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THESIS ABSTRACT
Anastasia Petrovna Savenko-Moore
Master of Arts
Russian, East European, and Eurasian Studies Program
December 2015

Title: Orphic Mythologemes in Marina Tsvetaeva’s Oeuvre

This thesis explores Orphic mythologemes and tropes in Marina Tsvetaeva’s works
in order to identify whether they create a personalized semantic system in her oeuvre. |
review such themes as the “supernatural powers” of the archetypal poet, the descent to
the underworld, the return from the dead, and the dismemberment and subsequent
appearance of Orpheus’s head. | study in detail the trope of the severed head in
Tsvetaeva’s poetics and her understanding of poetry as Land with its physical and
metaphysical realms. | discuss a question: which persons might Tsvetaeva have
associated with Orpheus? | examine the guises of the lyrical “I” and its associations with
mythological or literary personae. | argue that Tsvetaeva demonstrated resistance and
opposition towards the Orphic/Apollonian paradigms; above the authority of the
"archetypal poet Orpheus" she introduced and established the authority of the Genius

who leads "poets with a history."
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This thesis explores the appearance and significance of Orphic mythologemes and
tropes in Marina Tsvetaeva’s works.! It focuses more or less in chronological order on
the texts which either mention Orpheus or refer to various elements of the Orphic myth.
A lot has been written about the importance of the image of Orpheus for Tsvetaeva.?
Nevertheless, after extensive reading on this subject, | felt the need to look into
Tsvetaeva’s texts and find my own answers to the questions, which interest me. In this
thesis I attempt to understand, when and why Orphic mythologemes entered Tsvetaeva’s
poetry and prose? When the themes and tropes, derived from the myths about Orpheus,
gained importance for her? How her attitude towards the images of Orpheus and the
“land of Orpheus” changed through the years? Why later in her oeuvre Orpheus’s name
appears predominately in a negative, critical or ironic context? I sensed Tsvetaeva’s
antagonistic attitude towards the popular image of Orpheus, and the “Apollonian”
principles associated with him.® I came to believe that Tsvetaeva’s creative growth
evolved in opposition to the Orphic poetic world; since her early writings Tsvetaeva
enacted and cultivated her own poetic realms. Though my thesis concentrates on Orphic

themes, | came to an impression that they were not central or predominant in her

1 Marina Ivanovna Tsvetaeva, Russ.: Mapuua Hanosra I{seraea (8 October [0.S. 26 September] 1892 —
31 August 1941)

2 For the European and Russian Symbolists, the image of Orpheus came to express the essence of poetry.
See, for example: Dorothy M. Kosinski, Orpheus in Nineteenth-Century Symbolism. Michigan: University
of lowa Research Press, Ann Arbor,1989.

3 “ AnoNIOHMYECKOE HAauaso”, “30J0TOe YyBCTBO MePhI” — pa3Be Bbl HE BUIUTE, YTO 3TO TOJIBKO BCETO: B
yIIax JUIEncTa 3acTpsaBiias jatsiab. [lymkun, co3nasmuii Banscunrama, [lyrauesa, Mazeny, [letpa —
W3HYTPH CO3JIABILHIA, HE CO3AaBUINHI, a U3BEPIIIHiA. .. [Iylikud — MOps “cBoOOAHON cTuxuu™. [...]
Hos6ps 1830 1. Bonauno. Cto onun rox Hazan. Cto oauH rof cimycTs”’. — ICKyCCTBO MPH CBETE COBECTH.
ITYUIKWH U BAJIbCUHI'AM. in Mapuna LiBeraeBa, Cobpanue couurenuii 6 cemu momax. Mocksa:
Ommc Jlak, 1994, T. 5, 351.



mythopoeia, and tend to disagree with the authors who overestimate Orpheus’s
importance for Tsvetaeva.* For example, Olga Hasty contends that: “ORPHEUS,
HIMSELF a constellation of images crucial to Tsvetaeva’s definition of self and poetry,
is one of many nexuses that draw us into the complex world of her art.” I would like to
note that an appearance of certain images or tropes, often associated with Orpheus,
should not necessarily lead us to relate a particular poem to the Orphic theme. For
example, the lyre® was one of Tsvetaeva’s favorite symbols long before Orpheus gained
significance in her oeuvre. Likewise, the word “muse” (my3a) may not always involve the
Apollo Musagetes. Initially I became interested in Tsvetaeva’s use of the trope of the
poet’s severed head in her poem from the cycle to Blok. This occasion allowed many
scholars® to conclude that Tsvetaeva developed a strong coherence between images of
Orpheus and Blok. A close reading of Tsvetaeva’s texts leads me to resist such an
opinion. However, my search for the trope of the severed head revealed to me its
magnitude for Tsvetaeva’s poetics. In my thesis I endeavor to trace all her references to
Orphic mythologemes, and to identify whether they create a personalized semantic
system in Tsvetaeva’s oeuvre.

The concept of mythologemes appears especially helpful in the understanding of
Tsvetaeva’s use of ancient myths, Biblical, historical and literary fables or motifs. In
various dictionaries the term mythologeme (from the ancient Greek pdfog — craszanue,

npeoanue and Adoyog — mwicnw, npuuuna) is generally defined as a basic core element, a

4 Olga Hasty in her book Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word explores how Orpheus
stimulates Tsvetaeva’s own mythos of self-realization.

5 See Appendix, sect. 1.

6 See “The Trope of the Severed Head” in Chapter I11.
2



recurrent theme or pattern in myths and folklore, referring to the common elements in
tales belonging to different traditions. The ambivalent nature of mythologemes includes
cognitive mythological material, recognizable information models, and the “soil” to form
new concepts which continue to serve as material for creativity; as Yury Kulakov infers,
it is a “seed” from which grows a “new fruit-bearing tree”.’

The term “mythologeme”® was proposed by a Hungarian scholar in classical
philology Carl Kerenyi (Kéroly Kerényi)®, who has been acknowledged as one of the
founding fathers of modern studies in Greek mythology.® Kerenyi applied and
developed Carl G. Jung’s'! concept of archetypes and archetypal thinking known since
the early twentieth century. This approach in further studies of human heritage allowed
scholars to define “semantically and historically invariant constitutive units of myths”.!2

Oscar E. Muioz wrote: “We share mythologemes in many cases by mere contact and

cultural communication, and we are ready to incorporate them because we understand

" ¥Opwmii U. Kynakos, Ymo maxoe mugponozema? http://melfimov.narod.ru/mifologema.pdf 12 mapra 2010

8 The Merriam-Webster dictionary - http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/mythologem

° http://en.wiktionary.org/wiki/mythologem : According to Wiktionary: Ancient Greek: mythologéma,
“mythical narrative”; mythologein, “to tell mythical tales”; pd6oc - mythos (myth, legend, tradition) &
Moyog - logos (thought, reason, word or speech).
http://construccionsimbolicaidentidadhumana.blogspot.com/2013/09/what-is-mythologem.html

10 His work Prologomena was published in “Science of mythology: Essays on the myth of the divine child
and the mysteries of Eleusis”, edited by C. G. Jung and C. Kerenyi. "Essays on a Science of Mythology":
“A cooperative work between C. Kerényi and C. G. Jung, explores mythologemes of Divine Child and one
on the Kore (the Maiden), the Child-God as an enduring and significant figure in mythology, discusses the
Kore as Athena, Artemis, Hecate, and Demeter-Persephone, the mother-daughter of the Eleusinian
mysteries. Jung speaks of the Divine Child and the Maiden as living psychological realities that provide
continuing meaning in people's lives.” The investigations of Carl Kerényi, including Orpheus and Orphic
Hymns, are continued in a later study - Eleusis: Archetypal Image of Mother and Daughter. New Jersey:
Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1991.

11 Carl Gustav Jung (1875 — 1961) - a Swiss psychiatrist and psychotherapist, founder of analytical
psychology, scholar in the fields of philosophy, anthropology, archaeology, literature, and religious studies.
Kéroly (Carl, Karl) Kerényi (1897 — 1973), a Hungarian scholar in classical philology, one of the founders
of modern studies in Greek mythology.

12 For example, a mythologeme of "child murder-sacrifice" falls within the group of Medea myths, etc.
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them, and they make sense to us, for they are based in a common psycho-physiological
constitution of human beings”.*®

These concepts interest me from two perspectives: for recognition of their
influence in Tsvetaeva’s worldview, and for definition of mythologemes or groups of
mythemes utilized within her oeuvre, and modified by the poet while compositing her
own personalized mythopoetic systems and archetypes. Rather than employing myths in
their narrative integrity, Tsvetaeva plays with their tropes and patterns, creating her
personal and poetical “mythologies” or “hagiographies”. She comments on the language
of myths, and talks about contemporary people and events, which deeply and
immediately concern her.

For convenience of analysis under the notion “Orphic mythologemes” I have in
mind such themes as the ‘supernatural powers’ (voice and word, taming animals) of the
archetypal Poet, the descent to the Underworld, the return from the dead, and the
dismemberment and subsequent appearance of Orpheus’s head. The main Orphic tropes
analyzed in this thesis are the trope of the severed head and the Lyre. By “Orphic Land” I
imply Tsvetaeva’s understanding of poetry as land (zems) with its physical and
metaphysical territories (realms), of which Orpheus is an archetypal inhabitant and
representative. A mythical and poetical aspect of the island of Lesbos is also viewed here
as a component of the poetic land of Orpheus. In the chapter about “Orphic figures™ I

attempt to discuss a question: which persons, poets, and contemporaries might Tsvetaeva

have associated with Orpheus? Under the guises of the lyrical ‘I” examples of narration

13 Oscar E. Mufioz, Mythopoetics Review: On the symbolic constructions of human identity. September 21,
2013, http://construccionsimbolicaidentidadhumana.blogspot.com/2013/09/what-is-mythologem.html
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from the 1st person in association with mythological or literary persona (Amazon,
Eurydice, Ophelia, etc.) are examined.

| argue that, despite her acknowledgement of Orpheus’s importance as the
“archetypal Poet”, Tsvetaeva did not aspire to an association with him. Olga Hasty
writes: “Orpheus also stimulates Tsvetaeva’s own mythos of self-realization.!* [...] Even
as Tsvetaeva recognizes Orpheus as the prototypal Poet, she contemplates personae
appropriate to her own gender.”*® | think that Tsvetaeva did not associate herself with
Orpheus not because of the gender difference (that would not be a problem for her, as the
Poet can identify with any creature of any gender)*®, but because of everything that
Orpheus represented from her perspective in contemporary culture of the pre-
revolutionary Symbolism.t” Orpheus, as the Poet of the Apollonian sublime, was
perceived by the young Tsvetaeva as the opposite of her lyrical ‘7°. Her guises, her
struggle reflected a Dionysian nature. Her poetic territory developed in opposition to the
“Orphic poetic land”. However, such attitude did not remain stagnant or univocal in her
works — from her youth to maturity.

Marina Tsvetaeva was exposed to classical antiquity in childhood. Ancient

mythology and stories about the famous Greek poet Orpheus were well known and

14 See Appendix, sect. 2.

15 Olga P. Hasty, Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word. Evanston, lllinois: Northwestern
University Press, 1996, p. xv.

18 In her later verse Tsvetaeva was associating herself with Eurydice, whom she understood as a poet of a
different kind than Orpheus. This gender opposition to Orpheus does not necessarily settle within the male-
female binary, but rather as intellectual versus personal and emotional. See Appendix sect. 3.

17 “Phased’, temporal review of Tsvetaeva’s works - in particular, her memoires and letters (for example, to
Rilke) - reveals certain evolution in perception or attitude towards Orpheus and ‘Orphic Land’, reflecting
her changing self-awareness within these ‘reference figures’. Nevertheless, she demonstrated circumspect
avoidances of direct ‘matching’ of poets (including Blok, Rilke or herself) with Orpheus, or such
emblematic persons like Christ — son of God, God himself and Savior of humanity. In comparison,
Mayakovsky’s lyrical 7’ in certain poems rises to such claim.
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belonged to the youth’s popular reading in the families of the Russian intelligentsia.
Tsvetaeva specifically mentioned two works!® — Heinrich Wilhelm Stoll’s “Die Sagen
des klassischen Altertums” and Gustav Schwab’s “Die schonsten Sagen des klassischen
Altertums”.*® Olga Hasty pointed out that: “Her [Tsvetaeva’s] requirement that her
sources provide details of the Greek myths ‘without philosophy’ indicates her need for a
basic plot free from interpretive accretions — a skeletal structure around which elements
of her own ‘philosophy’ could be made to cohere. The events recorded in the myth were
treated as facts that became points of departure for Tsvetaeva’s creative work.”?° For
example, in her letter to Juri. P. Ivask?®!, Tsvetaeva stresses that she herself is the source
of the “mythic” (mughuxu), and her childhood book serves as material for her creation:?2
“Uctounnku Moelr Denpel — BOOOIIE BCel Moel MU(DUKH — HEMEIKHH 1epeckas Mu-(hoB
qutst toHomiectBa ['ycrasa IlIBaba. BepHeit (MCTOUYHUKH-TO 51 cama, BO MHE) —
MaTtepuanb.”?

Orpheus’s “biography” consisted of several narratives and aspects, and was based

on various classical sources.?* Olga Hasty noted that Orpheus’s participation in the

18 See Tsvetaeva’s Letters - Cysuunckomy I1. T1., Teckoroii A. A, Ueacky IO. I1., Cocunckomy B. B. and
Puibke P.-M. - Mapuna LiBeraeBa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. Mocksa: Diuic Jlak, T. 6, 7,
1995.

19 Heinrich Wilhelm Stoll (1819 - 1890) - a German scholar and classical philologist.

Gustav Schwab Benjamin (1792 - 1850) - a German pastor, school teacher and writer, whose book of
legends of the classical antiquity (1838-1840) became the classics of German children's literature.

2 0. Hasty, Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word, 10.

2L Juiri Ivask (George lvask, 1907 - 1986).

22 See Appendix, sect. 4.

23 Mapuna Ilseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. Mocksa: Dnuc Jlak, T. 7, 1995, 381.

24 See, for example: Mughor napodos mupa. Dnyuxnonedus. Opgheii. — Mocksa: CoBETCKast SHIMKIIONEUS.
T. 2, 1992, 262-264.



heroic campaign of the Argonauts did not find reflection in Tsvetaeva’s poetry. Orpheus
“moves stones, trees, and animals with his song and introduces an Apollonian order into
his surroundings. [...] Tsvetaeva pointedly rejects [this aspect], which demonstrates the
power of poetry over natural objects.”? However, we do find one somewhat ironic
reference to this aspect of Orpheus’s powers in Tsvetaeva’s letter to Rilke (1926)%: “He
npeBHss 1 mpuTda 06 Opdee u 3Bepsax, K KOTOPBIM IPUHAIEKAIN U — oBIEI? "2’ She
made another comment (with prince Volkonskiy?® in mind) in 1923 in the essay Keop:?®
“...He 3a0yzaem, 9To Ha Kaxoro 3Beps — ectb Opdeii!” Curiously, such qualities or
“powers over nature” (and beasts and crowds) Tsvetaeva ascribed to Maximillian
Voloshin,* whose mythologized portrait she gives in her memoir JKusoe o scusonm.
Tsvetaeva never associated or compared Voloshin to Orpheus, though she appreciated
him as Poet, as “embodied myth”, and as her guide into the land of Poetry. Voloshin in
her memoir is presented as a figure comparable to Dionysius (of Dionysian nature), Pan,

or the Slavic pagan demigod:

% See O. Hasty, xiv-xv.
% Mapuna {BeraeBa. Cobparnue couunenui ¢ cemu momax. T. 7, 1995, 59.

27 Rainer Maria Rilke (4 December 1875, Prague — 29 December 1926, VValmont, Switzerland) See
Appendix, sect. 5.

28 In all these cases Tsvetaeva implied poet’s ability to connect to “Tonmna” - the ‘human beast’ — the most
ruthless of all creatures. Prince Serge Wolkonsky (Sergei Mikhailovitch Volkonsky; 1860 - 1937)

3 Mapuna I{BetaeBa. Cobpanue couunenuii ¢ cemu momax. T. 5, 1994, 267. See Appendix, sect. 6.

30 For example, in JKusoe o acusom (p. 198) Max talks to a wild stray dog: “U Onnornas Tax e ciymiancs,
KaK MaJbuHIIKa: [...] oT cBsimeHHoro crpaxa Makca. [lns Makca cobaka Obliia 4eloBEKOM, caM ke Makc
ObL1 OosmbItie yeM uenoBek. M1 OqHornas Makca cinymancs He Kak pogHoro bora, a kak gyxoro bora.”
Once Max "ensorcelled" fire (p. 203): "...MoJHHEHOCHOE BHAeHHE MaKca, BCTABIIETO U C TIOIHATOM -
BO3JIETOM PYKOH, YTO-TO HECIBIIIHO U Pa3/ieIbHO FOBOPSILEro B oroHs. I[loxap - motyx. [IpiM oTKyna
mpumén, Tyaa u ymen. Hugero He cropeno: HE Tr00MMBIe KapTHHBI boraeBCKoro, HM 4yaeca co BCex
CTOPOH CBE€TA, HU CTUIITAHKA TaI/IaX, HE 3aBWJIACHh OT IJIAMEHHU HU OJIHA CTPAHWYKa TBICSTICTOMHOM
6ubimorexn. Mup, BOcCTaBIICHHBIH JIIOOOBBIO M BOJIEH OJTHOTO YeJIOBEKa, YIIeJel Bech” - MapuHa
LiBeraeBa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. T. 4. See Appendix 7. Maximilian Alexandrovich
Kirienko-Voloshin (commonly known as Max Voloshin; May 28, 1877 — November 8, 1932).

7



...00 MOOHIT apXauKy U BECOMOCTD CJIOB, B CBOM yac CyTOK, npupo sl u Kokrebens.
[...] U060 cyuHoCTh BosomumHa - mojijiHeBHAs, a MOJIJIEHb U3 BCEX YAaCOB CYTOK - CaMbli
TeJICCHBIN, BEIIIECTBEHHBIH, C TeJIaMHu 03 TEHEH U ¢ TelaaMu, CISIIUMU 0€3 CHOB, a €CJIN
HX Y BUASUIMMU - TO OJIMH CIUIOIIHOW COH 3eMiu. Y, OTHOBPEMEHHO, CAMBbIil Maru-
YeCKHUid, MUPHUUECKUI 1 MECTUYECKUHN Yac CYTOK, TAKOH ke Maro-mMupo-MUCTHUECKUH,
kak nosHoub. Yac Benukoro [Tana, Demon de Midi, u Haiiero ckpoMHOI'0 pyccKOro
IIOJIYJIEHHOT0, 0 KOTOPOM £ B eTCTBE, B Kanyxckoi ryoepHun, ceoumu ymamu: "JIeHka,
uném kynarecs!" - "He noiiny-y: nonyaeHHsiid yramut". - Marus, Muduka 1 MUCTUKA
caMoii 3eMJIM, CaMOT0 3eMHOT0 cocTaBa. >t

Tsvetaeva perceived Koktebel’, the land of Voloshin’s home, as the epitome of the
legendary Cimmeria, “where Orpheus descended into Hades.” She recognized Koktebel’
as one of the territories of the Orphic land (physically and spiritually). More specifically,
Koktebel’ includes the cave where Orpheus descended into Hades. Through this land
Max became connected to the Orphic myth: “Maxkc ¢ Mudom ObuT CBsI3aH U Yepe3
KOKTEOEIBCKYIO 3eMITIO - KUMMepHiicKyro, 3 poxuHy amasonok.”>® Therefore we may
conclude that VVoloshin is presented as a person/Poet of power, who possesses qualities
equal to Orpheus, but he is not identified as an incarnation of Orpheus himself. The noun
‘land’ - 3emzz - in Russian has feminine inflexion. This association of the feminine nature
of the land became an important element in the development of the “sisterhood” between

the poetic land and the woman poet.

31 )Kusoe o sxuBom: Mapuna Ilseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. T. 4, 1994,160.

32 Cimmeria (or Kimmeria, ancient Greek: Kiupépia) - in the ancient historiography it was the name of the
northern areas of the oikovuévn - the known world (the Northern territory of the Black Sea and the Azov
Sea), which included modern Crimean Peninsula.

33 J)Kusoe o acusom: Mapuna Liperaesa. Cobpanue couunenuti 6 cemu momax. T. 4, 1994, 194,

8



Another important part of the Orphic mythological cycle for Tsvetaeva was
concerned with the relationship between Orpheus and Eurydice. We can further define in

this relation two substantial aspects: descent into Hades and failure to revive Eurydice. In

particular, this first aspect describes Orpheus’s love for Eurydice and his trip to Hades
after the death of his beloved wife. Orpheus emotionally touched Hades with his
powerful poetry and succeeded in having his wish — permission to bring Eurydice back
from the dead - granted. The mythologeme of descent to Hades (or the Underworld)
appears in Tsvetaeva’s poetry and prose in many forms and occupies an especially
important place in her oeuvre. In my understanding, she did not perceive Hades through a
Christian lens, which traditionally opposed Hell as evil to Heaven as good. In her poetry
she uses both words: 4o (hell) and 4uo (Hades).* For Tsvetaeva Hades was a constituent
of martyrdom and suffering by choice or fate, and an experience of facing Death and
comprehending its mystery.® Therefore, Tsvetaeva’s works reference Orpheus as one of
the many historical or fictional characters, who underwent this endeavor or trial. Among
others there were Persephone from Greek mythology, and Proserpina®® from Roman
mythology - “Tlepce-dona, 3eprom 3aryonennas!” in [Tooma 2opwr (1924), and Christ and
the Mother of God — bozco-poouya, resurrected Lazarus and Jairus's daughter. Tsvetaeva
time and again expresses her own experience of Hades. For example, she writes in her
memoirs: “CkoJibKre BOJUIN MEHS 10 YE€P-HBIM X0J1aM YXHU3HH, 3aBOIUIN U Opocay, -

BbIOMpaiics Kak 3Haelb. UTo 5 B )KM3HU BUENIA, KpoMe YEPHOIOo X0a? 1 YepHENUIINX

34 Tsvetaeva’s “the other world” included Auo, Ao and “Tom Csem”. See Appendix, sect. 8.

35 We may compare this perception to the idea of the Purgatory, but on earth and within the time-frame of a
human life, and different from the ultimate Hell.

%6 Hamanwsa Fonuaposa (1929, Mapuna Lseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. T.4,1994, 194).
“3umy oHa npereprieBaina, kak [Iposzepruna — Ann.” - Mapuna Ligeraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu
momax. T. 4,1994, 96.



moackux xonos? A Bot uto: Bxoa B Aun!”®’ Navigating the Labyrinth in the myth of
Theseus and Ariadne and entering the Dragon’s cavern in the legend of Saint George
(Ieopeuir) are related to this mythologeme.3® Those themes received complex unorthodox
interpretations in Tsvetaeva’s works. In her oeuvre motifs from various narratives
coalesce and culminate in the mythologeme of the descent to Hades/Underworld and
serve as osmosis of the mystery of life and death, fate and will, ambivalence of good and
evil. The theme of the “poetic voice”, piercing Hades like a light-beam, we find, for
example, in To Blok: “Kak cia0blit 1y4 ckBO3b 4€pHBI MOPOK a110B / Tak rosoc TBOi
10/l POKOT PBYIIMXCS CHApS10B.”

The second aspect of the Orpheus-Eurydice myth is concerned with the poet’s
tragic failure. Tsvetaeva speaks of Orpheus’s attempt to bring Eurydice back from the
world of the dead as a mistake or even wrongdoing. Reproach can be heard in the poems:
“Ecmb cuacmausyol u cuacmausuywvt / [lemo ne mocywue.” (January, 1935) - “Eciu 6
Opdeii ve comén B Aup / Cam, a mocnan 661 rosoc / CBOM, TOIBKO T'0JIOC TOCTAT BO
TbMYy, / Cam y nopora nuuiHuM / Beras, — OBpuauka 6s1 o HeMy / Kak no kanaty
BhIIUIA...”, Or “He b1 111 E€ menectsmeit xmamusl / He BeiHec — OOpaTHBIM yiieabeM
Aunna?” (November, 1921). Another negation and criticism of Orpheus’s action is
reflected in the poem Dspuourxa — Opgpero (March 23, 1923): “Jlns TeX, OTKSHUBIIUX
nocnennue kinoubs / [Tokposa (Hu yct, HU 1anuT!..) / O, HE IPEBLIICHUE JIN
notHOMOum# / Opdeit, Hucxoasauuii B Aua? [...] He mvamo Opdero cxonutb Kk IBpUInKe,
/ N1 6patbsam TpeBokuTh cectép.” These poems will be discussed in the following

chapters.

37See JKueoe o acueom - Mapuna Lseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax. T. 4, 1994, 196.

38 Tsvetaeva named her first daughter Ariadne, and her son — George. See Appendix, sect. 9.
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The last part of the myths about Orpheus describes his tragic death and
posthumous existence. It became a paramount critical theme within philosophical
discussions of the Apollonian-Dionysian dichotomy and was frequently represented in
Symbolists’ art and writing. Tsvetaeva directly references this myth in two poems,
written in 1921 - Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated (Kax connsiii, kax nesnwiti) and Thus
Floated: Head and Lyre (Tak naviiu: conosa u aupa). Although the trope of the severed
Poet’s head, which derived from this myth, received a self-sufficient and complex
meaning in her oeuvre.

“Self-mythology” was a common characteristic of creative personae [Jung defines
“Personae” as “personality” and “mask” or accepted (social) role...]*° of that era. It is
widely discussed in scholarship in connection to Zinaida Gippius, Anna Akhmatova,
Alexander Blok, VIadimir Mayakovsky and many other representatives of Russian
Modernism. Though, in the case of Tsvetaeva (self-)mythologizing was a phenomenon of
a different nature than, for example, for Mayakovsky, who was actively constructing and
developing the mythopoetic ‘7’. If Mayakovsky was a “constructor”, exposer and
performer, Tsvetaeva was a listener and observer. Her mythologies were the results of her
intimate understanding of people and of the time, fate, and destiny. She reaches across
time to the past and future, and through the realms of life and death. For example, she
looks at portraits of the dead, and attempts to foresee the future of the living, as if it is

already written in the “Book of Life”.%

39 See: Carl Gustav Jung. Psychological Types. The Collected Works of C. G. Jung, Vol. 6. Bollingen
Series XX. Edited by R. F. C. Hull, Princeton University Press, 1976.

%0 See: Molly Thomasy Blasing. “Through the Lens of Loss: Marina Tsvetaeva’s Elegiac Photo-Poetics.”
Slavic Review 73.1 (Spring 2014). See Appendix, sect. 10.
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Throughout her oeuvre Tsvetaeva mentions Orpheus’s name approximately eight
times in poetry and twenty times in prose and letters. Tsvetaeva’s use of the name of
Orpheus in her own poetry may carry a different semantic capacity than, for example, in
her letters to Pasternak or Rilke, when she responds to Rilke’s Sonnets to Orpheus
(Conemor k Opghero, 1923). She writes about his — Rilke’s Orpheus as of a ‘country/land’,
into which she immerses herself: “Btopyto HOub BunuThIBatoch B TBoero “Opdest”. (TBoi
“Opoeii” — cTpana, moTomy: B). 4

When she talks about the Death of Poets, she uses Orpheus as a collective image
for all Poets — “uroGsI Ha3BaTh Beex pasoM — OPDEM”.4? In a similar way, as a
collective symbol, she speaks about Pushkin, and Blok, and Orpheus. In the chapter
“Orphic Figures” we will look at the influence made by Rilke and other personae on
Tsvetaeva’s perception of Orphic mythologemes.*® In her youth Tsvetaeva was close to
the Moscow Symbolists circle, and became acquainted with the philologist Vladimir
Nielender, the poets Ellis, Valery Bryusov, Andrey Bely and others. The myth of
Orpheus in its complexity was at the center of their oeuvres, studies and philosophical
discussions. Tsvetaeva’s worldview could not remain unaffected by these relations and
overall fascination with Orphic problematics.

We shall briefly describe that cultural environment and community with which

young Tsvetaeva was closely connected. A circle of young symbolists, called the

41 See Letters to Rilke dated May 12, 1926, St. Gilles-sur-Vie, in Paiinep Mapus Puavke. Bopuc
Iacmepnax. Mapuna I[]eemaesa. [Tucvma 1926 200a. Mocksa: Kuura, 1990, 93.

42 Mapwuna Ilseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuti 6 cemu momax. T. 7, 1995, 59-60.

43 In her letter to A. Teskova, composed on January 15, 1927, seventeen days after Rilke’s death (on
December 29", 1926), Tsvetaeva writes a controversial phrase: “O Punbke B apyroit pas. ['epmaHckuit
Opoeit, To ectb Opdeii, Ha 3TOT pas seusmmiics B ['epmannu. He Dichter (Puibke) — Geist der Dichtung.
[...] Moii ot cBeT mocTeneHHo 3acensiercs: emé Pusibke! A nomuute mireiineposckoe: Auf
Wiedersehen!..” — in Mapuna Ljeemaesa. Cobparnue couunenuii 6 cemu momax, T. 6, 354.
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Argonauts, was active in Moscow in 1903-1910. This name ("Argo sailors™) comes from
the Greek myth about the group of heroes (including Orpheus), who sailed the ship Argo
(in the years before the Trojan War) to Colchis in the quest to find the Golden Fleece.
The leader and inspirer of the Moscow Argonauts was Andrey Bely, and among the
members were Tsvetaeva’s friends Ellis (Lev Kobylinsky) and Nielender. In 1909 the
Argonauts founded their own publishing company Mycaeem, using one of the epithets of
Apollo as the god of music and arts — Musagetes, the leader of Muses. Musaget existed in
Russia till 1917 and published primarily Russian and translated Symbolists’ poetry and
literary criticism of philosophical and religious-mystical character, including a series
under the title Orpheus. Musaget positioned itself as a medium of the Apollonian
harmonic principles, conceived as a cultural force, and as an opposition to the reigning
Dionysian qualities of modern art.** It seems that Tsvetaeva in her adolescent poetry
sought to oppose this trend. Sometimes her poems exude the pain of loss, as if the
Apollonian/Orphic poetry and philosophy were taking away her loved ones from her.
Between 1910 and 1914 Orpheus issued and announced for publication such
works as: “Heraclites of Ephesus. Fragments. Translation by Vladimir Nilender” (1910)
and his translations of "Hymns of Orpheus"; Emiliy Metner’s "Reflections on Goethe.
Book I: Analysis of the views of Rudolf Steiner with regard to matters of criticism,
symbolism, and the occult" (1914); Vyacheslav Ivanov’s "Hellenic religion of the
suffering God. Experience of the religious and historical characteristics"; "Charles
Baudelaire. Poem in prose. Translation by Ellis” (1910)* etc. Since 1912 Andrei Bely

was enthralled by the anthroposophical teachings of Rudolf Steiner, as was Tsvetaeva’s

44 McTopus MOCKOBCKOTO M3/1aTelbCTBa CUMBOIUCTOB "Mycaret" (1909-1917) - www.musaget.narod.ru

%5 Karanor usnarensctsa "Mycaret". www.musaget.narod.ru/catalog-musaget.htm
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friend and Bely’s common-law wife Asya Turgeneva*®, who became an
‘anthroposophical nun’ and disciple of Rudolf Steiner. Maximilian Voloshin with his
wife Margarita also traveled to Switzerland to launch the construction of the first
Goetheanum - cultural center of the Anthroposophical Society. Young people, grouped
around Musaget, were all captured by anthroposophy or other forms of occultism. They
were looking for secret societies, dedicated to mystical knowledge, mythologizing life
and work. However, Tsvetaeva assumes a position of the detached and often ironic
observer. Later in her prose and poetry she will offer a deep and thoughtful evaluation of
these events and people.

Despite the influence of the cultural environment, Tsvetaeva remained self-
sufficient in her perception of the classical heritage and Orphic myths in particular. She
did not worship or cultivate Orpheus’s Persona. While the majority of poets and writers
were grouped around such magazines like Becwi*’, 3010moe Pyno®, and Anonnon®,
Tsvetaeva “created” her own “Publishing company” — Oze Jlykoiie!®™® She
demonstratively refuses to follow the “proper way” and associate herself with any of
those famous movements and circles, covertly mocking them.

In Tsvetaeva’s early works Classical references are rare; they were far surpassed

by, for example, Biblical, apocryphal and Russian folk and historical narratives.

46 Tsvetaeva describes their departure for a honeymoon in 1912, after which Asya never returned to Russia.
— See: ITnennwiti 0yx (c. 232 - 235), Mapuna [Jsemaesa. Cobpanue couunenuti 6 cemu momax, T. 4, 1994.

47 «“Vesy” — publishing house "Scorpion"”, in Moscow from January 1904 to December 1909 inclusive, was
the main “body” of Russian Symbolism.

48 “The Golden Fleece” (“Zolotoye runo”) - monthly art and literary criticism magazine, published in
Moscow in 1906-1909.

49 «Apollon” - 1909-1917 (Autumn 1918) in St. Petershurg.

%0 Ole Lukkoye (Ole Lukgije) - literary character from Hans Christian Andersen’s tales - a mysterious
creature, who shows children bad or good dreams.
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However, she gave both of her daughters Greek names replete with prophetical
meaning®! - Ariadna (born in September, 1912) and Irina (born in 1917) — peace. For
example, in September 8, 1918 she wrote about Irina’s name as of the mother’s gift with
the hope and prayer for protection: “ITox pokoT rpax-mganckux Oyps, / B muxyro roauny,
| Maro Tebe umst — mup, / B Hacnense — na3ypsb. / Oteiiiam, oteiitnu, Bpar! / Xpanu,
Tpuenunerii, / Hacnenuuiy Beunsix 6mar / Mnanenua Upuny!”®2

Among the early prosaic references to the Orphic myth — 3emusie npumemsi®- we
find her notes about Lazarus’s and Orpheus’s experiences in Hades.>* Only around 1920-
1921 do Greek mythology and characters enter fully into Tsvetaeva’s verse, acquiring a
deep personal role and meaning in her poetry. The heritage of High Greek Tragedy®®
became accordant and was claimed by the poet with a deepening level of comprehension
of her personal and Russia’s fate and tragedy. Tsvetaeva’s lyrical ‘7’ looks into the future
through the eyes of the “tragic heroines”, as if the “patterns” of ancient myths could help
her find the answers to the questions: “What is happening to me?”” and “Why?” “Bcé Tak
e, Tak ke B MOPCKYI0 ciHb — / ['1a3a Tparudeckux repouts. / B ceit 3am, 6ecruiaTeH u
HeorsiaH, / I'mazamu 3acnanabix Apuaas / OOMaHyThIX, ouecamu DPenp / OTBEPrHYTHIX,

W3 mocneaHux Henp / BoTie B3pIBaromuMu K HOXKY. .. / Tak, B Tpysb, )KuBa Jin enig,

risoky.” (July 24, 1923)

51 See Appendix, sect. 11.
52 See also poems addressed to her daughter Ariadne, in the period between 1913 and 1919.
53 Written around 1919, edited and published in 1924 in Prague.

5 Iiseraesa, 3emuuie npumemst, 520-521. Also in Hacrneoue Mapunor IJeéemaesotl,
http://www.tsvetayeva.com/prose/pr_otryvki_iz_knigi_zemn See Appendix, sect. 12.

%5 By “the High Greek Tragedy” is usually understood the Greek classical tragedy exemplified by the works
of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. See Appendix, sect. 13.
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In her remarkable book Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journey in the Worlds of the Word,
Olga P. Hasty discusses how Tsvetaeva’s “conception of the poet develops in proportion
to her own artistic growth”, how with time “the self-assurance of the full-fledged poet
replaces the anxieties attendant on Tsvetaeva’s entry into the poetic arena”°. Hasty
recognizes “the extent to which she sought to structure her own life on the principles she
expressed in her poetry”, and traces the process of concomitant development of the image
of Orpheus and “Tsvetaeva’s own mythos of self-realization”.>’ Hasty’s observation
apropos Tsvetaeva’s essay The House at Old St. Pimen’s (Jom y Cmapozo [Tumena), in
my opinion, could be applied overall to Tsvetaeva’s oeuvre since the early years: “...the
poet seeks [...] to draw on the vital structuring capacity of existing [myths] to reveal an
organic interrelationship among what appear to be random contingencies of the

mundane.”%®

% Hasty, 29.
5 Ibid., 31.
%8 Q. P. Hasty. P. 232.
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CHAPTER II
THE LAND OF ORPHEUS

Classical Themes in Tsvetaeva’s Early Poetry

The emergence of classical references in Tsvetaeva’s poetry, in my opinion,
reflected an opposition of her personal poetic domain to the “Orphic” poetic world.
Tsvetaeva’s first collection of 111 poems - Beuepnuii arvb6om ([Jemcmeo. Jliob608w.
Toavko menu.) - was self-published in 1910 and organized not in a strictly chronological
order. As M. Makin writes: it “provides a self-sufficient diary of the lyrical ‘7’, not a
spontaneous account of the poet’s life.””® This “diary” reflects the world of imagination,
which exists parallel to the ‘reality’ and illuminates the mundane — “byt” (as in the poem
Mawme: "nazypusiii octpoB — netctBo"). This is a poetic land of fantasy and fairytales, a
world of childhood memories and dreams — and crossings into the “realm of the dead”,
filled with meetings with those, who passed away. It introduces the character of Charodei
(Hapooeir) — an ageless interlocutor and observer, who accompanies children into this
land of fantasy: "Harmma BcTpeua O6b11a — B monympake 6ecena / [lomyB3pocioro ¢
nonynaerbMu" (poem Jemckas). Amongst the rich imagery of this cycle, references to
Ancient Greek myths appear sparingly. It may seem surprising, since Tsvetaeva’s father
was an acknowledged philologist and scholar of Greek and Roman antiquity. One may

see a certain intent in the avoidance of classical narratives, disconnected with the father’s

sphere of expertise, and in a preference for the Western European and Russian fairytales,
legends and popular romantic literature, which were her mother’s passion. The first
collection does mention ITarsma Mupa and obrauko-Ilecac (in I[lepsoe nymewecmaue),

"JlnoreH >xuBymuit B 6ouke" (in Knueu 6 kpacnom nepennéme), Dryads (in

%% M. Makin. Marina Tsvetaeva: Poetics of Appropriation. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993, 19.
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Heooymenue), Parcae (from Roman mythology, in O6a 1yua, 1910) and the figure of the
Amazon (in Moaumea: “S1 xaxnay cpazy — Bcex gopor!”, 1909) — “U amazonkoi
muatkcs B 00ii”. This early image of the Amazon will become one of the main guises of
the poet’s lyrical ‘I’, pertaining to her self-determination and poetic battle and invasion
into the “land of Orpheus”.

