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Abstract

The end goal of this paper is to shed light on the changes in the lyrical subject self-identification
logics that were characteristic of Russian poetry of the ‘modernist’ era. We are going to focus
our attention exclusively on the poems with a lexically expressed I, which build the nucleus of
the poetic fraction of literary texts and allow to get a clear idea about the mechanism of self-
naming that we regard as fundamental for self-identification of the lyrical I. The paper discrimi-
nates between the two methods of lyrical subject identification/self-identification: referring and
attributing. Based on this, we suggest determining four basic functional incarnations of the lyri-
cal subject in Russian poetry of the 18th—19th centuries, which are in part terminological recon-
siderations of the conventional Russian philology categories. These incarnations are: 1) ‘anony-
mous’ lyrical I referring directly to the real author; 2) lyrical I referring to the author through the
prism of in-text heteronymic or metonymic transcoding; 2) lyrical character (lyrical hero) refer-
ring to the author through the prism of metaphoric transcoding; 3) role character (role hero)
with zero reference to the author. The revolution that affected the strategies of lyrical self-
identification in Russian poetry of the Silver Age manifested itself in some fundamental shifts.
First of all, kaleidoscopic multiplication of lyrical I’s, both through the lyrics of specific poets
and even within individual poems. Second, blurred boundaries between different incarnations of
the lyrical subject that had been more or less clearly contrasted in poetry of the 19th century.
Third, theatralization and problematization (to the extent of open conflicts) of the relationship
between the author and his/her lyrical ‘doubles’.
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The end goal of the suggested sketchbook is to shed light on the changes in the lyrical
subject! self-identification logics that was characteristic of Russian poetry of the ‘mod-
ernist’ era. That makes us need to discover the standard versions of lyrical subject func-
tionality that had appeared by the first decades of the 19th century. To make it more
precise, we are going to focus our attention exclusively on the poems with a lexically ex-

! There is an almost endless amount of academic literature on the lyrical subject (the lyrical I). We will
cite only some of the studies, different in their methods, part of which have to do with the Russian
poetty, too: (Hamburger; Huhn; Iser 746-49; Postoutenko 225-35; Schonert 289-94; Stawinski 311-20;
Spinner 290-94; Westseijn 235-58). Special attention should be paid to the fundamental monograph
(engaged in an explicit and implicit dialogue in the article: (Broytman).
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pressed I, which build the nucleus of the poetic fraction of literary texts and allow to get
a clear idea about the mechanism of self-naming that we regard as fundamental for self-
identification of the lyrical.l

First, we should also make a more generalized preliminary explaining comment con-
cerning differentiating between the two types of identification (and self-identification,
too).2 In keeping with Strawson’s ideas (but not in perfect sympathy with them),? we will
differentiate between referring to an object (i.e. answering the question, “‘Whom/What
are you talking about?’” and denoting/ascription/attributing an object (i.e. answering the
question, «What are you telling about it/him/her?» Otherwise speaking, we will undet-
stand reference as such an indication of an object (inscribed in a specific spatio-temporal
horizon) through an indicator—name or its substitute—that does not inherently predi-
cate any set of attributes to this object (except some individual markers of the horizon).
As soon as we have to do with the fictional world, we observe what Ricoeur would call a
‘split reference’, when—normally—reference to an imaginary object automatically entails
reference to the relevant real life object. For instance, if we meet a character called Peter
the Great, winner of the Battle of Poltava, this is the normal version of reference (allow-
ing to assign Peter the Great’s properties to the character easily, provided that the author
doesn’t mix reality with fiction on purpose or involuntarily). However, if we have a char-
acter that bears the same name but is known to have participated in the Battle of Stalin-
grad, there are various interpretations possible. First, it may be a character whose first
name is Peter and last name is The Great, which makes him a referentially different per-
son endued with his own system of characteristic features (so that they can only overlap
with the heroic namesake’s predicates by chance). Second, Peter the Great may be a
nickname (or a product of self-naming) created through a metaphoric transfer, which
makes the character a referentially different person to which the set of markers associat-
ed with the first Russian emperor is partially projected, where such projecting should not
necessarily meet the criteria of verity completely. Third, it may be a character who fan-
cies himself as Peter the Great. In this case, we have a person who is different both ref-
erentially and characteristically but who believes he matches the original bearer of the
name both referentially and characteristically. Fourth, finally, it may be Peter the Great
himself, who has made a fantastic leap to the future in a time machine or by means of
metempsychosis, and thus we have a character who retains semantic identity with the
winner of the Battle of Poltava but who is at first a referentially different person and lat-
er (after it becomes clear that the spatio-temporal horizons have changed) the same as
originally. It should be added that using our basic formula of self-naming, i.e. ‘I am
placeholder name’, in a text reveals a specific regularity. If the placeholder name is a
proper noun in itself, the preferential reference is normally made to the speaker; howev-
er, if the placeholder name is descriptive, we’ll assign some properties to the I first and
foremost. We are not dwelling here on the extensive gradation scale between these two
points.#
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2 Cf. the approach partly similar in the original attitude: (Winko 208-231).

3 Cf. Strawson’s theoretical articles On Referring (1950) and Identifying Reference and Truth-1"alues (1964) in
the collection of articles: (Novoye v zarubezhnoy lingvistike 55-86; 109-33). Cf. also the overview:
(Evans).

4 Cf. on this topic: (Faustov 103-126; Faustov, Savinkov 8-31), etc.




In one of the standard versions (we may call it a source, or ‘zero’, version), the lyrical
subject neither takes any names in the text nor receives any names in the title, staying
anonymous. Obviously, degrees and forms of such anonymity may be different, as we
will see in some of Lermontov’s poems,> mostly well-known ones. To start with, the ab-
sence of direct self-nominations and nominations of the lyrical subject does not exclude
concealed ‘guiding’ of the reader to a specific possible name. For example, in Bazxony
0our 2 Ha dopoey... (1841) the role of such implicit name is played by the word «putnik»
(wanderer) in terms of motive, vocabulary, and meter (relevant semantics of trochaic
pentameter was described long ago by Taranovsky in his classical article), with all the in-
herent symbolic connotations. Conversely, direct self-naming of the lyrical subject may
sometimes be presented syntactically and inscribed in the plot and composition in such a
way that it is not perceived as a fully-functional self-nomination. Thus, the poem Kax
acmo, necmporo moanorw oxpycert. .. (1840) contains the following words in the beginning of
the sixth (second to last) sextain: «T'ak apcTBa AUBHOrO BCECHABHBIH rocrroans — / S
AOATHE JACHI IIPOCHANBAA OAHH...».0 ‘Drowned’ in the text flow, localized in time as a
memory, and positioned syntactically as an apposition, these lines virtually lose their
nominative potential (despite the intensifying em-dash).”

