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Abstract
The Modernist Russian Lyric Thinks Through Classical Myth
by
Caroline L. Brickman
Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Lyubov Golburt, Chair

This dissertation examines three modernist Russian poets’ engagement with ancient
mythology to illuminate the conceptual effects of lyric poetry. In a series of close readings, I
argue that these poets (Viacheslav Ivanov, Osip Mandelstam, Joseph Brodsky) deploy a variety
of mythic material and modes (Dionysian revelry, epic quests, modern centaurs) in their writings
in order to perform intellectual work (historiography, philosophical inquiry, deconstruction) and
ultimately reveal the lyric genre’s constitutive devices (metaphor and sound patterning,
apostrophe, metonymy) to be ancient technologies of thought.

In the process, I demonstrate that these modernist Russian lyrics reckon with — and invite
us to perform — a reflexive conceptual feat. Engaging with the conditions of their own
emergence, reaching for their connections with the Hellenic past, the lyrical works of Ivanov,
Mandelstam, and Brodsky explore the links between classical myth and modern poetic
expression, exposing the power of the poetic word to unite the fragmentary, and to make
mystical the mundane. By investigating how these works each enter a mythic mode, deploy a
lyrical device by which the mythic mode is thought through, and then engender a resulting
conceptual effect, this dissertation proposes connections stretching from classical antiquity to the
twentieth century, from structuralist studies of myth to ecocriticism to new media studies.

While the affinity between ancient myth and poetic expression is a well-known feature of
Russian lyric modernism, this dissertation examines how these lyrical works limn their own
constitutive devices as technologies of human thought and apperception. Ivanov’s,
Mandelstam’s, and Brodsky’s investments in antiquity adumbrates how lyric can reflexively
pursue itself as both an object and medium of thought. In this way, the poems this dissertation
examines conjure myth as a resource, and invite the reader to participate in the prevailing
cognitive mode they represent.
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INTRODUCTION

“Before Socrates, the Greeks received from the poets alone
their central interpretation of reality.”

John Finley, Pindar and Aeschylus'

In her 1905 poem “Ts1” [You], Zinaida Gippius draws on the classical Greek myth of the
androgynous moon. The poem is comprised of a list of images meant to represent the speaker’s
lunar love: the moon is likened to the thrill of an evening in springtime; the new shoot of a
poplar tree; and a tender, limpid mystery. The central device of the lyric lies in shifting the
grammatical and semantic gender of these images after each line break. Thus in the first and
third lines of every stanza, the poem’s beloved seems masculine (e.g. “my heavenly sword”); in
the corresponding lines, she seems feminine (e.g. “dewy daisy”).

The stakes of the poem rise in its penultimate stanza, as the speaker ceases comparing the
addressee to nouns such as “sword” and “daisy” (which have fixed grammatical gender), and,
following the m/f/m/f pattern already established, switches to adjectival epithets. The adjectives
have no nouns to modify, yet they still shift gender in every new line:

TbI — Ha pacILyTbu KOCTEp SPKO-’KaIHBIM —
W Hajx 10MMHOIO JIbIMKA HEBECTHAS.

TeI — MOM Becenblil 1 OeComaHbIH, —
Tbl — MOs OnM3Kas U HEU3BECTHAs.

Halfway through this stanza, the device of the lyric is bared. The poem’s original motivirovka —
the immutable fact of gendered nouns — is done away with, and the mutable gender of the poem’s
addressee takes the reins of the lyric. What had begun as a poetic problem of language is
deployed to model the philosophical problems of sexual identity and sexual difference.’
Gippius’s poem engages with the Greek myth of the moon’s androgyny in order to
unlock the philosophical problem about the stability of identity, desire, and signification that had

! Finley, John. Pindar and Aeschylus. Harvard UP, 1955, 17.

2 You’re the bright-greedy bonfire at the crossroads — / And the bridal mist over the valley. /
You’re my merry and merciless [masc.], —/ You’re my near and unknown [fem.].
Translation mine, emphasis mine.

3 Olga Matich has argued for a complex understanding of Gippius’s sexuality that takes into
consideration the poet’s conscious attempts to repress her own private homosexual desire,
combined with a willful and irreverent gender-bending social persona. See Olga Matich, Erotic
Utopia: The Decadent Imagination in Russia’s Fin de Siecle, Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 2005, especially chapter five, and Olga Matich, Paradox in the religious poetry of Zinaida
Gippius, Munich: W. Fink, 1972. Jenifer Presto, by contrast, argues that Gippius’s androgyny
was an attempt to hide or unmark her own sex (Jenifer Presto, Beyond the Flesh: Alexander Blok,
Zinaida Gippius and the Symbolist sublimation of sex, Madison, WI: U. of Wisconsin Press,
2008).



inhered in the poetic possibilities of gendered grammar, namely: how can two be one?* This
question comes to a climax in the poem’s final line, as the same adjective is repeated to address
the beloved, with a gender shift:

Bcranb e, Moit Mecs11 cepeOpsiHO-KpacHbIi,
Berritau, nByporas, — Mublii MO — Munas...

The poem’s final lines offer a condensed version of the paradox developed throughout: how can
“munbiit Mo’ and “mutas’ be the same entity, since they differ in gender; yet they must share a
referent, for the same word names them. Thus two central philosophical preoccupations of the
Symbolist project — the non-arbitrary signifying capacity of poetic language and the marriage of
the sexes into one entity — are found inscribed in the same device. Like the “symbol” itself in the
modernist imagination, the fragmentariness and anxious difference of signifiers and sexes in this
world carry with them the promise of integration and togetherness in the transcendent realm
evoked by the poem.

This ode to the androgynous moon is a direct reference to Plato’s Symposium: when the
comedic poet Aristophanes takes his turn to speak in praise of Eros, he prefaces his encomium
with a lengthy mythic tale about the cosmic origins of human desire. A long time ago, he tells the
other dinner guests, there were not two sexes but three: the children of the sun, the children of
the earth, and the children of the moon. Humans were not shaped the way we are now, but each
was rather made of two discrete beings merged together to make up one composite form. The
children of the sun were entirely male, the children of the earth entirely female, and the children
of the moon were androgynous, made of a man-woman hybrid. One day, so the myth goes, Zeus
used his thunderbolt to split mankind in half while in a fit of rage. Eros was born of this split; it
names the terrible desire each person naturally feels to reunite — physically as well as spiritually
— with her other half.

In Ancient Greek the word symbolon meant a token of one’s debt or word. The physical
form this token took was half of a knucklebone which would always symbolize the other half and
thus the ideal whole, and accordingly some future time when the debt was paid or the promise
kept. Each of us was torn asunder from our beloved other half, Aristophanes continues, and now
“each one of us is but the symbolon of a human being — sliced in half like a flatfish, two instead
of one — and each pursues a never-ending search for the symbolon of himself.”’® An ambitious
mythopoetic cosmogony of erotic desire masquerading as a humorous interlude in a
philosophical dialogue, Aristophanes’s Symposium speech is also a compelling early work of
Symbolist literary theory. The argument here is that desire and signification are puzzles whose
solutions lie in conceptions of originary unity, and the poet is willing to furnish his audience with
a vision of that unity. The androgynous children of the moon are key to the vision, for their

4 The modernist trope of the androgynous moon mediating the problems of sexual identity and
signification is not specific to Gippius. In “Prikliucheniia,” a 1919 drama in verse about
Casanova, Marina Tsvetaeva would pen the lines: “Bce B Mupe — Tos1bk0o nMeHa! / KTO CKaXXeT
MecsIIl, KTO JyHa ... / AHpH ceroans, 3aBTpa ['enpusrra.”

> Rise up, my moon silver-red, / Come out, two-horned, — Darling mine [masc.] — Darling
[fem.]...

®W. R. M. Lamb, ed., Lysis, Symposium, Gorgias (Cambridge, MA, 2001), 191d. Translation
modified.



progeny are the only humans able to procreate, the only humans able to actually achieve one
borne of two.

With its debts to ancient mythic material, its willingness to exploit the capabilities of
poetic language to accomplish fundamentally theoretical work, its romantic-erotic affect, and its
earnest and rigorous hope for the inherent togetherness of apparently disparate phenomena,
Gippius’s poem serves as a prime example of the questions that centrally occupy this study of
modernist Russian lyric. What happens when the lyric genre, with its composite formal
attributes, capacities, and histories, takes on the project of investigating its own origins? What
happens when the lyric contemplates the conditions of its own emergence? What formal and
conceptual innovations are made possible precisely by the lyric’s engagement with its
foundational poetics?

The Ancient and the Modern

Modernist Russian poetry harbored a particular interest in the cultural and conceptual links
between classical myth and the possibilities of poetic expression. Some scholars locate Russian
modernism’s fascination with classical antiquity in a more general modernizing trend, looking
for models to reorganize and transform late nineteenth-century society.” Others imagine it as a
kind of nation-building project channeled through literature and cultural identity.® Sensing an
ideological charge to the choice version of antiquity evoked by a given modernist work or
movement, Michael Kunichika coins the phrase ‘elective antiquity,’ signaling that the reasons for
and the quality of modernist literary or aesthetic engagement with antiquity might be more easily
discerned if we take into account the plethora of antiquities to choose from.’

The Russian modernists were especially interested in classical myth for its potential to
yield poetic fruit. The period’s two major poetic movements preceding the revolution took their

7 Among the scholars who think about Russian modernism’s interest in antiquity socio-
culturally, Irina Shevelenko is the most recent and most comprehensive; her monograph
Modernizm kak arkhaizm treats the nineteenth-century rise of folklore studies as material for
social transformation, and understands modernist literary aesthetics as the vehicle for this
societal change (Irina Shevelenko. Modernizm kak arkhaizm: natsionalizm i poiski modernistkoi
estetiki v Rossii, Moscow: Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2017).

§ An especially thorough example is Judith Kalb, who reads modernist engagement with ancient
Rome in terms of literary nation-building, as a bid on a certain kind of cultural heritage. As Kalb
shows, due to Rome’s flexible polysemy (republic, empire, Christian, pagan, decadent), which
specific cultural heritage is mutable depending on the writer, their ideological contexts and
projects, and their time in history (Judith Kalb. Russia’s Rome. Imperial Visions, Messianic
Dreams, 1890-1930. UWP: 2008).

? A partial list offered by Kunichika includes: Viacheslav Ivanov’s Dionysian/Thracian visions,
Osip Mandelstam’s Hellenism, Mikhail Kuzmin’s Alexandria, and the varied Scythian fantasies
of Aleksandr Blok and Velimir Khlebnikov. Kunichika’s monograph treats the modernist interest
in Slavic archaeological excavations, reading material objects as a confirmation of the
flourishing of mythic paradigms at the turn of the century (Michael Kunichika, Our Native
Antiquity: Archaeology and Aesthetics in the culture of Russian Modernism. Boston: Academic
Studies Press, 2015).



names from ancient Greek sources, as did many of the era’s literary journals and poetry
collections.!® Even the vaguer, cross-school appellation “Silver Age,” though it did not come into
use until the 1960s, implicitly compared the poets of Russian modernism to their ancient
classical counterparts.'! In addition to this understanding of classical antiquity as a mirror or a
menu of intertexts after which the poets of modernity might style themselves and their verse,
ancient myth also offered modernism a range of material and — crucially — a reflexive way of
thinking through that material. Observing the fundamentally philosophical potential of myth at
work in modernist lyric, Omry Ronen isolates “one prominent device which is traceable in
twentieth-century myth-oriented poetry irrespective of trends and schools,” a device which
“consists of conducting a basic, traditionally ‘sacred’ theme through one or several ‘lay’ literary,
historical or scientific subtexts.”!? This view on myth, where a poet’s task is to “conduct” a
mythic theme or trope through layers of poetic language, dominates much scholarship on
Russian poetry’s orientation to ancient myth.!3 More relevant for this study, however, is the
inverse conception, which conjures myth itself as a flexible, inviting framework for self-
discovery, and the poem as a mechanism for traversing it. As Tomas Venclova describes two
modernist poets’ approaches to this task, “one may perceive myth from without and from within,
may interpret it and live in its element.”'* At once an elemental realm of thought and the
interpretive portal for ingress, myth is conceived of in this capacity as an epistemological
framework for poetry to explore.

Tapping consciously into this framework, Osip Mandelstam would write in 1922: “A
doctrine of the reality of the word as such... animates the spirit of our language and links it with

19 The moniker “Acmeism” was given to the school by the symbolist Viachesav Ivanov himself,
not without some irony: akme means “cutting edge” in Greek. Such a name ““alluded to the
Acmeists’ allegiance to the ‘upper crust’ of meaning, in contradistinction to the Symbolists’
metaphysical depths” (Boris Gasparov, “Poetry of the Silver Age,” The Cambridge Companion
to Twentieth-Century Russian Literature, eds. Evgeny Dobrenko and Marina Balina, New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2011, 1-20, 9). The name “Symbolism” has its etiology in the
Greek symbolon, as outlined above: a physical signifier of unity in a separate temporal realm.
The major Acmeist journal, Apollon — established originally by Vladimir Mayakovsky — came to
replace the Symbolist publication Vesy (Libra) in fin-de-si¢cle culture.

! Gasparov maintains that the name “Silver Age” most likely was “indigenous to the epoch
itself, although it never surfaced in documents of the time, perhaps because it was just too
obvious to be mentioned,” and that the phrase “lay dormant in the collective memory” until it
surfaced nearly half a century later, first in Sergei Makovsky’s 1962 memoirs and then in Anna
Akhmatova’s 1965 “Poema bez geroia” (Gasparov, 1).

12 Per Ronen, the symbolists’ basic theme was Dionysus; the acmeists’, the poetic word as such:
Logos. Omry Ronen, "A Functional Technique of Myth Transformation in Twentieth Century
Russian Lyrical Poetry." in Myth in Literature 5, 110-23.

13 A wonderful, nuanced, and useful example of this scholarly methodology is Yuri Levin’s
“Zametki o ‘krymsko-ellinskikh’ stikakh O. Mandel’shtama,” an essay that traces and links a
series of mythic themes through a vast corpus of Mandelstam’s verse (“Zametki o ‘krymsko-
ellinskikh’ stikakh O. Mandel’shtama,” in ed. O.A. Lekmanov, Mande!l shtam i antichnost’:
Shornik statei. Zapiski Mandel ’shtamovskogo obshchestva, Tom. 7. Moscow, 1995, 77-103).

4 Tomas Venclova, “On Russian Mythological Tragedy: Vjageslav Ivanov and Marina
Cvetaeva,” in Myth in Literature 5, ed. A. Kodjak et al. (Columbus, 1986), 89-109.



Hellenic philological culture, not etymologically and not literarily, but through a principle of
inner freedom that is equally inherent in them both.”!*> For Mandelstam, as for his
contemporaries and successors in the tradition, poetry itself was the medium in which this
“doctrine” of the word was written and conceived; poetry was the mechanism by which Hellenic
culture could be accessed anew, and the links to Russian modernity illuminated. Paradoxically,
in their reach for the past, the poems committed to this undertaking feature innovations — not in
form or in content but in the very nature of the lyric, in their imaginings of what lyric practice
can and should achieve in the world, in the mind, and in the realm of the spirit. These erudite
experiments in thought and verse press the lyric’s expressive capacities to their limits in their
ardent hopes to uncover the “principles of inner freedom” that inhere within and describe
poetry’s originary connection to ancient myth. As Gippius peeled back a grammatical category to
let a love poem about the myth of the moon present a theoretical argument about signification
and sex, so the modernist Russian lyric foregrounds its own constitutive devices and attributes —
the very mechanisms that structure it, whether grammatical or ideational — as technologies of
human thought.

In order to conceive of modernist poetry as a technology capable of accomplishing
thought, we might take as a simple example semiotician Vladimir Toporov’s essay on the “Rome
text,” the lesser-known sibling of his famous “Petersburg text.”!® Toporov’s “Rome text,” a
mythic image of Rome accessed and created by literary works, has as its central tenet the
phonetic play between the Russian words for “Rome” and the “world” (Pum and mup), which are
acoustic and visual mirrors of each other, and which allow for the playful, extra-semantic
argument that Rome constitutes, reflects, and refracts the world.!” It is the capacity of lyric to
make precisely this kind of argument about classical antiquity, based (in Toporov’s case) in
sound, but equally possibly in image evoked, or in the quality of a poem’s metonymies, that this
project discusses.

Turning to the corpus of Russian lyric modernism for examples, we might think of
Vladislav Khodasevich’s 1928 “/laktunu” [Dactyls], an elegiac poem about the speaker’s
father’s fingers (“bbin Moii otent mectunansM. Takumu poasaTes cyacTiuBLbl”) which,
composed not in epic dactylic meter but in lyrical distich, attempts to reconcile blood genealogy
with cultural genealogy, etymological meaning with vernacular meaning, memory with history,
and the unnatural with divine poetic inspiration. Or we might take Marina Tsvetaeva’s 1922
“@enpa” [Phaedra], a highly erotic poem exploiting affective onomatopoeia to make a
mythopoetic argument: the structural question of whether sound and meaning are arbitrarily

15 Monas, Sidney. “Osip Mandelstam: About the Nature of the Word,” in Arion, vol. 2, no. 4,
1975, 506-526, quote from 511. Mandelstam’s Russian is as follows: “npezacraBnenue o
PEaITBHOCTH CJIOBA KaK TAKOBOT'O, )KUBOTBOPHT JyX HAIIIETO SI3bIKA M CBSI3BIBACT €r0 C JUTHHCKOM
(bHUI0IOTUYECKOH KyJIbTYPOH HE STUMOJIOTMYECKU U HE JIUTEPATYPHO, a Yepe3 MPUHIIMIT
BHYTpPEHHEW CBOOO/IbI, OJJUHAKOBO Mpucyieil uM oboum” (Mandel’shtam, O.E., Sobranie
sochinenii v 4 t., Moscow, 1993. T. 1, 226).

16 V.N. Toporov, “Vergilianskaia tema Rima,” in: Issledovania po etimologii i semantike, t. 1.
Moscow: lazyki slavianskoi kul’tury, 2004, 711-726.

17 Although examples of the Rome text can be found in Karamzin and Pushkin through Gogol
and Tiutchev, Toporov holds that the city of the Rome text only gains a soul in the early
twentieth century — with the advent of Russian modernism.



linked is thematically presented in terms of illegitimate love and tragedy.!® Relying heavily on
sound patterning devices (thythm, alternating meters, alliteration, and rhyme), this lyric stages its
own creation and explicitly questions the conditions of poetic possibility (“Omummuiiner?! Ux
B3rusy crsn! / HeGosxureneit — mor — nenam!”). o

My focus on the “device” as the linchpin of the lyric allows me to theorize the complex
relation of technology to temporality featured in much modernist lyric in a fresh way. Within
Slavic studies, any giving of primacy to the device as the core constituent of literature comes in
the shadow of early Russian Formalism, whose programmatic upholding of the device was most
famously articulated in Viktor Shklovsky’s essay “Iskusstvo kak priem” (1917). The most
obvious connections between Formalist theory and modernist Russian poetic practice concern
Futurism; Roman Jakobson’s seminal early study of Velemir Khlebnikov was one of the most
articulate products of a longer close acquaintance between Futurists such as Khlebnikov and
Mayakovsky, on the one hand, and Shklovsky, Jakobson, and Yuri Tynianov, on the other.?® My
focus on antiquity develops the Formalist interest in the modernist device in another direction, by
which the device serves not only to defamiliarize modern sensibilities made dull by routine and
cliché but, through its very technique, to reflect on literary history, deriving its power by
working through the fertile connections between antiquity and modernity. Thus the refreshed
aesthetic perception which Jakobson, following Shklovsky, links to literaturnost’ comes not just
from defamiliarizing the old, but by circling lyric form back through its mythic origins, thereby
revealing how such form becomes possible. !

The poems this dissertation treats understand themselves as technologies, as tools, as
mechanisms participating in the development of apprehension and cognition. They are
technology in the Hellenic sense: the Aristotelian fechné, an orientation to knowledge that exists
external to the craftsman rather than within him, a disposition concerned with bringing objects
and thoughts into existence which otherwise would not be produced.?? The way this technique
works is temporal; in keeping with the orientation to the past indicated by a corpus of poetry

1 T am grateful to an essay by Charles Altieri for opening my eyes to the possibilities of
contemporary affect theory with regard to interpretations of lyric poetry (Charles Altieri,
"Reading for Affect in the Lyric: from modern to contemporary," in Joan Retallack and Juliana
Spahr, eds., Poetry and Pedagogy: the challenge of the contemporary, New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2006, 39-62).

19 “The Olympians?! Their gaze is asleep! / We — fashion — the citizens of heaven
20 The Jakobson study is Noveishaia russkaia poeziia: nabrosok pervyi (Prague, 1921).

2! This is a direction which Shklovsky himself hinted at, only to lament it as impossible, in his
1914 talk Resurrecting the Word (Voskreshenie slova), a text which is more uninhibited about
his debts to Potebnja and Veselovsky than his later essays: “Many believe that they do
experience old art. But mistakes are so frequent here! ... It is often impossible to directly inhabit
ancient art... a genius could not simply repeat the forms of another age. The museum delights of
ignoramuses can only be explained by their thoughtlessness and the low demands they make on
their own ability to inhabit ancient times.” (Viktor Shklovsky, “Resurrecting the Word,” in
Viktor Shklovsky: A Reader, ed. and trans. Alexandra Berlina, New York, Bloomsbury, 2017: 63-
72, 67). My argument is that the poems studied in this dissertation do in fact make their readers
“inhabit ancient art,” namely myth; not as a “simple repetition,” but as a conceptual enactment
bordering on the ritualistic, and which opens up the unique possibilities of the modern.

22 Nicomachean Ethics, 1140a1-20.

"’



explicitly about ancient mythology, the poems here conjure myth as a resource for their own
origin stories, whether in a cognitive sense or a mystical, pseudo-historical mode. Thus
Viacheslav Ivanov, the first of the poets studied here, is able to implore, with the urgency of a
zealot and the gravitas of a scholar: “Is myth still possible? Where is the creative religious soil
on which it might blossom?”?* Mandelstam, my second poet, writes, in a passage that could
nearly be a gloss on Aristotle, “Hellenism means consciously surrounding man with domestic
utensils instead of indifferent objects.” 2* The poet’s relationship to the mythic past must be a
technological, constructive orientation that brings him, paradoxically, home. Finally, Joseph
Brodsky, conscious of his own lateness to the modernist tradition, renders this temporal paradox
as an acute tension: the centaurs in his 1988 lyric cycle, emissaries from a distant temporal plane,
are a “crossbreed of the past and the future,” only visible by means of a stereoscope and other
modernist technologies of perception.?

My use of the term “modernist” to describe works of verse written between 1900 and
1988 — rather than “symbolist,” “acmeist,” “Soviet,” “émigré,” or other terms of periodization
and literary school, as might seem more precise — is intended to highlight this paradoxical, at
times kaleidoscopic, relationship to temporality held in common by the poets treated here. Of
course, “modernism” is already a slippery (if now indispensable) label with respect to twentieth
century Russian literature, because it was not commonly used by those writers we now call
modernists themselves. I should note, also, that this study makes no absolute claim to define the
essence or boundaries of “Russian modernism” as a movement. Rather, I maintain the label’s
continued usefulness, because the attitude towards temporality which enabled — and was
significantly enacted by — the poems I study was one which emerged with the early twentieth
century, the cyclical, technological, extra-historical sensibility which we readily identify as
modernist. The chief philosophical exponent of this view, whose writings were enthusiastically
read and eagerly put to use by Russian modernist poets, was Henri Bergson, whose
understanding of “temporality” and “historicity” profoundly broke with the earlier nineteenth-
century fixation on linear, progressivist chronology to embrace long duration, and repetition, as
the foundational components of human temporal experience, particularly close to the intuitions
of the creative mind.?¢

In other words, the Russian modernist reach back into the past that I examine throughout
is not merely antiquarian: these poems search for and cultivate myth as the iterative foundation
of lyric, drawing modernity and antiquity together, with modern lyric perception extending
through the poetic word back to myth to explore the conditions of its own possibility.?” On the

23 “Bosmorked s ente Mu(? ['ie TBOpUECKas peIMruno3Has movsa, Ha KOTOPOi OH MOT Obl
pacusects?”’ (V. L. Ivanov, Sobranie sochinenii 4 vols. (Brussels, 1971-84), 3:554).

24 “DIUIMHU3M — 3TO CO3HATENILHOE OKPYKEHHE YEOBEKA YTBAPHIO BMECTO 0€3pa3IMUHbIX
npenmeroB” (Mandel’shtam 1:226).

25 Josif Brodskii, Stikhotvoreniia i poemy v 2 tomakh, ed. Lev Losev, Saint Petersburg: Vita
nova, 2011.

26 As has been detailed by Hilary Fink in Bergson and Russian Modernism: 1900-1930),
Evanston, IL: Northwestern UP, 1999.

27 Among the works of scholarship that treat modernism’s conception of myth as poetry’s origin
are Emily Wang, "Acmeist Mythopoetics: Nikolai Gumilev, Viacheslav Ivanov, and 'Eidology’,"
Slavic and East European Journal 56.3 (2012): 415-430, and Stuart Goldberg, Mandelstam,
Blok, and the Boundaries of Mythopoetic Symbolism, University of Ohio Press, 2012.



one hand, the conceptions of temporality displayed in these poems are vast, Bergsonian,
transhistorical; they posit cyclical, palimpsested, infinite timescapes. On the other hand, they are
united in the conviction that one key capacity of the lyric genre is its ability to model and
represent the experience of time, scaled to the human faculties of perception and cognition. As
Ivanov would claim in 1908, the lyric’s ability to leap, “lightninglike,” from one mental image to
another more quickly than rational thought can permit is what distinguishes it from all other
genres.?® Eighty years later, working in the same tradition and preoccupied by the same problem,
Brodsky would compose a cycle of poems in an attempt to freeze one such lyrical “lightning
flash™ at work upon the mind, and examine it during its transition from one mental image to the
next. Brodsky’s position in the sequence I trace, and his relationship to “modernism” as typically
construed, is perhaps less self-evident than those of Ivanov and Mandelstam; yet I construe his
work as fundamentally modern, rather than post-modern, in its conception of the lyric as verbal
technology that — charted through antiquity — models non-linear time. Moreover, the same logic
that recognizes Ivanov and Mandelstam as classicists, in that they are not only influenced by an
earlier era but productively drawn to re-map it in the act of lyric articulation, here illuminates
Brodsky as their rightful heir (engaged in the same project) and as a modernist (himself
motivated by profound affinities with, and a journey back to, the early twentieth century’s poetic
endeavors).?’

At once conjuring an epic, ecstatic mythic past and attentive to the minutiae and
immediacies of perception and cognition, the poets here reveal the consequences of turning the
lyric into a technology of quirky, rigorous self-study. The outcome of this technique does more
than provide another chapter in the modern compendium of classical reception studies.*° It offers
us the occasion to revise our own investments in the contrivances of the lyric and the dustiness of
myth, and to experience some of the lightning ourselves.

28 “JlupuuecKOoMy CTUIIFO CBOMCTBEHHBI BHE3AMHBIE IEPEXO/IBI OT OJHOTO MBICIIEHHOTO
MPEJCTaBICHUS K JPyroMy, MOJIHUHHBIE U37I0MbI BooOpaxkenus” (Ivanov, 3:120).

29 Indeed, Brodsky’s playful classicism has been theorized as the premier factor in considering
him a late modernist, an heir to the symbolist-acmeist tradition. This argument is made explicitly
by Nirman Moranjak Bambura¢ (“losif Brodskii i akmeizm,” Russian Literature XL (1996), 57-
76).

30 Examples of reception studies in the Russian modernist context, a school which intends to
chart classical intertexts and influences in and upon modern literature, include G.S. Knabe,
Russkaia antichnost’: Soderzhanie, rol’ i sud’ba antichnogo naslediia v kul 'ture Rossii,
Moscow: Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi gumanitarnyi institut, 2000; Anna Frajlich, The Legacy of
Ancient Rome in the Russian Silver Age (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2007); Zara Martirisova Torlone,
Russia and the Classics: poetry's foreign muse (London: Duckworth, 2009); Zara Martirisova
Torlone, Vergil in Russia: national identity and classical reception (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2014);
Anna Viktorovna Uspenskaia, Antichnost’ v russkoi poezii vtoroi poloviny XIX veka, Dis. Fak.
filol. nauk: SPb, 2005, Boris Gasparov, “Russkaia Gretsiia, russkii Rim,” Christianity and the
Eastern Slavs. Berkley; Los Angeles; London, 1994. Vol. II Russian Culture in Modern Times.
P. 245-287; as well as less recent single-author reception studies, such as: Victor Terras,
"Classical Motives in the Poetry of Osip Mandelstam," Slavic and East European Journal 10.3
(1966): 251-67, and Catriona Kelly, Innokenty Feodorovich Annensky and the Classical Ideal:
poetry, translations, drama and literary essays (Ph.D. thesis, 1986).



Tracing the meanings of this experience requires a style of scholarship that draws on
theories of the lyric and mythology, but also attends to theories of the cultivated world, of new
and old media, of psychology and perception. In their essences, myth — as cosmology — and lyric
— as ideation — are modes by which literature reaches out into the worlds of materiality and
cognition; to appreciate the continued force of this movement for modernist poetry requires a
method of reading which incorporates the insights provided by contemporary theories of
ecology, psychology, and new technology.

Such a style of criticism must draw, finally, on the poems it treats to disclose their own
philosophies and histories. It must be a place where the marvelous and divine thing at hand — the
lyric made up of parts at work in harmony, all marshalled for the task of thinking through the
myth — can still take place, can be experienced as an acrobatic that the rational mind would not
have otherwise performed.

“Thinking Through”: The Intellectual Work of the Lyric

My overarching project is to demonstrate that these modernist Russian lyrics, reaching for the
Hellenic past and unfolding through myth, perform a rigorous and reflexive conceptual feat. In

so doing, I intervene in broader contemporary debates about the nature and capacities of lyric
practice across historical periods. One, sometimes called the New Lyric Studies, holds that those
features we might consider essential to the lyric are a modern critical invention, a series of
effects with their roots in Romantic poetic practice, cemented in the 20™ century by academic
reading practices.’! The opposing school, attentive to form, genre memory, and those elements of
lyrical texts that may be said to transcend epochal specificity, claim the lyric as an enduring,
transhistorical genre, traceable by means of an inductive approach.’> While these discussions

31 The “New Lyric Studies” was inaugurated as a definitive school of lyric criticism in 2008; see
the 2008 PMLA special cluster by this name. For this critical history of the birth of lyric as a
modern genre and the role of the lyrical speaker in that history, see Virginia Jackson and Yopie
Prins (eds.), The Lyric Theory Reader: A Critical Anthology. Johns Hopkins UP: 2014, 4-5.
Jackson and Prins argue that the rise of the “speaker” as a lyrical category (which coincided with
the rise of the “lyric” as a catch-all poetic-expressive genre) was a twentieth-century critical
invention. Over the course of their essay selections, Jackson and Prins set out to debunk two
myths at once: first, the naive supposition that the tripartite division of poetry into lyric, epic, and
dramatic genres was available or relevant to the ancients (and with it that the Greeks and Romans
imagined lyric primarily as a speech act originating from a lyrical subject); second, the more
common critical misconception that the lyric as a unified genre centered on a speaking subject
was explicitly present in the Romantic poetic imagination. Rather, Jackson and Prins argue, it
was the early twentieth-century New Critics and Formalists, with their twin fascinations with
voice and genre, who colluded to produce these modes of reading lyric. Thus the “New Lyric”
scholars, critics, and theorists insist on the historical contingencies of texts we call lyrical,
aiming to lay bare their contemporary reading and writing practices, surrounding institutions of
power, acting bodies and biographies — and ultimately deconstruct the “lyric” as a meaningful
genre label.

32 In defense of the transhistorical approach, one acolyte of this school, Stephanie Burt, writes,
somewhat mockingly: “Lyric poetry was not just the same in 1850 or 1400 as in 1950, but



have centered on genre and its historical contingencies, other current discussions have come
closer to the Slavic and East European context, mediated by form on the one hand, and
formalism’s legacy on the other.** Writing as part of an emerging wave of scholarship that
reconsiders poetry’s historical relation to form, Boris Maslov and Ilya Kliger have recently
argued for reinvigorating the nineteenth-century literary theorist Aleksandr Veselovsky’s
coinage “historical poetics” to name an understanding of lyric practice that does the work of
intellectual inquiry.>*

Instead of considering the lyric solely as a literary genre with inductive delineations or set
of practices made possible and constrained by historical forces, my understanding of the lyric as
a complex technology of thought allows for a focus on what work poetry may be said to
accomplish and under what circumstances that work may take place. I am moved, and persuaded,
by New Lyric Studies’ argument for the recent historical construction of the “lyric” as the
spoken, univocal monologue of a personalized subject, and the anachronistic gaps between this
definition and the actual poetic self-understanding of the genre prior to the twentieth century.
However, where this school has focused itself (for good reasons) primarily on the role of
twentieth-century critics, rather than poets, in asserting an abstract and unhistorical model of
what lyric is — and, moreover, directed its scrutiny at French and Anglo-American scholars in so
doing — my project takes up a quite different trajectory, of how Russian poets in the twentieth
century sought to establish what lyric is and what it can do. As I hope to demonstrate, these
Russian poets’ lyric engagement with classical myth produced a more fertile and capacious
model of lyric in practice than the critics targeted by New Lyric Studies did in theory.

