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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

A Statistical Analysis of Genre Dynamics:  

Evolution of the Russian Five-Act Comedy in Verse in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries 

 

 

by 

 

Inna Alekseyevna Wendell 

Doctor of Philosophy in Slavic Languages and Literatures 

University of California, Los Angeles, 2021 

Professor Igor Pilshchikov, Co-Chair 

Professor Ronald W. Vroon, Co-Chair 

 

My research examines the following questions: 1) Did Russian five-act verse comedy 

evolve similarly to French five-act verse comedy? 2) Were Romantic features present in the 

nineteenth-century Russian five-act verse comedy? 3) Was Russian four-act verse comedy 

distinct from the Russian five-act verse comedy in terms of its formal features, such as the 

number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the predominant type of 

dialogues/polylogues, etc.? I elaborated on Boris Iarkho’s quantitative features and methodology, 

which I modernized by automating data processing and calculations, replacing his transgression 

coefficient by statistical significance testing and his synthesis (i.e., the aggregated curve of the 

evolution of all features) with open-form scores that measure how experimental a tradition or a 
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author is in terms of “openness” (high variability) vs. “closeness” (low variability) of their 

formal features. I discovered that, unlike French five-act verse comedy, Russian five-act verse 

comedy did not evolve in a wave-like manner with alternating closed and open forms. Instead, I 

found a quantitative basis for Iurii Tynianov’s and Mikhail Gasparov’s earlier claim that the 

closed and open styles co-existed and mixed in Russian literature (Tynianov 1969, 52-3; 

Gasparov 1997, 434-455). In Russian five-act verse comedy of the first half of the nineteenth 

century, Romanticism did not supersede Neoclassicism; instead, some comedies manifest 

Romantic features, whereas others remained faithful to Neoclassical style. The evolution of 

French five-act verse comedy corresponds to Heinrich Wölfflin’s model of alternating closed and 

open forms, which Boris Iarkho had also observed in the case of the French five-act tragedy. As 

regards four- vs. five-act verse comedies, Russian four-act verse comedy tended to be more 

experimental than the contemporaneous French and Russian five-act verse comedy. 
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Introduction 

The term “distant reading” was popularized by Franco Moretti’s in his 2013 book of the 

same name. It proposed to use precise methods to study large corpora of literary texts extending 

well beyond the canon. Moretti and the Stanford Literary Lab called their method “quantitative 

formalism.” While Moretti’s 2013 approach underscores the opposition of distant reading and 

more traditional close reading, scholars have pointed out that this antinomy is superficial as, in 

actuality, these strategies are mutually enriching (Jänicke et al. 2015; Pilshchikov 2018, 40-2). In 

his recent book Distant Horizons. Digital Evidence and Literary Change, Ted Underwood 

conveys a similar vision: “Instead of displacing previous scales of literary description, distant 

reading has the potential to expand the discipline - rather as biochemistry expanded chemistry 

toward a larger scale of analysis” (Underwood 2019, xviii). Based upon his mature reflection on 

the matter, Underwood proposes a “2.0 version” of the method, which he calls critical distant 

reading (Underwood 2019, xix, original italics). The 2.0 approach focuses on hypothesis testing 

rather than exploratory data analysis: instead of venturing into the dark forest of data without a 

plan, Underwood suggests beginning by formulating an “interpretative hypothesis.” Moreover, 

Underwood underscores that is it crucial to tie any new study to existing research, avoiding the 

pitfall of “cherry-picking” subsets of data that confirm initial assumptions (Underwood 2019, 

17). Underwood insists on the importance of statistical models which “offer new methods of 

representing and interpreting the world.” Underwood maintains that such models are especially 

good for studying borderline cases and tracking down historical trends. Yet, he claims that 

currently, statistical models contribute only 1% to literary analyses (Underwood 2019, xix, xxi, 

17, 145, 146). 
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However, emerging interest in “quantitative formalism” is not so much a twenty-first 

century innovation as it is a revival. Already at the beginning of the previous century, the 

members of the Moscow Linguistic Circle (1915-1924) applied precise methods to the study of 

literature; among them, a prominent scholar, Boris Iarkho, even authored a comprehensive 

treatise titled “The Methodology of Precise Literary Studies.”1 Therefore, it is not surprising that 

Russian Quantitative Formalism is recently gaining in popularity. One of the early signs of this 

interest was the 2015 Stanford conference on “Russian Formalism and the Digital Humanities” 

(see Bozovic 2015; Ustinov 2016). In 2019, the Journal of Literary Theory published a special 

issue on “Moscow Formalism and Literary History,” which included works of Boris Iarkho, 

Mikhail Gasparov, and Maksim Shapir. In their preface, “Data-Driven Formalism,” Frank 

Fischer, Marina Akimova, and Boris Orekhov wrote: 

Readers of this volume unacquainted with Yarkho and Gasparov will be astonished about 

how close they are to present-day Digital Humanities practices. They use large text 

corpora and work their way through an abundance of calculations, and they do all that 

despite the lack of two things that are so essential for quantitative research today: a 

computer, and a research team assembling different skills and expertises (Fischer et al. 

2019a, 1-2). 

Importantly, Boris Iarkho not only wrote the aforementioned treatise, but also created two 

quantitative studies of drama (“Komedii i tragedii Kornelia. Ètiud po teorii zhanra”)” [“The 

                                                      

1 
Members of the Moscow Linguistic Circle included Roman Jakobson (the Circle’s first president), Grigorii 

Vinokur, Osip Brik, Boris Iarkho, Sergei Bobrov, Boris Tomashevskii, Gustav Shpet, Boris Gornung, Maksim 
Kenigsberg, Nikolai Zhinkin, Petr Bogatyrev, and other scholars (Shapir 2001; Pilshchikov 2015). Of them, Iarkho, 
Tomashevskii and, to a certain extent, Jakobson, represent what can be called the first incarnation of “Quantitative 
Formalism” (Pilshchikov 2018; 2020). 
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Comedies and Tragedies of Corneille (A Study in the Theory of Genre)”] and “Raspredelenie 

rechi v piatiaktnoi tragedii (K voprosu o klassitsizme i romantizme” [“Speech Distribution in 

Five-Act Tragedies in Neoclassicism and Romanticism”]) which exemplified his methods in 

practice. As Igor Pilshchikov points out, Iarkho’s approach entails the following components: 1) 

analysis, i.e., identification of the features that characterize the works in the corpus; 2) synthesis, 

i.e., statistical operations on the obtained values of these features; 3) analysis, i.e., 

contextualization of the results obtained in the synthesis through comparison/contrast with other 

literary works (Pilshchikov 2018, 44). Iarkho’s studies satisfy the 2.0 distant reading 

requirements in that they propose and test interpretative statistical models for genre and style 

differentiation and evolution, which address important questions for literary history and 

typology. 

The above-mentioned works by Iarkho focus on quantitative drama research, a field that 

has seen an increasing number of projects in the past two decades. The overarching research 

questions, which echo Iarkho’s earlier explorations, include genre differentiation (Digital 

Literary Network Analysis, Shapir, Schöch) and historical development of drama (Sperantov and 

Digital Literary Network Analysis). Yet, one can see that recent quantitative drama research has 

been dominated largely by network analysis, which encouraged us to seek alternative 

approaches, calling attention to earlier Quantitative Formalist methods and putting them into 

practice.2 Thus, I continued Iarkho’s previous work and applied an enhanced version of his 

methodology to a different genre and to a different corpus, i.e., the Russian and French five-act 

comedy in verse. My null hypothesis was that my results will be consistent with Iarkho’s 

                                                      

2 
Network analysis of dramatic texts is an application of the social network analysis to drama, where play 

characters may be viewed as “nodes” and their interactions become “edges” connecting these nodes (Trilcke 2015 
c). 
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previous model of genre evolution, whereas my alternative hypothesis was a rejection of this 

model, or at least, a questioning of its universality. I used Iarkho’s four features (percentage of 

non-dialogues3, the standard range of the speech distribution, mobility coefficient, and the mean 

number of dramatic characters4 per play) to ensure that my results were directly comparable with 

Iarkho’s previous findings, which allowed me to test Iarkho’s earlier model of style evolution on 

a different genre (five-act comedy in verse) and corpus. For consistency purposes, I relied on 

author’s definition of a genre. Additionally, I imposed formal generic limitations, i.e., collected 

only the comedies that had five acts and no choruses. Under the term “genre” in this case, I 

understand any group of texts that share formal and thematic characteristics. De facto, genres 

form a hierarchy (a genre, a subgenre, a sub-subgenre, etc., but in theory of literature genres still 

have no clear differentiation, which Iarkho discussed in his “The Methodology of Precise 

Literary Studies” (Iarkho 2006b, 42). However, I did not simply adopt Iarkho’s methodology; 

instead, I modernized it by utilizing the computer for text digitalization and processing as well as 

feature extraction and visualization. Furthermore, my research ran more modern statistical tests 

and relied on a larger corpus, which included new texts that had never been studied before and 

the texts which had never been studied using Iarkho’s methods. Additionally, I incorporated 

Sperantov’s research on stage direction, which applied Iarkho’s methodology to the study of the 

evolution of the Russian tragedy. I utilized three formal features from Sperantov’s work (the 

frequency of the stage directions, the average length of a stage direction, and the degree of the 

verse and prose interaction in a play) and compared my results concerning the evolution of the 

                                                      

3
 Based on further investigation, I came to realization that polylogues and monologues should be treated 

separately instead of being combined in one category “the percentage of non-dialogues.” 

4
 Dramatic characters are what is usually referred to as dramatatis personae. They appear on stage in a play. 

This is an equivalent of “les acteurs” in French and “действующие лица” in Russian. 
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Russian comedy in verse with his findings. Furthermore, for German comedies, which I briefly 

compared with Shakespeare, I incorporated data from the recent projects, namely the number of 

dramatic characters in a play (that is, network size) from the “Drama Corpora Project.” To make 

the project useful for future researchers and to ensure reproducibility of the results, I provided 

open access to the data and my coded pipelines in Python on Github.5 Ultimately, I hope that my 

findings and analysis will be a valuable source of interpretation of historical and cultural change 

for broader scholarship and readership.  

Such a diachronic study of verse comedy allowed me to examine an additional research 

question concerning the place of Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma [Woe from Wit, 1824], 

Russia’s most famous comedy in verse, in relation to other comedies in the corpus. This play is 

unique in many regards, among which are that it has four acts, which has no tradition in Russia, 

and it is written in free iambs (first used in Russian verse comedy in 1795), whereas the 

preceding tradition, from which this recent innovation derives, is a five-act comedy in “long” 

verses (iambic hexameters). Moreover, a more appropriate genre label for Gore ot uma, as 

Maksim Shapir has demonstrated, is tragicomedy rather than comedy (Shapir 2000, 267-8). 

Therefore, I expect to gain a broader historical perspective on this important Russian comedy. 

 The chapters of my dissertation compare the evolution of the Russian five-act comedy in 

verse with different national traditions on the basis of an enhanced version of Iarkho’s approach. 

Chapter one reviews the existing literature on the quantitative study of drama. Chapter two 

focuses on the corpus of French five-act Neoclassical comedies in verse (from Corneille and 

Molière to Delavigne and Bonjour) and compares it with Iarkho’s previous findings on the five-

                                                      

5 
The link to the project repository is https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy. The project analyses 

and files have been also saved on Zenodo https://zenodo.org/record/4765186 - .YKMkVH1KjOQ. 
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act tragedy in verse without a chorus.6 Finally, chapter three performs a quantitative study of the 

Russian five-act comedy in verse (from Nikolev and Kniazhnin to Shakhovskoi) and compares it 

with the French tradition, the contrastive material, and Sperantov’s results on the five-act tragedy 

in verse without a chorus. This chapter provides a broader cultural and historical context by 

incorporating contrastive material: English – William Shakespeare and Richard Brinsley 

Sheridan, Italian –Carlo Goldoni. Two national traditions formed a core of the research project – 

French and Russian –  and, therefore, utilized comprehensive corpora. Selection of the French 

five-act comedies in verse is based on the following sources: 1) library catalogs (Gallica – the 

digital library of the Bibliothèque nationale de France); 2) existing digital corpora and databases 

(Théâtre Classique and Registres de la Comédie-Française); 3) histories of literature (A Field of 

Honor: Writers, Court Culture, and Public Theater in French Literary Life (2005) by Gregory S. 

Brown and Histoire philosophique et littéraire du théâtre français depuis son origine jusqu’à 

nos jours (1843) by M. Hippolyte Lucas). The list of relevant works for the corpus of the 

Russian five-act comedies in verse is culled from the following resources: 1) library catalogs 

(The National Library of Russia [РНБ]), The Russian State Archive of Literature and Arts 

[РГАЛИ], the Russian State Library [РГБ], and Saint Petersburg State Theater Library [СПБ 

ГТБ]); 2) existing digital corpora (Russian Drama Corpus API); 2) anthologies (Russkaia 

komediia i komicheskaia opera XVIII veka (1950) edited by P.N. Berkov; Stikhotvornaia 

komediia kontsa XVIII– nachala XIX v. (1964), edited by M.O. Iankovskii, in the “Biblioteka 

                                                      

6
 A typical ancient Greek tragedy has a chorus, whereas a typical seventeenth-century tragedy does not. The 

absence of choruses as a feature of Classical taste evolved diachronically: Iarkho points out that the French 
Renaissance tragedy favored choruses, but the Neoclassical playwrights eventually abandoned them. As a result, 
those few Neoclassical tragedies with choruses can be described as hybrid cases (Iarkho 2006c, 565). We can 
therefore suspect that tragedies and comedies with choruses belong to a different sub-genre, and they should be 
excluded from examination to avoid heterogeneity, at least at the stage of analysis presented in this dissertation. 
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poèta” series; and Stikhotvornaia komediia, komicheskaia opera, vodevil’ kontsa XVIII – nachala 

XIX veka (1990) edited by A.A. Gozenpud in the “Biblioteka poèta” series); 3) histories of 

literature (P.N. Berkov’s Istoriia russkoi komedii XVIII v. (1977), David Welsh’s Russian 

Comedy, 1765-1823 (1966), and Istoriia russkoi dramaturgii. XVII  - pervaia polovina XIX veka 

(1982) edited by  L.M. Lotman, Russkaia komediia do poiavleniia A.N. Ostrovskogo (1912) by 

È.P. von Berg); 4) individual playwright’s editions (Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Komedii. 

Stikhotvoreniia (1961) published in “Biblioteka poèta” and Iakov Kniazhnin’s Komediii i 

komicheskie opery (2003) published in the “Rossiiskaia dramaticheskaia biblioteka” series). 

Certain comedies not previously available in digital format have now been obtained from the 

Saint Petersburg Theater Library archival collection specifically for this project. These include 

Znatoki. Komediia v stikhakh (1788)  by Nikolai Èmin, Zhiteiskaia shkola. Original’naia 

komediia v piati deistviiakh (1849) by Piotr Grigor′ev, Pisateli mezhdu soboi. Komediia v piati 

deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1827) by Vasilii Golovin, a manuscript of a loose translation of Molière’s 

Shkola zhenshchin, komediia v 5-ti deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1830) and Tartiuf, komediia v 5-ti 

deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1828) by Nikolai Khmel′nitskii, a loose translation of Piron’s 

Metromaniia ili strast’ k stikhotvorstvu (1820) by Nikolai Sushkov, Zhenikhi ili pobezhdennyi 

predrassudok: Komediia v piati deistviaikh, v stikhakh (1806) by Nikolai Seliavin, and a 

manuscript of Novaia shkola muzhei: Komediia v 5 deistviakh, v stikhakh (1842) by Rafail 

Zotov. These publications belong to the St. Petersburg Library cultural heritage collection 

entitled “Russian Drama”; the editions, with the exception of the manuscripts, are part of the 

Grand Duke Pavel and Princess Olga Palei’s drama collection. Other known Russian five-act 

comedies in verse, which remained inaccessible to me, are the following: Mitrofanushka v 

otstavke, komediia v piati deistviiakh (1800) by Grigorii Gorodchaninov (1772-1852), Interesnye 
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prodelki, ili Nevesta dvukh zhenikhov: Komediia v 5 d., v stikhakh (1841) by G.G. (presumably 

by Grigorii Gorodchaninov), and Demon stikhotvorstva: Komediia v 5 d., v stikhakh (1843) by 

V. Nevskii (under the pen name of Vasilii Chernikov).7  

Finally, due to the limited scope of the present study, I unable to compare and contrast 

the Polish eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Neoclassical five-act comedy in verse with 

the Russian tradition. These connections could serve as a basis for future research projects. 