Let’s cite some examples of indirect, slide-over naming performed by means of refer-
ence play. In Humui (1830), the person denoted in the title is the protagonist meeting the
lyrical subject’s eye, but the final stanza, the comparative one, establishes parallelism be-
tween the beggar and the I («Tak s MOAHA TBOEH AFOOBH...», etc.). As a result, the refer-
ence in the title gets split in two: the title name, together with its descriptive content, is
‘redirected’ to the lyrical subject. The protagonist’s name metonymically associated with
the lyrical I provides the basis for the underlying metaphor ‘I am the beggar’. In 2Kesarue
(1831), the nominative collision is even more complicated, metonymic disposition being
preserved. The poem begins with lines presenting the ‘candidate’ for the lyrical subject’s
name, but at once in the impossibility mode, as a name with an unchangeable reference:
«3adeM s He IITHLA, HE BOPOH CTEIIHOM, / INpoaereBmmii ceffiuac HAAO MHOIP». Later
on, the imaginary, conjunctive trip to Scotland as an ancestral homeland that the lyrical
subject would undertake if he could turn into a bird is ended by proposing an alternative
name which is also detached from the lyrical I—this time, through grammatical distanc-
ing provided by a sudden change from first person to third person: «[lTocaeammit
IIOTOMOK OTB@XKHBIX OOHIIOB / VBAAQET CpeAb 4yKAbIX cHeroB...». This reference play
gets the most sophisticated, including in the metonymic sense, in the poem Tyuu (1840).
The very first stanza openly declares the protagonists exiles because the lyrical subject is

5 Cf. some of the works on Lermontov’s lyrical subject: (Savinkov 90-96; Serman 35-52; Udodov 73-
90; Freise 259-72; Etkind 11-39).

¢ Lermontov’s poems are quoted through in-text indication of volume and pages from: (Lermontov,
Soch.: v 6 1).

7 However, if we look outside the poem, we will see that Lermontov recurrently rhymes the word
“Baacreann” (sovereign), which is semantically close to both «rocroams» (Master) and «BcecrAbHBIN»
(omnipotent) (and even phonetically to the latter, in Russian), with the word «oanm» (alone) (15 times
out of 18) and puts it twice as a self-naming lyrical subject — in similar contexts — both times syntacti-
cally within a comparative clause, and both times in the stressed—final—position: «KuBy — xax meba
Baacteant — / B npekpacaom mupe — uo oaum» ([lyoms 4 kozo-nugyde awéam. .. (1831) [1; 236], or:
«Ocraacs s oann — / Kak 3amka mpavsoro, mnycroro / Huaroxusii Baacreaun» (Kax 6 rous 36e3060
nadyyedi naamens. .. (1832) [2; 30].




doomed to be exiled, which is explicitly stated in the text («MunTtecs BbI, OYATO, Kak s e,
n3rHaHHUKH. ..»). The whole second stanza represents a chain of rhetorical questions ad-
dressed to the clouds but evidently characterizing the lyrical subject («<KTo %€ Bac TOHHT:
CYABOBI AH perreHme?..», etc.), which makes us expect this accumulation of disguised de-
scriptions unfold into expansion of the title name, just like in Humusi, and end up with
qualifying the lyrical subject as a cloud. Yet, these two are dissimilated in the third stanza,
the last one («Her y Bac poaunsl, Het Bam msraanum»). While the reference of the name
seemingly starts extending to the lyrical subject, the name itself turns out to be alien to
the lyrical subject, as in ZKeaanne.

Anyway, however, when the refracting onomastic prism is negligible or absent in a
text, the lyrical subject is usually perceived by the reader as an ideal I with a direct refer-
ence to the writet, yet not identical to him/her completely and undoubtedly (cf. the of-
ten cited quote of Vyazemsky: «Heyxean barrorkos Ha Aeae TO ke, 9TO B CTHXAX?
Caapocrpacrue coBcem He B Hem»; Ostafiev 382). Yet, this rule has its exceptions, which
are not unique. Such Lermontov’s poems as Ilucamo (1829), 3asemarnue (1840), or Con
(1841) are nothing but pre-death monologues of lyrical subjects, even though there are
no self-nominations or nominations of the I in them, the narration pattern itself inhibit-
ing the reference to the author. In a broader sense, we should be saying that texts with
‘anonymous’ lyrical subjects may contain some signals of reference impossibility, such as
obvious unreality of the ‘stated event’, for instance (see the poems cited above). We will
talk about some other inhibition signs of this type later in this paper. At this point, we
must note that restricting reference within fictional reality does not impose a compre-
hensive ban on semantic transfer from the lyrical subject to the author. Lermontov’s
monologues pronounced by dying lyrical subjects allow the reader to reveal quite easily,
inter alia, the fatal separation of lovers that is so typical of his mythology, while the story-
lines of 3asemparnue and Con resemble that of Bazepux (1840), where nothing prevents us
from referring to the poet himself.

When the lyrical subject receives nominations in a text, its communicative and semi-
otic status changes dramatically. The most neutral type of naming, rather archaic for the
beginning of the 19th century, derives from poetry of the classical age (talking about the
Russian tradition). Thus, the title of Derzhavin’s most widely known ode praising the
Empress Catherine II (Oda x npemyopoir  Kupeus-xaticayxoir  yapesie Deauye, nucanmas
Tamapexum Mypsorn, usdasna noceausmumes 6 Mockee, a wcusymum no desam csoum 6 Carnkn-
Iemepoypee...) (1782) declares its author «Tarapckuit Mypsa» (Tatar Mirza) who can be
indirectly though quite easily likened to the poet biographically (it is characteristic that
the Empress’s parcel «us Openbypra or Kuprus-karicarkoii mapesue» with gifts to the
lyricist was intended either to Derzhavin or to Mirza, according to different versions®).
«Tarapckuit Myp3sa» plays the role of an alternative authot’s name,” such renaming being
part of a sheer onomastic masquerade that we can find in Derzhavin’s poetry with its
countless Felitsas, Gremislavs, Pleniras, Milenas, etc.—«HMHOCKA3aTEABHBIMH, HWAU
aaaeroprueckumu nmenamm» (as the poet himself called them) mentioned with various
frequency. At the same time, change of names implying translocation of the author and
his characters from the real world into the fantasy neither affects reference (the imagi-

8 Cf.: (Detzhavin, Soch. 1880 298; Detzhavin, Soch. 2002 558). Derzhavin’s letters mention the
«...IIAKET, IIOAIIMCAHHBIA Ha Moe nmsl...» (Derzhavin, Soch. 1869 367-68).

9 We can also remember here, of course, “Tatat’ roots of Derzhavin’s family tree, which he would al-
ways talk about with pleasure (Derzhavin, Soch. 1864 133; Derzhavin, Soch. 1880 19).




nary referent acts as a doublet of the real one) nor entails any noticeable semantic meta-
morphoses (e.g. there is almost nothing oriental in the image of Mirza, etc.)!. Among
the late relics of this tradition are poems like C GOPOAOIO CEAOO BEPXOBHBII s JKPEII. . .
(1884) by Fet, which are based on a metaphorical transformation of the lyrical I and its
environment («DTy ACTCKYIO IPYAb Pacceky s HOToM / BAOXHOBEHHOTO cAOBa 3BEHAIINM
megom...» (Fet 208), etc.).