My approach to lyric has certain affinities with the inductive, trans-historical school,
particularly as represented by Jonathan Culler’s Theory of the Lyric (2015): like Culler, my
investment in the genre label “lyric” is that it designates poems which bring certain critically
identifiable devices together, in a configuration that is unique to each poem, to reach
expressively out from subjectivity into the world. This point, the singular operation of the
individual poem, also illuminates my methodological relationship to seminal Russophone

neither was an apple, or an earlobe; nevertheless, we hypothesize that apples and earlobes were
present in 1400 and 1850 and that some people enjoyed them in some way — though ‘earlobe,’
the word, dates only to 1859. Did John Donne have earlobes? Did John Donne write lyric
poems?” (Stephanie Burt, “What Is This Thing Called Lyric?”” Modern Philology vol. 113, issue
3 (February 2016), 422-440).

33 Caroline Levine’s 2015 study Forms links form — and a literary study of it — to the everyday
structures that order our social and political lives (Caroline Levine, Forms: Whole, Rhythm,
Hierarchy, Network (Princeton: Princeton UP, 2015). In a 2017 review of Levine’s monograph,
Slavicist Marijeta Bozovic takes Levine to task for omitting a serious discussion of Russian
Formalism’s role in our current scholarly thinking about form and its relation to political life
(Marijeta Bozovic, "Whose Forms? Missing Russians in Caroline Levine's Forms," PMLA 132.5
(October 2017): 1181-1186).

34 “Poetics as inquiry into verbal art succeeds when it reaches phenomena that lie beyond
authorial poetics. A historical poetics grasps these phenomena as having a history (participating
in the history of forms), responsive to history (produced by a particular historical conjuncture),
and formative of history (defining present and future historical experience and practice)” (Ilya
Kliger and Boris Maslov, eds., Persistent Forms: explorations in historical poetics (New York:
Fordham UP, 2016, 15).
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philologists such as Mikhail Gasparov and Omry Ronen: as I allude to above, and will elaborate
(with reference to Mandelstam) in Chapter Two, I am drawn to seeing the individual modernist
lyric poem as a specific techné for traversing myth, rather than these scholars’ inclination to
follow mythic tropes to chart a vast course through the accumulated text of Russian poetry. Yet
their method of intense close reading as a route to broader conceptual discovery is an inspiration,
and a path which I too pursue.

While the intellectual labor I uncover in the poems I treat is by no means subordinate to
philosophy — indeed, as my epigraph observes, it precedes philosophy — a comparison may be
made with the German idealist tradition, a body of thought with which these poets, particularly
Ivanov, were intimately familiar.>> Where the philosophical project begun by Immanuel Kant
strove to uncover reason’s conditions of possibility and limits through the critical exercise of
reason itself, Johann Gottfried Herder was one of the first modern thinkers to attempt to locate
“myth” in the very workings of human thought. In his “Fragment of an Essay on Mythology,”
written during the 1780s, Herder criticized the champions of reason of a generation earlier, who
dismissed myth as “blind superstition” and inaugurated a modern understanding of myth as a
fundamentally conceptual framework — a framework that modeled and represented thought.
Furthering this reflexive intellectual tradition, G.W.F. Hegel would claim that the temporal
process of rationally unfolding an idea, in its series of notional forms, was necessary to
illuminate not only that idea’s genesis but its very content.

The poems I study perform an analogous task: the process of exploring lyric’s genesis,
nature, and capabilities, not through syllogism or description or analysis but through the
language of lyric, with myth. These poems are not — to reference generic names often attached to
certain Russian romantic poets — “philosophical lyric” or “metaphysical lyric.” Their investment
in antiquity is rather to show that before philosophy, lyric, via its relationship to its mythic
origins, already commands the means of reflexively interrogating itself as both object and
medium of human thought. This is to make a particular claim for the intellectual power of lyric:
not in its capacity to illustrate or evoke an abstract idea, but as a practice which shows us how a
mythic embodiment of meaning might be possible in modernity, through the very formal means
by which lyric poses the question of its own possibility through myth.?

35 On the intellectual debts of Ivanov and his coterie to the German Idealists — and its effects on
the worldviews refracted in his verse — see especially Michael Wachtel, Russian Symbolism and
Literary Tradition: Goethe, Novalis, and the Poetics of Viacheslav Ivanov (Madison, 1994).

36 Hegel’s dialectical argument that ancient epic gave rise to the lyric, before the two generic
modes found their synthesis in drama, serves as a crude but powerful model for the argument
that myth conceptually underlies lyric practice. Rather than the idea that lyric poetry emerged
from myth or mythic thinking in any developmental sense, however, this dissertation takes a
more Kantian line of thought. The poets examined here perform a transcendental metapoetics:
they treat myth as a conceptual framework that underlies lyrical expression such that when
metaphor and lyrical expression engage with myth they may be said to be engaging with the very
conditions of their own possibility.

37 In a gloss on the formalists Roman Jakobson and Yuri Tynianov’s 1928 essay “Problemy
izucheniia literatury i iazyka,” Maslov and Kliger write, “it is not the immediate past alone that
matters inasmuch as it helps to foreground what is innovative in a given work; it is rather any
given past that could be reawakened by the work, entering into a relationship of productive
tension with it” (Maslov and Kliger, 7-8).
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The connection between German idealism and poetic language was first foundationally
drawn in Russia by the nineteenth-century philologist Aleksandr Potebnja. In addition to the
German idealist strain in his intellectual framework, Potebnja came from a generation of Russian
thinkers directly influenced by the rise of folklorics. He subscribed to the Hegelian progression
of classical history, while also understanding literature as an essentially verbal art. Instantiating a
tradition of thought that the modernist poets would pick up almost verbatim sixty years later,
Potebnja argues for the primacy of the word as the most basic unit of intellectual history and
cultural continuity, rather than the primacy of the image or idea (as per the German idealists).*®
Ultimately, for Potebnja, poetic figure is the basis of both language and thought. The word is the
primary organ of thought because it is a symbol.

From Viacheslav Ivanov’s famous claim that symbolist poetry, based in imagery and
rhythm, is the source of intuitive cognition, to Viktor Shklovsky’s more famous treatise against
Potebnja’s “thinking in images,” Potebnja’s work underpins the entirety of twentieth-century
Russian poetic philosophy and theory.?® Among the poets I discuss, he was particularly
important for Ivanov, the most scholarly of the three. It is well established that Ivanov’s lyrical
mythopoesis was taken up and refigured by Mandelstam, who was part of the coterie of younger
modernists influenced by the formative poetry soirées at Ivanov’s salon. This dissertation further
traces how the Potebnjan linguistic understanding that infuses Ivanov’s (and Mandelstam’s)
renderings of mythological lyric is refracted in Brodsky’s centaurs.

In Potebnja’s account (from his seminal 1862 work Mys!’ i iazyk), ancient thought
followed a conceptual and tropeic trajectory from myth to metaphor. In keeping with the cyclical
temporalities traced by the poems I study, my own understanding of the genealogical relationship
between myth and the poetic devices of the lyric does not follow a unidirectional progression.
The precise configuration of myth and lyric differs with each poet: Ivanov seeks the new and
immediate blooming of myth and divinity from the modern poetic trope; Mandelstam configures
the lyric as searching for its mythic origins, for a home that is constructed in the very act of
searching; Brodsky experiments with how continuity between myth and lyric can arise from the
basic maneuver of holding them in close, even startling, proximity. For all of them, though, the
relationship between myth and lyric is mutual, co-constitutive, interpenetrative. Not only is myth
the origin of lyric, its enriching source; the new versions of ancient myth offered by modern
poetry nourish those myths, providing (per Claude Lévi-Strauss) new versions and
interpretations of the mythic canon. The iterability of myth is made manifest in its articulation by

38 For two serious, relevant, and quite differing treatments of this part of Potebnja’s 1862 Mysl’ i
iazyk, see the chapter on Potebnja in Eleazar Meletinskii’s 1976 Poetika mifa, as well as the first
chapter of Thomas Seifrid’s The Word Made Self: Russian Writings about Language 1860-1930
(Cornell UP, 2005).

39 Seifrid begins his study of the role of “the word” in modern Russian culture with the sentence:
“The modern phase of Russian writing about language arguably begins in the 1860s, with
Aleksandr Afanas’evich Potebnia” (7). Much of the most influential Russian Formalist theory
positioned itself in the legacy of or in polemic against Potebnja’s writings; his radical breaking
with German Idealism’s focus on the Idea and embrace of the word — what Seifrid calls a
“metaphysics of verbal structure” (61) — ultimately did not go far enough for the Formalists, and
Shklovsky renounced him in a 1919 essay titled, simply, “Potebnja,” in which he claimed that
the perception of verbal structure, rather than symbolic imagery, is what constitutes the primary
difference between poetry and prose.
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lyric; the poetic technology, and intellectual muscle, of lyric is exhibited in how lyric cultivates,
seeks out, and thinks through myth.

The Vine, the Quest, and the Centaur: an Overview

To dissect the poems which this dissertation is about into their component parts — to reverse, that
is, the synthetic operation of the poems themselves — shows them to consist of a mythic mode
which each enters; a lyrical device by which means the mythic mode is embodied and thought
through; and a conceptual effect, the result of such lyric mental enactment. Like a symbol, the
poems bring these elements into complex, synthetic union, articulated through the particular
form of each text. The progression of the dissertation is chronological, from Ivanov’s poetic-
erotic-conceptual posing of the problems and possibilities of Olympian gods on modernist soil,
through Mandelstam’s searching refinement of the originary and domestic relationship between
the ancient and the modern, ending with Brodsky’s seizing upon the legacy of his modernist
forebears in one arresting, metonymic trope.

Chapter One, “Plant, Metaphor, God: Thinking Mythically with Viacheslav Ivanov,” takes up a
poet-scholar whose seminal role in the history of Russian modernism has never been in question,
yet whose actual poems have often failed to garner appreciation. Ivanov’s underwhelmed
reception by contemporaries such as Anna Akhmatova and Mikhail Bakhtin, I argue,
misconstrues the role of his classicist erudition (to Nikolai Gumilev, Ivanov was more a
philologist than a poet) in his lyric creation. The chapter begins with an engagement of Ivanov’s
essays, not as expository outlines of his poetic aims, but as texts which develop and exhibit the
very devices which sustain his poems. With reference to work in cognitive poetics, dwelling on
Ivanov’s essays — namely “The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles” (1905), “Two Elements in
Contemporary Symbolism” (1908) and “The Testaments of Symbolism” (1910) — reveals him as
an investigator of how sound patterns and images convey thought with an immediacy that
precedes rational contemplation.

The mythic mode of Ivanov’s poetic inquiry is divinity itself, the manifestation of the
gods; his central devices are metaphor and image, which the lyric allows to succeed one another
with instantaneous speed. Specifically, I trace the appearances of Dionysus and Demeter, the
gods of earth, through Ivanov’s work. Framing my discussion of Ivanov’s essays with one of his
early poems — “Beauty” (1902) — and a later one — “With the ray of his arrows Eros pierced me”
(1907) — I chart an argumentative progression through the changing manifestations of Dionysus
and Demeter in these texts, from their early presence in godly form to the later appearances of
metaphoric and horticultural avatars, as vine and grain; this trajectory corresponds to the
progression identified by 19" century myth scholars (notably including Potebnja) from myth to
metaphor. Through this movement, Ivanov conveys both synchronous and diachronous ideas:
both simultaneity of apprehension (of images) and the cyclical movement of the development of
poetic thought in human history. In so doing, he both lays the foundation for Mandelstam and
Brodsky’s explorations and anticipates the later insights of structuralist scholars of myth and
poetics. Ivanov’s devices create poems which allow, indeed require, the reader to experience the
thought processes they model.
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From a bookish Symbolist poet, Chapter Two, “The Quest and the Question: Osip Mandelstam’s
Hellenic Poems,” turns to an Acmeist whose elegant intricacy has long led critics and
connoisseurs alike to treat his densely crafted poems as puzzles, labyrinths which must be
ventured into for the hermeneutic key which will finally unlock them. The chapter argues for a
shift in emphasis, such that Mandelstam’s lyrics be seen not as riddles to be solved, but quests;
the end point of reading him, I suggest, comes not from finding the key but from traversing the
labyrinth itself. The quest, rooted in classical epic, is the mythic mode which fascinates
Mandelstam, by which he poses the question of how modern culture might find its way back to a
Hellenic home. Yet, as the act of reading through the poem leads us to recognize, this home is
made present, created, found, only through the search for it, the effort to correctly pose (rather
than resolutely answer) the question of modern poetry’s mythic origin.

The main devices by which Mandelstam incarnates his quest are, again, metaphor, now
foregrounded specifically as a means of expression, a vessel, the crafting of vehicles which, like
the above-mentioned “domestic utensils,” can carefully hold their tenors; and apostrophe, the
direct mode of address which, as Jonathan Culler has argued, most evidently foregrounds lyric’s
status as lyric. In these poems — “Insomnia. Homer. Taut sails” (1915), “The golden stream of
mead” (1917), “Because I couldn’t hold on to your hands” (1920), “And Schubert on the water”
(1934), as well as the 1922 essay “On the Nature of the Word” — apostrophe takes the specific
form of a question. These tropes perform the conceptual work of inquiry which constitutes
Mandelstam’s quest; they model the poet’s selective searching through the cultural past as a
paradigmatic linguistic inquiry, pointing to a vast network of connections among equally
potentially present terms. In this regard, Mandelstam’s poems prefigure — and are illuminated by
— the modern database as it is understood by theorists of new media. Adapting the
syntagm/paradigm distinction of semiotics to digital technology, scholars like Lev Manovich
emphasize the specifically mental nature of the paradigm: where syntagms manifest their
elements as physically present (words in a sentence, or on a screen), paradigms indicate an
archive, most of whose elements are immediately absent but incipiently available to a user,
writer, or reader. In this way, Mandelstam’s poetic word gestures at a database of possible
cultural knowledge, through which his poems navigate, slipping the bounds of linear time to span
from past to present in a Bergsonian durée. His myth-poems resolve, not with absolute
conclusions, but with the turn of an infinite cycle, the traversal of which embodies the useful
Hellenic utensils that hold culture together through time.

The final chapter, “Stuck Together: Joseph Brodsky’s Centaurs,” refines the scope of its inquiry
to a specific trope: the titular creature of Brodsky’s 1988 Centaurs cycle, which I engage as a
meta-figure for metonymy. Brodsky’s centaurs are ancient mythical creatures thrust into — held
against — late Soviet modernity: rather than Ivanov’s ritualistic reflowering of antiquity in the
present, or Mandelstam’s searching journey through history’s archive, the temporal logic of the
cycle’s mythopoetics is to join the ancient and the modern by holding them maximally close
together, but not quite making them identical. This play with proximity leads to a prolonged
deconstruction of metonymy itself, a complex, ongoing illustration of how this trope creates the
appearance of continuity through the strenuous maintenance of contiguity. Brodsky’s famous
preoccupation with borders and margins appears here as a fascination with the edges of physical
things; edges which, when brought together, produce a conceptually unified one from a spatially
proximate two. The centaur provides the mythic boundaries of this inquiry, as a beast formed
from the metonymic bringing together of man and horse.
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The cycle exhaustively deploys the same device from different angles in each of its four
poems: their centaurs are not the classical human/equine creatures, but a series of hybrids, from
furniture-women to a fusion of the past with the future. Although their metonymies seem reliant
on simultaneity — with both parts of the centaur held together in the same instant — the poems’
progression from a beginning to an end allows Brodsky to chart the distinct moments by which
metonymy is apprehended, a series of freeze-frames which allow the stages of metonymic
perception to emerge. These stages — proximity, followed by contiguity, followed by continuity —
may appear as visual, or logical, but are in fact lexical; the path traveled by the cycle’s
metonymies — from space, to time, to language itself — lays bare the semantic dimension of the
device. This progression, which encodes a conceptual (if not chronological) temporality in an
apparently spatial figure, corresponds to different developmental moments of children’s
interpretations of centaurs, as recorded (contemporaneously to Brodsky’s writing) by the
psychologist Harvey Nash. The cycle’s deconstructive movement through the stages of
metonymy plays itself out by splitting wholes into parts and recombining parts into wholes, an
oscillation which manifests in the erotics of the poems. What results, both in the cycle’s
thematics and its form, is an origin story: the conceptual birth of metonymy as a figure.

Developing modernist articulations of mythic modes through lyrical devices to express the
fundamentally conceptual possibilities of the genre, the poems I study lay bare the historical,
intellectual, and aesthetic force of lyric itself. The turn to antiquity proves itself as a journey
through the Hellenic source of mythic creation whose contours express the exceptional capacity
of modern lyric to take a conceptual leap: the power of poetry is not that it can serve as a
container for philosophical argument but that the very devices which constitute it provoke a
confrontation with the embodiment of thought. The modernist lyric thereby reveals itself as a
techné in both the most ancient and the most modern sense.
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CHAPTER ONE

Plant, Metaphor, God:
Thinking Mythically with Viacheslav Ivanov

In a lecture on the poet given many times in the 1920s in Vitebsk and in Leningrad, Mikhail
Bakhtin remarked that the “flesh” of the word is not properly felt in Viacheslav Ivanov’s poetry.
Ivanov’s tendency toward “logical thought,” claimed Bakhtin, suffocates the poetic word’s
individuality, and indeed the very scent of its body. For these reasons, he concludes, one cannot
really consider Ivanov an “intimate” poet.** Bakhtin’s lukewarm appraisal of Ivanov’s poetics
has become a commonplace in the poet’s reception by his contemporaries and critics alike. From
a fellow poet’s bemused remark that “for all his depth of understanding, he wrote bad poems” to
a critic’s comment that Ivanov was “risen from Trediakovsky’s grave, writing poetry with a
mop,” the difficult, unappealing, and downright unpoetic nature of his verse is now,
paradoxically, a central feature of the cultural myth of one of Russian modernism’s founding
poets.*! However, Ivanov’s verse bears a significant advantage: it has drawn those readers who
are, in a certain sense, disciples of his, in that they believe in his precept that poetry can
accomplish intellectual work — that it can think.

The goal of this chapter is to illuminate the poetic-cognitive effects of Ivanov’s
expository engagement with a specific set of mythical material, specfically Demeter and
Dionysus. To do so, I focus on those poems and essays where his deployment of these mythic
personages as metaphors in the service of explaining the task of poetry is most profound. The
essays are “The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles” (1905), “Two Elements in Contemporary
Symbolism” (1908), and “The Testaments of Symbolism” (1910). I frame my discussion of his
essays with examples of these mythic images in verse: one early (“Beauty,” 1902) and one later
(“With the rays of his arrows Eros pierced me,” 1907). As we move through the corpus
chronologically, we note a progression in terms of the images employed. What starts with
Dionysus (and — per Ivanov’s pantheon — his alter-ego Christ) and Demeter as embodied
character-presences in the texts slowly morphs into their presence in avatar form: vine and grain.

Sensing the cognitive and conceptual potential of Ivanov’s poetics — though in a review
that angered the poet greatly — Nikolai Gumilev ventured that Ivanov’s relation to language and
verse was closer to that of a philologist than a poet: he did not see them as ends in themselves,
but rather as a means to convey the idea concealed within.*? It was these ideas — this intense
thinking — that shaped the language of Ivanov’s verse and gave it distinction.** All the resources
available to Ivanov the poet were marshalled in the service of the poetically based expression of
thought.

40 M. M. Bakhtin, “Viacheslav Ivanov,” in Viacheslav Ivanov: Pro et contra. Lichnost’ i
tvorchestvo Viacheslava Ivanova v otsenke russkikh i zarubezhnykh myslitelei i issledovatelei.
Antologiia, 2 vols. (St.Petersburg, 2016), 2:12.

4! The first speaker is Akhmatova, from Lidiia Chukovskaya’s “Zapiski ob Anne Akhmatovoi,”
and the second is Pyotr Yakubovich, both quoted in Pro et contra 2:8, 12.

“2N. S. Gumilev, “Viacheslav Ivanov. Cor ardens. Chast’ pervaia,” in Pro et contra 1:275-76.
43 Ibid., 276.
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“Lightninglike fissures of the imagination”

Myth was one such resource. Indeed, not only in his verse but also, overwhelmingly, in his
essays, [vanov turns to ancient Greek myth in order to accomplish that cognitive and conceptual
work, and frequently by means of traditionally poetic device. In this case, form supports and
continues the work of content: Ivanov’s essays, which are urgent, erudite blends of Symbolist
manifesto, lyric theory, mythopoesis, cultural criticism, and ancient history, are often dedicated
to illuminating the work of poetry on the mind and the task of the poet. To this end, his
engagement with mythic metaphor, his use of patterned sound and image, and his temporal play
with repetition and rhythmic rupture collaborate to make his case more clearly, more quickly,
and on a level of thought separate from the logical faculties we usually animate to apprehend
written argument.**

Thinkers from different schools of thought have tackled the effects of poetry on the mind
variously. Reuven Tsur, an influential scholar in the field of cognitive poetics, calls what I have
just referred to as a “separate level of thought” the “precategorical” (that is, pre-linguistic) realm
of cognition, observing that, because of speech’s “focus” on speech categories, “language is
particularly ill-suited to convey unique emotional experiences, unique sensations, mystic
insights, and the like,” and concludes that a speaker’s recourse to metaphoric image and rhythm
might significantly enhance their attempts to communicate such experience.* Ultimately, for
Tsur, “the sound patterns of poetry in general, and rhyme in particular, typically exploit this
precategorical acoustic information.”*

From quite a different angle, Boris Maslov and Richard Martin, two scholars from an
emergent wave of scholarship reconsidering historical context’s relation to poetic form, have
also recently written about poetic metaphor as a kind of pre-logical conceptual technology, one
which surfaced along with the invention of the lyric poem and which signified a mythic (pre-

4 For this way of conceiving of the intellectual work poetry might do, I am indebted to a specific
phrase from Simon Jarvis, who, in an analysis of Viktor Zhirmunsky’s description of Pushkin,
remarked that (per Zhirmunsky) Pushkin’s rhymes “both sound and think.” See Jarvis, “Why
Rhyme Pleases,” Thinking Verse. 1 (2011): 22.

4 Reuven Tsur, Playing by Ear and by Tip of the Tongue: Precategorical Information in Poetry
(Amsterdam, 2012), 3.

46 Ibid., 120. In Cognitive Poetics: An Introduction (New York, 2002), Peter Stockton makes a
similar argument, situating the work of thinking poetically firmly in the mind and — crucially —
the body of the reader, thus understanding poetry not as a locus of thought but rather as thought’s
ingrained linguistic form. In the words of one leading scholar in the field, “Most simply, we
think in the forms that we do and we say things in the ways that we do because we are all
roughly human-sized containers of air and liquid with our main receptors at the top of our
bodies” (p. 4). More lyrically, Nikki Skillman has recently written about poetry as a faculty of
thought in twentieth-century American poetry, finding in the material workings of the brain itself
a fecund source of metaphorical material for her poets, as lyric encounter “evolves into a
mediation on the emergence of consciousness from the interaction of inanimate parts — on the
origins of mind in matter.” See Skillman, The Lyric in the Age of the Brain (Cambridge, MA,
2016), 2.

17



philosophical) mode of perception, conception, and expression. As Maslov puts it, in order to
understand the role performed by metaphor in ancient poetry and thought,

we must remember that, before the rise of philosophy, the task of conceiving of the
world was pursued, first and foremost, within the medium of poetry. Abstract
concepts were not rigorously defined, interrelated by logic, or organized into a
philosophical system; instead, they were construed as actors and cast
(“hypostasized”) into what we would call personifications. The setting in which
these concepts interacted was provided by “myth” — yet that was myth before the
rise of philosophically inflected theology. In other words, it was not a mythological
doctrine but a malleable medium of thought, which was subject to innovation and
change that were conceptual in their nature and effects.*’

Although the cognitive school’s focus is on logical or conceptual priority (wherein
“precategorical” signifies a realm of the brain, not a stage of human development) and the
historical poetics focus is on historical priority (“before the rise of philosophy”), both otherwise
quite disparate fields of poetry-study agree that metaphor and other conceptual strategies
commonly deployed by poetry are best understood in terms of priority, firstness, or before-ness.
The effects of poetry on the mind, in other words, take place before differentiation, whether that
differentiation takes place at the level of the speech category or (as the classicist Martin puts it)
occurs when science comes along to dissect the metaphor with a scalpel.®

In The World as Will and Representation, a work that exerted great influence on Ivanov,
Schopenhauer also observes that the thoughts effected by poetry are achieved “prior to” those
arrived at by the faculties of judgment and reason:

Rhythm and rhyme are quite peculiar aids to poetry. I can give no other explanation
of their incredibly powerful effect than that our faculties of perception have
received from time, to which they are essentially bound, some quality on account
of which we inwardly follow, and, as it were, consent to each regularly recurring
sound. In this way rhythm and rhyme are partly a means of holding our attention,
because we willingly follow the poem read, and partly they produce in us a blind
consent to what is read prior to any judgment, and this gives the poem a certain
emphatic power of convincing independent of all reasons.*

In a fragment on the workings of lyric poetry written in 1908, Ivanov commented that the lyric is
distinguished from the other classical genres in that the “chord of the moment” is proper to it and

47 Boris Maslov, Pindar and the Emergence of Literature (Cambridge, England, 2015), 119.

48 Richard Martin, “Against Ornament: O. M. Freidenberg’s Concept of Metaphor in Ancient and
Modern Contexts,” in Persistent Forms: Explorations in Historical Poetics, ed. llya Kliger et al.
(New York, 2015), 274-313.

49 Arthur Schopenhauer, The World as Will and Idea, trans. E. F. J. Payne (New York, 1966), bk.
1:243-44 (emphasis added). Ivanov was explicitly interested in Schopenhauer’s theory of
“bezvol’noe sozertsanie” as he glossed the above in his 1914 essay on Novalis. See V. L. Ivanov,
Sobranie sochinenii 4 vols. (Brussels, 1971-84), 4:264.
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to no other genre. The lyric is constituted by transitions from one mental image to another: they
are “lightninglike fissures of the imagination.”°

It was Ivanov’s conviction that this quick, sensory mode of thinking, which occurs “prior
to any judgment,” as Schopenhauer puts it, was a process with its roots in ancient myth: a mode
of representation wherein the means of thinking and speaking are united. Following an idea that
originated with Herder and had significant influence on the Russian and German intellectual and
scholarly traditions of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Ivanov believed that divinity had
once inhered, mystically, within words — that when poets and priests had uttered words like
“mixing bowl” and “cave” they signified not only mixing bowl and cave but also,
simultaneously, divine concepts like “soul” and “birth,” concepts which lived inside the image of
those cooking implements and geographical features and were not separable from them. And he
believed that through the effects of Symbolist poetry that divinity could be expressed again.!
Indeed, just as one may apprehend the divinity in a religious icon immediately upon
apprehending its image, so too do the principles of poetry — patterned sound and image — work
with “priority” upon the listener, claiming and modeling a certain immediacy of the experience
of perception, thought, and time.

There is something of the divine in this mental experience, and while modeling poetic
thought on the level of the individual image, sound, and word, Ivanov also lets a vast mythic
drama — nearly a storyline, nearly a whole new myth unto itself — play out in the poetic moments
of these essays. Throughout Ivanov’s essay-corpus, the vehicle for this concept of poetry as a
tool of thought is the “two great gods of earth,” in Edith Hamilton’s immortal words: a repeated
metaphoric cluster of pastures, fields, soil, the things that grow on them in nature and in
cultivation, and the agents and instruments of that cultivation.>?> Thus the reader apprehends
Ivanov’s claim — his hope for the inherent togetherness of things — on the syntactic level of the
prose argument, on the sensory level of the experience of poetry, and on the ritual level of the
myth of two specific Greek gods: Demeter and Dionysus. At these moments the language itself is
charged with the full complexity of thought, just as language is specially charged during ritual or
ceremony. They are moments of mythic speech, and for Ivanov, to speak mythically is, in a
sense, to think — to accomplish the thought of the myth.

As in Claude Lévi-Strauss’s seminal definition, myth’s conceptual power comes from its
ability to transcend time, to absorb and explain more than one historical moment at once.>

30 Tvanov, Sobranie sochinenii 3:119-20.

31T am paraphrasing from Ivanov, “Zavety simvolizma,” Sobranie sochinenii 2:593. Herder’s
ideas on myth are elaborated in the enormously influential “Fragment of an Essay on
Mythology,” written during the 1780s, in which he became the first thinker of the modern era to
discuss myth as a fundamentally conceptual framework — a framework that modeled and
represented thought. Herder’s essay can be found in Marcia Bunge, ed. and trans., Against Pure
Reason: Writings on Religion, Language, and History (Eugene, 1993), 80.

>2 “The Two Great Gods of Earth” is the title given to the subchapter on Dionysus and Demeter
in Edith Hamilton’s now-classic compendium for schoolchildren, Mythology: Timeless Tales of
Gods and Heroes (Boston, 1942).

53 “On the one hand, a myth always refers to events alleged to have taken place in time: before
the world was created, or during its first stages — anyway, long ago. But what gives the myth an
operative value is that the specific pattern described is everlasting; it explains the present and the
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“Ivanov’s thinking was ultimately metahistorical,” observes one scholar. “In this framework time
is a very relative value. The cultural process or phenomenon is not conceived in terms of creation
or destruction, but memory and oblivion.”* Ivanov’s profound relationship to the mythical is
best understood in the same terms as his conception of poetry: simultaneity, the internal
togetherness of different temporalities.

Ivanov’s understanding of myth had its roots in the works of such German thinkers as
Herder, Goethe, and Novalis, and scholars have tended to distinguish him in terms of degree,
rather than kind.>> Indeed, Michael Wachtel maintains that Ivanov “went further” than the Jena
Romantics, understanding myth as more than a “not strictly rational way of cognizing reality”:
“essentially true, not a merely psychological phenomenon... Not the creation of an individual,
but the conviction of a community.”® In an article arguing that the Symbolists were primarily
engaged in neomythological (or mythopoetic) work, rather than a stylization of mythic works or
an orientation to them of the kind we find in Romanticism, Zara Mints cites [vanov’s adage
“from symbol to myth,” heralding him as an architect of a more essentially creative attitude
toward myth.>” Robert Bird, following a “ritual/narrative” dichotomy of the sort proposed by
Roland Greene and upheld by contemporary lyric theorists, argues that “myth” comprises the
narrative elements of Ivanov’s poetic output and thought.>® Taking a more critical tone, Tomas
Venclova has remarked that Ivanov’s capacity to engage with myth was “masked” by his
scholarship; his philological concerns eclipsing the kernels of anarchic revelation that one finds
in other modernist poets.>

What these scholarly perspectives have in common is their conception of myth as
creative material for Ivanov, either used radically and fully, as in Wachtel, Mints, and Bird’s
views, or not realizing its potential, as in Venclova’s. In Ivanov’s intellectual oeuvre, one can see
this sort of relation to myth at work perhaps most profoundly and influentially in his writings on
Dionysus and Friedrich Nietzsche. In a famous 1904 essay, “Nietzsche and Dionysus,” Ivanov
casts the mythologies of the German philosopher and the Greek god in each other’s terms,
writing Nietzsche’s biography into a trajectory of Dionysian ecstasy and sacrifice, cult and
divinity. He opens with the established Greek myth of the Thessalonian military leader

past as well as the future” (Lévi-Strauss, Claude. “The Structural Study of Myth,” Journal of

American Folklore 68 [October-December 1955]): 430).

>4 Vasily Rudich, “Vyacheslav Ivanov and Classical Antiquity,” in Vyacheslav Ivanov: Poet,

Critic and Philosopher, ed. Robert Louis Jackson and Lowry Nelson, Jr. (New Haven, 1986).

53 It is not a coincidence that Ivanov’s favorite poets are primarily those known for their ideas

and worldviews — those famous, in other words, for philosophizing through poetry. On Ivanov’s

intellectual debts to the German Romantic tradition and its mystical, interactive, comprehensive
worldview, as played out specifically in his poetry, see Michael Wachtel, Russian Symbolism

and Literary Tradition: Goethe, Novalis, and the Poetics of Viacheslav Ivanov (Madison, 1994).

36 Viacheslav Ivanov, Selected Essays, ed. Michael Wachtel (Evanston, 2001), xii.

37 Zara Mints, “O nekotorykh ‘neomifologicheskikh’ tekstakh v tvorchesvte russkikh
simvolistov,” Blok i russkii simvolizm: Izbrannye trudy v 3 kn, bk. 3, Poetika russkogo
simvolizma (St. Petersburg, 2004), 59-96).

58 Robert Bird, “Lyric Ritual and Narrative Myth in Russian Modernism: The Case of Viacheslav

Ivanov,” Genre: Forms of Discourse and Culture 36 (Spring/Summer 2003): 81-106.

> Tomas Venclova, “On Russian Mythological Tragedy: Vjaceslav Ivanov and Marina

Cvetaeva,” in Myth in Literature 5, ed. A. Kodjak et al. (Columbus, 1986), 89-109.
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Eurypylus, who received the cult image of Dionysus as a Trojan war trophy and who, like
Nietzsche (so Ivanov), consequently became steeped in holy madness. Inaugurating a myth about
the German thinker that would stay in the Russian poetic and cultural consciousness for over a
century, Ivanov concludes: “Nietzsche gave Dionysus back to the world: therein lay his calling
and his prophetic madness.”°

What we could call the “myth as creative material” angle on Ivanov’s relation to myth,
then, is a crucial one for understanding his work. But in addition to creative fodder and cult idol,
Dionysus was also, for Ivanov, a mode of thinking: not merely malleable material for ideation
and text production, but a structure of thought and experience which Ivanov himself did not write
so much as access. In the essay “The Hellenic Religion of the Suffering God,” written
contemporaneously with “Nietzsche and Dionysus,” Ivanov elaborates what would be his most
influential theory of the Dionysian: a conception of pagan cult worship inflected with Christian
mysticism. Ivanov argues that ecstasy — transcendence of the individual — is the most ancient and
deepest phenomenon of religious experience; that suffering and sacrifice are required for it. This
essay, which provides a kind of theoretical backdrop to the cult narrative developed in
“Nietzsche and Dionysus,” presents the story of Dionysus, crucially, as the means of mystical
transcendence rather than the substance of it. “The element of Dionysus is only a state,”
professed Ivanov in “Hellenic Religion,” describing the possibility of encountering the god as the
possibility of collective self-discovery and transformation, rather than as material for narrative.
The myths of Dionysus’s appearances, he continues, are only an attempt to give those
appearances and encounters an etiological explanation.®! In this understanding, the stories about
the god are secondary to the god as a mode.

