spite-
ful poetic pamphlet against the leader of the revolution: "Tonmop mmpokuir He
otpyout / Ero mpectymHom ronossl [...]" (Pavlova 1997, 101). In 1922, So-
logub included a poem about "loann Groznyj" — written back in 1898 — in his
volume "Koster doroZznyj" — and in this context the historical poem can be read as
a clear allegory on Lenin: !4

13 Teffi (1993, 93) in Paris received a dramatic letter from the Sologubs: "YMoJ1. TOMOYB TO-
XJIOIIOY. BU3y ImorubdaeM, OyobpTe IpyroM DoOp. Kak 0w Beceroa Cou. YeboT."

14 The same holds true for a sentence in Sologub’s fairy tale-drama "Straz velikogo carja"
(1922) which can be read as an allusion to the actual political situation: "Ecim ympert
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CskuraeMbIi IIJITaMEHHOM CTPAacCThIO,
MeuTtaTeab, TBOpPEI U TUPAH,
Hrpast 6e3MePHOIO BIACThIO,
IHapua vHa Pycu Uoann. [...]

A TIpoCTO, — OH OBLII HEBPACTEHHUK,
OnuH U3 OylIieBHO-00JIbHBIX.
B 6ecniyTHOM TIIyIIu JepeBeHEK

TanTcsa He Maso Takux. (Sologub 1965, 51)

Sologub drew a meaningful distinction between Russia and the young Soviet
union: The new Soviet regime is no more than a mere administrative system,
whereas Russia has a holy body which is being tortured.

Writing about Russia, Sologub once again introduced the theme of "resurrec-
tion": Under Soviet rule, Russia is nearly dead ("Poccust uyTs xuBa", Pavlova
1997, 100), but there will be a time when the old saint Rus’ will be ressurected
once more (Sologub added a political hint: as a monarchy) ("Pych oxuita onsite
B Osucrarorient kopose.", Pavlova 1997, 140). In this sense, Sologub continued
his patriotic writing, which had found an unpoetic and propagandistic expression
during World War I in the volume "Vojna" (1915, Sologub 1965, 5-37).

In the cultural context of Soviet Russia, Sologub stood completely alone — not
lastly because he insisted stubbornly on his old themes to the very end. In the
1920’s, Sologub imagined himself in the familiar persona of Don Quixote (So-
logub 1975, 432, 436, 438, 462, 465, 489), he preached again the union of "Love"
and "Death" (Sologub 1921a, Pavlova 1997, 103, 376), and he sang anew of
"Eros" and the "Holy Flesh" (Pavlova 1989, 179).15 Even Sologub’s "trade
mark", his infatuation with bare feet, is not missing in his late poetry (Sologub
1989, 113, 126).16

Sologub’s rejection of the official literary trends culminated in his extrava-
gant volume of pastoral poems "Svirel’" (1922). Under circumstances that were
far from pastoral, the publication of such poetry had to be considered as an act of
civil disobedience. And in fact, Sologub’s booklet was hailed in a review which
probably concidentally remained unpublished as a counterweight to the "factory"
poetry of the time (Pavlova 1997, 431).

CIIpaBeIJIMBBIN apb, EMy MOXET HacJlel0BaTh BIaJbIKa XKECTOKUM, U OT €ro 37100bI
MOTyOHYT TBICSYM JIIOfEHM, €My IIOABJIACTHBIX, M BCS CTpaHa IIPEBPaTUTCI B
nycTheIHO." (Sologub 1922, 37)

15 For Sologub, this last point had a real meaning. The sculptress Elena Dan’ko, his last (un-
requitted) love, relates that Sologub understood her talking about her habit of taking sun-
baths as an invitation to sexual intercourse and tried to break into her appartment.