 

 

                                                      

7
 Rossiiskaia natsional’naia biblioteka. “General’nyi katalog knig na russkom iazyke (1725-1998).” See 

http://nlr.ru/e-case3/sc2.php/web_gak/lc/64971/24#pict ; http://nlr.ru/e-case3/sc2.php/web_gak/lc/105666/27#pict; 
Balakin 2017, 276. 
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Chapter 1. Quantitative Studies of Drama 

 As I have previously mentioned, in the past two decades, the quantitative study of drama 

has generated considerable interest, resulting in a variety of scholarship. Though it may seem 

that this research area has emerged only recently, in actuality, it goes back to the 1930s and the 

pre-computer era. Over the years, four important approaches have been adopted: 

1) Topic modeling 

2) Dramatic network analysis 

3) Formalist, Structuralist, and Neoformalist quantitative analysis in the pre-computer and 

early-computer era 

4) Digital Corpora Compilations 

 

Section 1. Topic Modeling 
 

Russian and French five-act comedies in verse constitute the primary sources for my 

dissertation. French Neoclassical drama from 1630 to 1789 received attention in the work of 

Christoph Schöch. He used MALLET software8 on 391 plays and fine-tuned a topic-modeling 

algorithm with 48 different hyper-parameter combinations to generate sixty distinct topics, which 

he analyzed according to their distribution by genres: three-act and five-act comedy, tragedy, and 

tragicomedy. Schöch evaluated his topic-modeling algorithms based on their performance on a 

supervised task with four different algorithms (Support Vector Machines, k-Nearest Neighbors, 

                                                      

8 
MALLET is a popular tool that utilizes the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) algorithm, which allows a user 

to identify “topics”  based on the words that appear in the documents. The underlying assumption of this algorithm 
is that similar words appear in similar contexts. The user has to specify the number of topics. Additionally, the 
names of the topics are not produced by the algorithm but need to be interpreted by the user. For more information, 
see Shawn Graham, Scott Weingart, and Ian Milligan. “Getting Started with Topic Modeling and MALLET.” The 
Programming Historian. Last modified September 02, 2012. Accessed June 9, 2020. 
https://programminghistorian.org/en/lessons/topic-modeling-and-mallet. 
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Stochastic Gradient Descent, and Decision Tree). The machine learning task was classification 

into genres, the evaluation metric – accuracy, i.e., the percentage of correct predictions. 9  Each 

genre would have its most relevant topics, for example, a topic with top words “madam, to love, 

mister” and a topic with top words “good, mister, beautiful” for comedy. Tragedy’s most 

relevant topics would include a topic with top words “blood, death, hand” and a topic with top 

words “sire, care, place.” As an experiment, Schöch clustered plays based on the 60 topics using 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA). The correspondence of the PCA clusters and conventional 

genre labels was high. In Schöch’s scatterplot of the first two Principal Components, which 

account for the largest amount of variance in the data, tragedies and comedies are clearly 

distinguishable, whereas tragicomedies occupy an intermediary space between comedies and 

tragedies on the plot. At the same time, a large number of tragicomedies appear both in the 

“comic” and “tragic” clusters. Additionally, he performed Hierarchical Clustering on the topic 

scores and produced a dendrogram of 10 Hierarchical Clusters that showed that “while some 

tragedies and comedies form quite large distinct groups, the tragicomedies mingle partly with the 

comedies, partly with the tragedies.” The tightest clusters seem to be by genre: comedies cluster 

first with comedies, tragedies with tragedies, and tragicomedies first with tragicomedies. 

Comedies and tragicomedies are closer to each other than either is to tragedies. According to 

Schöch, the research demonstrates that literary genres are not “merely a projection or a social 

construct but an actual pattern in data” (Schöch 2017). While this study is an undoubtedly 

thorough and thought-provoking experiment, we need to be mindful that Schöch optimized his 

                                                      

9
 The topic-based classification model (SVM)’s best performance had 87% accuracy. Schöch also compared 

the topic-based model with a model that utilizes word-frequencies transformed into z-scores (using 3500 most 
frequently used words). This word-frequency based model had a slightly better performance than the topic-based 
model (SVM’s accuracy of 90.5%) (Schöch 2017, 19-20). 
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topic-modeling algorithm on a genre classification task, which means that the topics generated 

by the model were especially good at predicting the genre of a play. This validation method 

might have been one of the reasons why the clusters produced on the basis of the genre-

optimized topics also had a high correspondence with the conventional genre labels. The study 

also rests on the assumption that we always have the true labels (i.e., we always know which 

genre a play belongs to). However, this is not uncontroversial since there are borderline and 

disputable cases when scholars cannot unequivocally agree on this matter. Furthermore, Schöch 

admits that his research has the following limitation: he included a few three-act plays into the 

corpus of predominantly five-act plays. In our project, we tried to avoid such heterogeneity by 

focusing only on five-act verse comedies. 

More recently, Irina Pavlova and Frank Fischer worked on topic modeling for Russian plays 

from 1750 to 1930. They used the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) algorithm to identify six 

topics. To evaluate their model, Pavlova and Fischer utilized word vectors from RusVectōrēs, 

which were built on the Russian National Corpus, and measured semantic density for different 

models to select the best hyperparameters.10 One could argue that RusVectōrēs word 

embeddings do not capture two hundred years of language change (from 1750 to 1930) and 

might not be the ideal choice for evaluating drama of that period. Pavlova and Fischer identified 

such topics as “family 1”, “love,” “family 2”, “court,” “money,” and “people.”11  Their main 

                                                      

10
 Their process involved an evaluation of the following:  

“semantic closeness (cosine closeness of vectors) for a topic’s 10 top words”; 
“average semantic closeness of all available pairs for 10 top-words for the topic” 
“average semantic closeness of all topics in a model”  
(see Pavlova and Fischer 2018, 1-26). 

11
 The numbers that follows topic names apparently distinguish between different variants of the same topic 

(e.g. “family 1” and “family 2”). 
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question was: “How are these topics distributed by periods, genre, and author?” The scholars 

include data on fifteen different authors – these data allow us to see the topics which are more 

relevant for each author; for example, “court” is important for Sumarokov, “family” for 

Fonvizin, “people” for Gogol′.12  Similarly, upon visual investigation of the histograms, it 

appears that each topic has a unique chronological distribution, e.g., such topics as “money” and 

“people” become increasingly important in the nineteenth century. Nonetheless, it would have 

been beneficial for the authors to incorporate statistical tests to definitively conclude that all five 

topics have significantly different chronological distribution. Furthermore, scholars have 

demonstrated that certain topics are associated with different genres. For example, “court” is by 

far more relevant for tragedy than it is for comedy and drama (understood here in a narrow sense, 

as a genre), whereas the topic “people” is important for comedy and drama and not for tragedy 

(Pavlova and Fischer 2018, 1-26). Their data allows us to see that tragedy is opposed to comedy 

and drama based on all six topics, but there has been less attention to the distinction between 

comedy and drama. While these findings are interesting in themselves, we can only wish that the 

study had undertaken a more fine-grained grouping of the plays, for example, by period and 

genre, by genre and author, by author and time period. Is the topic “family 1” equally relevant 

for Fonvizin’s comedies, tragedies, or both? Is the topic “people” gaining importance in the 

nineteenth century in all genres or only in a particular genre? Unfortunately, since our study was 

concerned with the evolution of the five-act comedy in verse, we could not directly compare our 

results with chronological data that makes no genre distinction or genre data without 

chronological distinction. Finally, Pavolova and Fischer’s study would have benefited greatly 

                                                      

12
 The authors include Sumarokov, Fonvizin, Krylov, Shakhovskoi, Pushkin, Gogol′, Turgenev, Ostrovskii, 

Sukhovo-Kobylin, Alexei K. Tolstoi, Leo Tolstoi, Chekhov, Blok, Gumilev, and Bulgakov. See Ibid. 



 

 
13

from comparing the topic distributions of different authors by running statistical tests (e.g., chi-

squared test), which would have helped identify which authors have statistically significant 

different topic distributions. Simultaneously, the similarity of topics among authors, i.e., lack of 

statistically significant difference in their topic distributions, could have been explored and 

interpreted philologically. 

Yet Pavlova and Fischer’s visualizations of the topic distributions, which varied among 

authors, prompted us to pay special attention to differences between authors in our diachronic 

study of the Russian comedy – some authors might have not been writing in the prevailing style 

of their period, which we should account for. 

 
Section 2. Dramatic Network Analysis 
 

Another area of quantitative drama research was spearheaded by Stiller and Hudson, who 

explored character-to-character interactions in ten of Shakespeare’s plays using the methodology 

of network analysis.13 Stiller and Hudson’s main goal was to determine whether these plays 

mimic interactions in society, or more specifically, whether they showed any signs of a real-life 

phenomenon called “small world.” In drama, this would mean that plays would have highly 

clustered, isolated scene cliques linked together by only a few intermediate14 dramatic 

characters. To answer this question, the scholars used the following network features: 

connectivity (C), or “the proportion of all possible linkages between [dramatic] characters that 

are realized (i.e., actually occur)”, mean path distance (D), or “the mean number of links needed 

                                                      

13
 The plays included Hamlet, King Lear, A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Othello, Richard III, Romeo and 

Juliet, The Tempest, Titus Andronicus, Troilus and Cressida, Twelfth Night (Stiller and Hudson 2005, 60). 
14

 “Intermediate” (Stiller and Hudson’s term) means dramatic characters who connect clustered groups of 
dramatic characters. 
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to connect two [dramatic] characters by the shortest route”, and cluster coefficient (T), or “the 

likelihood that two nodes [characters] that interact with a mutual acquaintance will themselves 

interact with one another.”15 Stiller and Hudson explained that the cluster coefficient is a way to 

quantify how tightly bound is a social group is. Another important feature was betweenness 

centrality that “quantifies the number of times a node acts as a bridge along the shortest path 

between two other nodes” (Ouyang and Reilly, 2020). The scholars determined that in all plays, 

mean path distance (D) was below 2 and cluster coefficient (T) was very high (mean=0.81). If 

the connections between dramatic characters were random, connectivity and cluster coefficient 

would have been roughly the same as each other, yet, in this corpus, cluster coefficient was much 

higher. On this basis they argue that all the plays revealed signs of the “small world 

phenomenon.” The scholars compare character interactions with real life social interactions and 

conclude that there is no significant difference between the median number of dramatic 

characters per scene (“the scene clique”) and the median size of the so-called support clique, that 

is the number of people who provide emotional support to a person, e.g., close friends. On the 

other hand, a monthly support group size, that is to say, “the number of people that an individual 

has contacted within the past month on a social basis,” is significantly different from the scene 

clique. Thus, they formulate the hypothesis that character interactions within each scene 

resemble human interactions within a support clique. While the fact that the tests show no 

                                                      

15
 “C = L/S – 1, where C is connectivity, S is the number of characters within the play and L is the number of 

links a character has. For the entire play, Cplay =L / S(S-1). D = ∑dij / S-1, where D equals the shortest number of 
intermediate steps needed to connect two characters i and j”, S is the number of characters within the play. For each 
character T = 2R / L(L-1), where R represents the number of relationships that exist between the acquaintances 
known by a character”) (Stiller and Hudson 2005, 61). 
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significant difference between the two does not allow us to accept this hypothesis, at this point 

we fail to reject it (Stiller and Hudson 2005, 58, 65-6). 

In their discussion, Stiller and Hudson leave out important questions. What were the 

selection criteria were for the corpus, that is, why did they choose these specific ten plays by 

Shakespeare? What about other plays by the same author or by a different author? Additionally, 

it remains unclear whether the data for the support clique and monthly clique reflects social 

interaction patterns of the world of Shakespeare or the modern world, or the medium of contact. 

Texting or telephoning twenty friends is quite different than meeting face-to-face with them. On 

the other hand, Stiller and Hudson are appropriately attentive to the distribution of the underlying 

data. Once they determine that it is not normally distributed, they run non-parametric 

significance tests.16 These steps, which are often skipped by researchers in the area, are 

incorporated into our approach to the quantitative study of drama.17  

Another interdisciplinary research group, Digital Literary Network Analysis (DLINA), 

conducted extensive studies of dramatic networks, including the “small world phenomenon.” 18 

They used two features that also occur in Stiller and Hudson’s earlier work: clustering coefficient 

(C) and average path length (cf. mean path distance). However, they added another feature - 

node-degree distribution, where nodes are individual dramatic characters and degree is the 

                                                      

16
 Mann Whitney test (Stiller and Hudson 2005, 64) 

17
 One assumption that the scholars investigate in their research is whether a high cluster coefficient depends 

on the small number of dramatic characters in a play. Upon examination, they fail to reject the null hypothesis that 
there is a significant connection between the network size and the cluster coefficient. Additionally, Stiller and 
Hudson demonstrate that there is “a highly significant correlation between the number of scenes that a character 
appears in and the corresponding cluster coefficient:” dramatic characters who appear only in one scene tend to have 
a higher cluster coefficient that dramatic characters who appear in more than one scene (Stiller and Hudson 2005, 
64). 

18
 DLINA members include Frank Fischer, Dario Kampkaspar, Christopher Kittel, Mathias Göbel, Hanna-

Lena Meiners, Peer Trilcke, D. Skorinkin. See Trilcke et al. 2016.  
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number of dramatic characters each character interacts with during the entire play. Unlike Stiller 

and Hudson, they used a larger corpus, which comprises 465 German-language plays from 1731 

to 1929, the so-called “Sydney corpus.”  Additionally, the DLINA researchers define a “small 

world” network according to three criteria: clustering coefficient should be significantly higher 

than random, average path length should not differ significantly from average path length of a 

random network, and node-degree distribution needs to follow a power-law regression. 19 

“Filtering” dramatic networks based on the first criterion left the scholars with 23 plays, the 

second – 17 plays, and the third – only 5 out of the original 465. Thus, the scholars concluded 

that, given their assumed criteria, “small world” networks are more the exception than the rule 

(Trilcke et al. 2016). One could point out that the DLINA researchers’ study would have 

benefited from analyzing not only node-degree distributions, but also the distributions of two 

other features – clustering coefficient and average path length.20 Their definition of significance, 

“more than two standard deviations away from the mean,” relies crucially on the assumption of 

normality of the underlying distribution; however, the distribution of the data needs to be 

checked. Due to the nature of these distributions, it could turn out that non-parametric tests could 

                                                      

19
 To identify such networks, the DLINA researchers performed the following steps: first, they calculated 

1,000 random networks for each dramatic network and obtained the mean clustering coefficient (C random). Next, 
they divided the actual clustering coefficient C by C random and arrived at the quotient. Finally, they included only 
those networks where the quotient was significantly higher than random, where by “significantly higher” they mean 
more than two standard deviations away from the mean. They repeated the same procedure for average path length, 
however, this time they were looking for the plays that do not significantly differ from a random network. Finally, 
the DLINA researchers looked at the node-degree distribution and calculated coefficients of determination (r2) for 
different regressions, since they were looking for the networks that are best described by power-law regression. (See 
ibid). 

20
 Ironically, “dlina” is the Russian word for ‘length.’ In fact, in a later presentation, the DLINA researchers 

investigate the distribution of different features (degree, closeness, betweenness, strength, eigenvector centrality, 
frequency, speech acts and words) and find out that in most cases, quadratic distribution is a closer fit (for all 
features except for degree and strength). Thus, they claim, the “power-law postulate has to be rejected” (Fischer et 
al. 2018). 
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be more appropriate, as was previously the case for Stiller and Hudson. Despite these 

shortcomings, the DLINA researchers’ findings present a glaring contradiction to Stiller and 

Hudson’s earlier claim that all of the plays in their corpus show “small world” properties. Why 

do these two studies arrive at such different conclusions? One possible explanation could be 

attributed to the choice and diversity of the corpus used in the studies: Stiller and Hudson used 

only ten plays by Shakespeare, and the selection of these plays could have been biased. Another 

possible factor could be the discrepancy in the definition of a “small world dramatic network and 

criteria of its identification.” This difference is fundamental; if the two research teams are 

identifying small world phenomena according to different criteria, their results cannot properly 

be compared, since it is not the same small world; they are applying different criteria to which 

they happen to have given the same name. So, for example, the DLINA researchers’ 

incorporation of power-law regression for node degree distribution, a feature not employed by 

Stiller and Hudson, further decreases the number of plays with small world dramatic networks. 