The 19th century introduced other models of lyrical subject nomination. The first one
to mention is a form of identification making the lyrical subject referentially different
from the real author. Using a conventional term (reinvented for our purpose), we can
talk about ‘role lyrics’,!’ meaning exactly that lyrical subject plays not the poet’s role but
the role of a different, imaginary I emphatically non-identical to the author.

First and foremost, distance between the lyrical I and the real poet may be deter-
mined by the title reduced to lyrical subject nomination and acting as an inhibition sign
preventing reference to the poem creator. There are multiple examples; we can cite, al-
most at a guess, nearly the whole prophet series of Russian poems, Pushkin’s pastiche
ane wnu nammadyamerii 200 (1830), or Nekrasov’s [leanuya (1845), or the metonymic dis-
placement in poems with blurred intratextual reference, like Baratynsky’s Hedorocox
(1835), the title of which, as it turns out in the end, denotes not the speaker but the one
his useless efforts are applied to. At first glance, additional context is often required to
make sure that fictional and real referents do not fall together in role poetry. A butterfly
obviously cannot create a poem in the real world (batouxa (1884) by Fet, etc.), but there
is nothing absolutely unthinkable in a poem where the lyrical subject turns fifteen. In the
latter case, reader should have some background knowledge (Pushkin was twice as old as
the lyrical subject and never served as a page-boy) to prove such self-reference wrong.
However, another communicative rule, a rather universal one, allows to do without con-
text: as far as we can judge, there are no non-role poems without lyrical subject’s name in
the title. This regularity does not include few poems where the title name is transposi-
tioned in some way. For instance, the poem Memumens (1902) by Balmont gets its name
through a description that may be interpreted not so much as a name of the lyrical I as
such but as an indication of a specific point in the story of this I («A Tereps, yrpromprii u
6oApHOI, / A Terepb, KaK TEMHBII AyX, TOHHMBIH, / ByAy MCTHTH BaM € METKOCTBIO
CTaABHOM. ..»; Balmont, Stkhotvoreniya 239). Yet, although the lyrical subject belongs to
the cohort of role characters, it doesn’t render impossible hidden semantic projection
connecting it with the author. In the same Pushkin’s I'law, we could easily uncover a
clearly stated autobiographical plane (even more so if we remember the manuscript ver-
sion with the Bapumascxas paguns (Countess of Warsaw; Pushkin 843) in place of the
Cesunvexan paguns (Countess of Sevilla), which is an obvious reference to Karolina So-
baniska).

In a situation where a role poem is untitled or doesn’t have the lyrical subject’s name
in its title, other onomastic mechanisms come into play. In the simplest version, the lyri-

10 There was a change of attitudes in the early 19th century. Cf. Pushkin’s remark in falsified notes of
Smirnova-Rossettte, which is interesting in itself, regardless of its authenticity (another time, it was
also cited by Tynyanov in a totally different context): «...BcerAa BOOOPaXaroT, ITO €CAN ITO3T ITHIIIET
CTHXH, 3aTAABHE KOTOPBIX — JKEHCKOE MM, TO OH IIHIIET O CBOCH AFODOBHMIIE; HO 3TH ITOIMBI BCETO
yare — IIPOCTO THMHBI AFOOBH... KeHCcKoe mMA Tak e MaAO PeaAbHO, KAaK BCE 9TH XAOH, AHAMH
uan Aeann XVIII Beka. D10 TOABKO HazBarme» (Smirnova-Rossette 404).

11 K. Hamburger and B. Korman began to use this term independently in similar meanings.




cal I names itself, and such self-nomination may also be introduced dynamically, disclos-
ing the name in a dramatic bottom line (e.g. in Pushkin’s message K Hamaave (1813), the
lyrical subject confesses in the final lines that he is a monk). However, the lyrical I may
not name itself in role poems at all. It’s quite natural in this case that poetic context and
more generalized, cultural and semiotic conventions give the reader a ‘hint’ to the possi-
ble ‘hidden’ name: thus, the role character of Pushkin’s A sdecs, Huesuaea... (1830) is def-
initely perceived as a Spanish caballero. Such implicit naming (that we have already men-
tioned above for a similar reason) becomes possible thanks to intratextual signals inhibit-
ing reference to the author. In terms of role lyrics, these signals may be divided into the
key categories: gender-based, ethnic, and social signals (the stylistic factor seems rather
optional in this relation). If we suggest that a poem is written by a man on behalf of a
woman (such texts in the song form had been widely popular since Sumarokov’s eatly
ocuvres), reference to the lyricist will automatically become impossible. As compared to
similar ‘anonymous’ non-role poems (like Lermontov’s 3asemanue or Cor), we can say
that impossibility of reference to the author is specifically emphasized here. Neverthe-
less, again, it is not absolutely impossible for the lyrical subject to make a ‘disguised’ se-
mantic transfer to its creator in ‘anonymous’ role poems: e.g. Pushkin’s message K
Hamaunve fits perfectly the young poet’s ‘lyceum’ personal mythology.

Another standard variant of lyrical I nomination and self-nomination corresponds (if
we resort again to the modified conventional terminology) to the method of self-
identification known as lyrical character (Iyrical hero).!2 There are three texts in Russian
poetry of the early 19th century applying this model most explicitly and aphoristically.
These are: 1) the dedication to Alexander Bestuzhev opening Ryleyev’s poem
Boitnaposckuit (1825): “f me Iloar, a I'pamaanun” (Ryleev 1806); 2) Davydov’s Omsen
(1826): «f me moat, 1 — maprusan, kasak» (Davydov 100); and 3) Koltsov’s Iloczednue
emuxcu (1830): « mermannm, a He moam (Koltsov 70) (see also the eatlier ironical version
of Vyazemsky in his epigram Yo nosvsor — cos0pum pacuemanswrii Courvun. .. (1818), rep-
resenting, however, a monologue of a ridiculed character, a text within a text: «f me
11097, i ABOpAHUY; Vyazemsky 114). Syntactically, the lyrical subject names himself and
by doing so, renounces himself. This paradoxical double operation is based on an implic-
it re-identification of the figure of the poet (referentially equivalent to the lyrical I, which,
after all, speaks the poetic language and manifests its belonging to the artistic class) that
adopts purely biographical, extra-poetic personal features of the text creator. In lyrical
character poetry, properties of the imaginary I are not assigned to the author; instead, a
reverse semantic process takes place, unlike in lyrics with direct or onomastically refract-
ed self-reference or in role lyrics.