This more capacious consideration of Dionysus as a mode of thought and experience will
prove fruitful when engaging with his cameos in Ivanov’s essays. Omry Ronen has remarked
that for Ivanov and the early Symbolists, “Dionysus was the principle autometadescriptive sign...
the symbol of the symbol.”? In this vein, Nina Segal-Rudnik has recently argued that since
Ivanov was first and foremost invested in poetic language — and brought that to his work on
questions of theology and philosophy — we are justified in understanding his engagement with
the Dionysian as a “device.”®> Much like metaphor itself, the presence of the god in Ivanov’s
essays is best conceived of at once as a portal to divine poetic expression — the image resolving
in the more abstract concept, or the vehicle pointing to the distant tenor — and the name of that
very expression, the divinity achieved by poetic utterance.

In his study Greek Mythology and Poetics, classicist Gregory Nagy adopts specific
terminology from Roman Jakobson and the Prague Linguistic Circle to illuminate the relation of
poetic language to myth in ancient Greek culture. Nagy comments that, for the ancient Greeks,

the language of ritual and myth is marked, whereas “everyday” language is
unmarked. The Greek language gives us an example of these semantics: muo means
“I have my eyes closed” or “I have my mouth closed” in everyday situations, but

0 Ivanov, “Nitsshe i Dionis,” Sobranie sochinenii 1:717).

¢! Tvanov, “Ellinskaia religiia stradaiushchego boga: Opyt religiozno-istoricheskoi
kharakteristiki,” Sobranie sochinenii 3:39).

2 Omry Ronen, "A Functional Technique of Myth Transformation in Twentieth Century Russian
Lyrical Poetry." in: Myth in Literature 5, 110-23.

%3 Nina Segal-Rudnik, “Dionisiistvo kak priem,” in Pro et contra 2:145.
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“I see in a special way” or “I say in a special way” in ritual. Hence muistés is “one
who is initiated” and mustérion is “that into which one is initiated, mystery (Latin
mysterium).” Hence also miithos, “myth”: this word, it has been argued, is a
derivative of muo and had at an earlier stage meant “special” as opposed to
“everyday” speech.%

This passage could almost have been written by Ivanov. Its “content,” or logical aim, is to
demonstrate that mythic poetry uses the same words as everyday speech but in a “special” way.
At the end Nagy reveals that the very words he has used to make his argument are complicit in
the phenomenon he describes. The reader is left quite persuaded, but not entirely sure of how the
persuasion took place, since the final sentence in the passage worked more quickly on the
intellectual consciousness than the others had. It works, I would argue, poetically. The poetic
principle at play here is based in a specific kind of repetition which suddenly shortens the
reader’s experience of linear time — the time it usually takes to apprehend a written argument.
Like rhyme, which achieves its effect by dovetailing a remembered sound and a new piece of
semantic information, the last sentence in this paragraph dovetails a remembered word and a new
semantic position for it to occupy. The word myth, which had previously been presented as mere
setting or scaffolding — as “unmarked,” indeed, in Jakobson’s schema — is re-presented anew,
now as the object of inquiry, the most marked position. That the word also means the intellectual
maneuver we have just experienced (everyday speech becoming special speech) is left for us to
marvel at, and to believe.

As we shall see, when poetry is presented as a faculty of thought in Ivanov’s essay
corpus, this same basic pattern is employed. The genre seems prosaic and logical, linear even;
the subject matter is “how poetic language and thought work, have worked, or ought to work™; a
poetic principle is activated in the prose; the point is made through some combination of linear
argument and extra-semantic cognitive experience; the name of that combination and its
performance is revealed to be “myth.” If there is something tricky or that seems like sleight of
hand in the pattern I have just outlined, I submit that that is because poetic principles at work in
prose catch us intellectually unawares.

Even the chronological progression we note within the essays contains a mythic
argument. The earlier essays present the gods as gods: thus, for instance, Dionysus and Demeter
make literal appearances in “The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles.” The later essays present
them in their earthly avatars: “The Testaments of Symbolism” employs intricate analogies
featuring vines, ears of grain, and the soil of their marriage. This progression is variously
interpretable. It may, from the perspective of cognitive poetics, function as a drawn-out example
of the development and refinement of the precategorical realm of thought, as an abstract image is
required to take on the burden of increasingly complex signification. Alternatively, from the
vantage point of the nineteenth-century school of myth studies and philology to which Ivanov
was indebted, it may be said to trace the conceptual trajectory that the ancients themselves
underwent: from myth to pure metaphor.%

% Gregory Nagy, Greek Mythology and Poetics (Ithaca, 1990), viii.

65 T am paraphrasing from Aleksandr Potebnja’s Mysl’ i iazyk (1862). The phrase “pure
metaphor” (chistaia metafora) I take from Eleazar Meletinsky’s gloss on Potebnja in his
canonical Poetika mifa (Moscow, 1976), 123.
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“The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles”

The 1905 essay “The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles” is devoted to a careful consideration of
individual dynamic poetic principles: Ivanov unfolds the colors, physical setting, sex, Greek
gods, poetic images, poetic moods, and themes inherently symbolically associated with each of
three “principles” (mauana). Ivanov’s use of the word Hauano is telling: it well exemplifies his
commitment to the originary. This interest in origins is not only temporary — in that he believes
in circularity and return — but also structural: he discusses the poetic origins underlying the
mechanisms of thought and expression.®® The essay codifies these origins and correlates them
into unified principles available to poetic thought.

In his explication of the poetics of “descent” (Hucxoxaenue), the colors pink and
emerald, the goddesses Aphrodite and Demeter, the feminine sex, the earth, the themes of grace,
beauty, assent, and return, and the images of rings, wreaths, and rainbows are all unfolded from a
single poetic principle: the divine movement downward. This principle, in turn, is the antithesis
of the sublime motion upward: “Ascent is rupture and separation; descent is the return and good
tidings of victory. The one is ‘glory in the highest’; the other is ‘peace on earth.” Ascent is a ‘No’
to the Earth; descent is ‘a meek ray of the mysterious Yes.”®” As is common in his prose works,
the final few words come from Ivanov's own poetic oeuvre, and later in the essay he offers more
of the poem to illustrate the image of Aphrodite’s smile:

S1 Howmy KOJIBIIO,
N moe nuro -
Kpotkuii iyu TaunctBensoro Jla.%®

The lines come from a poem called “Beauty,” which features an enamored traveler in dialogue
with a mysterious beauty — perhaps better understood as Beauty incarnate: a “daughter of the
earth or the heavens” (mous nu 161 3emun / Wb HeOec). The lines quoted in the essay belong to
the female speaker, and end the poem. The circularity of the ring (and the “o” sound of kol tso,
moé, litso), the mysterious Yes not uttered but inherent within the speaker’s countenance, are the
themes and motifs that constitute the “feminine” principle discussed in Ivanov’s essay. The
unsaid Yes of the speaker’s face, an example of mythically meaningful speech both expressed
and apprehended by non-logical means, signifies consent as such, not only between the poem’s
speakers.

Here is the poem in its entirety.

KPACOTA

Braoumupy Cepeeesuuy Conosvegy

6 Both words are calques of the Greek archa, as in Aristotle’s “first principles.”

7 Tvanov, Selected Essays, 8. For the original see Ivanov, “Simvoliki esteticheskikh nachal,”
Sobranie sochinenii 1:826. Subsequent citations to various Ivanov essays will show the Wachtel
and Bird translation, followed by a reference to the Russian-language version.

88 Tvanov, “Simvoliki,” 827. “I wear a ring / And my face / Is a meek ray of the mysterious Yes.”
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[Tept T’ apoi te kdAAog dnto.
Hymn. Homer.

Buxy Bac, 00’KeCTBEHHBIE 1Ay,
YMOpCKUX TOp CHUHEIONUI KprcTast!
Ax! TaM coH MO# 60TH OTpaBIAIIN:
BbsiBe TaM OH MyTHUKY MPECTAL...
«Jlo4b 11 THI 3eMJIK

Wb Hebec, - BHEMIIH:

TBoit s1! Beuno MHE TBO# UK OimcTa».

- «TaliHa MHE caMOH U TailHa MUY,
S, B Moeii 00MTEIM 3eMHOI,

Ce, rpsiny 1o cBeTiiomy 3pupy:
[TyTHUK, 3peTh OTHBIHE OyIeIIb MHOM!
Kto moii muk y3pedn,

Tot HaBek npo3pein -

J1oJIbHMI MUP HaBEK IIpE] HUM MHOU.

«PagoctHO 110 1IBeTOHOCHOM ['ee

Sl uny, He Benas - Kyza.

S cnyxy ¢ yneiokoit Anpacree,
barockiioHHO - IEBCTBEHHO - yXk/a.
S1 Howmy KOJIBIIO,

N moe nuro -

Kpotkuii iyu TaunctBernoro Ja».%

The line immediately before the lines cited in Ivanov’s essay frames them tellingly: “I am,
virginally, other,” declares the earthly incarnation of beauty; “I wear a ring, / And my face / Is a
meek ray of the mysterious Yes.” She must be other so that she may be rejoined; she must be
virginal so that her Yes will always signify anew. For just as the principle of sublime ascent
represents a “No” to the earth, this poem is about the principle of earthly consent. It is about the
promise of marriage (s Houry KombIl0) and about consummation. It is about being together again
— the traveler traverses the earth; the beauty is of it — and the eternity of that return to unity, the
circularity of time. Remarkably, the poem describes a kind of movement, a dynamic, a change, a
consummation — not only a togetherness but a coming-togetherness — yet the dynamic is eternal

9 Ibid., 827. “BEAUTY // To Vladimir Sergeevich Solovyov. // Beauty spread around her. |
Homeric hymn. // 1 see you, divine expanses, / Of Umbrian mountains the crystal shining blue! /
Ah! there the gods justified my dream: / There in reality it appeared to a traveler... / “Whether
you are daughter of earth / Or heavens, — hark: / I am yours! Your face has been shining to me
eternally.” / “I am mystery to myself and mystery to the world, / I, in my earthly dwelling, / Lo, I
approach along the light ether: / Traveler, hence you will see by me! / Who has seen my face /
Has seen the light eternally - / The world below is eternally different before him. / Joyfully along
flower-bearing Gaia / I go, not knowing where. / I serve Adrastea with a smile, / Am propitiously
- virginally - other. / I wear a ring, / And my face / Is a meek ray of the mysterious Yes.”
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(some version of vechno or navek is repeated three times throughout the poem). The poem’s
dialogic structure participates in this experience: a literary device known for its capacity to
represent and model tension, here the dialogue resolves in allegory, something more akin to the
lovers’ holy duet in the Song of Songs than the philosophical debates hosted by Socrates. The
speakers in the poem participate allegorically in Ivanov’s myth of the symbolist word itself: the
union of things meaning and things meant.

The poem is cited, per Ivanov, for its imagistic evocation of Aphrodite’s smile of
consent.” It bears an epigraph from the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, and indeed seems primarily
to feature a female earth divinity. The association — even identification — of Aphrodite and
Demeter is particularly remarkable in this section of the essay “The Symbolics of Aesthetic
Principles.” Or — perhaps precisely not remarkable, since in Ivanov’s description they seem
intuitively to belong together and to mean each other, in an abundance of earthliness and natural
feminine sensuality. But the “intuitive” structure of Ivanov’s associating these two specific
goddesses is a deeply mythical one, and deserves some consideration.

The association of sex and eros with fertility and agriculture was a basic principle of
ideological organization in Indo-European ritual and social practice. Indo-European ritual and
culture, the ancestral genitor of ancient Greek myth and poetic production, is commonly
understood to have been organized into three “functions”: one category of ritual was dedicated to
the sovereign and the sacral, another to warfare, and a third to fertility, sex, agriculture, and
animal husbandry.”! It has been suggested that these lines of organization find their way into
Greek myth in the story known as the Judgment of Paris, that beauty contest between Hera,
Athena, and Aphrodite at which Paris of Troy served as judge, and the consequences of which
launched the events of the /liad. As the myth goes, each goddess offered Paris a bribe, hoping to
be named the most beautiful. Hera offered to make Paris sovereign ruler of all Europe and Asia;
Athena offered him great military wisdom and skill in warfare; and Aphrodite offered him the
love of the most beautiful woman in the world, then Helen of Sparta.

Nagy argues that the goddesses’ offerings to Paris map on to the discrete categories of
Indo-European ritual: Hera’s offer represents the sovereign and sacral; Athena’s, warfare; and
Aphrodite’s, fertility, sex, and agriculture. In the fabula of the //iad and the Odyssey, the
Judgment of Paris is the point of departure for the Trojan War and its aftermath and thus
represents, as Nagy puts it, Greek “epic’s reckoning with its own genesis.””? T would continue
this line of argument and suggest that Paris’s opting for Helen can be read, in historical-mythic
terms, as Greek myth’s capacity to self-theorize in eroticized agricultural metaphor. The

70 In this vein, Wachtel has discussed Aphrodite’s smile — in this essay, in this poem, and
throughout Ivanov’s corpus — as a signifier of “visionary experience” (Russian Symbolism and
Literary Tradition, 51). Taking the “vision” trope further, Nikolai Kotrelev has identified seeing
as the gateway to divine knowledge in this poem. Reading the traveler as an avatar for the
biological poet, he claims: “he sees the world through her.” See Kotrelev, “ ‘Videt’’ 1 ‘vedat’” u
Viacheslava Ivanova,” in Pro et contra 2:262.

" The term “function” belongs to Georges Dumézil, whose seminal work in comparative
mythology Mythe et epopée. 1. L’idéologie des trois fonctions dans les épopées des peuples
indo-européens (Paris, 1968) was the first to propose this tripartite ideological breakdown.
Following him and considering in particular the consequences of his work for Greek myth’s
capacity to self-theorize is Nagy’s Greek Mythology and Poetics.

2 Nagy, Greek Mythology and Poetics, 16.
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intertwining agrarian metaphors Ivanov employs repeatedly to depict — and indeed to model —
mythic thought and expression may be understood, then, as the descendants of the Judgment of
Paris. They conjure the gods of the epic era; they intend to re-effect a total synthesis of crop,
deity, and the poetic trope that binds them.

At the end of “The Symbolics of Aesthetic Principles,” Ivanov discusses the third
aesthetic principle: the frenzied Dionysian plunge to the underworld.”® At first presented as a
synthesis reaching beyond the scope of the first two principles, it becomes clear that this
principle has a special, erotically charged, relationship with the Aphroditic/Demetrian cluster,
offering our first scene in Ivanov’s myth of the gods of harvest and the vine: “Dionysus is the
god of moisture (BinaxkHsiit 6or), fertilizing and enlivening (;xuBoTBOpsIIMii) the earth with
ambrosial intoxication...””* This drunken, mystical rite seems to resemble cultivation itself — the
god does, after all, irrigate the soil. But Ivanov doesn’t quite cast the god in the image of the
cultivating man, wielding agricultural technology over the submissive earth. Rather, his decision
to ascribe the attributes of cultivation to the vine-god, and to portray them in such erotic terms,
can be read as a vote of confidence in the symbiotic crops’ relative autonomy from human hands.
Left to their own devices, the gods — which are the earth and its plants — will ready themselves to
make myth grow.

One could locate something of the proto-ecocritical in this particular structure of thought.
In a foray into the relationship between plants and human philosophy, ecocritical theorist
Michael Marder has recently observed that, because they may reproduce asexually, “sexuality is
a luxurious appendage of plant life.””> In a section on viticulture and eroticism in particular, he
asks:

What does the humanly enforced asexual reproduction hold in store for plants and,
above all, for Hegel’s favorite grapes? Predictably enough, a future in which we
[humans] continue to impose abstinence on plants is grim; it is a future of greatly
diminished diversity and a nearly identical genetic makeup in three-quarters of the
world’s grape varieties.”®

As if predicting Marder’s call for humans to let grapevines express their “sexuality” freely,
Ivanov portrays the sprouting of mythic expression as a sexual communion between divine
plants cultivating each other. Like the traveler and the beauty in “Beauty,” they simultaneously
belong to each other and are strange to each other, and constantly renew that relational cycle.
The interpretive maneuver I am proposing here — an ecocritical reading of Ivanov’s plant
metaphors — requires a different conception of the relation of wine to grape than the one I
imagine Marder has in mind. He takes Hegel to task for not letting the vine attain “being-for-
self”’; he condemns the wine industry for exploiting the vine; forced asexual reproduction is his
case in point. But to conceive of the vine mythically is to understand wine — perhaps intoxication
as such — as a principle that inheres in the grape. It isn’t a commodity for the taking; it is proper
to the grape. It is divine and the name of it is Dionysus. Thus when Ivanov writes of Dionysus’s

73 Tvanov, “Simvoliki,” 829.

"4 Ivanov, Selected Essays, 8; Ivanov, “Simvoliki,” 826.

5 Michael Marder, The Philosopher’s Plant: An Intellectual Herbarium (New York, 2014), 166.
76 Ibid., 168.
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“fertilizing and enlivening the earth with ambrosial intoxication,” he is describing a plant-on-
plant dynamic, as it were. Dionysus becomes the subject and the object of viticulture at once.

“Two Elements in Contemporary Symbolism”

In “Two Elements in Contemporary Symbolism,” a 1908 essay devoted to disentangling the
“idealistic” from the “realistic” strands of symbolist thought and art, Ivanov turns again to
agrarian metaphors while giving a mythologized intellectual history. “Two Elements” is in part a
manifesto, in this case advocating poetic composition in a literary mode he calls “realistic
symbolism”; in part a work of comparative historiography, in this case tracing the trajectory of
symbolist thought from antiquity through modernity; and in very large part a work of ambitious
mythopoesis, seizing upon subtle patterns across cultures and histories to forge a great new meta-
myth about the task of the symbolist poetic word. As with “The Symbolics of Aesthetic
Principles,” one can read this essay, too, as a work of mystical lyric theory, employing poetic
thinking to make — and model — the argument for myth.

The essay’s basic device is a compare-and-contrast between the trends of “idealism” and
“realism” in symbolist literary art. As in “Symbolics,” Ivanov correlates each trend to a sex and
one of art’s roles; idealism, he claims, is masculine and transformative; realism, feminine and
signifying. Over the course of the essay, Ivanov makes it clear that he much prefers realism and
even despairs somewhat over the reign of the idealist tendency, decrying it for promoting
rampant “individualism” and forsaking the natural (mpupoanoe).

The third of the essay’s nine sections is dedicated primarily to the ancient and medieval
literary arts. Here Ivanov again invokes divine imagery to demonstrate the power and process of
poetic thought, this time through metaphors of the harvest:

...AHJIUBUJyaJu3Ma B HAIlEM CMbICIIE IPEKO-PUMCKasl JPEBHOCTh HE 3Haja; OHA
JUIIb TpPeJBKyIIana OJarocTb TeX 3J1aKOB M bl TeX IUIEBEN, KOTOpbIE MOTJIH
pO3g0HYTh TOJIBKO Ha MCTOPUUYECKON MOYBE, BCIIAXaHHOH XpucTuaHnctBoMm. 1160
XPUCTHAHCTBO OTKPBUIO TAWHY JIMKA U YTBEPAMUIIO OKOHYATEIBHO JIMIHOCTb.’

Here the soil is the historical consciousness of a whole epoch, the cultivating agent is
Christianity, and the forms of knowledge it produces are both positively and negatively valued.
The good grain ears may be said to correspond to the happy revelation of the mystery of the /ik,
which indeed is symbolist poetry’s task; whereas the poisonous weeds are likely responsible for
decisively championing /ichnost’ and cultivating individualism.

The finer pattern of argument rests on a virtuosic combination of expressive modes: it
relies simultaneously on linear argument, unfolding sentence by sentence, and on poetic device,
which achieves its effects more quickly. Here, first a curious kind of knowledge is introduced
(MHAMBHIyaTU3Ma B HAallleM CMBICIIE TPEKO-PUMCKasi IPEeBHOCTH He 3Hana); then a sense-

77 Ivanov, “Dve stikhii v sovremennom simvolizme,” Sobranie sochinenii 2:542. “Greco-Roman
antiquity did not know individualism in our sense. It only had a foretaste of the goodness of the
grains and the poisons of the chaff that could only sprout on a historical soil that had been
plowed by Christianity. For Christianity revealed the mystery of the face-image and affirmed the
personality once and for all” (Ivanov, Selected Essays, 18, translation modified).

27



perception verb is employed to describe knowing, with a claim on double temporality (oHa numis
npenskymana); finally the mythic metaphors of grain and chaff are marshalled to evoke the
phenomenon of mythical thinking “taking root” in a given cultural climate. What is more, these
metaphors are accompanied by an even more “poetic” device: dactylic meter (Oarocts Tex
37aKoB U sipl Tex TwieBen). The sentence is nearly a Gesamtkunstwerk in itself, uniting not art
forms but modes of apprehension: it plays on the aural, visual, and gustatory modes of
apprehending and producing knowledge.

The metaphors’ mythic promises resolve with an erotic twist: Demeter shows up, newly,
embodied in the ears of grain and weeds sprouting on cultivated soil. And the god of the vine, so
bodily present in the agrarian scene offered in “Symbolics,” appears here in a different form.
Dionysus is evoked by the specter of Christ in the scene, the /ik and the lichnost’, the masculine
force of knowledge that “ploughs” the fertile earth, recalling their cultivation-relation in the
earlier essay. From the union of mythic parents is born a mythic knowledge.

Later in the same essay, in a kind of echo, the agrarian metaphors come back intensely.
Ivanov lapses into a familiar vatic mode, dropping the premise of mytho-historiography and
exhorting absolutely.

Tonbpko U3 CUMBOJA, MOHATOTO KaK PeajlbHOCTb, MOXKET BBIPACTH, KaK KOJIOC 3
3epHa, Mud. 60 Mud — obwvexTHBHAs mpasnaa o cymeM. Mud ects yuctenas
dopma o3HamMeHoBaTenbHOM Mod3uM. He napom, no IlnaTony, B rapMOHUM aHTH-
WHIMBUYTHUCTUYECKOTO MUpPA, €My JKEeJIaHHOT0, 33Jaya 103Ta, «eCIM OH XOYeT
ObITH IO3TOM, TBOPUTH MHU(BD». Bo3moxen nu eme mud? I'me TBOpueckas
pENMIHo3Has [0YBa, Ha KOTOPOU OH MOT OblI paciBecTh?’s

This return to the dynamic images of grain and earth confirms their role as bearers of mythic
knowledge on the soil of cultural consciousness. We witness an effective poetic device in action:
the move from simile (kak konoc u3 3epHa) to straight metaphor (I'ne TBopueckas penurnoszHas
II0YBa, Ha KOTOPOil OH Mor ObI pacuBecTh?), which presents the second round of figurative
language as reality. As though the yearned-for creative religious soil existed in our plane. But we
know where it is: it must be on the other side of the simile, with the grain and the seed. Only by
thinking according to poetic principles, in other words, is it possible to “find” the frame of mind
that would let myth take root.

“The Testaments of Symbolism”
Much like “Two Elements” and “Symbolics,” Ivanov’s 1910 essay “The Testaments of

Symbolism” puts forth part mythic historiography, part modern poetic program. Its stated goal is
an explication of the task of the Symbolist poet: to make the mysteries of poetic language known

8 Tvanov, “Dve stikhii,” 554. “Myth can only grow from out of the symbol, understood as
reality, like an ear of grain from a seed. For myth is the objective truth about the existing. Myth
is the purest form of poetry that signifies. Thus, Plato claims that in the harmony of the anti-
individualist world he desires, the task of the poet, “if he wants to be a poet, is to create myths.”
Is myth still possible? Where is the creative religious soil on which it might blossom?” (Ivanov,
Selected Essays, 29, translation modified).
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to all, just as the ancient poets of ritual did. The essay has a dual claim on time: its author
invokes the trans-historical, ever-present mystical power of the poetic word, while also calling
on his contemporaries with a sense of urgency, exhorting them to take up the mantle of the
ancients and write now.

The essay is not only a narrative manifesto, however: like “Two Elements,” it also offers
a lengthy, philologically inclined, mystical linguistic theory, with its roots in German idealism
and Greek myth. Immediately after presenting a sweeping mythologized history of the modern
loss of access to poetic mystery, [vanov calls upon the contemporary poets of Symbolism to
recover it. He describes two kinds of speech available to them, championing the second as their
special prerogative:

CHUMBOJIU3M Ka)KETC YIIPEKIECHUEM TOM TMIOTETUYECKU MBICIUMOMN, COOCTBEHHO
PEJUTHUO3HOM DIIOXHM A3bIKA, KOI/Ia OH OYIET OOHUMATD [BE Pa3AClIbHbIX PEYH: PEYD
00 SMIIMPUYECKUX BELIaX M OTHOLIEHHMSAX M pedb O MPEAMETaX M OTHOLIEHMSAX
MHOTO HOPSAIKA, OTKPHIBAIOLIEr0Cs BO BHYTPEHHEM OIIBITE, — UEPATHYECKYIO PeUb
npopodecTBoBanus. Ilepsas peub, HbIHE €IMHCTBEHHO HAM IPHMBBIYHAS, OyET
peub JIOrMYecKas, — Ta, OCHOBHOK BHYTPEHHEK (POPMOK KOTOPOM SBIAETCS
CYXKJICHUE aHAJIMTHYECKOE; BTOPAs, HbIHE CIYYaWHO NPHMMEIIEHHAs K IIEPBOM,
00BUBAIOIIAs CBSILIEHHOI 30J0TOK OMENON JpyKHbIE ¢ HEW AyObl IOI3UU U
DIylamas  0apa3uTUYEeCKUM  IPOM3PACTAHMEM  DACCAJHUKU  HAYKH,
HOJHUMAIOWIASCS  TYYHBIMU _ KOJIOCHSIMM __ POJHOTO  3JaKa HAa  HAKUTAX
BJIOXHOBEHHOI'O CO3EpLAHMS M UYXKAbIMM IUIEBEIAMM HA I0J€E, BCIAXaHHOM
IUIIYyIraMy TOYHOIO MBINUIEHUsS, — OyAeT pedb MHU(OIOrHYECKas, OCHOBHOIO
(OPMOIO KOTOPOI OCTYKHT «MHU(]», HOHATHIN KAK CAHTETHYECKOE CYKACHUE, TIE
HOUIEKAIIEE — IOHATHECUMBOJ [sic], a CKazyeMoe — Iaroji: 0o mMud €ecrth
nuHaMu4eckuit Bua (modus) CUMBOJIA, — CHMBOII, CO3EPLAEMBIN KaK IBUKEHUE U
JIBUraTellb, KaK AelCTBHE U felicTBeHHas cuia.’’

The passage is only two sentences long (three in English translation), but it is convoluted enough
that it merits some unpacking. In the second sentence, where Ivanov describes the kind of
poetic/mythical language that ought, under Symbolism, to reign, he mobilizes four discrete

7 Ivanov, “Zavety simvolizma,” 594-95. “Symbolism forebodes that hypothetically conceivable,
fully religious epoch of language, when it will embrace two separate forms of speech: speech
about empirical things and relations, and speech about objects and relations of an order revealed
only in inward experience, that is, the hieratic speech of prophesying. The former speech (the
only one we are presently accustomed to) will be logical speech, a speech having analytic
judgment as its fundamental inner form. The latter kind of speech is currently entangled with the
former in an incidental fashion, just as holy golden mistletoe encircles the congenial oaks of
poetry but strangles the gardens of science with parasitic growths; on pastures of inspired
contemplation such speech rises as lush ears of native grain, but it is like foreign chaff on fields
turned by the plows of exact thought; this latter is mythological speech. The main form of
mythological speech will be “myth,” understood as a synthetic judgment with a conceptsymbol
(sic) as its subject, and a verb for its predicate: for myth is the dynamic aspect (modus) of the
symbol, viewed as movement and mover, as action and active force” (Ivanov, Selected Essays,
41, translation modified).
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metaphoric scenarios: the holy golden vines winding around the oaks of poetry who are friendly
to it; the parasitic upgrowth suffocating the hotbeds of science; the lush ears of native grain
rising on pastures of inspired contemplation; and the foreign weeds on the field worked by
ploughs of exact thought. The vines and the ears of grain represent mythological speech, and the
friendly oaks of poetry and pastures of inspired contemplation represent a poetically-inclined
intellectual-cultural landscape where such speech might flourish. Conversely, the parasitic
upgrowth and foreign weeds represent the same mythological speech, doomed to strangle or
perish on the hotbeds of science and the fields ploughed by exact thought, which represent a
logically-inclined intellectual-cultural landscape. Unlike the plants in “Two Elements,” which
grew on the same patch of land and represented a simultaneity of good and bad, these plants are
offered as competing, separate visions of how speech might work.

This particular metaphoric cluster of images that Ivanov uses to discuss the intellectual
work with which poetry is tasked and to which it is suited is not only “about” poetry: it is itself a
performance of the double-knowledge of which poetry is capable — and, indeed, to which it is
bound. The vehicles of poetic thought in the passage above — the ears of grain and the vine —
represent, in one sense, simply “the kind of poetic speech that Ivanov likes.” This is the sense in
which the reader of the essay is meant to logically understand Ivanov’s argument, aided through
the (suffocating!) stacked relative clauses and the lengthy verbal participles by the clarity of the
images they hold. In another, greater sense, those vehicles are also Demeter and Dionysus, gods
of the harvest and of wine. The extended metaphor series is the story of their work and — as in
the other instances throughout his corpus of essays — their relation to each other. Their myth
unfolds and refolds, as it were, as Ivanov uses their attributes and earthly forms as metaphors for
poetic knowledge.

The conceptual performance here is not totally different from the usual signifying
acrobatics of a good lyric poem, though the stakes, perhaps, are higher; the tenors more
numerous. One must grasp, at once, the objects on the page (grain, vine) and their apparent
referent (positively valued poetic speech in a friendly intellectual environment), and sense their
mythic persons (Demeter, Dionysus) dancing behind the scenes. The major difference is that the
metaphor is not in a poem; it is in a rather programmatic essay about what poetry must do, and it
is using the tools of poetic knowledge to establish its argument.

As we have seen, this constellation of images allows Ivanov some freedom with regard to
the agency and purposiveness of poetic knowledge-cultivation: sometimes the field of
knowledge represents a single human mind, sometimes it is the collective consciousness of a
generation, an epoch, or indeed human culture writ large.®® It also allows him to speak of the
intellectual work that poetry does simultaneously in terms of longue-durée intellectual history
and individual human consciousness. One of the features of poetic thought, evidently, is its
ability to jump between, correlate, and unite a great variety of scales and patterns of temporal
experience. Like myth in Lévi-Strauss’s conception — at once a series of real historical events
and also a narrative with eternal explanatory power — Ivanov’s poetic thought is tasked with
signifying doubly, a “synthetic judgment,” wherein things are meant rationally and mythically at

80 The tension between Ivanov’s faith in crowds of people (cast in his work as a Dionysian
throng) and the prophet-savior, between his belief in a collective, continuous culture and
revolutionary sacrifice, have been discussed in Robert Bird, “Concepts of the Person in the
Symbolist Philosophy of Viacheslav Ivanov,” Studies in East European Thought 61 (August
2009): 89-96); and Wachtel, Russian Symbolism and Literary Tradition, esp. 217-24.
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once.?! It is the creative principles of poetry — metaphor, patterned sound, repeated image and
motif; also poetry’s simultaneous claims on ritual and the immediate present — which make
possible such a conceptual simultaneity, such a synthesis of judgment.’?

The piece in which Ivanov most explicitly outlines his anti-individualist, pro-collective
aesthetic program in political terms is the essay “Crisis of Individualism,” penned five years
earlier.3® The essay takes as its primary focus a certain type of individual — typified, for Ivanov,
in such heroes as Don Quixote, Hamlet, or Ivan Karamazov — who struggles with and ultimately
cannot accept the world. Ivanov maintains that in the passion and ‘individualism’ of these heroes
there remains, however, something of the tragic and the collective. The name of the synthesis of
the two, he proclaims, is anarchy. Ivanov is tentatively disposed to positively value the anarchic
inclination, but cautions that it must gain a kind of spiritual consciousness if it is to be a valid
path to sobornost’.

VctuHHas aHapxusi ecTb Oe3yMue, pas3pellaroliee OCHOBHYIO JUJIEMMY >KU3HU;
«CBITOCTh WJIM CBOOO0/Ia» — peIIUTeNbHBIM M30panueM «cBoOoas». Ee BepHbIe
OynyT OexaTh JOBOJIBCTBA U MUTATHCS PACTEPTHIMU B pyKaX KOJOCHSIMHU HE UMHU
BCIIaXaHHBIX MOJIEH, TOMOrasi pabOTaIOIIMM Ha OIHOM HUBE U HACKIIIAs CBOM T'OJI0A
Ha Ipyrou.

AHapxus, eclii OHAa HE XOUYeT M3BPATUTHCS, JOJDKHA CAMOOINPEACIAThCS Kak
daxr B iane ayxa.