This fact in itself highlights how the choice of features can exercise a decisive impact on the 

outcome of a study. To avoid bias, the choice of features should be motivated. 
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Martin Grandjean also undertook a study of the typology of dramatic networks of 11 

tragedies by Shakespeare. 21 Grandjean used two features: the raw number of dramatic characters 

in a play and network density, which measures actual character interactions as a percentage of all 

potential interactions.22 Grandjean published graphic visualizations along with the values of the 

two features for every tragedy, but the findings of the study seem somewhat inconclusive: 

Grandjean points out the existence of character groups in certain plays, e.g. the Montagues and 

Capulets in Romeo and Juliet and Trojans and Greeks in Troilus and Cressida. However, it 

would have been useful to provide a more precise definition of a character group in quantitative 

terms (cf. character clique in Stiller and Hudson’s work). He also asserts that  “the result speaks 

for itself: the longest tragedy (Hamlet) is not the most structurally complex and is less dense than 

King Lear, Titus Andronicus or Othello” (Grandjean 2015). Yet, since the study does not 

compare the networks of the eleven tragedies with randomly generated networks, nor does it 

examine the distributions of the two features, or provide their central tendency or the variance, 

one cannot be certain which play is typical and which one is a structural anomaly. Upon further 

examination of the values of the two features in Grandjean’s post, that is, the number of dramatic 

characters in a play and network density, we confirmed the expected: the two features showed a 

strong negative correlation (- 0.905), which means that a smaller network is likely to have 

greater density, whereas a larger network is likely to have a lower density. The tragedies that are 

in the 75th percentile based on the number of dramatic characters (Timon of Athens, Antony and 

Cleopatra, and Coriolanus) appear in the 25th percentile based on their network density. In 

comparison, Othello and King Lear are in the 25th percentile based on the number of dramatic 

characters and in the 75th percentile based on their network density. Large networks cannot easily 

be fully connected, whereas, in small casts, the dramatic characters are bound to interact. It 
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would have been helpful if Grandjean had also provided data on the length of the tragedies so 

future scholars could examine if there is any correlation between play length and network 

density. Play length could be a confounding variable for which one should control either by 

studying the plays of comparable length or by taking random samples of the same length. The 

organization of the visualizations in the blog post follows the chronological order of the plays, 

whereas the underlying question of network typology prompts an organization of the networks 

based on their structural types. While Shakespeare’s tragedies are not the object of our current 

research, it could be worthwhile to compare Grandjean’s numbers about the raw counts of 

dramatic characters in a play with Boris Iarkho’s findings in his Speech Distribution in Five-Act 

Tragedies (A Question of Classicism and Romanticism), which we will discuss at length in a later 

section.  

Dramatic networks in Shakespearean tragedy attracted the attention of another leading 

scholar, Franco Moretti. His first work in this field, “Network Theory, Plot Analysis” came out 

in 2011 as #2 in the Stanford Literary Lab pamphlet series and was limited in scope: Moretti 

focused only on Shakespeare’s Hamlet and drew a network of character interactions by hand. 

The main feature he used was the raw number of the edges, or connections of each dramatic 

character to other dramatic characters. His original hope was that network analysis could be a 

tool for uncovering the “underlying structures of a complex object” (Moretti 2011, 3-4). In this 

work, Moretti noticed that the distribution of edges follows a power law – an observation that 

may have prompted the DLINA researchers’ adoption of this feature in their analysis, as 

discussed earlier. However, Moretti’s conclusion in this work is far from definitive:  

It is never easy, realizing that one has reached a dead end, pure and simple. But this is what 

it was. Using networks to gain intuitive knowledge of plot structures had played an 
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important role – but we had now reached the limits of its usefulness. Better turn away from 

images for a while, and let intuition give way to concepts (network size, density, clustering, 

betweenness …), and to statistical analysis (Moretti 2011, 12). 

Yet in 2013 Moretti returned to dramatic network analysis with a new pamphlet, 

“‘Operationalizing.’: or, the function of measurement in modern literary theory” (pamphlet 6 in 

the same series) This time, his corpus included Racine’s Phèdre, Sophocles’s Antigone,  

Shakespeare’s Macbeth and Othello, Friedrich Schiller’s Don Carlos, and Henrich Ibsen’s 

Ghosts. His main question was the identification of the protagonist. In general, he acknowledged 

that “protagonist” is a special case of dramatic character centrality. Moretti incorporated two 

measures of centrality: the first was based on the dramatic character’s word-space and was 

associated with “how much meaning the character brings into the play,” whereas the second was 

based on the number of interactions.23 One of his findings was that Phèdre occupied 29.4% of 

the word space, however, based on the raw number of interactions, Thésée was more central.24 

Moretti reported that two measures of centrality were often in disagreement, with rare cases 

when the two coincided (e.g. Macbeth).  Another question, which emerged in Moretti’s article, 

was the “tragic collision” between dramatic characters. This time, Moretti relied on a corpus of 

ten Greek tragedies, but the article only included the details of his analysis of Antigone.25 He 

was interested in testing Hegel’s assertion that dramatic characters express their conflict “face to 

                                                      

23
 Dramatic character’s word-space = (“the number of words allocated to a particular character” / total number 

of words in a play) × 100%. Character’s interactions = raw number of links per character (Moretti 2013, 2, 5). 
24

 Moretti defines a character’s “word space” as the number of words “each character utters.” (Moretti 2013, 
2). 

25
 Five tragedies by Aeschylus, and five by Sophocles: Agamemnon, Libation Bearers, Eumenides, Suppliant 

Maidens, Prometheus, Antigone, Philoctetes, Oedipus at Colonus, Ajax, Electra (Moretti 2013, 10). 
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face” and their language becomes more “objective.” To uncover the conflict, Moretti extracted 

the dramatic characters’ most distinctive words and his empirical findings contradicted Hegel’s 

claim. 26 According to Moretti, the language becomes less objective in face-to-face 

confrontations. Moretti’s hypothesis is that the conflict is actualized through stichomythia, or 

“line-by-line attack and defense” rather than through semantics. Moretti found that within his 

corpus it was most common for the two measures of centrality to disagree with only rare cases 

(e.g., Macbeth) where they coincided (Moretti 2013, 1-13). 

In a blog-post response to Moretti’s pamphlet, Frédéric Glorieux points out that Moretti 

provides the readers with a PDF document with visualizations in black and white but no access 

to the underlying data. Therefore, Glorieux experiments: he re-creates Moretti’s dramatic 

network of Phèdre using Gephi software. While Glorieux’s visualization itself largely confirms 

Moretti’s image, he had to start from the ground up and obtain the data on his own in order to 

rerun the experiment because Moretti did not share his raw data. This points to the important 

requirement of data accessibility, with which we will comply within our research. Unfortunately, 

it is challenging for us to follow Glorieux’s argument in its entirety and experiment with the 

tools he introduces (“rolenet” and “charline”) because the majority of links to the graphs in his 

blog post are broken, which underscores the importance of data sustainability.  

In his essay Distributed Character: Quantitative Models of the English Stage, 1550-1900, 

Marc Algee-Hewitt built upon such commonly used measures of centrality as eigenvector 

                                                      

26
 The approach is described as follows: “First, we establish how often a word occurs in the corpus, and hence 

how often a specific character is expected to use it given the number of words at its disposal; then, we count how 
often a specific character utters a word, and calculate the ratio between the actual and expected frequency; the higher 
the ratio, the greater the deviation from the average, and the more typical the word is of that character (Moretti 2013, 
10). 
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centrality and betweenness centrality to derive three essential metrics: protagonism and 

mediatedness (i.e., a need for a dramatic character to bridge different factions in a play), and the 

difference between them.27 Algee-Hewitt used these metrics to trace the evolution of the English 

plays obtained from ProQuest ((3,568 plays) from 1550 to 1990 (Algee-Hewitt 2017,759-64). He 

discovered important historical trends: protagonism decreased over time , indicating “the 

disappearance of the periphery of the English drama over time and the diffusion of the 

protagonist role from a single character into multiple cast members” (Algee-Hewitt 2017, 764). 

Likewise, mediatedness dropped over time: this meant “less separated communities, less need for 

a single character to bridge the difference between them.” (Algee-Hewitt 2017, 767-9). The 

difference, however, increased over time: “the mediating functions became increasingly 

displaced from the protagonist” (Algee-Hewitt 2017, 774). One question that Algee-Hewitt left 

out of the discussion was the increase in the variance of both protagonism and mediatedness in 

the nineteenth century and possible explanations of this trend. Algee-Hewitt also investigated the 

three metrics by genre (history, tragedy, and comedy) and asserted that other genres began to 

look more like comedies morphologically (Algee-Hewitt 2017, 771). It would have been helpful 

to see the results for each genre presented not only in the aggregate but plotted in their historical 

development. This would have helped us be certain that there was indeed a diverging 

development of tragedy and history towards comedy over time. 

The centrality of a dramatic character has also received attention in the DLINA project. 

Their first work on centrality, “The Biggest Chatterbox in German Literature,” utilizes the 

                                                      

27
 Protagonism was measured as the Gini coefficient scaled by the percentage of the dramatic characters in the 

top quartile of Eigenvector centrality distribution) (Algee-Hewitt 2017,762-3).Mediatedness is the “maximum 
normalized betweenness of a play’s characters” (Algee-Hewitt 2017,767). The difference measures “the mean of the 
absolute difference between the two metrics across every character in a play” (Algee-Hewitt 2017, 773). 
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“Sydney corpus” (465 German-language plays from 1731 and 1929). The group measured three 

quantitative features describing dramatic characters’ speech volume: the raw number of 

orthographic characters, 28 the raw number of words, and the raw number of speech acts 

produced by each dramatic character in a play and arrived at the top twenty “biggest 

chatterboxes of German literature.” Unfortunately, the authors do not clarify what constitutes a 

speech act. Additionally, one can point out that the features are measured in raw numbers and not 

normalized by the total of that parameter for each play, which makes it challenging to compare 

different plays since they exist on different scales. Additionally, the method applied here gives a 

natural advantage to the dramatic characters from longer plays: the top one dramatic character, 

Georg from Ignoramus by Arno Holz, is the “chattiest” based on all three features and, as 

authors admit, is the dramatic character from the longest play (Kampkaspar 2015). Even though 

all three features are provided for each dramatic character, the actual ranking seems to be based 

on the raw number of symbols, whereas the raw number of speech acts (despite being displayed) 

does not seem to contribute to the dramatic character rank, so that, e.g., Goethe’s Faust, with 

97546 symbols, ranks third, but performs only 225 speech acts, which is not a top-three position 

based on the raw number of speech acts. It would be more useful to provide a ranking that would 

incorporate both the dramatic character’s speech volume and frequency of dramatic character 

performance.29 

                                                      

28
 It is unclear how the authors treated punctuation, white spaces, digits, etc. 

29
 In fact, this is the approach taken by Boris Iarkho. First, he calculates frequentative weight (FW) of a role= 

(the number of verse lines per dramatic character ×100%)/ the raw number of utterances per dramatic character. 
Next, he looks at speech volume weight (SWW) of a role: SWW = (number of verse lines belonging to a dramatic  
character ×100%)/ total number of verse lines. Afterwards, he calculates the general dialogical weight (GDW) of a 
role = (FW+SWW) / 2, which takes into account both the performance frequency and the speech volume. Iarkho 
then distinguishes role weight categories: 1) roles of the first weight with GDW over 15.25; 2)  roles of the second 
weight with GWP ranging from 7.34 to 15.25; 3) roles of the third weight with GWP ranging from 2.1 to 7.33; 4) 
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The DLINA researchers’ subsequent study “To Catch a Protagonist. Quantitative 

Dominance Relations in German-Language Drama (1730-1930)” also addressed the same 

question of character centrality, but this time with an increased set of features, which they break 

into two groups. The first is based on raw counts of words, speech acts, and frequency of 

character performance. 30 The second group consists of network-based features, such as 

betweenness centrality, closeness centrality, eigenvector centrality, degree, and weighted degree 

centrality. 31 This time the authors create separate character rankings based on each feature and 

then calculate cumulative rankings using all count-based features, network-based features, and 

one overall ranking based on two groups of features combined.  Fischer concludes that “in half 

the cases, our algorithm is very sure of itself at catching the protagonist”: “in 33% of the cases, 

the main character is ranking 1st in all eight rankings,” and “in 17% of cases, the main character 

is ranking 1st in seven out of eight rankings” (Fischer 2018). Yet, it is not self-evident whether 

this accuracy is satisfactory and whether there are any steps one could take to improve it. 

Additionally, it is not completely clear from the presentation text how the “ground-truth labels” 

(i.e., who are true protagonists vs. non-protagonists) are determined. It goes without saying that 

to evaluate the performance of a ranking one would need to know the true status of each 

character before such evaluation. One guess we can make is that a protagonist is a character 

                                                      

roles of the fourth weight with GWP ranging from 0.1 to 2.09; and 5) non-speaking roles. Iarkho arrives at these 
ranges by looking at the role weight distributions and identifying quartiles (Iarkho 2006a, 452-4). 

30
 These are the same three features that were used in their blog post “The Biggest Chatterbox in German 

Literature.” 

31
 Degree is the number of links a node (i.e., a character) has. Weighted degree assigns weight to each link of 

a node (the DLINA researchers do elaborate on how they weigh links). “Betweenness centrality quantifies the 
number of times a node acts as a bridge along the shortest path between two other nodes.” Closeness is the 
reciprocal of the farness, where farness of a node is “the sum of its distances to all other nodes.” “Eigenvector 
centrality is a measure of the influence of a node in a network. It assigns relative scores to all nodes in the network 
based on the concept that connections to high-scoring nodes contribute more to the score of the node in question 
than equal connections to low-scoring” (Ouyang and Reilly, 2020). 
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whose name is, for example, present in the play title. Building upon their previous analysis, the 

DLINA researchers classify dramatic characters into major characters, minor-major characters, 

major-minor characters, and minor characters, first based on their degree (i.e., the number of 

interactions) and then based on the raw number of words they utter.32 The feature chosen to 

serve as the basis for this classification – either degree or the raw number of words – strongly 

affects the outcome: so, for example, classification based on degree results in the identification 

of 25.78% of characters as “major” and 31.22% as “minor,” whereas the same classification 

based on words produces 10.16% and 69% respectively. This outcome tells us something about 

the features themselves rather than dramatic characters. The underlying assumptions here are that 

the notion of a major dramatic character is quantifiable, and that both degree and raw number of 

words can help identify such characters; however, since these criteria do not produce consistent 

results, we cannot accept these assumptions. Next, the DLINA researchers take a closer look at 

the diachronic development of the percentage of major characters based on the same two features 

per decade from 1730 to 1930. Grouped by decades, the two measures still diverge, e.g., in 1740, 

the median percentage of major dramatic characters is 43% (based on degree) and 22% (based on 

the raw number of words (Fischer et al. 2018). However, the general “wave-like” trend seems to 

repeat in both evolutionary lines of these two positively correlated features, with alternating rises 

and drops roughly every half a century.33 This finding directly relates to Iarkho’s work on the 

evolution of a genre, which we will discuss in the section “Formalist and Structuralist 

approaches in the pre-computer era.” Unfortunately, because we did not use this feature and did 

                                                      

32
 Major characters have degree between 8 and 9, minor major characters – 6 to 7, major minor characters – 4 

to 5, and minor characters – 1 to 2 (Fischer 2018). 
33

 The correlation coefficient of degree with raw number of words is approximately 0.83. 
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not know if the percentage of major dramatic characters characterizes a more open or closed 

style, we were unable to compare our results with the DLINA researchers’ findings. 



 

 
27

Another area that has received considerable attention is the historical development of drama. 