We will show it in more details through the example of Davydov’s poetry. The poem
Orser evolves in three phases. The first four lines illustrate the original paradoxical point
based on Davydov’s unique phraseological antithesis between the conventionally poetic:
ITuno (the Pindus), Kacmansexuii mox (the Waters of Castalia)—and the professional mili-
tary: «ackokom» (in a jump), «omBax» (bivouac shelter). The following two lines generate

12'The history of lyrical character (Iyrical hero) research has not yet been written. We should refer to
the following works as the major milestones (in the chronological order): (Tynyanov [1921] 118-24;
Maksimov [1931] 7-33; Ginzburg [1940]; Gukovsky, Pushkin [1946]; Blok 63-84; Korman [1956] 8-98).
Lidiya Ginzburg’s letter to Boris Korman (on the manuscript version of the said article) and the letter
of reply (1950), in: (Zhizn’ i sud’ba 376-380; Ginzburg, Pushkin 140-53; Ginzburg O /irike; Korman,
Lirifa; Mandelstam I #oraya kniga (chapters [lea nonioca and Jlumepamyposeoense).




another denial: «Her, He Haesanuxy mnpucraro / Ilers, B KpecAax pasBaAsich, ACHb, HETY
1 ITOKOH. ..». Semantic content of the poetic gets reduced to a hedonist horizon right in
front of our eyes here. Finally, the closing two lines oppose this false poetry to the genu-
ine one by means of a metaphorical transposition: «[Iycts rpsuer Pycs BoeHHOO Tp030it
— / A1 B 91011 necue 3anesaroly (Davydov, S#khotvoreniya 100). Poetry is denied but ac-
cepted again in another disguise in the next phase. We observe similar loops of semantic
transformations not only in lyrics but in all Davydov’s works. In his autobiographical
Hexomopuze wepmer us susnu Aenuca Bacuavesuua Aaswvidosa (1832) (written in third person),
Davydov speaks about himself: «...oH ObIA mO3TOM, HO IT09TOM HE 1O pudMaM H
CTOIIAM, 2 IIO 9YyBCTBY <...> II0 MHEHHIO APYTHX — IIO 33aACTy U OTBAXKHOCTH €rO
BOCHHBIX AcrictBuiLy (Davydov, S#kbotvoreniya, proza 41) depicting the theater of war as
a transformed manifestation of the poetic. In Oneswmz meopuu napmusarcxozo dediemesus (1821,
1822), the writer gives a rather indicative description of requirements to a guerilla com-
mander: «Cre NCIIOAHEHHOE TIO93UH IIOIIPHINE TPEOYET POMAHIYECKOIO BOOOPAKEHIH,
CTPACTH K IPHKAIOYCHHAM M HE AOBOABCTBYETCH CYXOIO, IIPO3ANYICCKOIO XPaOPOCTHIO
— 910 crpoda baitpona» (Davydov, Opyz 83), this time viewing the military in the light
of literary metaphorical implications (cf. the direct definition in Davydov’s letter to
Vyazemsky (1834) in the same semantic plane: «...BOHHa Ta ke 11093uf...»; Starina 60).
Finally, letters to Vyazemsky often depict war as an indispensable pre-requisite for poet-
ry: «..3apBIT B OyMmMarax H KHHIaX, Immy; HO cruxd ocrasual Her mossmm B
OesmATeKHON 1 OAakeHHON )u3HM» (1819); or: «Mue HeobxoAmMa 110331, XOTA O€3
pudm 1 6e3 cToII, OHA BEAMYECTBEHHO, POCKOIIHA Ha ITOAe cpaxenuii...» (1829) (Stari-
na 30, 39). What should be in the confrontation with poetry in fact becomes its reincar-
nation, in this or that aspect.

In short, Davydov’s semiotic mechanism generating the lyrical character comes down
to the fundamental metaphor «poet—soldier / hussar / guerilla / Cossacky which may
be realized on the surface in different forms and styles, sometimes contradicting each
other. This mechanism may be reduced to the same form in lyrics of Ryleyev or
Koltsov—‘poet—citizen’ or ‘poet—bourgeois,” respectively. With a number of authors,
similar metaphors are made completely tacit, retaining the same force. Thus, the subject
structure of Yazykov’s ‘Derpt’ lyrics is based on the conceptual metaphor ‘poet—
Bursch,” while Kiichelbecker’s poetry is centered around the key metaphor ‘poet—
person endowed with ardent feelings.’’3 It should be noted that such metaphors used by
different authors could, first of all, have different range of coverage (either penetrating
all of the works or remaining within a series of texts) and, second of all, have antipodal
effects on the logic of self-identification. Davydov’s lyrical character, for instance, was
born quite formed, preserved his main features until the end, and was imprinted equally
in poetry and prose. Besides, not only Davydov’s contemporaries regarded him as a sol-
dier poet, but he also thought of himself that way (although he didn’t really have a hussar

13 Ompersox nymemecmeus no nonydennos Ppanyun (1821) by Kichelbecker contains a very characteristic
thought on this: «...He BCAKMIA A2Ke XOPOIIHH CTHXOTBOPEI] MOKET HA3BATHCA IIOITOM; HAIIPOTHUB,
BCAKHI My’ HECOOBIKHOBEHHBIN, C CHABHBIMH CTPACTAMI, IIPOAATAFOIIHI ceOe CBOH COOCTBEHHBIIN
IIyTh B MHpPE, — C€CTb YK€ IIOIT, CCAH OBl OH U HUKOTAA HE IIUCHIBAA CTHXOB H AQKEC HE YIHACH
rpamote». (Kichelbecker 53) Note the striking parallelism between perceiving feelings as a poetry in-
dicator in Kiichelbecket’s and Davydov’s poems, which is typical of the ‘elegiac/romantic’ age, when
poets, from Batyushkov to Ryleyev, were eager to find contrasts (even in rthymes) between the a7 and
the feeling.




nature). For Yazykov, however, he and his lyrical character were obviously different fig-
ures. His eatly poetry created a roaring world ruled by «cBoGoaa, mecun 1 BuHO», where
the lyrical I dissolved in the collective us of students. In the letters to his family of that
time, the poet complained about «upsaHCcTBO B OyAHCcTBO» Of fellow students and reflected
on a behavioral tactic that would have set them at a “mournreapnoe oraaseuue” from
him (cf. the letter to his brother (1824) written eighteen months after arriving to Derpt:
«MHe mpH HAaYaAe MOETO BCTYIIACHHA B YHHBEPCHTET OBIAO TOPa3AO TPYAHEE
CAMOCTOATEABCTBOBATD, UEM TEHEPh: TOTAA HYKHO OBIAO HAOAIOCTB OOABIIYIO
ITOAUTHKY, HE YAAAATBCA M HE CAHIIKOM IPUOAMAKATHCA K CTYACHTAM; TEIEPb K€ OHH
MEHSA AFOOAT, HO Y3HAAHM, YTO MHE HE TAK-TO HPABATCA WX IIbSHBIC 3a0aBBI U IIPOU.Y;
Yazykov's 112).

Hence, on the one part, his determined attempts to break up with his lyrical character
at the end of the studies and, on the other part, the dramatic collisions of his ‘after-
Derpt’ life caused largely by his desperate search for a new, competitive lyrical disguise
instead of the lost one, all in vain.