Makin suggests that the classical references in Beuepnuii anv6om were probably
“inspired by [Tsvetaeva’s] friendship with the classical philologist Vladimir Nilender,
one of the unsuccessful suitors who make frequent appearance in the first three
collections,”® i.e. Jemcmso. JTio60sb. Tonvko menu. These collections combined poems
written at the ages of fifteen, sixteen and seventeen. The poems’ themes and arrangement
elaborate the young author’s edifice and her challenging and evaluative input into the
poetic environment of the time. Despite the poems’ childish romanticism, immaturity,

99 ¢

and extensive use of the diminutive suffixes (in the words like “mupox”, “pyuxu”,
“nanvuyuxu”, “eyoxu’”, “Onvgouxa’ etc.), they avoid pretentious mannerism, superficiality
and falseness. Maximillian VVoloshin, more than anybody else, discerned and understood
these qualities of Tsvetaeva’s works. Not fortuitously, her first book of poems was also
acknowledged by many other prominent contemporaries. It presented an advent of the
poet with fresh, non-conventional, often deeply tragic, sometimes disturbing (with an
intimacy of confession and non-childish irony) outlook, and with the evident talent.

Two components of the cycle present special interest for the scope of this thesis.

Firstly, in Beuepnuui anvb6om we encounter the characters of the Sage and the Poet

60 M. Makin, 19.
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(Magician - Yapooeii)®; their personae evoke in the author admiration, love, fascination
and mythologisation, followed by disillusionment, or better to say discernment
(deciphering) and irony. Take for example poems Cécmpor — “Han Hum, 11000MBIIAM
TOJIBKO JipeBHOCTH / OHM BABOEM 1enHynu: “Ax!”; and Heooymenue - "Tbl, B cTHXaxX
NOIIUI HOBONYyHBE, / U mpuan, u rmoxuymue Tponku, — / Vicnyrancst MaaeHbKon
konayneu!" [...] O, moat, Tebe aa 6yaer ctoiano!" This particular double-edged irony,
directed both towards the self and “the other”, became one of the defining characteristics
of Tsvetaeva’s mature poetry. Secondly, in this cycle a duality — “personal” versus the
“other” - is established: the author’s personal poetic world coexists, interferes or opposes
“the other poetic land”. The young poet asserts her right to make her own choices:
“Conneunsiid? JIyanusnii? O mynpeie [lapku, / Uto mae orBetuth? Hu Bosn, HE cun! /
Jlyd cepeOpucTsiii MonuiIcs, a sipkuit / Hexxno mo6un. [...] Byay mroouts, He ymes
uHaue / — O06a iyqa!” (in O6a ayua, 1910). For the Symbolists’ purview the
‘Moonbeam’ was an important metaphor; and in Tsvetaeva’s poem it signifies their world
of high, mystical, philosophical, Orphic poetry. ‘/Tyuusui 1yu %2, “Jlynnwiii ceem’, JIyna —
the Moon herself, and her association with the goddess Hecate were at the center of the
Symbolist’s poetic exploration. In O6a ayua Tsvetaeva addresses Parcae (Parkas) - the
goddesses of fate, appealing to them as “myodpwie” and articulating her own destiny of not
preferring one path over the other, but remaining between or beyond the opposing

“worlds”, embracing and comprehending both of them.

51 The image of “Yapooeri” was inspired by the character of Tsvetaeva’s friend poet Ellis (Qnuc); under
the image of the “Sage” another friend was disguised — philologist Nielender (Huzenoep).

62 See, for example, Koncrantun BanbMmonr, Jlyuuoii ayu (1895).
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The first cycle Beuepnuii arv6om includes a programmatic poem - Hesecmam
myopeyos, which articulates the relations between the poem’s lyrical ‘7" and the
“indwellers” of the “Orphic poetical land”. To my knowledge, the earliest direct mention
of Orpheus in Tsvetaeva’s poetry appears together with references to Hecate, Greece and
Heraclitus in Hegecmam myopeyos:®® “Opdes Tenn um 3axuraer s3op...” Tsvetaeva’s
0Xymoron - “mens” “3axcucaem” - sounds sardonic, revealing the overall mocking tone
of the poem.5

Hegecmam myopeyos

Han HumMu n1peBHOCTh MPOCTUPAET JIJIaHH,

WM CBETUT POK CHSHBEM BEIHX TJIas3,

HX kaxaplii MUT — MYYUTEIbHBIA SKCTA3.

Bb1 mepe HUIMU — IIETIKH B OKeaHe!

Jlig HuX 11000Bb — MUHYTHBIH JIyd B TYMaHe,

EnunbIil cBET HEMEPKHYIIMM — JJIS Bac.

**k*k

BEI mumie B 1100BH TAWHCTBEHHO-00TaThI,

B Heil Bcé: noxap u roiyObie Jb/ibl,

[TocnenHuii 1yd 1 IEpBBIH JIyd 3BE3/1BI,

Bce pyueiiku, Bce TpaBbl, Bce 3aKathl!..

— Hang aumu muk ckinonsercs I'ekatsl,

83 See Appendix, sect. 14.

5 In relation to this poem O. Hasty writes: “In the poem [ ... To the Brides of Sages] Tsvetaeva proclaims
the paltriness of marriage in the face of the eternal wisdom of Heraclitus and the shade of Orpheus. In
the latter part of the collection which bears the heading “Tonbko Tenun”, Nilender himself is transformed
into one of the disembodied beings she praises.” — Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word,
11.
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WM nynnoi ['penyu nBeTyT cansl. ..
-

Onu noko#t HaxoxAt B I'epakiure,
Opdest TeHb UM 32XKUTACT B30P. ..

A 4gto y Bac? OnuH BeHUATbHBIN Giép!
Bsoxure KpC4c 30JI0TbIC HUTHU

W xaxaplii MUT MOJIMTBEHHO CTEJIUTE
CBoI0 I000BB, KAK ManeHbKHil KoB&Ep! %

This poem establishes an opposition — “myopeywr” (the “wise”, “onu”— “they”)
and their “nesecmui” (“brides”, “svr” — “you”), and outlines the roles and paths of both
parties. It is interesting, that “nesecmui”, as the “other”, are defined not as wives, which
would imply a stronger relation or bond (belonging) through the act of marriage, but as
“brides” — that is to say, as promised or engaged. Thus the relation remains “open”. The
“myopeywi” — the sages, the wise - remain free and unbound. Though the concepts of the
wise and their brides are symptomatic for a conventional male-female binary®®, in
Tsvetaeva’s very specific gender perception®’ “brides” would imply not necessarily
women, but more widely — partners, followers, admirers, “servants” of the “wise” — of

any gender. Tsvetaeva writes about the wise as “they” — “Hao numu”, “Um”, “Onu’, etc.

While the author speaks to the “brides”, her lyrical ‘7’ does not necessarily merge with

8 The same detail - kosép - “carpet” — appears in the introduction to the collection 4z deyx xnue: “...n ecth
JI1 KOBEP, U KaKue Ha HEM BEThI?”

% Irina Shevelenko points to a high popularity of Otto Weininger's book "Sex and Character" in Russia: in
1900-1910 it became an “intellectual bestseller”. Upuna lleBeneHko. Jlumepamypuoiii nymo Llsemaesoil.

Hoeonozus - nosmuka - udenmuyHocms agmopa 6 konmekcme snoxu. Mocksa: HoBoe nureparypHoe
o06o3penue, 2002, 67 — 69.

57 Gove, A. The Feminine Stereotipe and Beyond: Role Conflict and Resolution in the Poetics of Marina
Tsvetaeva // Slavic Review. 1977, Vol. 36 (2), 231 — 255. (See also: LlleBenenko, 73)
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them, since she is not using pronoun “we” — “ms1”, she accepts the position of analytical
observer and ultimately the “advocate” of the brides. The author directly appeals to them
in a more personal way — “you”: “BsI niepesi HUMU — LICTIKH B Okeane!”, “Bebl uiib B
T00BH TaMHCTBEHHO-00TaThl”, “A uTo y Bac? Oxun BeHuanbHblid (piaép!”. The brides’
domain is “mue”, while the wise presume or claim the realm of the eternity. The brides’
submission is supported through the reference to antiquity: “— Hanx aumu nuk
ckinonsiercs ['ekarsl, / Im mynHo# ['pertnu uBetyT cajnpl.../ OHU TOKOIM HaXO4sT B

I'epaxnute, / Opdes Tenp um 3axuraer B3op...” The wise “find their repose in

Heraclitus” — supposedly, in his philosophical system. He is famous for the saying
commonly ascribed to him: “No man ever steps in the same river twice”. Imagery of this
poem refers to several concepts, attributed to Heraclitus of Ephesus, which reveals that
Tsvetaeva had to have certain knowledge of them since her youth. The “wise” in the
poem become associated with the phenomenon of the archetypal Orphic Poet through the
employment of the image of Orpheus - musician, poet and prophet, as if he superimposes
“Orphic” qualities on the “wise”. As was noted earlier, Tsvetaeva’s lyrical /" opposes
and even mocks such characters. Also through the image of Orpheus a motif of
abandonment is introduced, as one of the Orphic mythologemes carries it within its plot.
As Eurydice was left behind in Hades, likewise the “wise”, devotees of the “sacred”, are
free to abandon the “brides”, and dismiss their world as “mue” and “¢gnép”, or profane
from their perspective.®® While establishing herself as the Poet of a different nature,
Tsvetaeva never identifies herself in her verse with the archetypal Poet-Orpheus. | would

argue that for her it was not a question of the gender difference between her and Orpheus,

% The idea of the sacred—profane dichotomy (as the central characteristic of religious systems) was )
developed and popularized in the works of French sociologist, social psychologist and philosopher Emile
Durkheim (1858 — 1917). - https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sacred_profane_dichotomy
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but of the difference of poetic Paths.®® Tsvetaeva’s was the Path of Eurydice and Ophelia,
Psyche and Sybil, Amazon and Phaedra. She does not abandon her love. We may think of
this opposition through the dichotomy of head and heart as tropes signifying mind and
feeling (Tsvetaeva returned to these tropes in her later landmark poetry in 1921). We
could say that the poetic soul for the “wise” resides in the head, while the realm of the
“brides” remains in the heart. The poem Hesecmam myopeyos is directly referenced in
Tsvetaeva’s second book Boautebnwiii @onapw, published in 1912. In the poem [1o6eoa
we read: “Tenp OBpuauku u daken ['ekatsl, — / Bc€ nmpomenbKHET, ncye3as B OTHOM. /
Hama no6ena: mbi Beuno 6oratel / HoBeim BurOM!™ In this collection, through the
mentioning of Eurydice and Hecate, the poem I1o6eoa stands out from the rest of the
poems, which typically evade classical references. Another notable exception is the
humorous poem Ouae Myopeya, which mentions the Nereids. In it the wise-man stoops
over his Greek folio, ignoring and missing the Nereids which are passing by his windows
and sighing about him:
He nostom oH Obu1: B He3HakoMoM / He nckan no3a0bIThiX co3Byuni, / be3 rueBa Ha
3Be311bI ¥ Ty4H / HakmoHsuics Hax rpedeckuM ToMoM. / [...] / loporue, 3HaKOMbIE BUIBI /
N3 pam noTreMHeBmIUX KUBaJIH, / A 32 OKHAMU TaM NporuibiBaiu / Y B3pIxanu, IIbIBs,
Hepeunnpr.

Tsvetaeva’s second published book of poetry, Bonueobnviii @onape, is even more
parsimonious on classical references. Though, two poems — Ouae Myopeya and ITo6eoa
— do stand out as they mention the Nereids, a “Greek tome”, “Eurydice’s shadow” and

“Hecate’s torch”. They refer to the earlier published poems - Hesecmam myopeyos and

8 Tsvetaeva develops an image of the poet’s Genius as an alternative to Orpheus.
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others - which involve the “Orphic theme” and the author’s reflections over the persona
of its devoted scholar or “myopey”.

The book Borwebnwiiit @onape is worth discussing in this study, because the very
fact of its appearance can be understood as the author’s manifesto. It concludes with the
poem Jlumepamypnoim npoxypopam (To the literary prosecutors), thus hinting at the
atmosphere of a court. The poet’s acknowledgment of being judged prompted her to take
the position of a defender of her values. This “act” intended to challenge the poetic
“Orphic” authorities and disobey the advice of the critics, disappointing them and
shattering their “high expectations”.”® In Jlumepamypuwim npoxypopam and ITobeoa the
author overturns the priority of the “Orphic poetic grounds/foundations” — as they will
slip by and pass away — “Bcé€ nmpomenbkHET, ncuesas B onHom”, while the true eternity
will be with the youth, with their constantly refreshing “new wine”: “Harra moGea: Ml

"9

BeuHo Ooratel / HoBeiM BuHOM!” (JIumepamypuvim npoxypopam), “J1is Toro s (B
nposiBJieHHOM — cwiia) / Be€ poanoe Ha cyn otaaro, / UToObI MOJIOOCTh BEYHO XpaHHIIA
/ becniokoiinyto 1oHocTh MOt0” ([Tobeoa). Tsvetaeva dedicates her 1912 book of selected
works to Sergei Efron and includes an epigraph, which is reminiscent of A. Blok’s ironic
poem Fanaeanuuk, With a difference in motivation: Tsvetaeva extols the enchantment of
childhood, while Blok indirectly criticizes the adult world.

Marina Tsvetaeva: Alexander Blok, from baracanuux, 1905

Munbiit untatens! CMesch, Kak peOEHOK, Bot oTkphIT 6anaraH4uk

Beceno BcTpeTh MOt BOJITIIEOHBIN Aot BECEIBIX M CIABHBIX JACTCH,

CMOTpS[T J€BOYKA U MAJIBUYUK

0 See, for example, poem to Brusov — B. 4. Bprocosy: "' Yapi0HnCh B MO& «0KHO», / Wb K IyTam MeHs
npuancii, — / He nuamenwuiis, Bcé paBHo! / «OCTPBIX 4yBCTB» U «HYXKHBIX MbIcei» / Mue ot Bora He
nano. / HyxHo niets, uto Bc€ TeMHo, / UTo HaJl MUPOM CHBI HABHCIH. .. / — Tak Ternepsb 3aBeieHo. — /

DTUX YyBCTB U 3THX MEIcieit / Mue ot bora He gano!"
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dboHaps. Ha nam, xoposeit u ueprei.

o . U 3By4uT 3Ta aackas My3blKa
Hckpennuii cMex TBOM, 1a OyneT oH i a y ’

3aBbIBAET YHBUIBIN CMBIYOK.
3BOHOK N
CrpaiuHblil UépT yXBaTUII Kapaly3uka,
U 6e30TuéTeH, Kak BCTaph. U cTekaer KIIFOKBEHHBIN COK.

Bce npoMenbKHYT B IPOJOJKECHUM MUTA!
Priniaps, u nax, u BoJIIIEOHUK, U LAPb. ..
[Tpous pa3mblinuieHbs! Beapb jxeHckas

KHHTA - TOJBKO BONIIEOHBIH QoHaph!

Both authors make reference to the themes and attributes of childhood — a Magic Lantern
and Puppet-Booth, and a childish perception: “Cmesich, kak pe6énok” (Tsv.) and “Jlns
BecénbixX u cnaBHBIX nereit” (Blok). Tsvetaeva resumes the themes of her youth with the
third collection: 43 deyx knue. FOnoweckue cmuxu, which she precedes with an appeal,
written in 1913, to cherish and preserve dear elements of material surroundings — “byt”
and “fleur”: “3akperuisiiTe KaxJj0e MTHOBEHHE”, “HET HUYEro He BakHOTO”, “I[BeT
BalllMX TJIa3 U BaIiero adaxxypa, pa3pe3aTresbHbIi HOX U Y30p Ha 000sIX, IparoieHHbII
KaMeHb Ha JJIOOMMOM KOJIBIIE, — BCE ATO OY/IET TEJIOM BaIlle OCTaBIEHHONW B OTPOMHOM
Mupe 6enHou, 6eanou aymu.” Tsvetaeva wrote that everything she learned she had
learned before the age of seven, and for the rest of her life she was just reflecting upon
this knowledge.”™ This revelation expresses a particular non-childish comprehension of

people and events in her adolescent poetry; it explains, for example, her vision of herself

in childhood and her own children as personas, even in the “stage of infancy”, with

"1 Asro6uorpadus: “Beé, uTo no6una, — 1o0uIa 10 ceMH JIeT, 1 6oblie He noaobuna Hudero. Copoka
CEMH JIET OT POJY CKaxy, 4TO BCE, UTO MHE CY>KIEHO OBbIIIO y3HATh, - y3HANA JI0 CEMHU JIET, & BCE
TIOCIIEAYIOIINE COPOK — oco3HaBana.” - Mapuna L{BeraeBa. Cobpanue couunenuii ¢ cemu momax. T. 5,
1994, 6.
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inborn qualities and predestination.’? Despite her own will the patterns of Greek myths

and tragedy affected her perception and worldview since the early youth.

Maximillian Voloshin and Koktebel’ as the Land of Orpheus

As was discussed above, Tsvetaeva’s early poetry reflected a certain oppositional
attitude towards the authority of antiquity and at times an ironic attitude towards the
Orphic/Apollonian poetic world, as well as to the image of Orpheus as the “archetypal
Poet”. Without exaggeration we may state that Tsvetaeva’s preferences were for the
Dionysian side of Nietzsche’s famous dichotomy. Nietzsche’s works undoubtedly were
known to Tsvetaeva since early youth.”® His name was, for example, mentioned in her
poem Ace (1915).7* In it she emphasizes the idea of the world as creation of a youthful
poetic mind: “Yto Bech Mup Tebe — TBOE 030pcTBO, / UTO Ham Mup, OH 110 TeOS TPOCTO
He Obu1.”” The lyrical ‘I’ of the Poet of a new generation and joyful (Dionysian) nature is
contrusted to the bookish intellectualizing values of the Apollonian poetic world. Such
opposition remained in Tsvetaeva’s later works; however, the author’s adaptation of
classical themes in general and Orphic mythologemes and tropes, derived from them, in
particular underwent dramatic changes. Following Tsvetaeva’s own definition, she at first

heard about Orpheus with the “ears of her head”, and later, with the “ears of her soul””

2 See poems to her daughter Ariadne (Ariadna), etc. See Appendix, sect. 9 and sect. 11.

73 See, for example, Tsvetaeva’s letter to A. S. Shteiger (5-ro Cenrsops, 1936 r. CHATEAU D’ ARCINE),
Mapuna I{Betaea. Coopanue couunenuti ¢ cemu momax. T. 7, 602-603: “Bo-mepBbixX, HULIIIEAHCTBO — H
Humme. HummmeanctBo — kak Besikoe «aHcTBo»y — JKMPEHBE HA KPOBM. [...] Ho 6bu1 — Humre.
(NB! s 6e3 Hurrine — o6ormtacs. Ipouts 3apatyctpy — 15 Jier, st 0JHO y3Haja, Ipyroro — He y3Haa,
b0 BO MHE €ro He ObLT0 — M He crano Hukormga”. See Appendix, sect. 15.

4 See Appendix, sect. 16.

5 |bid., Vol. 4. JKusoe o scusom, 195.
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through her relationship with and love for Vladimir Nilender: “3to ObL1 epeBo14nK
I'epaknuTa u rumHOB Opdesi. Ot Hero s Toraa u yexana B Kokre6enb, He "THO0UTH
apyroro", a He moOUTSH - 5T0ro.”’® An invitation to visit Koktebel” played for Tsvetaeva
an especially important, transformative role: there she was immersed in a poetic, creative,
mythical atmosphere, and communicated with the diverse poetic-artistic-philosophic
community of Max Voloshin’s guests and friends. Tsvetaeva was in Koktebel” in 191177,
1913, 1915 and1917, but she had a strong bond with Maximillian VVoloshin through her
entire life and wanderings: “Uem riry0sxe s TIsKyCh B O€3/JOHHBIN KOJIOICI TAMSTH, TEM

pe3ue BCTaroT MHE HaBCTpedy JiBa 001mMka Makca: rpedeckoro Muda u repMaHCKon

CKa3KH. [...] Makc ObUI HE TOJBKO JICHCTBYIOIINUM JIMLIOM, HO MECTOM JICHCTBHUS

ckasku...”’8 In these lines Tsvetaeva identifies Voloshin both as an acting persona and as
a place of action — of a fairy-tale. In VVoloshin Tsvetaeva found the alternative to Orpheus
and created a powerful portrait of the “man-world”, Poet-myth: “B Makce »xuna
JeTBepTasi, BCeMH 3a0bIBaeMasi CTUXHUS - 3eMiid. CTUXHS KOHTHHEHTA! cynn)”.79 His land,
Koktebel’, was also a poetic territory, of which the land of Orpheus was just a part.°

Thus Voloshin and Koktebel” became integrated into Tsvetaeva’s metaphysical stratum.

8 1bid. JKueoe o acusom, 196.

" Tsvetaeva writes: "IIstoro mast 1911 roza, mocie YyJECHOr'0 Mecsla OJAUHOYECTBA Ha pa3BajIMHAX
reHy’3ckoi kperoctu B ['yp3yde, [...] S BepBrie BCTymmiIa Ha KOKTEOETBCKYIO 3eMITIO, TIEpE CAMBIM
MaxkcHHBIM JOMOM, U3 KOTOPOTO YK€ OTPOMHBIMH MPBIKKAMH] ...] HECCS MHE HABCTPEUY - COBEPIICHHO
HOBBIH, Hey3HaBaeMblii Makc. Makc nerennpl..." Ibid. JKusoe o orcusom, 181-182.

78 |bid., 204. See Appendix, sect. 17.
 Ibid., 192.

80 “He 3nar0, moyeMy - 1 3Hal0, IOYEMY - CYXOCTb 3€MJIH, CTas HE TO JUKHUX, HE TO JOMANIHUX CODAK,
JIUIIOBOE MOpPE TPSMO IIepe]] TOMOM, CHIIBHBIH 3arax )apeHoro 0apana, - 5ToT Makc, 3Ta MaTh - 9yBCTBO,
yrto Bxouib B Onuccero.” — Ibid. JKusoe o orcusom, 183.
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Tsvetaeva writes her memoir about VVoloshin - JKusoe o JKusom - after his death
in 1932. 811t first and foremost reveals Tsvetaeva’s unique and personal manner of
perceiving, remembering and describing people and events. Tsvetaeva’s characterization
of Voloshin’s persona and orcusnemeopuecmso (life-creation, life as a creative act) is
applicable to her own oeuvre:

MupoTtBopuectBo M. B. Bxoauso B ero MUGOTBOPUYECTBO. .. [...] TO €CTh U3BJICYCHUE U3
4eJI0BEKa OCHOBBI U BBIBEJICHHUE €€ Ha CBET — Y CUJIEHHE OCHOBBI 3a CU€T "yciioBUi",

CYXAEHHOCTH 3a CUET CIIy4allHOCTH, CYIbOBI 32 CUET KU3HH. [...] MudoTBOpUEeCTBO: TO,
9TO OBITH MOTJIO M OBITH JTOJIKHO, OOPAaTHO YEXOBIIUHE: TOMY, YTO €CTh, & YE€T0, 10 MHE,
BOBCE U HET. Y CHJICHHE OCHOBHBIX Y€PT B YEJIOBEKE BIUIOTH IO BUACHUA ... [...] To ecTh

TOT 7K€ TBOPYECKUH mpuHIm mamstH [...]: "La mémoire a bon godt"... [...] Makc o

COOBITHSIX pacCka3biBaJl, KaKk HaApoO/J, a 00 OTACJIBHBIX JIFOJAX, KaK O HapOoJax. TounoCTh
€Ir0 XXUBOIIMCAaHUsA OJI1 MCHA BCCraa ObL1a BHE COMHCHU, KAK HCCOMHCHHA TOYHOCTb

BCSKOTO 31oca. [...] B kaxxmom u3 Hac :KUBET 00KECTBEHHOE MEPHJIO TTPABJIbl, TOJIHKO

nepeJi Koel mperpemniuB YelnoBeK sIBIsIeTCs JuKeoM. Muctu(ukaropcTBo, B MHBIX YCTaX,

YK€ HayaJio MpasJibl, KOT/Ia K€ OHO J0PACTaeT A0 MU(POTBOPUYECTBA, OHO — BCSI MTPABJIA.
[...] Tak u momy4atotcs Ooru u repou. Toyibko B MakCHHBIX paccka3ax JIFOIU U SBISUIACH
ITIOXO0XHUMU, Ooitee IMMOXO0XHNMHU, YEM B JKU3HU, I'/IC UX BCTPEUYACHIb HE TaK U HC TaM, I'’I€

82

BCTpCYACHIb HC UX, I'’/IC OHU NIPOCTO CaMHU-HE-CBOU U — HCY3HABACMBI.

As was noted earlier Maximillian VVoloshin was paradoxically perceived and represented

by Tsvetaeva as a poetic and mythic world and as acting persona of this world:

“oeucmeyrowum tuyom”, and “mecmom oelicmeus ckazxu’’; and the actual location of

81 See Appendix, sect. 18.

82 |bid., JKusoe o acusom, 190.
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Koktebel’ was also a “mythical land”: “Maxkc ¢ Mmudom ObLIT CBSI3aH U Yepe3
KOKTe6eIbCKYIO 3eMITI0 - KHMMEPUICKYIO, poauHy amasoHok. 8 The Amazon was one of
Tsvetaeva’s favorite guises. This “land of Amazons” embraced young Tsvetaeva and

gave her strength. VVoloshin became her spiritual guide, her Virgil into the mythical

poetic land (with the “value accent” on the Land):

Kummepus. 3emis Bxoga B Aua Opdes. Koraa Makc, monaHeBHBIMUA OXOIaMH,
pacckasbiBajl MHE O 3€MIIE, IO KOTOPOW MbI UJIEM, MHE Ka3aJIOCh, YTO PSAJIOM CO MHOU
unet - naxe He ['eponot, 160 ['epoaoT pacckaspiBall 1O CiIyXam, MISIIINHN K€ PSIOM
MTOBECTBOBAJI, KaK CBOM 0 CBOEM. TalfHOBHYECTBO MOITA €CTh MPEKIE BCETO
OUYEBUIYECTBO: BHYTPEHHUM OKOM - Bcex BpeMEH. OueBH el BCeX BPEMEH €CTh
TAHOBU/IELI.

In this paragraph we feel, that Orpheus himself is not as important as this Land, and
Tsvetaeva’s “first love” — the “interpreter of Orphic hymns” — faded in the past: “3a0buia
A WK He 3a0bina epeBoanKa ruMEoB Opdest - cama He 3Ha10”.8* Though the name
Orpheus forever recalls the “entrance into Hades” as a mystery, a ritual and as initiation,
through which there in Koktebel” Max Voloshin led her:

[TomHt0 TONBKO: BX0A B AH. [...] - A aT0, Mapuna, Bxoa B Aua. Croga Opdeit Bxoaui
3a DBpUAUKOM. [...] - B Aun, Mapuna, Hy)XHO BXOIUTh oAHOMY. M THI 0/1HA BolILIa,
MapuHa, s - KaKk 3TH TYpKH, 51 HE B CUET, g TOJIBKO CPEICTBO, MapHuHa, KaK 3TH BECIA...
[...] Makca, BBeamrero MeHsi B AuJ1 Ha Jiejie, BBEAIIETO ¢ co00i u 0e3 ceds - MHe

HUKOT/1a He 3a0bITh. M Kak b1l pa3, Oy/ib TO B COOCTBEHHBIX cTuXax uiu Ha "Opdee"

8 Ibid., XKusoe o acusom, 194. Since her early childhood Tsvetaeva also associated the Amazon with her
mother; she cherished a sculpture of the wounded Amazon (her father’s gift), which was standing in her
mother’s room.

84 |bid., JKusoe o scusom, 196.
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I'mioka, unu npocto cinoBo Opdeii - necsaTucaxeHHas 1elb B CKalie, cepedpo MOPCKOi
BOJIbI HA CKaJlaX, CMEX TYPOK IPHU KaKIOM yJauHOM BECJIOBOM 3aHOCE - TAKOH ke
BBICOKHIA, KaK BCILIecK...&

In the same memoir Tsvetaeva tells us a story, in which Voloshin plays the role of
a guide into the “poetic land” for another woman - poet Elisaveta Ivanovna Dmitrieva -
Cherubina de Gabriak. VVoloshin created the whole poetic world of Cherubina. Tsvetaeva
writes that Max was “providential” in the spheres of soul and destiny (“B ero ucroii
cepe - KEHCKHX 1 OITOBIX AyII U cyae6”) for women poets’.8 She acknowledges that
Voloshin brought to life Cherubina- Dmitrieva by calling into being a poetic myth of
Cherubina de Gabriak: “...on cozngain xxuByto Uepyouny, mud camoii Yepyounsr. He
MUCTU(DUKALNS, 2 MU(POTBOPUYECTBO, U HE IICEBIOHNM, a BEJIMKUH aHOHUM Hapoaa, MUQBI
TBOpstiero. Makc, YepyOouHy co3nas, oCTalICS B TCHH, - U3 KOTOPOU €ro HBIHE, 33 PYKY,
BBIBOXKY Ha OCJIBII CBET CBOEH JIFOOBH U OJIarojlapHOCTH - 32 YepyOuny, ceds, Bcex Tex,
YbUX UMEH HE 3HAIO - OJIAr0IApHOCTH. A BOT JJUCTOUYKH, KOTOPHIMH YepyOuHa
NnepeKaaabiBajia CTUXH, - MaCJIMHA, TAMAapPHCK, ITOJIBIHD - }leI\/'ICTBI/ITeJ'II)HO BOJIOIIIMHCKHCEC,
160 6b1n copsansl B KokTtebene”. 8
Again Max and Koktebel’ form (“ideate”) a creative poetic soil, on which it becomes
possible for Elisaveta Dmitrieva’s poetic gift to grow and blossom:
B 51011 M0OJIOZ0M IIKOJIBHOM AEBYIIKE, KOTOPAsk XpOMaJIa, KU1 HECKPOMHBIN,

HEIIKOJIbHBIH, )KECTOKHM J1ap, KOTOPBIM HE TOJIBKO HE Xpomall, a, Kak [lerac, 3emin He

3HaIL. JKun BHYTpH, OIMH, CKupas U cxkurasd. Makcumunrad BonomuH sToMy gapy gan

85 1bid., JKusoe o scusom, 195.
86 1hid., JKusoe o acusom, 173.

87 |bid., JKusoe o scusom, 174.
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3eMIII0, TO €CTh TIOTIPHIIIE, ITON OE3BIMSIHHOM - UMS, 3TOH 00e370JeHHOH - cynb0y. Kak
oH 370 caenan? [Ipexe Bcero oH MOHsUIL, YTO IIKOJIbHASL YUUTEIbHUIIA TaKasI-TO U €€
CTHIXUY - KOHH, TUTAIIH, [ITIard, - He COBMAJIAIOT U HE COBNAAYT HUKOrAa. UYTo 6oru,
JaBIIHAE e e€ CYIIHOCTb, TAIH i ATON CYIITHOCTH OOPAaTHOE - BHEITHOCT: JIMIA U
)u3HU. UTO 3AC€Ch, ICPEA JIMIIOM €T0 - BCCra TpElFH‘-IGCKHfI, 31CCh XKE
KaTacTpouuecKuii coro3 aymu u Tena. He coro3, a paspsis.®

Voloshin’s powerful act of “life-creation” — orccusnemsopuecmeo, as Tsvetaeva presents it,
overcame the unjust provisions of the “gods” and launched an “epoch of Cherubina”:
“I"'me-To B IletepOypre, uepe3 poB poja, OoraTcTBa, KATOJIMYECTBA, IEBUYECTBA, TCHUS, B
HETIPUCTYITHOM, KaK KPerocTh, HO JIOCTOBEPHOM - CTOUT K€ T/1e-TO! - 0COOHAKE KUBET
ACBYUIKA. Ota ACBYLIKA NPUCHUIACT CTUXH, el oTBeYaroT OBCTaMH, 5Ta JACBYIIKaA I10
BOCKPECEHBSIM ITOET B KOCTENE - €€ CIYIIAIOT. Y BUIETh €€ HENb35, HO HE YBUIETH €€ -
yMepethb. U BoT Hauanack smoxa Uepyouns: ae ['abpuak.”

Tsvetaeva stresses, that it was more than a successful pseudonym. In modern time we
would call it a virtual identity and reality, which are conflated with the inner-self of a
person. For Dmitrieva it was the guise which allowed her to find a powerful lyrical ‘7,
and conquer the unapproachable “Olympus” of the poetic world. I find it significant that
Tsvetaeva refers to this poetic world as Apollonian, and more specifically, as focused and
circled around a particular magazine: “Oynem OpaTh "ANoOUIOH" Kak €TMHCTBO, KAKOBBIM

on u ObuT”. | hear Tsvetaeva’s irony and victorious excitement, when she describes

Apollon’s delusional obsession with the mysterious Cherubina. The Dionysian genius

88 1bid., JKusoe o scusom, 169.

89 |bid., JKusoe o scusom, 172.
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(Voloshin) and a modest limping Nymph (Dmitrieva) tricked the self-conceited
“Apollonians”:

B penakumio "Anosiona" yepe3 HECKOJIBKO JHEHW MPUIILIO APYroe MUCHMO - OMSITh CO
CTHXaMH, ¥ TaK MPOI0JDKAIN MPUXOIUTH, IEPET0KEHHBIE TO JIUCTKOM MACIIUHBI, TO
TaMapucKa, a PeIaKTOPbl U COTPYIHUKH "AMoJuioHa" - Kak Havalau, TaK U IPOI0JKAIN
XOIMTh Kak Oe3yMHbIe, BIIFOOJIEHHBIC B 1ap, B TIOYEPK, B UMS - HEU3BECTHOM, CKPBIBIICH
1. [...] Brrobuics Bech "AnomioH" - UMEH HE HANO, KOO HOCUTENIM UHBIX YXKE MO/
3eMuI€l - Oynem OpaTh "ATOJIIOH" Kak eMHCTBO, KAKOBBIM OH M OBLI - IIEpeCTall CIaTh
Bech "ANosuIoH", cTal )KUTh OT MUChMa K MUCbMY Bech "ATOUIOH", 3aX0TeN YBUIETD
Bech "Anomton". %

I believe that Tsvetaeva’s interpretation of the story of Cherubina de Gabriak elaborates
the theme of a hostile and at times cruel and unforgiving Orphic/Apollonian poetic world.
Describing the tragic finale of Cherubina, Tsvetaeva employs a metaphor of the
sleepwalker, who was shattered into pieces after her dream was rudely interrupted:

Nx 6p110 MHOTO, OHA - 07HA. OHU XOTEIN BUACTH, OHA, - CKPBIThbCs. Y BOT - yBHIETH, TO

€CThb BBICJIICINIIN, TO €CTh n300munn. Kak JIYHaTHUKa - OKJIMKHYJIN WU OKJIIMKOM C6DOCI/IJII/I

¢ GamrHu ee cobcTBeHHOr0 YepyOMHUHOTO 3aMKa - Ha MOCTOBYIO MPEXKHETr0 ObITa, O

KOTOpYIo pa3bumack Bapebesru.

An associative line connects the images of Cherubina with the ropewalker®? and Eurydice

from Tsvetaeva’s poems and prose.® It is a recurring tragic story of ascent and collapse,

9 Ihid., JKusoe o scusom, 172.
N hid., JKusoe o scusom, 172.
9 Also see appendix about Tsvetaev’s and Nietzsche’s metaphors of the tight-rope walker.