The now-familiar image of the harvested grains and the ploughed fields in this passage can be
read in two quite differing ways. On the one hand, it seems that they are invoked, here, to offer a
vision of symbiosis and mutual support. The unities discussed above — of cultivator and
cultivated, of symbolic image and concept, of god and grain and thought — are now extended to

81 The terms “analytic judgment” and “synthetic judgment,” together with the syntactic language
of “subject” and “predicate” are, clearly, Kantian. Per Kant, synthetic judgments do not contain
their predicates within their subject concepts: thus, in Ivanov’s schema, myth is dynamic, formed
of a “conceptsymbol” plus a verb. Analytic judgments, by comparison, are static, with
diminished opportunity to affect the world around them.

82 For recent and convincing work on poetry’s dual temporalities (a la myth), see especially
Jonathan Culler, Theory of the Lyric (Cambridge, MA, 2016), 294, where he discusses lyric’s
special, even hyperbolic, claim on the repeatable present, which he calls the “iterable now.”

83 Some scholars hold that this essay represents a change in Ivanov’s intellectual trajectory: that
it marks his turn away from a specifically Nietzschean individualism and towards an embrace of
sobornost.” (See, for instance, A Revolution of the Spirit: Crisis of Value in Russia 1890-1924,
eds. Bernice Glatzer Rosenthal and Martha Bohachevsky-Chomiak. Fordham UP, 1990, 161.) I
would disagree: as shown in the earlier “Nitsshe i1 Dionis,” Ivanov’s Nietzsche is not quite an
individualist, and his relation to him, I would contend, is continuously complex throughout his
engagement in prose and verse.

8 Tvanov 1: 839. “True anarchy is insanity that resolves the basic dilemma of life — “satiety or
freedom?” — with the decisive choice “freedom.” Its believers will flee contentment and feed
upon hand-ground ears of grain of fields not ploughed by them, helping those working on one
field and quenching their hunger on another. Anarchy, if it does not want to be perverted, must
define itself as a fact on the plane of the spirit.”
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the divisions of labor and care in a society. In this reading, anarchy is indeed the happy synthesis
of the concerns of the individual and the collective.

There is a suggestion, however, that anarchy’s failure to register itself on a spiritual plane
is reflected in the scene in the fields. The followers of anarchy are not fed by the grain they
themselves cultivate, and therefore, it seems, they miss out on the spiritual component of their
fare. They do not cultivate the ‘creative religious soil,” in other words, where myth might
blossom; their opting for freedom over satiety includes with it a kind of wastefulness of their
capacity for the mystical.

Poetic Practice: “With the rays of his arrows Eros pierced me”

A year after “Testaments of Symbolism,” Ivanov published the first half of his poetry collection
Cor ardens, the book that earned him the epithet “philologist” in Gumilev’s review. One of the
poems in the collection where Ivanov’s “synthetic” poetics of togetherness is particularly
apparent is the sonnet “With the rays of his arrows Eros pierced me.” The poem also offers a
slightly different vision of agricultural metaphor in the realm of Dionysian passion. As “Beauty”
depicted a Demetrian landscape inflected with her Aphroditic counterpart, so “With the rays of
his arrows” depicts a Dionysian world shot through with Erotic fertility.

Jlyuamu ctpen DpoT MEHs IPOH3UIL,
Bnaua Ha ka3Hb, Kak cBA3HS CeBacThbsHA;
W, pacToua roprouuii CHOIl KOJIYaHa,
C npyruM CHONOM IPUMYATHCS YTPO3UIL.

Taxk Bemuii cCOH MO KpeOuit 0Tpa3uiI
B 3epkanpHOCTH HEKUBOrO oOMaHa...
U crai s Bech - 0HA XKUBas paHa;

W xaxapiil 1yd MHE B CEpALE BOAPY3UI

PocTok oras 1 KOpHeM BpOC TATYUUM;
WU g pacusen - 3010TOLBET MEUEH -
OpHUM M3 COJHIT, U OarperoM TEKy4IuM

K HOram crekia BoJIHA MOHMX KJIIOUCH. ..
TsI orpe6iia B myprypHOM MOpPE TEJo,
U po3a 1Hs B CTPYHCTOM ypHe Tiiena.®

85 Tvanov, “Luchami strel Erot menia pronzil,” in his Cor ardens (Moscow, 1911). “With the
rays of his arrows Eros pierced me, / Dragging me to execution like the captive Sebastian; / And,
scattering the burning sheaf of his quiver, / Threatened to come bearing down with another sheaf.
// Thus a prophetic dream reflected my lot / In the mirrorness of an unfalse deceit... / And I
became all over — one living wound; // And each ray erected in my heart / A sprout of flame and
grew into prolix root / And I blossomed - chrysanthemum of swords — / As one of the suns. And
in a crimson flow // To my feet the wave of my springs flowed hard... / You entombed my body
in the purple sea / And the rose of day in wavelike urn decayed.”
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The poem combines elements from epic and lyrical models of representation. Perhaps it makes
an argument for the epistemological transition from one to the next; perhaps it argues for their
synthesis.®® The past tense — rare for a short lyric poem — brings us into an epic realm, forsaking
the lyric present, but the first-person pronoun and the sonnet form reestablish lyricity. The scope
and scale of the poem alternates between personal hyperbole (1 cran s Bech - o/1Ha KuBasi paHa,
U s pacusen - 3o10TonBeT meueit) and trans-historical epic modes (Tak Bemuii con Mol xkpeOuit
otpaszui / B 3epkanpHOCcTH HemkuBoro ooOmana; the leaps from Eros to St. Sebastian, the parable-
like quality of the rising and setting sun).

The most striking strategy the poem employs to combine epic and lyric, however, is that
it performs its own reading. Any time a visual symbol is offered in the poem (Eros’s arrows,
blood, fire), the reader is prevented from thinking of what it might “mean,” since Ivanov
immediately supplies an array of accompanying “meanings” (divine penetration, wine and
intoxication, the circularity of the sun’s rising and falling). Reading the poem, one does not
venture that these images and concepts are linked by the bond of signification; one experiences
that they all mutually inhere at once.?’

Finally, this sonnet offers the most radical intimacy of Demetrian and Dionysian imagery
we have seen, braiding the two together so tightly that they are figured not as two gods
consummating their romance or two plants intertwining as they grow, but instead as one
androgynous body, penetrating and penetrated at once, fertilizing and sprouting at once.®® The

8 Working with a similar German philosophical framework as Ivanov himself, the contemporary
classicist Maslov has, following Herder and others, argued that the historical transition from the
epic to the lyric modes of thought and expression is marked by the “separation” of image from
concept in poetic metaphor: in epic, ideas come wholesale with their visual images and one
experiences knowledge of them together; in lyric, images are presented as signifying, and we
must locate and identify the signified concept ourselves (Pindar and the Emergence of
Literature, esp. chap. 2; and Maslov, “From [Theogonic] Mythos to [Poetic] Logos: Reading
Pindar’s Genealogical Metaphors after Freidenberg,” Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions
12 [January 2012]: 49-77).

87 This phenomenon seems to have frustrated readers, scholars, and critics who would like to do
the intellectual work of interpretation — of seeing X and discovering it means Y. In a reading of
this poem, for instance, Boris Gasparov has observed that “there is something almost didactic in
the persistence with which Ivanov’s poetic subject points toward the symbolic reverberations of
every phenomenon that comes his way.” His comment on the poem’s “didactic” quality suggests
to me an interpretive frustration with the poem’s inability or unwillingness to participate in a
pattern of concealing and revealing latent meaning; frustration with its commitment to mythic
immanence. [vanov’s poetics is one of simultaneity; concepts are less meant by each other than
given together at once. See Gasparov, “Poetry of the Silver Age,” in The Cambridge Companion
to Twentieth-Century Russian Literature, ed. Evgeny Dobrenko and Marina Balina (Cambridge,
England, 2011), 6.

8 Earlier, in “Two Elements,” Ivanov discusses Sergei Gorodetskii’s poem “Iar’,” which
prominently features grain and vine imagery suffused with mythic eroticism. “Peanbnoe
MHUCTHYECKOE COOBITHE - B JaHHOM ciiyyae Opak JlemeTpsl u J{nonuca, - coobITHE,
CBEPIIMBILEECS B BBICIIEM IJIaHE OBITHS, COXPAHMIIOCH B AMSATH XJI€OHBIX KojockeB...” (“Dve
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Dionysian arrows become a Demetrian sheaf of wheat (pacToua roprounii cHom Ko4aHa);
Dionysian flame bears a Demetrian root and blossom (M kaxsiii 1y4 MHE B cep/Lie BOAPY3HUI //
Poctok orust kopaeM Bpoc taryunm; / U st pacusen - 3omotonset meueit). In keeping with
Ivanov’s notions that a symbolist poem ought to bring two principles together (the inner and
outer worlds, the active and passive modes of comprehension), so this poem brings the masculine
and feminine principles together into one body.*

In a recent comprehensive essay about metaphor called “Against Ornament,” Richard Martin
discusses the history of people conceiving of metaphor as an adornment or dressing — something
fancy and unnecessary gracing an otherwise straightforward communication.”® This conception,
which, as Martin explains, goes at least back to Cicero’s generation of rhetoricians, found great
popularity in the Enlightenment, and remained the popular intellectual conception of metaphor
up through the emergence of cognitive linguistics as a discipline.’! As suggested by his title, it is
Martin’s aim in the essay to conceive of metaphor in different terms: not as dress, not something
“external” at all, but as an integral element of certain patterns and structures of thought.

Drawing on an intellectual history that Ivanov would have recognized and claimed, based
in pre-Platonic Greek poetic practice and German idealist philosophies of language, Martin lands
triumphantly upon a formulation coined by Soviet philologist Olga Freidenberg, describing the
way the trope worked for the ancient Greeks.”? In Freidenberg’s vision, metaphor is not clothing;
it is an integral semantic whole, where image (perhaps “vehicle” or signifier, or, in Ivanov’s
words, “symbol”) and concept (perhaps “tenor” or signified) are naturally fused, and only come
apart when scholarly science dissects them.”® The possibility of this integral unity, as

stikhii,” 556). “With the rays of his arrows” continues in this vein and furthers it, rendering the
two divine lover-crops as one entangled body.

% The image of the androgynous body, and the combination of sun and earth imagery here
strongly recalls Aristophanes’ mythopoetic speech in Plato’s Symposium, in the same tradition
that Gippius took up in “TsL.”

%0 Martin, “Against Ornament.”

1 Probably the most well-known of his discipline, cognitive linguist George Lakoff famously
declared that human life is essentially structured by unconscious use of metaphor in cognition in
the now-classic Metaphors We Live By (Chicago, 1980).

92 Martin extensively discusses Pindar, whose early lyric poetry serves as a laboratory for mythic
notions of metaphor usage. His philosophers include Johann Gottfried Herder, one of the first
modern thinkers to formulate a mythic epistemological framework; Ernst Cassirer, who
understood metaphor as the simplest mythic form; Hermann Usener, who argued that all myth is
generated from image; and Aleksandr Potebnja, who inherited German idealist philosophies of
language and forged one based more centrally in the [poetic] word than in the image. With
regard to Freidenberg, who was deeply indebted to these traditions, as well as their structuralist
and symbolist philosophical outgrowths, we might consider Iurii Murashov’s radical and
convincing argument that the Russian structuralist theory of myth, though it claims to be
universal, in fact has its roots primarily in Ivanov’s own work with dionysianism. See Murashov,
“Dionisiistvo simvolizma 1 structuralisticheskaia teoriia mifa: Viacheslav Ivanov i lurii Lotman /
Zara Mints,” Pro et contra 2:122-31.

93 Ol’ga Fridenberg, Mifi literatura drevnosti (1954; reprint ed. Moscow, 1988), 230.
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Freidenberg has it, is the conceptual legacy myth leaves to lyric poetry. The poetic trope is in
fact an ancient technology of thought.

Freidenberg’s insistence on the ancient unity between image and concept recalls [vanov’s
hope for the same. The mythological speech described in “The Testaments of Symbolism” with
recourse to the pastures, vines, and grain, resolves in synthesis, after all, “with a conceptsymbol
(monsTrecuMBoN) as its subject.”* In this light it is necessary to understand that Ivanov does not
“choose” in the ordinary sense to allegorize his arguments for poetic knowledge with crops or
gods. It is rather that the possibility of poetic thought inheres in the soil and the vine, inheres in
divine communion, just as gods may be said to have inhered fully once in grain and wine. This is
Ivanov’s final conceptual sleight of hand: in reading him closely one feels one’s mind
participating in the thought processes he models. To follow the argument is to become, briefly, a
believer in the myth.

Or perhaps, as history teaches us, not so briefly. Broadly speaking, Ivanov’s project
constitutes a lyrical inquiry into the premises of lyric itself — that is, into the structures of thought
that made and make it possible, and which it in turn makes possible now. Understood in these
terms, this project had enormous influence on both Russian modernism’s self-perception — as a
movement conceivably based in ancient classical thought — as well as for the future of the
Russian lyric throughout the twentieth century and into the twenty-first — as a genre capable of
doing a certain kind of thinking or philosophizing. Like Dionysus (at once the agent and object,
remember, of viticulture), lyric poetry itself is herein understood at once as a matter to be
investigated and the most appropriate means to do the investigating.

4 Tvanov, “Zavety simvolizma.”
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CHAPTER TWO

The Quest and the Question:
Osip Mandelstam’s Hellenic Poems

In 1921, Osip Mandelstam contributed a poem and an accompanying illustration to the first issue
of the Tsekh Poetov publication “Novyi Giperborei.” The poem, now better known as “Za to,
chto ia ruki tvoi ne sumel uderzhat’” [Because I couldn’t hold on to your hands], was titled
“Troianskii kon’” [Trojan horse] in the Novyi Giperborei version, and its facing page, indeed,
showed Mandelstam’s rough sketch of a large horse at the foot of an ancient city wall, flanked by
two human figures in military hats.

The animal looks unnatural in the picture, trapezoidal, large-bottomed and spindly-
legged, and might convincingly seem not like an animal at all but a wooden structure except for
its face. The horse’s lone facial feature, a dark dot of an eye partially circumscribed by an
eyebrow, is trained curiously on one of the soldiers, effectively animating its face with a mild
inquisitiveness.

The picture looks like an animal although we know it is meant to represent a wooden container
full of Achaeans. In this way, it playfully dramatizes through visual means the horse’s status as
an epistemological cipher — sacrificial gift or cunning military ploy? — in the plot of the Trojan
War myth. This cipher-like quality, wherein it is known that the figure represents something
specific but it is not presently clear what, has shadowed the horse from ancient to contemporary
classical scholarship, as critics from the 2™ century to the 21 have debated whether Homer’s
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phrase for the Trojan Horse, “doureatos hippos” [wooden horse], did not name a horse-like
figure but instead a kind of ship.”®

Does Mandelstam’s drawing depict an animate creature or a man-made structure? Was
the “dourateos hippos” in the Odyssey a big hollow statue of a horse or a wooden ship? Did the
horse at the edge of the city represent Trojan victory or did it portend their defeat? What these
questions have in common is that in each case the horse is standing between the seeker and the
answer sought — an answer whose ontological status is not in question but whose content is.

This attitude, held by scholars, mythical heroes, and modernist poet alike, is
overwhelmingly championed in the critical literature on Mandelstam’s poetry — particularly his
Hellenic-themed lyrics. “Nomen est omen,” famously declared Gregory Freidin on the first page
of his monograph on the poet’s work and thought, cementing even Mandelstam’s given name as
a riddle guarded by the Sphinx of cultural mythology.”® “Just What Word Did Mandel’shtam
Forget?” queries the title of Mikhail Gronas’s article on the poet’s “la slovo pozabyl, chto ia
khotel skazat’” [I have forgotten the word that I wanted to say], before offering a “solution” to
the problem.”” An especially in-depth example is Mikhail Gasparov’s extensive reading devoted
to deciphering the poem directly facing the horse sketch in “Novyi Giperborei,” in an article
subtitled “a poem with a thrown-away key.”®

It is common, in other words, for critical readers to treat Mandelstam like a cipher: to
conceive of his work like a corpus of interrelated information, which gains meaning when the
correct query (“nomen,” “key,” “just what word...?”) is articulated and applied to it. In the pages
that follow, I will argue that readers who do this are unwittingly copying the reading practices
that Mandelstam himself models in these very Hellenic poems. Instead of a corpus of modernist
poetry and a reader armed with a query, Mandelstam will show us a corpus of Hellenic myth,
and a lyric poem deploying direct address and vivid metaphor — two devices particularly suited
to the lyric genre — to pose a question.

Several of Mandelstam’s Hellenic-themed lyrics depict a hero on a quest through
classical myth in search of something specific. What that something is varies depending on the
poem: I focus primarily on “Bessonnitsa. Gomer. Tugie parusa” [Insomnia. Homer. Taut sails]
(1915), “Zolotistogo meda struia” [The golden stream of mead] (1917), “Za to, chto ia ruki tvoi
ne sumel uderzhat’” [Because I couldn’t hold on to your hands] (1920) and, briefly, “I Shubert
na vode” [And Schubert on the water] (1934), as well as Mandelstam’s essay “O prirode slova”
[On the nature of the word] (1922). These works are united not only in their Hellenic theme but
more specifically in their quest themes: they explicitly treat the Achaeans’ quest for victory at
Troy, Odysseus’s quest for home, and the Argonauts’ quest for the Golden Fleece. They also
explicitly feature quests for ancient knowledge, and provide models for accessing it: through
interpreting dreams, or reading ancient epic, or reminiscing about antiquity. In each case,

%5 Francesco Tiboni, "The Dourateos Hippos from allegory to Archaeology: a Phoenician Ship to
break the Wall,” in Archaeologia Maritima Mediterranea, 13, 2016, 91-104.

% Gregory Freidin, A Coat of Many Colors: Osip Mandelstam and His Mythologies of Self-
presentation. University of California Press, 1987, 1.

97 Mikhail Gronas, “Just What Word Did Mandel’shtam Forget? A Mnemopoetic Solution to the
Problem of Saussure’s Anagrams,” in Poetics Today 30:2, Summer 2009, 155-205.

% ML.L. Gasparov, “‘Za to, chto ia ruki tvoi...” — stikhotvorenie s otbroshennym kliuchom,” in ed.
O.A. Lekmanov, Mandel shtam i antichnost’: Shornik statei. Zapiski Mandel’shtamovskogo
obshchestva, Tom. 7. Moscow, 1995, 104-115.
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knowledge is thus figured as a kind of war trophy or a hearth awaiting its hero’s return. Finally,
each poem formalizes these thematic quests in the same way: part of the body of each lyric is
composed of questions. In each case, I argue, the question is the structural linchpin or keystone
around which the rest of the poem is organized. In each case, the questions are posed in the next-
to-last stanza, thus introducing the poem’s finale, and preparing to announce its status as
complete. In each case, too, the question is where the poem foregrounds its own lyrical status
most explicitly. Put more simply, the poems announce their “mythic” concerns via recourse to
“questing” content; they announce their “lyrical” methodologies via recourse to “questioning”
form.

This chapter has two aims: first, I show that Mandelstam’s Hellenic poems stage and
model a quest for mythic knowledge, knowledge which may be variously understood as the
origins of lyric poetry, an entry into ancient culture, and a kind of home. As outlined above, the
shape this quest takes is specific: one with a structural certainty that the answer exists, the prize
at the end of the poem, and that the task at hand is to arrive at it. As such, the poems lyrically
dramatize the experience of using mythology as an archive or even a database for the kinds of
questions the speaker wants answered. When the correct questions are articulated, the poem
begins to be completed, and the fully-fledged poem emerges as a kind of answer.

The notion that the lyric genre has its roots in ancient myth and ritual is one that these
poems explore doubly: in a historical sense and in a conceptual sense. Building on
Enlightenment and Romantic German philosophy of language, a recent wave of classical
scholarship has argued for a myth-based understanding of the historical emergence of the lyric,
showing that the form we now call “lyric” emerged during the period in literary and intellectual
history when poets began to use metaphors rather than myth as a mode of expression,
communication, and a specific kind of cognition. If we consider, for instance, the fifth century
BC, the moment in Greek antiquity when lyric practice was evolving, we find, in the words of
classicist Boris Maslov,

...the process whereby a genealogical metaphor is converted into a theogonic myth,
a fictitious narrative whose purpose is, in this case, not cosmological or aitiological
— it does not seek to explain the origins of things — but instead, one might say,
simply logical; it seeks to place a concept in relation to other concepts, define it, by
substituting images for logical operators.””

In this framework, myth is understood as a fundamentally conceptual framework — a framework
that can model and represent thought. And lyric, with its distinctive attribute metaphor, is
understood as an innovative technology of expression — as a way of saying something new rather
than merely providing information.

Mandelstam wrote in “On the Nature of the Word” about the dangers of hewing too
closely to historical narratives of development and progress, observing that “there may be two
histories of literature, written in two different keys: one that speaks only of acquisitions, another

9 Maslov, Boris. “From (Theogonic) Mythos to (Poetic) Logos: Reading Pindar’s Genealogical
Metaphors after Freidenberg,” in: Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions, vol. 12, 2012, 49-
77, quote from 58-59.
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only of losses, and both would be speaking of one and the same thing.”!%° Indeed, it is not my
goal to pull a narrative of development from this history of myth and poetry; that way lies
teleological narrowness and nostalgia.!?! Let us take from it, instead, the second, related sense in
which lyric may be said to have its roots in myth: conceptually. This requires understanding the
lyric as a kind of shared “technology of ideation,” as Roland Greene has put it;'%% a special and
capacious set of techniques and methods for producing and expressing thoughts. Considering
lyric’s conceptual, rather than merely historical, debts to myth allows for a more self-reflexive
and metapoetic vision — and one whose relations emerge as theoretical as well as material.'* In
this framework, lyric’s engagement with myth even on a thematic level (e.g. “Korna 6b1 He
Enena, / Yto Tpost Bam oniHa, axeiickue Myxu?” or “Ojucceit BO3BpaTUIICS, IPOCTPAHCTBOM U
BpeMeHeM MouHbIi”) may be understood as a fundamentally metapoetic gesture.!* Myth, in turn,
is understood as a conceptual framework that underlies the possibility of lyrical expression, such
that when lyrical expression engages with myth it may be said to be engaging with the very
conditions of its own possibility.

The second aim of this chapter is to discuss the kinds of thinking and knowing that these
lyrical questions presuppose. As earlier stated, the questions foreground the poems’ own status
as “lyric” by deploying vivid metaphor and direct address. We have seen that — in the terms of

100« BO3MOKHBI JIBE HCTOPUH JIATEPATYPhI, HAITMCAHHBIE B IBYX KIIFOYaX: OJIHA — [OBOpSILAst

TOJIBKO O PUOOPETEHUSX, IPyTas — TOJIBKO 00 yTpaTax, u 00e Oy1yT roBOpUTH 00 OJHOM U
toM xe” (Mandel’shtam, O.E., Sobranie sochinenii v 4 t., Moscow, 1993. T. 1, 219).

101 Herder, to whom the modern conception of myth as an epistemological framework is
indebted, certainly believed that after the rise of metaphor, human thought became increasingly
less embodied and more abstracted, right up to the invention of prose and the subsequent
emergence, in the 5" century BC, of philosophy (Herder, J. G. Against Pure Reason: Writings on
Religion, Language, and History. ed. and trans. Bunge, Marcia. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993.).
Two of the most famous examples of the “teleological” consequences of this intellectual
historiography in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries are Wilhelm Nestle’s von-mythos-zum-
logos tradition and Hegel’s epic-lyric-drama dialectic. The former famously posits that the
rational human spirit vanquished the primitive mythic stage of development; the latter, more
appealingly, that ‘objective’ epic and the subsequent ‘subjective’ lyric find their synthesis in
Greek tragedy. More appealing still is Adorno and Horkheimer’s Dialectic of Enlightenment,
which reveals “myth” and “reason” to be mutually constitutive, and the myth-to-reason narrative
conducive to fascism.

102 Roland Greene, “The Lyric,” in The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism: Volume 3: The
Renaissance, Cambridge UP, 1999, 216-228, quote from 222.

103 Again, the “conceptual” relation is not so easily distinguished from the “historical.”
Regarding the fifth century BC emergence of lyrical practice, Maslov continues: “Rather than
serving the task of ornamentation, metaphor in Pindar has, fundamentally, a cognitive role: the
image is used to convey conceptually relevant information. To approach Pindar’s metaphors
merely as artifacts of his imaginative genius is to miss the fact that Pindar’s poetics antedates the
emergence of a non-poetic language of abstract thought. Before Aristotle, there could be no
poetic figure that was conceptually or ideologically non-compromised” (Maslov, “Mythos to
Logos,” 70).

104 Lines, respectively, from “Bessonnitsa. Gomer. Tugie parusa” and “Zolotistogo meda struia,”
chosen here for their explicit mythic content.
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literary history, and the conceptual possibilities indexed by that history — the device “metaphor”
is a specific technology of thought native to the emergence of lyric practice. Address, too, may
be understood as accomplishing a kind of work proper to the lyric genre — especially when the
addressee is dead, canonically fictional, or inanimate, and therefore cannot respond, as is the case
in Mandelstam’s Hellenic poems. Address in such poems is often termed “apostrophe,” and this
device, according to Jonathan Culler, is not only proper to lyric but fundamentally characterizes
it, for it allows the lyric to “displace a time of narrative, of past events reported, and place us in
the continuing present of apostrophic address.”!% This capacity for temporal “displacement”
while still retaining — and even, in Culler’s account, heightening — the stakes of the situation
depicted is especially meaningful given the ancient-mythic setting of Mandelstam’s Hellenic
lyrics. It allows Mandelstam to exhibit a sensitivity to temporal difference and temporal
perception without the burden of historical fidelity — or even fidelity to received accounts of
Homeric myth. His querying address establishes a temporal rapport between the myth he surveys
and the lyric he uses to survey it that “history” does not adequately name. We shall see below
that he eschews the notion of temporal succession in favor of other temporalities. For
Mandelstam non-linear temporal connection is made manifest in question and address. Indeed,
the word “apostrophe,” with its ancient connotations of indirectness (“turning away”) and its
modern connotations of directness (turning towards), comes closer to naming the certain-
uncertain temporal reach of Mandelstam’s questions.

In his seminal lecture “Linguistics and Poetics,” Roman Jakobson associates the
imperative command, rather than the question, with the conative function (which privileges the
second person), and he associates the “lyric” as such with the emotive function (privileging the
first person).!% Indeed, for Jakobson, the question in verbal structure is frequently associated
with the mic-check functions (phatic and metalingual): “do you hear me?” “What does that
mean?” In each of the poems I discuss the questions interrupt what had been a narration or
description of mythic events or landscape in order to instantiate direct address, and I hope to
show that — pace Jakobson — the question in fact works to foreground that structure of address
particular to lyric. It does this by highlighting both the “you” and the speaking “I” at once. The
addressee is emphasized because suddenly addressed. The speaker is more emphasized than in
normal direct address because in the case of a question the querent would, after all, like an
answer to the question at hand; he sets himself up as a hopeful future addressee.!” The question
thus builds what Barbara Johnson has described as “a bridge” between “the pure presencing of

195 Jonathan Culler, Theory of the Lyric, Harvard UP, 2015, 226.

196 “QOrientation toward the addressee, the conative function, finds its purest grammatical
expression in the vocative and imperative... The imperative sentences cardinally differ from
declarative sentences” (Jakobson, Roman. “Linguistics and Poetics,” in eds. Virginia Jackson
and Yopie Prins, The Lyric Theory Reader: A Critical Anthology. Johns Hopkins UP, 2014 [orig.
1960], 234-248, quote from 238); “the lyric, oriented toward the first person, is intimately linked
with the emotive function” (239).

197 Tn Mandelstam’s own words, in the 1913 essay “O sobesednike,” the very act of speaking
conjures an obligatory listener — thus speaker and addressee are mutually constitutive: “(s
TOBOPIO — 3HAYUT, MEHS CIYIIAIOT, ¥ CIYLIAI0T HE JapOM, HE U3 JF0OE3HOCTH, a IOTOMY, UTO
00si3anb1)” (Mandel’shtam 1:184).
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the second person” and “the pure presencing of the first person,” bringing together the conative
and the emotive functions and illuminating their interrelation.'%®

The poems are, clearly, about their own mythic origins. They are also grappling with how
to lyrically articulate their own mythic origins. In each case, the poem begins in the hopes of
finding some answers; it establishes myth as the archive which may yield an answer; it slowly
figures out how to ask what it wants; it poses a question or a set of questions; it ends, satisfied
and complete.!” Thus the trajectory I have just described materializes as the answer to those
questions, the full articulation of the lyric from beginning to end. The end of the poem thus
explains the relation of the (lyrical) question to the (mythic) quest: in each of the poems
discussed here, the moment of the poem’s articulating its own search in the terms of a question is
the moment the quest begins to end.

The Folded Fan

Mandelstam begins his 1922 essay “On the Nature of the Word” [O npupone ciosa] by
addressing a social problem faced post revolution, cast in philosophical terms: the felt disunity of
time. The essay, a manifesto for the post-revolutionary wave of the Acmeist movement, takes as
its central project the unfolding of a transhistorical metaphysics of the poetic word — a task
particularly urgent given the shaken contemporary moment. This perception of “shakenness”
[3akosnebanocs]!'!? can be explained, he continues, with recourse to Henri Bergson’s philosophy
of duration and temporal perception. Mandelstam, who “knew by heart both his own verse and
the work of Bergson,” in the words of a fellow poet, summarizes the philosopher’s concept of
time efficiently and furnishes it with an Acmeist gloss, describing it with the image of a folded
fan:!!!

beprcon paccmarpuBaeT sBIEHHS HE B TOpPAAKE HUX TMOAYUHEHHUS 3aKOHY
BPEMEHHOM TOCIIEJOBATEIILHOCTH, & KaK Obl B MOPAIKE WX MPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM
NPOTS’KeHHOCTU. Ero mHTEpecyeT UCKIIOUUTENILHO BHYTPEHHSISI CBS3b SBJICHHM.
OTy CBSI3b OH OCBOOOXKJTAeT OT BPEMEHH M PACCMATPHUBAET OTAEIbHO. Takum
0o0pazoM, CBsI3aHHBIE MEXAy COOOH siBJIeHUs O0Opa3yloT Kak Obl Beep, CTBOPKU
KOTOPOT'O MOXKHO DPa3BepHYTh BO BPEMEHM, HO B TO € BpeMsl OH IMOAJIAeTCs
YMOIIOCTUTAaEMOMY CBEPTHIBAHUIO.

108 <« the bridge between the ‘O’ of the pure vocative, Jakobson’s conative function, or the pure

presencing of the second person, and the ‘oh’ of pure subjectivity, Jakobson’s emotive function,
or the pure presencing of the first person” (Barbara Johnson. “Apostrophe, Animation, and
Abortion.” in The Lyric Theory Reader [orig. 1986], 529-540, quote from 531).

199 Complete in the sense of the Greek word teleios ‘perfect, complete, ready; completely
initiated in ritual.’

110« 3akonebanock nmousTue equuunsl Bpemenn” (Mandel’shtam 1:217).

"1 The remark is Georgii Ivanov’s: “...u cBou ctuxu, u Beprcona on nomumi Hausycts” (Ivanov,
G.B, Peterburgskie zimy. M: Prospekt, 1994, 84).
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Vrono6ienne OObeIMHEHHBIX BO BPEMEHM SBJIECHUH TaKOMY Beepy
0{YEPKUBAET TOJILKO MX BHYTPEHHIOIO CBS3b...! 12

This description of Bergson’s theory of duration depends less on the succession of phenomena
than their internal affinity. The system described here is proto-structuralist: a system of
interrelated phenomena which may be looked at as temporally bound from one angle and
liberated from time, interbound by some other relation, from another. In this way Mandelstam
departs slightly from Bergson, for whom that bond between things is constituted by human
memory, which gives the lie to linear-temporal perception.!!® But it is something like cultural
memory, though the term appears nowhere in “O prirode slova,” that constitutes Mandelstam’s
“inner bond,” for the name of this system, finally, is “Hellenism”:

DJUIMHU3M — 3TO CUCTEMa B GEPrCOHOBCKOM CMBICIIE CIIOBA, KOTOPYIO YENOBEK
Pa3sBEPTHIBAET BOKPYT Ce0s, KaK Beep SABIEHHMIA, OCBOOOKIEHHBIX OT BPEMEHHOM
3aBUCUMOCTH, COTIOAYUHEHHBIX BHYTPEHHEH CBSA3M uepes3 uesnoBeyeckoe .14

The image of the folds of a fan suggest that discrete phenomena in time may have some internal
affinity which is not subject to where they fall in standard historical relation to each other.
Further, the image of man unfolding this fan around himself likens it to a primitive shelter of
sorts — the construction of the domicile of human subjectivity, unbound by teleological
conceptions of history and time. Such is Mandelstam’s understanding of this “Bergsonian
system,” Hellenism’s situation in early twentieth-century Russian verse: a home built of
transhistorical phenomena, united by inner likeness rather than consecutivity.

In this reading, Mandelstam’s bringing Hellenism into Russian modernist context has
much in common with the Symbolist project to do the same, similarly by means of the inherent
sameness of things despite outwards difference. However, many read this essay as an explicit
polemic with symbolist philosophy.!!> Perhaps one may reconcile these readings by recalling

12 Mandel’shtam 1: 217-18, emphasis OEM’s. Sidney Monas offers the following translation:
“Bergson examines phenomena not through the logic of their subordination to the law of
temporal sequence, but, as it were, through the logic of their distribution through space. It is
exclusively the inner bond of phenomena that interests him. This bond he liberates from time,
and examines separately. In this way, interconnected phenomena form a kind of fan, the folds of
which may develop in time, while at the same time the fan may be collapsed in a way that allows
the mind to grasp it.