So, what happens to the outlined strategies of poetic self-identification at the turn of the
19th century, in lyrics of the Russian Modernity? Perhaps, the most spectacular feature
of the epoch is coming of role lyrics to the foreground, not due to its frequency (which
has to be verified yet) but due to emergence of role cycles and to endless expansion of
the array of role characters. We may cite, for example, Bryusov’s cycles Awbumys: sexos
(from the book Tertia vigilia (1898-1901)) and Buacmumensvsie menn (from the book
Seprano mened (1909-1912)), Kuzmin’s Asexcandpudickue necry (1904-1908) and cycle
Xapuxa uz Musema (1904), Sologub’s Koeda s 611 cobaxoii (1911-1912), or Vaginov’s series
of gymnasium poems, not collected but perceived as a whole (from the so called
I'lapuosas mempads (1917), which are built as monologues of very different I’s, personified
voices of contemporary life: from cocotte or spinster to porcelain doll or lyre. However,
role characters were most often played by “the second sex” or by representatives of oth-
er, exoticized ethnicities, epochs or cultures (like Assargadon, Egyptian slave, Isis oracle,
Circe, Clytemnestra, Cleopatra, Faust, etc.). The key difference between these texts and
role lyrics of the 19th century lies in the impossibility of semantic transfer from the lyri-
cal subject to the author. In Sologub’s poem Aemzepoud (1918) such change of milestones
even inverts the natural communicative perspective: in the last stanza, the role I—the as-
teroid—talks with envy to the author who is free to change his ways. (Violation of this
semantic distance established in poetry of the turn of the 19th century immediately
brings about grammatical reconstructions, which are especially noticeable in Bryusov’s
poems: inside his role cycles, we can find an alternation of strictly role poems and poems
where potential role characters mentioned in the title take the position of second or third
person; this is where the lyrical I—and, above its head, the author—associates itself with
pseudo role characters.) At that time, the lyrical subject played inherently alien roles it
had nothing in common with. Mandelstam defined it very precisely in his own way,
speaking about the 19th century but virtually pointing at the whole culture of the past:
«MuHYBIITHE BeK HE AIOOHMA TOBOPHTb O cebe OT IIEPBOrO AHIA, HO OH AFOOHA
IIPOEIpPOBATh ceOA Ha SKpaHe dyKux o110X. ..» (Mandelstam, Soch. 196).

What’s even more curious, at the same time communicative foundations of role lyrics
were washed out in different aspects (which was mentioned by Broytman with regard to




some of symbolist poets and within the framework of his own general concept; Broyt-
man 224-226). We'll only cite a few examples here. Gumilev’s book of lyrics IIyme
rkonkeucmadopos (1905) begins with the poem A xouxsucmadop 6 nanyupe menesmonm. ... We
have all indicators of a role poem here but the broader context demonstrates explicitly
that the author identifies himself completely with the “konksucrarop” (conquistador).
The epigraph to the book—an imprecise quote from André Gide’s Nietzschean prose-
poem Les nourritures terrestres (1897) («fI cran KOYeBHHKOM, YTOOBI CAAAOCTPACTHO
IIPUKACATBCA KO BCeMy, 9TO Kouye)—doesn’t simply introduce the motif of wanderings.
Traveling and nomadism in Gumilev’s poetry are formal consequences of an entire theo-
ry of existence affirmed by an anonymous narrator and his mentor Menalque. The theory
claims the new to be the highest value that allows to enjoy life to the maximum; hence
refusal from attachment to places, to individuals, or even to oneself as the person identi-
cal to oneself (in the narrator’s words, « mImy mHOrAa B IIPOIIAOM HEKHI PAA
BOCIIOMHHAHHH, YTOOBI BEICTPOUTH HAKOHEI CBOIO HCTOPHIO, HO HE Y3HAIO B HUX CeOA,
1 MOSl JKM3Hb HE YKAAABIBACTCA B HUX. MHe cpasy KasKeTcs, 9TO KUBY BCE BPEMA B HOBOE
mraoBeHHe), and the ardent desire to «...ucrrpoOoBaTh BCe (DOPMBI KHUSHH, AAKE PBIO U
pacrenmii».'* A conspicuous variation on these themes can be found in the poem Credo,
where the lyrical subject, not knowing or wondering where he came from and where he
is going, is trying to get filled with the beauty of life and with «rafima mruosenuit» and to
cast «cBo# com» over everything in the world that is open to him. In this perspective, di-
versity of lyrical I’s in the book (including the paladin-like creature, Zarathustra, the king,
someone from the «iyuannaa Mopckas» the «rokunHyTBIE OOM, etc.) is understood as a
product of reincarnations of the «conquistadom, the subject which is uniform in its met-
amorphoses, which serves as the converging lens of the book, and which is therefore in-
evitably associated with the real author. (It is worth noting that the book title collides the
singular with the plural: the «xyTs» (Way) of «xoHKBHCTaAOPBD (conquistadors); it is actu-
ally typical of Gumilev to use a lyrical subject in the form of us regularly in his verse).
Nonetheless, all of this means that we have not a row of role characters but their strong
fusion with the lyrical character, i.e. lyrical role characters. Gumilev develops a new im-
aginary reality each time and adjusts his lyrical subject to these ever new types of reality,
while visible referential difference of the lyrical subject from the author is interlocked by
their semantic affinity and, finally, turns into some sort of poetic reincarnation. The well-
known late Gumilev’s poem ITamars (1921) is enclosed between the following lines, po-
sitioned differently: «T'oabko 3men cOpacsBaroT Koy, / Mbl MEHSIEM AYILIH, HE TEA2»
(Gumilev 338-339). However, in his imaginary reality Gumilev succeeds in changing
‘bodies,’ too.15

Another version of dissolved role incarnations is provided in lyrics of Blok. His con-
temporaries were the first to write about the kaleidoscope of his lyrical disguises (from
monk to Harlequin and Vampire)!¢ and the dream-like nature of his Universe keeping a

14 Electronic tesoutce. Available at: http://www.modernlib.ru/books/zhid_andre/yastva_zemnie/

15 If required, Gumilev’s wandering may also be interpreted through mystical religious or occult per-
spectives. Cf.: (Basker 113—144; Zobnin 8-52).