To trace the development of German plays over 200 years (from 1730 to 1930), the DLINA 

researchers used the same Sydney corpus that served as a target of analysis for their other works. 

They focused on such network features as network size, maximum degree, average degree, 

network density, and average path length.34 As a first experiment they calculated and plotted the 

median number of dramatic characters per decade, observing that “in the second half of the 

eighteenth century, we witness a period of gradual increase in the number of dramatic characters 

that may be attributable to the renunciation of Neoclassical drama poetics and the beginning of 

reception of Shakespeare.”35 Fortunately, the DLINA researchers not only present us their 

conclusions, but also provide us the actual plot with marked values, from which the trend 

becomes more apparent. It seems that, in actuality, the median number of dramatic characters 

develops in a zig-zag manner: it steadily increases until 1780 (20.5), then drops to 15 in 1800, 

increases to 25 in 1820-30, drops again to 17 in 1840, increases to 23 in 1870-1880, drops to 9 in 

1900, and increases again to 24.5 in 1920. The maximum degree seems to follow a similar line, 

which may be caused by the positive correlation of the two features: the higher the network size, 

the higher the maximum degree. Upon more investigation on our part, we find that the 

correlation coefficient between network size and maximum degree is 0.9573 and the correlation 

coefficient between network size and average degree is 0.86, i.e., these features have a strong 

positive correlation. At the same time, network size and network density are negatively 

correlated (with a correlation coefficient of - 0.792), which aligns with Grandjean’s data on 

Shakespeare’s tragedies, where the observed correlation between these features is even higher 

(- 0.905). It seems that lower network density, like higher network size, is a sign of an 

experimental style, so it would be more intuitive to compare the evolution of the network size 
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with 1- network density.36 The DLINA researchers admit that “the classification by decades is 

rather arbitrary, so they make an attempt to tie their results to earlier research by calculating and 

plotting the values of two out of four features (median network size and average network 

density) for the periods distinguished in two epoch classifications: one proposed by the Hansers 

Sozialgeschichte der deutschen Literatur and the other introduced by German Structuralists. 

They plot the historical development of the two features (median network size and average 

network density) and their standard deviations. However, it remains unclear why they decide not 

to plot the remaining two features (average degree and average path length). While this 

experiment has the potential of illuminating which of the two established periodizations is better 

supported by the data, unfortunately, the authors stopped at the “initial exploration of the results” 

and did not provide any further analysis. We should keep in mind that no periodization can be 

considered a priori correct – it should be subjected to critical examination against empirical data. 

We cannot be certain that the data for the proposed periods is homogeneous, nor can we be sure 

that the differences in the values of the features are statistically significant. An examination of 

both factors (i.e., the homogeneity of the data and the statistical significance testing) would have 

helped us come to more conclusive results. Additionally, following the earlier example of Stiller 

and Hudson, one could have used clustering algorithms to identify natural groupings within 

empirical data and compared them against Structuralist and Hansers Sozialgeschichte 

classifications. In general, it would have been useful to see the scatterplots and tables not only of 

the summary statistics (median and average), but of every data point. In our research on the 

evolution of the five-act comedy in verse, we made sure to incorporate these approaches. 

 In the subsequent work utilizing the same corpus, the DLINA researchers targeted genre: 

tragedy, comedy, and librettos grouped by century (18th, 19th, and 20th century).37 They used the 
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same features as in their previous work: network size, network density, maximum degree, and 

average path length with the addition of average degree. They find that the plots of the two 

features (median network size and mean network density) suggest that comedy and tragedy 

evolve in parallel, yet, throughout the three centuries tragedy remains distinct from comedy, at 

least in terms of these features (see Fig. 4 and Fig. 5). In the nineteenth century, based on median 

network size, the difference between tragedy on the one hand and comedy and libretto on the 

other hand is more pronounced. The libretto38, as a mixed genre as it contains both tragic and 

comic elements, is peculiar: in general, librettos reveal proximity to comedy over the three 

centuries. However, based on the median network size, in the eighteenth and in the twentieth 

century, librettos lie almost in between tragedy and comedy, whereas in the nineteenth, they 

almost coincide with comedy (Trilcke et al. 2015a). One could speculate that their parallel 

development reflects the unity of literary style, whereas the constant distance between comedy 

and tragedy points to the stability of genre differences across different styles. It would have been 

useful to calculate distance metrics, e.g., Euclidean distance, cosine distance, or Manhattan 

distance, between the genres. Additionally, it would have been helpful to evaluate whether 

differences in the values of the five features between the genres are statistically significant 

throughout the centuries. 

 Thus far, research in the area has treated dramatic networks as static objects. However, 

the DLINA researchers have progressed to exploring the dynamic aspects of the networks 

because they find that that graph visualization, which had been in the spotlight for their earlier 

studies, is “useful for didactic purposes but ‘too close’ for analysis of larger corpora.” In their 

                                                      

38
 Libretto is “the text of a work (such as an opera) for the musical theater” (see “libretto,” Merriam-Webster. 

Accessed May 11, 2021. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/libretto  
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attempt to capture the dynamic “progressive structuration of a text,” the scholars subdivide each 

play into segments (act I scene 1 = segment 1, act I scene 2 = segment 2, etc.). They then bring 

the segments to the same scale by dividing each segment by the total number of segments (e.g., 

�
�� = 0.7) to make plays with a different number of acts and scenes comparable with one another. 

They explore two types of questions. The first is “time-oriented”: the DLINA researchers want to 

establish at which point in time a particular event happens during a play, e.g., all dramatic 

characters are present on stage (all-in index, central character entry index) At the same time, they 

want to be able to quantify each point in a play, e.g., what happens in the final scene of a play 

(final scene measure).39 A second type of analysis concerns play action. The DLINA researchers 

create a segment matrix for each play and marks the presence or absence of each character 

during each segment. They use this data to calculate the mean segment change rate, where 

segment change rate = the number of edits / the number of dramatic characters. In their 

terminology, an edit can be either the entrance or exit of a character. Such a change rate can be 

calculated for every play, with summary statistics including the mean and standard deviation. In 

this instance, the DLINA researchers created a scatterplot that included individual play mean 

change rates and, thus, presented 200 years of drama change rates. The DLINA researchers have 

made valuable discoveries: by comparing mean change rate and standard deviation of individual 

plays with the corpus mean, they have identified the high outliers, i.e., the highly dynamic plays 

(mean + 2 standard deviations), and the low outliers, i.e., the low-dynamic plays (mean - 2 

standard deviations). Additionally, they have identified plays of a “normal” type, i.e., the plays 

whose mean change rate and standard deviation are within 1% of the corpus mean (Fischer and 

                                                      

39
 While the presentation contains the bar chart for the final scene measure, the axes do not have titles and the 

text does not elaborate on how exactly this feature is measured (Fischer et al. 2017b). 
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et al. 2017b).40 We will elaborate on previous research that involved matrices similar to the 

DLINA researchers’ segment matrix in connection which quantitative analysis of dramatic texts 

in the section on “Formalist and Structuralist approaches in the pre-computer era.” Nevertheless, 

one should recognize that the DLINA researchers have taken an important step in moving away 

from static analysis towards network dynamics. There are promising opportunities in this 

domain: one could take a further step and compare the data for individual plays not only with 

respect to the corpus mean, but also with respect to a period mean or the time-period and genre 

mean. This would help eliminate the noise that might come from differences between periods 

and genres. 

 

Section 3. Formalist, Structuralist and Neoformalist Quantitative Analysis in the Pre-

Computer and Early-Computer Era 

Our focus thus far has been primarily on more recent developments in the quantitative study 

of drama. However, it would be useful also to discuss earlier studies on the matter and illuminate 

parallels and methodologically valuable findings of previous researchers, as well as possible 

shortcomings in their approaches.  

We will look at a rarely discussed work by O.G. Revzina and I.I. Revzin, “Nekotorye 

matematicheskie metody analiza dramaturgicheskogo postroeniia” (1971), where they take Luca 

Caragiale’s A Lost Letter (1953) as a case study. 41 The authors propose to make what they call a 

                                                      

40
 We must admit that it is our best guess based on the visualization provided in the presentation. If our 

understanding is correct, then one must point out that +/-1% of the corpus mean is a somewhat arbitrary measure. At 
the very least, its choice must be explained. 

41
 The authors mention that their proposed methodology relies on the approach developed by a prominent 

Romanian mathematician, Solomon Marcus (Revzina and Revzin 1971, 293). 
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“protocol table,” which is essentially reminiscent of the DLINA researchers’ segment matrix. 

This “protocol table” marks the presence or absence of each character with 1 or 0, respectively. 

Additionally, the Revzins introduce such features as scene density, which is the raw number of 

dramatic characters who appear during the scene / total number of dramatic characters in the 

play, and act density, which is the raw number of dramatic characters who appear during the act / 

(total number of dramatic characters × number of scenes in the act). These features allow the 

authors to identify the densest acts in the play, where “dense” is defined as “including a larger 

proportion of the total dramatic characters in the play.” Moreover, the Revzins suggest a 

thorough study of the change in scene density throughout the play, which is essentially a way to 

capture play dynamics. However, the authors do not stop there – they study character-to-

character relationships, which as we have seen, became one of the core research areas of network 

analysis. To explore such relationships, the Revzins introduce the notion of a character set, 

which is essentially a set of scenes in which a character appears. For example, Pristanda’s 

dramatic character set would be (1, 2, 3, 8, 9, 12, 13, 16, 23, 25, 29, 30, 35, 36, 44). Based on 

these sets, the authors determine such character relationships in terms of 1) dependence, which 

includes identity and dominance, and 2) alternation.42 Just as Stiller and Hudson would later use 

character “connectivity,” the Revzins as early as in 1971 introduced “character connectedness.” 

To estimate dramatic character connectedness for a dramatic character (P1), one would need to 

                                                      

42
 A relationship between dramatic characters A and B can be described as that of “identity” if character A’s 

set of scenes is identical to character B’s set of scenes. Dominance is such a relationship between dramatic 
characters A and B when their sets intersect but either A or B has more elements in the set. Alternation is a kind of 
relationship when character A and B share no elements in their sets, i.e., appear only in different scenes (Revzina 
and Revzin 1971, 296) 
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calculate the raw number of scenes in which P1 co-appears with each dramatic character in a 

play, and sum up the result. 

The authors rank all dramatic characters based on their character connectedness, which is 

similar to Moretti’s later proposition to measure the centrality of a character based on the number 

of interactions. Alternatively, the Revzins propose to measure character-to-character distance 

within a given act as  
��� �	
��� � ������ ���� ���������� �� � ����� ���

���� �	
��� � ������ �� �� ���  . The Revzins also 

propose a different way of looking at dramatic character dominance in a play – dramatic 

character engagement rank, where rank 1 is assigned to a character with the highest degree of 

engagement, which is the raw number of scenes in which a character is present. It is also 

interesting that while the DLINA project in its latest research focused on calculating the mean 

segment change rate for every play, the Revzins focused on a similar feature but instead of a 

segment they looked at each character:  character mobility = 
��� �	
��� � ���������

���� �	
��� � ������ �� � ������ 

. The method is not applied to plays that are not divided into scenes. Their definition of a 

“change” is similar to the DLINA researchers’ “edit,” which signifies either an exit or an 

entrance. Finally, the Revzins propose a measure that they call “probabilistic link.” 43 Observed 

probability of character i and j co-appearance, which is the same as frequency, Pij  = 

�( �,� )
� ,   where pij  is the observed probability of character i and character j co-appearance, 

basically, the same as frequency, γ(i, j ) is the number of scenes in which character i and j 

                                                      

43
 One could argue that the term “probabilistic link” is not descriptive enough – a more appropriate term 

would be a measure of the author’s intentionality in arranging dramatic characters interactions in a play. 
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actually co-appear in a play, and N is the total number of scenes in a play.44 Probability of a 

random co-appearance of character i and j (if their appearances are independent) = Pi  × Pj, 

where Pi = 
�
�, where i is the raw number of scenes in which character i appears and N is the total 

number of scenes in a play. Respectively, Pj = 
�
�, where j is the raw number of scenes in which 

character j appears.  Λ = Pij  - Pi  ×  Pj, where Λ is the probabilistic link.45 Additionally, the 

Revzins provide a method of calculating the probability of every character combination in a 

given scene: 

Pk = ∏ φ���%�   , φ�  = Pi if a character i appears in the scene, 

  φ�  = 1- Pi if a character i does not appear in the scene.46 

Although the actual calculations of Λ published by the Revzins in their article do not appear 

correct, the proposed method is valuable in itself and Λ could be a useful feature for future 

quantitative drama research (Revzina and Revzin 1971, 149-300). 

 In his article “Nekotorye kharakteristiki dramaturgii postroeniia komedii A.N. 

Ostrovskogo ‘Les ‘” (1974), V.A. Sapogov employs the same methodology that was previously 

outlined by the Revzins to study the dramatic characters of The Forest by Aleksandr Ostrovskii, 

but with an updated method of calculating probabilistic link. Sapogov creates a “protocol table” 

for The Forest. The “protocol” table records which dramatic characters are present in each scene 

as 0 and 1. Following the Revzins’ approach, Sapogov calculates such features as scene density 

                                                      

44
 Note that the formula has been corrected – the original article contained N2 instead of N, which is an error. 

45
 See footnote 43. 

46
 The author thanks Andrei Dobtritsyn for his examination and commentary on the formula provided in the 

original article by the Revzins. 
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and act density, character-to-character connectedness and distance. He describes the relationships 

between the dramatic characters in terms of the character relationship types proposed by the 

Revzins. Additionally, he creates a visualization of scene density, which the Revzins 

recommended, but did not do. However, Sapogov introduces an alternative way to calculate the 

character-to-character “probabilistic link”:  

P1 (A1) = 

&
�  ,  

where P1(A1) is the probability of character A1 appearance, which is the same as the frequency 

of his/her appearance, m1 is the raw number of scenes in which A1 appears (also termed “degree 

of engagement” by the Revzins and Sapogov). Similarly, P2 (A2) = 

'
� . 

Sapogov calculates the frequency of character A1 meeting with character A2 (granted that A2 is 

present) in the following way: 

P1,2 (A1| A2) = 
�&,'

'

 

where P1,2 (A1| A2) is the frequency of character A1 meeting with character A2 (granted that A2 is 

present), n1,2 is the raw number of scenes in which both A1 and A2 are present on stage, m2 is the 

raw number of scenes in which A2 is present. Similarly: 

P2,1 (A2| A1) = 
�&,'

&

 

where P2,1 (A2| A1) is the frequency of A2 meeting with character A1 (granted that A1 is present) 

and m1 is the raw number of scenes in which character A1 is present. To interpret character 

relationships, Sapogov takes the difference P1 (A1) - P1,2 (A1| A2) and claims that a negative 

difference means that the probability of character A1 appearance increases when A2 is on stage. 
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This would mean that character A1 is drawn to character A2. In the opposite case, if the 

difference is positive, this would mean that character A1’s  appearance drops when A2  is on 

stage, so A1 avoids A2.  It is also worth mentioning that the Revzins, as well as Sapogov, point 

out that graph theory has a considerable potential for the study of character interactions (Sapogov 

1974, 60-69; Revzina and Revzin 1971, 296). Although the Revzins and Sapogov study 

quantitative features of individual plays and offer their interpretations (Sapogov 1974, 60-69), 

their methodological findings can be applied to a broader corpus and thus could potentially help 

a scholar detect underlying trends. While we were not able to incorporate the proposed features 

in our research due to limitations in time, we encourage others to take full advantage of the 

Revzins’ and Sapogov’s methodology for the study of character interactions. 