9 See Appendix, sect. 19.
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exaltation and pain, which comes from the world of Poetry, and particularly from its

sphere, which Tsvetaeva defined as “the land of Orpheus”.

Guises of Tsvetaeva’s Lyrical ‘7’ in Relation to the Orphic Poetic World

Tsvetaeva’s memoir JKugoe o arcusom Was written in 1932: there a forty-year-old
woman, a mature poet/author is recollecting herself between the ages of nineteen and
twenty-five, and describing events which happened decades ago. It reflects an
understanding of the past formed through many years of existential and creative
experience. People and situations are given in the temporal perspective, through the
estrangement of Time. Naturally, it may not be equated with the perception, which
Tsvetaeva had in 1912-1917. Her poetry of the late 1910s presents the best proximate
source of her earlier insights. The theme of the Land s hostility, for example, appears in
Mou cryacoer (Diary Prose — 1918-1919) and in the poem Ilcuxes. Tsvetaeva’s return to
post-revolutionary Moscow came with the realization that her home-city had changed
dramatically and tragically, and that the world of her youth was gone forever. In Ilcuxes
(written at the same time as Auopeii Illenve, in April 1918, she exclaims: “He
caMo3BaHKa — s IPHIILIA oMo, / U He ciryskaHKa — MHe He Hajo xueba...”% In Mou
cayacovl she compares her visit to the Institute, to which she was “assigned to serve”, to a
descent to Hades:

Kopunops! myctsl 1 unctsl. U3 ABepel menk MammHoK. PO30BbIe CTEHBI, B OKHE
KOJIOHHBI U cHET. Mo# po30BsIif paiickuii nopsiHckuii Muctutyt! [Tokpysxus, Habpeaaro
Ha CITYCK B KyXHIO: cxoxaeHne boropoaunel B ag min Opdes B Aua. Kamennsie,

YEJI0BEYECKOW HOrOM MPOTEPTHIE INIATHI. OTIIOr0, AepKaThCs HE 3a YTO, CTYIIEHH KOCAT U

% See Appendix, sect. 20.
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KPYTST, B OTHOM MecTe JIeTAT crpeMriiaB. Hy u mopaboTanu ke kpenoctHsie Horu! 1
MOyMaTh TOJIBKO, YTO B JIOMAIIHeH camoienbHoi o0yBu! Kak 3ybamu usrpeizanst! Jla,
3y0, eIMHCTBEHHOTO 3y6acToro crapia: Xponoca — 3y6!%

Images of poetry — as land, poetic Land, as cradle, as home which sometimes
feels hostile or spurious - appear in Hesecmam myopeyos, Cmpannonpuumnuya...,
Tlcuxes, Tax navimu... and other works. Overall, the second direct use of the word
“Orpheus” we find in Tsvetaeva’s poetry only in 1921 in the collocation the “land of
Orpheus”. This poem - Cmpannonpuumnuya svicokux oyw - Was written in July, 1921. It
was published in Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax (1994-1995) as Ne9 and included
in the cycle of poems I'eopeuii dedicated to Sergei Efron. *® Why it was included in this
cycle? — It remains a question to me, as it is so different and seemingly semantically
disconnected from the previous eight poems of the cycle. The lyrical ‘7’ in the poem
characterizes the “land of Orpheus” and poses a rhetorical question: “When will I
(Amazon) again step on your chest?”” This “again” (“onsms”) implies a return — a coming
back after a parting. The chronological correlation of these poems' creation with the
events of those days and months may shed some light on the mysteries of this poetical
cycle. In the book of selected works Pemecno Tsvetaeva ended the cycle George
(I'eopeurr) with an unfinished poem and a note about a letter bringing the news that
Sergei Efron was alive:%’

To1, G1yiHYyIO0 CHOBa

% Mou cryxcoui. - Mapuna Lseraesa. Cobpanue couunenuii 6 cemu momax, T. 4, 1994, 457.
% Mapuna Isetaesa, Cobpanue couunenuti 6 cemu momax, T. 2, 1994, 43,

9 Efron was serving in the White Army.
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BosHecmit xeny.
— Tak ciymaii xe!..

14 urona 1921

(He noxkoHueHo 3a MUCHMOM. )

Prior to receiving the news about her husband, approximately two weeks earlier,
Tsvetaeva wrote one of her most tragic poems - Tuxoubko pyKkoti 0CmopoN*CHOU U MOHKOTL
— No5 from the cycle Paszayxa, which ends with the words: “Pe6énoxk, 3a marir
yXBaTHBIIUICS. .. — B myke / Poxxaénnsiii! — Korna-HuOyap Jr0asiM paccKaxens, /
Yro He ObuT0 paBHOM — / B uckyccre Pazmyku!” (June 10, 1921) We shall account for
the image of Amazon in this poem — one of the most important “guises” of Tsvetaeva’s
lyrical ‘I’ since her youth (remember: “u ama3oHko# M4athcst B 00it” in Moaumsa,
September 1909).%® An Amazon can act as an inspired fighter or as a tragic heroine. A
tragic encounter with this “guise” occurs in poem Ne5. In it also appears one of the rivers
of Hades - Lethe — the river of oblivion and death. It separates child and mother — the
Amazon, who is “obedient to the neighing of the winged” (“xkpwvLiamsiii”), and like a
shadow “rustles” along the “empty steps of the Lethe’s stairway”. Tsvetaeva will also use
the metaphor of the stairway/staircase in the poem Thus floated: head and lyre
(December 1%, 1921) — descending river-staircase: “Tax, JeCTHULIEIO HUCXOSIIEH /
Peunoro — B konbIoens 3610ei.”1% In the poem Ne5 from the cycle Pazayxa we read:

TUXOHBKO

Pykoi1 ocTOpOXKHON U TOHKOM

% The line - “6nyanyro cHosa / Bosnecumii xeny” — refers to Spiritual Verse or Apocryphal motif of
saving Mother/Wife from the captivity in the Dragon’s lair.

% See Appendix, sect. 21.

100 See Appendix, sect. 22.
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Pacmyrato myTsr:
Py4oHkM — u pkaHblO
[TocnymiHas, 3amenecTUT aMa30HKa
I1o 3BOHKUM, IIyCTHIM CTYIIEHSIM PAacCTaBaHbI.
Tonouer u pxkér
B ocusitHHOM nmponére
Kpsbuiarsiii. — B rna3za — nossixaHbe paccBeTa.
Pydonku, pydonku!
Hampacno 308Bére:
Mesx HuMu — cTpyucTas nectauna Jlersr. !t
Here “xpoiiamuiii” can be associated with Pegasus (of the Poetic Land), but its
nature is almost devilish, ravishing and dark. The Amazon is his obedient servant or
shadow. This epithet reminds us of another “xkpsiramour” — Death, from the poem On
npubausuncs, kpoiiamsii... (1912). Here the topography of the Poetic Land is Hades.
The Amazon reappears as a more lively type of fighter: perhaps Tsvetaeva’s hope
of the return to the “Poetic Land of Life” coincided with the news about Sergey Efron.102
The first word of the poem - “Cmpannonpuumnuya” (or cmpannonpuumuya) — combines
strange/wanderer (cmpannsiiilcmpannux) and the one who “accepts strangers™:

“cmpanno”, “npuumuya cmpanHuxkos” - “evlcokux oyus”’, ooumers.

CTpaHHONPUMMHHIIA BEICOKUX JVIII,

101 There is a saying: “kanyTs B Jlery”.

102 Herein we shall mention that with the news about Efron came a brief period of hope and anticipation of
the reunification for the family, together with thoughts and preparations to immigrate to Europe.
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Te0st moto — mepraMeHTHas CyIlb

Bricokopimanieii 3emiu Opdest.

3emuist BeicOKOMepHast! — CTyIHIO

OrrankuBaromas Kak JIaJoHbIo,

Korpa * omsiTh Ha TPy/Ib TBOO CTYILTIO

3aHOCUYHBOIA IISITOI0 AMA30HBEH -

Cecrpa BeicokomepHas! 1llaros

He momusmas.......................

3emuts, 3emutst ['epoeB u boros,

Awmpureatp moero Bocxona!
In Cmpannonpuumnuya eévicoxux oyw Tsvetaeva claims her right to poetic territory,
which she defines as the land of her ascent: “3emus” - “Am¢pumeamp moeco 6ocxooa’.
She anticipates that moment when the “proud-spirited bare-foot heel” of the Amazon*®®
will step again on this land - “3anocunBoii nsToro ama3onbei”. She is well aware that this

b 1Y

ground, the “earth of Orpheus”, is “vicokomepnan”, “ommanxusarowas’,
“nepeamennas’, “cywv”, “wacos ne nomnawas...” At first it feels “foreign” or alien for
the warrior-like Amazon. She steps on this “land’s chest” — with the intent to conquer and
to enter the “Amphitheater of her ascent”. At the same time, the Amazon-Tsvetaeva
recognizes and “sings Her”, this Land (“Te6st moxo™). This is the sphere of high poetry,
and she calls Her “Sister”, “land of Heroes and Gods”, and “ssicoxux dyw”. The epithet
“Illazoe ne nomusuyas” implies the Land’s idealized nature, aloof to matter, to material,

to physicality and to the crudeness of reality. Even so, with the step of the Amazon’s

heel, She will remember. The word combination “nepeamennas cyuw” - for Tsvetaeva —

103 Here in Russian the Instrumental Case is used.
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is associated both with parchments of the sages (incl. ‘philosophical’ poetry) and the dry
earth of Koktebel’.1% Even if the Land is haughty and supercilious, for Tsvetaeva She is
still — a “Sister”. Thus the true opposition exists not between the Amazon-Tsvetaeva and
this “Land”, but between the Amazon and the Land’s “Heroes” - poets, like Orpheus, of
the Apollonian kind. As was noted, this poem was written in 1921. Many years later this
definition of the “poetic land” as “cyws” emerges again in the poem Pazeogop ¢ I'enuem
(1928, June, Medon). In it the poet responds to the “Genius of Poetry” — “Ilycro. Cyxa.”
— her voice dried out, she is empty: “ITponau, / (Ha Tomokno / ITepeBoau!) / Kak mosnoko
—/3Byk u3 rpyau. / Iycro. Cyxa”. The Genius requires her to sing and reminds that
Orpheus was gutted, disemboweled and nevertheless he sang: “Pacorpomién —/ ITen xe
— Opoeii!” The Genius demands to sing about the impossibility of singing:

“Tak u B rpo0y?”

— “U mox nockoit”.

“Ilers He mory!”

— “Omo Bocniot!”
A comparison of these poems, written seven years apart, reveals a dramatic amplitude in
the expression of the lyrical ‘/”: from potent anticipation of ascension to dryness and
exhaustion (of the poet whose “nature” was — marine — “uopckasa”)*®. This reference to
Orpheus, many years after Cmpannonpuumnuya évicoxux oyw and Tax navliu: 2onoea u

aupa, “after Russia”, in immigration, sounds very different. Here the dry, brutal and

104 See: JKusoe o scusom: “B Makce xkuma 4eTBepTas, BCeMM 3a0bBaeMasi cTUXuA - 3eman. CTHXHUs
KOHTHHEHTA: CylIb”; “BCe H3peYeHUsl MyIpeloB B IepraMeHTHBIX cBUTKaX; “ TBopuecTBo Bonommna
- IJIOTHOE, BECOMOE, IIOUYTH YTO TBOPUECTBO CAMOM MAaTepuH, C CUJIAMHU, HE HUCXOASILUMU CBBILIE, &
MOJIaBa€MbIMU TOH - MaJI0 HACKBO3b MTPOTPETOM, - COXIKEHHOU, CYXOH, KaK KpEeMEHb, 3eMJIEN, TI0 KOTOPOM

OH TaK MHOTO XOJHJI ¥ IOl KOTOPOH HBIHE JeKHUT. ~ (JKuBoe 0 KuBOM)

105 See, for example, poem JJywia u ums: "Ho aymy Bor Mue unyro nan: / Mopckas ona, mopckas!" (1911-
12). See Appendix, sect. 23.
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violent “Genius of Poetry” ravishes the exhausted and desiccated poet. Also this poem
establishes (for Tsvetaeva) the Genius’s authority even over the “archetypal Poet”
Orpheus.

In November 1921 Tsvetaeva wrote Tak naviiu: conosa u aupa, Which refers to
the mythologeme of the head of Orpheus floating in the river. The mythologeme of the
disembodied poet is used in it, as well as in Paseosop ¢ I'enuem (1928), but again, with a
critically different feel. The verb “pacnompowén’ is more evocative of a brutally gutted
animal at the butchery, than of a more “poetic” and ritualistic dismemberment —
“sparagmos”.%® Accordingly, these two poems create dissimilar, discrepant images of
Orpheus and of the experience of poetry. The poem Tax naviiu: conosa u aupa and the
mythologeme of dismemberment and the trope of the severed head will be discussed
more thoroughly in the following chapter.X®” Though here, | would like to look at the text
which shares the same tropes with these poems. It is a fragment from the Letter to an
Amazon (ITucomo k amazonxe, 1932-34)1% where Orpheus’s head is mentioned to
identify a particular “territory” of the Poetic Land — the island of Lesbos — without
naming this place directly:

Ho uTo ckaxkeT, 4To TOBOPUT 00 3TOM MPHUPOAA, EAMHCTBEHHAs KapaTellbHUIIA
Hammx GU3MYECKUX OTCTynmHU4ecTB. [Iprpona roBoput: HeT. 3ampelas ciue B HaC, OHa
3amumaeT camoe ceds, e€. bor 3ampernas B Hac HEUTO, JCJIaeT 3TO U3 JIFOOBH K HaM,
MIPHUPO/Ia, 3allpelas B Hac TO JKe, JIeJIaeT 3TO U3 JII0OBU K ceOe, 3 HEHABUCTH KO BCEMY,

YTO HE OHA. Hpnpo;[a TaK )XC HCHAaBUJIUT MOHACTBIPb, KaAK U OCTPOB, K KOTOPOMY

106 See: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sparagmos

107 See Appendix, sect. 24.

108 1 oTBE4aro aMa30HKe, a HE GEIOMY JKEHCKOMY MPH3PAKY. .., HE TOMH, UTO Jajia MHE KHUTY, TOM , UTO €€

Hanucana.” - M. I{BetaeBa, Agémobuocpaguueckas nposa, «IlncbMo k AMa30oHKe»
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npu6omio roaoBy Opdes. OHa kapaeT Hac BeIpokaeHrneM. Ho B MoHaAcThIpe y HaC ecTh

EOF, YTOOBI IMPOCHUTL O IMIOMOIIIK, HAa OCTpOBe K€ — TOJIBKO MODPC, YTOOBI YTOIIUTBCA.

3tot OCcTpOB — 3eMJIs, KOTOPOH HET, 3eMJIsl, KOTOPYIO HENb3sl IOKUHYTh, 3€MJIS,
KOTOPYIO JTIOJDKHO JIFOOUTh, TIOTOMY 4TO 00Oped€H. MecTo, OTKy/1a BUJIHO BCE U OTKY/1a
HEJIb351 — HHUYCTO.

3emiIsl CYMTaHHBIX 11aroB. TyMuK.

Ta Benukast HecuacTIMBHLA, KOTOPAst ObliIa BEJIMKOW MTO3TECCON, KaKk

HCJIb3s JIy4lIC BBI6paJ'Ia MECTO CBOETO pO)K,Z[CHI/ISI.log
This text continues the theme of the Amazon and is connected to the poetic land of
Orpheus, though here this land is not an Amphitheatre of ascent, but an island of
isolation, a lock-up (“Tynux”), surrounded by the sea in which one can only drown
oneself. Tsvetaeva worked on this "letter" for two years, she wrote it in French, addressed
it to Natalie Barni. In result, she created a monolog, contemplating her own fate and

remembering Sophie Parnok and Sonia Holliday, and Sappho.

109 M. 1iBeraeBa, A6mobuospaguueckas nposa, «Ilucemo xk Amazonke» [lepeoa ¢ dpanirysckoro fO.
Kmrokuna. 1994, T. 5, 491.
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CHAPTER llI
ORPHIC TROPES AND ORPHIC FIGURES
The Trope of the Severed Head

The poem Tak naviiu: conosa u aupa uses the mythologeme of Orpheus’s
posthumous existence. The ancient legend and Ovid's Metamorphoses reveal that the
poet’s head retained its prophetic powers even after the dismemberment of the poet’s
body. According to the myth Orpheus’s head and lyre floated to Lesbos, the land of great
poets. The lyre was placed in Apollo’s temple, and later turned by the gods into a
constellation.

A deep and persuasive analysis of this poem can be found in Olga Hasty’s
book.1® The very beginning of this poem!! — “rax s’ - sounds, actually, like an
ending of a preceding story, because “tax” calls for some explanation — “A kak — Tak?” —
“And how — s0?” We can almost imagine a story teller, who finally approached the
conclusion of her very long and dramatic narration. That is why without such a preamble
(“max 6om” or “now then”) the very first line in this poem stuns and bemuses the reader.

Tak LM TOJI0BA U JIHpa,

BHu3, B oTCTYnaomyo qais.

U nupa yBepsuia: mupa!

A TyOBI OBTOPSAIIN: KaJIb!

KpoBo-cepeOpsiablii, cepedpo-

KpoBaBebiii cien 1BOWHOM 1w,

110 0. Hasty,19-25.

1 In Tax navinu: 2onosa u aupa colon - . - as always for Tsvetaeva, every punctuation sign - plays an
important semantic role. After the colon “:” (and by its use) coznosa u aupa are put in a position of equal,
and the colon emphasizes it.
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Bnons obmuparomiero 'edpa -

Bpat HexHbIil MOH, cecTpa Most!

ITopoii, B TOCKE HEYTOJINMOMH,

XoJ 3aMeJIsIICs TOJIOBBI.

Ho nupa yBepsiia: mumo!

A TyOb!I €ii Bocien: yBbl!

Branb - 3p101IMCS H3T0JI0BBEM

CaBuraemple KaKk BEHIIOM -

He nupa b uctexaer KpoBbro?

He Bosnoce! i — cepedpom?

Taxk, 7eCTHUICIO HUCXOIAIICH

Peunoro — B koJb10€ITb 3BI0EH.

Tak, K ocTpOBY TOMY, TJI€ ClIaIle

Uewm rae-mibo — mKET COOoBEil. ..

I'ne ocusinHbIE OCTaHKU?

Bonna conénas — oTBeTh!

[TpocToBonocoi JecOusTHKH,

BBITh MOXeET, BEITSHYJIA CETh?
December 1st, 1921

Hasty writes: “Tsvetaeva [...] focuses her attention [...] on the process of dying, which is

here also the process of the coming-into-being of the individual poem within the broad

lyrical current of the Hebrus. [...] Thus floated: Head and Lyre centers on the tragic

destiny of the poet and the connection of the creation of the song to death. The difficulty
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of the poet’s intermediary situation is underscored as he is ever torn between the mortal
and the eternal, between life and death, between his human desires and the poetic
imperative.”1!2 The effect of the process is achieved by the use of the imperfective verbs
and participles: nasiiu, yeepsina, nosmopsinu, 1us, X00 3amMeONANCs, 0OMUPaue2o,
3blOIsIUUMCS, CO8UCaemble, ucmekaem, Hucxooswe, axcém. Only two verbs create a
striking dissonance by using imperative and perfect tense: omsems! and esimsnyna.

In Thus floated: Head and Lyre the essence of poetry is not just in the head.
Tsvetaeva here continues the polemic with Orphic poets, which she began in her early
poetry (as we discussed above). The head and lyre are inseparable, like yin - yang,
brother and sister. It signifies for Poetry the fusion of the Apollonian and Dionysian
principles, blood and silver, “the Wise” and “the Bride” - under one crown (gerey). Just
as in the Old Testament, God before all His creations incarnated Sophia, to be the joy and
“psyche” for the Logos, co-creator and co-admirer of the Process of Creation, thus the
head now has the lyre. In the poem the head and lyre argue, they do feel differently, but
nevertheless they are intertwined for eternity: “KpoBo-cepeOpsiubiii, cepedpo- /
Kpogasslii cien aBoiiHOM ud”, “Baainp - 3p101s1mmMes n3royiiosbeM / CIaBUraeMble Kaxk
BeHloM”. They inherit each other’s abilities and characteristics — “He nupa 1p uctexaer
kpoBbi0? / He Bosockl mu — cepedbpom?” They are returning to the “cradle” of poetry —
“komb10ens 3b10€it. / Tak, K OcTpOBY TOMY, rie ciuamle / Yem rae-mmdo — JKET
cososeii...” This Land does have the sweetest lying nightingale - deceptive illusions, and
there dwells the “bareheaded lesbian”, whose “net” is capable of pulling out (inheriting)
the “eradiating relics”. Somehow, she is the poet of different qualities, then the ones

represented by Orpheus and the Orphic poets, but she is of equal strength and potency. In

112 0, Hasty, 25.
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my opinion, this poem assumes a culminating position in the line of Tsvetaeva’s early
works, associated with Orpheus and written before 1922.

Having said that, | have to admit that to me the overall message of this poem
reveals itself in a complex and controversial way only through comparing and contrasting
it with Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated. | came to believe that despite the superficially
“homonymous” elements, present in both poems (Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated and
Thus Floated: Head and Lyre), they represent two separately developing thematic lines.

We will look at the different roles which the trope of the severed head plays in

Tsvetaeva’s verse, how it emerges, what are its possible sources for Tsvetaeva, and how
it helps us to understand the complex portrait of Alexander Blok, created in the cycle
Poems to Blok.

The recurrent conclusions of many scholars at first seemed convincing to me. In
nearly all the research, which | have read on Tsvetaeva, including that of Olga Hasty,
Irina Shevelenko, and Viktoriya Shveytser, the authors, comparing these two poems,
associate poth of them with Alexander Blok and Orpheus, based upon the “coincidence of
theme and overlapping imagery”, the trope of the severed head floating in the river, the
epithet “silver” - “cepebpsanwvui”, and the close proximity of their creation. This led them
to conclude that both poems could have been included in Tsvetaeva’s cycle of Poems to
Blok. For example, Victoria Shveytser writes: “O0pasusiii ctpoit “Opdes”* u “CTHXOB K
Broky” unenTnder. “Opdeir”!® BrmomHe MOT GBITH BKIIOUSH B GIIOKOBCKHIA MK, TAK

ecTeCTBEHHO BIUIETaeTCs OH B BeHOK mamstu [Tosra.”'!* Similarly, Irina Shevelenko

113 * This poem remained untitled until 1940. Tsvetaeva named it “Opdeii” (for the seeming simplicity - for
the diverse potential readers) when she was trying to publish a book of selected poetry in the Soviet Russia.

114 Buxropus IlIseiiuep, borm u 6simue Mapunwt IJeemaesoii. Mocksa, CIT: Unrepnpunr, 1992, 238.
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concludes: “B cruxoTrBopenn# ‘“Tak MIbLUIN: TOJIOBA U JIUPA...”, CBI3aHHOM CO CMEPTBIO
Anekcanzapa biioka, paccka3piBaioch 00 aBTOPCKOM BUICHHUU TOTO KOH(IMKTA, KOTOPBIi
COIyTCTBYeT 3eMHOMY ObiThio mosta”.1'> Olga P. Hasty wrote about Tax nawsiiu: zonoea
u aupa (Thus Floated: Head and Lyre): “Although this lyric was not included in Poems
to Blok, the alignment of Blok with Orpheus endures in the coincidence of theme and
overlapping imagery.”1

Nevertheless, the question remained for me: why then was Thus Floated: Head
and Lyre excluded from this cycle (or a priori not included by Tsvetaeva)? A side-by-side
close-reading of the texts of both poems reveals emotional and semantic differences
despite superficial similarities. In Table 1 (see the Appendix) I give a literal translation of
these poems. The epithet “oomupatormiero I'edpa” I interpret differently than Olga
Hasty.''” She translates it as “horror-struck”, which correlates with her overall tragic
perception of this poem, which is filled for her with expressions of "inconsolable

longing", “inescapable pain”, “profound regret”, and “tragic light”.!18

Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated and Thus Floated: Head and Lyre

I believe that superficially “homonymous” elements, present in both poems,
create a quite different feeling and represent two separately developing thematic lines in
Tsvetaeva’s Orphic corpus. The poem Thus Floated: Head and Lyre continues a theme of

humorous or ironic reflections about contemporary poetry and poets, and her own

115 Mpuna llesenenxo, Jlumepamypuuiii nymo LJegemaesoii,188-189.
116 O, Hasty. Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word, 20.
117 See Appendix, sect. 47.
118 1bid., 9-23.
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position vis-a-vis them, and her claims to the Poetic Land. It is not a poetic retelling of
the Orpheus’s story; it is not about his particular head and the lyre from the myth. Kax
connutil, kak noauwiti (Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated) is not about Orpheus either. It
inseparably belongs to the complex psychological and mythical portrait of Blok,
developed in all seventeen poems of the cycle. It could be properly interpreted only
within the cycle, which reflects Tsvetaeva’s understanding of Blok’s role, poetry, life and
love-tragedy. The first most striking difference between the two poems is their treatment
of Time. Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated is a snapshot — an imprint - of the memory of
seeing Blok at his poetry reading; it is a shocking, tragic image. The other poem creates a
flowing prolonged contemplative narration, filled both with humor and sadness, the
floating rhythm of a “story in continuity”: this conversation began long ago, it is
“moving” from “far before” (“Tak mabuIH...” — SO, ONCE UPON a time, there were
floating...) and into the “far beyond” (Bnaisb, B Konb10emns 3610€ii. . .) of the “canvas” of
the poem. In one of her letters Tsvetaeva ironically wrote that she often was “a tragic
nanny” for all those many poets who didn’t even suspect that she herself was a Poet. 1
That is what | hear in the discrepant conversation of the head and lyre. The lyre is like a
nanny, calming and reassuring — “let it go, pass it by, go forward — to peace”. The
rhetorical question points to the lyre!? as bleeding, and the head as senescent and losing

silver (grey) hair: “He nupa b ucrekaet kpoBblo? He Bosock mu — cepedbpom™. The

image of pouring blood is not repulsive or horrid. Beautifully intertwined with silver, it is

119 «of Gpima HIHBKOM npu mosTax — COBCEM He MO3TOM — 1 He My30ii! — Moso/10it (MHOT 12
Tparndyeckoit!) HaHbKOH. — BoT. — C mosTamu st Bcer/a 3a0bIBaia, 9To s — MO3T. A OHU, MOYKHO CKa3aTh — U
He nogo3peBanu.” - (Heuzoannoe. Ceoonvie Tempaou, ¢.118) See Appendix, sect. 25.

120 See more about the trope of the bleeding Lyre.
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aestheticized. We can visualize this image as a vignette in a Symbolists’ or Silver Age
style of the Mupucxycnuxu, for example. The head is yearning for the physical world
(“mip”), while the lyre is longing for peace (“mup” - or noxoii):*?! “U nupa yBepsna:

'77

mupa! / A TyObI moBTOpsIH: kanb!” Tsvetaeva’s sympathetic smile shines through this
(Ah-Alas!) “yBo1!”: “Ho nupa yBepsuia: Mumo! / A ry0s1 eit Bociiea: yBbl!” The authors
lyrical ‘I’ addresses the head and lyre as “my tender brother, my sister”: “bpat HexHbIi
Moii, cectpa mos! 1?2 The final phrase of this poem sounds slightly sad and ironic:
“Where are the shiny/radiant remains?” (“I'ne ocusinnabie octanku? / Bonna conénas —
otBeth!”) These lines, I believe, hint at the remains of the disappearing culture of the
Silver Age, and gone with it are the tender “brothers and sisters — poets.” Expressions

b AN1Y

like the “sweetly lying (deceitful) nightingale”, “nmus” (from “u3nuBaTh” mMynry —
disbosom one’s soul) and “B Tocke Heyronmumon”, “alas and pity” about leaving the
material world, are not congruous with the pathos, tragic message, and candid stylistics of
the poem from the cycle to Blok. The “head and lyre” poem is accordant, for example,
with the irony of the poems discussed above, namely To the Brides of the Wise
(Hesecmam Myopeyos, 1910), where “they find repose in Heraclitus” and “Orpheus’s
shadow lightens their gaze” (““Onu nokoii HaxoasTh Bb I'epaknuth, / Opdest Tbub nMb
3aKHUraeT B30psb...”), and with Cmpannonpuumnuya eévicoxux oyw (Asylum for the
‘higher souls’ — parchment dryness of “high-breathing Land of Orpheus”, Heroes and

Gods, 1921). On this Land, in time, the mature poet Amazon-Tsvetaeva will roughly and

proudly step with her “proud-spirited foot-hill”. Analogically, in the “head and lyre”

121 See: O. Hasty, Tsvetaeva’s Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word, 22.

122 Compare: “...HexHO ¥ HACMEILINBO J06m0...” — I[BeTaesa, T.6, 737.
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poem images of the Sea-wave - Marina’s nature and force'? in Tsvetaeva’s self-
mythology, and the net of the “straight-haired” woman-poetess from Lesbos, the
legendary island of Poetry and the Poets, signify Tsvetaeva’s claim of succession and
legacy. Thus in Tsvetaeva’s work her complicated relations with the hostile poetic “land
of Orpheus” develop into an important theme. As we saw above in the quoted fragment
from the Letter to Amazon, Tsvetaeva brought together again in 1932-34 the tropes of
Orpheus’s head, the island of Lesbos, the river and sea, but with a different sentiment and
a tragic frame of mind.

Kak connuii, kax nesauwiti (Like One Somnolent, Intoxicated), the sixteenth poem
to Blok, has a portentous, ominous, tragic tone. It is saturated with pain and regret,
reproach and self-imputation without a drop of irony or sarcasm. The relationship
between the author’s lyrical 7" and the poem’s hero — the Poet — are tense. There is a
moment of recognition, convergence of two distant, separate entities, the Moment of
Truth -“Vis-a-Vis”, “aa Ter” — “He b1 71...?” It is a verbal snapshot, an imprint, and
simultaneously a revelation about the Poet’s eternal nature. This Poet carries within
himself an ancient Past; he is the one who already stepped into the realm of death and
Hades. The head floating in the river in this poem is referenced as a symbol of a spiritual
initiation, which he already withstood. However, he is no longer that Orpheus from an
ancient legend, he is so much more for Tsvetaeva; he is the one, who lived and suffered
in torn-apart and tortured Russia, he is Hers, Russia’s, Poet and new martyr. His head is
almost a skull, stripped of all that is earthly and physical; he is a pure spirit. In Kax
conHulil, kak nesuwiti TSvetaeva uses two Orphic mythologemes with a precise aim and

purpose. She sees in Blok two stigmas: of death, and of the failure to bring Her from

123 See Tsvetaeva’s poem Kmo cosdan u3 kammus, kmo co3oan us enunst, May 23, 1920.
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Hades. This mysterious feminine image in Tsvetaeva’s poem is more than a reference to
the legendary Eurydice. It could be understood on several levels, personal for Tsvetaeva
and personal for Blok. A thought of her non-meeting with Blok was painful for
Tsvetaeva. She remained a “shadow” (mens) for him. Tsvetaeva’s message, that for Blok
her poetry was like “menect” (rustle, whisper), I feel in the lines: “He Tb1 111 / E€
menectsmen xamuael / He BeiHec — / O6paTtHbiM ymenbem Auga?” Tsvetaeva shared
her memory of standing in the crowd very close to Blok and not stretching her hand with
poems to him: “$I B ’u3HU — BOJICH CTUXa— MPOIYCTUIIA OOJIBIIYIO BCTPEUY C
Brokom... U 6bl1a ke ceKyHaa... KOTa s CTosIa ¢ HUM psijoM, B Tonne, 24 medo ¢
IIJICYOM... I ACjIa Ha BIIAJILINA BHUCOK, Ha 9YyTb PBIKCBATBHIC, TAKUC HCKPACHBBIC
(cTpuxeHbli, 00JIbHOI ) — OenHble BOJOCHL... CTUXH B KApMaHe — PYKY NPOTSIHYTh —
Ho npornyna. Ilepenana uepes Amo, % 6e3 anpeca, HakaHyHe ero orbe3aa”. 12 Sending
her poems to Blok not in person, she entrusted her little daughter with a difficult mission:
Ariadna had to be her ‘clue-thread’ in the ‘Labyrinth’.1?” Thus we can say, that in a way
Tsvetaeva did “stretch her hand towards Blok™. At that time, in 1920, she did not feel that
it was in her power, but in Blok’s: it was for him - to respond and bring her out of the
shadow into his light. With this poem, years later, after Blok’s death, and across the time
and death - she returns to that moment of their non-meeting and directly addresses

him:”He te1 111..?”" In one of her later letters to Pasternak she shared her conviction: “If

124 Tsvetaeva saw Blok only twice during his poetry evenings in Moscow in 1920, on May 9 at the
Polytechnic Museum and the 14 in the Palace of Arts. To the second evening she came with Alya, who
recorded her impressions in her diary.

125 See Appendix, sect. 26.

126 113 nucema I{seTaenoii Ilactepuaxy B despane 1923 roxa. Tom 6, 236.

127 There is a record that Tsvetaeva earlier sent her poems to Blok through a mutual friend Vera
Zviagintseva (Bepa 3Bsarunuesa). — See V. Shveytser, 235.
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we (Blok and 1) had met — he wouldn’t have died” — “he could’ve lived”.*?® This
functions as a reproach not to herself, not to Blok, but to fate itself.

These lines could also be understood in relation to Blok’s tragic relationship with
his wife Liubov’ Mendeleeva. Tsvetaeva’s lines reference Blok’s poem, which was

indirectly addressed to his wife: “SI kpenko cri0, MHE CHUTCS Il TBOW cHHUH, / B

KOTOPOM ThI B CBIPYIO HOUB yIia...” 29 —

“I deeply sleep and dream of your blue mantel,
in which you departed into the damp night...”). Oversimplifying the complex story of
Blok’s relations with his wife, we can interpret the line “He sta 156, / CepeOpsHbM
3BOHOM T0JIHA, / Bons cornoro I'eOpa / Ilnbuta ronoBa?” — as a reference to the ‘love
triangle’ of Blok, Bely, and Liubov’ Mendeleeva, in which Blok, inspired, or ‘blinded’,
by ‘silver’-symbolist discourse (“‘cepeOpsiabiii 38on”), failed to preserve and protect his
marriage with the woman he loved. Blok had not recognized Bely’s betrayal, and
conducted his private life in such fashion as to entertain the whole “conubrii,
obmuparommii ['eop” of Petersburg bohemia. Perhaps Tsvetaeva explains such an
alignment of events as his “failure to bring her back” - ne svinec uz Auoa... Lines from
Blok’s and Tsvetaeva’s poems reference the mysterious “She”, the Feminine and her
attributes: wenrecmswas xnamuoa, cunuil niaw, ywiia, Kanyid 6 Houb.

The same blue mantel (“miamng TBo¥ cunmit, / B KOTOpOM ThI B CBIPYIO HOUB YIILTA
...7 — A. Blok) appears in Tsvetaeva’s ninth poem of the cycle to Blok (1920), where we
encounter lines: “OTkyaa-To U3 IpeBHUX yTp TyMaHHBIX —/ Kak Hac m00uI, clenbix u

0e3bIMSHHBIX,/ 3a CHHUHN IIall, 32 BEpOJIOMCTBA — rpeX.../ U kak HekHee BceX — Ty,

riyoxe Bcex / B Houb kaHyBIIyI0 — Ha Aena quxue! / U kak He pa3nooui Teds,

128 See: Tom 6, 236. ITactepHaky B. JI. 11-oe dpespans 1923 r., Mokporcel

129 A, Blok, poem O dobrecmsx, o nodeuzax, o crase...
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Poccus.” On a broader level, this mysterious feminine image, whom he failed to lead out
of Hades, could also be interpreted (following the symbolism of Blok’s O do6aecmsix, o
noosueax, o crase...) as the Beautiful Lady, the Eternal Feminine, Sophia, Russia. If the
She, alluded to in the poem, is Russia, then we may recognize in these lines an
implication of the Poet’s failure to protect Russia from the hell of the war, which both
poets recognized and emotionally shared. The only verbs in the poem Kak connutii, xax
nusauwiil are perfective “ae BeiHec” and imperfective “ruibuia”, which has a perfective
meaning. They achieve an impression of the fatal irreversibility of the events. Together
with the powerful similes they create the imprinted image in Tsvetaeva’s memory of
Blok not long before his death. She will refer to “Karopsxkuoe kiefimo moata” (the stigma
of the Poet), in her letter to Pasternak.'*

Bringing together the immediate and the timeless, the present and ancient past,
Tsvetaeva echoes Blok’s own concept of the Poet. Here there is an eternal cycle of death
and reincarnation — advent — martyrdom — death — rebirth - as of the Poet-Hero in Blok’s
Bosmesoue (Retribution).

Bosmesue. [Tposor (1910 -)

Ho necHs - mecHbto BcE npedyaer,
B Tonme Bc€ KT0-HUOYIH TIOET.