16 Analytical chapters of Bely’s Bocnomurnarnus 06 A. A. baoxe (1922) are mostly built on investigating
fates and fortune of the poet’s lyrical doublets (knight, vulgar quipster, mystic, Harlequin, etc.). In fact,
a similar principle lies behind one of the most significant research papers on Blok’s poetry—the four-
chapter work Aupuxa Axexcandpa Baoxa (1965-1975) by Zara Mints (see in particular the chapter
“Cmpamnvii mup” (I Lymu supuneckozo eepos))




“cryptographic” code of his “xusuennerii omsrr” (life experience), according to Chu-
kovsky (80—82, 117). Indeed, if we read the poem A — I amuens. Xoaooeem wpose. .. (1914),
we’ll realize pretty soon, just as with Gumilev, that this poem rather has a lyrical charac-
ter than a role one. Yet, Blok’s Iyrical role characters (or we’d better call them role lyrical
characters this time) and their respective sceneries are highly unstable and incompletely
materialized. Unlike Gumilev, who builds a closed exotic reality and places another him-
self into it, Blok transcodes his own reality and himself in that reality, almost like Fet, but
such deep allegorism transposes both reference and, more importantly, the sense. In the
abovementioned poem, I is not Hamlet as such and not a ‘Hamlet’ type, but I in the role
of Hamlet: the lyrical subject is assigned properties of a literary character positioned be-
tween the lyrical subject and the author (of course, we should not forget about the re-
mote biographical pre-history of the poem reflected quite often in Blok’s lyrics—the am-
ateur direction of some acts from Hamlet in the Mendeleyevs’ estate in 1898, when the
poet played a number of roles including that of the Prince of Denmark).!” Derzhavin’s
onomastic masquerade thus turns into an exotic theatrical performance, a lyrical charac-
ter playing, when the spectator should believe and distrust at the same time the trueness
of the events. i.e. the uniformity of reference. Again, Mandelstam described this symbol-
ist semiotic machinery in a more than discriminative way: «Po3a kuBaeT Ha AEBYIIKY,
AeByIKa Ha po3dy. Huxro me xouer 661 camum coboi» (Mandelstam, Soch. 183).

At the extreme, such indistinction could erase all the marking lines between the lyrical
I and the others (and the whole world). In a philosophical reflection, it could be inter-
preted through various theories of expansion of the I—partly solipsist, partly pantheistic,
partly occult—appreciated by many Modernity’s writers and antipodal to poetic mysti-
cism of the 19th century (whether in Tyutchev’s or Fet’s version) with its pathos of a
lost, reduced, dissolved 1.18 We are not dwelling here on such Sologub’s demonstrative
ocuvres of provoking stylistic sharpness as . Knuea cosepmenrozo camoymeepacoenus (before
1904, 1906) or mystery play Awumypeus Mrue (1907). We will only cite two examples, which
are of specific interest to us as they legitimate elimination of the boundary between the
animate and the inanimate. The first example is fragmentarily selected ideas of Kon-
evskoy. Thus, his letter to Nikolay Sokolov (1900) (as well as the drafts of this letter) ex-
plicates the idea of diffusion, or reciprocal projection, between the inner and the outer,
the I and the non-I: «..moaobGaer xurh B MHpE, Kak B CBOEM BOOOpAKEHUH,
H3o6paH<eHHH, BBIPAKCHUHU, OTPAKCHUU. B r1<ax> nm<aswBaembIx> IPEAMETAX HAU
IIPEACTABACHUAX ~— HHOYEIO HET CBEPX IPEAMETAHHOTO, IIPEACTABACHHOIO,

(T3N3

IIPUHECEHHOTO IIPEA MEHA COOCTBEHHOro 0oOAmKa (* ‘OOBEKTB, OOBEKTHBAIIMH HAH
‘TpoeKIuN’ BHYTPEHHHUX TOUEK )».

However, such outward expansion of the subject, reducing the reality to a screen for
imagination, is actually possible because «B AmnIespeHEM MHpa CTHXHHA, MHpa
BHEYEAOBEUECKOI'O MOE AHIIO U CYIIECTBO PACIIHPAIOTCA U pacripocTpanstorcsy (Pisateli
188-189). In his earlier article Ouuyemsopenua cun (1897), Konevskoy even talks about
probable existence of demonic forces, ‘spirits” of nature that are capable of «spemenmbre
BOITAOIIICHUAD and repfesent «...HCHTPBI AHMYHBIX CO3HAHHN U AMYHBIX OpraHI/I3MOB, B
KOTOPBIX CBOOOAHO COCPEAOTAYMBAIOTCA TBOPAIINE CHABI BCeAeHHOM...» (Konevskoy
147). Objectification and transfer only become possible because the whole world is
penetrated by the continuously circulating energy that is condensed for a while in ever

17 See also on this topic: (Rybnikova).
18 Cf.: (Faustov, Yazyk 87-113).




changing incarnations. Balmont’s foreword to the second edition of his book of lyrics
I'opamue 30anus (1904) describes this permeability of all for the subject in a more essayist
way:

«I oraaroce MupoBomy, B Mup BXOAHUT B MeHA. MHe OAHSKHM U 3BE3ABI, B BOAHBI, 11
ropsl. Mue GAnsku 3Bepu 1 repon <...> S TOBOpro ¢ APyrom, a cam B 9T0 BpeMA AAACKO
OT HETO, 32 ITPETPAAOI BEKOB, TAC-TO B ApeBHeM Prme, rae-1o B Bewnoi MuAnm, rae-1o B
TOM cTpaHe, ube nma — Maiia» (Balmont, Goryashchiye 5).

Perceivable reality of such comprehensive transfer in Balmont’s lyrics affects directly
the logic of lyric subject self-naming!®. Overlapping nominations likening the I to inani-
mate objects («I — BHesanusIiT u3A0M, / I — urparormuii rposm, / A — npospaunsrii
pyueii...» (Balmont, S#khotvoreniya 232, 233), etc.) in the blatantly self-revealing poem I
— HUBBICKAHHOCTb PYCCKOM MEAANTEABHON peud... (from the book DBydewm xax connye
(1902)) may be interpreted as the product of metonymic slippage, rather illustrative
though, from the poet to his poetry?. It’s no coincidence the next poem in the book,
Mon mnecnomnenss, refers similar descriptions to lyrics: «B momx mecHomenpsix —
AKypUaHbe KAIOUEH. ..», etc. However, other Balmont’s texts reveal an expressly purpose-
ful, non-metonymic collision of names deliberately differing in their taxonomy, such as
(from the first edition of T'opsimme 3aanus (1900)): «f sakar menoracinero ams, / A

ITOTOMOK MOTyuux mapei» (A 6 arasax y cebs samaua...), or: «SI — mpocBeTAeHHEBIH, 5
kaych coboit, / Ho st He 1o, — 51 octpoB roay6oii...» (and the following summary:
«...Be3ae BeraeT Moit AnK, / Co Bcemu s CAMBArOCh KUKABIN Muny; Balmont, Goryashehiye
152, 168).