 Another fundamental question that has been already discussed in the works of Schöch, 

Pavlova, and Fischer and the DLINA project is dramatic genre differentiation. In this regard, it is 

essential to discuss Boris Iarkho’s contribution to this area. This Formalist scholar, a member of 

the Moscow Linguistic Circle, was a true visionary of quantitative literary research who was 

hoping that literary studies would one day use precise methods similar to those employed in the 

natural sciences. While during his active years (the 1930s – 1940s) no computer was available 

and Iarkho had to rely on manual, labor-intensive calculations, his methodology is still relevant 

today and has a good deal to offer. As Igor Pilshchikov correctly points out, Iarkho’s approach 

includes three steps: 1) analysis, i.e., identification of the relevant features which characterize the 

works in the corpus; 2) synthesis, i.e., statistical operations on the obtained values of these 

features; 3) analysis, i.e., philological interpretation of the results obtained in the synthesis 

through comparison/contrast with other corpora (Pilshchikov 2018, 44). Here, we will try to give 

a concise overview of Iarkho’s approach to genre differentiation in his foundational work 
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“Komedii i tragedii Kornelia (Ètiud po teorii zhanra)”. The main corpus for this “étude” consists 

of eight comedies and eighteen tragedies by Pierre Corneille, whereas the contrastive material 

includes one comedy by Thomas Corneille, one tragedy by Thomas Corneille, one comedy by 

Racine, one tragedy by Racine, three comedies by Voltaire, and three tragedies by Racine. By 

analyzing data distributions in his main corpus, he distinguishes three time-periods: 1629-1630, 

1634-1638, and 1639-1643. For each feature, Iarkho takes the following steps: 

1) He estimates the values of the feature for each individual play in the corpus (8 comedies and 

18 tragedies of Pierre Corneille). 

2) He takes the mean of the feature for time period one (1629-1630), the mean for time period 

two (1634-1638), time period three (1639-1643) for comedies. 

3) For tragedies, he takes the mean of the feature for time period one (1629-1630), the mean for 

time period two (1634-1638), time period three (1639-1643), and time period four (1645-

1674) i.e., the tragedies which are not contemporary to the comedies; the data for time period 

four are used for contrastive purposes only. 

4) He groups comedies by time periods and takes the mean of the feature for the first two time 

periods combined and the mean of the feature for three time periods combined. 

5) He groups tragedies by time periods and takes the mean of the feature for the first two time 

periods combined, the mean of the feature for three time periods combined, and the mean of 

the feature for four time periods combined. 

6) He uses the transgression coefficient between comedies of the three time periods and 

tragedies of the three time periods to evaluate the significance of genre difference based on 

that feature. The transgression coefficient is a measure that allows Iarkho to check whether 

the dataset is heterogeneous or homogeneous. According to Iarkho, a transgression 

coefficient of 75-100% means that two rows of data are homogenous, of 50-75% – related, 

and below 50% – heterogenous (Iarkho 2006a, 409).47 

                                                      

47
 Here, we will give an example of Iarkho’s calculation of the transgression coefficient for vivacity 

coefficients. First, he sorts vivacity coefficients for comedies of the three time periods (C1-3) in descending order. 

Then, he sorts vivacity coefficients for tragedies of the three time periods (T1-3) in descending order. 
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7) He uses the ratio of the mean for the three time periods for comedies to the mean for the 

three time periods for tragedies as an additional measure of genre difference. 

8) He estimates the values of the feature in each play in the contrastive material. 

9) He takes the mean of the feature for each author for comedies in the contrastive material and 

the mean of the feature for each author for tragedies in the contrastive material. 

10) He compares these values to Corneille’s values. 

 

Iarkho identifies over thirty features that characterize various structural aspects of the plays. 

Next, he determines which of these features are distinctive, i.e., can differentiate genres. His 

method of identifying distinctive features is questionable: he chooses an arbitrary threshold of 

50% and decides that only the features with a transgression coefficient < 50% are distinctive 

(Iarkho 2006a, 524-5). These features are not the most dominant features for each genre. Instead, 

they are distinctive since their utility lies not in genre characterization, but, rather, in genre 

                                                      

C1-3  0.363; 0.343; 0.293; 0.265; 0.258; 0.250; 0.244; 0.180 

T1-3                           0.215; 0.199; 0.175; 0.129; 0.123; 0.109; 0.105 
 
Then, he determines that one out of eight comedies (with vivacity coefficient 0.180) overlaps with the 

tragedies row (1 out of 8 or 12.6% (sic!)), whereas two tragedies (with vivacity coefficients 0.215 and 0.199) 
overlap with the comedies row (2 out of 7 or 28.6%). 

 

Later, Iarkho calculates the weight of overlapping mass (WM) which equals 
(�(.* + (,.*) 

(  = 20.6%.  

 
Next, he also calculates correction (MV or measure of variation) by taking the mean of comedies that 

transgress into tragedies (in this case, only one) 
�.�,�

�  and the mean of tragedies that transgress into comedies 
(�.(�- + �.�..) 

(  = 0.207. The correction is 
�.(�� 
�.�,�  = 1.15. Transgression coefficient = overlap/correction = 

(�.* % 
�.�- = 17.9%. 

(Iarkho 2006a, 426-8). Additionally, to be able to tell if a feature is more typical for comedy or tragedy, Iarkho 

introduces the following ratio 
01&23
04&23 , where Mc1-3 is the mean of the feature in comedies and Mt1-3 is the mean of the 

feature in tragedies. For example, for vivacity coefficient Mc1-3 = 0.267, Mt1-3 = 0.150. 
01&23
04&23

 = 
�.(*�
�.�-� = 1.78. In 

another example, the percentage of always silent dramatic characters Mc1-3 = 3.7, Mt1-3 =14.6. 
 01&23
04&23

≈ �
6. Note that these ratios are used to determine how much higher the value of a particular distinctive 

feature is in a specified genre. 
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differentiation (Iarkho 2006a, 527). Of the examined features, Iarkho identifies fifteen that 

satisfy the < 50% transgression coefficient criterion. These features include:  

• dialogue pace (coefficient of vivacity is almost twice as high in comedies as in 

tragedies); 48 

• dialogue coherence (coefficient of phonic coherence) is higher in comedies than in 

tragedies;49 

•  character use in dialogue (the percentage of always silent dramatic characters is four 

times higher in tragedies than in comedies and the percentage of non-used characters is 

over three times higher in tragedies than in comedies);50 

• character activity (the percentage of principal dramatic characters is 1.50 times higher in 

comedies, the mean number of moments of activity per character is over 1.61 times 

higher in comedies);51 

• character movement on stage (the mean number of entrances per character is 1.47 times 

higher in comedies and the percentage of returns to entrances is 1.63 times higher in 

comedies); 

• character social and psychological types (the percentage of dramatic characters of the 

tragic social and psychological type is 3.7 times higher in tragedies than in comedies, 

                                                      

48
 Coefficient of vivacity = the raw number of utterances / the raw number of verse lines (Iarkho 2006a, 426-

7).  
49

 Phonic coherence = the raw number of open utterances / total number of utterances. More specifically, this 
refers to one of the types of phonetic coherence which Iarkho also calls “stichomythia.” If one metrical line is split 
between two or more utterances, such utterances are considered open (Iarkho 2006a, 429-432). 

50
 Always silent dramatic characters never speak whereas non-used dramatic characters include always silent 

dramatic characters as well as those dramatic characters that are not speaking in a particular scene. Iarkho also refers 
to this last feature by the name “coefficient of non-used dramatic characters.” (Iarkho 2006a, 448-451). 

51
 Iarkho points out that there are not enough plays in his corpus to consider character types individually, so 

he combines them, despite recognizing that this approach is not ideal since some drama 
tic characters belong to both comic and tragic social and psychological types simultaneously.  Comic social 

and psychological types include “love characters” (“love characters” include both people in love and objects of their 
love; married couples are excluded from this category; see Iarkho 2006a, 221), betrayers, deceivers and humorous 
characters. Tragic social and psychological types include mortiferous dramatic characters (the characters causing 
death, see Iarkho 2006a, 489), killers, avengers, courageous dramatic characters and dramatic characters devoted to 
the state (Iarkho 2006a, 523). For detailed descriptions of each type, refer to the table mentioned in note 35. 
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and the percentage of dramatic characters of the comic social and psychological type is 

2.4 times higher in comedies than in tragedies); 

• dramatic movement (the coefficient of action mobility is almost 1.5 times higher in 

comedies than in tragedies and the raw number of essential gestures is 1.87 times higher 

in comedies than in tragedies);52 

• plot development (the raw number of off-stage actions is 15.6 times higher in tragedies 

than in comedies, and the raw number of peripeteia, or change in the relations between 

dramatic characters, is 1.38 times higher in comedies); 

• play boundaries (the percentage of exposition scenes as a percentage of the total number 

of scenes is 2.7 times higher in tragedies than in comedies).53 

 

Additionally, Iarkho introduces a method that allows him to put each play on a “genre 

scale”, i.e., that determines how “tragic” or “comic” a play is. This “genre scale” is indeed the 

culmination of his work. To create this scale, he first calculates Mct (or the mean for comedies 

and tragedies) for each feature across all three time periods. For example:  

Comedies of 
three time 
periods 

Le 
Menteur 

La Suite 
du  
Menteur 

La 
Galerie 
du 
Palais 

Mélite La 
Veuve 

L’Illusion 
Comique 

La 
Suivante 

La 
Place 
royale 

Vivacity 
coefficients 

0.363 0.343 0.293 0.265 0.258 0.250 0.244 0.180 

Figure 1-1. Vivacity coefficient for comedies of the three time periods. 

 
 

Tragedies 
of the three 
time 
periods 

Polyeucte Le Cid Clitandre Médée 
 

Cinna Horace La Mort 
de 
Pompée 
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 Coefficient of action mobility = (the raw number of scenes / the raw number of verse lines) × 10,000, where 

10,000 is an arbitrary fixed value. Essential gestures are the physical acts that are explicitly stated in the text of the 
play (Iarkho 2006a, 505, 509). 

53 
For a detailed explanation of each feature, refer to the table mentioned in note 35. 
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Vivacity 
coefficients 

0.215 0.199 0.175 0.129 0.123 0.109 0.105 

   Figure 1-2. Vivacity coefficient for tragedies of the three time periods. 

 
 

Mct = 
�.7*7+ �.767+ �.(.7+ �.(*-+�.(-,+ �.(-�+ �.(66+ �.�,�+�.(�-+ �.�..+ �.��-+ �.�(.+ �.�(7+ �.��.+ �.��-

�-  = 

0.217.  

 

Next, Iarkho needs to see how far each value of the feature is from this mean. He calculates the Δ 

(or the deviation) in the following way: Δ = xi− Mct. For example, the vivacity coefficient Δ(for 

Mélite) = 0.265 – 0.217 = 0.048. Iarkho repeats this procedure with each distinctive feature. To 

address the issue of difference in scales, the scholar rescales all Δs by dividing them by Mct and 

multiplying by 100%, i.e., Rescaled Δi = 
89 × ��� % 

014
. For example, rescaled Δi (Mélite) = 

�.�6, ∗ ��� % 
�.(��  ≈ 22.12%. To calculate the genre score, he simply takes the mean of the rescaled 

Δs: 

Genre score (play) = 
�
� ∑ rescaled Δ���%� , where n is the number of distinctive features.  

So, genre score of Mélite =  

�
�- × (22.1+2.2+100+91.8+17.7+14.2+31.6+72.4+61.3+76.8+1.3+85.7+61.5+30.4+27.5) ≈ 

46.43.54 

In this fashion, Iarkho calculates genre scores for all comedies and all tragedies. Finally, 

he takes the mean of genre scores for the comedies of the three time periods and places each 

                                                      

54
 Note that Iarkho gives 46.8 as the genre score for Mélite (Iarkho 2006a, 277). 
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individual comedy in relation to the mean genre scorec. Next, he takes the mean of the genre 

scorest for all tragedies and also places each individual tragedy in relation to the mean genre 

scoret. This makes it possible for him to distinguish typical comedies/tragedies (with values 

above the mean genre score for its genre) and the hybrid ones (below the mean genre score) 

(Iarkho 2006a, 537-540). To test his methodology, Iarkho repeats the same procedure for Pierre 

Corneille’s heroic comedies (Pulchérie, Tite et Bérénice, and Don Sanche D’Aragon). Indeed, 

genre scores for the heroic comedies group them with the tragedies, yet they have hybrid 

tendencies as they appear below the mean genre scoret (Iarkho 2006a, 544-547). This work is 

designed to be a synchronic study; however, Iarkho does not stop there, and he undertakes a brief 

examination of genre evolution as he admits that there is no stable synchrony, that is, it is not 

possible to completely ignore change over time (Iarkho 2006a, 535). For each genre, he plots the 

genre scores for all plays in historical order. Additionally, he introduces the “evolution span” 

(ES), which is simply the span between the maximum and minimum genre score. For example, 

for comedies of the three time periods, ESc1-3 ranges from +15.3 to +48.7, whereas for tragedies 

ESt1-3 ranges from -9.9 to -77.4. This discovery leads Iarkho to conclude that Corneille’s 

tragedies evolved more than comedies (Iarkho 2006a, 280-281). Finally, Iarkho points out the 

phenomenon that, as we have seen, surface in a much later DLINA project’s work on genre 

evolution: Iarkho calls this “relative stability of genre differences,” by which means that “the 

character of genre relationships does not change from period to period”55 (Iarkho 2006a, 535-6).  

                                                      

55
 Iarkho admits that the ratios 

01&23
04&23 are not stable over time but the size of his corpus does not allow him to 

uncover any underlying patterns behinds these differences.  In general, Iarkho identifies two types of development 
from the first two time periods to the third time period:  
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 A logical continuation of Iarkho’s research is his seminal article “Raspredelenie rechi v 

piatiaktnoi tragedii (K voprosu o klassitsizme i romantizme),” which proposes a method of 

tracing the evolution of a genre, namely five-act tragedies in verse without a chorus.56 In this 

study, Iarkho’s corpus is much larger, including plays by several authors.57 Iarkho uses four 

features: 

 

1. Percentage of non-dialogues: “non-dialogue” means that either fewer than two or more than 

two characters are speaking in one scene, while “duologue” means that two characters are 

speaking. Percentage of non-dialogues = (raw number of scenes with non-dialogues × 100%) 

/ total number of scenes across all speech types (duologues and non-dialogues); 

2. The standard range (σ) of the number of speaking dramatic characters; 

                                                      

1) parallel development (percentage of principal dramatic characters, number of off-stage actions (both 
increasing), number of peripeteia (both decreasing);  

2) progressively diverging (character activity measured as the mean number of moments of activity per 
character and character movement measured as the mean number of entrances).  

Subsequently, however, tragedies of the fourth period manifest a shift backward, i.e., based on certain features, 
they are closer to comedies than tragedies of the third period (Iarkho 2006c, 535-7). 

56
 See footnote 6. 

57
 These include: 

1) early (seventeenth century) Neoclassicism with 36 or 24 tragedies total:  Pierre Corneille (19 or 7 
tragedies), Racine (9 tragedies), Quinault (4 tragedies), Thomas Corneille (2 tragedies), Regnard (1 tragedy), 
Cyrano de Bergerac (1 tragedy) Iarkho points out that Pierre Corneille’s tragedies are heterogeneous. If we 
exclude tragedies of the first time period, the total number of tragedies is 24, otherwise, it is 36;  

2) late (eighteenth century) Neoclassicism with 80 tragedies total: Voltaire (26 tragedies), Crébillon 
fils (9 tragedies), Marmontel (5 tragedies), Ducis (8 tragedies), Sumarokov (9 tragedies), Lessing (3 
tragedies), Alfieri (20 tragedies); 

3) early Romanticism with 9 tragedies total: Kleist (4 tragedies), Z. Werner (5 tragedies), Hugo (1 
tragedy);  

4) late Romanticism with 22 tragedies total: Körner (2 tragedies), Uhland (2 tragedies), Grillparzer (9 
tragedies), Hugo (4 tragedies), Delavigne (1 tragedy), Vigny (2 tragedies), Dumas (2 tragedies).  
For contrastive material, Iarkho uses Shakespeare (10 tragedies), Ozerov (3 plays), Byron (3 tragedies), 

Schiller (9 tragedies), and Goethe (6 tragedies). Alfieri (20 tragedies) are included in Late Neoclassicism and are 
also examined separately as contrastive material. The total number of plays analyzed is 182 (Iarkho 2006c, 567; 
575-6; 578). 
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3. Mobility Coefficient (MC) which is a measure of dramatic characters’ mobility. It does not 

correspond to the author’s or publisher’s division into scenes but instead can be defined as a 

fragment of a play delimited by either an entrance or an exit of a dramatic character (Iarkho 

20006, 423). 