Bor - ronoBy ero Ha 6iroe

[Hapro msicyHbst NoAa€T;

Tam - o Ha smadore y€pHOM
Crnaraet royioBy cBOIO;

371eCh - IMEHEM KJIEHUMSAT NO30PHBIM

Ero ctuxu... U g1 noro...

1% TMacrepnaxy B. JI., Mokponcel, 10-ro Hooro ¢espans 1923 .
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The whole cycle of Tsvetaeva’s Poems to Blok draws on imagery from Blok’s own

poetry and tragedy.!3!

The Trope of the Severed Head

The trope of the Poet’s severed head, as far as [ know, appears in Tsvetaeva’s
verse for the first time in the poem Kax connwuii, kax nvsnwiii, in this cycle Poems to Blok.
How it emerges, what are its possible sources for Tsvetaeva? The seemingly obvious
source, i.e. the ancient myth itself, may not be very satisfactory, because this trope as an
independent agent - “oeticmeyrowas cuna’ - is very rare in (Russian) poetry, despite the
tremendous popularity of Orpheus. The first example of the “talking head”, which comes
to mind, would be from a completely different source, from Alexander Pushkin’s Ruslan
and Ludmila.’®? In later literature the severed head appears, for example, in
Khodasevich’s poem Bepaunckoe:'*® "1 Tam, ckoib3g B HOUHYIO THEIOCTH, / Ha Tomme
qy>KJ0T0 cTekia / B BaroHHsIx okHax orpasmiack / [loBepxHocTh Moero crona,— / U,
MIPOHUKAS B KU3HB UYyXKYI0, / Bapyr ¢ oTBpanenseM y3Haw / OTpyOsieHHY0, HEXKHUBYIO, /
Hounyto ronosy moro." (Berlin, September 1922), or in Bulgakov’s novel Macmep u

Mapeapuma.*** Khodasevich’s poem rhythmically and stylistically corresponds with

131 See Appendix, sect. 27.

132 The “talking head” in Alexander Pushkin’s Ruslan and Ludmila: “Haiiny nu xpacku u ciosa? / Ilpen
HUM >XUBas rojoBa. / OrpoOMHEI 04d CHOM 00BATHL;” “Pycmany npeacront oHa / ['poManoii rpo3Hoi 1
TyMaHHOM. / B Heoymenbe xouet oH / TanHCTBEHHBIN pa3pymuTh coH.” - A. Ilymkun, Pycian u
JIrwomuna. Ilecnv mpemosi.

However, we may see a strange parallel in the process of “succession” (or possessing a magical gift): the
knight Ruslan accepts the magic sword from the head, as in Thus Floated: Head and Lyre a poetess from
Leshos receives from the Head - the Lyre, caught in her net.

133 See Appendix, sect. 28.

134 "IIpuxpameiBasi, Boian octaHOBHIICS BO3JI€ CBOETO BO3BBILICHHUSI, U ceifuac sxe A3a3esio okazacs
mepe] HUM ¢ OJII0JIOM B pyKax, M Ha 3TOM OJrojie Maprapura yBuaeaa OTpe3aHHYIO TOJIOBY YEIOBEKa C
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Blok’s poem “Venice” (2). Why does the trope of the head appears in Tsvetaeva’s
penultimate poem about Blok? Kax connwiil, kax nesnwii is ultimately a description of
the poet’s head!

We shall discuss several possible reasons, including Tsvetaeva’s fixation on the
motif of martyrdom and death through beheading, a head on a scaffold, and Blok’s
paradoxical self-representation as the severed head of John the Baptist (the beheaded
prophet and martyr) in the poem Venice (Bereyus, 1909) and the poema Retribution
(Bosmesoue). We will examine how Tsvetaeva develops her associations in several
poems of the cycle to Blok. I believe that she includes not only the severed head, but
another attribute from the Russian iconography of loann Predtecha, depicted as the
“Angel of the desert” (Aneen Ilycmuinu) With wings.*®In the cycle Blok several times
appears as angel with broken wings.

The image of the scaffold and a beheading emerges in Tsvetaeva’s early 1914
poem A ¢ swiz060m Howty e2o koawvyo, dedicated to her husband Sergei Efron. There
Tsvetaeva created the mythic and epic image of a Hero and Poet, whose destiny is the
“path to a scaffold in fatal times”: “Takue - B pokoBbie BpemMeHa - / CiaraioT CTaHCHI U
unyt Ha maxy.” (Kokrebdens, 1914) The ordained martyrdom appears in Tsvetaeva’s
poem André Chénier®®, which treats the poet-martyr of the French Revolution beheaded

in 1794; and with him Tsvetaeva associates herself during the time of the revolution and

BBIOMTBIMU NIEpEHUMH 3yO0amu. [...] ¥ TOrja BeKH yOUTOro MPUITOAHSUIUCH, U HA MEPTBOM JIMIIE
Maprapura, COIpOTHYBIIKCH, YBUJIETA KHUBHIE, TOJTHBIC MBICITU M CTPaJaHus ri1a3a. — Bee cObUIOCH, HE
npasaa au? [...]BeI Bcerga ObUH TOPSIIMM TIPOMIOBETHUKOM TOM TEOPUH, YTO MO OTPE3aHUU TOJIOBHI )KU3Hb
B YENIOBEKE TPEKPAIIACTCS, OH TIPEBPAIAeTCs B 300y M YXOIUT B HeObITHE..." — “Master and Margarita”

135 See image in Appendix, sect. 29.
136 As was brought to my attention by Professor Katya Hokanson, Tsvetaeva’s poem could have been

inspired by A. Pushkin’s poem "AH/JPEH IIIEHBE"; even the theme of the scaffold ("C kpoBaBoii miaxu
") appears in Pushkin's poem. See Appendix, sect. 30.
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civil war: “Annpeii lllense B3omén Ha 3madort, / A 5 )KUBY — U 3TO CTPALIHBIN rpex.”,

“Pyku poHSIOT TeTpans, / Lllynarot ToHKyto 1mero. / YTpo kpanaéres kak tath. / S

nonucath He yeneto.” (April 17th, 1918) She shares a premonition of death and imagines
her own neck on a scaffold. The trope of the severed poet’s head appears in this text

latently; the use of the verb “kpanércs” (“YTpo kpanércs kak Tate”) recalls Blok’s lines

from the second “Venice” poem: “npu3spaka ckoyib3siui mar”, “Tasch, IPOXOAUT

Canowmes / C moeii kpoBaoii rosioBoil.” (BEHELIWSA - “Benen u 51’ ) These themes, of

course, coalesce in Retribution (Boszmesoue. [Iponoe).

A.Bnok. Beneyus (2), 1909: A.Bnok. Bosmeszoue, Ilponoe (1910 - ):
B Tenu nBopuoBoii ranepeu, Ho necns - mecHbto Bc€ npedyer,
Yyt 03apEHHas IyHOH, B Tonme Bc€ kT0-HUOY b TOET.

Tascs, npoxoaut Canomes Bort - rosnoBy ero Ha 6iroze

C Moeil KpoBaBO r0JIOBOA. [apro musicyHbs NONAET;

Bcé cnut - 1BOpILIBI, KaHANBI, JIO/IH, Tam - oH Ha smadoTe YépHOM

JInmb mpu3paka CKOJIB3SIIUN 111ar, Crnaraer rojioBy CBOIO;

JInb ronoBa Ha 4Y€pHOM Ourozie 371ech - UMEHEM KJIEHMST MO30PHBIM
I'manuT ¢ Tockoi B OKpecTHBINM Mpak.  Ero ctuxu... U g1 noto...

Blok’s lines express the universal purpose of poets and poetry: as long as Poetry-
Song - I1ecus — lasts, everything will continue to exist - “mecubio Bcé mpebyaer”. The
mission of every poet is to keep the Song (poetry, consciousness, culture) alive and fulfill
his/her tragic destiny, and after the poet’s death the next poet will pick up this mission

and carry on the Song.
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Salome — Venice — John the Baptist

In two of Tsvetaeva’s poems, written four years before Kax connuwiii, kax nvamuwiii,
and dated August 22, 1917, we find associations with the imagery of Blok’s “Venice” (2),
I.e. in C 2on06010 na brewywem oarode and Cobpanuce, iscmeywvt u wéeonu. The first
phrase of the first poem immediately recalls the well-known iconography of Salome with
the severed head of the prophet Saint John the Baptist on the silver tray. Both poems are
united not only by the date of creation, but by a common theme as well: “ILiensrii ropos,
comemmuii ¢ yma!”; “A Hajg ropogoM — MEPTBOIO TIkIOOI — / CitamocTpacTbe,
BeuepHHii 3B0H.”; “CoOpasuch, IbCTEIBI U MET0NH, / MBI HE CTPACTH MPa3aHUK
npa3aHoBatk. / CTPacTh-TO € TONOMY, Aa ¢ Xononay, — / Pacnamnas, 6e300pa3Hasi. //
OxasHCTBYET U IbSHCTBYET, / PBET [Tucanue Ha yactu.../ — AX, TOHI0I0H
BeHerbstHcko0 / [ToammsiBaeT ciaamoctpactee!” The City is submerged into an
apocalyptic orgy of lust, fervor, and sensuality - czaoocmpacmuoe. The poet creates a
composite “eternal” image of the Sin-city, with references to Moscow (in 1917), Venice
and Sodom. Tsvetaeva uses a similar device (as in Blok’s second Venice poem). The poet
identifies with the lyrical ‘7’, and feels estranged from her own body similar to the hero
of Blok’s poem “Venice”. In Tsvetaeva’s poem the lyrical 7’ recognizes herself in the
figure standing with the silver tray: “Kto-to Bbiien. / He s nu cama?” The lyrical I’
associates herself with Salome, the biblical “innocent whore” (6.1yonuya), who became
an unwitting murderer of the holy prophet. She is frozen in horror as she comprehends
the coming catastrophe, while the city is feasting in madness/insanity. The poet
intimately feels this dead city’s chest on her own chest. The second stanza describes His

glaze eyes (“rmasa crekneneror”’), and we can understand that the City Himself is this
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headless corpse, hanging on the poet’s chest. Tsvetaeva often used the words 360w,
3eenems (for example, cepebpsanwiii 360m). In this poem rising above the horizon is not
the ringing of the bells, but the “deadly clod” of cradocmpacmue, which is also described
in the second poem as the approaching “Venetian gondola™: “ronmomnoii BeHebSIHCKOO /
[MonmuneiBaer cnagoctpacthe!” The city’s “Feast in the Time of Plague” in the second
poem is depicted as a grotty (6ezo6pasnast) orgy: “CTpacTh-TO € TOJIONY, Ja C XOJIOIY, —
/ PacnamnHast, 6e300pasHas. / OKasHCTBYeT U bSHCTBYET, / PBET [lucanue Ha yactu...”

——

C rosioBoro Ha Osenrymiem 0Jro/1e

Kto-to Beiien. He s 5iu cama?

Ha rpyau y MeHs - MEPTBOH TPy IOIO -

Lemnsiit ropo, comeamuii ¢ yma!

A TI1aza y Hero - Kak y pbIObI:

CTeKJIEHEIOT, TIISAAT B HEOOCKIIOH,

A Haj roposioM - MEPTBOIO IIIBIOOH -

CrnagocTtpactbe, BeUepHUI 3BOH.

*k*k

CoOpanuch, TbCTENB U MET0JIH,
MBI He cTpacTy Ipa3JHUK MPa3HOBATH.
CTpacTh-TO C TOJIONTY, JIa C XOJIOY, -

Pacmamnas, 6e300pa3Hasi.
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OKasHCTBYET M MbSHCTBYET,
PBét IIucanue Ha yacTu. ..
- AX, TOHJIOJIOM BEHEILIHCKOO

[TonnneiBaer ciamocrpactbe!

Po3a OnBITHBIX CaJOBHUKOB
3a orpajzioro epKOBHOIO,
Paiickoe BUHO JTIFO0OOBHUKOB -

Cnanoctpactbe, po3a KpoBHasi!

Jleiics, Bnara B4OXHOBCHHAS,
Boxnenenaoe Tokaiickoe —

3a <HeTJIEHHOE™> - OJIaXKEHHOE
CnanocTtpacTtbe, pOCKOIb paiicKyo!

August 22", 1917

These poems, in my opinion, establish an important link between Tsvetaeva’s and

Blok’s poetics, and reflect the influence of Blok’s imagery on early Tsvetaeva. Likewise

both poems (Blok’s and later Tsveaeva’s) employ the trope of the severed head in

association with John the Baptist and the Poet. We can see in the poem, discussed above,

the metaphor of the Poet actually holding the head of the Prophet. It is possible that

Tsvetaeva also developed another personal association (npeomeua —

nocneoosamenv/anocmort) and had two Biblical figures in mind. John the Baptist’s

epithet “precursor” (Hoann Ilpeomeua) in association with Blok signified for her a

spiritual precursor. Tsvetaeva considered another Biblical figure - John the Apostle, the
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disciple/apostle (Hoann Fozocnos) - Tsvetaeva considered her patron.*®’ It was
significant for Tsvetaeva that her birthday coincided with the celebration of the name-day
of Hoann Fozocnoe - John the Apostle.!3®

We shall return to the fixation on the head. A significant recurring detail in the
cycle to Blok is the poet’s temples. In the first poem (April 15", 1916) of the cycle a
trigger “shoots” the poet’s name into our temple (it explodes in our brains): “U Ha3z0BET
ero HaM B BHCOK / 3BOHKO ménkaromuii kypok.” In the ninth poem (May 9%, 1920): “H1
BJIOJIb BUCKAa — MOTEPSIHHBIM niepctoM / Be€ BonuT, Boaut...”. In the fifteenth
(November 22" 1921): “OrpoMHyo Branocts / BHCKOB TBOMX — BHKY omATh. / Takyio
ycranocts — / E& u Tpy6oii He mogusaTs!”.1*° The temples reappear in the sixteenth poem
Kax connwiii, kax nesnwvitl — “Bucounsie ssMbl: / becconnast copectb.”

From the second Venice poem Tsvetaeva adopts the Poet’s state of a trance (“Kax
COHHBIHU, Kak mbstHbIHN ") and the sense of a split self or schism. There Blok described
himself as young, sick and prostrate in a laguna, and at the same time his own bleeding
head looks with anguish into the obscured surroundings, while being carried away into
the unknown: “SI B 3Ty HOUb - 60JBHOM U OHBIH - / [IpocTEéPT y MEBUHOTO CTONOA.”,
“UyTb 03apéHHast 1yHOH, / Tasce, npoxoaut Canomes / C Moeil KpoBaBO# royIoBOi.”,
“JIump mpu3paka CKONb3sIui mar, / Jlums ronosa Ha y€pHoM Omroze / I IsauT ¢ ToCcKOM
B OKpecTHbII Mpak.” He is estranged from his own body, and the self. It is interesting that
the title in Russian is homonymic with the phrase “Bener u 17, as if to suggest “my

crown and I”. “Benern” in such phrase signifies the poet’s fate, “crown of thorns”, “my

137 See Appendix, sect. 31.
138 Celebration of the name-day of Moann Borocnos - John the Apostle.

139 The tube of Apocalypse.
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gift — my cross”. The image of Berney will appear in Tsvetaeva’s poems as well. For
example, in the fifteenth poem from the cycle to Blok she writes about the poet’s “crown
of thorns” instead of the laurel wreath: “He naBpom, a Téprom — / Uerniia octpo3ydas
TCHB.”

Traditionally, in texts and visual iconography severed heads of Orpheus and John the
Baptist were different tropes, from different myths/fables. In the well-known play Salome
(1891) by Oscar Wilde, for example, the head of the prophet is the silent, lifeless object
of Salome’s passion. In Blok’s “Venice” the prophet-poet’s head is conscious and
beholds the unknown, and stares into the surrounding darkness. Similarly, in Tsvetaeva’s
poem C 20108010 Ha brewyujem b100e we encounter: “riiasa [...] TIAsSASIT B HEOOCKIIOH.
Thus, in his poem Blok not only combines two different images/iconographies into one
trope, but he also gives it an agency of its own. Tsvetaeva’s poetry absorbs this homology
of different tropes (the “silent head” of John the Baptist and the “talking head” of
Orpheus) as a matter of course. The association of the poet with the prophet is common
in Russian poetics in general, and dates back at least to the times of Pushkin.

Multiple references in the research literature point to the influence of Western
literary and visual arts on Russian art, and trace the origin of the trope of the severed head
in popular iconography of Orpheus’s head in the works of Symbolist painters*° like
Gustave Moreau or Odilon Redon, whom Voloshin, for example, knew personally.
Nevertheless, we should not underestimate the native element for Blok and Tsvetaeva,
and in particular the representation of John the Baptist in Russian icons. In the

iconography, which was known in Russian art since at least the fourteenth century, there

140 See, for example: Dorothy M. Kosinski, Orpheus in Nineteenth-Century Symbolism. Michigan:
University of lowa Research Press, Ann Arbor, 1989.
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exists a combination of the severed head and the full body representation of the prophet
within one composition. In Russian St. John the Baptist is known as IIpeomeua, which
means the harbinger or precursor. Through the iconography, he is associated with the
highly esteemed images of (“Orascennviir” and “ropoouswvri”’) Holy Fools — the truth-
speakers and prophets - and therefore to a rich Russian literary tradition of this image.
loann Predtecha (John the Baptist) is often depicted with wings like an angel (Awneen
Ilycmwinu), and with the script, symbol of a prophet. As was discussed earlier, those
attributes appear in Tsvetaeva’s cycle Poems to Blok, which was her “icon painting in
verse”: “BockoBomMy cBaTomy JuKy / Tonpko n3nanu nokioHtocs” (third poem),
“Tlnaubte 0 MépTBOM anresne! [...] Kpbuibs ero momomanst!” (Sixth poem), “Bemrue
BBIOTH KPY>KWJIM BJIOJIb k11, / [lneun cyrynbie rHynuch ot kpbur” (twelfth poem),
“JIums oxHo emé B HEM xmio: / [lepenomnennoe kpbuto” (fourteenth poem). The
analysis, presented in this chapter, intends to support my arguing against the notion, that
Tsvetaeva associated her most beloved poet Alexander Blok with Orpheus-Christos,
based on her use of tropes from the Orphic myth and references to ecclesiastical texts and
metaphors. The comparative symbolism of Orpheus and Christ was widely explored in
the philosophical works of Russian Modernists!*, including publications of Mycacem,
mentioned earlier in this thesis. As was also discussed previously, Tsvetaeva, in my
opinion, stood in opposition to the Orphic/Apollonian poetics and philosophizing of her
contemporaries. A close reading of her cycle to Blok, I believe, allows us to see a
prefiguration of her metaphors in Blok’s own lyrics and in the symbolism of the revered

prophet John the Baptist - the Precursor and “Boorcuii npaseonux”, as she called Blok in

141 See, for example, Vyacheslav Ivanov, “Orpheus”, etc. See Appendix, sect. 32.
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the third poem of the cycle Poems to Blok. 242 In this poem there is a paraphrase from the
prayer: “IIpumieniie Ha 3anaj] COJIHIIA, BUJAEBIIE CBET BeuepHuil, moém Otua, ChiHa U
Casroro Jlyxa, bora.” This refers to the righteous, martyrs and prophets, who despite the
“fall of the sun” (i.e. death), remain faithful to the prophecy and await the coming of the
Savior of the world. Compare this to Tsvetaeva’s: “Tsl npoxoautip Ha 3aman ComHiia, /
T yBugumbs Beuepauit cBet.” Tsvetaeva takes and transfigures this mystical, sacred
verse and associates Blok with those - the righteous (Foorcuit npaseonux), who will see
the Light. In this regard I disagree with the interpretation of the words: “TsI yBuAHIIE
BeuepHuii ceer”, offered by Michael Makin. Following F. Scholz, he interprets this line
as a reference to Blok-Christ’s “own transfiguration” 143

The Russian iconography of the Baptist treats and signifies the confluence of the
human and divine, ephemeral and the eternal, prophesy and its fulfillment, and
martyrdom, death and reincarnation. This theme Tsvetaeva also adopts from Blok’s self-
mythology, expressed in his poems of the “Venice” cycle and the poema Retribution
(Bosmezoue, 1910-1921). In the third “Venice” poem we read: “O4Hych Jiu s B APYTOii
otunsHe, / He B aTOM cympaunoii ctpane?”’, “U Heyxenb B rpsaymeM Beke / ManeHiry
MHE - BeJIUT cyAb0a / BriepBeie nqporuysiimne Beku / OTKpBITh Y JIBBUHOTO cTON0a?”,
“Marb, 4TO OIOT ITyXHe CTPYHBI? / YK Thl MeuTaelllb, MOKET ObITh, / MeHs OT BeTpa, OT
naryHsl / CBsIIIEHHOM 1IaNBI0 orpanuTh?” Tsvetaeva carries on Blok’s theme of rebirth
in, for example, the fifteenth poem of her cycle: “A mosxet 6bITh, cHOBa / [Tpumeén, — B
KoJbI0enu nexunib?”’, “Kakas u3 cmeptHbix / Kauaer TBoto konbibens?” Blok’s concept

of the essential eternal Poet is carried on in Tsvetaeva’s Kak connwiii, kax noanwviii. Blok

142 A suggestion of Tsvetaeva’s association of Blok with Christ seems to me constrained.
143 M. Makin, 32-33.
61



talks of poets of different times as a single Poet: He sings in the crowd, His head is
presented on a plate to the tsar, He lays his head on the scaffold, His poems are dammed,
and ‘7" become Him and sing.

Tsvetaeva’s message in the sixteenth poem (Kak connbiii, kax nesuwiti) to Blok
consists of two parts. Tsvetaeva described Blok as she was seeing him years ago on the
stage and forever in her memory. The first two stanzas present those immanent features
of the poet-prophet - a state of trance: “Kak connblii, kak nbstabIi”. His unprepared
message (“Bpacruiox, He roToBsich”’) exhales and transits a prophecy of the “sleepless
consciousness” (“becconnast coBects”). Dents of his temples (“Bucounsie simbr”’) are
reminiscent of a skull (as a vessel of spirit); the use of the colon establishes a direct link
between his sleepless consciousness and his physical exhaustion. Empty eye-sockets and
the empty “glass” of his eyes (“ITyctsie rnasaums”, “Tlycroe crekno”*4), through the
metaphor of (outer) blindness as inner-vision, connect him to the ancient poet Homer.
Those eyes of the seer (“CHoBunna, BceBuana’) combine death and light (“MeptBo u
CBETIIO”).

For Tsvetaeva to think this way, to believe in this, is the only way for her to
reconcile the shock of Blok’s death and pain of loss. The final poems of her cycle,
dedicated to Blok, gave her this closure and strength. She wrote the seventeenth and final
poem - “Tak, 'ocriogu! 1 moii 060 / TIpumu Ha yTBepkaeHbe Xpama.” — on December

2" 1921. This cycle was her “icon painting” and temple to Blok in Verse. Victoria

144 0. P. Hasty interprets this metaphor as “A perpetual slate wiped clean (“ITyctoe crekno”) opens the way
for writing poetry.” - O. Hasty, 18.
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Shveytser called it “monbiTka HKOHOMHKCH B cTUXax” (an attempt at icon-painting in
verse).14

The trope of the severed head, or more precisely, both tropes, head of the poet and
head of the prophet, can be found again in Tsvetaeva’s later poem /[gyx cmaros ne b6oey,
written in 1935: “YectHee ¢ romoBoii Opdeenoit — menazpl! / Upoanana ¢ MoanHa
rosiooii!” In one stanza this poem brings together Orpheus and John the Baptist in one
powerful message. The trope serves as a metaphor of the poet’s/prophet’s choice and
destiny. It literally states that Herodias, who succeeded in killing the prophet, or the
Maenads, who tore apart Orpheus, were more honest than those who demanded from the
Poet, that she give her voice, her word (“cioBo HH3BOAMTH /10 CBEKIIBI KOPMOBOIA™), and
choose sides in ideological and political battles. The poet says - better kill me than force
me to change my credo: “BsI ¢ 3T0# T010BEI — uTO TpeboBaym? — bnyna! / [lussics Ha
oTBeT ynopHbiii: 06e3riasb.” This forthright poem casts away ambiguities and
polysemantic symbolism; it states Tsvetaeva’s unequivocal position, expressed many
times in her poetry and prose. Through the quote of A. Tolstoy’s poem /[gyx cmarnog ne
6oey, Tsvetaeva supports his statement: “SI 3HamMenn Bpara oTcTanBan Os1 yecTs!”14® She
respectfully describes a similar view in her memoirs about Maximillian Voloshin: “...ne
MOTY K€ s BJIC3Tb B l"I/IMHaCTépKy H CTPEJIATH B ) KUBBIX J'IIOI[CfI TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO OHU
JyMaloT, 4TO TyMaroT HHade, 9eM 5.4’ “Bpaxa, kak apyx0a, Tpebyer cornacus
(B3aumHOCTH). Makc Ha Bpaxly CBOETO COTJIACHSI HE JABaJl M 3TUM YeJIOBEKa pa3opysKall.

OH MOT TOJIBKO IPOTUBO-CTOATH YCJIIOBEKY, TOJIBKO MPECACTOAHUEM CBOUM OH U MOT'

145Buxropus Llseiiuep, buim u Buimue Mapunvt Llsemaesoii. Mocksa, CIT: ”UHTEPITPUHT, 1992, 232.
146 See Appendix, sect. 33.

17 3Kusoe o JKueom.
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IIPOTUBOCTOATH YeIOBEKY: 31y, IeaueMy Ha Hero. ”1%8; “He cras Hu Ha ubIO CTOPORHY,

WJIM, 9TO TO XK€, CTaB Ha 00€, YEJIOBEK Yalle oCcyxA¢H o0enMu.”; “Makc HEM3MEHHO

CTOST BHE: 3a KQXJIOTO ¥ HU IIPOTHB Koro.” 149

(October 25, 1935)

JIByX cTaHOB He 0Oell, a — €CIIM FOCTh
CIIy4YalHBIN —

To roctb — Kak B I'TIOTKE KOCTb,

rOCTh — KakK B MOJMETKE I'BO3/Ib.

bputa MHE TONI0BA JaHA — IO HEW CTyYalu

B nBa MosoTa: 0JHUX — KOPBICTh U MPOUYUX —
3JI0CTb.

BbrI ¢ 3TOM roI0BBI — K CO3AAaTENEBY UYyY
Tepnienne moé€, pabouee, mpubdaBb —

BsI ¢ 3701 rosioBel — uto TpeboBanu? — biynal

JluBsCst HA OTBET YIOPHBII: 00€3TJIaBb.

BBl ¢ 3TOM roJI0BBI, YpaBHEHHON — KakK I'PsIIbl
I'op, BiMcanHOM B BepIINMH 005K€CTBEHHBIH
YEpTEK,

BrI ¢ 3701 ros10BEI — uTO TpeboBanu? — Psna.

JluBsicst Ha oTBET (O€3MOJIBHBIN): 00€3HOXKB!

148 1bid.
149 1bid.
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U ¢ 3101 roI1oBHI, ¢ 16a — ceporo
rpaHHuTa,

Bb1 TpeboBanu: Hac — m106u!

TE€X — HEHaBU/Ib!

He Bcé nu el paBHO — ¢ Kakoro 00Ky
OuTOM,

C kakoro npoduis Aymu — IyIKAMOR

OBITE?

briBaroT BpeMeHa, Korjia rojioB — He
Hao.

Ho cnoBo HU3BOAUTH 10 CBEKIIBI KOPMOBOM



BrI ¢ 3T0OM ro0BBI, HACTPOEHHON — KakK JIUpa:
Ha camblii BBICIINI JIAJ(: TMPUYECKUIL. . .

— Her, croii!

JBa crpos: JJlomoctpoit — u JlHenpocTpou

— Ha BBIOOD!

JluBsicst Ha oTBET Oe3yMHBII: — JIUpBI — CTPOIA.

YectHee ¢ ronosoit OpdeeBoit — mMeHaab!!
Wpoaunana ¢ MoanHa ronosoii!

— Tol Hapk: xuu oxu. .. >0
(Ho y napeit — HasoxHUIL
Munyra.) bor — oauH.

Tor — B mycroTe Hebec.

JIByx craHOB He Ooer:

CYJIbsl — UCTEIl — 3AI0KHUK —
JByx — npotusyoOoen! yx —

POTHBYOOETI.

Shevelenko, reviewing this poem in the Chapter 5 (“Ilywxurn u Ilacmepnax™) of her

book, puts its message in the context of Tsvetaeva’s correspondence with Pasternak

during the summer-autumn of 1935 and her unsent “dialogs” with Pasternak in her

notebooks of 1936. She points to the fact that the poem’s draft was intermingled with

Tsvetaeva’s unfinished letter to Pasternak from the notebook.’®! If, writing this poem,

Tsvetaeva was thinking about Pasternak and reminding him Pushkin’s behest To the Poet

(“Tsl maps: sxuBu ouH.”), 1>

then her lines: “Yecthee ¢ ronosoit OpdeeBoit — meHab!!

| Uponmnana ¢ Moanna rososoii!” — could have been addressed to Pasternak as well. At

150 M3 A. Iymmkuna, [Hosmy (1830).
151 Shevelenko, 395.

152 See Appendix, sect. 34.
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that time, he was trying to go with the flow of the Soviet regime and the Writers” Union,

and his changing position and conformism caused Tsvetaeva’s resentment.

Descent to Underworld, Tsvetaeva’s Personal Hades, Eurydice

It would be an interesting project to create a spatial-temporal map, to draw a
topography of Tsvetaeva’s Poetic Land, with all its territories, including Koktebel’, the
Island of Lesbos, and her personal Hades, and then place within its borders the
homesteads of its inhabitants.

Tsvetaeva wrote to Rilke: “Tor cBer (He 1IepKOBHO, CKOpee reorpaduuecku) Thl 3HAEIIIb
Jy4Ilie, YeM 3TOT, Thl 3HACIIb €0 TONorpaduuecku, CoO BCEMU TOpaMU, OCTPOBAMH U
samkamu.” - St. Gilles-sur-Vie, May 12", 1926. In the letter to Teskova, dated January
15" 1927, we read: "...Moii TOT cBeT mocTeneHno 3acensiercs: emé Punpke! "2 In the
poem-requiem to Rilke: Hosozoonee (Bellevue, February 7%, 1927) she continues her
conversation with the deceased poet: “XKuznb u cmepth 1aBHO 6epy B KaBbIuku ', "CBS3b
KpoBHast y Hac ¢ TeM cBeToM: / Ha Pycu ObiBat — TOT cBeT Ha 3ToM / 3pen. Hanakennas
nepeb6exka! / JKuzHp 1 cMepTh MPOU3HOIILY € ycMeIIKoH, / CKpbITOr0 — cBoeil eé
KocHEMbCs! / JKM3Hb U cMepTh MPOU3HOIIY CO CHOCKOM...”, “uyTo TOT cBeT, / Ham, [...]
[Tonsna: He 6e3- a Bce’-a3brueH.” In another poem, composed on the 1% of October, 1934,
she wishes for an otherworldly garden: "3a stor ax, / 3a atot 6pen, / Ilomwu mue can /
Ha crapocts 7er. / [...]— Tot can? A moxer 6bITh — TOT cBeT?"'1** For Tsvetaeva the

“bloodline” between this and the “other-world” is established, defined on the map of her

poetic realm, and inhabited by the beloved living and deceased.

153 |_etters: Teckosoii A. A. Benbsio, 15-ro susaps 1927 r., T. 6, 353-354.

154 See Appendix, sect. 35.
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In this chapter we will look closely into Tsvetaeva’s treatment of the image of
Eurydice and the mythologeme of descent into and return (or non-return) from Hades, the
‘underworld’. A chronological approach to Tsvetaeva’s references to the persona of
Eurydice may help us understand the evolution of this image. In her early poem ITo6eoa
from the book Bonuebnviii @onapw, Eurydice and Hecate signify “archaic competitors”,
S0 to speak, for the hearts and minds of poets and sages in the face of eternity. The young
poet challenges their authority. In 3emusie npumems: (1919) Tsvetaeva contemplates
cruelty and the vanity of expectations of vivacity from those who experienced death:
“Jlazapb OTTyJa MOT IPUHECTH TOJBKO TIIEH: AYX, B JKHU3Hb BOCKPECILIHIA, B )KU3Hb HE
“Bockpecaer’; “O, kakoe MEPTBOE, TIIOTCKOE, yynoBHIHOE uyno! Kakoe Hacuime Haj
Jlazapem u kakoe — cTpamiHeifmee — Haz coboii!”1* She denounces as selfish demands
of the living: “Bockpecu ero, motomy 4ro Ham 0e3 Hero cky4no!” [...]“Pa30yau ero,
noToMmy uTo MbI 6e3 Hero He crimM. ... 1% She concludes her thought with the judgement:
“Opdeto HaBcTpeuy B Auje ABUHYIICS NMPU3PAK, U3 TIETIa BoccTaBimii. A Mapuu u
Mapde — Tpyn.”*®" In these lines the unnamed figure of Eurydice represents all the
beloved dead, who can be only phantoms and shadows for the ones still living.

The theme of “chasing shadows” occupies significant space in Tsvetaeva’s
oeuvre. For example, in her essay about Andrey Bely ITiennwvui oyx (1934) she reveals
her tragic perception of her separation from her friend Anna (Asya) Turgeneva in 1910.
Again, the “Orphic poet” and Apollo’s disciple (Bely) took away from her life a beloved

friend. She becomes a shadow for Tsvetaeva, who later confides: "Moé cBameOHOE

155 3emmvie npumemet, 520-521.
156 | bid.
157 Ibid.
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MyTEIIECTBUE I'0J] CIIyCTs OBLIO TONBKO X0k aeHue 1o e€ — Acw, Kary, [lcuxen —
cenam”. 18 This pain of parting with the loved ones penetrates the cycle ITposooa,
addressed to Pasternak (March, 1923).2° Tsvetaeva’s lyrical ‘I’ accepts Eurydice’s
features in the poem: Bepenuyeio nesuux ceaii, / [loonuparowux Imnupeu: “Tlocwlnaro
teOe cBoii naii / [Ipaxa nonerero”, “B npeacmepTHOM kpuke / YIIHPaKOUIMXCS CTpacTei
— [ AynoBenue DBpuauku: / Uepes HachIn — U — pBbI / DBPUIUKHHO: Y — Y — BBI, /
He y —, “310 — npoBogamu cransHbix / TIpoBoaos — rozoca Aua”.

The world described here is real and earthly. This Hades is on earth; it is marked with
telegraph-posts, which support the “Empyrean”, the only available connection of souls
through the wires of the telegraph: “...nmegarnsrit 6nank / He Bmectut! IIpoBomamu
npomie!” The hellish physical and spiritual separation of people, of loved ones, of friends
and families, is compared to Eurydice’s separation by death. The hell is in the
impossibility of meeting, seeing, touching, hugging, in the helplessness of attempts to
express the influx of thoughts and feelings, which must be squeezed into a laconic
telegraph message: “Ilo amee / B3qoxoB — npoBosiokoi k ctoindy — / TenerpadHoe:
0 — 10 — Oto.... [...] ...mpo — 0 — miail... / Capimmib? DTO MOCIETHUMA CPBIB /
I'moTku copBaHHOM: Ipo — 0 — ctuTe...” The phrase “noneuuit mpax™ here carries both
meanings: “monbHuil” (3emnotl, ueroseueckuti — earthly, human) and “mons” (cyowvoa,
yuacmo - destiny, fate). Alike, though more straightforward, Tsvetaeva spoke in a later
poem (from 1925) about what was done to people of her generation: “Pac-crosinue:

BEpCTHI, MuIH... / Hac pac-ctaBunu, pac-caauiu...”

158 See "IMnennviii dyx" — a theme of “chasing shadows” (Asya in Cicely).

159 Eurydice’s image appears in Tsvetaeva’s poems and letters of 1923.
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Eurydice’s name once appears in the title of the poem with the colon as a part of
the title “Oepuduxa — Opghero:” (March 23, 1923).

Oppuanka — Opdero:

Jist TeX, OT/KEHUBILIUX MOCTIETHUE KIIOUbS

[ToxpoBa (Hu yCT, HU JaHUT!..)

O, He IpeBBIIICHUE JIU TTOJTHOMOYHN

Opdeit, Hucxonsmmuii B Aua?

JUist TeX, OTPEIIMBIINX TTOCIIETHNAE 3BEHBS

3emHoro... Ha noxe u3 nox

CH0XHBIIUM BETUKYIO JIOXKb JTUIE3PEHbS,

BHYTpB 3psIiM — CBUIaHUE HOX.

VY1104€HO0 k€ — BCEMU PO3aMU KPOBU

3a 3TOT MPOCTOPHBIN MOKPOH

beccmepTss. ..

J10 caMBIX JIETEHCKUX BEPXOBUU

JIroOuBIINI — MHE HYXEH ITOKOI

becnnamsitnocTH. .. 160 B mpu3payHoM gqome

CeM — npu3pak Thl, CYIIUH, a SIBb —

A, méptaas... Uto xe ckaxy Tede, Kpome:

— «Tp1 5T0 3a0yb U OCTaBb!»