16 In a poem from 1920, Sologub even makes a bitter joke about bare feet: When Soviet
schoolboys stole his boots, he was forced to walk without shoes. (Pavlova 1997, 92 £.)
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3. Textual devices

One of the most interesting textual devices typical of Sologub can be seen in his
literary borrowings. In the memoirs of Vladimir Smirenskij, who was Sologub’s
personal secretary in his last two years in the Leningrad branch of the Russian
Writer’s Union, this theme occurs several times. Smirenskij reports for instance
Sologub’s definition of genius, which is exactly opposed to the position of for-
malist theory:

I'eHuanpHbBIE TOATHI TOJABKO MW 3aHUMAIOTCS IIOIpaskaHUEM U
IepereBoM. A OpUTHMHAIILHBIE 00pa3bl 1 (POPMBI — CO3IAIOT TOJBKO
caabble MOATEL. M ®TO ecTecTBEHHO. 3a4YeM YeJIOBEKY — KaK I'puoy
MMATAThCSI HEOPraHWYECKMMHU COETWHEHUSIMHU, Hall YeM-TO IyMaTh,
yT0-TO M300peTarh? Hamo oOupaTh IIPEOINIECTBYIOIIUAX IIODTOB —

caMbIM OeccoBeCTHBIM 006pa3om. (Smirenskij 1997, 407)

As a shining example of such artistic theft, Sologub mentions Lermontov
(407)17 and calls Russian literature in general one big plagiat (405).

Sologub endows the notion of "plagiarism" with a clearly positive connota-
tion. This should not be misunderstood as a call for epigonal writing, but rather as
a plaidoyer for intertextual creativity. In the 1920’s, Sologub put his theory at
several occasions into practice: He wrote new versions of "Evgenij Onegin"
(1989, 121-124) and of Lermontov’s demon (1975, 484). This kind of intertextu-
ality can also be discerned in Sologub’s plan for a lyrical drama about twins
("Bliznecy" 1926, Dan’ko 234) which is modeled on Shakespeare’s comedy "The
Two Gentlemen of Verona".

New for Sologub in his last period was not so much the use of plagiat as such
but rather its programmatic affirmation. Already in 1910, the literary critic
Red’ko accused Sologub of plagiarism, pointing to his borrowings from
Hawthorne and from a French popular writer named de Saussay.!® Another case
in point is Sologub’s imitation of stories with children-heroes by Osip Dymov

17" In fact, Ejxenbaum elaborated in his monograph on Lermontov (1924) on the plagiats of
the young poet.

18 These accusations were probably justified. Sologub reprinted the adaptation from Haw-
thorne ("Snegurocka") later in his collected works with an indication of its origin; de Saus-
say’s books were in Sologub’s personal library (Satalina 1997, 468, 474, 496). In 1910,
Sologub wrote in a letter to the critic A.A. Izmajlov: "B B[upkeBsix] BlemomocTsix], kak
¥ B HEKOTOPBIX APYTUX OpraHax IIeYaTH, ObLIN 3aIIMCKH O COBEPIIIEHHBIX MHOIO ILIa-
ruatax. Ha »Tu cooOIIeHusT 1 HE OTBeYasa B IeYaTH, Ta W He COOMPAIOCh OTBEYATD.
DT OOBHHEHHS COBEPIIEHHO HECHPaBEIJMBBI, €CIM S Y KOrO-HHUOYIb UYTO U
3aMMCTBYIO, TO JIMIIb II0 IPaBUIIy ,0€py CBOE Be3Je, rae HaxoxXy ero‘. Ecam Obl s
TOJILKO T€M M 3aHUMAJICS, YTO MEPEIUChIBAT Obl U3 YYKUX KHUT, TO U TOrIa MHE HE
yIajaoch ObI CTaTh IUIAaTMATOPOM, M Ha BCE€ s HAKJIAAbIBAJI ObI II€YaTh CBOEH IOCTa-
TOYHO-SICHO BBIpasKeHHOU JuTepaTypHOoM JndHocTh. (Schmid 1995, 24)
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who in 1906 frequented Sologub’s "Sundays" (Pjast 1997, 84) and whose books
were in Sologub’s personal library (§ata1ina 1997, 446, 472, 498). At the time,
Sologub did not respond to these accusations, but after the revolution the idea of a
writing community of ingenious poets (amongst which Sologub unconditionally
ranked himself) became an artistic credo that he fervently advocated in private
discussions as well (Dan’ko 1992, 222).