Comparing phenomena united in time to such a fan merely emphasizes their inner bond”
(Sidney Monas, “Osip Mandelstam: About the Nature of the Word,” in Arion, vol. 2, no. 4, 1975,
506-526, quote from 506-7).

113« _our consciousness, which begins by being only memory, prolongs a plurality of moments
into each other, contracting them into a single intuition” (Herni Bergson, Matter and Memory.
Trans. N.M. Paul and W.S. Palmer. New York: Zone, 1988 [orig. 1896], 219).

114 Mandel’shtam, 1:227. “Hellenism is a system, in the Bergsonian sense of the word, which
man unfolds around himself, like a fan of phenomena liberated from temporal dependence,
commonly subordinated to an inner bond through the human ‘I’ (Monas, 518).

115 Hilary Fink, for instance, writes: “By returning to ‘the word’ its Hellenistic nature (that is,
respecting the word as a historical bearer of stable meaning), Mandel’shtam believed that the
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Ivanov’s comment in “The Testaments of Symbolism” that in ancient times, ‘soul” was signified
by ‘mixing bowl’!!6; and Mandelstam’s comment, later in this very essay, that all of Hellenism
inheres in a cooking pot. Both Ivanov and Mandelstam understand the task of modernist poetry
to reactivate the soul within the bowl, reactivate Hellenism within the pot; their disagreement lies
in how. For Ivanov, for instance, the poet must strip the mixing bowl of its everyday, common
associations and transcend them to reach the ancient meaning ‘soul’; for Mandelstam the poet
must at all costs retain the domestic valence — the utensilhood — of the pot.

Viewing the Bergsonian fan of Hellenism as a specific kind of domestic utensil or
technology of knowledge oriented homewards will help us begin to theorize how modern lyric
may relate to myth in a “systemic” way. In a seminal monograph on how the forms of
technology known as “new media” model and reflect human language usage and knowledge,
theorist Lev Manovich takes recourse to a similar framework developed and made famous by
twentieth-century semioticians, post-Bergson: the paradigm / syntagm framework.!!” As
Manovich summarizes, in the case of narrative or descriptive language, “elements in the
syntagmatic dimension are related in praesentia, while elements in the paradigmatic dimension
are related in absentia.”'!® The syntagm, he elaborates, exists materially, whether as spoken
word, or cinematic image on a screen, or ink on a page, “while the paradigmatic sets to which
these words belong only exist in the writer’s and reader’s minds.”!!” This new-media image

Symbolist divide separating man and word would be bridged, and man once more could depend
on words as helpful tools by which to feel more a part of the world around him, once more to
become master in his own house” (Hilary Fink, Bergson and Russian Modernism, 1900-1930.
Evanston: Northwestern UP, 1999, 70).
16 < .M MOHMMAJIM OJIHH, YTO KCMECHTENbHAS Yalia» O3HaYaeT aymy...”
7 For extensive analyses of the influence of Bergson’s temporal philosophies on late-cinema
and new media studies, see Mary Ann Doane’s 1993 essay “Technology’s Body,” which
discusses the uniquely human elements of Bergson’s concept of memory and time, and, by
contrast, Suzanne Guerlac’s 2006 Thinking in Time, which relates Bergson’s conception of
duration to artificial intelligence and virtual reality (Mary Ann Doane, “Technology’s Body:
Cinematic Vision in Modernity,” in differences: A Journal of Feminist Cultural Studies, Summer
1993, vol. 5, no. 2, 1-23; Suzanne Guerlac, Thinking in Time: An Introduction to Henri Bergson,
Cornell UP, 2006). Manovich himself does not explicitly engage with Bergson but he does bring
in Gilles Deleuze’s postmodern glosses of Bergson in order to situate his concepts of space and
time in the cinematic imagination.
18 T ev Manovich, The Language of New Media, MIT, 2001, 230.
9 Manovich, 230, emphasis mine. He continues:

Particular words, sentences, shots, and scenes that make up a narrative have a material

existence; other elements that form the imaginary world of an author or a particular

literary or cinematic style, and that could have appeared instead, exist only virtually. Put

differently, the database of choices from which narrative is constructed (the paradigm)

is implicit; while the actual narrative (the syntagm) is explicit.

New media reverse this relationship. Database (the paradigm) is given material

existence, while narrative (the syntagm) is dematerialised. Paradigm is privileged,

syntagm is downplayed. Paradigm is real; syntagm, virtual. To see this, consider the

new media design process. The design of any new media object begins with assembling

a database of possible elements to be used. [...] The narrative is constructed by linking
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of the database may help us to conceptualize the role played by Hellenic mythic material in
Mandelstam’s lyrics: we can see it, now, as a kind of archive of received cultural knowledge
which is not quite knowledge yet, but rather knowledge’s possibility, a network of the conditions
of lyrical possibility, which poetry’s task is to engage with so as to emerge from.'?° We can see,
too, that Bergson’s “fan,” in Mandelstam’s telling, describes Hellenism as a paradigm of “inner
connection” freed from the stifling compulsion to conform to a causal narrative (what we might
call a “syntagm™). In this light, Mandelstam’s claim that the Russian poetic word’s capacity to
theorize its own reality is what links it with Hellenism furnishes us with a vision of how lyric
relates to myth. It is a vision in which Russian lyric emerges from this Hellenic network of myth
not in broad, pseudo-historical strokes, but instead self-consciously, conceptually, and
constantly.

Georgii Ivanov’s comment that Mandelstam knew both his own poetry and Bergson’s
philosophy by heart [Hau3zycts] now begins to take on more significance. The remark portrays
each corpus (Mandelstam’s verse and Bergson’s works) as a kind of database which one might
commit to memory, whereas it might be more accurate to say that each represents not a database
but a theory of the database. Not a paradigm to be unlocked with a hermeneutic key, that is, but
the lyrical conjuring of such a paradigm, accompanied by guides to intellectually navigate it.

Conceiving of (Greek) myth as a conditional, semi-immanent network of (Russian)
lyrical possibility is corroborated in much of Mandelstam’s verse. One particularly famous
example is the eight-line lyric “I Shubert na vode...” [And Schubert on the water...] from later in
the poet’s oeuvre, written in late 1933 and finished in January 1934. This lyric, which has been
commonly interpreted as an example of the mythical chicken-or-egg interrelation of human
knowledge and poetic expression, reads as follows in its entirety:

U lly6ept Ha Boze, 1 Mouapt B NTUYHEM T'aMe,
N I'ete, cBUIyUI HA BBIOLLEHCS TPOIIE,

N I'amuter, MBICIIMBIIMEI ITyTJIMBBIMU [IAraMH,
CunTanu nmyJbc TOJIBI U BEPUIIU TOJIIE.

BrITh MOXET, IIpexae Iy0 y:Ke poaAniICs MIETOT
U B 6e311peBeCHOCTH KPY>KUJIHCS JUCTHI,

elements of this database in a particular order, that is by designing a trajectory leading

from one element to another. On the material level, a narrative is just a set of links; the

elements themselves remain stored in the database. Thus the narrative is virtual while

the database exists materially (Manovich, 231).
120 Tn an essay devoted to uncovering the associative links between Mandelstam’s “Crimean-
Hellenic” lyrics, Yuri Levin relies on a similar understanding of mythic material’s role in the
poet’s work, to which he adds the psychoanalytic notion of the subconscious: “Ho Hocutenem
apXETHUIIOB SBISETCSA HE TOJIBKO MHU(], HO U IITyOMHHBIE, TOACO3HATEIbHBIE CJION YEJI0BEYECKOM
NICUXUKH, U OTCIOJIa BO3HUKAET YETBEPTHIA KOMIIOHEHT 3TOT0 CHHKPETUYECKOT O MPOCTPAHCTBA --
MICUXOJIOTHYECKOE MTPOCTPAHCTBO, apeHa Oy aanuit «3adsitoro cinoBa»” (Yu. L. Levin,
“Zametki o ‘krymsko-ellinskikh’ stikakh O. Mandel’shtama,” in ed. O.A. Lekmanov,
Mandel’shtam i antichnost’: Sbornik statei. Zapiski Mandel ’shtamovskogo obshchestva, Tom. 7.
Moscow, 1995, 77-103, quote from pg. 78).
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U Te, KOMY MbI [IOCBSIIIIAEM OIIBIT,
Jlo ombiTa mpruobpesu yepth. 2!

While not commonly read as one of Mandelstam’s “Hellenic poems,” in fact the poem
participates in the poet’s Hellenist project in a number of ways. To begin, the poem is structured
mythopoetically, along the lines of an origin story we might find in, for instance, Hesiod’s
Theogony. Examples of great poetic thinkers are listed with their attributes and epithets, like the
gods and heroes of ancient myth. Then their ongoing relation to the crowd whence they came is
described, much like Night of Chaos, or Aphrodite and the sea-foam of her origins. At last this
parable is abstracted to the level of maxim or truism about the workings of the world, just like
the given natural or social phenomenon the ancient myth purports to explain or illuminate.

The stuff poetic knowledge is made of here, however, is not Aphroditic sea-foam; it is the
pulse of the crowd and the poets’ reciprocal trust in that crowd. Nadezhda Mandelstam said of
this poem that it was meant to represent the “coming-togetherness of consciousness”: the words
uttered by the poet “already existed in the consciousness of the crowd, whom he trusts.”'?? The
poem, in other words, instantiates a model of knowledge production wherein knowledge, rather
than emerging from an individual genius innovator rupturing the limits of the known, is instead
made collectively, is already in existence in some form, and assumes the status of “knowledge”
proper at the moment of its being sought out.

This conception of lyrical production is attested to in Nadezhda Mandelstam’s memoirs
about the poet, in a section dedicated to a description of Osip Mandelstam’s experience of
composing individual poems.

CTuXu HAYMHAIOTCS TaK — 00 ATOM €CTh Y MHOTHX IO3TOB, U B «Ilo3me Ge3 repos»
[AxmataBoii], u'y O. M.: B yiiax 3By4uT Ha30MIMBasi, CHayaga Heo(pOopMIICHHAs, a
[OTOM TOYHAs, HO eme OeccioBecHas My3blKajdbHas (pa3za. MHe He pa3s
NPUXOAUIIOCH BUJETh, Kak O. M. mbITalicsi H30aBUTHCS OT MOTYJKH, CTPSIXHYThH €€,
yitu... OH MOTajJ roJOBOM, CIIOBHO €€ MOXKHO ObUIO BBIIUIECHYThH, KaK Karllio
BOJIbI, MOMABIIYIO B YXO BO BpeMs Kynanus. Ho HUYTO ee He 3ariymano — HH
LIyM, HU pajyo, HU pa3roBopsl B TOM ke KOMHATe. |...]

VY MeHs co3JaJI0Ch BIEUYATIIEHHUE, YTO CTUXU CYLIECTBYIOT 10 TOrO, KaKk OHH
counHensl. (O. M. HUKOIIa HE FOBOpMII, YTO CTUXM «HanucaHsl». OH cHaudana
«COUMHSI», TOTOM 3amuchiBall.) Bech mporecc COYMHEHUS COCTOUT B
HaNpsHKCHHOM YJIABJIMBAHUU M MPOSBICHUU YXKe CYHIECTBYIOIIETO U HEU3BECTHO
OTKyJa TpPaHCIMPYIOLIEroCs TapMOHMYECKOTO U  CMBICIOBOIO  €IMHCTBA,
MOCTETIEHHO BOILJIOINIAIOIIEroCs B CJIOBA. |[...]

121 0.E. Mandel’shtam. Sobranie sochinenii v 2 t. M: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1990, 202.
And Schubert on the water, and Mozart in the avian clamor, / And Goethe, whistling on the
twisting path, / And Hamlet, having thought by fearful steps, / They took the crowd’s pulse and
they trusted the crowd. / Maybe, before the lips, the whisper was already born, / And in
woodlessness whirled leaves, / And those to whom we dedicate our experience / Gained features
before experience themselves.

122 « _[cTuxoTBOpEeHHE —] 0 COBOpHOCTH co3Hanus. I'yObl mosTa — opyaue ero tpyzaa. Ho To,
YTO OH CKaXET, y)KE CYLICCTBOBAJIO PAHbIIIEC B CO3HAHUH TOJIIbI, KOTOPOW OH BEpHT.”
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B paGore Hax cTuxamu s 3amMevaina He OJIMH, a JIBA BBIIPIMHUTEIbHBIX B3J0Xa»
— OJIMH, KOT/Ia TIOSABIISIIOTCS B CTPOKE MIIM B CTpO(e MepBHIe CJI0Ba, BTOPOi, KOT/Aa
[IOCJIEIHEE TOYHOE CJIIOBO U3TOHSET CIIy4allHO BHEAPUBIINUXCS IIpULLIenbLeB. Torna
IpoIiecC BCIYIIMBAHUS B CaMOTr0 ce0s, TOT CaMblii, KOTOPBIH MOJTOTOBJISIET OYBY
K pacCTpOMCTBY BHYTPEHHEro ciyxa, K OOJI€3HH, OCTaHaBJIMBACTCS.
CtuxoTBOpeHHEe Kak Obl OTHAJaeT OT CBOETO aBTOPA, NEPECTAET XKYXKXKaTb U
ny4yuTh ero. Ofep>XkuMblii oay4aeT ocBoboxaeHue. beanas koposa Mo yapana ot
myess. 23

In addition to the idea of a crowd (or a “pogudka,” which we might understand as a database of
not-yet-meaningful noise) whence words and lines and poems are formed, Nadezhda
Mandelstam also describes the poet’s process of composition in terms of a passive search for the
exact right word. Furthermore, she describes the event of finding it as a kind of “falling away”
(“cTuxoTBOpEHUE Kak Obl OTHaAAaeT OT CBOETO aBTopa”), an experience that, as we will see,
comes to characterize the endings of the Hellenic lyrics at hand, as they too find their correct
articulations.

Finally, this elaborate account of Mandelstam’s “search term” method of lyrical
composition is structured — like “I Shubert na vode” — mythopoetically. It seeks simultaneously
to give a narrative of [Mandelstam’s] lyrics’ origins (“cTuxu HaunHatoTcs Tak”) and to build the
cultural myth of the poet it describes. In order to do these things the author herself turns to the
archive of Greek mythology available to her (“6ennas xkoposa o yapana ot nmyenst”’) and
imbues it with metapoetic significance.

The metaphor of lo and the gadfly is metapoetic because it is about poetry. On this level,
Io represents the poet, and the gadfly represents the terrible hum of an unfinished poem. But it is
also more than that. In my reading, myth (the stuff of holy cows and maddening insects)
constitutes the matter Nadezhda Mandelstam describes here (the yxe cymectByromiee u

123 N. Ia. Mandel’shtam, Vospominaniia. New York: Chekhov Publishing Corporation, 1970, 83-
84. In Max Hayward’s translation: “As many poets have said — Akhmatova (in ‘Poem Without a
Hero’) and M. among them — a poem begins with a musical phrase ringing insistently in the ears,
at first inchoate, it later takes on a precise form, though still without words. I sometimes saw M.
trying to get rid of this kind of ‘hum,’ to brush it off and escape from it. He would toss his head
as though it could be shaken out like a drop of water that gets into your ear while bathing. But it
was always louder than any noise, radio or conversation in the same room. [...]

I have a feeling that verse exists before it is composed (M. never talked of ‘writing’
verse, only of ‘composing’ it and then copying it out). The whole process of composition is one
of straining to catch and record something compounded of harmony and sense as it is relayed
from an unknown source and gradually forms itself into words. [...]

I noticed that in his work on a poem there were two points at which he would sigh with
relief — when the first words in a line or stanza came to him, and when the last of the foreign
bodies had been driven out by the last word. Only then is there an end to the process of listening
in to oneself — the same process that can prepare the way for a disturbance of the inner hearing
and loss of sanity. The poem now seems to fall away from the author and no longer torments him
with its resonance. He is released from the thing that obsesses him. o, the poor cow, escapes
from the gadfly” (Nadezhda Mandelstam, Hope Against Hope: A Memoir. trans. Max Hayward,
with introductions by Joseph Brodsky and Clarence Brown. NY: Modern Library, 1999, 71-72).
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HEM3BECTHO OTKYJIa TPAHCIUPYIOIEecs] TApMOHUYECKOE U CMBICJIOBOE €MHCTBO, TOCTEIIEHHO
BOIUTOINIaroIIeecs B ¢oBa). So in a move we will see Osip Mandelstam perform multiply below,
the figure is also an example of what we might call transcendental metapoetics. As “I Shubert na
vode” was explicitly intellectually engaged with the question of the origins of poetry, so too is N.
Ia. Mandelstam’s mythic metaphor — it is explicitly intellectually engaged with the conceptual
and material origins of poetry. It contemplates the conditions of its own possibility, it struggles
to utter them and so to bring them into articulate existence.

“Insomnia. Homer. Taut sails.” and “The golden stream of mead”

One of Mandelstam’s earlier Hellenic lyrics, “Bessonnitsa. Gomer. Tugie parusa” was written in
the summer of 1915, in Crimea. The poem takes as its starting point the experience of reading
Homeric epic in bed, unable to sleep.

becconnuna. I'omep. Tyrue napyca.

Sl crincok kopaluieit mpoyes 0 CepeiuHbI:

Cell AIMHHBIN BBIBOOK, CEH O3] )KYPaBJIMHBIM,
Yo Hax Dinanoro KOrjaa-To MOJHSIICS.

Kak >xypaBIIMHBIN KJIUH B 9y)KUe pyOexu —
Ha ronoBax mapeit 60:xecTBeHHAs MeHA —
Kyna nneiBete Bo1? Korna 661 He Enena,
Yro Tpos Bam 0JHa, axeWCKUE MYXKH?

U mope, u 'omep — Bce IBMKETCS JIFOOOBBIO.
Koro xe cnymate mae? 1 BoT I"'omep momuur,

W mope yepHOE, BUTUICTBYSI, ITyMUT

U ¢ TSHKKUM TPOXOTOM MOIXOIUT K M3r0JI0BbI0. 24

The words that begin the poem already read somewhat like search terms, nouns stabbing into the
ether to narrow the scope of the poem’s quest in metered realtime. It has been observed that the
poem’s opening allies it more closely with Fet’s “Shepot. Robkoe dykhan’e” and Blok’s “Noch’.
Ulitsa. Fonar’. Apteka” than the Pushkinian/Batiushkovian “Bessonnitsa” tradition. But where
those poems’ respective opening lines set a scene and an affect (imagine a camera panning),
Mandelstam’s opening line zooms in, starting with the speaker’s sleepless night, then focusing
on and closing in on the book in his hands, then on a very concrete image featured in that book.

124 All verse translations mine unless otherwise specified. “Insomnia. Homer. Taut sails. / I’ve
read through half the list of ships: / This long-trailing hatch, this train of crane, / That once rose
over Hellas. // Like a wedge of crane to foreign borders — / On the heads of kings, divine sea-
foam — / Where are you going? Were it not for Helen, / What would Troy alone be for you,
Achaeans? // The sea and Homer: all is moved by love. / To whom should I harken? And here
Homer goes silent, / And the black sea, orating, clamors / And with a heavy rumble approaches
the head of the bed.”
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This zooming-in effect, epistemological at first, is repeated on a visual level as the
metaphors begin and the neutral “list” of ships becomes a litter of just-hatched animals, and then
a train made of crane.!?> One might read for many reasons but one does not read for no reason,
one reads with a purpose, which is indexed by the mention of only getting “halfway” through the
list. At this point the list’s generic capacity for flattening out experience and masking difference
is figured in terms that are not only more dynamic but more purposeful, more heading-
somewhere: a group of baby animals on the move (Make Way for Ducklings avant la lettre),
animals that grow to form a train with a destination.!?® Their spatial purposiveness is highlighted
by the temporal unspecificity of their backdrop (korma-to). Further, within the BeiBosj0K We catch
an echo of the word BeIBoJI: the conclusion to an argument, perhaps the answer to an inquiry.
Finally, we get an image of a wedge, which visually points the poem in the direction of its quest.

At this point, the poem’s declarative and descriptive statements ebb and the questions
begin. Until now the poem has done two things: it has established a sense of purpose, figured by
narrowing the scope of the poem’s possibility as well as by images or shapes of things narrowing
and things with a purpose. And it has established Homeric myth as the realm for that sense of
purpose. In Manovich’s terms, it has assembled a paradigm and an artistic way of orienting
oneself toward that paradigm. The questions that follow build on this foundation, pivoting to
direct address as a lyrical way to mark suddenly higher stakes. Where are you going? The word
“kuda” has the same effect as the image of the wedge — it’s a word that points in a direction — but
it’s uttered more urgently and immerses the poem more fully in the myth it had, till now, been
describing from a distance. “Where are you going” describes the velocity and direction of the
poem’s own energy into the myth as much as that of the soldiers’ towards Troy.

The next question does not only raise the stakes of the poem, it also is a question about
the poem’s stakes — and the stakes of the military quest the poem is about. This isn’t a quest for
love alone, observes the poem. What is the real meaning of the prize? A clear figure, in my
reading, for the poem’s own preoccupations with arriving at its destination, the question chto
Troia vam odna is not only a figure; it is in some sense the poem’s real question. “The word in
the Hellenic conception is active flesh that resolves itself in an event,” wrote Mandelstam in “O

125 This experience of “narrowing” or “zooming in” is made possible precisely by Mandelstam’s
reliance on sets of three. Two sets of images alone would not be sufficient to accomplish the
effect. This happens in the opening line, as the poem’s setting is increasingly specified (insomnia
--> Homer --> taut sails); and on the level of layered metaphor in line three (ships --> line of
baby animals --> train of crane). Peter Zeeman has cited this moment in particular (figuring the
ships as a vyvodok and then as a train) as an example of Mandelstam’s work with “three-term
metaphors,” as opposed to the more standard use of the device with only two terms (vehicle and
tenor). Curiously, it seems that ships and baby animals are frequently correlated in Mandelstam’s
use of this uncommon trope (Zeeman, Peter. The Later Poetry of Osip Mandelstam: Text and
Context. Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1988. 67-68).

126 As many have pointed out, the likely source of the particular images deployed here is the start
of the third book (not the second, where the catalogue of ships is given) of the /l/iad, when the
Trojans (not the Achaeans) fall into battle like noisy wildfowl, like noisy cranes flying into the
sky. I am grateful to Mick Song for pointing out that in Homer, the effect is also, strikingly, one
of a camera “zooming” — but out, giving an increasingly broad perspective, rather than an
increasingly narrow one.
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prirode slova,” and here the poem has located the source of that active flesh, has located its own
origins: the sacred city of Troy.

It seems useful at this point to consider the question in geographical terms. Where are the
Achaeans going? The direction is north-eastward. The vector of the poem’s imagery — from
Greece!?” to Troy — is up towards Asia Minor, towards latter-day Koktebel’, Crimea, where
Mandelstam wrote this poem in the summer of 1915. Propelled by the right questions and
auspicious winds, the Greek soldiers carry the poem homeward. This is another sense in which
the myth may be said to lead to Mandelstam’s Russian poem: not only meta-conceptually, but
also cartographically. The answer, we begin to see, is “hither,” not “thither”; it is immanent; it is
already present, and waiting to be revealed, waiting to be made meaningful.!?®

Home within its sights, the poem, now, begins to end. The imagery melts into dreamy
surrealism as the voice of the Bard gives way to the voice of the sea. In order to discuss the
poem’s end, however, let us look at another Hellenic poem, comparison with which will be
instructive: the 1917 “Zolotistogo meda struia.”

30J10THCTOrO MeZia CTPys U3 OyTHUIKU TEKJIa

Tak Taryde u 10JIro, 4To MOJBUTH XO351MKa yCIIema:

— 3nech, B evasibHOM TaBpuje, Kyna Hac cyap0a 3aHecna,
MBI coBceM He CKy4aeM, — M 4epe3 ILIeYO MorJrsiena.

Bcerony baxyca ciayx0b1, kak OyaTO Ha CBETE OJJHU
Cropoxa u cobaku, — UACIb, HUKOTO HE 3aMETHIIIb.
Kak Tsxenbie 00YKH, CHOKOWHBIC KATSATCS JTHM.

Jlaneko B mIajaiie rojoca — He HOoMMelllb, HE OTBETHUIIIb.

ITocne Jaro MblI BBILIUIM B OTPOMHBINA KOPUYHEBBIH Cafl,
Kak pecHu1ipl, Ha OKHaX OIyIIEHbI TEMHBIE IITOPHI.
Mumo 6ebIX KOJIOHH MBI MTOIIUTA TOCMOTPETh BUHOTPAI,
['ie BO3yIIHBIM CTEKIIOM OOJIMBAIOTCS COHHBIE TOPHI.

51 ckazan: BUHOTpaJ, Kak CTapuHHast OMTBA, )KUBET,
I'ne KypuaBble BCAIHUKH OBIOTCS B KyAPSIBOM MOPSIJIKE;
B xamenucroi TaBpuae Hayka Diianpl — U BOT
30JI0TBIX JIeCATUH OJaropoHbIe, PKaBbIE IPSIKH.

Hy, a B koMHaTe Oenoi, Kak MpsuiKa, CTOUT TUIIINHA,
ITaxHeT yKCycOM, KpacKOW U CBEXKUM BUHOM U3 IIOABAJIA.

127 The Achaeans launched from Aulis, some 60 kilometers north of present-day Athens.

128 Anna Glazova has written about this poem’s capacity for “bringing about presence,” reading
deeply into Paul Celan’s translation of it. Celan’s translation, penned in the spirit of
demonstrating Mandelstam’s commitment to “a language that communicates the poet’s
experience of time and bears the index of the poet’s presence,” offers as its final word “hierher”
(hither) (Anna Glazova, “Poetry of Bringing about Presence: Paul Celan Translates Osip
Mandelstam,” in MLN, vol. 123, no. 5 (Dec. 2008), 1108-1126, quote from 1112).
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[ToMHUIIIB, B TPEUECKOM JIOME: JIFOOMMast BCEMH JKeHa, —
He Enena — npyras, — Kak J0Jro oHa BblllIMBaja?

30J10TO€ PYHO, T/I€ K€ Thl, 30JI0TOE PYHO?

Bcio gopory mrymens MOpCKUe TsDKEINbIe BOJIHBL,

W, nokunyB KOpabiib, HATPYAUBIINI B MOPSX MOJIOTHO,
Onucceit BO3BPATUIICS, IPOCTPAHCTBOM U BPEMEHEM TOJIHBIH. 12

Like “Bessonnitsa,” this poem sets up a mythic paradigm and a sense of direction and velocity.
The poem takes place in Crimea, which is referred to as “Tavrida” throughout, thus highlighting
the place’s geographical connection to ancient Greece and allowing the speaker to wander
around thinking about antiquity. Spatial wandering maps onto epistemological wandering: while
“Zolotistogo meda struia” is structured similarly to “Bessonnitsa,” its conceptual sense of
direction is far less purposeful. The happy coincidence of ancient location and present location is
treated as the poem’s motivirovka, rather than the statement of divine immanence we had in
“Bessonnitsa.”

At the start of the poem, the liquid in line one pours slowly and this is accepted; the days
roll by heavy as wine barrels; time is not yet differentiated; voices are vaguely heard but not yet
marked as significant. The forms and lines in this poem are not arrow-shaped and indexical but
round, circumlocutory, and oblique: even the ancient military, with their curly-haired epithets,
wage their battles not like a wedge or a train or a V of cranes but “B kyapsiBom mopsizke,” in
curling file. The most explicit move into the Homeric myth is not visually figured, as in
“Bessonnitsa,” as motion across space. Instead, the speaker’s other senses are stimulated (“cTout
TUIINHA, / [TaxHeT ykcycom, kpackoi U cBexxuM BUHOM ), and the myth opens for him in
response (“IlomHuuIb, B rpeyeckoM mome...7”).

That moment of the myth’s opening is the poem’s first question uttered. As in
“Bessonnitsa,” “Zolotistogo meda struia” also introduces its questions just before the last stanza,
and as in “Bessonnitsa,” they too mark the poem as an epic search whose tools (direct address;
intricate, nearly synaesthetic metaphor) are archetypically lyrical, thus providing a modernist
experimental model of the trajectory from myth to lyric. Do you remember the ancient Greek
domestic heroine? Do you remember how she endured time? Where is the golden fleece now? As

129 The stream of golden honey/mead poured from the bottle / So thick and long that the hostess
had time to say: / “Here, in sad Taurida, where fate has delivered us, / We never get bored — and
she glanced over her shoulder. // Bacchus’s rites everywhere, as if there were only in the world /
Guards and the dogs — walk along, you won’t see a soul. / Like heavy barrels, the peaceful days
roll by. / Voices in far-off huts — you won’t notice, won’t reply. // After tea we went out to the
enormous brown garden. / Like eyelashes over windows the drapes were drawn. / Past the white
columns we went to look at the grapevines, / Where the sleepy hills spill over with ethereal glass.
//' 1 said: like an ancient battle, the grapevine lives / Where curly-headed horsemen fight in
curling file; / The science of Hellas, in stony Taurida — and here / The golden tithes’ noble, rusty
garden beds. // And in the white room silence stands like a spinning wheel. / Smells like vinegar,
paint, fresh wine from the cellar. / Remember, in the Greek house, the wife everyone loved —/
Not Helen — the other one — how long she spent embroidering? // Golden fleece, where are you,
golden fleece? / The heavy waves of the sea resounded all the way, / And having left his ship, his
canvas worn by the seas, / Odysseus returned, full of space and time.
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in “Bessonnitsa,” the questions function as metapoetic figures (the poem is about asking
questions and searching for something) while also standing as real questions, central
philosophical preoccupations that hope for answers. As in “Bessonnitsa,” the poem explicitly
casts Helen aside (“xorna Os1 He Enena, / uro Tpost Bam ogna?” “ne Enena — apyras —), and
moves in for the real trophy: the home, the duration of time, the gold at the end of the quest.

It is clear to the careful reader that nameless Penelope’s “long” weaving repeats the
nameless khoziaika’s “long” pouring in line one. Let us make clear, too, that these longnesses are
meta-folds in the Bergsonian fan: they are internally likened, and they are about duration. In
each case a domestic task is begun and ended, and in that time a speech act bridging the lyrical
and the mythic is initiated and completed. The khoziaika “has time” [MonBuTE X03s1iiKka ycmena)]
to tie her chronotope to antiquity (“3xech, B neuasnisHoi TaBpuzae”); Penelope’s weaving spans
Homeric myth and culminates in the speaker’s ultra-lyric, apostrophic cry (“3omotoe pyHo, rae
e Thl, 30JI0TOe pyHO?”).

Each of these poems ends with a resolution of space and of time: in “Bessonnitsa,” the
speaker falls into sleep as the epic comes to greet him, traversing the Black sea to do so; in
“Zolotistogo meda struia,” Odysseus returns “full of space and time.” In each case, these
resolutions are felt not as answers in their own right to the questions that immediately preceded
them but rather as expressions of relief that the questions could be given voice at all. In each
case, the poem was staged in the hopes of being able to ask a question about its own origin — that
is, mythology; in each case, the first stanzas of the poem establish and survey the database of
myth available to it, offering an entrypoint (a geographical palimpsest, the activity of reading
Homer in bed) and a way to do so (walking around, moving with purpose). Finally, the poem
figures out how to articulate the questions that motivate it: which way is Troy? Where is the
Golden Fleece? Is it possible to remember Penelope? What is her relation to home, to time?
What is the meaning of Troy in its own right? — and the rightness of these questions gives way to
the resolution that follows. The resolution is figured as a fall back into the speaker’s chronotope
of lyric modernity — falling asleep, coming home — with part of the myth joined to it. In each
case the poem has hit upon its raison d’etre and, ouroboros-like, is created from the myth it was
combing.!3® In Nadezhda Mandelstam’s words, “The poem now seems to fall away from the
author and no longer torments him with its resonance. He is released from the thing that obsesses
him. Io, the poor cow, escapes from the gadfly.”

Valentina Apresyan and Mikhail Gronas have recently identified and named this
“ouroboros-like” trope, wherein the agent and the object of a given action are fused, and they
observe that it is often found in lyrical modernism. The name they give it is “metactant,” to make
clear the meta- or self-reflexive role of the trope’s actor. As we saw in the last chapter, this is
also the trope by which Ivanov figures Dionysus as vine, at once fertilizer and fertilized.

130 Other famous examples include Yeats’ “How can we know the dancer from the dance?”,

Nabokov’s “As night unites the viewer and the view,” and Mandelstam’s own “Sl u cagoBHUK, 5
xe u 11BeTok” (from “Dano mne telo,” 1909) (Gronas and Apresyan, “A cognitive interpretation
of a new trope at the intersection of metaphor and metonymy,” paper given at AATSEEL 2018).
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“Because I couldn’t hold on to your hands”

If “Bessonnitsa” and “Zolotistogo meda struia” are both structured as distinct ingresses into
Greek myth, the later “Za to, chto ia ruki tvoi ne sumel uderzhat’” (1920) begins already from
within the myth — indeed, from within an architectural structure — and describes a hope for exit.
It does not spend time constructing an inroad into the myth; the myth is given from the start.

3a TO, 4TO 1 PyKH TBOU HE CyMEI yAepKarb,

3a To, 4TO s mpe/all COJIECHbIE HEXKHBIE T'YOBbI,

51 nomkeH paccBeTa B JPEMyYEM aKpOIOJIE KIATh.
Kak s1 HeHaBIKy naxyuue JipeBHUE cpyOsl!

AXxelicKkue My>K1 BO TbM€E CHapsDKatoT KOHS,
3yOuaThIMU MMUJIAMU B CTEHBI BIPBI3AIOTCS KPEIKO,
Hukaxk He yispKeTcst KpoBH CyXasi BO3HS,

W ner asnst Te0s HU Ha3BaHbs, HU 3BYKa, HU CIICTIKA.