4. The mean number of dramatic characters per play. Here, Iarkho counted the dramatic 

characters who appeared on stage. Additionally, Iarkho devised a special approach to 

counting the “collective” dramatic characters, e.g., the guards: if two guards only appeared 

and spoke together, they were counted as one collective person, otherwise, if they appeared 

and spoke separately, they were counted as two persons (Iarkho 2006a, 423). 

Iarkho calculates the values of these features separately for Early Neoclassicism, Late 

Neoclassicism, Early Romanticism, and Late Romanticism.58 To arrive at the percentage of non-

dialogues, he analyzes speech distribution in every tragedy, i.e., the raw number of speaking 

dramatic characters in one scene and the raw number of scenes associated with this number of 

speakers (e.g., the number of scenes with one speaker, with two speakers, three speakers, etc.). 

Additionally, he compares these values with the data he receives from the contrastive material to 

situate his findings in a broader philological context. It is important to realize that the standard 

range (σ) of character speech distribution is not calculated the same way we calculate the 

standard deviation in statistics. Yet, this feature is crucial for Iarkho’s study and, therefore, it 

becomes necessary to explain how Iarkho calculates the standard range (σ) of the number of 

speaking dramatic characters, which cannot be easily deduced from his article alone. Let us look 

take at the number speech distribution for Early Neoclassicism. 

                                                      

58 For details on the authors used in each group, please see note 42. Additionally, Iarkho mentioned 
another period, Early Neoclassicism (Baroque-influenced early Corneille from 1630 to 1653) (Iarkho 2006c, 
559-562). 
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Number of speakers 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Number of scenes 64 208 71 18 6 1 

Figure 1-3. Speech distribution in Early Neoclassicism. 

1. We need to take the weighted mean (M) using the following formula: 

Мinitial = 
∑ �9�9E9F&

∑ �9
 ,  

where vi is each variation (in our case, the specific number of speakers), pi is the weight 

associated with this variation (in our case, the number of scenes with the specified number of 

speakers), and ∑ G�  is the sum of the weights. 

In our case, ∑ G�  = 64 + 208 +71 +18 + 6 +1 = 368. 

Minitial = 
�× *6 + (×(�, + 7×��+6×�,+-×*+*×�

7*,  = 2.18. 

2. Next, we need to subtract the weighted mean from each variant:  

xi = vi – M 

3. To get rid of negative values, Iarkho squared all xi
2. 

Weighted 
number of 
speakers 

(xi
2) 

1.39 0.03 0.62 3.31 7.95 14.59 

Number 
of scenes 

64 208 71 18 6 1 

Figure 1-4. Speech distribution in Early Neoclassicism with the weighted number of speakers. 

4. Finally, he took the weighted mean (M), but this time using the weighted number of speakers 

xi
2  instead: 

Mfinal
2 = 

�.7.×*6 + �.�7×(�, + �.*(×�� + 7.7�×�, + �..-×* + �6.-.×�
7*,  = 0.709. 

5. Since he used squared values in step 3, he needed to take the square root of M: 
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Mfinal = √Mfinal( = √0.709 = 0.84.59 

Iarkho pays scrupulous attention to his data and uses the transgression coefficient to test 

the data for homogeneity or heterogeneity: different styles should be homogeneous within 

themselves and heterogenous with one another. He calculates the transgression coefficient for 

two out of four features (mobility coefficient and the mean number of characters per play); 

however he does not calculate the transgression coefficient for the remaining two features – the 

percentage of non-dialogues and the standard range of the character speech distribution –  

because of the labor-intensive nature of such calculations (Iarkho 2006c, 594). Once again, 

Iarkho uses a 50% threshold for the transgression coefficient: T above 50% means that the 

tragedies are homogenous within a literary style based on the two features, whereas T below 

50% means that the tragedies belong to different literary styles.60 He determines that these two 

                                                      

59
 The author expresses infinite gratitude to Marina Akimova who was able to recover Iarkho’s logic in 

calculating sigma. In addition to this work, I wrote a Python function which calculates the sigma per Iarkho: 

1. import numpy as np   
2.    
3. def sigma_iarkho(variants, weights):   
4.     """  
5.     The function allows calculating standard range following iarkho’s procedure.  
6.     Parameters:  
7.         variants - a list with distinct variants in the ascending order, e.g. [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]  
8.         weights - a list of weights corresponding to these variants, e.g. [20, 32, 18, 9, 1]  
9.     Returns:  
10.         sigma - standard range per iarkho  
11.     """   
12.     weighted_mean_variants = np.average(variants, weights=weights)   
13.     differences_squared = [(variant - weighted_mean_variants)**2 for variant in variants]  
14.     weighted_mean_difference = np.average(differences_squared, weights=weights)   
15.     sigma = weighted_mean_difference**0.5   
16.        
17.     return sigma  
18.   

 
60

 In this work, Iarkho uses a slightly different way of calculating transgression coefficient. He gives detailed 
explanations of this approach in his “Methodology”: 
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features are distinctive, i.e., they can distinguish literary styles. However, Iarkho admits that it is 

necessary to examine more features to be able to establish a more reliable boundary between 

Neoclassicism and Romanticism (Iarkho 2006c, 594). Finally, for methodological purposes, 

Iarkho demonstrates how to synthesize his results by taking the following steps: 

1) He takes the mean of each feature within each style. 

2) He rescales all four features to make them comparable by using Min-Max Scaler, the formula 

for which is:  

                                                      

 
                    

Number 
of 
syllables 
in a 
verse 
line 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 20 

% 
of cases 
in part A 

1.0 2.0 1.0 15.6 62.5 11.6 5.3 1.0  

% 
of cases 
in part B 

4.4 2.2 56.4 23.8 4.4 4.4 2.2  2.2 

 
 Iarkho first calculates the later, the weight of overlapping mass (WM) which is the average of the overlapping 

column in A and B: 
Weight of overlapping columns in A = 1.0 + 2.0 + 1.0 + 15.6 + 62.5 + 11.6 + 5.3 ≈ 99 
Weight of overlapping columns in B = 4.4 + 2.2 + 56.4 + 23.8 + 4.4 + 4.4 + 2.2 ≈ 97.8 
 

The weight of overlapping mass (WM)=  .. + .�.,
(  ≈ 98.4 

 
To account for the difference in the distribution within the overlapping mass in A and in B, Iarkho uses 

correction or “measure of variation” (MV). To estimate MV, we first need to calculate   
the weighted average of the overlapping columns: 
 
the weighted average for the overlapping mass in A =  
(9×1.0 +10×2.0+11×1.0 +12×15.6+13×62.5+14 ×11.6+15×5.3) / (1.0+2.0+1.0+15.6+62.5+11.6+5.3) ≈12.95 
 
weighted average for the overlapping mass in B =  
9×4.4 +10×2.2+11×56.4+12×23.8+13×4.4+14×4.4+15×2.2 / 4.4+2.2+56.4+23.8+4.4+4.4+2.2≈ 11.45 
 

MV = 
�(..-
��.6- ≈1.13 

 

T = 
O0
0P  = 

.,.6
�.�7 ≈ 87% (Iarkho 2006b, 199-200; 595). 
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3) Q�R =  T9 – VWX(Y)
VZY(Y) – VWX(Y) × 100%, where Q�R is the rescaled value of xi. 

Let us go through an example with one feature percentage of non-dialogues.  

Style Early Neoclassicism Late 
Neoclassicism 

Early 
Romanticism 

Late 
Romanticism 

Percentage of 
non-duolgues 

26.3 44.8 66.2 57 

Figure 1-5. Percentage of non-dialogues in four styles. A top row from Iarkho’s table XXVIII 
(Iarkho 2006c, 598). 

  
The min (% on non-dialogues) = 26.3, whereas the max(% on non-dialogues) = 66.2. First, we 

subtract the min from all values in that row: 

Style Early 
Neoclassicism 

Late 
Neoclassicism 

Early 
Romanticism 

Late 
Romanticism 

Percentage of non-
duolgues 

26.3 –  26.3= 0 
 

44.8 – 26.3 = 18.5 
 

66.2 – 26.3 = 
39.9 

57 – 26.3 = 
30.7 

Figure 1-6. Percentage of non-dialogues in four styles with minimum subtracted from each value 
(Iarkho 2006c, 598). 

 
 
Next, we calculate Δ, or the difference between the maximum and the minimum value:  

max(% of non − duologues)– min(% of non − duologues) = 66.2 – 26.3 = 39.9.  

Finally, we arrive at the scaled features by dividing the values in Figure 6 by the Δ and 

multiplying by 100%: 

Style Early 
Classicism 

Late Classicism Early 
Romanticism 

Late 
Romanticism 

Percentage of 
non-duolgues 

(0 / 39.9) × 
100% = 0% 

(18.5 / 39.9) × 
100% = 46.3% 

(39.9 / 39.9) × 
100% = 100% 
 

(30.7 / 39.9) × 
100% = 
76.9% 

Figure 1-7. Rescaled percentage of non-dialogues in four styles (Iarkho 2006c, 598). 

 

4) Finally, Iarkho finds the central tendency for each of the four styles (Early Neoclassicism, 

Late Neoclassicism, Early Romanticism, Late Romanticism) by taking the mean across all 
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four features. He can do this because he was able to demonstrate that all four features are 

highly correlated with one another and, therefore, span one dimension, the dimension Iarkho 

associates with style. These mean values represent the development curve for the four 

features, i.e., evolution of the genre (five-act tragedy in verse without a chorus) from Early 

Neoclassicism through Late Romanticism.  

The diachronic plot of the mean values is indeed the culmination of Iarkho’s synthesis – the 

evolution of five-act tragedy in verse without a chorus. It allows Iarkho to make a captivating 

observation – this evolutionary line reveals a continuous wavelike pattern, where more restrictive 

or closed style (Early Neoclassicism) is followed by an upward trend with more experimentation 

(Late Neoclassicism) culminating in an apex corresponding to an extremely experimental or 

open style (Early or “Extreme” Romanticism).61 Later, however, a downward trend follows - the 

style becomes more restrictive again (Late or Moderate Romanticism). According to Iarkho, this 

phenomenon can be explained by Francis Galton’s law of regression which Iarkho explains in 

this way: “If one generation strongly deviates from the population mean, the next generation 

reverts closer to the mean.”62 However, Iarkho observes that this final downward trend never 

                                                      

61
 In his Principles of Art History (1915), the famous Swiss art historian Heinrich Wölfflin contrasted 

Renaissance and Baroque through the following formal oppositions: linear vs. painterly, plane vs. recession, closed 
(tectonic) form vs. open (a-tectonic) form, multiplicity vs. unity, absolute clarity vs. unclearness (Wölfflin 1950, 18, 
73, 124, 155, 196) The closed style “is a style of composition, with more or less techtonic means, makes of the 
picture a self-contained entity, pointing everywhere back to itself, while, conversely, the style of open form 
everywhere points out beyond itself and purposely looks limitless, although, of course, secret limits continue to 
exist, and make it possible for the picture to be self-contained in the aesthetic sense” (Wölfflin 1950, 124). This 
work was important for Iarkho (Iarkho 2006c, 576). 

62
 In statistics, “the population mean is an average of a group characteristics. The group could be a person, an 

item, or a thing, like “all the people living in the United States” or “all dog owners in Georgia.” <…> In statistics, 
it’s actually rare that you can calculate the population mean.” Instead, “you would have to take a sample” (a small 
portion would be representative of the population. “You could then use this figure to approximate the population 
mean.” Statistics How To. “Population Mean Definition.” Last modified on June 27, 2015. Accessed May 1, 2020. 
https://www.statisticshowto.com/population-mean/ 
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returns to the original state, which he attributes to Dollo’s law of the irreversibility of evolution 

(Iarkho 2006c, 602; 605).  

These are not the only discoveries Iarkho makes in this research work. By examining the four 

features for different authors, he realizes that not every author’s oeuvre is homogeneous. For 

example, he realizes that Pierre Corneille’s tragedies are not homogeneous in themselves – his 

tragedies of the first time period are outliers in the Early Neoclassicism group – the issue which 

Iarkho addresses in his research. Additionally, Iarkho finds out that other authors write in a 

mixed style: Byron and Ozerov, for example, wrote in a hybrid style between Neoclassicism and 

Romanticism. On the other hand, the oeuvre of some playwrights followed complex patterns of 

heterogeneity: Schiller, for example, simultaneously wrote in two styles, one characteristic of 

Late Neoclassicism and one similar to Late Romanticism, whereas Goethe became more 

conservative over time: he started by writing tragedies in the Sturm-und-Drang style predating 

Late Romanticism, then transitioned to his “Olympic” period resembling Late and even Early 

Neoclassicism (Iarkho 2006c, 564; 580-589). In his research, Iarkho carefully examines the 

speech distribution of Shakespeare’s tragedies and finds out that it aligns almost exactly with 

speech distribution in the works of Moderate Romantics. 

Additionally, once Iarkho knows the central tendency for every style, he can determine the 

style of any author. To do this, one would need to get the values of the four features for that 

author and bring them to the same scale which was used in his synthesis table. For every feature, 

Q�R =  T9 – VWX(����	��9 WX abc deXabcdWd aZfgc)
VZY(����	��9 WX abc deXabcdWd aZfgc)–VWX(����	��9 WX abc deXabcdWd aZfgc)  × 100% 
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The author’s mean across all four features can be compared with the styles’ means to determine 

which style this particular author represents.63  

                                                      

63
 To illustrate this procedure, we will use Goethe’s two groups of tragedies: group 1 Clavigo and Stella and 

group two with Iphigenia and Tasso, which are not clearly assigned to a particular movement in Iarkho’s text. To do 
this, we, first would need to get the values of all four features for the plays. However, we will notice that we are 
missing σ or standard range. Iarkho gives the following distributions of the speaking character for group one: 

 
Number of speaking characters per scene 1 2 3 4 5 
Clavigo 5 13 10 4 1 
Stella 15 19 8 5 - 
Total 20 32 18 9 1 
Figure Ftn.1. Speech distribution in Goethe’s tragedies in group one per Iarkho’s table XXV. 
 
We can use the Python function we have previously mentioned in note 59 with the corresponding values for 

speakers (variants) and scenes (weights).  

1. sigma_goethe_group_one = sigma_iarkho([1, 2, 3, 4, 5], [20, 32, 18, 9, 1])    

sigma in group one ≈ 0.99.  
 
The features for group one look like this with Iarkho’s data supplemented by our calculation of sigma: 
 

Feature Clavigo and Stella 

% non-dialogues 60% 

σ 0.99 
MC  40 

Mean number of speaking 
dramatic characters 

8.5 

Figure Ftn.2. Speech distribution in Goethe’s tragedies in group one per Iarkho with the addition of our 
calculation of sigma (Iarkho 2006c, 586). 

 
 
Number of speaking characters per scene 1 2 3 4 5 
Iphigenia 7 9 3 1 - 
Tasso 8 12 2 2 1 
Total 15 21 5 3 1 
Figure Ftn.3. Speech distribution in Goethe’s tragedies in group two per Iarkho’s table XXV. 

1. sigma_goethe_group_two = sigma_iarkho([1, 2, 3, 4, 5], [15, 21, 5, 3, 1])   

sigma in group two ≈ 0.954. 
The four features for group two look like this: 
 
 
 

Feature Iphigenia and Tasso 
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% non-dialogues 53.3% 

σ 0.954 
MC  22.5 

Mean number of speaking 
dramatic characters 

5 

Figure Ftn.4. Speech distribution in Goethe’s tragedies in group two per Iarkho with the addition of our 
calculation of sigma (Iarkho 2006c, 586). 

 
Now that we have the values for all four features, we can proceed to calculate the individual author’s score per 

Iarkho’s methodology. To do this, we will need to reference Iarkho’s numbers for the minimum values and 
maximum values for each feature: 

 
 Early 

Neoclassicism 
Late 

Neoclassicism 
Early 

Romanticism 
Late 

Romanticism 
% non-dialogues 26.3 44.8 66.2 57 

σ 0.61 0.88 1.95 1.33 
MC  29.5 29.6 73.9 55.1 

Mean number of speaking 
dramatic characters 

8.3 7.5 24.6 16.7 

Figure Ftn.5. Iarkho’s synthesis table XXVIII (Iarkho 2006c, 598). 
 