A very special case of literary borrowing which often appears in Sologub’s
late poetry is self-quotation. In a dense form, this technique may be observed in a
poem from 1926:

JIrogpbMHu BeCh ropoJ 0OMypallleH,
KoTtoprle cKOIMIUCh 371eCk. |...]

beccThimHO OH omposeTapeH,
ITomypaspyiieH, rps3eH, rpyo.

B Bekax XKecTOKUM BeK ITOIapeH
Tebe, mnerernbm Conoryo!

Ho Bce ke nukyn: BoT HaBeu Yapsi,
Ts>KeJbIX CHOB OOJILHOM yrap, —
ThI »TH IpeacKa3all KOIIMaphbl,

I'me ITepemonoB — komuccap! (Sologub 1989, 125)

In this poem, Sologub uses keywords from his own texts to achieve a satirical
effect. But hermeneutically, the present case is not the most interesting one.

Sologub lives very much in a textual world. As a consequence, real life is de-
valuated and often described as delirium [6pen], whereas a higher reality can be
reached only in art. Most clearly, Sologub formulates this point in his last pub-
lished essay "Poéty — vajateli zizni" (1922). He announces a different kind of
revolution, a poetic revolution which will lead — very much in Bakunin’s sense —
to a creative destruction of human civilisation:

Ho camas »Ta OTOpBAaHHOCTh MCKYCCTBA OT 3KM3HU ITIOKA3bIBAET TO,
YTO 3KW3Hb TOMHUTCS B OKOBax HcTieBaromiero owirta. [...] U ecnm
KU3Hb Y>X OYEHb 3ayIPSIMUTCS, HE 3aX04yeT IIOMIaBaThbCcs dYapam
Ype3MEepHO CBOEBOJBHOTO IJISI HEe MCKYCCTBa, TO MPOM3OMOELT, Ha-
KOHEII, IOJIHOe KpYyIIIeHne ObITa, KyJbTa, MA(da. PylmuTcsa Bcs Hala
IUBUIN3AIIMSI, U MBI BCTYIIMM B COBCEM HOBYIO >KM3Hb. Kakas OHa
oymer? He cnpammBanTe 00 ®TOM Yy IOJHUTHKOB, CIPOCHUTE IODTOB.

(Sologub 1991, 11, 213)
To maintain his very private system of reference (what Minc and Pustygina

call "myth"), Sologub is forced to produce new texts which constitute an alterna-
tive world. In 1898, Sologub had created his legendary planet "Mair" and the land
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"Qjle" as a vision of uncorrupted life.! In 1922, this theme again appeared in a
poem — together with a textual reference to Sologub’s story "Zemle zemnoe":

3eMHOE€ Bce OTIATh 3eMIIe

Choenminib B UICTOME TJICHUS.

OTkporics, ceeTias Onue,

Crpana coemunenus! (Sologub 1975, 458; see also 424; Pavlova 1997,

123)

It is not by chance that Sologub conjured up his old fantasies in his late po-
etry. Under Soviet circumstances, reality became increasingly unacceptable to the
poet, and Sologub tried to retreat into his private world of dreams. However, this
escape was anything but only positive; it came as a very ambigous and even dan-
gerous strategy, and — what is most significant and at the same time often over-
looked — Sologub was well aware of this fact. A private myth can easily turn into
a delusion — this process is actually the very topic of Sologub’s novel Melkij bes
(1907). The protagonist Peredonov suffers from megalomania and sinks gradu-
ally into an individual and exclusive world of horror. The demonic sign of Pere-
donov’s loss of reality is "nedotykomka", a grey ghost that whirs around him.20

Sologub found himself in his last decade in the same situation as Peredonov.2!
Also Sologub’s self-centeredness in his last years was parallel to Peredonov’s per-
sonality: "[...] oH [sc. Sologub, U.S.] ctanm roBoputh, uTo CoJ0TYyO — BEIUKUN
MHCaTelNb, 9YTO ero 6ynyT yutaTh yepes cTo Jet." (210; cf. Sologub 1991, 249).
) He wrote without an audience; actually also his implied reader is a phantastic
creation. In a poem from 1926, only small demons listen to the poet’s stories:

CaraHsTa B MOEM KOMHATE SKHUBYT.
Sl THXOHBKO IIPU30BY UX, — IPHUOETYT. [...]