Kak mor s mogymars, 4To Thl BO3BPATHUILLCS, KaK cMmen!
3ayeM NpexJeBpPEMEHHO s OT Tedst oTopBacs!

Emie He paccesiicst Mpak U IIETYX HE MPOIIET,

Eme B qpeBecuHy ropssuuidi TOIop He BPE3aJCs.

IIpo3padHoii €30 Ha CTEHAX IIPOCTYIIMIIA CMOJIA,

U gyBCTBYeT ropoJi CBOM JIepEeBSHHBIE pedpa,

Ho xmpIHyNIa K JIECTHUIIAM KPOBb M HA TIPUCTYI TOILIA,
W TpmK 1l IPUCHUIICS MYXKbSIM COOIa3HUTENbHBIN 00pa3.

I'ne munas Tpos? I'ne napckuii, rae qeBU4ui JoM?
Ou Oyner paspyieH, BbIcOKUi [IppaMoB CKBOpEUYHHUK.
W nanarot cTpeinbl CyXuM JEPEBSIHHBIM J0XKIEM,

W cTpensl qpyrue pacTyT Ha 3eMJI€, KaK OPELIHHUK.

[Tocnenueii 3Be37161 6€3007€3HEHHO TACHET YKOI,

U ceporo 1acTOUKOM yTPO B OKHO OCTYUYHUTCH,

W meieHHbIi AeHb, Kak B COJIOME IPOCHYBILUICS BOJL,
Ha cTornax Iepuaspix OT JOJIroro cHa meseantes. !

131 Osip Mandel’shtam. Stikhotvoreniia. Leningrad: Sovetskii pisatel’, 1973, 121. Because I
couldn't hold onto your hands, / Because I betrayed your salty tender lips, / I must wait for dawn
in the crude acropolis. / How I hate these strong-smelling wooden cabins! // The Achaeans
harness their horse in the dark, / With their toothed saws they bite hard into the walls, / The dry
commotion of blood will not subside, / And for you there is nor name, nor sound, nor cast. //
How could I think that you’d come back, how did I dare! / Why did I tear myself from you
prematurely! / The night still hadn't scattered and the cock hadn't crowed, / And into the wood
the hot ax still hadn't plunged. // Like a translucent teardrop the sap appeared on the walls, / And
the city is feeling its own wooden ribs, / But blood rushed to the ladders and began the onslaught,
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One of the primary interpretive problems the poem has historically presented is summed up, I
believe, in its more-intricate-than usual deployment of lyrical tropes to interrogate a more-
mythic-than-usual situation. What I mean by “more mythic than usual” is that Mandelstam draws
on multiple different mythic narratives, oversaturating the landscape of the lyric with mythic
imagery and overdetermining the mythic signifiers on offer.

Unlike many of Mandelstam’s other Hellenic poems — certainly unlike the previous two —
the physical location of this poem is not completely clear.!3? Let us note the evocations of the
“Achaean soldiers,” who “harness their horse,” “Priam’s” “Troy” which “will be destroyed,” and
Mandelstam’s implicit reference to Helen of Troy’s three attempts to call to the Achaeans in the
voices of their wives in order to lure them out of the horse; let us recall the sketch of the Trojan
Horse published opposite this lyric in 1921. We must be satisfied that this lyric evokes the events
of the Trojan Horse myth, but we cannot ascertain whether we are in Achaean territory or at the
foot of Troy, nor indeed with whose army the speaker’s military allegiances lie.

In terms of content, we begin squarely within the myth (“st nomken paccBera B gpemydem
akpornoJe x1ath”’); in terms of form, we begin squarely within the lyric genre: the first four
stanzas alternate between ultra-lyrical hyperbolic exclamations (“Kaxk s HeHaBmXKy naxyuue
apeBHUE cpyObl!” “3auem npexaeBpeMeHHO s oT TeOst oTopBaics!”) and evocations of events in
the lyrical present and prophetic future (“Hukak He ynsKeTcss KpOBU cyxast Bo3Hs, / U HeT ams
TeOs HU Ha3BaHbs, HU 3BYKa, HH CJIETNKa,” ‘U YyBCTBYET rOpoJl CBOU JAepeBsiHHbIE pedpa”). The
statements remain non-narrative and nearly non-descriptive; rather than representing reality, they
evoke it line by line.

/ And thrice the men dreamed the seductive image. // Where is dear Troy? Where the royal,
where the virginal home? / It will be destroyed, Priam’s lofty birdhouse. / And the arrows fall
like dry wooden rain, / And other arrows will grow on the ground like a nut tree. // The last
prickle of starlight painlessly goes out, / And like a gray sparrow, dawn will knock at the
window, / And the slow day, like an ox woken up in the straw, / On city squares rugged with
long sleep is stirring.

132 Mikhail Gasparov’s essay about this poem, mentioned above, takes this point of locational
unclarity as its starting point (given the dense imagery, why isn’t it clear to us where the speaker
is, and why isn’t it clear whether his military allegiances are with the Achaeans or the Trojans?)
and reads so heavily into it that he manages to uncover an alternative manuscript history. One
might appeal to Michel Riffaterre’s concept of “ungrammaticality” to illuminate Gasparov’s
method of reading, which I discuss at some length here because it strikes me as extremely
symptomatic of the “cipher-like” way scholars tend to read Mandelstam’s Hellenic corpus. One
of the characteristics of Riffaterrean “ungrammaticality” is that if a text harbors a hidden
meaning, it will become unreadable in a straightforward (“mimetic”’) way, and then offer up
formal indices to the reader, who will come up with the key to interpretation. These indices have
two kinds of formal properties: one, a “deictic” feature, perceived as a warp in the text’s
straightforwardness, “encoded in such a way that, first, it reveals that it is hiding something”;
two, a “hermeneutic” feature: the sort of distortion of mimesis that “indicates how we can find
that something” (Michel Riffaterre. Text Production. New York: Columbia University Press,
1983, 12, emphasis in the original). In Gasparov’s reading, the “hidden” thing is not symbolic
meaning but a different material history of the text.
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This lyrical-evocative, non-mimetic quality reigns in part because of the heightened
emotion of these utterances, and the second person address throughout. However, it is also
because of the virtuosic metaphor usage employed. “U uyBcTBYyeT ropoJ CBOH JIepEeBSIHHBIE
pebpa...” The line is a tour de force in terms of figure. The primary visual meaning of “peGpo” is
anatomical (“rib,” denoting the bone of an animal or a person); the secondary, geometrical or
technical (“edge”); the tertiary, geological (“ridge”). While the geometrical or geological
definitions of the word may make the most rational sense in terms of a city’s attributes, the verb
“gyBctByeT” pulls us into the realm of the sensorial and the bodily, thus indicating a part of the
body so specific as to be either erotically intimate, or medically precise, or else grotesque. The
ancient city under attack has a body like a lover, or a patient, or a burnt sacrifice. The body is
made of wood, a material that unites natural life and human culture.!*® The image is arresting —
and squarely “lyrical.”!** That is, it accomplishes a significant amount of work, exploiting
polysemy and drawing on the dialectical relationship between the body’s feelings and the mind’s
ideation.!3?

Because the poem does not explain or describe its path into the myth, but instead begins
in medias res, we might consider “Za to, chto ia ruki tvoi” as though it were a dramatic
monologue. This lyric genre has a stronger and more complicated claim to fictionality, as well as
to the rules about the way that fiction works, than a standard lyric poem has; upon encountering

133 Mandelstam’s decision to forsake the stone of ancient culture here and build the city
presented in the poem out of wood instead is a significant one. Gasparov takes it up (“2Ot1o He
COTJIaCyeTCsl C TPAAUIIMOHHBIM (M B JAaHHOM CITydae MPaBUILHBIM) IPEACTaBICHUEM 00
aHTUYHOCTH KaK O BpeMeHH KaMeHHbIX KperocTel”’) and concludes that something must be
wrong with the poem on the level of textual inaccuracy or publication misprint, rather than
fantastic imaginativeness (perhaps even “myth-making’) on the part of the poet or poem
(Gasparov, 108). On the poetic importance of stone in particular for the Acmeists, Omry Ronen’s
famous 1971 essay “Leksicheskii povtor, podtekst i smysl” comments on the sonic relationship
between “akme” and “kamen’,” and serves as a seminal example of the “cipher-based”
interpretive impulse in Mandelstam scholarship (“Leksicheskii povtor, podtekst i smysl v poetike
Osipa Mandel’shtama,” in Omri Ronen, Poetika Osipa Mandel shtama. SPb: Giperion, 2002, 13-
42). With regard to the importance of wood in “Za to, chto” in particular, Kirill Taranovsky
argues that it is linked to the theme of dryness, opposing the other “key” [kliuchevoe] (!) word in
the poem, “blood” (Kirill Taranovskii, O poezii i poetike, lazyki russkoi kul’tury, Moskva, 2000,
45).

134 Remarkably “pe6pa” will thyme, two lines later, with “o6pas,” the name of this device.

135 Further, such a complex figure is entirely impossible to imagine in Homeric myth. There is, it
seems, only one instance of pathetic fallacy proper in all of Homeric epic, namely in Book 13 of
the Iliad, when the sea rejoices as Poseidon passes above it in his chariot — though weapons are
occasionally made animate in battle scenes (S. Burris, “Pathetic Fallacy,” in The Princeton
Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics, eds. Roland Greene, Stephen Cushman, Clare Cavanaugh,
Jahan Ramazani, and Paul Rouzer, Princeton: Princeton UP, 2012, 1009-1010). In general,
however, metaphors in Homer are so fixed, and are so commonly understood to serve purpose —
whether that purpose be informative or metrical-formulaic, depending on the school of classics
criticism — that Milman Parry, writing in 1933, was able to count the instances of metaphoric-
figurative language in the //iad, and classify them according to usage (Milman Parry, “The
Traditional Metaphor in Homer,” Classical Philology, Vol. 28, No. 1, Jan. 1933, 30-43).
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the work, the reader is expected to distinguish this claim from the more ritualistic genre
conventions that the poem participates in.!3¢ Thinking of the poem as oriented along a fiction-
ritual axis may help us negotiate and name the specific way the poem has of straddling an
overdetermined mythic fiction and a lyrical situation at once: the Horse plot setting, then, is
“fiction.” It has already been canonically established and ought to serve as an indicator of the
world in which the poem takes place and of which it is a mimetic representation. The city’s body
and feelings are “ritual.” They signify lyricity and help establish modes (both intellectually and
emotionally) of relating to the event of the poem itself: the stakes of the situation are raised
(cities have feelings!); the emotional tenor is heightened (the ribs produce an atmosphere of eros,
and of sacrifice).

However, the primary drama of the poem does not seem to be the drama of its wartime
setting. Rather, that setting provides the backdrop for the poem’s personal, emotional-
philosophical drama, whose moments are marked by questions, exclamations, and heightened
address (“why did I leave you!” “Will you return!” “Where is home?”). Further, the lyric is a
speech act not within an accepted and standardized fictional world with accepted and
standardized rules about the laws that govern it, but within a mythic setting, the ancient received
accounts of which already differ so vastly that it is not at all clear what counts as “canon.”3” (As
Claude Lévi-Strauss says, Freud’s account of the Oedipus complex is now part of our received

136 A less formal, more reader-centered method of conceiving of the genre distinction has been
formulated by Ralph Rader, who proposes that a poem may be considered a dramatic monologue
if “the reader must imagine the speaker as an outward presence, as we in our bodies register
others in their bodies, from the outside in,” whereas in the case of traditional lyric utterance “we
are imaginatively conflated with the speaker, understanding him from the inside out, seeing with
his eyes and speaking with his voice” (Ralph Rader, “Notes on Some Structural Varieties and
Variations in Dramatic ‘I’ Poems and Their Theoretical Implications,” in Victorian Poetry, Vol.
22, No. 2, Summer 1984, 103-120, quote from pg. 104). I find this “inside/outside” method of
distinction an appealing one with regards to Mandelstam’s Hellenic lyrics in particular because
of the ease with which readers have tended unconsciously to emulate the thought process
modeled by the poems, reading them in search of something. But as Jonathan Culler has put it
more recently: “In the dramatic monologue, in sum, the tension between the ritualistic and
fictional elements of the poem yields, by convention, a dissociation of levels: readers
unconsciously separate the act of communication by the fictional speaker in his or her situation
from the verse produced by the poet. The ritualistic frames the fictional, but as a separable
embedded level. In other lyrics, however, there is no reason to posit a fictional speaker
performing some real-world speech act separate from the poetic discourse that the verse
provides, and fictional elements are assimilated in other ways” (Culler, 275, emphasis mine).
Culler here draws heavily on Robert Langbaum’s 1957 The Poetry of Experience. Langbaum
uses a similar framework in distinguishing monologues from other kinds of lyric utterance,
though he calls it “situational.”

37 Our received Trojan horse myth actually comes primarily from Virgil, though of course we
associate it with Homer because of the horse’s key role in the unfolding of the Trojan War.
Indeed it is mentioned in the Odyssey, but the details — in our consciousness and in this poem —
are Augustan, post-oral.
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Oedipus myth.!*®) Nor are we in an established “situation” (i.e., “Pered zerkalom,” “Plovets,”
even “Osen’”), which might come with its own conventions, set up its own expectations, and
install its own rules: the poem is too emotionally erratic to “situate” it in a specific time or, for
that matter, location. In the words of myth scholar Guy Lanoue, “Myth continually switches
codes, while literature switches scenes and points of view within a unified armature of
psychologically or socially motivated action.”!*® Myth does not merely exist in another historical
moment or another imagined plane of existence. It is both of these but, crucially, it “is a system,
in the Bergsonian sense of the word, which man unfolds around himself, like a fan of phenomena
liberated from temporal dependence, commonly subordinated to an inner bond through the
human ‘I’”:140 that is, it is “unfolded” here for its capacity to wield explanatory power over a
conundrum, a problem that an individual or the collective cultural consciousness is struggling to
think through.

“Za to, chto ia ruki tvoi” is not, in other words, conjuring a conventional situation in
order to pose certain lyrical questions. Its posing those questions (is a return possible? ...to my
royal, inviolate home?) and its “unfolding” the myth of Troy are the same project. When “myth”
replaces the “fictional” pole of the “fiction-ritual” structure of a lyric poem, the poem’s
epistemological stakes are radically re-oriented, since myth already encompasses both ritual and,
understood loosely, a kind of fiction. Rather, the poem is in fact about that epistemological re-
orientation; we might say that it invites the kind of “cipher-based” reading so often performed by
its critics precisely because it lyrically dramatizes the experience of using mythology as an
archive or database for the kinds of questions the speaker in “Za to, chto” wants answered. It is a
dramatic monologue, in other words, but the speaker is not (as some scholars have posited)
Menelaus, lamenting the realtime loss of his wife Helen and hoping the sacking of Troy will

138 «_our [structuralist — CLB] method eliminates a problem which has been so far one of the

main obstacles to the progress of mythological studies, namely, the quest for the #rue version, or
the earlier one. On the contrary, we define the myth as consisting of all its versions [...] A
striking example is offered by the fact that our interpretation may take into account, and is
certainly applicable to, the Freudian use of the Oedipus myth. Although the Freudian problem
has ceased to be that of autochthony verses bisexual reproduction, it is still the problem of
understanding how one can be born from two: how is it that we do not have only one procreator,
but a mother plus a father? Therefore, not only Sophocles, but Freud himself, should be included
among the recorded versions of the Oedipus myth on a par with earlier or seemingly more
‘authentic’ versions” (Lévi-Strauss, 435, emphasis in the original).

139 This from Lanoue’s foreword to Eleazar Meletinsky’s 1976 Poetika mifa. Lanoue elucidates
the difference between myth’s negotiation of social reality and literature’s: “Myth, like literature,
is linked to the ‘symbolic,” ‘modeling’ and ‘classificatory’ language that people use to impose an
interpretive structure on the social, cosmological, material, and political aspects of everyday
life... Myth continually switches codes, while literature switches scenes and points of view
within a unified armature of psychologically or socially motivated action” (Eleazar Meletinsky,
The Poetics of Myth, trans. Guy Lanoue and Alexandre Sadetsky, Routledge, 2000, ix-x).

140'See Lévi-Strauss’s nearly identical description of myth: “On the one hand, a myth always
refers to events alleged to have taken place in time: before the world was created, or during its
first stages — anyway, long ago. But what gives the myth an operative value is that the specific
pattern described is everlasting; it explains the present and the past as well as the future” (Lévi-
Strauss, 430).
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yield her;'*! “Za to, chto™s speaker is better conceived of as a time-traveler, searching for a kind
of knowledge and hoping the myth will yield it.

The myth will, does, yield it. Like clockwork, the questions are posed in the second-to-
last stanza; once they are voiced, the poem is given resolution. Where is Troy? Cue the final
stanza; it arrives like an answer. Morning drops like a curtain over the stage of the poem.
Bergson’s fan folds resolutely shut. “Bessonnitsa” and “Zolotistogo meda struia” figured this
resolution with nightfall, homecoming, dream; “Za to, chto” offers an equally drowsy dawn, the
heavy body of an ox waking up in bed as if from the dream of the poem’s myth, sleepy and
surprised on the newly enlightened town square of the present. This final image is yet another
ouroboros-like figure for lyric’s emergence from myth. “U mennennslii eHb, Kak B COI0ME
npocHyBumiics Box”: the daybreak is like an ox, waking up to daybreak, ad infinitum.

Like “Bessonnitsa” and “Zolotistogo meda struia,” the lyric utterance that becomes “Za
to, chto” commences in the hopes of conducting an inquiry. It immediately establishes myth as
the realm which will yield a resolution and, slowly, the poem figures out how to ask exactly what
it wants to know. At the penultimate stanza, a set of questions is posed, and the lyric ends,
complete. The climax of the poem’s end thus formally delivers a resolution, an answer to the
inquiry at hand, the total articulation of the lyric from start to finish, the conscious integration of
lyrical question and mythic quest.

In “On the Nature of the Word,” the same essay featuring Bergson’s folded fan, Mandelstam
declared that Hellenism inheres in “any personal possession that joins part of the external world
to man.” “Hellenism means consciously surrounding man with utensils instead of indifferent
objects”; it is “the metamorphosis of these objects into the utensil,” the conscious rendering of
material and matter in useful, instrumental forms.'#? In addition to its domestic valence, that is,
Hellenism in Mandelstam’s conception is deeply technological: it is external to, rather than
inherent in, the self; and it relates to humanity purposively.

Let us understand this series of questing poems as performing this same work. They were
created from raw material (a received Homeric myth, a pogudka in the ears) to accomplish an
intellectual inquiry — the study of that very raw material, and the conditions under which poetry
may emerge from it. Like Mandelstam’s utensils, they bring part of the external, ancient, eternal
world home to the here and now of the lyric. And in so doing, their purpose is self-evident,
complete, integrative: their capacity to pose a question guarantees their right to a response.

141« 310 Menenaii, oH ymycTui cBoro Eneny, necsats et BoeBail, 4To0bl €€ BO3BPATHTh, HO

Ternepb, HAaKaHyHE PeIIaroIeii moOe/Ibl, BAPYT HOHSII, YTO €CJIU JIaKe OH CMOXET BO3BPATHUTh
Eneny To He cMOXET BO3BpATUTh €€ JIFOOBH, a TOr/ia 3a4eM OHa eMy, M 3a4eM ObLia Hy)KHa BCS
cokpyuuTenbHas BoitHa?” (Gasparov, 109).

142 SIMHU3M — 3TO TIEYHOM TOPIIOK, YXBAT, KPHIHKA C MOJIOKOM, 9TO — JOMAILIHSS YTBaph,
10CY/1a, BCEOKPYKEHHE Tella; JJUIMHU3M — 3TO TEIUIO 0Yara, OIlylaeMoe Kak CBSIICHHOE,
BCsiKasi COOCTBEHHOCTb, IIPUOOIIAONIAst YaCTh BHEITHETO MHUpPa K YEJIOBEKY... DJUTMHUZM — 3TO
CO3HATEJIBHOE OKPYKCHHUE YETIOBEKA YTBAPHIO BMECTO Oe3pa3IMYHbIX IPEIMETOB, IPEBPAILCHHE
3TUX MPEIMETOB B YTBAPh, OUEIOBEUYNBAaHUE OKpYyXatouiero Mupa (Mandel’shtam, 1:226).
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CHAPTER THREE

Stuck Together:
Joseph Brodsky’s Centaurs

Writing about the role of things and space in the philosophy of Brodsky’s late poetry, Yuri and
Mikhail Lotman observe that the most significant feature of a thing, for the poet, are the borders
of that thing — the edges of it, the part literally in between the middle of the thing and empty
space, which have more in common with each other than either has with the border.'** For
Brodsky, argue the Lotmans, the border of a thing is the clearest site of form’s marriage to
material and therefore it is where the essence of a thing gathers. It is also, therefore, the site of
the intersection of space and time: for the form of a thing is taken out of eternity and brought into
time when given earthly matter to shape.'#

As the Lotmans show, in Brodsky’s philosophico-poetics, the edge of a thing signifies a
kind of struggle between the thing itself and the pure space around it, which would like to
swallow it.!'*> However, in addition to conceiving of the edge as keeping its thing intact and safe
from the space around it (a dynamic which results in the thing being meaningful in itself), we
might take the Lotmans’ concept one step further, and locate in the edge of a thing its best
capacity for relational significance. At once part of the thing and outward-facing, the edge of a
thing is especially well situated for making meaning in relation to other things, particularly when
that meaning is based in spatial or sense-perceptible relation (as opposed to conceptual or
structural relation).

It is this capacity for spatial-relational significance that Brodsky explores in his 1988
lyrical cycle Centaurs [KentaBpsi]. The cycle’s titular image already makes an argument for a
certain relation between things, as well as a hierarchy for conceiving of their relation: two things
whose edges have come into such intense spatial contact as to merge conceptually into one
being.

In terms of image, the fusion (cnusaue) of two disparate beings into one is the central
motif of the cycle. Following the horse-human hybrids evoked by the title, the first poem
features a woman-sofa hybrid on a romantic date with a man-automobile hybrid. The second
poem features water and fish fused to produce an ichthyosaur. The third, more abstract, features
a crossbreed (momecs) of the past with the future, “us” fused with lovers, belief crossbred with
the stratosphere. The cycle’s final poem, most invested in the spatial metaphysics of language

143 “U3 mpumara hopMbl Haj MaTEpUeEl CIEyeT, B 4aCTHOCTH, YTO OCHOBHBIM NPH3HAKOM
BelllH CTAHOBSATCS €€ IPAHUIbI; PEaJbHOCTh BELIM — ITO JIbIPa, KOTOPYIO OHA MOCIIE ceOst
ocrapisieT B mpocTpancTBe” (Lotman, Turii, and Lotman, Mikhail. “Mezhdu veshch’iu 1 pustotoi
(Iz nabliudenii nad poetikoi sbornika Iosifa Brodskogo ‘Uraniia’).” In: Lotman, [u. M., O
poetakh i poezii: analiz poeticheskogo teksta. SPb, 1996, emphasis mine).

144 Lotman, 267.

145 ¢« B KOH()IMKTE MPOCTPAHCTBA U BELIM, BELb CTAHOBUTCS (MJIM KaXKIET CTAaTh) AKTUBHOM
CTOPOHOM: MPOCTPAHCTBO CTPEMHTCS BEIIb NOTJIOTUTD, BEIb — €r0 BHITECHUTH. Belib, 110
Bbpoxackomy, — apucToTeNneBCcKast SHTENEXHS: aKTyaIM3UpOBaHHas JopMa ILTIOC MaTepus’”
(Lotman, 268).

58



itself, features fusion on the level of the word: wartime tanks are fused with livestock to produce
mutant “moo-tanks” (Myy-tanku), before Brodsky’s speaker declares that everyone turns into
everyone else with help from the word “Bapyr,” imparting a temporal urgency to the strange
image of friends metamorphosing into each other, or more literally getting inside each other.

Fusion is so central to the cycle’s interrogation of space, time, and language, in fact, that
the “centaurs” of the title are better read as synecdoches for the merged figure they represent. It
is almost as though the cycle were called “Figures for fusion.” From this perspective the cycle is
not about centaurs (it is not about horse-human hybrids); it is about things participating in the
same basic figure that centaurs feature;, namely, the spatial fusion of two things into one integral
conceptual whole. So the centaurs of the title are a meta-figure: they are made to represent a
specific figure of speech, further examples of which follow in the poems themselves.

This meta-figurative quality of Brodsky’s centaurs — their readiness to stand for figure or for
poetic diction — is echoed in much writing, both scholarly and popular, about the poet. In an
obituary published in the /ndependent the year of Brodsky’s death, a fellow anglophone poet
opined: “But there's something centaur-like about the poetry (the centaur is a recurrent image of
his): shiningly intelligent up top, yet oddly clumping in diction and rhythm. He loves English not
wisely but too well, gorging on archaisms. Even when highly controlled, the language is
somehow all over the place.”!%¢ Less acerbic, the poet Lev Losev turned to the Centaurs cycle to
find a metaphor for Brodsky’s metaphors.

[lepenoc kauecTBa C OJHOrO Ha JApyroe — MeTadopa, MbIIUICHHE [0 aHAJIOTHH,
CIIMIIKOM PHCKOBAaHHO B pAaIlMOHAJILHOM MBIIUICHUH, HO SBJISIETCS OCHOBOM
XYyJO’)KECTBEHHOIO TBOpYecTBa. B mo3agHem TtBOpuecTBe bpoackuii uHOrna
IPOTECKHO OOHAaXXaeT 3Ty OCHOBY HCKYCCTBA — MBIIIJICHUE [0 AaHAJIOTHH:
HEKOTOPBIE JIS)KAHKU HA3bIBAIOTCS «CO(a» U HEKOTOPHIX KEeHITUH 30BYT «Coday,
y JIeKAaHKU €CTh HOXKKH M Y KEHIIUHBI OHH €CTb, «CTaJlo ObITH», coda u Coda —
OJIHO U TO XK€, «KEHTaBp».'4’

Brodsky’s centaur, then, is over-intelligible as a figure, its presence visibly indexing a lesson in
how poetic language works, how a poem is made or experienced.!*® It offers a visual for a mental

146 Morrison, Blake. “The Muse and Mortals.” The Independent, 24 November 1996.
<https://www.independent.co.uk/arts-entertainment/books/books-the-muse-and-mortals-
1354077 . html> Accessed December &, 2019.

147 Losev, Lev. losif Brodskii. Molodaia gvardiia, Moscow, 2006. “Transferring the quality of
one thing to another thing — that is, creating a metaphor, thinking by analogy — is something
formal logic will not risk. But it is the very foundation of art. In his late works Brodsky almost
grotesquely bares this basic artistic device, this thinking by analogy and association: some
couches are called sofas; some women are named Sofa; the couches have legs; the women have
legs — therefore sofa and Sofa merge into a kind of centaur” (Loseff, Lev, trans. Miller, Jane
Ann, Joseph Brodsky: A Literary Life, Yale UP, 2011, 20).

148 Tt also happens less explicitly, or less consciously: many scholars slip casually into using the
word “centaur” the way Brodsky does, i.e. as a figure-for-the-figure-of fusion. For instance,
Denis Akhapkin, writing about certain verb tense usage in Brodsky’s late work, writes: “B
npuBeneHHOM npumepe ‘future in the past’ u ‘present continuous’ BBICTYIIAIOT KaK HEKHE
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maneuver — specifically, I shall argue, the mental maneuver required to make meaningful the
phenomenon of two things coming into very close contact, so close they may become one thing.

The spatial and linguistic stakes of this drama of figure (proximity becoming contiguity
becoming continuity) are obvious; the temporal stakes perhaps less so. But as the Lotmans
remind us, the edge of a thing is where the infinity of its form meets the temporariness of its
matter.'* We conceive of this “merging” as happening in time — not the time of history and
biography but conceptual time, that is, the “time” of something coming conceptually prior to
something else; the time of our perceiving and then processing information to land on a result.
(The time of “proximity becoming contiguity becoming continuity.”) The time of the action
implied by the noun “fusion,” even if the object in question was always already fused.

Although Brodsky’s version of it is idiosyncratic, the standard literary-theoretical term
for this figure (two things in meaningful physical contiguity) is metonymy. In a recent
monograph devoted to metonymy, Sebastian Matzner has argued that the “contiguity principle”
constitutive of the device is best understood as lexical, rather than logical, contiguity.!>® The
device functions through lateral shifts which we imagine are spatial or imagistic but in fact,
Matzner argues, are semantic. Metonymy appears to happen in the spatial movement from (for
instance) sleeve to wrist to body proper (and so a shirt sleeve can be a metonym for a person) but
in fact happens in the mental movement from one paradigmatic element to another.

This insistence on the semantic nature of the device foregrounds the conceptual nature of
its temporality — foregrounds, to speak plainly, the fact that metonymy does not reside in the
contiguity of two things but instead in their capacity to make meaning via that contiguity. The
centaur (or “fusion”) is an uncommon example of metonymys; it is one that lays bare the
workings of the device by emphasizing in awkward visual terms exactly how it works. It thus
becomes a visual story about metonymy instead of a metonym. We arrest the lateral shift (the
time of thought) in action; the visual result is an impossible mythical beast.

The “impossible” or fantastic status of the centaur borne as the result of arresting metonymy
mid-action is notable. It announces the presence not just of a figure but a meta-figure; the
centaur’s mythicity is a major source of its clearly being about something. This is in part
because, unreal, it must mean something; while on the other hand, the centaur’s fantasticity
playfully contrasts with metonymy’s well-documented reliance on the real. As Pajari Résénen
has observed,

....despite the certain arbitrariness and contingency that often characterizes the
connection by contiguity (or coincidence), the metonymic associations are still
relations of ‘dependency’ and ‘inclusion,’ since their relation is established within,

«KEHTaBpbI», coyeTaromne B cede ameMenTsl AByx BpeMen” (Akhapkin, Denis. “losif Brodskii:
Glagoly,” in Poetika losifa Brodskogo, Tverskoi gosudarstvennyi institut: 2003, 28-38).

149 “Marepust, U3 KOTOPOU COCTOAT BEIH, — KOHEYHA U BPEMEHHA; (popMa Bely — OECKOHEUHA U
abcomorna” (Lotman, 267).

150 «At the heart of this book lies the aim of providing a more precise understanding of the
contiguity principle as the key characteristic of metonymy, which, I propose, should be
understood as lexical — not logical — contiguity... metonymy is best understood as a lateral shift
within the terminology of one semantic field” (Matzner, Sebastian. Rethinking Metonymy:
Literary Theory and Poetic Practice from Pindar to Jakobson. Oxford UP, 2016, 8. emphasis
mine).
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or in regard of, some specific temporal, spatial, material or conceptual continuum
between, for instance, matter and form, form and content, part and whole, cause
and effect, and so on."!

Metonymy has often been pitted against other figures, such as metaphor, in these terms: while
metaphor may violate the laws of reality, metonymy arises from the chance encounter of two
entities in space and time.!>? Brodsky’s centaurs may be said to emerge from a too-intense
engagement with the metonymic continuum described by Rasdnen — specifically, an engagement
with both the amount and the kinds of time it takes to traverse it.

In order to tease out the way that conceptual temporality is encoded in the spatial poetics of
the figure of the centaur, I would like to consider a study published by psychologist Harvey Nash
in 1984. The article offers a “psychological perspective” on the origin of the Greek myth of the
centaur. Hoping to ascertain where the centaur myth comes from, Nash describes a series of
experiments performed on children aged 3-5 years, and then again on adults. In the experiments,
the subjects were shown images of human-animal hybrids taken from both eastern and western
mythological sources and asked to name them. “Whereas the children were allowed an unhurried
look at the figures, the adult subjects viewed the stimuli tachistoscopically; i.e., they were
permitted only the briefest glimpse (1/125 second) of each stimulus.”!> Nash’s report continues:

Not knowing the actual names of the hybrids, the preschool children improvised.
The younger preschoolers typically gave one-word single-species responses, e.g.,
calling the centaur a “horse.” The older preschoolers, by contrast, typically gave
more complex responses which implicitly or explicitly acknowledged both the
human and the animal features of a hybrid. While occasionally calling hybrids by
familiar therianthropic hybrid names (e.g., “angel,” “mermaid”), the older
preschoolers more frequently referred to the hybrids by specially-formulated
combination names (e.g., calling the centaur a “man-horse”). ...Some others split
the centaur into its human and equine components, regenerating each component
into a distinct and apparently complete single-species creature, e.g., “he’s next to a
horse.” Occasional preschoolers attempted to establish a relationship other than
mere proximity between the human and the horse into which they had transformed
the centaur, e.g., “man on a horse,” “lady on a horse.”

The “man on a horse” response suggests that man and horse are acting on
one another, that special muscular tensions have been induced in the two contiguous

151 Résdnen, Pajari. Counter-figures. An Essay on Anti-Metaphoric Resistance. Dissertation.
University of Helsinki Printing House, 2007, 84.

152 Albert Henry observes on this point: “Dans une certaine mesure, la métaphore fait toujours
violence au réel. Par le fait méme, elle est plus exposée que la métonymie a la fantasie gratuite et
méme a 1’¢élucubration.

La métonymie procede de 1’observation objective : elle découvre et traduit un lien qui est
dans nos représentations des choses. Elle trouve un garde-fou et une justification dans 1’évidence
du monde extérieur ou dans des rapports conceptuels acceptés” (Albert Henry, Métonymie et
métaphore (Paris: Klinksieck, 1971), p. 64).