Therefore, minimum values for features = [26.3, 0.61, 29.5, 7.5] whereas maximum values = [66.2, 1.95, 73.9, 

24.6]. 
We can use the following Python function to calculate the score corresponding to the individual author: 
 
 

 

1. import numpy as np   
2.    
3. def individuals_score(play_feature_values):   
4.     """  
5.     The function calculates the individual author’s score in relation to Iarkho’s style values.  
6.     This allows one to determine which style an author belongs to.  
7.    
8.      
9.     Parameters:  
10.         play_feature_values - a list with % non-dialogues, standard range, mobility coefficient,   
11.         and mean number of dramatic characters per play.  
12.   
13.     Returns:  
14.         authors_score - the score which allows to place the author in relation to four styles.  
15.     """   
16.     # these values come directly from Iarkho’s table XXVIII   
17.     iarkho_synthesis_min = [26.3, 0.61, 29.5, 7.5]   
18.     # the max values after we subtracted the min value of the row from them   
19.     iarkho_synthesis_max = [66.2, 1.95, 73.9, 24.6]   
20.     results = []   
21.     for play, iarkho_min, iarkho_max in zip(play_feature_values, 
22.                                                                      iarkho_synthesis_min,  
23.                                                                      iarkho_synthesis_max):   
24.         # subtract the min value from of the row from each provided feature   
25.         rescaled_play_feature = (play - iarkho_min) * 100 / (iarkho_max - iarkho_min)   
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Iarkho’s work has many strengths: he checks his data for homogeneity/heterogeneity, and 

checks his data for outliers, which leads him to discover that even the same author’s tragedies 

can be heterogeneous. He explains his feature selection method (transgression coefficient <50% 

which we consider inappropriate). Ultimately, Iarkho does not simply present data and perform 

the statistical operations on it but provides historical-literary interpretations of his findings by 

comparing his results with other sources (contrastive material). Additionally, he does not make 

assumptions that the plays in verse and prose are equivalent, since he deliberately restricts his 

object of research to be the five-act tragedies in verse without a chorus. In his work on genre 

differentiation, Iarkho selects only tragedies that are contemporary to comedies, which helps 

control for a possible chronological change and neutralize the effect of change in style. 

However, one should point out certain limitations to Iarkho’s work:  

• Iarkho selects a rather arbitrary threshold – < 50% transgression coefficient – for his 

checks. Because the manual nature of his calculations limited his ability to manage a 

large data set, he does not estimate the transgression for two out of four features. A 

more modern way of testing whether samples belong to the same population would 

involve statistical hypothesis testing, e.g., running the Kruskal Wallis H test to see if 

                                                      

26.         results.append(rescaled_play_feature)   
27.     # just like iarkho advises, take the mean accross all four features.   
28.     authors_score = np.mean(results)   
29.    
30.     return authors_score   
31.  

If we insert these numbers into the individuals_place function (i.e., repeat Iarkho’s operations), we will arrive 
at 35.578 for Goethe’s tragedies in group one and 15.74 for the tragedies of group two. Both groups can be assigned 
to Late Neoclassicism, but the distance between group two and the central tendency for Late Neoclassicism is much 
shorter (|16.6-15.74| = 0.259) than it is between Late Neoclassicism and group one (|16.6 – 35.578| = 18.978). Still, 
group one is closer to Late Neoclassicism than it is to Late Romanticism (|60.6-35.579|=25.021). 
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two or more samples come from the same distribution.64 If differences are detected, 

the Mann-Whitney U-test can then identify exactly which samples are different. We 

will use the scipy.stats Python library to perform these tests for all features, not just 

two.  

• Iarkho’s corpus, especially in “Komedii i tragedii Kornelia (Ètiud po teorii zhanra)” is 

small and his process is manually processed, which leads him to select only certain 

authors and works, potentially resulting in a selection bias. In our work, we addressed 

this issue by incorporating all five-act French and Russian comedies in verse that were 

accessible to us.  

• Iarkho’s work is difficult to reproduce step by step, a limitation we avoided by taking 

advantage of the new computer-enabled data processing capabilities that were not 

available to Iarkho and making our notebooks accessible on GitHub.  

 

Simultaneously, we adopted the following strategies recommended by Iarkho: 

1) Iarkho suggests using additional features to be able to improve the identification of 

literary styles. We extended our feature inventory beyond the original four features 

from Iarkho’s article. 

2) We deliberately limited our corpus to works meeting three fundamental criteria: 1) they 

are comedies; 2) they consist of five acts; and 3) they are written in verse. The corpus 

was so circumscribed because we could not assume, on the one hand, that five-act and 

                                                      

64
 Kruskal Wallis H is a non-parametric alternative to ANOVA, used in situations where the data cannot be 

presumed to observe a normal distribution. 
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three-act plays were structurally similar, and, on the other, that compositions in verse 

and in prose manifest the same tendencies.  

Iarkho’s methodology was successfully applied by Vladimir Sperantov, who studied the 

evolution of the Russian tragedy in verse from 1747 to 1822. His corpus included seventy plays 

with different numbers of acts belonging to thirty authors. Sperantov used five features to 

characterize stage directions: 

1) The frequency of the stage directions (P): 

P = 
�
� × 100, where n is the raw number of stage directions and N is the raw number of 

verse lines in a play. 

2) The average length of a stage direction (S): 

S = 
h
� , where L is the raw number of word tokens in the stage directions and n is the raw 

number of stage directions.  

3) The degree of verse and prose interaction in a play (I), i.e., the frequency of the 

appearance of stage directions within the poetic line: 

I = 
i
�, where q is the raw number of stage directions splitting verse lines and N is the raw 

number of verse lines in a play.65 

4) Lexical diversity of the stage directions (V): 

V = 
�
h, where l is the raw number of lexemes and L is the raw number of word forms 

(tokens) in a play. 

                                                      

65
 For example, the beginning of a verse line – (stage direction) – the end of a verse line. 
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5) The sentiment coefficient (C), which is the percentage of the stage directions describing a 

character’s sentiment (e.g., “crying,” “arrogantly,” “with contempt”). C = 
�
� × 100%, 

where c is the raw number of stage directions describing a character’s sentiment and n is 

the raw number of stage directions. This feature is least objectively quantifiable, 

according to Sperantov (Sperantov 1998, 9-13). 

 

Sperantov observes that lexical diversity of stage directions remains “stable over time and cannot 

serve as a basis for style differentiation” (Sperantov 1998, 12). Therefore, he excludes this 

feature, and uses only four features in the synthesis. Following Iarkho’s methodology, Sperantov 

scales the four features with the Min-Max Scaler (as np’ , ns’, nI’, and nc’) and finds the central 

tendency (jk′for each style by taking the mean of the four features: jk′= 
�Rm+�Rn+ �Ro+ �R1

6 , where np’ 

is the scaled frequency of stage directions, ns’ is the scaled average length of a stage direction, 

nI’, is the scaled degree of verse and prose interaction in a play and nc’ is the scaled sentiment 

coefficient. The tragedies in the corpus fall into the following ranges: 

• Conservative Neoclassicism (2% < nk′< 10%, from) with the total  of 20 tragedies 

• Moderate Neoclassicism (10% < nk′< 20%), with 26 tragedies 

• Sentimentalism (20% < nk′< 45%) with 16 tragedies 

• Pre-Romanticism (50% < n′p  ≤ 75%) is represented only by 5 tragedies. 

Sperantov observes that Mikhail Lomonosov’s tragedies belong to the Conservative 

Neoclassical style, whereas Aleksander Sumarokov’s, Iakov Kniazhnin’s and Ivan Krylov’s 

tragedies evolve from Conservative to Moderate Neoclassical style (with Sumarokov’s 

translation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet being classified as Moderate). Mikhail Kheraskov’s 
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tragedies span three styles (Conservative and Moderate Neoclassicism and Sentimentalism). On 

the other hand, Vladislav Ozerov’s entire tragic oeuvre belongs to the Sentimental style, whereas 

Gavriil Derzhavin’s three tragedies (Irod i Maimna (1808), Evpraksiia (1808-9), Temnyi (1808-

9) and Zelenev’s Radim and Dagoda (1811)) belong to the Pre-Romantic style. It is revealing 

that the neo-archaist Katenin’s Andromakha (1809-1818) is written in the Conservative 

Neoclassical style (Sperantov 1998, 42-48). Finally, Sperantov analyzes the diachronic 

development of style and distinguishes periods associated with these styles: 1747-1762 for the 

Conservative Neoclassicism, 1763 – 1794 for the Moderate Neoclassicism, 1795-1810 for 

Sentimentalism and Pre-Romanticism, and 1811-1822 for “Neo-Neoclassicism” (Sperantov 

1998, 15-25). Interestingly, Sperantov’s plot of the evolution of the Russian tragedy provides 

supporting evidence for a wavelike trend, previously noticed by Iarkho: increasing 

experimentation, which reaches its apex during the Sentimentalist-Pre-Romantic period followed 

by a decrease during the Neo-Neoclassical style (Sperantov 1998, 25).  

The value of Speranov’s work for our research lies in his application of Iarkho’s methods 

to a new corpus and his identification of the new formal features based on stage directions. There 

are, however, weaknesses in his approach. For example, Sperantov writes that “the values of the 

four features are more or less connected”; it would have been useful for him to follow Iarkho and 

calculate the correlation coefficients to make sure the four features indeed have high positive 

correlation coefficients. Additionally, it would have been useful to examine the distributions of 

the four features in detail, including the variance, and possible outliers. Furthermore, Sperantov’s 

claim that Ozerov’s tragedies belong to Sentimentalism contradicts Iarkho’s earlier claim that 
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Ozerov’s tragedies are hybrid.66 One possible explanation of this discrepancy is that Iarkho and 

Sperantov used different features for their analysis. Finally, before proceeding to the synthesis 

step, Sperantov does not demonstrate that the features he uses are indeed distinctive. To be able 

to draw a definitive boundary between different styles, one would need to test whether the 

differences in the distributions of the four features of the four styles are statistically significant. 

For example, the distinction between Sentimentalism and Pre-Romanticism seems blurry and 

would benefit from more detailed examination. In our research project, we built upon 

Sperantov’s findings, while addressing the aforementioned methodological issues. We 

incorporated three out of five of Sperantov’s features, which were both formal and distinctive 

(the frequency coefficient of the stage directions, the average length of a stage direction, and the 

degree of the verse and prose interaction in a play) and compared our results on Russian verse 

comedies with his findings on Russian verse tragedies. 

Since we examined Russian comedies in verse, we should mention Maksim Shapir’s 

article “‘Gore ot uma’: semantika poèticheskoi formy (opyt konkretnoi dialektiki stikha)” (2000 

[1992]) which explores the structure and genre of the best-known Russian comedy in verse – 

Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma –  and finds its inspiration in Iarkho’s work on genre 

differentiation (especially in cases of mixed genres). First, Shapir limits his research object to 

long utterances, which he defines as utterances with at least twenty complete lines. According to 

Shapir, only long utterances can capture a character’s individual rhythmical tendencies. This 

leaves him with sixteen utterances, which make up 27% of the comedy: eight utterances by 

Chatskii, five by Famusov, and three by Repetilov. Next, Shapir asserts that each character has 

                                                      

66
 Boris Tomashevskii considered Ozerov a representative of Russian style empire, i.e., Neo-Neoclassicism 

(Tomashevskii 1936, 26). 
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his dominant rhythmical pattern: Chatskii  - iambic hexameters (56% on average for Chatskii, 

the average for the entire play is 44.3% and the long-utterance average is 49.3% ), Famusov – 

iambic pentameters (24.2% on average for Famusov; the average for the entire play is 16.9%, 

and long-utterance average is 14.3%); Repetilov – iambic tetrameters (42.4% on average for 

Repetilov, 33.9% on average for the entire play, and 33.3% average in long utterances). He 

proposes that each meter may have a particular semantic aura: iambic tetrameter, which he 

claims is associated with “light” discourse in verse written around the time the play was written, 

corresponds to Repetilov’s chatter, whereas iambic hexameter has the “sublime” feel associated 

with genres that typically deployed this meter (tragedies and epic poem). But iambic pentameter, 

according to Shapir, had no particular semantic associations at the time of composition. The 

opposition of Chatskii’s hexameters to Famusov’s pentameters, he claims, underscores their 

ideological battle (Shapir 2000, 252-67). Although iambic tetrameter was frequently used in the 

eighteenth-century literature sublime ode and in nineteenth-century epigonic poetry, the object of 

Griboedov’s parody is the poetry of his literary rivals, the junior Karamzinists, in whose work 

iambic tetrameter was primarily associated with “light” poetry. At the same time, both senior and 

junior Karamzinists used iambic hexameter as a marker of a more sublime variation of the genres 

belonging to the middle styles. Compare, for example, hexametric didactic epistles as opposed to 

tetrametric or trimetric friendly epistles, or a hexametric elegy imitated from the ancients as 

opposed to other verse forms of the contemporary erotic elegy (Pilshchikov 1995; Pilshchikov 

and Fitt 1999). 

However, Shapir does not stop there – he uses the rhyming scheme of the comedy to 

identify its genre. He calculates the percentage of paired rhymes in Gore ot uma (41.9%) and 

computes that this percentage is lower than the encountered in tragedy, musical tragedy, opera, 
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and spiritual drama, but higher than that encountered in comedy and melodrama (Shapir 2000, 

267-8). One of the main advantages of this work is that it provides a philological interpretation 

of the findings. Shapir’s study, however, could have benefited from statistical significance 

testing: Is the number of hexameters significantly higher in Chatskii’s long utterances than in 

long utterances generally? Is the number of paired rhymes significantly higher in Gore ot uma 

than in comedies and significantly lower than in tragedies?). Shapir does not provide a rationale 

for his selection of exactly 20 lines as a threshold, which he could have done by comparing that 

number to others. Furthermore, one could enhance this study by extending the features used for 

genre differentiation beyond the percentage of paired rhymes. 

Rhythmical patterns became the object of investigation of Marina Tarlinskaja’s 2019 

article “Evolution of Verse Form, Plots and Characters in English Plays (mid-sixteenth -

nineteenth centuries).” Tarlinskaja sets a challenging goal of tracking down 250 years of the 

English drama based on the rhythmical evolution of the iambic pentameter and demonstrating 

how this evolution echoed changes in English society, the architecture of the theaters, and 

theatrical tastes. Talinksaja observes that during the Elizabethan period, strict iambic pentameter 

was used (with a strict placement of stresses and strong syntactic breaks after syllable four or 

five), which she attributes to the open architectural style at the time, since clear articulation was 

needed for the actors to be heard. This strictness of form corresponded to conservative plots (i.e., 

focus on marriage in comedies and tragedies). The year 1600 marks the beginning of the 

Jacobean period when dramatic versification became looser: it became possible to insert two to 

three syllables between stressed ictuses, syntactic break became frequent after syllable six or 

seven, enjambments and feminine endings became common, and stress on syllable eleven 

became acceptable. Such innovations, in part, were facilitated by the construction of closed 
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theaters, which reduced the actors’ need for enunciation. According to Tarlinskaja, these 

experimental rhythmical patterns paralleled more openness in the English society (more 

“permissiveness in love” under the influence of Théophile de Viau’s libertine philosophy). Later 

the Baroque saw an increase in enjambments accompanying feminine and dactylic endings, 

which were previously unacceptable, the boundary between verse and prose became less sharp, 

and violations of the meter became normal.  However, the Post-Restoration period (starting in 

1660) was marked by a return to greater strictness: French Neoclassical playwrights were in high 

regard, whereas Shakespeare’s drama was considered tasteless, and many older plays had to be 

rewritten to reflect the more refined taste of the audience. The strictness of form was reflected in 

syntactic breaks after syllables four and six, while rhythmical “deviations” from the meter were 

no longer acceptable. Plays also became stricter thematically, so that such topics as the triumph 

of virtue and rules over passions became common. Finally, Romanticism (the end of the 

eighteenth century and the first half of the nineteenth century) came with the rejection of the 

symmetry of the previous period and a renewed interest in Shakespearean rhythm. Dol’nik and 

later free verse entered the higher literature. This freedom of dramatic rhythm accompanied 

freedom in plot and character types, which resembled such experimental periods as 

Shakespearian Renaissance and Jacobean Baroque (Tarlinksaja 2019, 7-19). Based on 

Tarlinskaja’s findings, the evolution of the English drama moved in a wavelike manner, with 

alternating periods of more and less rhythmical experimentation, thus supporting Iarkho’s model 

of style evolution. However, one can point out that the study would have benefited from a 

description of the corpus used in the research and the criteria of corpus selection. Although 

Tarlinskaja’s analysis of the formal features of the dramatic texts is convincing, her insistence 

that such structural innovation reflects changes in the architecture of the theaters and value 
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system of English society sounds like a compelling hypothesis rather than a proven fact. The 

article does not differentiate between correlation and causation: in fact, causes and effects remain 

unknown. To make more definitive claims about the influence of open vs. closed architecture 

and its influence on rhythmical patterns, one would need to compare the English tradition with 

the traditions of other nations who also transitioned from open to closed theaters. Do these 

dramatic traditions also reveal a simultaneous innovation in the rhythmical patterns as the 

theaters’ architecture changes? These questions require further examination. It also appears 

necessary to quantify promiscuous themes, e.g., as the percentage of love relationships, which 

were considered promiscuous at the time (e.g., incestuous relationships) in the context of all love 

relationships in a play.  