Benp He pactpeBoxuib xke! He nosnekycs!

Hu pyk Bens! Hu yer, 4T06 npunactsb

Ycramu! — C 6eccMepThs 3MEUHBIM YKYCOM
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KoHnuaercs xeHCKasi CTpacTh.

VY1no4ueHo ke — BCIOMSIHU MO KpUKU! —
3a 3TOT NMOCIIETHUN TTPOCTOP.

He nano Opdero cxomuTs K IBpUINKE

W OpaThsM TPEBOXKUTH CECTED.

This poem is a monologue; it is an appeal and a warning.'®® As stated in the title, this
message is from Eurydice, defined in the poem as “I” — “5I”, to Orpheus'®?, defined as
“You” - “Twr”. The personal level of the appeal expects a depth of understanding from the
addressee: “He Ha/O... CXOIUTH, ... TpeBOkUTH . The background theme here is
Orpheus’s physical descent into Hades to retrieve and revive Eurydice. Eurydice protests
and calls this demand painful, unnatural and fallacious: “npeBbienue ... MOJIHOMOYNH”,
“CI0HBIINM BEIUKYIO JI0Kb JTHIE3PEHbs, / BHYTph 3paiuM - cBuianne HOXK.” 162

The opposition of Eurydice and Orpheus here represents a separation of the
physical, sexual, mortal on one side and the spiritual and the immortal on the other side,
in life and in poetry. Eurydice states that she had paid her “tribute”: “Ynnoueno xe -
BCEMH po3aMH KpoBH”, “YIUIOUCHO XK€ - BCIOMsiHM Mou Kpuku!™’; now she is with the
ones (“BHYTpb 3psamMu’’) who reject earthly passions: “OT)KEHMBIIHNX MOCJIEIHUE KIOYbS

/ IlokpoBa (HU yCT, HU JaHUT!...), [...]oTpemMBIINX NOCHEeIHUE 3BEHbs / 3eMHOTO..., [...]

Hu pyk Bens! Hu yer, uto6 npunacts / Yeramu! [...] Konuaercs xenckast ctpacts.” She

160 See Appendix, sect. 36.
161, .with the “-” hyphen.

162 3xu60e 0 JKueom: “B KaxIOM U3 HAcC )KUBET OOKECTBEHHOE MEpUJIO MPaB/bl, TOJILKO Mepes] Koen
[IpErpellrB YeJIOBEK SBISETCS JDKEOM.”
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was herself like Orpheus - “/lo cambix nereiickux Bepxopuii / JIroOuBImmii...”, but now
she begs for peace — “mHe HyxeH nokoii / becnaMsiTHOCTH...”, “TIPOCTOPHBII MOKPOH /
BeccmepTss...”. Orpheus’s fervid love and passion is for her now a ghost: “npuspak Tsi,
cymmii”. She is in the dreamlike, visionary “home of immortality”: “B npuspauaom
nome”, “Ha mosxe u3 nox”, “SI, meptas... [...] C 6eccMepThs 3SMEHHBIM YKycoM...” |
think that moreover this monologue of Eurydice is Tsvetaeva’s conversation with herself,
an attempt at self-understanding.

She recalls this poem three year later in a letter to Pasternak. These letters from
the end of May (May 23 — 26, 1926) are filled with similar reflections and vocabulary as
in the poem. Compare, for example: “Mos 11060Bb ObLi1a OBl IPEBBILIICHUEM TIPAB

”5163 or 173

(((HOBT)) 3J1€Ch HUYCTO HC 3HAYUT, CaMasl KaJIKas U3 OTFOBOpOK.) JIOXKb

nune3penbs” and “Jlypa s, 4To s HaJes1ach YBHIETh BOOUHIO TBOE MOPE — 3a04HOE, HaJl
o4HOe, BHeouHoe.” 164

In her letters'® Tsvetaeva wrote about her estrangement, her “breakaway” from
life, the material world, and her “transmigration” into a personal, inner-life, into which
she carried and where she preserved all of her bygone “immaterial richness” — memories,

feelings and pain: “bopuc! Moii OTpBIB OT )KM3HU CTAHOBUTCS BCE HETIOMIpaBUME. S

MePECEISIOCh, IEpeceliach, YHOCS ¢ COOO0 BCIO CTPACTh, BCKO HEPACTPATy, HE TCHBIO —

163 Tom 6, 253. Tacrepuaxy B.JI. St. Gilles, 23-ro mas 1926 r., BockpeceHbe.
164 |bid., 252.

165 For examle, in the letter: A. B. Baxpaxy ot 25 mtons 1923 r. (Vol.6, p. 577.): “B mnoTtHyr0-110081 B
HATH CEKyH[| y3Haelllb YeJI0BeKa, OH SIBEH U — CJIMIIKOM siBeH! 31ech s MpeanoYnTalo J0kKb. S He Xouy,
4TOOHI AyIlla, KOTOPOH 5 JI060BaNack, KOTOPYIO S YTHIIA, BAPYT HcdYe3alla B ITHYbEM MieOeTe MIaIEHIIa, B
KOIlIaubell 3¢BOTE THIPa, 1 HE X0Uy TAKOIO CaMO3a0BEHH s, BMECTE C COOOMH 3a0BIBAIOIIET0 H MEHS .
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00ECKpOBIIEHHOM, a CTOJIBKO €€ YHOCS, 4TO Haouna 6 u onouia Osl Bech Auf. O, y MeHs
651 oH 3aroBopu, Aun!” (May, 1926).16°

She conveys that: “f1, oueBuaHO, Ha emIE OUEHb HU3KOM CTyIIEHH OeccMepThs.”,
as she expresses her dream to write about Eurydice, who is still capable of physical
feeling and desiring: “— Jlo cTpactu xoTtena Obl HaMKUCAaTh DBPUAMKY: KIYIIYIO,

UAYIYyIo, yaausomyrocs. Yepes riaza win apixanue? He 3Haro. Eciu Obl ThI 3HAI, KaK o

BIKY Awp!”167

In a dramatic, sketchy and jerky dialog with herself Tsvetaeva attempts to sort out
her mingled feelings and thoughts: "SI 651 Opdero cymena BHYmmTS: He ornsasBaiics!) //
O60opot Opdes — neno pyk Iepuauku. («Pyk» — gepes Bech kopumop Auna!) //
O60opot Opdes — // mubo cnemnocts eé MoOBH, HeBNaAeHNE €10 (CKopeii! ckopeit!) —
mi60 — // [...] mpuka3s o6epHyThCS — 1 MOTepsATH. Bee, uTo B Heil emé mobumo —
MOCJICTHSS TIAMATh, TEHb TeJa, KAKOH-TO MBICOK CEep/IIa, el He TPOHYTHIH SIOM
6eccmepThs, momummb? // [...] ...Bce, UTO eImé OT3BIBATIOCK B Hell Ha €& KEHCKOe UMS, —
1170 32 HUM, OHa He MOTJIa He H/ITH, XOTS MOXET OBITh yxke He xoTena uarn. // Tax,
npeoOpaxeHHO W BO3BBIIICHHO, MHE BUJIUTCS paccTaBanue Acu ¢ benbim — He cMmelics

— He 6oiics. // B Depuauke u Opdee nepexmmaka Mapycu ¢ MomoaieM [...] AX, MOXeT

OBITH, TIPOCTO MPOIEHHOE «He Golics» — Moii oTBeT Ha DBpuauKy. u Opdes. /] Ax,

166 Tom 6, 249. IMactepuaxy b. JI. 22-0e mas 1926 T.
167 1bid., 256.
72



sicHo: Opdeii 3a Hell TPUIIEN — KUTh, TOT 32 MOEH — HE KUTh. OTTOro OHa (5) TaK
pBanynack. byb 8 DBpUAMKOiL, MHe ObLIO OBI. .. CTHIIHO — Hazax! 1%
The phrase “Tot 3a Mmoeit — He »xuTh” may refer to the characters from her poema
Monooey (written in 1922, published in 1924), where Tsvetaeva studies her heroine
Marusya’s passion-obsession with her lover-vampire (Mapycs and Monooey-ynwips).
However, the lines — “ona (s1) Tak pBanynach” - may also relate to her reaction to Rilke’s
response to her letters, and to Tsvetaeva’s expectations and passionate participation in
this correspondence. “He” here could also be Rilke, who came to her “not to live, but to
not-live”. Tsvetaeva expresses her insight that he (Rilke) was not like Orpheus, who
wished to bring his beloved back to the physical world, but on the contrary - to join her in
a different reality beyond the material. She knew that Rilke was gravely ill at the time of
their correspondence, and possibly approaching death. Rilke wrote a dedication to
Tsvetaeva, where he said that they are touching each other with wings: “Kacaemcs yem?
Kpeinamn. .. 169

| think that in the lines of these letters to Pasternak Tsvetaeva expresses the idea
of the inevitable destruction of the cherished memories and spiritual bonds that occur in
the case of a direct meeting with the “object” of her love and memories. She was
consciously or unconsciously avoiding physical meetings with Pasternak and Rilke, and
others she deeply loved. A similar preference for love at a distance, and spiritual intimacy

in separation is a frequent theme in her later works. Rilke’s Sonnets to Orpheus and her

168 Tom 6, 254. Tacrepuaxy B. JI. St. Gille-sur-Vie, 25-ro mast 1926 r.
189 Tom 7, 75. See Appendix, sect. 37.
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correspondence with Rilke inspired her particular interest in the images of Eurydice and
Orpheus, and her contemplative comments about them in her letters.1’®

Appealing to her own poem and the Eurydice-Orpheus mythologeme, she tries to
explain to herself and to Pasternak her feelings and her deliberate non-writing to Rilke:
“O Puibke. S tebe 0 Hem yxe nucana. (Emy He nuiry.) Y MeHs ceiidac MoKoi moaHoH
9 171

yTpaThl — O00XKECTBEHHOTO e€ Jinka — oTKa3a. [Ipumio camo. S Bapyr moHsuia.

Durch alle Welten, durch alle Gegenden an allen Wegenden
Das ewige Paar der sich — Nie — Begegnenden.
UYepes Bce MUpbL, 4epe3 Bce Kpast — 10 KOHIIAM BCEX J0POr

Beunsble 1BO€, KOTOpPbIE — HUKOTI'/1a — HE MOTYT BCTPETUTHCH.
Eurydice appears in Tsvetaeva’s later poetry, for example, in Ecmb cuacmaueysi u
cuacmausuywt, composed in November-December 1934:

EcTp cyacTiuBIIbI U CHACTIIMBULBI,

[Iets He Morymue. Im —

Cnésbl muth! Kak cnagko BBUIMTHCS

['opto — nuBHEM NPOIUBHBIM!

Urto6 moa kKaMHEM YTO-TO JPOTHYIIO.

MHe % — npu3BaHHUe KaK IIeTh —

Mesx cTeHaHUs! HAATPOOHOTO

Jloar moBeneBaeT — MNETh.

Ilen :xe Hax gpyrom cBoum JlaBun.

XoTb mormnosiaM packosor!

170 See Appendix, sect. 38.

11 Tom 6, 254. INactepuaxy B. JI. St. Gille-sur-Vie, 25-ro mas 1926 .
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Ecmu 6 Opdeii He comén B Aua

Cawm, a mocnai ObI TOJI0C

CBoii, TOJBKO T'OJIOC MOCIIANI BO ThMY,

Cam y mopora JuiIHuM

BcraB, — DBpunuka Obl 10 HEMY

Kak no xanary Beiuia. ..

Kak 1o xaHaty 1 Kak Ha CBeT,

Caneno u 6e3 Bo3Bpara.

N6o pa3 romnoc Tebde, moar,

JaH, ocTanbHOE — B3STO.
The text of the poem says: “Ecnu 6 Opdeii ve comén B Aup / Cam, a mociai Obl rojioc /
CBoii, TOJIBKO T0JI0C TTOCJai Bo ThMy, / CaM y mopora numrauM / BeraB, — DBpuanka Obt
no Hemy / Kak o kanary Bbeinmia... / Kak mo kanaty u kak Ha cBeT, / Cierno u 6e3
Bo3Bpara. / 160 pa3 rosoc tebe, moaT, / JlaH, octampHoe — B35AT0.” I1tS Main message is,
perhaps, that if Orpheus would not physically have gone to retrieve Eurydice, but had
sent his voice, he would have succeeded in leading her back from the underworld to light,
as the Poet’s power lies in his voice. At the same time even the possibility of such a
successful endeavor does not sound kind and merciful for Eurydice, as she would have to
follow Orpheus blindly, even against her will — “Cnemno u 6e3 Bo3Bpara”. This association

with the blinded tightrope walker!’2, who follows the voice, as if going to the light,

172 For the image of the tightrope walker in Tsvetaeva’s poetry see also Tsvetaeva’s: “Ha, kaxercs,
Ha/Ipe3aHHOM KaHaTe / Sl — MaleHbKH IAcyH. / Sl — TeHb oT ubei-To TeHu. / S — myHatuk / J[Byx
TeMHBIX JiyH.” (1914)
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reminds us of the famous Nietzschean metaphor from Thus Spoke Zarathustra.'’®
Eurydice’s following the Voice would have still been a violation and coercion, and what
she would have come to would have been just the Voice (“T'onoc”), as everything else is
taken from the Poet: “H60 pa3 ronoc Tebe, noat, / Jlan, ocransHoe — B3a10.” The 1%
person in this poem states that duty demands that she sings among the grave-moaning:
“MHe X — IpU3BaHUE KaK MIeTh — / Mex creHaHus HaarpooHnoro / Jlonr moseneBaeT
— mnieth.” The lyrical ‘I’ addresses the Poet as “You” — “the Voice is given to you, Poet”.
Orpheus is brought up as an example of the Poet. We may raise the question, with whom
the lyrical ‘I’ (or Tsvetaeva) associates: with Eurydice, who would be required to return
from the grave if called forth by the powerful Voice of the Poet, or with the Poet, who
has nothing else left but the power of the poetic Voice? Does the lyrical ‘7" address
herself/himself with this ‘you’, or some other poet, a particular man, who could drive the

lyrical persona of this poem from the grave, or all Poets in general?

Orphic Figures

The problem of Orphic figures in Tsvetaeva’s life and oeuvre is vast and complex.
Within the framework of this thesis we are able only to outline the main aspects of this
problem, and raise some questions about Tsvetaeva’s possible associations of various
personae with Orpheus. What were the circumstances? Which characteristics should a
person possess for Tsvetaeva to associate him or her with Orpheus? Whom we should
include in the list and whom should we “disqualify”? Was there one Orpheus, or many

“Orpheuses” over the course of Tsvetaeva’s life. Were people like Blok, Pasternak or

173 See Appendix, sect. 39.
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Rilke all the same Orpheus for Tsvetaeva? Did she at all associate anyone with Orpheus,
or just use this name for a particular reason in a specific situation?

There is a legend,!™ that the young Tsvetaeva parsed Sergey Efron’s name as
“Orpheus” — CEPTEM D®POH — OPDEI. (Serguei Efron)!’® With her acute sensitivity
to letter and word, she had to notice and comprehend such an amazing concurrence and,
possibly, even assign a special meaning to their meeting in Koktebel’. Tsvetaeva
idealized and imagined the Poet and Hero in this young man, married him to the big
surprise of many, and remained faithful (despite many loves) to him till the end of her
days. Somehow she knew about the strangeness of her choice, but accepted it as fate. In
the memoirs of her contemporaries we find passages connecting this devotion to Efron
(along with the loss of her daughter, Irina) with a chain of tragic events and fatal
decisions which Tsvetaeva had made, including her following Efron into emigration and,
later, back to the Soviet Russia.

Max Voloshin, who deeply understood and loved Marina, reacted to this marriage
negatively, and with the hope that this “mistake” would soon be over:

B otBet Ha Mo€ u3Bemenne o Moeit cBaaroe ¢ Cepéxeit dppoHom Makc nmpuciai MHE U3
[Tapuxa, BMecTo 000ApeHUs UITH, TIO KpaiflHEe Mepe, 0JI00pEHUs — CaMble HACTOSIIIHNE
co00JIe3HOBaHUs, T0J1aras Hac 00OUX CIIMIIKOM HAaCTOSIIIUMU JJIs TAaKOH JKUBOU (hopMbl
oO1eit u3HU, Kak Opak. S, HoBooOpaiméHHast )keHa, BCKuIena: Moo mpu3HaBail MEeHs

BCIO, CO BCEM, UTO § JIeJaro U caenaro (1 He To emé caenaro!) — mubo... 1 ero oreert:

174 The source of this tale is not very clear. It was mentioned, for example, by Ekaterina Days in her essay
about Tsvetaeva in Neva: "Hesa" 2006, Ne§. KPUTUKA. DCCENCTUKA. Exarepuna [aiic Mapuna u
Opgeti.

http://magazines.russ.ru/neva/2006/8/dall.html

175 See Appendix, sect. 40.
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CIOKOMHBIH, T100A1HIA, 0€CKOHEYHO-OTPELICHHBIH, HETIOKOJIEOUMO-yYBepEHHBIH,
KOHYABIIHICS coBamu: “VITak, 10 CBUIAHUS — 10 Cleayrommero nepexpécrkall’®

So, should we think of Sergey Efron as of one of Tsvetaeva’s Orpheuses, whom she sung
as a Hero and blindly followed through all the hells of life?

Or can we understand an episode, involving Bely, Asya and Nielender, and
described by Tsvetaeva in I1rennwvui oyx through the prism of the Orphic
mythologeme?*’” Nielender, as we discussed above, introduced Marina to Orphic poetry;
and so as “not to love him”, she ran away to Koktebel’. And many years later she recalled
his words (again, about marriage as the end, as madness, and crime): “— Mapwuna, Kakoe
0e3ymMmue, Kakoe mpectymieHue — Opak! 3to roBoputr — MHe ToBoput! B riaza rosopur!

— YeJI0BEK, KOTOPOTO. .. KOTOPHIH... — U Bech paccka3 00 Ace u berom — o Hac

pacckas, ecii Obl OIMH U3 Hac OBUT XOTh YyTOUKY O€3yMHEe MM IPECTyIHee APYroro u3
Hac”.1’8

They share their pain about separating with Asya, whom they remembered as
cuacmaueas Acs, 6eonas Acs, noeubwas yapesna. As was noted earlier in her letter to

Pasternak (1926), Tsvetaeva recalled Bely and Asya, and their separation in the context

of her poem Eurydice to Orpheus:

176 JKugoe o JKusom

Y7 [Thennoui oyx (MOSI BCTPEUA C AHAPEEM BEJIBIM) INocssmaerca Boamucnasy ®elruiuanoBady
Xonacesuuy. Written in 1934 (???) about the events of 1911(???): “— A 3aBtpa Acs ¢ bopucom
Hukonaesuuem yezxaroT B Curuuto! - 91o Bnagumup OtToHOBHY HunteHaep, Toxke MATyIascs u
CMelIleHHas Pa30M CO BCEX 3eMHBIX MecT ayuia, Ame en peine — d'eternite [[yma, cMaTeHHas
BEYHOCTBIO], yKE C IIOpOra, BO3HECS HaJl TOJIOBOW PYKH, TOUHO MOJISI UMU 3aJIbHYI0 AQpPOJUTY OTBECTH OT
aToii ToioBHI Oeny. (Temeps 3amedaro, uto u'y Hunennepa u 'y Dimuca OblUTH OETTOBCKUE JKECTHI.
IoasnusiaHOCTH? CpoACTBO?)

178 |bid., Inennwviii dyx
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Bce, uro B Hell emié mo0MI0 — MOCTIeAHSS TaMATh, TeHb TeJla, KaKOW-TO MBICOK CEep/IIa,
emé He TPOHYTHIH si10M OeccMepThs, TOMHUIIL? — ...C GeccMepThsi 3MEMHBIM YKYCOM /
Konuaercs xeHnckas crpactb! - BCE, 4TO emi€ OT3hIBAJIOCH B HEM Ha €€ )KEHCKOe UMSsI, —
IIJIO 32 HUM, OHA HE MOTJIa HE UJTH, XOTsI MOXKET OBITh yXKe He XoTena uaTu. Tak,
IpeoOpakeHHO ¥ BO3BBILIIEHHO, MHE BUAUTCA paccTaBanue Acu ¢ benbim. !’

In the description of her own “honeymoon trip” she notes that Asya became like shadow,
similar to Eurydice’s shadow, for Tsvetaeva:

Ot Acw, roj crycTs, yKe He 3HAaI0 OTKY/a, IPHUJIETEI0 MICbMO: pa3yMHOE, TOYHOE,

nenosoe. C agpecamu U ¢ ieHaMU. B 0TBeT Ha MOM TakoH ke 3aIpoc: Ky/la €XaTh B

Cummnio. Y Mo€ cBanieOHOE MyTeIecTBrE, TOJ] CIyCTs, ObUIO TOJBKO X0XKJICHHE I10 e&

— Acu, Karu, [Icuxen — caexam. U ta miryxoHeMas cUpaKy3CcKas JEBOUYKA B YEPHOM

AHUKOM JIaBpOBOM Caay, B [[I/IKI/If/'I HOHHHCBHLIﬁ, CHHHI A0YCpHA 4acC, OT KOTOPOI'o y MCHA

U ceifuac B ria3ax cMHE U 4epHO, OekaBlIas epeo MHOO 10 Kparo oOpbiBa U BHE3AITHO
OCTaHOBUBUIASICS C MOJHATHIM MaTBYUKOM: “BOT!” — a “BOT” ObliIa CTATys
onaropoueiiero u3 mo3ros ['p. Aerycra [Inarena — August von Platen — seine
Freunde [ABrycty doun [lnareny — ero apy3ss]| — Ta rIyXOHEeMas JIeBOYKa,

CaMOBO3HHUKIIIAs U3 Yaliu, Obljia, KOHEYHO, Jylia ACH, UM XOTh MaJI€HbKUI €€ MO

oTpe3! — creperiias MeHsl B ’TOM YEPHOM cajly.
Bonbime s Acu HuKorIa He Bujana. 80
In the same fragment, which for me is filled with associations with the Orphic

myth, Tsvetaeva shares her timeless vision of Nielender’s image and sphere of his space,

of his “Orphic grotto”:

179 |bid., Mnennwviii dyx

180 |bid., nennwviii dyx

79



Ho 3aro0 — u kakoe B 3TOM HECpaBHEHHOE CHsiHUE! — 3Halo, UTO €Cld 5, ceiyac,
CTOJIBKO JIET CITCTsI, UJIU elIE Yuepe3 AeCATh JIET, UK Yepe3 Bce ABAAIaTh, BOMIY B €ro

dunonornyeckyro 6epiory, B rpot Opdest, B nemepy CUBHILIBI, OH MPABOWA OTTOIKHET

MOJIOYIO KEHY, JIeBOH 0OBAIUT MHE )K€ Ha IOJIOBY MOJAMOTOJIOUHYIO CTOITY CTapbhIX KHUT

181

— W KUHCTCA KO MHC, PACKPBLIBIIN PYKH, KOTOPBIC 6VZ[VT — KPbLIbA.
Does the description above allow us to include Nielender in Tsvetaeva’s list of Orphic
Figures?

In the previous chapters, we discussed the problem of associating Alexander Blok
with Orpheus. | believe that the Orphic element was not more than a small particle of the
complex and mystical image of Blok as a poet and person created by Tsvetaeva.

On one occasion, in Moit omeem Ocuny Manoenviumamy (March1926),
Tsvetaeva called Osip Mandelstam — Orpheus:

Bort Th1 mepeno MHoOI roJibii, BHE Yap, Opdeit 6e3 aupsl, BOT s, epel ToOOH, paBHBIM, —

Opat Tebe u cyaps. Thl ObUT TapEM, HO KOPAOIEKPYIIEHNUE WU TPUXOTh 3arHaIu TeOs
TOJIOTO Ha TOJIBII OCTPOB, TJIE TOJIBKO JIBE€ PYKH. TBOM MypIryp ocTaics B MOpe.

JIBa Bompoca: cymeenns JIM Tl U 0€3 TmypIiiypa ObITh apéM (1 6e3 cTuxa ObITh
o3TOM)?

Cymeelib 1 Tbl UM — LHApEM UM TIO3TOM — HeE OBbITh?

EcTb 11 03T (1apCTBEHHOCTH) — HEOTHEMIIEMOCTD, €CTh JIM IIO3T B TeOe —
CyTb?

TTokoRIOCH 1 Tebe — Tomomy? 8?2

181 |bid., [Tnennwiii dyx

182 Moii omeem Ocuny Mandenvwumamy. Tom 5, 305.
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Just based on this paragraph we imagine a pathetic character — naked, striped of his
charms, lonely on an island - Orpheus without his lyre. The question is raised: can he
remain poet and tsar in this condition; can he be just human, and not a poet and tsar? Or
is he close to nothing without the lyre, as Orpheus is. Does his essence exist only in
verses, in his charms and the lyre?

The name of Orpheus in association with Boris Pasternak appears in the
unfinished letter to the poet drafted by Tsvetaeva in March 1936. Analyzing these excerpt
from Tsvetaeva’s notes, Irina Shevelenko observed the “pejorative nuances” in
characteristics of Pasternak, in these late years of their correspondence.'® Tsvetaeva
compares Pasternak to Orpheus stripped of his powers and thus about to be eaten by the
animals:

Hwudero 61 He noHnMaenns, bopuc, o1 - Opdeit, mosxupaeMslid 3BepsIMH, TIOKPYT OHU
Tebs1. TeOst Bce mro04T ceituac, moromy uto HeT MasikoBckoro U EceHunna, ThI uyx)oe
MECTO 3aHHMMaeIllb, HAJI0 K€ KOro-To JII0OuTh. Ho 1004 - 10MaroT, 0OKapHBIBAIOT, 11O
cBoeMy 00pa3y u nmogoouro. Teds HUKaKkue MacChl JTIOOUTH HE MOTYT, TaK K€ Kak ThI -
HUKAKHUX MAacC JIFOOUTh HE MOXKEIIh. ] - 10 4eCTH - 4eM Macca Cyabs TBOMM CTHXaM U
1e0s1? Cyaps TBOUM cTUXaM, BOpHC - TBOSI COBECTD, Cyibs T€OE - TBOI JIOKOTb, TBOM
BHUCOK, TBOA TeTpaI[I).184

| think that the image of Orpheus, who abandons love, loses his lyre, his poetic gift and
powers, who is weak and fails in front of the beasts and the crowed, prevails in the late

Tsvetaeva’s oeuvre. In the letter to Pasternak, dated late October 1935, she clearly

183 Mpuna lllesenenxo. Jlumepamypuuiii nyms Llgemaeso, 396.

184 Sited from Irina Shevelenko, p. 396. PTAJIU, ¢. 1190, om. 3, ex. xp. 26, 1. 160 06. — 161. Also see:
Hatanbs NBanoBa, bopuc Ilacmepnak. Bpemena dsrcusnu.
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opposes her path to the path of such “Orpheuses”, naming some of them and at the same
time generalizing this “register” of the poets to which she does not belong:
Tenepb, HOABOIS UTOTH, BIXKY: MOSI MHUMAsl )KECTOKOCTb ObLIa TOJIBKO — (opma,
KOHTYp CYTH, HEOOXOMMasi TPpaHUIa CAaMO3AIUTBI — OT Ballleil MATKOCTH, Puibke,
Mapcens Ilpyct u bopuc [1acreprak. 160 BbI B TOCIEIHIOI0 MUHYTY — OTBOJMIIN PYKY
U OCTaBJIAJ I MCHA, 1aBHO BBI6BIBH_IYIO n3 CEMbU J'IIOZ[GI;'I, OJIWH HAa OJUH C MoOeH
YeJIOBEUHOCTHI0. MeXy BaMu, HeUeJI0BEKaMH, sl ObLIa TOJIBKO YeoBeK. [...] S, korna
Oyay ymHpaTh, 0 Heil (cebe) moymMaTh He YCIIer0, IIETMKOM 3aHsITas: HAKOPMIICHBI JIN
MOM OyIyIIHe IPOBOXKATHIC, HE PA3OPWIIHCH JTU OJIM3KHE HA MOW KOHCHIIMYM, U M.0. B
JTydIIIeM STOMCTHYECKOM CIIydae: He PACTAIININ JIM MOU YepHOBUKH. 8

The most exemplary Orphic figure in Tsvetaeva’s life, according to the research
literature, was Rainer Maria Rilke. Hasty devotes a chapter to this topic, titled “Orpheus-
Rilke”, and she makes a very strong case in support of this thesis. She argues: “In
Orpheus-Rilke, Tsvetaeva realizes — at least briefly — a personal and artistic contact that
takes the place of the meeting with Orpheus-Blok she had demonstratively foregone some
five years earlier.” “As we consider Tsvetaeva’s letters to Rilke, we recapitulate major
themes she associated with poetry and prepare for the next chapter, in which she herself
assumes the role of Orpheus to confront Rilke’s death.”8

It became a commonplace to say: Tsvetaeva called Rilke “I'epmancruii Opgheir”.

Is it how we should understand the passage from her letter to Teskova on January 15,

185 Mapuna Iseraesa, Tom 6, 277.

186 O, Hasty, 135.
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1927%87: “O Pusbke B apyroii pas. I'epmanckuit Opdeii, To ecth Opdeit, Ha 3TOT pa3
seuBImiics B ['epmanuu. He Dichter (Punbke) — Geist der Dichtung. [...] ...Moii Tot
CBET MOCTENEeHHO 3acensiercs: emé Punbke!" - ?

Obviously, Rilke in this passage is the Poet — “Dichter (Puibke)” - but
“T'epmanckuit Opoeit” is not “Dichter (Punpke)”, but the “Geist der Dichtung” (“myx
no33un), which at this time appeared in Germany. It iS the spirit, but not the man Rilke,
whom she came to love and who passed away into Tsvetaeva’s “Moii ToT cBeT”. As
Hasty rightfully observes, Tsvetaeva had a very complex attitude towards Rilke (which
for Tsvetaeva was an immanent and normal process of perceiving and mythologizing
people): “the distinction she made [...] between “Rilke-Mensch” and “Rilke-Dichter”
[Rilke-man and Rilke-poet].””*8 I think we should add to this “classification” the “Geist
der Dichtung” (the spirit, the ultimate of poetry) as another facet or aspect, implied by
Tsvetaeva, in the idea of “I'epmanckuii Opgherr”. An important question arises here for
me: which of the three became truly dear for Tsvetaeva - the “Orphic spirit”, the Dichter
or the man Rilke?!8° | can answer with another question: when we grieve over death, can
we grieve over the dead one as the “spirit of poetry”? No. We grieve about a human
being.

From this perspective we may, perhaps, understand Tsvetaeva’s revelation,
expressed in her letter to Pasternak, sited earlier. Here she explains why she stopped
writing to Rilke, and supposes that her initial passion in responding to his letters was

similar to Eurydice’s motion of return. She stigmatized it as shameful: “cTsiaHO -

187 Tom 6, 354. Teckosoii A. A. benbBio, 15-ro suBapst 1927 r.
188 0. Hasty, 154.

189 See Appendix, sect. 41.
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Hazaxa!”, “O6opot Opdess — neno pyk IBpunuku. (“Pyx” — gepe3 Bech kopuaop Augal)
O6opot Opdest — nubdo cienocts €€ TFOBH, HeBNaAeHHE eto (ckopeit! ckopeit! mpukas
00epHyThCss — 1 otepsaTh. OTToro oHa (s1) Tak panyiacek.” | think that Tsvetaeva’s
phrase (“Opdeii 3a Het mpuIén — KUTh, TOT 3a Mokt — He kuTh.”) implies Rilke.
These lines expressed her realization of what Rilke was searching for in contacting her.
He wanted them [just] to “touch each other with the wings”, as he himself was
approaching the end of his earthly being.

Earlier in this thesis we discussed the importance of Maximillian Voloshin for
Tsvetaeva. As was noted, she wrote about him as a persona somewhat opposite to the
Orphic, but of equal or even higher power. Tsvetaeva, for example, stressed his special
ability to help imagine and create a whole poetic world and to establish a new identity for
Elisaveta lvanovna Dmitrieva. As Tsvetaeva wrote:

MucTrupuKaTopcTBO, B HHBIX yCTaX, YK€ HA4allo MPaBJbl, KOT/A )K€ OHO J0PACTAET JI0
MU(OTBOpUYECTBA, OHO — BCs Mpana. Tak Obu10 y Makca B ToM ke ciaydae YepyOuHsbl.
Urto He HacymHo — nuniHe. Tak u moiy4darotcst 6oru u repou. Tobko B MakCHHBIX
pacckasax JIFO/IM U SIBISUIUCH MTOXO0KUMH, 00JIe€ TIOX0KUMHU, YEM B )KU3HHU, TJI€ UX
BCTpCYACHIb HEC TaK U HEC TaM, I'’I€ BCTpECYaCIb HC UX, I'1IC OHU ITPOCTO CaMHU-HEC-CBOU U —
Hey3HaBaeMbl, 1%

Tsvetaeva’s stepping into the “land of Orpheus” was both physical and spiritual,
and this is attested to in her memoirs about Maximilian and Koktebel’. There in 1911 she
met Sergei Efron. They got married in January 1912, and in September of that year their
daughter Ariadna was born. Tsvetaeva writes in her memoir about Voloshin’s “inner

eye”, as though she remembers him foreseeing her own fate, with his abilities to “eye-

190 )Kusoe o JKusom - A Living Word about a Living Man
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witness” the mystery of life and people’s destinies: “TaifHOBHI4ECTBO 103Ta €CTh
MIPEX/Ie BCETO OUYEBUIUECTBO: BHYTPEHHUM OKOM - BceX BpeMEH. O4eBHIEeI] BCEX BPEMEH
ecTb TaifHoBUAe. M Hukakoif Tyt "raitael" Het”. Stating that Max was “myth himself”,
Tsvetaeva relates him to the primordial beings, created by nature without limitations:
3TOMY, IO OJTUIEHCKAM U JTUTEPATYPHBIM HAcIIOpTaM, TPUALATUIICCTUICTHEMY
(bpaHITy3cKOMY MOJIEPHUCTY B PYCCKOM MO33UH OBLJIO, 110 CYIIECTBY, MHOTO THICSY JIET,
T€ MHOTO TBICSY JIET Ha3aJ, KOTa MPHPOJIa, CO3/1aB YEJIOBEKA U KOHS, )KEHIIUHY U PHIOY,

HE OKOHYATEIILHO €IIE peuuniia, rac KOHCI YCJIOBCKY, I'’/IC KOHIO, TAC KCHIIHUHC, /I

pBIOE, - CBOMX TBOpPEHUM HE orpaHuymiia. Makc Mudy npuHauiekan Aymoi 1 TeJIoM
Kyaa 6OJII)IH6, 4YCM CTUXAMH, KOTOPBIC CKOPEC ABJIAINCH IPUHAJICIKHOCTBIO €TO
cosHanus. Maxc cam 6601 Mud.”t%

This passage in Tsvetaeva’s memoir establishes a long-lasting notion of Man and Woman
not delimited to just a “manly” or “womanly” nature, and a chain of significant
mythological associations: Man, horse, Centaurus, Pegasus, Orpheus (leading) — on the
one hand, and Woman, fish, spontaneous marine creature, Eurydice (eternally being led
“into Hades” and abandoned) — on the other. Tsvetaeva presents VVoloshin as an entity
combining the opposites: “Bce camoe 00paTHOE, Bce B3aMMHO-UCKIIOYAOIIEecs, KakK:
OTIIETLHUYECTBO — OOIIEHUE, PAIOCTh KU3HU — MOJBIKHUYECTBO. CKaky 00paszHo:
OH OBUT TOT CaMBIi CBATOM, K KOTOPOMY Ha CKally, KOTopas Obliia UM ke, mpudera
MOJIEYUTH JIany OOJIbHONW KEHTaBp, KOTOPHIN ObUT UM K€, TIOJl COJTHIEM, KOTOPO€E ObLIIO UM

xe”.192 We can derive from Tsvetaeva’s metaphors and epithets describing Voloshin a

similar array of poetic, mythical and esoteric qualities which often are ascribed to

11 Ibid., ZKusoe o XKusom, related to the Orpheus legend. See Appendix, sect. 42.
192 |bid., JKueoe o JKusom.
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Orpheus. Based on these qualities, VVoloshin, paradoxically, should be recognized as the
most “Orphic” figure for Tsvetaeva.!®® The memoir JKusoe o JKueom, written by forty-
one year old Tsvetaeva, first and foremost reveals to the readers the author’s own
psychological portrait, and creative method. It appears significant to me, that together
with the highly praised Maximillian VVoloshin, Tsvetaeva names one female author —
Adelaide Gertsik.1®* Her persona and her poetry, inspired by Russian folk traditions
(“3ammauky, JKeHCKHe HapoHbIE TIeCHU Takue, oT mnada”'®), were deeply valued by
Tsvetaeva, and their influence she acknowledged: “Tak oru u ocramuce - MakcuMuIHaH
Bosnommn u Aznenanaa ['eplipik - Kak TOTIa CONEPeIUIeTEHHBIC B OIHY KHUTY (Moeii
MOJ'IOI{OCTI/I), TaK HbBIHC U HaBCEraa CILUICTEHHBIC B CANUHCTBC MoeH 6JIaFOIIapHOCTI/I u
mo6Bm.” 1%

In her essay, Iloomul ¢ ucmopuei u nosmel 6e3 ucmopuu, TSvetaeva characterizes
two kinds of poets, which she metaphorically describes through epigraphs from
Heraclitus and Ecclesiast,'” and through the symbols of arrow (line) and circle: “Msicib
— ctpena. / UysctBo — kpyr”, “I'paduuecku nepBbie 0TOOPaKAIOTCS CTPEIIOH,
MYIIEHHOW B 0ECKOHEUHOCTb, BTOpble — KpyroM. IlepBbie (cTpesna) BIEKOMBI
IMOCTYNNATCJIbHBIM 3aKOHOM CaMOOTKPBIBAHUA. OHu OTKPLIBAIOT ce0s BO Bcex SABJICHUAX,
BCTPEYAIONIUXCS Ha MyTH, B K&KI0M HOBOM IlIare U KaXKa0i HoBoi BcTpeue”, «“ Kak

OJIMHOKH TaKue Temnexosl! B Hux Uiyt Toro, Koro Teneps He y3Haemb. [Tomooumm —

193 See Appendix, sect. 43.

194 Anenanna Kasumuposna Iepupix (1874-1925)
195 |hid., JKueoe o JKusom, Tom 4, 180.

196 |hid., JKusoe o JKusom, 181.