153 Nash, Harvey, “The Centaur’s Origin: A Psychological Perspective,” The Classical World,
vol. 77, no. 5, 273-291, quote on 279.
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creatures as a consequence of their interrelation. ...The relationship between human
and mount was even more intimate in such responses as “man riding a horse.” For
here, human and mount were involved in a dynamic and perhaps complex
partnership: the horse being active and presumably tolerant of its human companion
or burden, and the rider being sufficiently active to maintain his or her balance atop
the horse, and perhaps also to exercise some control over the horse.!>*

There are two striking assumptions made by the psychologists who ran these experiments; both
are instructive. Firstly, the aim of the study was, explicitly, to discover the psychological origin
of a certain mythical figure; in order to do this, the psychologists studied a) children and b)
adults with temporally limited perception. The decision to interview children in order to learn
something about early human culture is influenced by the notion, no longer fashionable, that
microgenesis parallels ontogenesis, wherein a child’s perceptive and nominative capabilities
stand in for those of primitive human culture as such. The notion is based in the collapsing,
whether accidental or deliberate, of historical time and conceptual time: that is, it understands the
development of a person’s cognitive abilities to unfold in time, just as civilizations may be said
to develop in time. The decision to interview adults after tachistoscopic stimuli, that is, after
induced brevity of perception, suggests that something cognitive that happens almost
instantaneously in adults can be observed as a process in children — and that this instantaneous
cognitive process can be captured and analyzed via analogy with its more drawn-out childhood
counterpart. Indeed, this decision indexes an understanding that the workings of the centaur trope
are essentially temporal: we may speak of the conceptual movement of two bodies towards each
other and their subsequent merging into one body as “having happened” in time — thus, we may
also speak of it “happening.” The study implicitly argues that we may capture this process by
registering it in foreshortened adult perception, replay it slowly by experimenting with children’s
minds, and thus effectively witness a conceptual moment in early history: the birth of the
centaur.

Another assumption made here is that the thought process involved in seeing a centaur
and understanding a man on a horse, as the children do, is analogous to the thought process
involved in seeing a man on a horse and understanding a centaur, as Nash goes on to claim the
ancient Greeks did — a claim fortified by the experiments described. The assumption here is that
disparate contiguous parts can mentally come together to form continuous wholes as easily as
continuous wholes can be mentally broken down into disparate contiguous parts.

Beyond these assumptions, the study also contains a remarkable analysis of the figure
represented by the centaur, and the way it engages with and models human perception,
knowledge, and interpretation. This analysis lies in Nash’s evaluation of the children’s responses
(paragraph two of the block quote). Again:

The “man on a horse” response suggests that man and horse are acting on one
another, that special muscular tensions have been induced in the two contiguous
creatures as a consequence of their interrelation. ...The relationship between
human and mount was even more intimate in such responses as “man riding a
horse.” For here, human and mount were involved in a dynamic and perhaps
complex partnership: the horse being active and presumably tolerant of its

154 Nash, 278-279.
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human companion or burden, and the rider being sufficiently active to maintain
his or her balance atop the horse, and perhaps also to exercise some control
over the horse.

Whether or not it is reasonable to assume that preschool children aged three to five years have
any notion of horseback riding as an activity that involves both horse and rider doing such
specific things with each other both bodily and psychologically, Nash has very effectively and
tellingly unpacked horseback riding’s ontology. He describes it as an “intimate,” mutually
“dynamic” physical relationship between “two contiguous creatures” involved in a kind of power
play. The language he uses is extremely erotically charged. The idea we arrive at is that a
centaur, the mythic composite of human and horse, is just one conceptual step away from a
human and a horse not only touching, but involved with each other at the level of muscles
flexing and productively controlling each other’s bodies. A human and horse so intimately
involved with each other, that is, that their relation is hard to describe without recourse to the
language of sexual intercourse.

Nash intends to offer a “psychological” origin story for the centaur, but has tapped into
something profound: the mythological origin stories attested to in early accounts are all stories of
rapes — either horse-human rapes or else rapes of humans by gods in equine form.!>*> The
twentieth-century cultural anthropological explanations of the centaur’s origin also tend to be
sexualizing, suggesting that for the ancients, the centaur represented animal desires in human

155 Classicist Ryan Platte offers a survey of erotic centaur mythopoetics in his recent study of the
equine poetics of antiquity: “As in the case of the IE horse the association between centaurs and
sexuality is very common, but in the case of the centaurs that sex is almost always violent. The
most famous example stems from the myth of Nessos attempting to rape Deianeira, depicted by
the Nessos Painter, in Sophocles’ Trachiniai, and elsewhere. Nessos not only attempted to rape
Deianeira but then convinced her that a mixture of his blood and semen would serve as a love
charm to secure the affections of Heracles, which it did not. A connection between centaurs,
sexual assault, and semen is also demonstrated by Nonnos, who incorporates this motif into his
depiction of horned centaurs sprung from the semen of Zeus....

Even the story of the centaurs’ creation links the figures essentially with extreme and
inappropriate sexual impulse. Pindar’s Pythian 11 tells of how Ixion was brought by Zeus to
Olympus, where it was discovered that Ixion intended to have sex with Hera. Zeus was in
disbelief, so tested Ixion by fashioning an eidolon, or copy, of Hera, like that fashioned of Helen,
and Ixion did indeed have sex with it. From this union was born a man named Kentauros, who
had sex with the mares around Mount Pelion, and from them the race of the centaurs was born.
For his act Ixion was punished by being tied eternally to a spinning chariot wheel. Since chariot
wheels spin due to the force of horses this form of punishment is ironic. The eternally spinning
wheel reflects unchecked equine force because Ixion’s own sexual impulses were incontrollable,
and the eventual and logical product of that sexual impulse was the race of the centaurs. The
centaurs’ very essence is linked to a sexual impulse associated with horses, but the centaurs’
expression of it is uniquely violent and transgressive” (Platte, Ryan. 2017. Equine Poetics.
Hellenic Studies Series 74. Washington, DC: Center for Hellenic Studies.
http://nrs.harvard.edu/urn-3:hul.ebook:CHS PlatteR.Equine Poetics.2017. Accessed June 13,
2020. Quote from “Appendix: Centaurs”).
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form, or sexual savagery combined with rationalism.!>® The sexual element is strongly present in
myriad angles on the centaur, whether abstract and allegorical (“this looks like it represents lust
combined with intellect”) or literal and material (“this looks like the offspring of a horse and a
human”; “this is a human and a horse so intensely physically involved with each other that their
two bodies have been mistaken for one fused body”).

Mythologically speaking, the idea that erotic desire is the bridge between contiguity and
continuity is not limited to the centaur myth. Theorizing the origin of eros, Aristophanes’ famous
speech in Plato’s Symposium hypothesizes that in our earlier forms, humans were two bodies
fused together into one double whole. On an angry whim, Zeus sliced those wholes in half and
eros was born of the split; now humans are condemned to roam the earth in search of our “other
half,” hoping to fuse again into our originary forms.!>” Much like Nash’s description of
horseback riding, this myth describes sex as an explicit attempt to forge one whole of two
disparate parts — and, as in the case of the centaur, the visual result is an unreal and grotesque
mythical beast.

More abstractly, Claude Lévi-Strauss describes the Oedipus myth as an ancient attempt to
work through a similar problem, of parts and people bodily and conceptually fusing and
separating to make discrete wholes. In defense of the modern, Freudian version of the Oedipus
myth, he writes: “Although the Freudian problem has ceased to be that of autochthony versus
bisexual reproduction, it is still the problem of how one can be born from two; how is it that we
do not have only one procreator, but a mother plus a father?”!*® This “problem” may be
understood in Aristotelian terms as a confusion of the efficient cause (parents make children)
with the formal cause (“one” is formally distinct from “two’’). Brodsky’s centaurs nearly parody
this confusion; in “Kentavry I’ the forces holding his hybrids’ disparate parts together are
explained on the one hand by the demands of the figure (formal cause), on the other by desire
(efficient cause).!>®

156 Comparative mythologist Georges Dumézil writes in a 1921 study called Le Probléme des
Centaures of the nature-culture duality represented by centaurs and other hybrids across
mythologies; drawing on him, classicist G. S. Kirk writes, “First of all the Centaurs themselves,
in that they were half horse, symbolized both the wild aspect of nature (for horses are shaggy,
swift, sometimes difficult to control, and obviously potent in a sexual sense) and its more benign
side (for they are also friendly to men, impressive and dignified in appearance, contemplative in
their glance, and a mark of social standing). That is in their horse-aspect, but they are half men as
well, and so the coexistence of nature and culture becomes all the more striking” (Kirk, G.S.,
Myth: Its Meaning and Functions in Ancient and Other Cultures, University of California Press,
1973, 160). More immediately, recall Blake Morrison’s words in his obituary of Brodsky, which
also rely on this conceptual duality. As Morrison has it, Brodsky’s poetry is explicitly centaur-
like, “shiningly intelligent up top, yet oddly clumping in diction and rhythm.”

157 Plato, Symposium, 191d.

158 T évi-Strauss, Claude, “The Structural Study of Myth,” The Journal of American Folklore 68,
Oct-Dec 1955, 435.

159 For a more detailed reading of the “forces™ holding Brodsky’s centaurs together, and a
consideration of the relation between erotic desire and poetic figure in those forces, see
Brickman, Caroline Lemak, “A Study in Upholstery,” in “The Stuff of Figure, Now,” Post45:
Contemporaries October 2019. < http://post45.org/2019/10/a-study-in-upholstery/> Accessed
July 51 2020.
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Finally, the erotics of Brodsky’s use of domestic object imagery — particularly in
connection with myth — has been commented on by multiple scholars. Writing in 2001, Irina
Kovaleva coined the term “mythology of furniture” [Mudonorus me6enu] to index Brodsky’s
semi-frequent recourse to furniture imagery when engaging with mythological tropes — a trope
with its roots in Odysseus and Penelope’s marital bed.'®® Closer to home, David MacFadyen
locates Brodsky’s shared living space with his parents as the site of the centaur poems, noting
that their tiny apartment “was dominated by outsized furniture; two ten-foot-high chests and an
equally ornate bed.”!¢!

I have discussed the Nash analysis at such length because it presents clearly the three
constitutive elements of Brodsky’s complex centaur figure, and so it will function as a key to
interpretation as we turn to the poems. Those three elements are 1) the conceptually temporal
basis of a visually spatial figure, 2) the fusing of parts into wholes and the splitting of wholes
into parts, and 3) the erotic dynamic between contiguity (metonymy) and continuity (fusion).
From the perspective of the structure of the lyrics, these elements describe the work of the figure
in the poems. From the perspective of the myth, these elements describe the conceptual birth of
the figure of metonymy, an origin story that plays out formally and thematically in the cycle.

«JTa CKJIOHHOCTH MbIIINBI K MeOean»: Kentavry I

The first poem imagines a romantic rendez-vous between two hybrid creatures who are
composed partly of humans and partly of domestic objects.!®? Already on the level of plot it thus
posits a relationship between the fusion of disparate parts into continuous wholes (the hybrid
creatures) and the role of erotic desire in drawing two beings into contact (their date).

Kenraspsi |

HanonoBuny kpacaBuiia, HarojnoBUHY coda', B mpocropeusu — Co'da,
10 BeYepam orjamas yJiauily, Yb1 OKHA OTYACTH JIMILIA,

CTYKOM IIeCTH KabJIyKoB (B KOHIIE KOHIIOB, KaTtacTpoga —

TO, B PE3yJIbTATE YETr0 TPYAHO HE U3MEHHUTHCH),

OHa CIICLINT Ha cBUJaHME. JIF0OOBb COCTOUT M3 TIOJI,

B0OJIOCA, KPOBH, MPYKHH, BAJINKA, CUACThS, POJIOB.

Ha nBe Tpetu Mmy»kuuHa, Ha OJHY JierkoBast — My —

BCTPEYAET €€ PhIYaHUEM XOJOCTHIX 000POTOB

160 Kovaleva, Irina. “Odissei i Nikto: Ob odnom antichnom motive v poezii I. Brodskogo,”
Staroe literaturnoe obozrenie, 2001, 2(278).

161 MacFadyen, David. Joseph Brodsky and the Baroque. 146.

162 Working from a Digital Humanities perspective, Ingrid Nordgaard demonstrates that
mythological “hybrids” (i.e. centaurs, angels, sphinxes, minotaurs) make up a large portion of
Brodsky’s animalia (Nordgaard, Ingrid. “Brodsky’s Beasts from Eternal Butterflies to
Contemporary Centaurs: The Digital Brodsky Animal Timeline,” published on the Digital
Humanities Lab / Russian and East European Studies Platform <http://dhrees.yale.edu/dhrees-
project/avante-gardes-and-emigres/brodsky-lab-projects/brodskys-beasts/>, accessed June 27,
2019).
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¥ yBJIEKAeT B Teatp. B ka10M Oeape ¢ IeNeHOK

CHJIAT 5T CKJIOHHOCTh MBIIIIEI K MEOEIIH, K BBIKpyTacam

KPacHOro JEpeBa, K MIKaIly, Y YbHX (PUIICHOK,

B CBOIO 0Y€pE/Ib, CKIOHHOCTh K TPEM YETBEPTAM, K aH(pacam

C OTIEYaTKAaMH HaJIbIEB. YBIEKACT B TEATp, TE, COPATABIIUCH B IATHIA YIOJL,
Hae3kas BIOTbMAax JAPYyT Ha JPYXKKy, Mecs KoJecoM (aHepy,

OHHM HACIIAXKJAIOTCA B MAy3aX JPaMoOi U3 KM3HH KyKOJL,

4yeM MBI ¥ ObLIM, COOCTBEHHO, B Haly 3py. '

Syntactically, the poem consists of five sentences. The sentences follow a pattern. First comes a
sentence establishing character (Sofa), setting (her domestic space),!%* and moving the plot along
(she’s rushing to a date). Second comes a philosophical statement explaining the laws of the
world in concrete detail (love consists of parts). This is repeated: the poem’s third sentence
establishes character (Mulya), setting (outside Sofa’s place), and moves the plot along (Sofa and
Mulya go to the theater). Fourth comes another philosophical sentence explaining the laws of the
world in concrete detail (body parts yearn for furniture parts and furniture parts yearn for body
parts). Last comes yet another sentence establishing setting (the theater), moving the plot along
(Sofa and Mulya hook up and watch a puppet show); it finishes by establishing character (the
speaker, in first-person-plural form). Narrative-description-narrative-description-narrative.

There are three characters that emerge during the sentences of the poem invested in
establishing character: Sofa, Mulya, and the speaker. All are part-part fusions of some sort: Sofa
is part beautiful [woman], part couch; Mulya is part man, part automobile; the speaker is plural

163 All translations my own unless otherwise indicated. “Half beautiful woman, half sofa, in the
vernacular — Sofa, / in the evenings filling the streets whose windows are partly faces / with the
clop of six heels (after all, a catastrophe / is something as the result of which it’s hard not to
change) / she’s hurrying to a date. / Love consists of tulle, / hair, blood, springs, a bolster,
happiness, childbirth. / Two-thirds man, one [third] sedan — Mulya — / meets her with the roar of
an idling engine / and draws her to the theater. In every thigh since diapers / sits this inclination
of muscle for furniture, for the quirks / of mahogany, for cabinetry whose panels, / in turn,
harbor an inclination for now three-quarters, now en face profiles / with fingerprints. Draws her
to the theater where, hidden in the fifth corner, / running each other over in the dark, kneading
plywood with wheel, / they intermittently enjoy a drama from the life of puppets, / which is what
we were, in fact, in our era.”

164 The poem does not state this outright but it seems that the first scene takes place inside Sofa’s
room. Mulya greets Sofa with a roar of his engine and takes her to the theater, which strongly
suggests that he picks her up at her place. (When we first meet him, he is stationary; his engine is
idle; he has been waiting for her for a while.) The feeling of the poem opening within Sofa’s
domestic space is enhanced by the fact that she is part domestic object herself — couches are
found inside rooms, not outside them — and the “love consists” line, some of whose components
(tulle, hair) contribute to the image of a young woman getting ready for a date. In this sense the
centaurs’ bodies are also metonyms for certain kinds of space: she, private, domestic; he, public,
outside; their togetherness, something like the communal space of solitude represented by the
dark theater.
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(perhaps implying the reader’s complicity).'® In those “narrative” sentences, the settings are also
established in the language of “parts”: the windows in Sofa’s neighborhood are “partly”
[otuactu] faces; the centaurs make out in the theater’s “fifth corner” (suggesting an awkwardly-
shaped space consisting of numbered parts, much as Sofa is “nanonouny” couch and Mulya is
“two-thirds” a human man).!%® Finally, at the poem’s end, the language of the characters’ actions
also participates in this part-part terminology: Sofa and Mulya’s attentions are partially engaged
with each other, partially engaged by the entertainment playing out before them (“nae3zxas
BIIOTbMAX JPYT Ha IPYKKY, Mecsl KojiecoM (haHepy, / OHM HaCJIaXIal0TCs B May3ax JIpaMoii”).
Poetic diction is made to conform to and confirm the uncanny images of fusion presented in
these sentences: Sofa’s name represents the animation and personhood of an inanimate object;
the roar of Mulya’s idling engine [pbryanue XoJ10cTbIx 000poToB] inscribes his bachelor status
into the car’s machinery.!¢’

The two sentences describing the laws of the poem’s world also deal with parts, for the
laws of the poem’s world are based in the relation of parts to each other. The poem is a love
story and the first descriptive sentence tells us how love works. It works by consisting in
extremely disparate parts brought together to make it up. The parts of love are so varied and
specific as to verge on the humorous or even grotesque.'®® The poem needs the specificity,
though, because metonymy can only take root in the real and the local. These specifics also lend
themselves to visualization, anchoring the reader as she progresses through the poem. But then
the highly visual nature of words like Bonoca, kpoBs, npyxunsl, and Banuk makes the
impossibility of visually reconciling them at all — much less into something called love — all the
more jarring. A reader might have pictured, haltingly but successfully, the hybrid creature Sofa,
guided by the poem through the perceptible clop of her six heels; this work of envisioning
becomes far more daunting once we are told how Sofa is made. This sentence thus forces the
reader to experience firsthand the process of the poem, which works to lay bare the mechanics of
bringing together in space separate things and merging them to forge one concept — and exposes
those mechanics, blood and springs and messy childbirth and all.

The second philosophical-descriptive sentence (fourth in the poem) picks up where the
first one left off, moving from childbirth to diapers. These two sentences are uttered in a more
impersonal tone than the focused “narrative” ones, and do not seem to tell a story (as the 1%, 3,
and 5" sentences empirically do); they describe how things are instead of what’s happening
specifically. But, in fact, these sentences tell a different kind of story: an origin story, from
childbirth to diapers, of the poem’s laws of figure.

165 Indeed, David MacFadyen argues that, given the context of person-thing metamorphosis, the
sudden intrusion of the speaker in plural form effectively morphs the reader from agent to
“patient,” thus breaking the fourth wall and catching us in the same dynamic that Sofa and
Mulya participate in (MacFadyen, 146).

166 Tn the English version of this poem, translated by Brodsky and published the same year, the
mahogany armoires of lines 11-12 feature “two-thirds, full-face, profiles” (Brodsky, Joseph. So
Forth. FSG, 1996, 27).

167 In her useful reading of this poem, Alexandra Berlina comments on Brodsky’s missed
opportunity to thyme or pun on my>xxunna / mammmna (Berlina, Alexandra. Brodsky Translating
Brodsky: Poetry in Self-Translation. Bloomsbury, 2014, 129).

168 Indeed, Lev Losev reads this cycle as essentially humorous: “KOMOp 1OMHHHDPYET B TAKHX
CTUXOTBOpeHMsIX, Kak «KentaBpe»” (Losev, 198).
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...B xaxsioM Genpe ¢ meaeHok
CHJIUT 3Ta CKJIIOHHOCTH MBIIIIBI K MEOEIH, K BEIKpyTacamM
KPacHOT'O JIepeBa, K IIKaIly, Y YbUX (PHICHOK,
B CBOIO O4epe/lb, CKIIOHHOCTB K TPEM YETBEPTSIM, K aH]acam
C OTIeYaTKamu nanbues.'®

Like the “love consists” line, this sentence is so based in visual detail as to be nearly impossible
to visualize. But the stakes of the poem skyrocket in this sentence. We move from a young
woman late for a date, a happy [“cuactbe”] description of love’s contents, and an eligible young
man to meet her, to an earnest description of the poem’s metaphysical circumstances. These
circumstances are laid at the reader’s feet. There is a shift in the tone of the poem’s difficulty,
hitherto light and coy, now urgent and expository. Certain words are emphasized; articles and
quantifiers are brought in to introduce body parts and feelings, nouns which had previously
floated indiscriminately in lists (“B kaxmom Genpe ¢ neaeHoK / CUAUT 3Ta CKIIOHHOCTH MBIIIIIIBI
K Mebenu”).

The stakes of the poem are very high, now, because the poem is now conscious that it is
no longer about Sofa and Mulya alone. With the intensity of exposition that emerges in the
poem’s above-quoted fourth sentence comes the internal realization that the lyric is metapoetic —
an understanding that it will make explicit in its fifth and final sentence, as Sofa and Mulya
watch a puppet show representing “us.” For now, though, the poem is committed to making clear
the laws that govern it. Every thigh since infancy harbors this craving of muscles for furniture. In
every body part since the dawn of consciousness the desire to join with some other strange part
has reigned, and the desire is reciprocated. The word “every” (B ka:xkmom 6enpe) de-specifies the
thighs and shows the universality of the law; the word “this” (“3Ta CKIIOHHOCTb MBIIIIIBI K
mebenn”) shows that the law of attraction is what is specific, not the muscles and the furniture.
The specificity of the parts in the sentence is for erotic effect and to show the importance of
reality and locality for the poetic figure at hand. That is, they could be any parts, but they could
not seem to be “any parts”; their specificity as a quality they have is more important than what
they specifically are. They must be articulated not because the muscles and mahogany paneling
and fingerprints matter to the device but because the device needs to marry muscles and
mahogany paneling and fingerprints to reveal itself.

The fourth sentence therefore prepares us to read the only instance of perfect (not meta,
not awkward) metonymy in the poem, which comes in sentence five and which — unlike the other
instances, which are strange and forced and which call attention to themselves as figures — might
almost pass unnoticed, were it not for the education of the first four sentences. The fifth sentence
is as follows, metonymy bolded:

VYBiiekaer B TeaTp, A€, CIPATABIINCH B IIATHIA yIOJI,
Hae3Kasi BIOTbMax JIpyr Ha JPYXKKY, Mecsl KojiecoM (aunepy,
OHM HACJIAXKJAIOTCA B Iay3ax IpaMOu U3 )KU3HU KyKOII,

169 In every thigh since diapers / sits this inclination of muscle for furniture, for the quirks / of
mahogany, for cabinetry whose panels, / in turn, harbor an inclination for now three-quarters,
now en face profiles / with fingerprints.
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4eM MBI ¥ ObLIM, COOCTBEHHO, B Hamy 3py.!"°

On the one hand, this is standard metonymy: we’ve been taught to understand the wheel and the
plywood as body parts; especially given the context of Sofa and Mulya’s date, it is basically
impossible not to read this clause as light sexual activity, some furniture-centaur equivalent of
what young humans do with each other on a date at the movies. In this reading, the wheel is a
part that represents a whole agent (Mulya); the plywood is a part that represents a whole agent
(Sofa); we understand the acting of one part on another part to represent the acting of one agent
on another, which is why I have previously referred to this moment in the poem as their
“hooking up,” “making out,” etc., even though no such exact thing has transpired. The human
parts of the centaurs have successfully merged with their inanimate parts; the objects stand
seamlessly for their humanity.

Like the centaurs of Greek antiquity, which combined symbolically (lust plus intellect) as
well as physically (equine-human sexual relations), so too do Sofa and Mulya combine both
symbolically and physically with their object components. In these lines, the objects stand so
seamlessly for Sofa and Mulya’s humanity in part because they’ve been successfully spatially
merged and in part because of the ease with which those objects — couches, cars — symbolize the
very human petty bourgeois aspirations of late Soviet culture. Fusing their bodies with
commodities illuminates another element of the centaurs’ “personhood”: their desires for each
other and their desire as consumers are literally fused as well. Inasmuch as the narrative of this
lyric has a temporal orientation, it is oriented towards the short-term future, where the centaurs
have a clear-cut role to play in the “puppet-show” drama of production and reproduction.

On the other hand, this clause also shows the literal fusing — the mixing — of one part with
another. Since the parts at hand are a car wheel and a piece of plywood, this is not physically
possible, and is therefore either strange all over again (on the level of concept: how can two
things come so close as to form one thing?) or else simply violent (if we do not let them merge
conceptually, and keep trying to make them merge spatially). That we have read it as standard
metonymy, as two weird centaurs fooling around in a movie theater, only goes to show that the
figure is not awkward and it is not strange unless it is arrested mid-action or its history
explicated; in the space of fourteen lines, even a wheel trying to fuse with a piece of plywood
can come to be read as “natural.”

«CIuKoM peajbHbl, CJIMIIKOM cTepeockonu4HbDy: Kentavry 11

The cycle’s second poem extends and builds on the work of the first, continuing to consider the
laws of metonymic fusion. “Kentavry II” is primarily invested in two figure-based problems. The
first is the problem of the merging of diffuse elements of space (rather than bodies); space is not
comprised of bodies or things with edges, so it is more difficult for it to represent fusion. The
second problem is the corollary to the figure of fusion (two things coming close, then touching,
then merging): the dissolution of wholes into constituent parts. In order to address each problem,
the poem considers objects and space in terms of perspective and temporality, thus extending its

170 Draws her to the theater where, hidden in the fifth corner, / running each other over in the
dark, kneading plywood with wheel, / they intermittently enjoy a drama from the life of
puppets, / which is what we were, in fact, in our era.
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lyrical inquiry into contiguity and continuity further, into the realms of human perception and of
time.

Kenraspsi 11

Onu BeIOETAIOT U3 OyAyIIEero U, MPOKPUYAB “HampacHo!”,
TOTYAC B HETO BO3BPAILIAIOTCS; BB CIBIIIMTE UX YCUETKY.
Ha Betky cansTcst nTuisl, OOJbIINeE, YeM NMPOCTPAHCTBO,
B HUX — HU I1epa, HY ITyXa, a TOJBKO K YepTY, K YepTy.
['opu3oHTaIBHOE MOpPE, KPALICHHOE 3aKaTOM.

3UMHMI Beuep, yCTaB OT €ro 3a0YHOU

CHHEBBI, IOUT'PHIBACT, KaK aTOM

HaKaHyHe pacraja 1 Mmpod., [ernouKoi

OT 4acoB. Teilo cropesien Clu4Ky,

rojas crarys, 0e3/ro/1Hasi TaHIILIONA/IKa

CJIMIIKOM PEAJIbHBI, CIIUIIKOM CTEPEOCKOIMMYHBI,
MOTOMY YTO UM OOJIbIlI€ HE BO UTO MPEBPAIATHCS.
TonbKO IIIOCKUE BEIIH, KaK TO: BOAA U pbIda,
CIIMBIINCH, B CUJIaX CO BpPEMEHEM J]aTh BaM MXTHO3aBpa.
JU1si BOSHMKILIETO B pe3yJIbTaTe B3pbIBa

npoduist He CYIECTBYET 3aBTpa.!’!

In terms of space, “Kentavry I” had focused primarily on the bodies of human-object hybrids,
which presented a particularly high concentration of meaning. It stands to reason: the lyrical
cycle is about things merging; bodies are a site of especial psychological significance and density
of matter, and their capacity for penetration by other bodies is an especially meaningful version
of the Lotmans’ theory that the edge of a thing is its most significant feature. Staying with the
relational laws established by the first poem, “Kentavry II” zooms out now in a kind of
panorama. This poem is still comprised of parts relating to each other at some point in the
process of fusion, yet the parts are now not bodies but diffuse elements of space. Our setting is
no longer a cluttered domestic-urban space but a horizontal seascape, “painted with sunset.” The
diffuse horizon is still trying to represent the fusion of spaces across a line, but this is difficult:
things may fuse but space is not a thing; it has no clear edge.

This is the problem of “Kentavry II.” Can empty space participate in the same part-part
relation that bodies and things did in “Kentavry I? The poem tries to solve this problem in a
variety of ways. It begins by turning the usual thing-in-space dynamic inside out to produce a
space-in-thing image. “Ha BeTky cagsaTcs NTHUIBI, OOJIbIINE, YEM TPOCTPAHCTBO, / B HUX — HU

7' They come running out of the future, and, having cried “in vain!” / immediately return to it;
you hear their tapdance. / On a branch land birds larger than space, / within them — neither
feather nor fluff, but only ‘to the devil, to the devil.” / Horizontal sea painted with sunset. /
Winter evening, tired of its absentee / blueness, plays like an atom / on the eve of its splitting,
etc., with the chain / of a watch. The body of a burnt match, / the naked statue, the empty
dancefloor / are too real, too stereoscopic, / for there’s nothing more for them to turn into. / Only
flat things, for instance: water and fish, / fused, are able in due time to give you an ichthyosaur. /
For this profile, emerged as the rest of an explosion, / there is no tomorrow.
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nepa, HH Iyxa, a TOJIbKO K 4epTy, K uepty.” The birds in these lines come flying through space
(“camarcs” implies an arrival), and are shown to be literally larger than space itself. Their bodies
contain no things but hollow puns, impersonal hopes for good fortune rendered backwards and
ironicized. “K chertu” is here made to echo inside the birds (it is a rejoinder and it is repeated),
which is one strategy verbal art has for modeling space. Rather than cramming two things
together, here space is crammed into a thing. And the thing is expanded and contorted into a sort
of Klein bottle, existing in an uneasy liminal relationship with the space within and without it.
It’s a successful trick: the two (space and birds) are merged, each simultaneously inside the
other, and yet the edges of the things have not been violated; they remain intact. The space is still
space, the birds are still coherent birds, and the parts of birds that are usually on the outside edge
(feathers and down) are still safely there — not inside, we are explicitly assured.

In addition to strangely animating an idiom and exploring its spaciousness, the figure of
fusion in this line also accomplishes an example of Matzner’s “semantic shift.” The line evokes
the parts of a living being most available for commodification — quills and down — and through a
linguistic shift, brings them into contact with a mythological figure (the devil) and then turns
them inside out, fusing them with space. Turning things-in-space inside out is a dimensional
method of representing the figure of fusion, exploiting loopholes in the dimensions that make up
our perception of space rather than the increasingly crude-seeming technique from “Kentavry 1,”
of just shoving furniture and pretty women together and hoping they stay stuck. The second
method the poem showcases of fusing space is a strategy that exceeds spatial dimensions: it
moves into time.

Time is represented here as having spatial dimensions. The poem opens with an image of
“the future” as something that can be exited from [BbiOerator u3 6yaymiero]| and entered into
again [B Hero Bo3Bpamtatorcs|. It takes up space like a container, some place with an interior and
borders that can be crossed. The idea of the future, rather than the past, as the starting locus of
the poem and the homeland of ancient mythic beasts introduces a motif which will be picked up
explicitly later in the cycle: the fusion of two discrete temporalities into one. The centaurs,
simultaneously of the past and of the future, gallop into the lyrical present, instantiate the poem,
and exit. The image is not so different from the big birds: there, bodies flew through space to
enter the space of the poem, then sat harboring space within them; here, bodies run through time
to enter the time of the poem, then cry out while harboring vestiges of other times within them.
The word they utter — nanpacHo! — is a verbal testament to the failures of standard teleological
temporality; the rhyming sound they leave behind — uederka — makes our empty present echo
like a chamber, further spatializing time.

In terms of temporality, “Kentavry I”” had offered a narrative; one event had followed
another and a mini plotline developed over the course of the poem — the plot of the centaurs’
date. However, there was also a “catastrophe” hovering in a slightly different plane of time over
the poem. The catastrophe was presented only parenthetically, buried in difficult syntax, and it
was not explained as the poem developed. “(B koH1e koHIIOB, KaTacTpoda —/ To, B pe3yibTare
yero TpyaHo He u3menuThbes).” This cryptic pseudo-definition gave a partially veiled, somewhat
mythic, somewhat apocalyptic origin story to the first poem in particular, and to the cycle as a
whole. It is hard not to read it as the poem’s original cause, or at least the cause of its titular
centaurs: the catastrophe perhaps resulted in the present governing laws, and certainly resulted in
change.

This catastrophe, with its post-nuclear nod at Lucretius, follows us into “Kentavry I1.” We
are given a little more insight into its circumstances:
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3UMHMII Beuep, yCTaB OT €ro 3a0YHOU
CUHEBBI, IOUT'PBIBAET, KaK aTOM
HaKaHyHE paclaja 1 Ipod., LEeMoYKon
ot yacos.!”

This is the poem’s first foray into splitting [pacnazn] where it had previously been exclusively
concerned with fusion. The splitting is construed almost entirely temporally. The sentence offers
a time-based agent (winter evening, a time of day in a time of year) playing with a time-based
object (the chain of a watch); the play is described by a frequentative verb (mourpeiBaet rather
than the less temporally complex urpaer); the mode of this play is likened to an atom just before
it splits. So the atom is presented as containing the event of its fissure inside itself, an event
which is essentially temporal (it has not happened yet) but will play out in space (a body splitting
into parts).!” It is not a coincidence that the first instance of fissure occurs in tandem with this
precarious temporal situation. The word Hakanyse itself represents a fissure in time, for it helps
us divide time into discrete conceptual units, units with edges and surfaces (“na-"). In the case of
the atom’s split “nakanyne” clearly divides time into a “before” and an “after,” but it also helps
us reconceptualize nearby phrases such as “3umuuii Beuep,” which had seemed to signify the
slow ends of time-units (end of the day, of the year) but now show some capacity for being edges
of things, some eligibility for “xanyn” status, some chance of being contiguous with and even
signifying the next day or the next year. Some version, that is, of metonymy (a figure wherein
things are contiguous with each other and are therefore able to signify each other), localized in
time rather than space.