The same logic, although inclined largely towards elimination of boundaries between
different subjects, reigns in Sologub’s poetry, where instant doublet characters may ap-
pear not only within a poem but even within a single stanza:

...l CTPEMAIOCD
Pacrupsares Obrtie 6e3 KOHIIA.
I — mapeBuY ¢ UIPYILKOI B PyKax,
SI — KOpOAD 3a9aPOBAHHEIX CTPaH.
SI — HeBecTa ¢ TPEBOIOH B I'Aa3ax,
Boromoakoii Opeay 4 B Tyman
(Hado sror scecmoran msepos. .. (1896).21

19 Annensky noticed this trend in his clairvoyant article Bazavonm-aupux (1906), where he argues
through the example of the poem O, da, 2 Msbparnnsii, 2 Myopeud, I'loceamennsiii. .. (1899) (with the lyri-
cal subject feeling itself in the grip of the evil ancestral spirit) that «...Aupuaeckoe camooboxanue
IT09Ta BBICTYIIACT Ha CTpaImHOM (poHE romopa coBmectureAbctBa» (Annensky 110). In parallel with
this, we should cite Balmont himself, who blames in one of his article the European view of the hu-
man being for «...Beankas Epecb oTaeAbHOCTH. . .», proposing in opposition a rather canonic doctrine
of metempsychosis, which makes such genetic ‘pluralism’ possible: «...He Tepss TOXKACCTBEHHOCTH
CBOETO MCTHHHOTO BHYTPEHHETO “‘f”, MBI B ACHCTBHTEABHOCTH KHBEM HE OAMH Pa3 M HE HA OAHOH
IIAAHETE, 2 BOIIAOIIAEMCA MHOIO pas...” » (Balmont, Belye zarnitsy 159).

20 This is exactly how Annensky perceives this poem (although with other emphases) in his article on
Balmont: «Ho, nmossoabte, Mmoxer Obrth, 7 — 310 BoBce He cam K. A, BaabmonT moa mackoit cruxa
<...> BaxHO IpeKAe BCEro TO, UTO IIO3T CAMA 3AECH CBOE CYIIECTBO CO CTUXOM... <...> Cuux e
ecmb co3darve n0Ima, OH AAKE, CCAH XOTHTE, HE IIPHHAAACKHT 09Ty, CTHX HEOTACAHM OT AHPHUYECKOIO
4...» (Annensky 98-99).

2 In: (Sologub 179).




The same mechanism is hidden in Sologub’s overall form of generating the I:

Memsist pasHble AUYUHBL,
Bce npunamnmasn nmena,
Bexoast Ha ropHBIE BepIIIHHBI
W orryckasicst B AOAHHBL,

M 11poxoAst Bce BpeMeHa. ..
<...>

A ocmaroce 6ce mom we A (19225 Sologub 460).

Since the I finds itself everywhere, under any names and disguises, the problem of
specific qualitative correlation between the lyrical subject and the writer is neutralized
once for all. Meanwhile, just like in less ‘radical’ versions of Blok and Gumilev, oblique
reference to the author is restored in a paradoxical, ‘hovering’ way, as the real poet turns
out to be the only standing point that short-lived, emerging and vanishing descriptive
names can be pinned to.

Ambiguity in establishing semantic and referential boundaries between the author and
his/her lyrical alter ego could also develop in another way. We should first of all refer to
Bely whose poetry in its communicative and semiotic structure is a fusion—logical, of
course, and not genealogic—of the dominant Blok’s model (focused on the lyrical) and
Gumilev’s model (focused on the role)?2. For instance, in the book [lenes (1908 / 1909)
we observe continuous oscillations between these two trends. On the one part, some
role characters (like merchant or prisoners in the eponymous poems) are objectified
enough against the background of the motley crowd of lyrical subjects, and some I’s
even become actors in discrete microstories developing within the book sections (the
story of a suicide killer lying down and waiting for the train in Poccus, the story of a kill-
er who stabbed his rival out of jealousy in Aepesns, the story of a hunchback’s ill-starred
marriage in Ilaymuna, etc.). Besides, Bely often changes grammatical perspective from
one poem to another, so that I turns to he. On the other part, most of these lyrical sub-
jects can easily transform one into another metaphorically: prisoner, madman, wandering
prophet, crucified man and others merge finally into one person, thus demonstrating
their explicit instability and insufficiency of incarnation, which are caused by the disturb-
ing presence of the author’s experience (the experience of «camocosKeHIE B CMEPTDY, in
Bely’s own interpretation) lying deep in the text and diffusing these disguises. Later, in
1923, Bely wrote about it in a broader perspective in the foreword to his collection of
poems:

AI/IpI/I‘iCCKOC TBOquCTBO KaAXKAOI'O IIO9TA OTIICYATACBACTCH... B MOAYAANUAX HEMHOTIHUX

OCHOBHBIX TEM AHWPHYICCKOIO BOAHCHHA, 3aIICYATACHHBIX I‘paAaL[HefI B Pa3sHOC BpPEMA

HAITMCAHHBIX CTHXOTBOP@HHﬁ; KEDKAI)II\/’I AHUPHK UMECT 34 BCCMH AUPHUICCKIMU OTPBIBKAMHI

CBOIO HEHAITUCAHHYIO AUPHYECKYIO 109My. .. (Bely, Stikhotvoreniya 534)

22 Bely interprets this difference in his own way in one of his letters to Blok (1911), talking about the
priority of real life experience for symbolists:

...IIpU BCEH Pa3HOCTH HAIIMX TEMIICPAMEHTOB, ¥ HAC HEYTO ODIIee, YTO OTAHYACT HAC, CHMBOAKCTOB,
oT I'yMHAEBBIX: HAILIEC TBOPYECTBO OBIAO HE 3CTETHYCCKHM CKECITHIIM3MOM. .. HEKOTAA MBI BUACAH 30pH,
30pH OBIAM YEM-TO CTOAD BAKHBIM, YTO § HAC M HE BO3HHKAAO CAOB, HCKYCCTBO 9770 HAU HE HCKYCCTBO;
IIPEKAE BCETO “97770”, & IIOTOM YiKE APABIIKH.

(Chronicles 311; s p a ¢ in g is replaced with zalic in all citations from Bely’s works.)




By contrast, however, in the foreword to the second, Soviet edition of ITemea (1929),
Bely describes his character as a tramp and lumpenproletarian (using sociology jargon, as
in the foreword to the first edition) and suddenly warns in conclusion: «[Ipormy
YUTATEACH HE CMEINUBATH C HUM MCHA: AMPHYCCKOE «» €CTh «MBD) 3aPHCOBBIBACMBIX
cosuaHuii, a Bopce He “a” b. H. Byraesa (Auapes Beaoro), B 1908 roay me Oerasitero
I10 TIOASIM, HO M3y9aBIIIETO IIPOOAEMBI AOTHKH H CTHXOBEACHIM,