197 See Appendix, sect. 44.
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OJTHOTO, @ OH caM OT ce0s yke oTpékcs. [loBepuiin — oTHOMY, a OH caM ce0st yKe
nepepoc”.1% In a circle of the “lyric geniuses” Tsvetaeva included Anna Akhmatova,
Osip Mandelstam and Boris Pasternak, poets “born at once with their own vocabulary
and maximum originality”. Tsvetaeva uses a quote from Pushkin’s poem Poet (“noka ue
TpeOyeT Mmo3Ta K CBAIIEHHOM )epTBe Anoiion”) to describe the intrinsic nature of the
“lyric poet”; and thus she latently classifies such lyrics as Orphic poets and Apollonian
acolytes. If we accept this Tsvetaeva’s binary proposition, then we should probably
recognize her as a poet “with a history”.1% By that “history” she means not necessarily a
dramatic biography, but those poets who are led by their genius towards the future
unknown for them, who possess the “will of choice” (“BoJst BEIOopa™), and develop
within the “laws of movement and pervasion” (“3ak0H IBHXEHHUSI U IPOHUKHOBEHUS ).
Like other “poets with a history”, Tsvetaeva’s creative genius surpasses her lyrical gift,

and she feels too restrained within her own ‘729

IToaTBI ¢ UCTOPHEH, YTO OYEHB BaXKHO, — IOITHI TEMBI. MBI Bcerja 3HaeM, O 4YeM OHU
MUIIYT, a €CJIM U HE 3HaeM, TO Y3HAaeM I0Ciie 3aBEPIICHUS UX MYyTH, KyJa OHU LI (y HUX

€CTh HGJ’II)). PGJIKO TaKH€E NO3THI OBIBAIOT YHCTLIMHU JIJUPUKAMU. OHH CIHUIIKOM BEIUKHU MO

9

00BEMY M pa3mMaxy, UM TECHO AK€ B CBOEM ‘I’ — MYCTh B CAMOM OOJIBIIIOM; OHU TaK

19 |bid.

199 Tsvetaeva writes about herself: “TBopueckoii, TO ecTh MOE€ii, MOKET OBITH TOJIBKO HHTOHALHA, TO ECTh
YYBCTBO, C KOTOPBIM S IPOU3HOITY €€ U MEHSIO e€ CIOBECHYIO (hOpMY, SI3BIKOBOE M CMBICIIOBOE COCEJICTBO,
B KOTOpOe e€ craBro. Ho korma, Hampumep, st IUINYy Ha OEJIOM JIUCTKE TOIYI0 GOPMYITy, KOTOPYIO KOT/Ia-To
Hanta: Etre vaut mieux qu’avoir (stydime GbITh, 4eM UMETB), S TOBTOPSIIO (OPMYITy, KOTOpast TaK JKe He
MIPUHAJICKUT MHE, Kak Jirobas aaredpandeckas popmyiia. Bers MOXHO cO37aTh TOJBKO OTHAX/IBI.”

200 “TTyrukuH, Kak BCAKMIA MOST ¢ MCTOPUEH, KaK U caMa MCTOPHs, HAadall C CAMOTO Hayala M BCKO CBOKO
*®u3Hb TipoEn im Werden (B cranosiennn), a JIepMoHTOB cpa3y — 6bul. [Tymkuny, 9T06B OTKPHITE CeOs,
OTpeOOBaJIOCH MPOXKHUTH HE OJHY *KH3HB, a cTO. JIepMOHTOBY 3Ke, 4TOOBI OTKPBITH ce0s1, HY»KHO OBLIO
TOJIBKO POJIUTHCS .
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[P}

pacIIMpSIOT 3TO “S”°, YTO OHO IPOCTO CIAMBAETCS ¢ KpaeM ropusonTta. (I'ére, ITymkun.)
Yenoseueckoe “s”” CTaHOBUTCS “‘s”” cTpaHbl — HapoJa — JaHHOTO KOHTUHEHTAa —
CTOJIETHSI — ThICSIUEIETUsI — HebecHoro cBoaa... (Becemepnoe “a” I'ére: “S Buxky B
ThICSTUENETHAX .) Tema JIJIs TaKOTo 1M03Ta — MOBO/I ISl POXKICHUS HOBOTO ce0sl, KOTOpOe
HeE Bcerja yenoBeueckoe. Bech UX 3eMHOI TyTh — uepeia NEPEBOIUIONIEHUM U HE BCeraa

B 4€JIOBEKAa: B KAMEHb, I[BETOK, co3Be3aue. OHU CIIOBHO BOOpasH B ceOst BCe THU

TBOPEHUSL.

Though, Tsvetaeva offers her reflections not as an ultimate truth, since she herself allows
rare exceptions to the “rule”. For example, about Blok she writes:

WckimroueHne — YuCThIi JIUPUK, Y KOTOPOTo ObUIN, OJJHAKO, U Pa3BUTHUE, U UCTOPUS, U
nyTth, — Anexcanap biok. Ho, ckazaB “pa3Butue”, BIXKY, 4TO 3TO HEBEPHOE
IIpe/ICTaBJIEHHE, U CIIOBO, IPOTUBOpPEYAILIEE CYIITHOCTU U cyab0e biioka. Pazpurue
MpeIoiaracT rapMoHu0. MoxeT i ObITh pa3BuTHE — KatacTtpopudeckum? 1 Moxer
71 OBITH TAPMOHMS TaM, TJI€ HAJIUIIO TIOJIHBIN pa3psiB aymu? W BOT, HE 1Sl UTPHI CIIOB,
CTpPOTO MX BBIBEPSIsl, yTBEpKAat0: bjok Ha BceM CBOEM MOATHYECKOIO IIyTH HE
pa3BUBAJICS, a pa3pbIBAJICS.

O brioke MOXKHO CKa3aTh, 4YTO OH OT OJIHOTO ce0s MBITAJICS YHTH K KaKOMY-TO IPYTOMY
cebe. [...]

Ecnu biiok HaM BUAUTCA Kak MO3T C HICTOPUEH, TO 3Ta UCTOPHUSI — JIMYHO €ro, biioka,
Hcropus nmupryeckoro rnoiTa, IMpuka crpaganus. Ecim biiok Ham BUAMTCS MO3TOM,
MMEBUINM ITYTh, TO 3TOT IyTh — JIMIIb OEICTBO MO KPYTY OT CaMOro ceosl.
OcTaHoBUTbCA, 4TOOBI TIepeBecTH AyX. M BoTH B TOM, YTOOBI CHOBA BCTPETUTH TaM ceOs

camoro! [...].
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Tonbko oxHax B! Bi1OKY ynanock yoexars oT cebst — Ha KECTOKYI0 ynuily PeBosmonuu.
D70 OBLI COCKOK YMHPAFOIIETO C IOCTENN, OETCTBO OT CMEPTH — Ha YJIUILY, KOTOpasi ero
HE 3aMeTHJIa, B TOJIITY, KOTOpas ero pacronraia. B obeccuinennyro pusndecku u
HaAOPBAHHYIO JYXOBHO JIMYHOCTDH bioka BOpBAJIaCb CTUXUA PeBOHIOI_II/II/I CO CBOMMU
MeCHSIMU U paspymrwia ero Teno. He 3a0yneM, uro mocienHee cioBo “/IBeHaamaru”
XpHUCTOC, — OJIHO U3 MEPBBIX CIIOB biioka.

When we read this passage about Blok, we can’t avoid thinking about the analogy of
Orpheus’s dismemberment and the final act of Blok’s life-history. The wild force of the
Revolution and the crowds could be compared to the Maenads, who tore apart and killed
Orpheus. If we think of Orpheus and (following Tsvetaeva) of Blok as ultimate “pure
lyric” poets, then we should be able to compare them as phenomena of a similar nature.
Tsvetaeva does not articulate this analogy, and she does not compare Blok’s final act of
self-sacrifice to Orpheus’s final existence as the head floating in the river. This excerpt in
prose from 1933 about Blok consummates Tsvetaeva’s poetic cycle to Blok, and confirms
his image as the poet-martyr and prophet. Blok, by his “will of choice”, overcame his
lyrical nature - a centripetal force of his “lyrical circle” - and threw himself with the
“arrow force” into history, into the magnitude of genius. In the line of her poem, which
applies the Orphic mythologeme, Tsvetaeva uses the verb in the past tense: the head
swam (nziwina not navieém), and that was in the poet’s past; he was the lyric poet of
Hesnaxomka;, and now he is the genius of /Jeenaoyams.?**

On many occasions we encounter Tsvetaeva’s principle of “multilayered”

perception of a person and author, human being and his/her genius, his/her appearance

201 “O1 I'éTe 10 ero BOCBMHUIECATH TPEX JIeT (rofa cMepTH) Tpebopanu I'ena (I'éTe ABaILATHIETHETO).
Bonee 6mu3kuii npuMep — ot biioka Jeenadyamu Bce emgé tpedyrot Heznakomky!”
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and insight. For example, she discerns for herself the “young Goethe” and the “mature
Goethe”, “Goethe — the person” and “Goethe — the creator”,?%2 or Rilke — the man, and
Rilke — the poet, and Rilke - “Geist der Dichtung”.?%® Tsvetaeva paradoxically may have
different feelings towards various hypostases of such persons. For example, she
confessed to Rilke, that he was not her favorite poet, and at the same time she admires
him as the Spirit of (German) Poetry, and falls deeply in love with the man-Rilke:

BbI He caMblii MO JIFOOUMBIH MOAT («caMbli IFOOUMBII — cTeneHb). Bel — sBeHue
MIPUPOJIBI, KOTOPOE HE MOXKET OBITH MOMM U KOTOPOE HE JIFOOUIITh, a OIIYIIACIIh BCEM
cyiiecTBoM, miH (e He Bce!) Bbl — BoIIoméEnHast msatasi CTUXHS: caMa M033us, UIH
(em€ He Bce) Bol — TO, U3 yero pokaaeTcs 1mol33us U uyTo Oosbiie e€ camoit — Bac.

Peub unér He o yenoBeke-Puinbpke (4eI0BEK — TO, HA YTO MBI OCYXKJIEHBI!), — a 0 Ayxe-
Pusnibke, KOTOPBIi €111é OOobIIe M03Ta U KOTOPhIN, COOCTBEHHO, M HA3bIBACTCS JIsI MEHS
Punbke — Punibke u3 mocnesastpa. |...]

BGI[L BbI — BOHJ'IOHIéHHaSI 1mo33uA, JOJIKHBI 3HATh, YTO Y>KC CaMO Bame nmsa —

cTuxoTBopeHue. Paiitnep Mapust — 9T0 3By4HT NTO-LEPKOBHOMY — ITO-I€TCKH — I10-

202 "Ecnin Ow1 3pestbiii ['éTe BCTPETHI Ha MEPEKPECTKE BPEMEH MOJIOJIOTO, OH, BO3MOXKHO, HE Y3HAIl Obl €T0
HaCTOJIbKO, YTO 3aX0TECJI ObI TO3HAKOMHTLCS C HUM. FOBOpIO HE O réTe-HI/I‘{HOCTI/I, ao FéTe-TBopue. U stor
pumMep HaunboJiee O4YCBUJCH. HOBTBI, HUMCIOIINE UCTOPHIO, KAK U CaMa UCTOPHs, HC OTPEKAIOTCA OT C66${, a
IIPOCTO HE O60pa‘II/IBaIOTC$I Ha 06651, OHU JABUIKYTCS TOJIBKO Bnepén! TakoB 3aKoH JABUKCHUA U
nponukHoBenus" - Heraclitus's metaphor of the streaming forward and changing river.

203 "PyjibKe JIETKO OHATB" — ¢ FOPAOCTBIO TOBOPAT MOCBAIIEHHbIE: aHTPONOCO(HI U APYTrHE MUCTHYECKUE
cekTaHTHI [...] "Jlerko mousATs". 1o acTsM, B pa3apoOineHHOM Buae: Punbke-poMaHTuK, Punbke-MuCTHK,
Punpke-mudorBopen u T. A. 1 T. . Ho nomsitaiitecs oxBatuth Bcero Puibke. 31eck GeccuiabHO Bee Bale
SACHOBHJCHbE. [ dyna He Hy)XHO sicHOBHIeHbA. OHO Hannmo. JIF000# KPeCThIHIH — CBHIETENh: TI1a3aMu
Buzen. Uyno: HEIPUKOCHOBEHHO, HEMOCTIKUMO.

Bropyto Houb BunThIBatock B TBoero "Opdes". (Toii "Opdeii” — crpana, motomy: B)” — from the letter to
Rilke, St. Gilles-sur-Vie, May 12™",1926.
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polliapcku. Baiie nMs He pugmMyeTcsi ¢ COBpEMEHHOCTBIO, — OHO — U3 MPOIILIOTO UIIH
Oymymero — u3aaneka.?%
Tsvetaeva’s correspondence with Rilke ended abruptly and painfully for her. Analyses or
examination of it and of Tsvetaeva’s perception of Rilke’s Sonnets to Orpheus are
beyond the scope of this thesis. However, I would not dispute Olga Hasty’s notion, that
Tsvetaeva sensed “inadequacy — both in herself and in her Eurydice” - before Rilke’s
concept of Orpheus: “she [Tsvetaeva] was beginning to recognize that her Orpheus did
not coincide with Rilke’s”, “The arguments advanced by Rilke and Tsvetaeva’s excessive
umbrage at them imply their awareness of the irreconcilable differences between
them”2%, “Orpheus was no longer a symbol of their unity”.2%® Nevertheless, Rilke entered
Tsvetaeva’s intimate circle of her “dear beings”; and her posthumous dialog with Rilke in
the poem Hosozcoonee affirms this fact.

Yro MHE ACJIaTb B HOBOI'OJHEM LIYME

C aToit BHyTpeHHE pudmoii: Paitnep — ymep.

Ecnu ThI, TakO€ OKO — CMEPKIIOCH,

3HauuT JKHU3Hb, HC )KU3Hb €CTh, CMCPTh HC CMCPTH €CTh,

3HauUUT — TMHUMCSI, JOTIONMY IIpH BcTpeue! —

Her Hu Xu3HU, HET HU CMEPTH, — TPETHE,

Hosoe. 2%’

204 Tsvetaeva to Rilke - St. Gilles-sur-Vie, May 9™, 1926.
205 Hasty, 157.
20 |pid., P. 160.

27 Hogozoonee, Bellevue, 7 peppans 1927.
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In a similar way, as was shown earlier in this thesis, Tsvetaeva was expressing her love to
people even when ironizing about their actions or positions, or rejecting their works or
teachings. For example, she admired Nietzsche — the man, but renounced the Nietzschean
(“HummeancTBo — Kak Besikoe «aHCTBO» ). On par with historical figures (like idealized
and subjective images of Napoleon or Pugachev), Tsvetaeva included fictional characters
in that intimate circle of the beloved. One of the eminent examples is Pushkin’s
Valsingam: “Ecmu 651 Banscuaram 6511 — ITymkus ero Beé pasro 051 cozgan’.2% Can
we perorate from this perspective Tsvetaeva’s attitude towards the persona of Orpheus?
Orphic mythologemes inspired powerful and dramatic passages; but did Orpheus himself
become Tsvetaeva’s hero and exemplar poet? In her classification he belongs to the “pure
lyrics” and “poets without history”, i.e. “without development” and thus insular. In her
encounters with Orpheus, Tsvetaeva expresses ambivalent or negative feelings, like
irony, indignation, offence or grievance. | think that overall she demonstrated resistance
and opposition towards Orpheus, the “Orphic poetic land”, and the Orphic/Apollonian
codes and establishments. Above the authority of the "archetypal poet Orpheus”,
Tsvetaeva introduced and established the authority of the Genius who leads "poets with a

history".

208 J{cKyCCTBO PH CBETE COBECTH.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

Tak — HEOECKOPHICTHOO

KeprtBoro mupy:

Odenust — nuCTh4,

Opdoeit — cBoro aupy. ..

— A a? —

In this poem (/1o nabepeaicuvim, 20e cedvie depesws,’*® September 28, 1923) the lyrical
‘I’ is asking us whether we understand, and herself: What is that “not-selfless”, “not-
disinterested” sacrifice made to the World. We must ask ourselves what is this interest -
“kopeicTh”’? Does it mean: sacrifice everything for reciprocating Love or is there more?
In this poem Tsvetaeva remembers those, the other poetic figures, who left behind their
gifts for the world of human civilization, and she raises a question about her place in this
heritage.

Tsvetaeva presents in this poem both a duality and an opposition of the poetic
worlds signified by the images of Ophelia and Orpheus. Orpheus sacrificed to the world his
lyre. In light of the aforesaid in this thesis, and following Tsvetaeva’s concept of the “pure
lyric genius”, we can understand her evaluation of Orpheus’s contribution. It is axiomatic
and, it seems, worthy of a short, one-line mention in the poem about a poetic sacrifice to
the world: “Opdeit — cBoro mupy”. Ophelia’s sacrifice is depicted with more detail,
complexity and empathy, as if Tsvetaeva again feels the need to defend its intimate, non-

obvious poetic value. Ophelia leaves her leaves: “Odenus — muctes”, her chaplets and

209 See Appendix, sect. 45.
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necklaces (oorcepenss), her garments — “He HapspkeHHO# ke ymupath!”, and her traces: “Tlo
HaOepexHbIM, rj1e cefpie aepeBbst / [1o ciaeny Odenwuii...” The lyrical “/” associates with
her (Ophelia) and with the collective “we” of all the others following Ophelia’s traces:
“IIpenBeunsbie ropsl Mbl cHocuM / Ha cepaue”, “cmeptHOro joxa — HemoxkHeii / Ham
obiTh HeskenanHo#!” Ophelia in her end and sacrifice became victorious — “crowned’: “ona
Bce HeMHorue BécHbI / Crutena — nporuibiBathk / HeBectoro — u BeHueHocHoit.” These
lines remind us of the poem Hesecmam myopeyos (To the Brides of the Sages), discussed in
detail earlier in this thesis.?*® Also here appears an association between Ophelia and the
lyre floating in the river (from the poem Tax naviiu: conosa u rupa). These images are
united by spiritual strength and their preeminence over the Head, over Orpheus. The lyrical
‘I’ associates with the lyre and Ophelia (in Tax naviiu: conosa u rupa and Io
HabepedcHbiM, 20e cedbie Oepeswbs respectively) but does not completely identify with
them: she follows the “traces”, but reaches a higher level of independence and

introspection, which allows her to address a rhetorical question to the poetic world,

alluding to her (Tsvetaeva’s) own unique position: “— A 51?7 —”

In her correspondence with Rilke (anticipating in him a nonpareil ability to
comprehend) Tsvetaeva attempted to explain to him her self-consciousness and self-
concept: “sI — mHorue, nonnmMaeib? beiTh MoXkeT, Hercurcaumo MHorue! (HenacoiTHOE
MHOecTBO!) [...] Bcro sxu3Hb B 10)kHOM ToJ10’keHuu. "MI60 T71e 51 COTHYT, — 5 conran".
Conrana, Paitrep, He mxmBa!”?!! In Catherine Ciepiela’s analyses of Tsvetaeva-Rilke’s

correspondence | found support for my belief that Tsvetaeva reaches an awareness of her

210 See chapter “Classical Themes in Tsvetaeva’s Early Poetry”.

211 See: Tsvetaeva, Letters to Rilke.
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exceptionality among the poets.?!2 Quoting Tsvetaeva and Rilke, Ciepiela writes: “She
resists being “bent” by others’ demands in those things that matter most, love and poetry.
She thus reads back to Rilke his own lesson about the poet’s solitude, though she achieves
hers in the specific context of being “a woman, married, children, etc.” [...] In her reply,
Tsvetaeva accommodated the contradiction with agility, though also with a question mark.
Summoning Goethe as an authority, she allowed that she might be both right and wrong,
both natural and unnatural, both woman and not-woman. [...] The idea that nature can be
unnatural derived not just from Goethe but from Tsvetaeva’s mother. [...] Rilke’s law [...]
demands that she relinquishes her femininity (be a “rare” woman) to earn the title of poet.
Both the mother and the male genius legislate a gender arrangement that leaves no place for
Tsvetaeva except as the unnatural woman. Tsvetaeva obeys and contests this law by
representing herself to Rilke as the unnatural woman while defending her condition as
“natural” This woman is none other than Psyche, whose identity Tsvetaeva now claims
before Rilke”.?*® She comes to an understanding of herself as a unique and perhaps
unprecedented poetic phenomenon. It is essential, that Tsvetaeva pointed to her status as
wife and mother. Motherhood was for her a significant component of her “history”, and a
fate-bearing hereditary line from her own mother (the wounded Amazon) and to her own
children, Ariadne, Irina and George. The theme of motherhood reached symbolic and
mythical levels in Tsvetaeva’s poetry and prose; it differentiates her from those poetesses
who rejected this aspect of womanhood. Tsvetaeva’s genius thus merged the spiritual and
the physical, feminine and masculine, devotion and freedom, Amur and Psyche, the Bride

and the Wise, Orphic and Dionysian.

212 Catherine Ciepiela. The Same Solitude: Boris Pasternak and Marina Tsvetaeva, Chapter “The End of
the End (1926-1935)”, 193.
213 |bid., 193-194.
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We can relate to Tsvetaecva’s own words, which explain this phenomenon of
limitlessness: “Beskoe onpenenenue, npuaaBas TOYHbIA CMBICI, OrpaHnYuBaet”, “B
MIPUPOJIC HET MOBTOPEHHUS: OHO BHE IPUPOIBI M, 3HAYUT, BHE TBOpUECTBa. [...] [loBTOpsier
TOJIbKO MAallIMHA; Y “NI03TOB, KOTOPHIE MMOBTOPSIIOT ’, MAllIMHA MAMSTH OTJIEISAETCS OT
TBOPYECKHUX UCTOYHHKOB U CTAHOBHUTCS YUCTHIM MeXaHU3MOM. [IoBTOpeHune ecTh 4nucTo

MEXaHNYCCKOC BOCITPOU3BCACHHUEC HEM30EKHO YYXKOro, XoTsa OBbI M CBOET'O COOCTBEHHOTO.

160, BEIyYHB Hau3yCTh CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO MBICIIb, 5 IOBTOPSIO €€ KaK 4yXylo, 0e3
yuacTHsi TBOpUeckoro Hayana”. Tsvetaeva distinguishes “lyrical genius” from the genius

in principal: “B oTiimunu MaciiTaba MUpa — OTIIMYHME TEHHS OT JIMPUYECKOTO TeHHS.

BGI[B CYWCCTBYIOT U YUCTO JIMPHUICCKUC 'CHUH, HO UX HUKOT'a HC HA3BIBAIOT I'CHUAMMU.
3aMKHYTOCTh, OOPEUEHHOCTh Ha CAMOTO ce0s1 HApEeKaeTCsl, OMPEIEIAETCS CJIOBOM JIUPUK.
A 6G3FpaHI/ItIHOCTI> U J1axe 0€3JIMYHOCTh TEHUS — OTCYTCTBHUEM OIIPCACIICHUA NI
HEBO3MOKHOCTBIO onpesiesienns Boobmie”.?* Through these words Tsvetaeva also
delineates her conception of Orphic poetry and pure lyrical gift. Tsvetaeva’s “world’s

scale” (MacmTab mMupa) iS commensurate to the genius.

The more one studies Tsvetaeva the more obvious does one realize the
impossibility of finding certain univocal and conciliatory meanings and interpretations
for her works. In Tsvetaeva’s case, it seems that for every thesis there is an antithesis, for
every argument there are counterarguments. Her personality is very complex, and her
texts are multifaceted and inexhaustible. For a researcher this situation may cause
frustration, after finding contradictory material to his/hers beautifully constructed thesis.

However, further study leads to an increased admiration for and fascination with such an

214 MLU. Lgeraesa, [Toomut ¢ ucmopueii u noamut 6e3 ucmopuu. Kinamap, 1 mons 1933.
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author as Marina Tsvetaeva. As Tsvetaeva wrote: “MeHs BeCTH MOYKHO TOJIBKO Ha
KOHTpAcTe, T. €. Ha BCEIIPUCYTCTBUU: HATUYHOCTHU Bcero. JInbo OpaTts — vyacts. Ho He
TOBOPUTH, YTO 3TA YACTh — BCE. Sl — MHOI'O MO3TOB, a KaK 3TO BO MHE CIIEJIOCh — ATO YK€

Most Taiina” . 2°

215 | etter to Jury Ivask, January 25, 1937, Monday, Vanves (Seine) 65, Rue J. B. Potin
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APPENDIX

COMPLEMENTARY NOTES

1) “Tax, sbicoko 3anpoxkunys 106..."

Tak, BBICOKO 3aITPOKUHYB JI100,

— Pycb monopas! — Coymait!—

Omnposepraro JTUX0i MOKIIEN

Ha Kpacory u Jymy.

Han xabGakowM, rje rpexu, TPOIIIH,

KpoBs, BEpo10MCTBO, ABIPBI —

Bceranp, TpueauncTBo Moen aymm:

JInms — Jlebeap — Jlupa!

Hroms 1918

“Haoobrno cmeno npusnamocs, Jlupa!l..”

Hano6no cmeno npusnathest, Jiupal

MBI TATOTENH K BEIMKAM Mupa:

MavuTtam, 3HamMEHaM, LIEpKBaM, LapsiMm,
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Bapnam, reposiM, op;iaM u cTapuam,

Taxk, NPUCATHYBIIY HAa BEPHOCTh — LIAPCTBaM,

He nosepstor [llarpa — Betpam.

3Haellb napst — Tak rcapsi He xKayi!

BepHocTh Kak SIKOpeM Hac Jeprkana:

BepHocTb Bennubio — BUHE — Oefie,

BepHocTb BenMkoi BUHE BEHYaHHOM !

Tax, NpUCATHYBIIIM HA BEPHOCTh — XaHY,

He npucsraror ero opae.

Berpenslii Bex Mbl 3actany, Jlupal!

Berep B K110KM H30paB MyHAMPHI,

Tpemer nocnenuuii nockyt latpa. ..

Hogsie Tosnmbl — unblie ¢uaru!

MBI 5 ocTaéMcst BEpHBI IPUCATE,

N6o nypHBIE BOXKIN — BETpA.

14 aBrycra 1918
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g yua

Beoime! Boime! JIou — néruuiy!

He cripocuBmmce 10361 — OTYECKOM

Hepeunnoro no — nomiercs,

Hepeunnoro B 1a — 3yps!

Jlupa! JIupa! XBaJIbIHb — cHHSASA!

[lonpixaHnue Kpbul — B CKUHUHU!

Ha)1 MOTBII'aMHU — U — CIIMHaAMH

[Nonprxanue aByx Oyps!

My3a! Mysa! Jla kak — cMmeelb Tbl?

Tonbko y3en ¢aTsl — Beromeit!

Wnu BeTep cTpaHui] — MIEIECTOM

O CTpaHulbl — W CMbIB, BBMBLI. ..

U nmokamecT — cueTa — KHIIaMH,

M mokamecT — cepana — XpUIIaMH,

3akuIanue — 0 — KHATICH!

HByX BCIICHCHHBIX — KPETIUCh — KPbLI.
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Tak, HaJ Balel UTPOMl — KPYIHOIO,

(Mexny Tpynamu — U — KyKJamu!)

Heé oOrymana, HE KyIUieHa,

Tlonpixag u g — nia —

[IlecTukpepLias, pa — AyLIHas,

Mexny MHUMBIMUA — HUIT! — cy1Iiasi,

He 3agymena Bammvu Tymamu

Iy — ma!

10 depamnst 1923

2

“Hebo — cuneil snamenu! ...

Hebo — cuneit 3Hamenn!

[TanbMbI — nyyku miIameHu!

Mope — nosnHeii BeiMeHu!

Ho cBoero umenu

He compsiry ¢ 6perom cum.

Jlupa — 3aBeT 0eHOCTH:

I'opbl — peneii TemeHu.
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Mope — ceneit BpeMeHH.

Hrons 1935

2) “Self-mythology” as a common characteristic of creative personae [Jung discusses
“Personae” as “personality” and “mask” or accepted (social) role...] of that era, i.e. of
Modernism, Symbolism, is widely discussed in research literature in connection to Zinaida
Gippius (1869 — 1945), Anna Akhmatova (1889 — 1966), Alexander Blok (1880 — 1921),
Vladimir Mayakovskii (1893 — 1930) and many other representatives of Russian
Modernism. Though, self-mythologizing in the case of Tsvetaeva was a phenomenon of a
different nature than, for example, of Mayakovskii, who was actively constructing and
developing the mythopoetic “/”, as was noted by L. Trotsky, R. Jakobson and others.
[See: P. O. SIko6con. O nokonenuu, pacmpamuswem csoux nosmos.] Talking about poetic
mythology of Mayakovskii, Jakobson for instance, emphasizes his “treatment” of Time: “C
BGpOfI B I[MIPCOJ0JIMMOCTb BpEMCHH, B H06€)1y HaJ €ro HCIPCPLIBHBIM IAKKOM CBA3aHO
ydueHre MasikoBCKOTO O MOA3TE. [...] ... MOIIIHBIE 3a0€Tal0T HACTOIBKO e BIEpE, uTo0
“TamuTh NOoHATOE BpeMs . [109T, OOTOHSIONINI U TOATOHSIIOIINI BpeMs — MMOCTOSIHHBII
o0pa3 y MasikoBckoro. He TakoB i 1 moiituHHBIN 00pa3 camoro MasikoBckoro?”. If
Mayakovskii was “constructor”, exposer and performer, Tsvetaeva was listener and
observer. Her mythologies were the results of listening, feeling and intimate
comprehension of people, time, fate, and destiny. She reaches through time, past and
future, and crosses through the realms of life and death. For example, she looks at portraits
of the dead, and attempts to foresee the future, as if it is already written in the “Book of
Life”. In the Chapter "On Photography, Literature, and Image as Memento Mori" Molly T.

Blasing argues: "Photographs engender intimate encounters with a variety of individuals —
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her deceased grandmother, Rainer Maria Rilke, the late Gronskii—from whom she is
separated by insurmountable distances or death [...] also works for Tsvetaeva as a personal
memento mori; [...] to prefigure the poet’s own death. [...] Tsvetaeva’s first use of the

photographic image in conjunction with the poetic word as a means to commune with the

past and the world beyond the grave is found in her 1914 poem “Babushke” (To

Grandmother)." [Blasing, Molly Thomasy, “Through the Lens of Loss: Marina
Tsvetaeva’s Elegiac Photo-Poetics,” Slavic Review 73.1 (Spring 2014).] "For Tsvetaeva,
photographs give rise to poetry in places where the images the poet encounters represent a
palpable form of personal loss. [...] The intersection of photography and poetry for
Tsvetaeva also invariably occurs at the crossroads of life and death. At each intersection, a

photograph inspires poetic writing because the picture offers a means to bridge the divide

between presence and absence, between the world of the living and the world beyond. The

images come to the poet primarily as the stilled gestures or artifacts of individuals who
have already departed — or are soon to depart—this world."

3) To Boris Pasternak (26-ro mast 1926 r., cpena): “bopuc... [...] [a, Tbl HE 3HACIIb, Y
MEHSI €CTh CTUXH K TeOe, B caMblil pasrap [ opwi [“Ilooma I'opwr’]. (Ilosma Konya — onHo.
Tosbko [ opa paHbllle 1 — MYXCKOU JIMK, C IEPBOTO rOpsiya, Cpa3y BHICIIYIO HOTY, a
Ilosma Konya yxe pa3pazuBlieecs *KEHCKOE rope, IpSHYBILIUE Ce3bl, s, KOrJa J0XKYyCh, —
He s, Korya Bcrato! [loama 2opvl — ropa, ¢ Ipyrou ropsl yBuneHHas. [looma Konya —
ropa Ha MHe, s o] Hel). [la, 1 KITMHOM Bpe3aBIIMecs CTUXU K TeOe, HeJOKOHYCHHBIE,

HECKOJIBLKO, B3bIBaHHE K TeOEe BO MHE, KO MHE BO MHE”.

4) Usacky IO. I1. 4-ro anpenst 1933 r., Clamart (Seine), 10, Rue Lazare Carnot: "M. 6. Bam

MHTEpECHO OyJIeT y3HaTh, 4TO 00a ['eoprus — Ky3aMUHCKUN U MOM™ — BOSHUKITU
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OJTHOBPEMEHHO U HUYEro JIpyr o apyre He 3Hast. C Ky3MUHBIM y MEHsI €CTh IepeKINUKa,
TOJIbKO OH OTPOJISICH YCTaJ, & C MEHs XBaTUT ell€ Ha 150 MUITMOHOB xu3Hel. Dedpbi
Kysmuna** ne ynrana aukorga. Mcrounnku moeit @enpel — BooOIIe BCel MOSH MU(PHUKH —
HeMelKuil nepeckas Mugos 1y ronomectsa ['ycrasa [1IBaba. Bepueii (MCTOYHUKU-TO 51
cama, Bo MHe) — Marepuaiibl. PaBHo kak marepuaisl Laps-JleBuist 1 Monosia —

COOTBETCTBYIOIIUE CKa3Ku Y AdaHachena'.

[*CruxotBopenue M. A. Ky3muna «Cs. ['eopruii (Kanrtara)» nanucano B 1917 1.
(omybnmkoBaHo B ero c0. «He3nemmnue Beyepay. I1r., 1921); nBeraeBckuii UK
«[Ceopruiiy, Bormeammii B cOopHUK «Pemeciio», co3nan mosxe, B utoiie 1921 r. Cm. 1. 2, a
Takke ouepk «Heszneurnuit Beuepy (1. 4). - Mapuna [[BeraeBa. Cobpanue COYMHEHMI B

cemu Tomax. T. 7. Mocksa, «9mmuc Jlak», 1995. P.381, 412.

**CruxorBopenue M. A. Ky3muna «ITmamens ®@enpei» (1921), Bomreiee B ero cOOpHUK

«[Tapa6omsy (ITr.; bepmun, 1923).]

5) Pusibke P.-M. St. Gilles-sur-Vie.12-ro mas 1926 r.: "W, KcTaTH, TOJIBKO YTO MOJyYHIa
u3 [Tapmwka pyccKyro, YMCTO JINTEPATYPHYIO Ta3eTy (Hally ¢IMHCTBEHHYIO 3a TPAHHUIICH) CO

CJICAYIOIUMHA CTPOKaAMU:

«M3 atoro («I1o3T 0 KpUTHKE» — 3aMETKH, NTP0O3a) Mbl y3HaeM, 4To rocroxa L. 1o cux nop

6e3yrenHa uz-3a cmepti Opdes 1 ToMy MOJOOHBIE HEJICTIOCTH. .. ».

Onun xputHk ckazai o bioke: «Hetsipe rofa, OTASNSIOINE HAC OT €r0 CMEPTH,

MIPUMHPUIN HAC C HECIO, ITIOYTH ITPUYUIHIIN HAC K HEiy.