ITounTaro UM MOPOM MOU CTUXH
N ycnpliiny axu, 0Xyd U XU-XU.

CxkaxxyT MHe: "Takux CTHXOB HE HAIO JIOISIM,

19 Tt was exactly this concept that was chosen by the Acmeists in their manifestos to attack
symbolist poetics: "3Be3ma Maup, eciiu OHa €CTh, IPEKPaCHA Ha CBOEM MECTE, a HE KaK
HeBecoMas TOuKa ornopsl HeBecoMon MeuThl.  (Gorodeckij 1913, 46)

20 The exclusively private character of "nedotykomka" becomes especially clear in Sologub’s
dramatization of his novel, where he writes in the stage directions: "HemoTsikomka [...]
CYILIECTBYIOIIIAS TOJIBKO B BooOpaxkeHuu IlepemonHosa. [...] KaxmeIiil pa3, Kak oHa SIB-
JIsieTsI, BCe Ha CIIeHe CTAHOBUTCS Kak open [...]." (Sologub 1988, 9)

21 Sologub always rejected the identification of himself with Peredonov made by some critics.
However, it is interesting that Sologub in his last years commented again on the problem:
"A Bemb OOJIBIIIOMY ITMCATEJIO BCErga IIPUXOMUTCS MPOTAIIMTH CBOMX I'epOEB Uepes
cebs1. 1 hekcnoup mporaimui yepe3 ceOsl KOPOJS JIUpa, U 51, KOHEYHO, IIPOTAIIIMII
yepes cebs [lepemonona.” (Dan’ko 1992, 211)
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A BOT MBI TeOSI OXOTHO CJIYIIATh OyIeM .

Jla 1 mpo3a MM 3aHSITHA ¥ MUJIA:
Kaxk Ha cBete JIn3a-6aphIlIHs KHUIa,

Kaxk y Hac oyapoBaTeIbHBI IeYaju,
Kaxk HeBecThl MyJpble XpHCTa BCTpeUasun,

Kak iyt Hanuiz B OMMayc u B Jlamack,
PacTouas mope cie3 u Mmope nack. (Sologub 1975, 492 £.)

Sologub’s late poetry can only exceptionally be read as an artistic encoding of
surrounding reality. By quoting himself, Sologub rather turns a given textual
world — his own symbolist myth — into a higher abstraction, as it were into a text
of second degree.

Therefore, it does not come as a surprise that Sologub saw his ultimate justifi-
cation in his writings. In 1919, a year that was most hostile to the idea of a heav-
enly paradise which might compete with the communist paradise on earth,
Sologub ascribed to his literary production not only an aesthetic, but also a relig-
ious, and even redemptive dimension:

Korma mens y Bxona B Ilapanus

CyposBsin IleTp, rpemMst KIr094aMHu, CIIPOCHUT:
"Yro crmenal TeI? — MEHS OH BHU3
2KeJIe3HBIM IIOCOXOM HE COPOCHT.

Ckaxy: "Cnarall poOMaHbI U CTUXH,
U yremiai, HO ¥ BBOTUII B COOJIa3HbI,
N BOOOIIIE MOU TpexH,

Amnocron IleTp, MHOrOOOpa3HBEL.

Ho s — mosT". U yinbpIOHETCS OH,

W pa3opBeT IrpexoB pyKOIIHCaHbE,

M cmeno B pail BOMIy, IIPOIIEH,

BauMmarts cBsiTOe muKkoBaHbe. (Sologub 1975, 414)

The last decade of Sologub’s work represents a unique case in Russian liter-
ary history, because it documents Symbolist writing under Soviet conditions.
Along with the Communist ideology, Sologub rejected the emerging literary
movements like Futurism or Proletkul’t. In the 1920’°s his own poetry gained a
new, almost classical strength. Literature became a private refuge for him — and
even this conception implied a political message: Sologub wanted his poems not
to be understood by millions (as the official literary doctrine would have it), but
wrote them as a kind of liturgy to himself.
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