Such distancing from one’s lyrical subject, which had been impossible in literature of
the 19th century, was caused by atrophy of previous semiotic mechanisms of self-
identification that had regulated ‘exchange’ between the author and her/his lyrical I and
maintained the distance between the lyrical and the role, the real and the imaginary. As a
result, the imaginary speaker is perceived as an infringer of sovereignty of the real author
who cannot detach himself from the speaker anymore. In the philosophical aspect, this is
a sort of inverted solipsism, when the gravity center is transferred from the I to the dou-
blet character. In terms of poetry as a whole, this rebellion of the imaginary, pseudonym
subject was mentioned as early as in the preface to the epic poem about evolving of the I
conceived by Bely—the novel 3anucku uydaxa (1919, 1922)%* (we can easily drop its an-
throposophical connotations here). Just as the second edition of Ilerres, it is prefaced
with a warning to reader: «['epoii mpoaora “SI”... He umeer ke HUKAKOTO Kacauus K “f7
aBTopa; aBTop “mpoarora” AHApeir Beawril; repoii mpoaora — AeoHuA AeAfAHOIR; 5TUM
Bce ckazaHo: \eonna Aeasnoii — He Anapeit beasriy (Bely, Sobr.soch. 280). However,
this phrase turns everything even more sophisticated, as Leonid Ledyanoy is not just a
character but the narrator I, the diegetic narrator. This equivocation is only escalated by
two afterwords to the novel. In the first one, IlocaecaoBue k pykommcu AeoHmAa
AeasiHOTO, HAIIICAHHOE Ybei-TO PYKOH, its author meets the author of the book to ask
him what spurred him to create the oeuvre and receives the following answer: «— He
HATOAKHYAO HIYEro: passe BBl oTpHIlaete BoiMbIceA? (Bely, Sobr.soch. 492). The second
afterword (signed by Andrei Bely, as the foreword) declares the sketchbook to be a satire
on the author and his “nepezxnroe Amano”, a record of a patient who got cured, but de-
clares it in the following way: «...3aech mmy o cebe, H3AEBAsACA 3A0 HAA COOBITBAMII,
©OAE3HEHHO IPOIIYMEBITUMI HAaA CYABOOIO MOCIO; IIHIIY TO He f, AHApei Beanrii, a —
nurrer Yyaak, “HAHOT, IEpPEIyTABIINN IIAAHBI I'AYOHMHHEHITIEH BHYTPCHHEH HKHI3HID
(Bely, Sobr. soch. 493). Bely is obviously trying to solve two problems at once—the prob-
lems that provide for the (self-) psychotherapeutic effect of the novel that would not
have been achieved otherwise. First, unlike Leonid Ledyanoy who presents the sketch-
book as a fiction, the author insists on trueness of the story. Second, he is trying to ap-
pear in another—healthy—state of mind at the present time by attributing the poem to
Leonid Ledyanoy, his double from the past. Yet, these two attempts hardly go together
or even succeed on their own. Meanwhile, the only condition of paramount importance
that could somehow reconcile the two objectives—retaining the chronological distance
from the events narrated—is not fulfilled in the novel. In the very beginning of the first
volume, the narrator describes in detail the war against «dyaax» caused by the unwilling-
ness to remain his slave and the victim of his deeds: «‘Aeomma Aeasmoi”...

23 (Bely, Stikhotvoreniya 100). In his foreword to the 1925 cancelled edition of Ilenes, Bely was even
more schematic and even more ‘paranoid’ «...CyOBEKT AMPHYECKON ITO3MBI — HE AIYHOCTH aBTOPA;
oH — pymuop KoaArektuBa; ‘A repoa “Ilensa” ects cuHTE3 KAKUX-TO “MBI’, 34 IIOCTYIIKA T€pOf
“I'lensa” nmanoCTB aBTOpA He OTBeuac (Ibid, 541).

24 Cf. about author behavioral strategies in the novel (Skonechnaya 60-67; Kozyura 28-42).




IIPEBPATUACA W3 TEHH B MEHA CAMOIO; IIOBTOPAAACH CKa3oduka AHAEpCEHA O TEHH,
CyAEOHBIC CAGACTBHA TEHH HAA OOCTOATEABCTBAMH MOCH COOCTBEHHOW KH3HH, €
THPAHUA, CIIEPBA YTPOKAAA TIOPHMOM: 3aKAIOUYEHHEM B (DYTAAP, 2 IIOTOM U AHIICHHEM
xusam (Bely, Sobr. soch. 309). But this way, the narrator I finds itself inside the elapsed
story time of Andrei Bely’s I, instead of Leonid Ledyanoy’s I, or at least becomes a true
referential puzzle without solution for the reader who is unsure where each of them is.
In the end, neither the author nor the reader can differentiate between the real and the
imaginary anymore or get out of the fantastic mirror room.

Yet, Bely could also interpret artistic behavior in a less conflict way (some hints to
that are contained in 3anmucku uydaxa). In his autobiographical treatise Ilowemy s cman
cumeonucmom. .. (1928), the writer puts forward an anthropological concept (let’s put off
again its Steiner component), presenting the I as an ensemble of fractional personalities:
«..HHKaKoe ‘“fI” 1o mpAMOM AMHHHE HEBBIPAKAEMO B ANYHOCTH, 4 B TIPAAAIlIH
AWYHOCTEH, M3 KOTOPBIX KAKAAfA HMEET CBOIO «POAB»;, BOIIPOC O PEKUCCYPE, O
TapMOHHYECKOI AMaAeKTHKE...» (at the same time, Bely makes a notable remark, proba-
bly recalling the episode of the fight with the «rems» (shadow): harmonization of the I is
«...HE M3THAHUC «aKTCPOB» CO CIICHBI KU3HH 32 UCKAIOYCHHEM OAHOTO...»; Bely, Simwo-
lizm 420). Bely also defines the position of a symbolist (in accordance with his mediatory
idea of the nature of symbols) as that of a director, i.e. a third party sitting at the vertex
of the triangle, beyond all the direct lines tying the inner with the outer, the I with its dis-
guises. However, we don’t find a harmonization like that neither in Bely’s prose nor in
his lyrics.

In a nutshell, the revolution that affected the strategies of lyrical self-identification in
Russian poetry of the Silver Age manifested itself in some fundamental shifts. First of all,
kaleidoscopic multiplication of lyrical I’s, both through the lyrics of specific poets and
even within individual poems; second, blurred boundaries between different incarnations
of the lyrical subject that had been more or less clearly contrasted in poetry of the 19th
century; third, theatralization and problematization (to the extent of open conflicts) of
the relationship between the author and his/her lyrical ‘doubles’. It is no coincidence the
first quarter of the 20th century was marked with intensive reflections on the lyrical sub-
ject / lyrical character—most notably in oeuvtes of Annensky, Bely (in a special refrac-
tion, as we have discussed in part), and later Tynyanov and Eikhenbaum (mostly in his
book about Akhmatova)—such reflections being focused on the issue of reference, of
mating the lyrical disguise with the poet in his biographical dimension.

In conclusion, we should mention one more thing. The era of Modernity is not only
characterized by restructuring—sometimes very deep, as we have seen—of those strate-
gies of lyrical self-identification that had been inherited from the 19th century. Moderni-
ty also gave birth to a specific method of building the lyrical I developed mainly in poetry
of Sologub and partly of V.I. Ivanov and especially popular with Mandelstam and Vagi-
nov. This strategy, which had been unfamiliar to the Russian poetry before, consists in
self-isolation of the lyrical subject. However, the way this self-isolation is performed
should be the topic of another specific study.
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