Another, less explosive tack the poem takes to address the problem of how to represent
space in terms of fusion is to pin the problem back onto the viewer, asserting that the issue is one
not of space but of perception.

...TeJI0 cropeBIIE CITUYKH,
roJsiasi craTysi, Oe3Jo/iHas TAaHIILIONAIKa
CITUILIKOM PEAJIbHBI, CIMIIIKOM CTEPEOCKOITUYHBI,
[IOTOMY 4TO UM OOJIBIIIE HE BO YTO TpeBpaInarhes. !’
This gesture at metapoetics is a bold one: the “real” breaks through the poem’s hopes for
representation, foiled by a stereoscopic gaze. This moment is partially foreshadowed by the very
end of Kentavry I, which had also abruptly implicated the reader (in the speaker’s “us”), also in a
dynamic of viewership (Sofa and Mulya are watching a puppet show about us). Here the vector
of spectatorship is flipped, but we, now viewing, are still an object of the poem’s concern; it is

172 Winter evening, tired of its absentee / blueness, plays like an atom / on the eve of its splitting,
etc., with the chain / of a watch.

173 The atom playing on the eve of its splitting with the chain of a watch also features a nuclear
pun: “HakaHyHEe pacnaja... neno4koii” aurally contains “pacnaz nenu,” “decay chain.” So the
radioactivity is encoded literally and then echoed aurally, hinging on a linguistic turn of phrase.
174 The body of a burnt match, / the naked statue, the empty dancefloor / are too real, too
stereoscopic, / for there’s nothing more for them to turn into.
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somehow the case that our capacity for stereoscopic vision is to blame for the empty dancefloor
lacking bodies to host, to blame for the hyperreality of things.

In a short essay on the Russian poetic tradition, composed two years before the
“Kentavry” cycle, Brodsky remarked abstrusely that “analysis is always a profile, synthesis is
always en face, and a good poem is always stereoscopic.”!’> The metapoetic metaphor of the
stereoscope, an early modernist technology that gives an impression of depth to flat images by
exploiting the physiological fact of our having two lines of sight, is invoked here to demonstrate
that all [“good”!] poetic figure is in some sense combinatory and somewhat tricky. The
stereoscope has a mimetic, deconstructive character: breaking down the mechanics of binocular
eye convergence and packaging those mechanics so that flat things are given depth, a
stereoscope shows us the way our vision already works by capturing and reproducing it in
illusory miniature.

As we discovered in “Kentavry I,” the poems are invested in laying bare the construction
or emergence of metonymy via fusion. This laying-bare involves freezing, mid-motion, a
development which seems to take place out in the world, in space, but in fact takes place in the
mind, in time. The poem’s claim that its things and spaces are “too stereoscopic” to fuse and
morph is a reassertion that the figural laws of its reality are primarily held and reinforced
conceptually, rather than materially, though those conceptual laws are expressed materially and
have material effects. A burnt match, a statue, and an empty dancefloor are “too stereoscopic,”
then, in the sense that they are already comprised of fusion — the fusion of one line of sight with
another, mentally added to make up “reality,” as the mind does with its stereoscopic input.
Already comprised of fusion, which is to say, already existing in reality and not strange-seeming.

In the temporal sense, these objects represent post-eventhood. A burnt match is used up, a
statue is a body already morphed to stone, an empty dancefloor has been left for the night
(perhaps by the tapdancing centaurs of the opening lines). Only flat things, pre-fusion, ready to
combine in the logic of the stereoscope, will freeze the mechanics of the figure for us (“Tonsko
IUIOCKKE BEIH, KaK TO: BOJA M PbI0a, CIMBIIKCH, B CHJIAX CO BPEMEHEM JIaTh BaM
uxtro3aspa’)!’® — or else things pregnant with time, an atom on the verge of its fissure. “Too
real, too stereoscopic”: with these things we arrive, temporally, post-fusion or post-split; the
poem did not manage to arrest the figure mid-development, did not manage to manifest an
awkward image.

«B mieny nepcrnektuBbi»: Kentavry 111

What I am hoping to show is that over the course of the poems we see a spatial figure
deconstructed and explained in time. The figure is metonymy. The way it is explained is that —

175 Brodsky, Joseph, “Preface,” in: Proffer, Carl, Modern Russian Poets on Poetry, Ardis, 1976,
7-8.

176 The “ichthyosaur” as an example of fusion may well have its roots in a sideways etymology:
the word itself is a combination of the Greek words for “fish” and “lizard.” Andrei Ranchin
observes that the ikhtiozavra / zavtra thyme creates another kind of temporal centaur, merging
the future with the distant past (Ranchin, Andrei. Na piru Mnemoziny: Interteksty losifa
Brodskogo. Moscow, Novoe Literaturnoe Obozrenie, 2001, 39). It thus sonically predicts the
visual image of the opening lines of the cycle’s third poem.
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like stills from a film — different moments in its emergence are presented and considered. In
addition to a lesson about the development of metonymy specifically, then, the cycle also
functions as a lesson in the workings of poetic figure more generally. One may extrapolate and
understand Brodsky’s Centaurs cycle to be arguing for a specific understanding of figure as such,
namely one where poetic figures do not merely exist (e.g. in a poem) or even work (e.g. upon
material) as we might be inclined to think but rather develop conceptually. The Centaurs cycle
models and charts that development. In this framework, the poems treat the myth of the centaur
as a kind of fossil: a frozen moment in the conceptual development of the figure.

As we have seen, one consequence of presenting a space-based figure as developing in
time is that the poems must commit to considering the interrelatedness of space and time. The
cycle’s third lyric extends the cycle’s interrogation of temporal fusion and offers a provenance
for certain images presented in the second poem. In this way, the “origin story” of the figure of
metonymy is also given narrative depth, as the “too real, too stereoscopic,” already-fused objects
in “Kentavry II”” are outfitted with a history and a chronology, a past and a future.

Another consequence of presenting a figure as developing conceptually is that the poems
must address what is made possible and what is precluded by that figure’s situation in the
specific context of the conceptual. The particular capacities and limits of human cognition,
perception and perspective, visual apprehension and interpretation are taken up explicitly in
“Kentavry I11.”

Kenrasps! 111

[Tomeck npomuioro ¢ OyAayImuM, JaHHasi B KAMHE, KPYITHBIM
IUIaHOM. Pa3BUTBIM TOPCOM M KOHCKMM KPYIIOM.

JIn0o — mpocThIM TpaMMaTHYECKUM “ObLT” U “Oymy”

B HACTOAILEM IPOAOJKEHHOM. JlaTh 3Ty Belllb Kak rpyay
CKYIIHBIX MTOJIPOOHOCTEH, B rOJI0N N30€ Ha KyphbHX
Hokkax. [liroc Hac, co CTOPOHBI, Ha CTYJIBSX.

Wnu — cnMBIIMXCS C TEMH, KOTO JIIOOMITN

B TOPU30HTANILHOU nocTenu. Vnu B aBTOMOOMIIE,

CYTh B ILICHY MIEPCIEKTUBBI, B pabCcTBe y TUHUNA. JIn60
IIPOCTO B MO3Ty. JlaTh 3TO BCIyX, KPUKIIMBO,

MBICJIBEO O CMEPTHU — YaCTOM, CaJAHALIEH, BEILIHOM.

JlaTh 3TO *KU3HBIO ceiiyac U BEUHOU

JKM3HBIO, B KOTOPOM, KaK si1a B CETKE,

MBI BCE OJJMHAKOBBI U CTPAIIHbI HACEKE,

IIOBTOPSIOLIEH CPEICTBAMM HAILIEH 3PbI

IIECTUKPBUIYIO TIOMECH Bephl U cTparocdepst.!”’

77 A crossbreed of the past and the future, rendered in stone, in close- / -up. In developed torso
and horse’s rump. / Or — in the simple grammatical “was” and “will,” / in the present continuous.
Render this thing as a heap / of boring details, in a naked hut on chicken / legs. Plus us, from the
side, in chairs. / Or — fused with those we loved / in a horizontal bed. Or in a car, / essentially in
captivity to perspective, enslaved to lines. Or else / simply in the brain. Render it aloud,
clamorous, / as the thought of death — frequent, abrasive, thinglike. / Render it as life now and
eternal / life, where, like eggs in a mesh shopping bag, / we are all identical and frightening to
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The staccato, fragmentary verbal structure of this poem allows for a kind of photomontage of
imagery, a meta-commentary compilation from the rest of the cycle: centaurs, overt temporal
fusion, the erotics of cars and furniture, the boundaries and restraints of human perception and
perspective, “us,” “our era,” the flattening regime of the horizontal.

This poem begins with a metaphysically weighted image of fusion (“a crossbreed of the
past and the future, rendered in stone”) and presses on in search of more lines to cross. Like the
cycle’s first two poems, “Kentavry I11” sets and describes a kind of scene, and spends its sixteen
lines testing the limits of its own universe — not only the edges of the things it describes or
contains, but also the edges of the thing (“sta Bemp”) that it itself is. The first indication that we
are watching a sort of scene comes in the enjambment across lines 1 and 2: the stone figure is
shot “in close-up”; the concepts of visual technology, depth of field, and perspective are
introduced as integral to the construction of this image.!”8

Moving on from the primary image — a zoetropic gallery of fusions temporal, physical,
material, linguistic, folkloric, and domestic — we learn that this scene has a side, and the side
gives us the angle from which the scene is viewed: “ILitoc Hac, co cTopoHbl, Ha cTynbax.” The
poem’s first stab at delineating its own boundaries also metapoetically introduces “us,” perched
on and precariously close to merging with a set of chairs. The integrity of the fourth wall is thus
threatened at the same moment of its being established and promptly collapses: the “sideview”
becomes the center of the poem’s attentions as Brodsky riffs on the cycle’s erotic theme
explicitly, taking the language of fusion previously employed to evoke a hybrid creature (Boma u
pb10a, / ciuBimck) and putting it to sexualized use (“Mnu — cauBIImxcs ¢ TeMu, KOro JitoOuIu / B
rOpU30HTANIBHOM mocTenu”). “Our” sideways perch becomes a confluence of bodies — first in
bed, and then only in memory.

At this point the poem is somewhat dizzying, not because the images are particularly
complex or difficult to construct in the mind (as had been the case in Centaurs I and II) but
because the emotional tones associated with the images the poem is presenting are so varied, and
the motion from image to image so rapid and abrupt, that it becomes difficult to locate one’s own
correct orientation to it. The marriage of humor with semi-plausible erotics, tedium (“a heap of
boring details”), stabs of earnest nostalgia at a series of memories of love, and the bitter aftertaste
at knowledge of their ephemerality is disorienting.!”

Unlike the first two poems in the cycle, the poem is no longer conjuring images in
accordance with a logic of addition. The structure and development of “Kentavry I”” had been

the brooding hen, / who repeats, by the means of our era, / a six-winged crossbreed of belief and
the stratosphere.

178 Where “kpynnbiii [an]” here refers to a way of seeing, it’s repurposed as a descriptor for
mutant livestock in “Kentavry IV” (“kpynuslii eaunoporuii ckot”). In order for “close[-up]” to
also mean “large,” which it does in the cycle’s next poem, we are forced to consider that
proximity (“close”) of subject to object determines relative size (“large”); the word’s double
usage in the cycle thus contains a lesson about perspective. The hinge between the first and
second instance of the word comes later in “Kentavry III,” where kpym is repurposed to refer to
the rear end of a horse.

179 Alexandra Berlina reads this cycle as primarily about Brodsky’s experience of the Soviet
Jewish-American diaspora, and the centaur as an attempt to “fuse” two disparate cultures into
one continuous lived experience (Berlina, 132-134).
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relatively straightforward: two strange characters in a mini-narrative. “Kentavry II”” had
developed rather like a haunted memory palace, each new image another zany extension of the
dystopian landscape, all tied together via loopholes in the space-time continuum. By contrast,
“Kentavry III”’s heavy reliance on the conjunctions n1u60 and unu indicates a phenomenological
shift in the structure of its inquiry into the fusion figure. Until now the fusion in question had
inhered in the things (bodies, spaces, temporalities) themselves; crudely put, the privileged
connectors were ones that signified “and” (“Boxa u pbi6a, / cnuBmucs,” “Ilomecs npomuioro ¢
Oyaymum,” “Pa3BuTbiM TopcoM M KOHCKUM Kpyriom”). The transition at this moment in the cycle
to an “or”’-dominated model of holding poetic images together effectively relocates the
responsibility for the work of the fusion to another agent. The images can’t hold together
themselves; they don’t exist in the same plane of reality (a crossbreed cast in stone or else cast in
the present tense; plus us in chairs, or in bed, or in a car). Where the figure’s work had
previously existed in the objects of fusion, we now find the mechanics at work in the mind of the
beholder.

As in the case of a standard mythological centaur, wherein a man and a horse both really
do exist and the unreal feature is their combination, so too are these images posited as
individually real, and yet combine mentally across a grammatical line of unreality. “JIu60,”
“unm,” “or” — words that always and exclusively signify a set of alternate and separate realities —
here are transgressed as the “hybrid” in question is cast again and again, in new combinations
and new forms, changing as the subject’s situation changes over time and with it our perspective.

“JIn6o / mpocto B mo3ry.” The reader’s experience of disorientation at this rapidly
moving slideshow of images is a kind of dizziness that highlights the mind at work on the figure.
For now the poem centers on the mind — not semi-successful object-animal hybrids, and not
lovers fused in bed. Now the mind is strapped in to the center of the device and, “captive to
perspective,” it lets the images it apprehends merge thanks to the persistence of vision, a fluke
miracle of human physiology. The centaur myth, protean in its capacity to combine disparate
phenomena across the edges of reality and let them mutually signify, is here likened to a
stereoscope or a zoetrope: a primitive device that arrests, deconstructs, and recreates a certain
cognitive faculty at play.

The poem’s penultimate image offers a single visual example of the dizzying “nn60”
effect: ““...xax siiilia B ceTke, / Mbl BCe OAMHAKOBHI U cTpauIHbl Haceake.” The eggs in a mesh
grocery bag are frightening precisely because their relation to each other is governed by the same
logic that transgresses the line between alternative or different realities.!®® “This egg... or this
one... or this one...?”” They’re all the same. Caught in a cycle where firstness and difference are
erased — one might say, a chicken-and-egg cycle — the image reveals the effect of mythic
thinking within the lyric cycle. Time is brought out of history and into perpetual motion, into
cyclicality.

«C nomomibo cjioBa “papyr’»: Kentavry IV

What the first three poems had accomplished regarding body, space, time, perception, and
language, the cycle’s fourth and final poem develops focusing primarily on the level of the word

180 They also constitute another instance of the Centaurs cycle’s presentation of life in embryonic
form rendered as a commodity for consumption.
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itself. The lyric cycle’s preoccupation with halting poetic figure mid-formation and recreating it
in order to observe its signifying potential from all sides now lands upon the most basic unit of
verbal representation.

Kenraspe! [V

MecTHOCTB 1IBETA Callor, LIBETA CHIPOU IIOPTAHKH.
CoBeplIeHHO HE Ba)XXHO, KOTOPBIN BEK UM KOTOPBIH O,
Ha 3akare peByT, BO3BpaILasCh C MOJIEH, MyY-TaHKHU:
KPYIIHBIN €IMHOPOTUH CKOT.

Bce nepexonsaT apyr B apyra ¢ mOMOIIBIO CJI0Ba “BAPYr”’
— PE’)Ke BO BpeMsl BOMHBI, YEM BO BpEMsI MUDPA.

Med, CTOCKOBAaBLIUCH 110 TEILy IIPU IIEPEKOBKE B ILIYT,
BBICKAJIb3bIBAET U3 PYK, KaK MBLIO.

be3 moBojka OT BlIaieNblIeB HE OTJIMYUTH COOAK,

B KHUT€ BTOpasi OyKBa BBITJISIUT CJICIIKOM C TIEPBOM;
BO3JIe KWHOTEATpa TOJIIATCS IIOAPOCTKH, KaK
0€JI0r0JIOBKHU C 3aMep3lIel CIEPMO.

JInme MHOTOPYKOCTB IEPEBLEB Il BETepaHa M3/1a

3a OJJHOHOI'OCTb, 3a YEPHBIN KBAJIpaT OKOIIA

C pKaBoii BOJIOM, B KOTOPBIA MorJa 0 3Be3/1a

YIaCTh, CIACcasACh OT Tejeckona. !

The poem features a number of standard metonyms, the densest set of which comes in lines 11-
12. Continuing and complicating the cycle’s interest in visual technology, the theater from
“Kentavry I”” is brought back and modernized, presented again as a site of erotic youthful
sociality:

...BO3JI€ KHHOTEATPA TOJIIATCS MOIPOCTKH, KAK
0EJIOr0JIOBKH C 3amep3iieii criepmoii. ! 2

The break between these two lines is the first in the poem to employ any kind of
enjambment, and such an especially jarring instance (..., kak / ...”) in a poem whose line breaks
have otherwise corresponded with punctuation and syntax draws formal attention to the couplet.
The second line in the pair, containing the simile’s vehicle, exhibits three metonyms, including

181 Locality the color of boots, the color of a damp footwrap. / Doesn’t matter at all which
century or which year. / Bellowing at sunset, returning from the fields, moo-tanks: / large
unicorn livestock. / Everyone turns into each other with the help of the word “suddenly” / — less
often in wartime than in peacetime. / A sword, yearning for body, reforged to ploughshare, / slips
through hands like soap. / Without a leash you can’t distinguish dogs from their owners, / the
second letter in the book looks like a mould of the first; / near the movie theater adolescents
crowd like / whitecapped bottles with frozen sperm. / Only the multihandedness of trees rewards
a veteran / for his oneleggedness, for the black square of the trench / with rusty water, into which
a star might / fall, escaping the telescope.

182 . near the movie theater adolescents crowd like / whitecapped bottles with frozen sperm.
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one nestled inside another: teenagers crowd around like white-capped [vodka bottles] with
frozen sperm.!? The adolescents are thus triply metonymically signified: first, by their bottles of
vodka (which are themselves only metonymically evoked by the color of their caps), second by
their sperm, the teenagers’ own capacity for fusing in sex and splitting in procreation literally
frozen, as if in the hopes of slowing down time and drawing it out later. Third, while the primary
meaning of “GenoronoBka” is a certain kind of vodka, given its proximity to the image of semen,
it is also virtually imposible not to read the word as the head of a penis (“ronoska”), whitened
with sperm — a second-degree metonym.!84

Meanwhile, the overt war lexicon and imagery throughout the poem situate us in an
implicitly post-nuclear setting, one where the problem of measuring time as we know it has been
numbly resolved (ue Baxxno).'®> Now that the bodies in the cycle are given a belated motivirovka
for fusing, splitting, and mutating, now that we find ourselves outside of historical time
altogether, the poem turns its attentions on the flexibilities and possibilities of units of words. In
a return to the contrived-seeming paronomasia that had previously graced such constructions as
Sofa (half beauty, half sofa), “Kentavry IV” features a number of neologisms coined to represent
fusion on the level of morphology. The most prominent and obviously inventive of these comes
at the end of line 3. “Myy-tanku,” a clear combination of “moo” (what cows say) and “tanks”
(the wartime technology), also has the unmistakable echo of “myranTsl” (mutants), in a curious
twist of meta-onomatopoeia: it sounds like what it is.

183 Brodsky’s own translation of this line corroborates the reading of the obscure word
“OenoronoBku” as slang for the kind of vodka sold in bottles with white caps (as opposed to the
cheaper kpacnorosnoBknu): “...like tightly corked bottles with frozen sperm” (So Forth, 30).

184 1t is noteworthy that much of the existing scholarship on this line takes a methodologically
encyclopedic approach, rather than an explicatory one. Valentina Polukhina’s Slovar’ tsveta
poezii losifa Brodskogo lists it in the white and white varietals section without comment
(“OenoronoBku”); Yuri Lifshits’s Poety ob intimnom simply lists it in the chapter on Brodsky
along with other erotic language, again without interpretive comment; Olga Tverdokhleb lists it
in a section dedicated to viscous body fluids modified by participles (“‘c 3amep3mieit criepmoii’)
in Brodsky’s verse (Polukhina, Valentina, Slovar’ tsveta poezii losifa Brodskogo, Moscow,
NLO, 2017, xiii; Lifshits, lurii, Poety ob intimnom. Sbornik statei. Ridero, 2017; Tverdokhleb,
0O.G., “Esteticheskaia funktsiia somaticheskoi leksiki v poezii I. Brodskogo,” lazyk i kul’tura,
2017, 52). I mention these here because the frequency of this line’s inclusion in scholarly
literature and the infrequency of its explication suggests to me that it seems to mean something
without revealing what, exactly, it means. The line’s particular appeal to catalogue-minded
scholars illuminates its status as collectible, its metonymic availability to play a part in a corpus
with claims on exhaustive wholeness, whether that corpus is “Brodsky’s color palette,”
“Brodsky’s engagement with sexual language,” or “Brodsky’s use of participles to modify
vocabulary pertaining to the body.” It means, at root, its own figurative possibility, the fact that a
bottlecap can mean a drink, can mean a penis, a teenager frozen in time.

185 There is some scholarly disagreement on this point. Natalia Rulyova is sure the war in
question is WWII; Berlina says “any war could be implied” (Rulyova, Natalia, “Joseph Brodsky:
Exile, Language and Metamorphosis,” in Stroinska, M and Cecchetto, eds, Exile, Language and
Identity, Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2003, 111-24; Berlina 145). MacFadyen seems to think
the war is a specific one but does not say which one he thinks it is (“...a shell-shocked veteran
after the war,” 146).
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The beast-object hybrids are re-explained in the next line as “kpymnHslii eAMHOPOrHii CKOT,” a
slightly more sophisticated play on words than moo-tanks. Returning to the logic of “nu nepa uu
nyxa” turned inside out and the chicken-and-egg problem reimagined as groceries, here a tired
phrase (“kpymnHbIii poratsiii ckot,” “cattle, livestock™) referring to animals in commodity form is
mutated and morphed into a mythological creature.

These instances of verbal fusion function as hyperexamples, nearly parodies, of Sebastian
Matzner’s argument that the metonymic device functions through lexical, rather than imagistic,
shifts. The third instance of overt paronomasia in the poem is simpler in construction than the
moo-tanks and unicorn livestock, but more profound in effect: “Bce nepexoasar apyr B apyra ¢
nomMoIsko ciaosa ‘Bapyr’.”18¢ The play on words consists in the fact that “Bapyr” is
morphologically part of “nepexonsar apyr B apyra.” The explication of that morphological fact
in a line of verse effectively illuminates a previously hidden and mutually constitutive
(“helpful”) part-whole relationship between “suddenness” and “into-eachotherness.” The
relationship would have gone unnoticed were it not for the repetition of the sound “Brpyr,” the
explicit slowing down and drawing out of something too fast to discern, the almost awkward
experience of a poetic gimmick explaining itself. In these ways the line functions much as the
centaur does throughout the cycle, halting, slowing, and exhaustively replaying a conceptual
maneuver that usually happens too quickly to notice. That the relationship revealed by this
exemplary line — between “Bapyr” and “apyr B npyra,” “suddenness” and “into-eachotherness” —
is also the crux of the centaur question — can we capture an emerging metonym suddenly enough
to watch parts merging into each other? — is a testament to the figure’s consistent metapoetic
tendency, its willingness to stand for figure.

Can we capture an emerging metonym suddenly enough? In this sense we locate in Brodsky’s
cycle the same impulses exhibited by Harvey Nash, the psychologist who conducted the centaur
experiments some four years before “Centaurs” was published. Like Nash, the poetic cycle
understands the centaur myth as the Paradebeispiel of the origin of a certain conceptual
maneuver (a figure, a device, a technology of thought) and understands the modernist task at
hand, then, as arresting that maneuver and playing it back slowly, playing it back to the scale of
human perception and interpretation. One does not see a centaur and understand metonymy (see
continuity and understand contiguity) unless one slowly sees the figure’s laws played out in
space and time, learns of muscles literally longing to combine with furniture, unless one looks
into a stereoscope, unless one asks a child.

Clearly, this is the gift of the myth to the modern lyric: a model for conceiving of the
world and our being in it in relation to other things, but also a model that transcends the limits of
our perspective and temporality. The centaur means, freezes, and replays a human-scale
conceptual maneuver; yet to truly behold the centaur plucks us out of the perceivable, out of time
as we know it, and into cyclicity and rupture. The tension between those two models, then, is the
gift of the modern lyric back to the myth.

In this sense, the orientation of this lyric cycle to its own mythic material is not so far
from Theodor W. Adorno’s analysis of modern lyric and its development: “the collective power

186 The line literally means “Everyone turns into each other with the help of the word
‘suddenly’,” but the word “suddenly” (vdrug) echoes part of “turns into each other” (perekhodiat
drug v druga).
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of contemporary lyric poetry may be largely due to the linguistic and psychic residues of a
condition that is not yet fully individuated,” he writes, “a state of affairs that is prebourgeois in
the broadest sense.”'®” The difference is that Brodsky’s poems understand themselves —
understand poetic thinking as such — as the best tool on hand to study that development. We have
seen how the lyric, here, offers itself as a kind of science or technology: a psychologist
performing a tachistoscopic experiment on a subject, a stereoscope’s lenses converging on an
object, a literary theorist wielding a linguistic paradigm. And the centaur comes into focus, a
metactant, at once the object of modern lyrical inquiry and borne of its devices.

187 Adorno, Theodor, eds. Tiedeman, Rolf, trans. Nicholsen, Shierry Weber.. Notes to Literature,
Volume One. New York, Columbia UP, 1991, 46.
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CODA

In his 2003 poem “Corvus corvus,” poet and classicist Sergei Zavialov conjures the image of a
great mythological bird, weighted with metaphysical significance, in order to contemplate the
problems of time and death. Like many other poems in the experimental lyrical collection
Melika, this one offers a fragment of ancient verse and then comes spilling out of it, expanding
and meditating on one ancient poetic moment.

Zavialov introduces “Corvus corvus” with an epigraph from Pindar, below which he
offers a translation from Viacheslav Ivanov.

CORVUS CORVUS

€00e1 6° VO oKAT -

1I epitr ¢ anacr

T® A10G 01€TOC, MOKET - hem hypercat
av TTEPVY’ AUEOTEPWOEV YaAdE oG hem 1 epitr
Pind. Pyth. 1. 6
W OTHEMOIIHBIH open HUKHET COHHBIH,
HUKHET Ha 36BCOBOM CKHIITPE,
OBICTPBIX POHSS YETY KPBUIBEB JIONY.
Bsu. UBanoB
II paeon ¢ anacr
O xak KOpOTOK
JTa)Ke COJIHEYHBIN PTOT NeKaOpbCKUN JCHD pher ia
OeCCHEeXKHBI ba
u o0Jiaka HaJl 3aJIMBOM NEPBAMHU-KPBUIbIMU hem hypercat 2d
BOT U B3JIETEII cho
HOYM BOPOH B3JIETEN Her pher
3TO BOPOH CMEPTH B3JIETEN glye inv
U KPbUIbSMU ObET U ObeT teles
Ter 3a6y,Z[CH_IBC$I II paeon ¢ anacr
B Mae JINCTBA 3€JIEHb TPaBbl 2 cho
a Jlalpliie ba
eciy yaada TO MJIOTHBIN MPpHOO YepHOMOPCKUi 5d cat
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HO IIyJIbCUPYET CEpALE
U TpaypHBI BOPOH JIETUT IIyCTh HE3aMETHO
IIyCTb TOYKOU y TOPU30HTA

HEPAa3IMYUMOM ITOYTH

Te1 MOXeWIb JIraTh cede
1 000JIBIIATHCA TO JIETKUM BHUHOM

TO IUIOTBHIO LIBETYILEH

HO HETY YKPBITHUSA
OT y>Kac HECYLIEro CBUCTa
pacceKarommx HCCEKAIOIINX
BO3JlyX JIX BpeMs JI1

KpBLUI

CHoBa xanyH PoxzaectBy
[Tereprod roJy KOHel[
JEKOPALIUU TE XKe

HO 2TOH HaBHCAOIICH
C YracIiuM MOCIIeIHIUM HEOECHBIM MSTHOM
HOYbIO
TBI IBCTBEHHO CJIBIIIHIID
KaK MPUOJINKASCH JICTUT U HE TIHHIAPOB Opel
a BOPOH yracaHbsi U CMEpPTH

corvus corvus

CORVUS CORVUS

pher
hem c anacr ad
pher ¢ anacr

hem

2d
4 d cat

reiz

teles
hem hypercat ¢ anacr

11 paeon c anacr bis

} hem
hem
anap cho
pher
ba 1I pacon

C anacr

4 d cat ¢ anacr
Sp

reiz

2 hem

ba pher

1T epitr

€0eL &’ GvaL oKdm -
T® A10G 01€TOC, MOKET -
av TTEPLY” AUPOTEPOEY YOAAENIG

Pindar, Pythian Ode 1, line 6

[And the eagle sleeps on the scepter of Zeus,
relaxing his swift wings on either side — CLB]
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and the fire-powerful eagle wilts, sleepy
wilts onto Zeus’s scepter,
casting his pair of wings down
Viacheslav Ivanov, translating Pindar

O how short

is even this sunny December day
snowless

and the clouds over the bay are feathersandwings
and look who took flight

a raven of the night took flight No

that’s a raven of death took flight
and he’s beating and beating his wings

You’ll forget yourself

the foliage in May the green of grass
and further
if lucky then that solid blacksea surf

but the heart pulsates
and the mourning raven flies even if unnoticed
even if as a dot on the horizon
indiscernible almost

You can lie to yourself
deluded now by light wine
now by flowering flesh

but there’s no shelter

from the horror-bearing whistle
of those cleaving and cutting

— the air? or time? — wings

It’s Christmas eve again
Peterhof the year’s end
same decorations

but on this  hovering
(with fading final sky bruise)

night
you clearly hear
its approaching flight not Pindar’s eagle
but a raven of extinction and death

corvus corvus
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The device at hand is an almost gimmicky intertextuality: the quotes and references to Pindar are
echoed on the level of textual apparatus, in the right-hand sidebar of metrical abbreviations. The
raven, himself an anti-intertext (“une nuamapos open’), serves as the poem’s portal into the past,
as well as the opportunity to dwell on the terrible here and now.

The poem is about time. Being subject to time, but also subjecting it. Cutting it up,
delineating it, measuring it, predicting it. That is what the meter sidebar does, it keeps time, like
an hourglass pouring sand out next to the text of the poem. That is what the speaker does at the
beginning — “what a short December day” — and at the end — “Christmas eve soon. End of the
year.” That is what the body does — the heart pulsates — and the sun does — the looming night, the
“fading final sky bruise” — and that is what the raven does with his wings, slicing the air, now,
now slicing time itself.

That a short poem or cluster of lyrical devices might model the experience of time, scaled
to our own faculties of perception and cognition, more effectively and miraculously than other
forms of thought and expression has been one of the central arguments of this dissertation.
Zavialov’s “Corvus corvus” seems a kind of extended meditation on this entire effect of lyric’s
conceptual reach back through myth: it halts, frames, and examines one still taken from a
sequence of continued motion, which signifies something about time.

If Mandelstam’s khoziaika, heavily pouring her honeymead out at length, could model
the amount of time it takes for the mind to traverse the Crimean-Hellenic palimpsest, and if
Brodsky’s Centaur experiments were meant to freeze the modernist lyric at work upon the mind
and draw it out, exhaustively, then Zavialov continues in these modes and furthers them. The
complex collapse of temporality that Ivanov and Mandelstam accomplish, with the integrated
Dionysian “monsituecumBot,” with the folds of Bergson’s fan, is ponderously protracted by
Zavialov. Are the wings beating space — or time? Is it a raven of the night — or a raven of death?
The experience of perception itself, finally, is elaborated and elongated — the raven flies “even if
unnoticed. / Even if as a dot on the horizon” — before coming into contact with the limits of
perceptibility itself — “indiscernible almost.”

Zavialov does not stylistically emulate a projected ancient myth but instead takes a real
philological starting point — the Pindar fragment — and unfolds it. The raven is not Pindar’s eagle
but an elaboration of it. The motion in the Pindar excerpt — a single downward stroke of the great
bird’s wings — becomes, in Zavialov, the very explicit metaphor for the mental process of cutting
up time itself into perception-sized frames. In other words, a metaphor for the work of lyricized
experience, as it is felt and seen.

The mode is deconstructive, almost pedagogically expository, but the effect is not
dismemberment so much as unraveling. “Corvus corvus” is not nauka’s scalpel, in Olga
Freidenberg’s vision, not science and rational scholarship coming along to dissect an integral
poetic unity; rather, it is Mandelstam’s utvar’, consciously humanizing the objects around man
and joining part of the external world to him. Indeed “Corvus corvus” continues the same project
as Ivanov’s hoped-for poetic unity: but where that unity was transcendent and everywhere,
transporting human consciousness into the realm of the divine; this one, crucially, is local and
specific, scaled to our own faculties and consciousness, arguing that the lyric is human-sized,
well forged to bring the vast and impossible ideas of time and death flying home to us, well
designed to let us ideate them.

The modernist tradition Zavialov continues, then, is the poetic impulse to take one small
piece of antiquity and unfold it to let it show the way to here and now. The unfolded thing might
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be text-based (a would-be scholarly sidebar of metrical notations) or imagistic (the downward
motion of the bird’s wings). It is based in visual perception and in time. It makes an argument,
most broadly, for the lyric as a technology that can model apprehension and temporal experience

— and most urgently, an argument about the specific scale and the pacing of that apprehension
and experience.
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