S mapupoBana: «Eciau J0CTaTOUHO YETHIPEX JIET, YTOOBI IPUMHUPUTHCS CO CMEPTHIO TAKOTO
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nmodTa Kak biok, To kak oocrout aeno ¢ [Mymkunabmm (1836) . U kak ¢ Opdeem (1)? [...]
JT0, KOHEYHO, HE UMEET OTHOIIEHHS K «mTeparype» (belles lettres ), mostomy meHs
BbICMesUTH. Byb 3T0 cTuxu (1moaT (riaymen!), KOTOphI OCMENMBAETCS TUCATh MPO30id!),
Oy/b 3TO CTUXH, OHU OBI MPOMOITYAIIH, & MOXKET, U — B3I0XHYJU. He ApeBHss Jin mpUTYa

00 Opdee u 3BepsX, K KOTOPHIM NPUHA/LJIEKATIH U — OBIbI?

Twl nOHMMAaEIIB, S HEYsI3BUMa, H00 5 He rocnoxka L., ¥ T. 1. ¥ T. 1., KaK OHU BCE ke
cunutaroT. Ho MHE TpyCTHO: BEUHO-TIPAB/IMBasi U BHOBb MIOBTOPSIIOIIASICSI UCTOPUS O TTOATE U

TOJIIIE, — KaK OBl XOTEJI0Ch, BCE-TAKU N30aBUTHCS OT 3TOr0!

6) Kenp. AITOJIOI'MS (O kuwure kH. C. Bonkonckoro «Pomunay): "A BOT )KEHCKHit royoc,
YMOJISIOIINHN 110 TeieoHy BOIKOHCKOTro 4MTaTh JICKIIUU B TAKOWU-TO ThICSYa-TICPBOI
ctynuu. V3 nekuuu HU4ero He BBIILIO, HO JTHS TPHU CITYCTS JIEKTOP, K YAUBJICHUIO CBOEMY,
MOJIYYaeT OT TOM CaMOU MPOCUTENBHUIBI POAOBOJIBCTBEHHYIO MOCHUIOUKY.

Ob6nagaTenpHUIIA YMOJISIFOIIETO T0JI0Ca OKa3ajaach BUIHON KOMMYHHUCTKOM.

Karu B Mope, na. beanble karu Maciia B KpoBaBOM Mope, U He UM yTHIuTh Oypro! Ho
He OyJieM, 0/J00HO KOMMYHUCTaM, U3MEPATh BCSKYIO IEHHOCTh — KOJIMYECTBOM, U HE

3a0yJieM, 4TO Ha KaxKa0ro 3seps — ectb Opdeii!”

7) XKusoe o xxuBoMm: “ Makca BosormHa B PeBosronuio JaMm IByMsI CIIOBaMH: OH CIiacall
KpacHBIX OT O€JIbIX U O€JIBbIX OT KPAaCHBIX, BEpHEE, KPACHOTO OT OeJbIX U 0eJIoro OT
KpacHBIX, TO €CTh YeJI0BeKAa 0T CBOPbI, OTHOTO OT BCEX, MOOSKAEHHOTO OT
nobenuTenei.”, “Makc HEM3MEHHO CTOSUT BHE: 32 KOXKJIOTO U HU IPOTUB KOro. OH ymen
JPYKUTh C YETIOBEKOM U C €0 Bparom, Npu4€éM HUKTO HUKOTA HE MOYYBCTBOBA €r0
npenaresuem, ce0sl — IpedaHHbIM, TPUYEM Kax /bl (BMecTe, Kak MOPO3Hb) HEN3MEHHO
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YyBCTBOBAJI BCIO UCKIIIOYHMTENBbHYIO ero, M.B., mpenanHocTs emy, 100 310 — Ob110. Ero
JIeTI0 B KM3HH OBUTO — CBOJMTH, & HE PAa3BOJUTh, U 3HAIO, OT OYEBU/LIEB, YTO OH HE OJTHOTO
KpacHOTo ¢ OEJIbIM YeJIOBEUYECKH CBEN, XOTs ObI HA TOM, YTO KaXJI0T0, B CBOM Yac, OT
npyroro cnac. Ho 06 atom mo3xe u rpomue.” - Mapuna [[BeraeBa. CoOpaHue cOunHEHHMIA

B cemu ToMax. T. 4. Mocksa, «Diuuc Jlak», 1994. P.217, and P.190.

MupotBopuectBo M. B. Bxoauio B ero MugpoTBOp4YecTBO: MU(a 0 BETMKOM, MYAPOM U

00pPOM YeJTOBEKE.

8) About Hades and Hell: Christian views on hell and Hades:

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_Hades

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Christian_views_on_hell

9) Tsvetaeva named her daughters Ariadna (Ariadne) and Irina, and her son — George
(Georgie). Irina is consonant and rhyming to “Marina”, though with the “antonymic” to her
own name’s “nature” — as “Irina” means “peace”, “repose”, “rest”. These names are
instinct with meaning and predestination, which reveal themselves in Tsvetaeva’s poems
and prose. Names of Georgie and Ariadne are connected through the mythologeme of
“descent to the underworld” with the image of Orpheus. Ariadne — “nyreBoHast HUTh —

“the clue-thread”, which she gives, or which is given for a safe return, to the Hero,

descending into the Labyrinth.

Herein we may point, that Tsvetaeva entrusted her little daughter, as a mediator, to deliver
her poetry (manuscript) to Alexander Blok at the poetry evening, while she herself

remained in the “shadows”. In connection to this name — Ariadne, Tsvetaeva also poetically
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developed a theme of daughter-sister relationships. The trope of spiritual Sister in fate and
poetry played an important role in her oeuvre. In the later period of her life she created
poetic dramas comprehending characters and fate of two mythological sisters Ariadne and

Phaedra — Apuaona (1924), ®@eopa (1927).

10) In the Chapter "On Photography, Literature, and Image as Memento Mori" Molly T.
Blasing argues: "Photographs engender intimate encounters with a variety of individuals—
her deceased grandmother, Rainer Maria Rilke, the late Gronskii—from whom she is
separated by insurmountable distances or death [...] also works for Tsvetaeva as a personal
memento mori; [...] to prefigure the poet’s own death. [...] Tsvetaeva’s first use of the
photographic image in conjunction with the poetic word as a means to commune with the
past and the world beyond the grave is found in her 1914 poem “Babushke” (To

Grandmother)."

See: Blasing, Molly Thomasy, “Through the Lens of Loss: Marina Tsvetaeva’s Elegiac
Photo-Poetics,” Slavic Review 73.1 (Spring 2014). "For Tsvetaeva, photographs give rise
to poetry in places where the images the poet encounters represent a palpable form of
personal loss. [...] The intersection of photography and poetry for Tsvetaeva also
invariably occurs at the crossroads of life and death. At each intersection, a photograph
inspires poetic writing, because the picture offers a means to bridge the divide between
presence and absence, between the world of the living and the world beyond. The images
come to the poet primarily as the stilled gestures or artifacts of individuals who have

already departed—or are soon to depart—this world."

11) Mythopoetics / Mythopoeia of names, assertion of Tsvetaeva’s perception of names -
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present a complicated theme for a research. Symbolism of names - Ariadne, Irina, Georgie,
Marina, as well as several other names and mythologemes associated with them — plays an
important role in formation of Tsvetaeva’s self-mythology and expressions of the lyrical

n]v

Irina Efron was born in April 13" of 1917. On the eve of her birth Tsvetaeva wrote a poem
about the time of quietness, silencing of her Song, closing of her eyes, dreaming —

“nokoit”, which will come some day:

A BCE K€ CIIOpUTH U NE€Th YCTAHET —

U stort port!

A Bcé€ xe Bpemst MEHS OOMaHeT

N con — npunér.

N nary tuxo, cMEXy peCHULBI,

CMexy pecHHIIbI.

W nary tuxo, u 6yayT CHUTbCS

JlepeBbs, NTULIBL.

This poem and the newborn girl’s name reflected both the anticipation of death — “sleep-
death”, and deep longing for peace — “mokoii” as gift. It was the time when her husband
Sergey was somewhere at the front, and his fate was unknown. War and revolution were

flaring up and forever breaking down the familiar world. Irina died from hunger in Moscow
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in February of 1920. Rare references to Irina’s death in Tsvetaeva’s poetry many
contemporaries and critics impute to her coldness and indifference to her second daughter,
without understanding that this silence by itself is the reflection of mother’s deepest pain:
the unbearable pain causes such omission. In the cycle “Pasnyka” (1921) she writes:
Pyuonku, pydonku! / Hanpacho 30Bére: / Mex Hamu — cTpyucTas JiectHuia Jlerst. During
the Easter Week of 1920 she wrote “/Ige pykwu, jierko omnyiieHHbie. ..””: CBeTias — Ha
1Ielike TOHEHbKOW -/ OyBaH4MK Ha cTeOe! / MHol emé coBceM He TOHSATO, / UTo quTs

Mmo¢ B 3emute. (ITacxanbnast Henens 1920).

TuxoHBKO

Pykoii 0CTOp0KHOM U TOHKOM

Pacrmyraro myTsI:

Py4oHKM — 1 pkaHbIO

HOCJ’IYHIHafl, 3alICJICCTUT aMa30HKa

ITo 3BOHKUM, ITYCTBIM CTYIICHAM paCCTaBaHbs.

Tomnouer u pxkér

B ocusiHHOM nponére

Kpputatenii. — B ri1a3a — 1mosipIxanbe paccBera.

Py4onku, pydonku!
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Harmpacno 30Bére:

Mex HUMH — CTpYHUCTas JieCTHULA JIeThl.

June 27,1921

99 ¢

(Images: “aBe ronoBku” “nBe pyKH” XPYIKUH “OqyBaHYMK”

«Tpoepyunua» Otceuenue pyk... Uyno o Tperbelt pyke... Ckazka 0 MaTepu U J104epsix.)

In the poem "[IBe pykw, jierko omymieHHbIe. ..", composed during the Easter week in 1920,
Tsvetaeva writes about deceased Irina as “light” (cBetnast) and unearthly, like fragile
blow-away dandelion (omyBanuuk), and thus she associates her child, whom she was

unable to protect, with golden and white (color symbolism).

In a great number of Tsvetaeva’s poems images of working hands, protecting hands,
helpless hands, or severed hands play a key role. This significant for Tsvetaeva’s self-
expression trope of hands appears in this poem as well. Tsvetaeva contrasts a state of
harmony — two little heads and two mother’s hands (“mo oxHol Ha Kaxayo -/ JIBe
rOJIOBKM MHE JapoBaHbl”’) — With a state of despair — when only two hands are so little, and
not enough, when both hands are needed to pull out a child from death (Ho o6enmu -
3aaTbIMU - / SIpocTHBIMU - Kak Morua! - / Ctapiiyto y TbMbl BbIXBaTbIBas - / Mnauieit He
yoeperina). The line about one hand, which after the child’s death became odd and empty,
inversely points to that third ‘helping hand’, which she was lacking, when fighting for the

child’s life. I think, that it refers to “the miracle of the third hand”:

(see: Jlerenpl 0 meperuibIBatoLei pexy boropouiie B pycckoi (onbkiaoproi bubmwm. *
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B.C. Ky3neunosa. HOBOCHUBUPCK
http://www.nsu.ru/education/virtual/csO16kuznetsova.pdf : Cpeau nerennm pycckoit
¢onpkiopHOit bubnnu u3BecTHb MOBecTBOBaHUs 0 OerctBe B Erumer boropoauist ¢
MJIJICHIIEM M CIIACEHHH MJIAJICHIIa XPUCTa, HEKOTOPBIE U3 HUX ObLIM yXKe HaMU
paccmortpensl [Ky3nenona, 2007; Kuznetsova, 2007; Ky3ueuosa, 2011]. Oty temy
IIPOAOJIKAIOT JIereH bl 0 boropoauiie, nepemuisiBatonieii peky. OHM paccKas3blBaroT O TOM,
KaK, criacasich OT IpecienoBateneil, boroponuna ¢ MiageH1eM neperuibiBaeT pexy, pu
sToM Boropozamiia mpocuT cBoero 60KeCTBEHHOTO ChIHA 1apOBATh €1 TPETHIO PYKY, YTOOBI
OHAa MOTJIa IUIBITh, AepKa TPEThel pykoil chiHa. BOT nmpeacrapnenusii B 3amucu XI1X Beka
npumep croxera, nepenanusii C.B.MakcumoBsiM [Makcumos, 1994, ¢.358-359]: Onun
pa3 rHauCh 3a boropoauiieit pa30oMHUKH, a OHA ObLIa ¢ MITaJIeHIIeM Ha pykax. bexana,
oexana boropoaua, rsine — pexa. OHa 1 OpocuITach B BOY, PACCUUTHIBAS IEPEIUIBITH HA
JPYTyI0 CTOPOHY U CHACTUCh OT OroHu. Ho ¢ MiasieHIieM Ha pyKax IUIbITh ObUIO TPYAHO,
IIOTOMY YTO I'PECTH MPUXOIUIOCH TOJIBKO OJHON pyKoH. BoT 1 B3monmiiace boropoauna
cBoeMy MiajsieHITy: «CbIH MO MUJIBIH, JJail Tl MHE TPETHIO PYKY, & TO IJIBITH MHE
HEBMOTOTY». MitajieHel1 ycibllial MOJIUTBY MaTepH, U MOSIBUIIACh Y HEE TPEThsI pyKa.
Toraa yx misITh ObLTO JIETKO, 1 Boropoauiia 61aronoydHo 10CTUrIa
IIPOTHBOIIOJNIOKHOTO Oepera. «Hano qymaTs, — 3aBepIaeT rnepeckas JereH bl
C.B.MakcuMoB, — 4TO B CBSI3U C ITOH K€ JIET€H0M CTOUT U MPOUCXO0XKICHUE NKOHBI

Bboxbeit Marepu “Tpoepyunisr”» [Makcumos, 1994, ¢.359]):

- according to the well-known Russian “folk Bible” and tales, it was given to the mother
(God Mother) to protect and save the child (Christ) from death (bandits/robbers, drowning

in the river, etc.) This circle of tales is associated with highly revered icon of God Mother,
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depicted with three hands - boxxus Mateps “Tpoepyunna” (belongs to the iconographic

type Hodegetria - "She who shows the Way").

O T SR S - AN A, .

‘h 1ﬁ S

[ https://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tpoepyuniia;

http://hramtroicy.prihod.ru/ikony_bozhiejj materi/view/id/1133956]

Earlier, in 1916, “Tpoepyunua” appeared in the poem developing the lyrical
“I” of Llappb-/IeBuna, Yepnoxkumkanua: “Koam MIIIbIM Ha30By — He COCKY4YHIIbCst! /
Boroponuneii — cabiBy — Tpoepyunneii: / OaHoii — KpenocTu Kpyury, ipyra —

TamMoTKa, / TpeTheii 10 MOpIO ULy — PHIGAM rPaMOTKY.”

In 1934, 14 years after Irina’s death, Tsvetaeva wrote a tale “Cka3ka marepu™: in it a
bandit/robber demands from mother to choose which one of her two daughters he shall kill;
when mother refuses to choose, he forces her to light two candles and promises to kill that
daughter, whose candle burns out first. In this tale the God’s miracle saves both daughters
and the mother from the horrific choice: “...ot riepkBH pacxoaMINCh ABE COBEPIIEHHO
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OJIMHAKOBBIX JIOPOTH, KaK JIBE PyKH, KaK JIBa KPbUIa - U BOT MO Pa3HBIM JI0OPOTaM, C IBYX
Pa3HBIX CTOPOH, IIar B IIar, CEKyH/Ia B CEKYHAY K LIEPKBH - a IPOTHB LIEPKBU — COJTHLIE
BcTaBaio! — pa300iHuK 1 MaTh. OTKPHIBAIOT 3aMOK, BXOJST B IIEPKOBb, U — [...] O0e

CBEYH T'OPENX POBHO, OJJHA APYTOi HE MEHbIIIE, OJJHA APYTOi HE OOJIbIIIe, HUCKOIBKO HE

CrOpeB, HU Ha CTOJIEUKO HE cropes... Kak Buepa oCcTaBUiIM - TaK U CTOSUIN.”

"JlBe pyku, jierko onyiueHusle..." (ITacxanpnas negens 1920)

JIBe pyKH, JIETKO OMYLIEHHBIE

Ha manenyeckyro rosony!

bbby - Mo 01HOM Ha KAXKIYIO -

I[BC TOJIOBKM MHEC JapOBaHbI.

Ho obenmu - 3a:xaTeIMu -

SApoctHpIMEH — Kak Morjal —

CTapmy}o Y TbMBI BbIXBATbIBAsl —

Munanmeit He yoeperia.

JIBe pyKu — Jnackarb-pa3riakKnuBaTh

Hexnble rojIOBKH IBITITHEIE.

JIBe pyKr — M BOT OJIHA U3 HUX

3a HOYB OKa3aJach JIUIITHAS.
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Caeriiasg — Ha IIEHKEe TOHEHBKON —

OpnyBanuuk Ha crebe!

MHoi1 emé coBceM HE TTOHATO,

Yto auTd MOE B 3eMIIE.

An attempt to comprehend the meaning of Irina’s death and its preordination as a tribute or
sacrifice, exudes through the note which Tsvetaeva made on the manuscript of the 1917
poem “A Bcé ke CIIOpUTh | MeTh ycTaHeT - / M 3ToT por...”: “Hanucano HakanyHe
pOokIeHs Moel BTopoit nouepu — Mpunbl — pog<usiieiics™> 13-ro ampens 1917 roga —
ymepieit 2-ro gespans 1920 rona, B Cperenue, ot ronoza, B KyHuesckom npurore.
Cuera, cocubr”. Cperenue in Russian means Candlemas — npa3qHuK prHECEHUs
MITajieHIa XpucTa B Xpam [yt nocssieHus bory — Commemoration of the consecration of
the infant Christ to the temple of God, and signifies the coming sacrifice - as if Irina was
predestined to be God’s child. Irina’s death betokens the wreck of the hope for peace, and
the impossibility of finding “noxoii” for Tsvetaeva. In the memoires of her contemporaries
we find passages connecting this loss with a chain of tragic events and fatal decisions
which she had made, including her following Efron into emigration and later, her return to

Soviet Russia. (See Voloshin, etc.)

Long before her son’s birth, Tsveateva was carrying her dream and premonition of a son. In
some of her letters (for example, to Sergey Efron) her belief in the “future being/coming of

the son” sounds almost like a hope of atonement for Irina’s death.

12) 3emubie mpumeTs (ctp. 520-521): "Jla3aps: 3acTeKkIeHeBIINE HaBeK rias3a. Jlazapp —
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rna3a — Glas... U eme glas des morts...[[Toxoponssiii 380H (¢pp.).] (Heyxenu ot 3Toro?)

“BockpecH ero, moToMy 4to HaMm 0e3 Hero cKyyHo!” — To xe camoe, uto: “Pazbymum ero,
MMOTOMY 4YTO MBI 0€3 Hero He ciiuM’”.... Pa3se 310 noBoa? — O, Kakoe MEPTBOE, IIOTCKOE,

gyynosuiHoe yyno! Kakoe Hacunue Hazg JlazapeM u kakoe — cTpaliHeiinee — Haja co0oi!

Jlazapb, BO3BpAIAIONIMIACS OTTY/Aa: MEPTBBIN K JKUBBIM, U Opdeid, CIrycKalonmncs Tyaa:
XKHUBOM — K MEPTBBIM. .. Pa3Bepcras sma u Enucelickue nona. — Ax, sicHo! — Jlazapp
OTTYJla MOT IIPUHECTH TOJIBKO TJIEH: 1yX, B JKU3Hb BOCKPECIINH, B )KU3Hb HE “BOCKpECaeT .

Opddeii sxe u3 xxu3an ymén — B JKuzHb. be3 ay:koro BelneHuUs: )KaxI0i CBOCH.

(A MokeT ObITh, IpocTo 00psi morpedenus? Tam — ypHa, 31eck — ckiern. Opdeto

HaBCTpeuy B Aujie ABUHYJICS IpU3pak, U3 neruia BoccraBmuili. A Mapuu u Mapde —

n

TPYyI.

13) Among the most salient classical examples of tragic heroes is the persona of Oedipus —
knowing his destiny he struggled to avoid it, but inevitably fell into the ‘loop of fate’. This
concept was appealing to Russian Symbolists and was developed in their works. We must
consider their influence on Tsvetaeva’s perceptions for the deeper understanding of such
important for her themes like, for example, Love and Eros (versus sex or sexual
orientation), child - daughter — sister relation, etc. [See Makcumunuan BomomiuH,
Bstaecnas MBanoB «39pocy etc.] Thus in accordance with this stream we may deeper

understand how mythological, folklore, literary and historical models and personages carry
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out those clues, which often help Tsvetaeva to grasp and relate through poetry or prose her

insights to the readers.

14) Hanb HUMH IPEBHOCTH IPOCTUPACTD JIIAHH,
Wwmb cBBTUTH pOKD CisiHbeMb BBIIUXb I1a3b,
Nxb Kaxablii MUT'b - MYYUTEIIbHBIA 3KCTa3b.

Brb1 nepens HUMM - ENKU Bb Okeanb!

Jlnist HUXB TF000BB - MUHYTHBIH JTyYb Bb TyManb,
Enunbiii cBbTH HEMEpKHYIIII# - 1715 Bach.

BEI mumie B 1100BH TAUHCTBEHHO-00TaThI,

Bpb Heill Bce: moxaps U roy1yOble JIbJbl,
[Mocabnuuit myys u nepBbIi 1yus 383781,

Bct pyueiiku, Bch TpaBbl, Bch 3akathi!..

- Hagbs HuMu Juks ckionsiercs ['ekatsi,

Wwmsb nynnoit peniv usbTyTs cajpl. . .

Onu nokoi HaxoATh Bb [ epaknuth,

Opdest TbHb UMB 3aKHUTaET B30PE. ..

A gto y Bach? Onunb BbHUANBHBIN QiEpH!
Bspxure xphmue 3010ThIst HUTH

N xaxaplii MU' MOJTUTBEHHO CTEIINTE

CBoto J11000Bb, KaKb MAJICHbKIN KOBEPB!

15) A. C. Ureiirepy: S ¢ ropeusto nogo3peBato Bac B Humieanctse? — Oro! —

Bo-nepBbix, Hunmeancrso — u Humme.
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HunmeanctBo — kak Besikoe «anctBo» — JKMPEHBE HA KPOBU. — 3anono3puts Bac

B HEM, T. €. B TaKoOM BOHI/IIOH_[eﬁ AapMOBIIMHEC — U JCHICBKC — YHU3UTb — ceos1.

Ho 6b11 — Hunmre. (NB! S 6e3 Hure — o6omnacs. I[Ipoutst 3aparycrpy — 15 ner, s
OJIHO y3HaJla, Ipyroro — He y3Haja, 100 BO MHE €ro He ObUIO — U He CTaJI0 HUKorja. 51, B

*u3HU, ioouna Hamoneona u ['€re, T. €. ¢ HUMU KU3Hb IPOKUIIA.)

Ho noMumo Haieit He0OX0AMMOCTH B TOM WJIM HHOM SIBJIEHUH, €CTh CaMO SBJICHUE, €TO
HE00XO0IMMOCTh — WJIM YyJIeCHOCTh — B Tipupoae. Y Hurme — ects. U poga Mbr —

OHOTO!

Ja, ich weiss woher ich stamme!

Unersattlich wie die Flamme

Nahr ich und verzehr ich mich.

Glut wird alles, was ich fasse,

Kohle-alles was ich lasse.

Flamme bin ich sicherlich.

(C'ere — Flammentod:

Wenn Du dieses Eins nicht hast;

Dieses: stirb und werde —

Bist Du nur ein truber Gast
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Auf der dunkeln Erde.)

Urak 1) ropeBats 0 Bamewm «uurmeancTse» (1 nmucats — Ope3riuBo!) 1 He Moriia, n6o —
eciu OBl 51 MOTJIa 3a110JJ03pUTh Bac B HummeancTse — Bac Obl 17151 MeHsS — HE OBUIO

(6110 OBI TFOOOH TIO3BABIINN — U JIFO00I — OTO3BaBIIMNCS. JIF0O0¥ ¢ TFOOBIM).

2) s1 He O HUIIIICAaHCTBE (HUIIe-aHCTBe!) ropeBaa, a ckasana: — Torga — OyabTe Kak

Hunue, T. €. OTKpPBITO ¥ TOPBKO U OECIIOLIAHO — KTHUTE.

(3Haere, 4TO MOCIEAHEN MOIMHCHIO TTOJT €TO TOCIEAHNUM MTMCHbMOM 0e3ymIia ObLIO:

Dionyseus, der Gekreuzigte

— Tak Bugute, yto emy Hurre — ctomn?!

Huriiie — oaHO M3 ipeiebHBIX BOILIONMIEHUH YET0BEUECKOTO (HEUEIOBEYECKOro!)
crpaganus. U ecm s ckazana: — torya OyapTe Kak OH — 3TO TOJBKO 3HAYKIIO: CTpalaiiTe

C €ro YucToTOM. YOuBaiiTe (mpexae Bcero — ceds1) 0eckaBbIYEHHO.

Ho u 1r00ute — OeckaBbIUYEdHO.

16) ACE

TreI MHE HpaBUIIbLCA: ThI TaK MOJIOJA,

Yro B II0JIMECIIa HE CIIMIIb U ITOJTHOYH,

UYro Ha KapTe 3Haelb Te Topoja,
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I'ne rsienu Tebe BCIES YBU-TO OUH.

UYro 3a KHUIOM KHUT'Y ITUIIEIb, HO KHUT

He unraenis, yMWIEHHO OHUKILN,

Yro cam bor Tebe — MEHBIION YUEHUK,

Yro xe Kant, uro xe [llemmmnr, uyro xe Humme?

UYro Bech Mup TEOE — TBOE 030PCTBO,

Yro Ham Mup, OH 0 T€OsI TPOCTO HE OB,

U 4T0 HE OBLIO U HET HUYETO

Han tBOEH TOMIOBOI — KpoMe Heba.

<1915>

17) “Makc ObuT 3HarOIIU. Y Hero Obuta TaiHa... [...] - EcTb ayxu orus, Mapuha, 1yxu
BOAbI, MapuHa, 1yxu Bo3ayxa, Mapuna, u ectb, Mapuna, nyxu 3emin. [...| Uaém no
MyCTBIHHOMY YCTYITy, B CAMBIi TIOJIZICHb, © Y MEHSI TOYHOE YYBCTBO, UTO 5 Uy - BOT C
TakuM 1yXoM 3emin. 6o kakum (1yX, HO 3eMJIM), KpOME KaK BOT TakuM...[...] Makc ObL
HACTOSIIIAM YaJI0M, IIOPOKJICHHEM, HCYaTMEM 3eMITH. Packpbliach 3eMiIs ¥ IIOPO/IHIIA:
TaKOT0, COBCEM TOTOBOT'0, OTPOMHOT'O THOMA, JIPEMYYEro BeJIMKaHa, HEMHOXKO OBIKa,
HEMHOXKO bora [...], ¢ akBaMaprHaM# BMECTO TJIa3, C IPEMYIHM JIECOM BMECTO BOJIOC, CO
BCEMH MOPCKHMH M 36MHBIMH COJIsIME B KpoBH ("A TbI 3Haes, MapuHa, 94TO Hallla KPOBb -

3TO JpeBHEE MOpe..."), CO BCEM, UTO BHYTPH 3€MJIM KUIIEIIO M OCTBLIO, KUIIENIO U HEe
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OCTBLIO. [...] B Makce sxuna gyeTBepTas, BceMu 3a0biBaeMasi CTUXHS - 3eMIi. CTUXHS

KOHTHUHEHTA: CyIllb.”

18) "B3znoObe ropsi. [Tuiny u BUKy: clipaBa, OrpaHUYMBAsi OTPOMHBIN KOKTEOCIbCKUIA
3aJIMB, CKOpee Pa3iiB, YEM 3aJTUB, - KAMEHHBINH PO(UiIb, yXOIAIKi B Mope. MakcHH
npoduib. Tak ero u 3Baim. [...]...3Ta e royoBa SBHO NPUHAISKAIa OTPOMHOMY Ty,
CKpbITOMY T10J1 BceM UepHbIM MopeM. ['onoBa crsiiero BenukaHa wim 0oxxectsa. Beunoro
KyMaJbIIUKa, KaK 3aJIe3I1ero, TaK U He BBUIC3IIETO, a BBUIC3NIETO OBl - MyCTHBILIETO ObI
BOJTHY, CMBIBIIYIO OBl Bce oOepeskne. I1ycTs smyunie Takoit nexut. Tak mpoduis 3a

Maxkcowm u ocraiucs."

19) The Theme of the tight-ropewalker in Nietzsche and in Tsvetaeva’s poetry.

20) Poem I1cuxes does not belong to the Orphic group of poems, but I believe that both
chronologically and semantically it represents a very important link between Tsvetaeva’s
early Orphic poems and her later verse of the early 20-s. It uses another significant
mythologeme and image — Psyche. In her 1918 poem [Icuxes, TSvetaeva is interested not
in “retelling” the myth’s plot in its entirety, but in relating her “story”. The Psyche
mythologem involves Amur/Cupid and a complex array of themes and imagery, which
Tsvetaeva adapts and elaborates. The poem uses alternation of male — stressed and female

— unstressed rhymes.

He camo3Banka — s npunuia JoMoH,

W ne cnyxaHka — MHe He HaJ0 Xxjeda.

Sl — cTpacTh TBOSI, BOCKPECHBI OTABIX TBOIA,

120



TBo# aeHb ceIbMOIi, TBOE celbMoe HEOO.

Tam Ha 3emJie MHE TTOJaBaJIM TPOLL

W xepHOBOB HaBEIIAIN HA LICHO.

— Bosmrobnensslil! — Yikenpb He y3HAEb?

31 macrouka tBosg — [lcuxes!

This short poem brings a lot of complicated associations. A woman appeals to her loved
one who does not recognize her. She calls herself Psyche. Thus comes the first association
with the myth about Amor (Eros) and Psyche and prompts the readers to search for
elements of this myth in the poem. Psyche had to wonder and go through a lot of hardships
in search for her lost love. Psyche in the poem shares - that like a homeless errant she was
offered coins as charity, also she had to do hard work, which in the poem is represented by
the image of the millstones on her neck. She, a swallow, had to live under a heavy burden.
She is concerned that all these miseries have changed her — and that is why her beloved is

not recognizing her.

We may relate these lines to the realities of the poet’s life at the time when the poem was
written in 1918. Even after the revolution Marina Tsvetaeva remained in Moscow, her
birth-place, the city she loved so much. At that time she was separated with her husband
Sergei Efron, who was a White Army officer. The lines: “He camo3Banka — st mpuruia
JoMoi”, - may express an attempt to reassure herself that she is home in Moscow and in
her homeland, even if everything changed so much, and the world she knew is gone

without return. We also know that Tsvetaeva’s life was extremely hard; she and her
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daughters were starving. The words: ... Mmae nogaBanu rpout / U »kepHOBOB HaBelIanu Ha
mreto,” — sound very autobiographical. Home - s npunia gomoit - may also refer to the
realm of writing, and Tsvetaeva herself, being an unaccepted poet in Moscow society of

that time.

We feel the contraposition of the earthly, heavy fate to which the poem’s heroine was
doomed. The first line of the second stanza puts it into the past: “Tam Ha 3emiie” is
followed by verbs in the past tense. Then the true nature of the heroine is emphasized — she
is like a swallow — symbol of freedom, spring, youth, she belongs to the sky, “1acTouxa” is
a tender love-name, she is also Psyche — spirit, breath, and soul. The soul’s return home
means return to the sky, to the heavens, after her wonderings on Earth. The phrase “mue He
Ha1o xy1eba” relates to spiritual needs - “He xnebom eauubIM...”" The heroine makes a
strong claim — she is not an impostor and not a servant - “ue camo3Banka”, “u He
ciyxkanka”. She claims her right, and status, and role as the “passion” of her beloved one,
as his “seventh sky” — the purest of the heaven’s levels also meaning the highest joy. She
is his “seventh day” — day of rest, “BockpecHsiii” may also remind of resurrection -
“Bockpecenbe”. And the beloved one, whom she — the soul — is calling, to whom she is

longing to return to is God himself.

21) There was a sculpture of the wounded Amazon in her mother’s room. Note the use if
Instrumental Case.

22) Olga Hasty writes that “the image of the descending staircase [in Thus floated: head
and lyre...] suggests a descent into the underworld — here designated as the source of

Orphic song.” — O. Hasty, pages 24-25.
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23) See, for example, ywa u ums: "Ho nymry bor mue unyto aai: / Mopckasi oHa,

mopckas!" (1911-12)

24) Though here I would like to look at the text, which shares the same tropes with these
poems. It is a fragment from the Letter to an Amazon (ITiceMo k amazonke, 1932-34) ["...a
OTBEYal0 aMa3oHKE, a He OeIOMY KEHCKOMY IIPU3PAKY. .., HE TOH, YTO Jlajla MHE KHHT'Y,
TOH, 4To e€ Hanmcana.” - M. L[BeraeBa, ABTobuorpadpudeckas nposa, «IIlucemo k
Awmazonkey |, where Orpheus’s head is mentioned to identify a particular “territory” of the

Poetic Land — the island of Lesbos — without naming this place directly:

Ho 4aro CKaKE€T, 4TO r'OBOPUT 00 aTOM npupoaa, CIMHCTBCHHAA KapaTCJIbHUIAa HAIlINX
¢du3nuecknx oTcTynmHI4YecTB. [Iprpoaa roBOpUT: HET. 3anperas cue B Hac, OHA 3alIUIIAeT
camoe ce0s1, e€. bor 3amperias B HaC HEUTO, JIEJAET ATO U3 JIIOOBH K HaM, IPUPOJIA,
3ampernast B Hac TO )K€, JIeJIaeT 3TO U3 JIF0OBU K ceOe, U3 HEHaBUCTH KO BCEMY, YTO HE OHA.
[Tpupona Tak ke HEHaBHIUT MOHACTBIPh, KaK U OCTPOB, K KOTOPOMY MPUOUIIO TOJIOBY
Opdes. Ona kapaet Hac BeIpokienneM. Ho B MoHacThIpe y Hac ecth bor, 4ToObI IpOCHTh

o nomoIi, Ha OCcTpoBe K€ — TOJIBKO MOPE, YTOObI YTOIUTHCA.

9101 OCTPOB — 3€MJIsl, KOTOPOM HET, 3eMJIs, KOTOPYIO HEJIb3s IIOKUHYTh, 3¢MJIs, KOTOPYIO
JOJIKHO JIFOOUTB, IOTOMY 4TO 00pedéH. MecTo, 0TKyAa BUIHO BCE U OTKYZA HEIb3s —

HHUYETro.

3emJIsd CYMTAHHBIX aroB. Tymnuk.

Ta Benukas HecuacTaMBHIA, KOTOpast ObLIA BETMKON MO3TECCOM, KaK HENb3s JIydllle
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BbIOpasa Mecto cBoero poxkaenus. [T. 5. P. 491. M. IlgeraeBa, ABroOHorpadudeckas

mpo3a, «ITucemo k Amazonke» [lepeBon ¢ ppanimysckoro 0. Kimokuna. 1994.]

This text continues the theme of the Amazon and is connected to the poetic land of
Orpheus, though here this land is not an Amphitheatre of ascent, but an island of isolation,
a lock-up (“Tynuk™), surrounded by the sea in which one can only drown oneself.
Tsvetaeva worked on this "letter" for two years, she wrote it in French, addressed it to
Natalie Barni. In result, she created a monolog, contemplating her own fate and

remembering Sophie Parnok and Sonia Holliday, and Sappho.

25) “s1 obu1a HAAHBKOW nipu mosTax — coBceM He Mo3ToM — 1 He My30ii! — Mosioioi
(uHOTr A Tparuueckoit!) HaHbKOH. — BoT. — C mo3ramu 4 Bcerja 3a0biBajia, 4To sl — Mo3T. A
OHM, MOKHO CKa3aTh — U He nojo3peBanu.” 1923 — u3 nucema [lactepuaky (Ilacrepuaky

b. JI.-2. Mokporcel, 10-ro HOBoro deBpans 1923 r.):

“U Gosplire Bcero s JIro0ua moi3Ta, Korjia eMy X0TeJI0Ch €CTh WU Y Hero 0osien 3y0: 3To
YeJIoBeYeCcKH cOnmkano. 5 Obuia HIHBKOM MPH M03TaX, yOIaXUTEIbHULIEH UX HU30CTEH,
— COBCeM He 1o3ToM! 1 He My30ii! — Mo10/10i1 (MHOT /1A Tparn4ecKkom, HO BCE XK:) —
asupkor! C mo3ToM s Beeraa 3a0biBaia, 4To 1 — 1modT. M ecinu oH HamoMUHAI —

OTKpEIIMBaNIach.

N — 3a0aBHO — BU/IS, KaK OHU MX MUILIYT (CTUXH), 1 HAUMHAJIA CUUTATh UX — FEHUSIMH, a

ce0s1, ecIM HEe HUYTO)KECTBOM — TO: IPUUYAHUKOM Iepa, UyTh JIU HE MPOKA3HUKOM. |...]
KatopxHoro kieiiMa 1mosTa st Hi Ha OJHOM HE BHJIEJIa: 3TO *KET 3a Bepery!”

26) Alya wrote in her diary about Marina's "meeting™ with Blok:
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“BpIxoanM U3 oMy enié CBeTIbIM BedepoM. MaprHa 0ObsACHIET MHE, UTO AJIEKCaHIp
biiok — Takon ke BenuKui noaT, kak Ilymkun. M BosHyromee npeayyBcTBUE YEro-To
MIPEKPACHOTO OXBATHIBAET MEHS IPH KAXKIOM €€ CIIOBE». 3aTeM, YAUBUTEIBHO OJIM3KO K
TEKCTY U, TJIaBHOE, K CMBICTY AJld IepecKasaia CTUXH, KoTopble unTai biok. 1 nanpiie —
0 Matepu: «Y Moelt MapuHsbl, CUJSIIEH B CKPOMHOM YTITy, ObUIO TPO3HOE JIMIIO, CXKAThIE
ryObl, KaK Korja oHa cepamiack. MlHora e€ pyka Opaia 1IBETOYKH, KOTOPBIE s JiepKaa, U
e€ KpacuBbIi ropOaThIii HOC BIbIXa Oe33amaxHbli 3amax JuctbeB. M BooO11Ie B e€ nulie He

OBLIO PagoCcTH, HO OBUT BOCTOPT”

Victoria Shevelenko wrote about this memory: "Pe6&nok octaBuit Ham
ceiicMorpaduuecku-TouHy0 3anuch coctostuus L{BeraeBoit Bo BpeMs urenus bioka.
PagocTu He ObUTO ¥ HE MOTJIO OBITH: OHA BHUJIENA TSHKEI000IHHOTO YCTAJIOTO YeJI0BEKa,

YK€ MOYTH OTCYTCTBYIOIIETO:

)41 BJ10JIb BUCKA — IMOTEPAHHBIM IIEPCTOM —

Bce BoauT, BOIUT...

Tak, y3HrKOM ¢ co00i HaeuHe,

(M pe©GEHOK TOBOPHUT BO CHE?) ...

27) See more about references to Blok’s poems — “...B Kakoii KOJBIOCITH JeKHUIIIL?”’

28) Brnaaucnas XomaceBuu, Beprunckoe:.

Uro x? Ot 03HOOA ¥ TPOCTYABI —
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I'opstunii rpor WK KOHBSIK.

31ech My3bIKa, U 3BOH IIOCYIbI,

N nunoBatslii OJIyMpax.

A Tam, 3a TOJICTBIM U OI'POMHBIM

OTHOJII/IpOBaHHbIM CTCKJIOM,

Kak ObI B akBaprymMe TEMHOM,

B akBapuyme ronyoom —

MHOroo4nThIC TPaMBan

HJII)IBYT MCKAY NOABOAHBIX JIUII,

Kak snextpuueckue cran

CeTsmuxcst ISHUBBIX PHIO.

)41 TaM, CKOJIb3s B HOYHYIO T'HHUJIOCTD,

Ha Tone wyxmoro crekia

B BaroHHbIX OKHax OTpa3uiach

[ToBepxHOCTH MOETO CTOJIA, —

W, mpoHuKas B )KHU3Hb UYXKYIO,

Brpyr c oTBpamenseM y3Hato
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Ot1py6neHHy10, HEKHUBYIO,

Hounyto ronosy moxo.

14-24ents6ps 1922, bepaun

29) See illustration below — Russian icons.
30) Anexcanap [lymkun

AHJIPEM NIEHBE. IIOCBAILEHO H. H. PAEBCKOMY
Ainsi, triste et captif, ma lyre toutefois
S’éveillait...

Mex TeM, Kak U3yMJICHHBI MUDP

Ha ypny baiipona B3upaer,

N xopy eBpomnenckux Jmp

bauz Jlante TeHb €ro BHUMAET,

30BET MeHS Apyrasi TeHb,

JlaBHO 6€3 meceH, 0e3 pbLaaHui

C kpoBaBoii MJIaxu B JHU CTPAJaHUN
Comenmiasi B MOTMJIbHY CEHb.

[TeBiy 1106BHU, 1yOpaB U Mupa

Hecy naarpoOHbIie 11BETHI.

3BYYHT HE3HAEMas JUpA.

[Toro. MHE BHEMJIET OH M THI.

[Toapsamace BHOBB ycTallasi CEKHpa

N xepTBY HOBYIO 30BET.
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IleBen roToB; 3aymuuBas Iupa

B nocnennuii paz emy moer.*

* Tak, koraa s ObLT IIEYaTbHBIM U TUICHHBIM, MOSI TUPA BCE e MPOoOyKaanack... (ppanir.)
31) Many researchers pointed to significance for Tsvetaeva of the coincidence of her
birthday with the celebration of the name-day of Moanu borociios. For example, in 1916

she writes:

Kpachoro kuctero

Psa0Ouna 3axriace.

Ilagamu mucThS,

S ponunacse.

Cnopuiu coTHH

Konoko:os.

Jlenb ObuT CyOOOTHHIA:

Hoann Borociios.

Mapuna I{BeraeBa poaunace 26 ceHTsI0pst (8 okTs10psi) 1892 rona B Mockse, B ieHb, KOr/ia
IpaBOCIIaBHAs! [IEPKOBb MPa3HyeT MaMATh arnocroia Moanna borocinosa. O1o coBnaaenue
HaII0 OTPpaXXC€HHUE B HECKOJBKUX IMPOU3BEACHUAX ITO3TECCHI. Haan/IMep, B CTUXOTBOPCHUU

1916 rona:

John the Apostle (Moauu borociios) - ‘author' of The Book of Revelation (Omxposenue
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Hoanna Bozocnosa), or The Apocalypse (its title is derived from the first word of the text,
written in Koine Greek: apocalypses, meaning "unveiling” or "revelation™) - combines the

epistolary, the apocalyptic, and the prophetic...

32) BsiuecnaB MBanoB. CoOpanue counHenuit B 4 Tomax. Tom 3. TekcThl, HalleuaTaHHBIC B

"ITapepra u napanunomexa"

"OP®DEMN":

3nakoM Opdes oTMeueHsl, B psay u3fanuil Mycazema, KHUTY, COCTABIISIFOIINE CEPHUIO
M30paHHBIX POU3BEICHHUN JINTEPATYPBl MUCTHYECKO. M30panue He mpenonpeaesiercs
HUKAaKOIO JIOTMaTHYECKOI0 TEHAECHIIUEH; HO ITPEANOYTEHUE OTIAETCSI TBOPEHUSIM,
BXOJAIIUM B UCTOPHYECKYIO CBSA3b PA3BUTHSI MUCTUKH €BPOIIEUCKON, KOPHU KOTOPOU
JIEKAT C OJHOW CTOPOHBI B XpUCTUAHCTBE, C APYrol — B 3IMHCTBE. Kpurepuem xe
MIPUHAJICKHOCTH JAHHOTO IIPOU3BEACHNUS K JINTEPAType MUCTHUECKON CITY>KUT JIJIst
Mycarera yoexaeHre, YTO €ro BO3HUKHOBEHHE 00YCIIOBIEHO JIEHCTBUTENbHBIM
BHYTPEHHHUM OIIBITOM €r0 TBOPIIA, KOTOPHIN OHO JIOCTOBEPHO M300paxaer. [...] Mycarer —
«BoauTENL My3». BOKpyT Jyde3apHOro JTUpPHHUKA ABHKETCS COTJIACHBIN XOPOBOI OOTHHB
— nouepeit [Tamarn. Kak rmiaHeTHbIE TyIIH OKPECT COJIHLIA, IBUKACh, TBOPAT OHU
rapMoHuto cdep. KTo Obu1 45151 375IMHOB O0KECTBEHHBIN BOXKAb Xopa? OaHU TOBOPHIIN:
«Amnomnony; apyrue: «/{unonucy. TpeTbn — mitajime ChHbI APEeBHEN DITapl —

YTBEp K1l MUCTUYECKOE eTMHCTBO 000uX. «MX 1BOE, HO OHU — O/IHOY, TOBOPUJIH 3TH:
«HEepa3JeNbHbI U HECTUSHHBI 00a jiniia aeib@uiickoro 0ora». Ho kTo e, A5 37UIMHOB,
o611 Opdeii? [Ipopok Tex 000ux, U OOBIIHIA TPOPOKA: UX UTIOCTACH HA 3eMJIC, IBYJTHKHUH,

TaWHCTBEHHBIA BOIUIOTUTENb 000uX. JInpHUK, kak ded, u ycTpouTtens putMa
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(Eurhythmos), on men B HOuM CTpO#i 3By4anux cep U BbI3BIBAT UX JIBIKCHUEM COJTHIIC,
caM — HOYHOE COJIHIIE, KaK JIMOHHMC, U cTpacToTepIiell, kKak OH. MycareT MUCTUYECKUI
ectb Opdeii, COMHIE TEMHBIX HEP, JIOTOC TITYOWHHOTO, BHYTPEHHE-OIBITHOTO TIO3HAHMSL.
Opdeit — nBuxymiee mup, TBopueckoe CiioBo; u bora-CiioBo 3HaMeHYeT OH B
XPUCTHAHCKOW CUMBOJIMKE MEPBBIX BEKOB. Opdeli — Havano CTposi B Xaoce; 3aKINHATENb
Xaoca u ero ocBoooauTesb B crtpoe. [Ipussare ums Opdest 3HauMT BO3BaTh 00KECTBEHHO-
opraHusylolnyo cuity Jloroca Bo Mpake NOCISIHUX TIIyOUH JIMYHOCTH, HE MOTYILeH 0e3

HETO 0CO3HATh cOOCTBeHHOE ObITHE: «fiat Lux».

33) A. Touncroit. [Anekceit Koncrantunosuu Tosncroit (1817—1875)]

n ~ ~ n
'Jl6vx cmano8 He boey, Ho MOoIbKo 2o0cmb cayyaunsil...", 1858

* * %

JIByx cTaHOB He OO€ll, HO TOJIKO FOCTh CITy4YaiHbIH,

3a npaBy s ObI paj] MOJHATH MOU JOOPHI Med,

Ho criop ¢ o6oumu tocesns Moit xkpeOuii TailiHbIH,

U x xnaTBE HU OIWH HC MOT" MCHJ IIPUBJICYD,

Coro3a noHOro He OyAET MEeXAYy HaMH -

He xyrutenHbIi1 HUKeM, IO/ UbE O HU CTAJ ST 3HAMS,

[IpuctpacTHOM peBHOCTH ApPYy3€H HE B CHUJIaX CHECTb,

51 3HamMeHu Bpara oTcTanBajl Obl YecTh!
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34) Anexcannp [lymkun, [Tosmy:

[Toat! HE MOopOoXK THOOOBHUIO HAPOIHOM.

BocTopkeHHBIX OXBaJI MPOUAET MUHYTHBIHU 1IIYM;

YV capImim Cyna rirynna 1 CMEX TOJIIIbI XOJIOI[HOP'I,

Ho Tb1 ocTanbCs TBEPA, CIOKOEH U YTPIOM.

To1 naps: sxuBH onuH. Jloporoto cBOOOIHON

Wnwm, xyna Biedér Te0st CBOOOTHBIN yM,

Y COBEpIICHCTBYS TUIOJIBI TFOOMMBIX JTyM,

He tpeOys Harpaz 3a moBur 6J1aropoHbIH.

Ownu B camoM Tebe. Twl cam CBOM BBICIINHI CY/I;

Bcex cTposke OleHUTh yMeelb Tl CBOU TPY/I.

TbeI 1M JOBOJICH JIH, B3BICKATETLHBIN XYJIO)KHI/IK?

HoBonen? Tak myckaii Tonmna ero OpaHuT

W mumroet Ha anrtaps, re TBOM OrOHb TOPHT,

W B nerckoit pe3BOCTH KOJI€0JIET TBOM TPEHOXKHHUK.

7 mroig 1830 .

35) Ceonnbie Terpaau 2.18. TETPAJIb BTOPASI. 3anucu mapra 1925 .
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"B. I1., koraa Mel BctpetuMmcsi? Berperumes nu? [lait MHe pyKy Ha BECh TOT CBET, 3/1€Ch

mou 00e — 3aHarer!"

36) * * * 7 peppains, 1923 r.

He Ha0 €€ OKJINKAThH:

Eif okiauk — uto oxJiect. Eii 30B

TBOM — paHOIO MO PYKOSATH.

I[O CaMbIX OpTraHHbBIX HU30B

BcerpeBoxkeHa — TBOpYECKHIA CTpax

Bropsxenust — Oo¥icsi, ¢ BBICOT

— Bce kpernoctu Ha nmponactax! —

[Toxxamyit — opraHom BCIIOET.

A cnpapumibes? Cranb u 0a3zanbT —

I'opa, HO 1aBMHOI B 1a3ypb

Ha TBOI1 cepaduueckuii anbT

Bcenoér — monuormacuem O0ypsb.

U cOynercs! — Botica! — U3 cra

Ha corsrii cpeiBatorcs. .. Uy!
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Ha oxnuk ropransslii eBa

Oprannoro Oypeto miry!

37) M. LigeracBa, CoOpaHue counHeHui B cemu Tomax. Tom 7, ctp. 75. Ha «/lynHe3ckux
anerusix» (1923) Punvke caenan nagnuce: «Mapune MBanosue L{BeraeBoii. Kacaemcs
apyr apyra. Yem? Kpbutamu.//W3naneka Beném cBoe poactso.//I[1ost onun. U tot, k1o HEC
€ro,//BcTpeuaercs ¢ HecymuM Bpemeramu. Paiinep Mapust Puibke. (Bams Mon, ['nioH,
Kanron Bo, llIBefinapus, B Mmae 1926)». Ha «Conerax k Opdero» (1923) — «IloaTecce
Mapune NBanosne L{BeraeBoii. Paiinep Mapus Puiibke (3 masg 1926)». (ITucema 1926

romaa. C. 83 —85).

38) INacrepnaky b. JI. 5 11, St. Gille-sur-Vie, 25-ro mast 1926 r.

"Bopuc...:

...He cmemats nByx Boa. He nmpeBpaTuTh TBOEro coObITHs B COOCTBEHHBIN ciyyait [He

99 ¢

“BOCTIONB30BAThCS “‘ciiydaeM’” muchbma Puiibke, 4T00BI Ha3BaTh TEOs emg pa3 (mpumed. M.

[IBeraeBoii).]. He ObITh HUXKE ceOsi. CymMeTh HE OBITh.

(1 661 Opdero cymena BHYIIHUTh: He orisiabiBaiics!) O6opot Opdes — aeno pyk
OBpunuku. (“Pyk” — uepe3 Becb kopuaop Auga!) Odopot Opes — nmubo crnenocts eé
m00BH, HEBIIaJIEHHE €10 (cKopeit! ckopeit!) — mmbo — o, bopuc, 310 cTpamHo —

noMHuib 1923 rox, Mapt, ropy, CTpOKH:

He nano Opdero cxoauts k IBpHuanke

W OpatbamM TpeBOXKUTH CeCTEP
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[U3 ctuxotBopenus M. LlBeraeBoii “OBpuanka — Opdero”] —

00 MpuKa3 00epHYTHCS — U TOTEPATh. Bee, 4To B HEl ere TF00nI0 — MoCIeaHsIs
HaMsTh, TEHb TeJla, KAKONW-TO MBICOK CEp/IIa, eIlE He TPOHYTHIH S10M OecCMepThs,

HOMHMUILIE?

— ——...C GeccmepThst 3SMEHHBIM YKYCOM

Konuaercs xeHckast cTpacts!

[U3 3TOrO K€ CTUXOTBOPEHHSL. |

BCE, YTO €IIE OT3bIBAJIOCH B HEHl Ha €€ JKEHCKOE UM, — IIUIO 32 HUM, OHA HE MOIJIa He
UATH, XOTS MOXKET OBITh YK€ HE X0Tena uATU. Tak, npeoOpaxEHHO U BO3BBILLIEHHO, MHE
BuauTcs paccraBanue Acu ¢ benbim [PaspeiB A. benoro ¢ xenoil, A. A. TypreneBoil.] —

He cMmelca — He 0oiics.

B OBpuauke u Opdee nepexinyuka Mapycu ¢ MoioaiieM — He cMmeiics onaTh! — ceifuac
BpPEMEHH HET JI0lyMaTh, HO pa3 cpa3y MPHIILIO — BEPHO. AX, MOXKET OBITh, TIPOCTO
npojasieHHoe “He 0oiicsa” — Mol oTBeT Ha OBpuauKy U Opdes. Ax, sscHo: Opdeli 3a Hel
MPUIIET — KUTbh, TOT 3@ MOEH — He *KuTb. OTTOr0 OHa (51) Tak pBaHyaack. byap s

OBpUINKOI, MHE OBLIO OBI. .. CTHIIHO — Ha3as!

O Punbke. S tebe o Hem yxe nucana. (Emy He mumry.) ¥V MeHs ceifuac moKoW MOTHOM
yTpaThl — 00’KEeCTBEHHOTO €€ JInKa — oTkaza. [Ipunuio camo. S Bapyr nmoHsma. A 4To0bI
3aKOHUYUTH C MOMM OTCYTCTBHEM B ITUChME (S TaK U XOTeJNa: SIBHO, IEHCTBEHHO

OTCYTCTBOBATb — BOpI/IC, mpocCTasa BEXKIUBOCTE HE COBCEM HJIM COBCEM HE IIPOCTBIX
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Bele. — Bor. —

TBoI uyIeCHBIN OJIEHB C JIGHTMOTUBOM “‘€CTECTBEHHBIN [B akpocTHXe-noCBsIIEeHUH,

kotopoe b. Ilacrepnak npucnain eif B nmucbme ot 19 mast 1926 r.:

MernbkaHbe pyK ¥ HOT U BCIIEN EMY

“Arty ero ckBo3b TbMYy BpeMéEH! Pe3Beit

PeBu pora! A 10 BO3bMY

W Opouty ToH 1 pUHYCh B COH BETBEH .

Ho por kpymmr celpyro KpacoTy

EcTecTBeHHBIX, KaK JTUCTh JIeca, JICT.

Haput nokoii, u yto HYU neHb — CarypH:

Bpammarommiicst Bo3pact, KpyIJiblid CeI.

Emy © ynibITh CTHXOM BO ThbMY BPEMEH.

Takue Kiazapl B AyIjax v BO PTY.

A TyT HOCH U3 JI0Ta B JIOT aTy,

EcTecTBeHHEBIN, KakK JIMCTHS jJeca, CTOH.

Bek, oT4ero TpaBUTh OXOTHI HET?

OTBETh JUCTBOIO, ITHIMH, CHOM BETBEH
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W BeTpoM U TpaBOIO MHE H €il. ].

S capliry 3T0 CI0BO KYpCHBOM, )KMBOM YKOPU3HOH BCEM, KTO HE. |...]

Ty Beurs 0 Tebe u MHe noutu konuwia [Ilosma “C mops™.]. (Buauiib, He paccTaroch C
To0O01i!) Brieyarienue: oT 4ero-To IparoleHHoro, Ho — OCKOJKH. [lo yero ciioBo
OTKphIBaeT Bemlhb! JlyMaro o HeKOTOphIX cTpokax. — Jlo crpacTu xorena Obl HaIMCaTh
OBpUINKY: XKIAYIIYIO0, UAYILYIO, yaauswomyoca. Yepes riaza wiu asixanue? He 3Haro.
Ecnu 651 TBI 3HAN, Kak s BUKY Aup! S, oueBUIHO, HA €111€ OUYeHb HU3KOW CTYIIEHU

oeccmeprust.

39) Iecenku usz nvecwt « Yuenuky, June 1920:

*k*k

"Tam, Ha myeom kaname,

Mexny KapTOHHBIX CKaJl,

TEI JTb 3TO KaK JIYHaTHK

[Ipucrynom nebo Opan?"

to I1. O.

**k*

Boiina, BoiHa! — Kaxx/ieHbsl y KHOTOB

W ctpékor mmop.
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Ho nery nena mHe 10 napckux c4€ToB,

Haponnsix ccop.

Ha, Ka/keTCHd, — HAATPECHYTOM — KaHaTe

1 — MaJIeHbKHil IUISICYH.

51 TeHb OT Ybeil-TO TeHH. 4l nyHaTHK

JIByX TEMHBIX JIyH.

Mocksa, 16 uronsa 1914

*k*k

"He dymaro, ne srcanyiocw, ne cnopio. He cnuo.”, July 13, 1914

[.]

Ha, xaxxercs, Hape3aHHOM KaHaTe

1 — ManeHpKHi IISCYH.

1 — TeHb OT YbEil-TO TeHHU. Sl — IMyHATHK

JIByX TEMHBIX JIyH.

’

“He oymaro, He Jcanyiocs, He cnopio...~

He nymato, He xaityroch, He CIIOPIO.

He crumo.
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He pBych HU K COHILY, HU K JIYHE, HU K MOPIO,

Hu x kopabto.

He uyBcTBY10, KaKk B 3THX CTE€HaX XkapKo,

Kak 3eneno B cany.

JIaBHO KE€NaHHOTO U JKJaHHOT'O M0/1apKa

He xny.

He panyer Hu yrpo, HM TpamBas

3BeHsmii oer.

KuBy, He BUJS THSI, T103a0BIBAS

Yucio 1 Bek.

Ha, xaxxercs, Hape3aHHOM KaHaTe

1 — ManeHpKHi IISCYH.

1 — TeHb OT YbEil-TO TeHHU. Sl — IMyHATHK

JIByX TEMHBIX JIyH.

13 wurons 1914"

40) On the famous relief “Hermes, Eurydice, and Orpheus” Orpheus’s name is written

backwards.
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I'OCYJAPCTBEHHbII MY3EN U30BPA3UTEJIbHBIX MICKYCCTB UIMEHMU A.C.

[TYIIKHWHA. Penbed: I'epmec, OBpunuka u Opdeii, Cremnok, Beicora 118 cm

AnTHYHOE CO6paHI/IC - HBeTaeBCKa}I KOJIJICKI M CJICIIKOB, OTI[CJ'I HCKYCCTBa U apX€OJIOTUN

AnTHYHOrO MUpa, 3a1 - ['naBHoe 3n1anne MU um. A.C. [Tymkuna (3an Nel4)

[Topnmuuuuk - Mpamop, Pumckast konus rpedeckoro opurusana Il B. 1o H.3.,

I'ocynapctBennsle My3en, bepiun.

41) Macrepuaky b. JI. 6 Bellevue, 31-ro nexadpst 1926 r.

Bbopuc,

VYmep Paitnep Mapus Punbke.

-]

YBuaumMcs i koraa-auoynb? — C HOBBIM ero BekoM, bopuc!

M.
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Bellevue, 1-ro suBapst 1927 r.

— TbI epBbIiA, KOMY NHUILY 3Ty AaTy.

Bopuc, on ymep 30-ro nexadpsi, He 31-ro. Eite oaun sxu3HeHHbIN poMax. [locneasis

MCJIKasd MCTUTCIIbHOCTD KU3HU — IIO3TY.

Bbopuc, mbl HEKOr1a HE ToeneM K Pusbke. Toro ropoia — yxe HeT.

[..]

Buauis, bopuc: BTpoém, B :KHMBBIX, BCE paBHO Obl HUYETO HE BHIILIO. S 3Hat0 cedst: st Obl
HE MOTJIa HE IIeJI0BaTh €Tr0 PYK, HE MOTJIa ObI IIEJI0BAaTh X — JIAXKE MPH TeOe, IOYTH YTO
npu cebe gaxe. S ObI pBanach U pa3pbIBalIach, pacnuHanach, bopuc, 1. 4. Bce-Taku emé
atoT cBeT. bopuc! bopuc! Kak s 31ato Tot! 1o cHam, o Bo31yxXy CHOB, 11O
Pa3rpoMOXKAEHHOCTH, IO HACYITHOCTH CHOB. Kax s He 3Hato 3TOro, KaK s He JII00I0 3TOro,
Kak oOwkeHa B 3ToM! ToT cBeT, ThI TOJIBLKO HOMMU: CBET, OCBEILICHHE, BEIIU, THAKO

OCBECIIEHHBIE, CBETOM TBOMM, MOHM.

Ha tem cBety — moka stot 06opoT Oyzer, Oyaet u Hapoa. Ho celiuac He o Hapoax.

— O HeMm.

Bellevue, 9-ro despans 1927 1.

Hoporoii bopuc,

[.]

XKusy um u ¢ auM. He tryTs o3abouena pasHuiieit Hebec — ero u Moux. Mou — He BbllIe
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TPEThUX, €T0, OOIOCH, TOCTEIHUE, T. €. — MHE elI€ MHOTO-MHOTO Pa3, EMy — MHOTO —
omuH. Best Most 3a00Ta 1 paboTa OTHBIHE — HE MPOITYCTUTH CICIYIOIIETro pasa (ero

TTOCJICTHETO).

I'py6ocTth cupoTcTBa — Ha (hoHe uero? HesxHOCTH CHIHOBCTBA, OTIIOBCTBA?

HepBoe COBIIAACHUC JIYHIICTIO AJIA MCH U JIYHIICIO Ha 3EMIJIC. Pa3se He €CTCCTBCHHO, 4YTO

yuui0? 3a 4yTo Thl IPUHUMAEUIb KU3HB?

Jiis TeOst ero cMepTh HE B TIOPSJIKE BEIICH, U1 MEHS €r0 KU3Hb — HE B MOPSIIIKE, B

MOPSZKE HHOM, HHOM TOPSIOK. |[...]

Jlomuio v onMcanue ero morpedeHus. .. HeMHOXKO y3Haja 0 ero CMepTH: yMEp yTPOM,
MUIIYT — OyATO OBI THXO0, 0€3 CIIOB, TPIKIBI B3JJOXHYB, Oy/ITO OBl HE 3HAS, YTO yMUPAET
(moBepro!). CKOpO YBUKYCh C PYCCKOM, ObIBIIIEH /1Ba OCIEIHUX MECSIIA €r0 CEKPETaApEM
[E. A. Yepnocuroga.]. Jla! JIBe Hemenu crycTs, moiydusia OT HETO MOAaPOK — HEMEIKYO
Mudonoruto 1875 r. — rox ero poxaenus. [locneansist ero KHUra, KOTOPYIO OH YUTAI,
obuta Paul Valery (Bemmomuu moii con) [Cokparudeckuit auanor ““/{ymna u taHerr”

(dpaniysckoro nmosrta [lons Banepn.].

42) “Oromy [...] bpaHIly3CKOMY MOJEPHHUCTY B PYCCKOM T033UHU OBLIO, IO CYIIECTRY,
MHOT'O TBICAY JICT, TC MHOI'O TBICAY JICT HA3ad, KOrJa nNpupoJa, Co31aB YCJIOBEKA U KOHA,
KCHIIUHY U PBIOY, HE OKOHYATEIBHO €IIle pellnia, I/Ie KOHEI[ YeJIOBEKY, Tie KOHIO, T
KEHIITMHE, TJIe PhIOE, - CBOMX TBOPECHMI HE orpaHnynia. Makc Mudy npuHaaIexar
JYIION M TEJIOM Kyzia O0JIbIIe, YeM CTUXaMH, KOTOPBIE CKOPEe SBJISIIUCH

MIPUHA/IJIEKHOCTBIO €ro co3HaHus. Makc cam Ob11 MU}.”
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43) ®dusuka Makca Obuia [...] BBeIeHHEM B OOIIMPHOCTH TyXOBHYIO, (GU3NYECKUIT Kap
€ro TOJICTOI'O TeJla TOJIbKO U3IYy4EHHEM TOTO CBETOBOI'O U TEIJIOBOIO oyara Jyxa, y
KOTOPOT'O BCE I'PEJIUCH, OT KOTOPOTO BCE TOPEIIN; BCS (PU3UUECKasi CKA30YHOCTh €0 —
TOJILKO BXOJIOM M BBOJIOM B TOT MU(), KOTOPBI ObUT UM U KOTOPBIM OH OBLI. [...] OTO
JEHCTBYIOIIEE JIUIIO U MECTO JEHCTBUS CKa3KH ObLTO emé u cka3ouHuk: mudorsopet. O,
CKa30YHUK Mpexe Bcero. He ckasurensp, a cinararens. OTHOLIEHHE €T0 K JIFOASIM ObLIO
CILTOITHOE MH(OTBOPUECTBO, TO €CTh U3BJICUCHHE U3 YEJIOBEKA OCHOBHI M BhIBE/ICHHUE €&
Ha CBET— Y CHJICHHE OCHOBBI 3a CU€T "yCNnoBUI", CYKICHHOCTH 3a CUET CIIy4alHOCTH,
cyabObI 3a cu€t xu3HU. ['epoeB ['omepa MBI TOTOMY BUIUM, YTO OHH TOMEPUYHBI.
MugoTBOpUECTBO: TO, UTO OBITH MOIJIO U OBITH JOJDKHO, OOPAaTHO YEXOBIIUHE: TOMY, YTO
€CTb, a YEro, 10 MHE, BOBCE U HET. Y CUJICHHE OCHOBHBIX YEPT B YEJIOBEKE BILUIOTH /10
BUJIEHUS — MakcoM, 4eJIOBEKOM U HaMU — TOJIbKO UX. Bce ocTalibHOE: MelKoe,
MIPULIIOE, CIIy4alHOE, OTMETAJIOCH. TO €CTh TOT 7K€ TBOPYECKUI IPUHIUII IAMATH, O
KOTOpOii, 0T Toro e Makca cibimaia: ""La mémoire a bon godt", to ects
HECYIIECTBEHHOE, TO €CTh JIEBSIHOCTO COTHIX — 3a0bIBaeT.”

“Maxkc 0 COOBITHSIX pacCKa3bIBall, KaK HApOJ, a 00 OTIACIBHBIX JIIOIMX, KaK O HApOaax.
To4HOCTE ero KUBOMHMCAHUS TSI MEHS BCeT/1a Oblila BHE COMHEHUS, KAK HECOMHEHHA
TOYHOCTB BCSIKOTO 3TI0Ca. AXHMIUT HE MOXKET OBITh He TaKUM, HHAYe OH He AXWuL. B

Ka)XJIOM M3 HAC JXKUBET 00’KSCTBEHHOE MEPHJIO ITpaB/bl, TOJBKO IICPET KO OperpeuinB

YeJIOBEK SBJISIETCS JDKEIOM.”

44) M. ligeraeBa, [losmul ¢ ucmopueti u nosmel 6e3 ucmopuu, Knamap, 1 urons 1933.

Hukro emé qakapl He CTynai B OJJHY U TY K€ PEKy.

I'epaxnut
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BOCXOI[I/IT COJIHIIC, U 3aXOJUT COJIHIIC,

" CIICIIUT K MECTY CBOCMY, I'’IC OHO BOCXOIUT.

Wnér Berep K 10ry, U EPEXOIUT K CEBEDPY,

U KPY>KUTCSl, KPY’KUTCSI HAa XO/1y CBOEM,

Y BO3BpAILlaeTCsl BETEP HA KPYT'H CBOU.

[Iponosennuk [Dxkie3unacr, 1:5]

45) *** September 28, 1923

[To HaGepexHBIM, T1IE Ce/IbIe AEPEBbS

[To cneny Odenwii... (OHa oxepenbs

CHsinia, — He HapsDKEHHOM Jke yMUpaTh!)

Ho Bce xe

(Pa3 cmepTHOTO J10’ka — HEMOXKHEH

Ham ObITE HEXETaHHOIT!

Pa3 »To HECHOCHO

U B cmeptH, B KOTOpOU

Hpez[BeqHHe ropbl Mbl CHOCUM

Ha cepane!..) — ona Bce HeMHOTHE BECHBI
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Crinena — nporuibIBaTh
HesecToro — 1 BEHIICHOCHOM.
Tak — HEOECKOPBICTHOIO
Keptoro mupy:

Odenust — TUCThA,

Opdeii — cBoro Jmpy...

— A a? —

46) From the letters to Rilke: “Ecnu noctatouno 4eThIpéx JieT, 4TOOBI IPUMHUPUTHCS CO
CMEPTHIO TAKOTO MO3Ta Kak biok, To kak ooctout Aeino ¢ [lymkunsiv (71836). U kak ¢
Opdeem (1)? CmepTs J10O0TO MOATA, MTYCTh CaMasi ECTCCTBCHHAS, TPOTHBOSCTECTBEHHA,
T, €. yOUHCTBO, TO3TOMY HECKOHYaeMa, HETPEPhIBHA, BEYHO — €KEMTHOBEHHO —
muisiasicst. [lymkun, biok u — 9T00BI Ha3BaTh BCEX Pa3oM — OP®EM — HHUKOT'Ja HE
MOXET YMEpETh, TOCKOJIbKY OH YMUPAET UMEHHO Tereph (BeuHo!). B kaxaom oo siiem

3aHOBO, U B KQ)KJIOM JIFOOSIIIIEM — BEYHO. [...]

He npeBnss nu nputya 00 Opdee 1 3Bepsix, K KOTOPbIM MPUHAJICKATIN U —
oB1bI? [...] Ho MHE rpyCTHO: Be4HO-IIpaBMBasi U BHOBb IIOBTOPSIOLIASICSI HCTOPUS O
MI03TE U TOJIE, — Kak OBl XOTEJO0Ch, Bce-Takh u30aBuThCs oT 3Toro! [...] Korma
paszmactcs neHbe, pa3 HaBcerza Mol Oynem 3Hath — Opdeit. (umeHHo 310 — Opdest
MIOIOIIETO ¥ YMHUPAIOUIETO B KaX/I0M I03TE — 51 UMENA B BUJly Ha IIPEbIAyILen

cTpanure).”
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47) Table 1. Comparative Literal Translation of Two Poems:

Thus floated: Head and Lyre and Like one somnolent, intoxicated.

Kax coHHBIH, KaK NbSHBIH,
Bpacniox, He rOTOBACH.
Bucounrnle IMbI:

becconnas coBecTs.

IlycThle rma3HULBL:
MepTBO 1 CBETIIO.
CHoBH/11a, BCEBHUALIA

ITycroe crekio.

He 161 1M
Eé menectamnient xiaaMuabl
He BriHec —

OG6parubiM ymenseM Auna?

He sTa 5,

CepeOpsiHBIM 3BOHOM T0JTHA,

Bnonbe connoro 'e6pa

[Teu1a ronosa?

I'e6p (Hebrus)— npeBHee Ha3BaHUE peKu

Mapuiel Bo @pakun.

Like one somnolent, intoxicated,
Unawares, without caution.
Temples’ pits:

Insomnious conscience.

Empty eye sockets:
All dead and light.
Empty glass

of the dream-seer, all-seer.

Was it not you,
Who had not carried out
Through the return-rift of Hades

Her susurrus mantel?

Was not it this head, which -
Filled with silver bell-ring -
Flowed with the somnolent

Gebr-river?

16" poem from the cycle “Poems to Blok”
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Taxk mbLIN: TON0BA U JIUPA,
BHus, B OTCTYHaOIYIO Jab.
U nupa yBepsuia: mupal

A ryOBI IOBTOPSIIN: 7KaJIb!

KpoBo-cepeOpsiablii, cepedpo-
KpoBasbl1ii cien 1BOMHOM Jins,
Bnons oomuparomero ['e6pa -

bpar nexHblit MoOH, cecTpa Most!

ITopoi, B TOCKE HEYTOJIIMMOM,
XoJ 3aMeISIICS TOJOBBI.
Ho nupa yBepsina: mumo!

A TyO0blI eif Bocnen: yBbl!

Bz[am, - 3BI6J'I$[HII/IMC$[ HU3T0JIOBLEM
C)IBI/IFaeMBIG KaK B€HIIOM -
He nupa b ucrexaet kpoBbro?

He Bonocs! 11 — cepedbpom?

Taxk, neCTHHIIEI0O HUCXOOAIIECH
PeuHoro — B KOJIBIOEIE 3BI0EH.

Tak, k OCTpOBY TOMY, IZie Cllale

Thus were floating: head and lyre,
Down - into receding far-away.

And the lyre persuaded: to serenity!
And lips repeated: pity (to leave this
world)!

Spilling blood-silvern, silver-bloody
double-trail,

Along the fainting Hebrus -

My tender brother, Oh, sister of mine!

At times, in unquenchable yearning, the
movement of the head was slowing down,
but the lyre was reassuring: do pass it by!

And lips in refrain to her: "Alas!"

Into the far-off — drawn together by the
rippling headrest — as if by a (wedding
crown) wreath - is it not the lyre pouring

blood? Is it not the hair — (pouring) silver?

Thus, along the descending river-staircase
— into the cradle of swells,

Thus, to the island, where a nightingale lies
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Uewm rae-mmbo — JKET COTOBEH. . . sweeter than anywhere else...

I'me ocusitHHBIC OCTAHKU? Then where are the illuminated remnants?
Bosna conénasi — oTBeTh! The salty wave - respond!
[IpocroBoocoit aecOnsTHKH Maybe the net of the bare-headed woman
BBITh MOXET BBITSIHYIA CETh? of Lesbos has drawn them out?

December 1st, 1921 Hasty translates “oomupatomero ['ebpa” as

“horror-struck”.

48) https://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moann_Kpecturenb

The iconography of the Winged John the Baptist was known in Russia since at least the 15"

century.
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https://ru.wikipedia.org/wiki/Иоанн_Креститель
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