 

Section 4. Digital Corpora Compilations and Corpus Linguistics Methods 
 

The Drama Corpora Project (DraCor) is an extensive project that hosts TEI-encoded texts 

with metadata. The project participants include Frank Fischer, Peer Trilcke and Boris Orekhov. 

The technical lead is Carsten Milling, and the co-leads are Ingo Börner and Mathias Göbel. For 

each play in the corpus, the project provides the genre and the year of play composition, 

publication, and first performance. Additionally, the website displays a graph of the play network 

and provides the values of the following network features: network size, network density, 

network diameter, average path length, average clustering coefficient, average degree, maximum 

degree supplemented by the raw number of segments and all-in segment index.67 DraCor’s 

network data is also enriched by the description of relations between all dramatic characters. 

                                                      

67
 See the DLINA researchers’ work on play dynamics described earlier. 
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Finally, it produces plots corresponding to Iarkho’s “speech distribution” and the Revzins’ / 

Sapogov’s “scene density.”68 Conveniently, DraCor also provides an API that allows one to 

access the TEI of each text and the feature values associated with each play. These corpora 

provide a rich source of data for quantitative research in drama. Our research project will benefit 

greatly from the ability to access selected five-act comedies in verse in TEI and such feature 

values as network size.69  

Paul Fièvre has curated Théâtre Classique since 2007. This corpus contains the texts of 1350 

plays of the French Neoclassical theater. Théâtre Classique includes a variety of raw data 

describing the plays in the corpus, e.g., each play has a segment matrix that tracks dramatic 

characters present in each scene. Additionally, it includes tables with information about a 

primary speaker in each act and scene of each play, although the basis for this classification is 

unclear. The website further includes raw data for individual plays based on such parameters as 

vocabulary (pronouns, distinct words, word-length types (one symbol, two symbols, three 

symbols, etc.)), dramatic characters, acts, scenes, utterances, verse lines (metrical and graphical), 

orthographic characters, and stage directions. The features produced from permutations of these 

parameters include raw numbers (i.e., counts of combinations), play totals, word count frequency 

as a percentage of total word count (e.g., the frequency of the word “amour” expressed as a 

percentage of the total word count), and a mean of value x per value y (e.g., the mean number of 

graphic lines per act where common denominators include act, scene, and utterance). 

                                                      

68
 The DraCor project refers to this plot as “speech distribution” (as described in Sapogov) but it would be fair 

to give credit to the Revzins and also to characterize the plot using their terminology, i.e., scene density. 
69

 We will not be able to get all the existing five-act comedies for our corpus from Russian DraCor because 
not all of them are available there (Drama Corpora Project, “Russian Drama Corpus 2020; Fischer et al. 2017b; 
Fischer, Frank et al. 2017a). We have obtained the missing plays directly from the Saint Petersburg Theater Library 
archive. 
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Additionally, some features are used to compare two plays, i.e., they present the values of the 

features of the two plays side by side. 70 Finally, the website provides corpus-level data in raw 

numbers of plays corresponding to each possible combination of the following: character gender, 

character age group, character social status (e.g., a confident, a prince), character type (human, 

God, a magical character, natural element, an allegorical character, an animal or beast, a 

shadow/dream/spirit, and a statue), depicted decade, structural type (e.g., the number of acts), 

author, text genre, inspiration source, versification type, place of performance, place of action, 

depicted decade, depicted country, depicted time period, decade of performance, text size range 

based on the number of verse lines,  and text size ranges based on the number of symbols.71 This 

functionality can become a laboratory for discovering answers to general questions like 

distribution of versification types by genre, distribution of structural types by author, distribution 

of character types by depicted time period and more. Even though the data provided on the 

Théâtre Classique website is vast it is still raw: it contains the values of many features but gives 

no clear explanation of the basis for generating and selecting these features. What aspects of the 

play structure do they capture? Why are they relevant? What does this data mean? All of 

questions remain unanswered. Furthermore, the website could have benefited from more 

description of the process: for example, we know which character has been identified as a 

primary speaker in each scene, but we do not know how this status was assigned, and therefore 

we cannot reproduce this research (Fièvre 2019). Despite these shortcomings, these raw data can 

                                                      

70 
For the complete description of parameters and features, see Théâtre Classique’s website (Fièvre 2019). 

71
 Examples of inspiration sources include Greek mythology, French history, mores, etc. Versification type 

registers prose vs. verse. The text size range is based on the number of verse lines: e.g., 0-250, 1000-1250, etc. 
Examples of place of action include Paris, Troy, etc. (Fièvre 2019). 
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serve as a basis for future research. For example, we used the TEI files of the texts themselves 

from Théâtre Classique.  

Compiled digital corpora have allowed scholars to apply corpus linguistic methods to 

dramatic discourse. Douglas Biber and Jená Burges used a subcorpus of ninety-five dramatic 

texts written between 1650 and 1990 from ARCHER (A Representative Corpus of Historical 

English Registers). Based on this artificial72 dialogue, they investigated the differences between 

female and male language in drama while paying attention to such factors as the sex of the 

author, sex of the speaker, and sex of the addressee. They checked four leading generalizations 

that originated in the previous studies of linguistic gender differences: 

 (A) “In mixed-gender settings, women speak considerably less than men;”  

 (B) “Women are generally more focused on personal/interactional aspects of 

conversation; men tend to be more interested in conveying information;”  

(C) “Women tend to be more tentative than men in their use of language <…>”; 

(D) “Women’s discourse is lower in the use of persuasive strategies, tending to 

emphasize narrative strategies” (Biber and Burges 2000, 21-4).  

 

Biber and Burges rely on proportional word count to test the first generalization. Their study 

does not find support for generalization A. They have discovered that “female -> male and male 

-> female discourse is equally represented in plays written by men, while female -> male 

discourse is actually more prevalent than male -> female discourse in plays written by women 

(especially in the twentieth century)” (Biber and Burges 2000, 26-7). In order to assess the 

                                                      

72
 By “artificial” we mean not a natural real-life dialogue. 
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validity of other generalizations, Biber and Burges used an established technique called “multi-

dimensional analysis,” where each dimension is associated with several linguistic features that 

very frequently co-occur in text. Here, Biber and Burges focus on three out of six dimensions,73 

i.e., dimension (1) characterizing “involved versus informational production,” dimension (2) 

describing “narrative versus nonnarrative discourse,” and dimension (4) associated with “overt 

expression of argumentation” (Biber and Burges 2000, 28). The scholars found partial supports 

for generalizations B and C. Women generally tended to produce more involved dramatic 

discourse than men. However, the scholars observed certain historical differences. In the 

seventeenth century, the sex of the addressee played an important role: language directed to a 

female addressee is more involved (Biber and Burges’ term). One of the important discoveries 

that emerges from their study is that “female authors consistently portray all speakers as being 

more involved than male authors do” (Biber and Burges 2000, 32). This finding makes us 

question the basic assumption of the study that the playwrights indeed had a reliable model of 

speech that was an accurate representation of historical real-life conversations. If the model 

depends on the author’s gender, we cannot be completely sure that there are no other interfering 

factors, e.g., that a playwright’s individual style does not introduce noise into what we could 

otherwise believe to be an objective schema of historical conversation. Finally, Biber and Burges 

question the validity of generalization D: they find no “clear-cut differences between male and 

female speakers” in terms of narrative discourse and use of persuasive strategies” (Biber and 

Burges 2000, 33). They admit that dimension four (“overt expression of argumentation”) was 

“more of a marker of a writer’s individual style” than the speaker’s gender (Biber and Burges 

                                                      

73
 Dimension three, which the authors did not use in this analysis, describes “situation-dependent versus 

elaborated reference ” (Biber and Burges 2000, 28). 
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2000, 33). One of the significant shortcomings of the study, mentioned by Biber and Burges, is a 

disproportionately small number of female authors (only one female playwright in the 

seventeenth century and one in the nineteenth century), which limits the universality of their 

findings (Biber and Burges 2000, 24). Our research faced a similar issue of the small size of the 

Russian five-act verse comedies, which also reflected historical reality. 

 Another scholar, Jonathan Culpeper, uses corpus linguistic methods to analyze the speech 

of six dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet who dominate the word space 

(Romeo, Juliet, Nurse, Mercutio, Capulet, and Friar L. The research aimes to describe each 

character’s style by analyzing keywords, parts-of-speech, and key semantic categories. An 

additional goal is to evaluate the differences in the results yielded by these three methods. The 

study showed that three groups of keywords emerged: “ideational” (characterizing Romeo), 

“textual” (pertaining to Mercutio), and “interpersonal” (describing the Nurse’s speech) (Culpeper 

2009, 29- 39). Juliet’s discourse keywords (“if,” “yet,” “would,” “be”) revealed her anxiety. The 

consecutive analyses showed a clear overlap with the keywords analysis: 75% of the parts-of-

speech categories and 66.6% of the semantic categories were “dominated by one or more words 

that also occur[red] as keywords” (Culpeper 2009, 29- 54). However, they were also able to 

capture additional information that was overlooked by the keywords analysis alone. The analysis 

of the semantic domains shows that for Romeo, color metaphors are key, whereas for the Nurse, 

“being” items (i.e., “be,” “is,” etc.) were highly relevant. The parts-of-speech analysis shows that 

plural common nouns (e.g., “houses,” “eyes”) are essential for Mercutio’s discourse. Culpeper 

thoroughly explains his choice of software tools, text processing steps, statistical tests, and 

thresholds. He is careful in addressing the issue of spelling variability of the historical text by 

normalizing the variants using a computer program. In our research, we also tried to explain our 
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specific choices and the procedures we used. One question that remains unanswered in 

Culpeper’s article is the characterization of Juliet, Capulet, and Friar L. using the methods of key 

parts-of-speech and key semantic domains analyses. It is not clear why these dramatic characters 

disappear from these analyses. It would be beneficial for the readers to know what motivated the 

decision to exclude these characters.  

 Key semantic domains are targeted in Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson’s research. The 

scholars explored the concept of love and its metaphorical treatment in Shakespeare’s comedies 

(A Midsummer Night’s Dream, The Two Gentlemen of Verona, and As You Like It)  and tragedies 

(Othello, Anthony and Cleopatra, and Romeo and Juliet). They used the  UCREL Semantic 

Annotation Scheme (USAS) with a Historical Semantic Tagger that allows them to correctly 

identify the historical meaning of words and account for spelling variants (Archer, Culpeper, and 

Rayson, 2006, 1-2). The USAS system has 21 major domains (e.g., “Food and Farming,” 

“General and Abstract terms”) with 232 semantic field tags. The scholars take the following 

steps: First, they assign part-of-speech tags and semantic field tags to the words. Next, they 

compared semantic tag frequencies in the love-tragedies vs. love-comedies using the log-

likelihood statistic. Finally, they identifiy significant collocates of the key semantic fields using 

Multilingual Corpus Toolkit (using a mutual information statistic). The scholars related their 

findings to previous explorations of Shakespeare’s love metaphors by Barcelona Sánchez (1995) 

and Oncins-Martinez (2006). Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson identified nine semantic tags that 

were significantly overused (Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson ‘s term) in comedies vs. tragedies 

(which also means that they were significantly underused in tragedies compared to comedies). In 

their discussion, the scholars focused on seven semantic fields. Describing the semantic field tag 

“intimate/sexual relationships,” the scholars concluded that their “results clearly reflect an Early 
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Modern patriarchal view of love, in which the male (in the role of lover or suitor) undertakes 

certain acts (e.g., kissing), which the female suffers (she is seduced, deflowered), with the result 

of that she switches from virgin to wanton." (Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson, 2006, 4). The 

second most overused field is “living creatures,” which relates to the metaphors “love is a living 

being” and “the object of love is an animal.” The scholars observed that many of the animals 

(e.g., bears, serpents etc.) have a strong negative connotation. Another field is “plants,” which 

was partly affected by the presence of the character name (Mustardseed), but also included real 

flowers from A Midsummer Night's Dream. However, this field reveals some tags associated 

with the metaphor “love is agriculture” common in the Early Modern English period (Archer, 

Culpeper, and Rayson, 2006, 5). The fields “(not) sensible” and “old, new, young: age” related to 

the metaphor “love is madness.” The “sensory: taste” semantic tag encompasses sweetness, 

which was associated with such metaphors as “love is food” and the possible metaphorical 

treatment of a woman “as edible objects,” and bitterness, which reveales the “troubles of love” 

(Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson, 2006, 5). The “liking” tag is not reliable because it includes 

“like” used as a preposition. The key semantic domains most overused in tragedies relative to the  

comedies are quite different.74 The depiction of love was “much darker” (Archer, Culpeper, and 

Rayson, 2006, 13). “Warfare, defence, and the army” and a related field “Movement (by 

sea/through water)” is associated with the metaphor “love is war.” “(Lack of) life/living things” 

combined literal and metaphorical references to death. The tag “(not) calm/violent/angry” 

captures the “love is poison” metaphor, but, at the same time, includes many items related to 

rage and fury in Othello. The tag “Religion and the Supernatural” includes “heaven,” which was 

                                                      

74
 Out of 12 identified fields, the authors discussed seven. 
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frequently used in Othello and Romeo and Juliet and a small number of items exemplifying the 

metaphor “love is a deity.” Finally, “(lack of) power/ organizing” was affected by character 

names (e.g., First Servant). However, after accounting for this factor, the scholars still observed a 

large number of items related to this tag and were able to conclude that “hierarchical power 

structures” are much more crucial for love-tragedies than for love-comedies (Archer, Culpeper, 

and Rayson, 2006, 4-10). Finally, the authors analyzed collocations at the level of key semantic 

tags. The authors briefly discussed two out of four main collocates of the semantic tag “intimate 

relationship” in comedies. “Anatomy and physiology” related to such metaphors as “eyes are 

weapons of entrapment,” “heart is a container of emotions,” and “love is pain). The semantic tag 

“pronouns” reveals unusual patterns: male pronouns are key collocates in comedies, whereas 

female pronouns were key collocates in tragedies.  

 The scholars identify significant differences in key semantic tags in love-comedies and 

love-tragedies and interpreted their results with the help of cognitive metaphor theory. They 

successfully utilized USAS system to “compare huge amounts of data in a relatively short 

amount of time” (Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson, 2006, 13), while accounting for historical 

language use and variant spelling (Archer, Culpeper, and Rayson, 2006, 2). The study could be 

improved even further by excluding character names from the texts (which introduced noise into 

semantic fields) and addressing the issue of localized items. It would have been useful to 

introduce a constraint ensuring that items should appear in many plays of a genre and not be 

limited to one specific play (e.g., “angry” items in Othello). Additionally, it would be instructive 

to contrast Shakespeare’s love tragedies with non-love tragedies to determine which key 

semantic domains differentiate them. 
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Overall, the central questions of the quantitative drama research include dramatic 

character interactions, dramatic character centrality, dramatic characters’ style, gender, genre 

differentiation, and genre evolution. Iarkho, a pioneer in the field, used statistical methods to 

distinguish comedy from tragedy and trace the evolution of the five-act tragedy. Sperantov, who 

relied on Iarkho’s methodology, used stage-directions features and applied them to a new corpus 

(Russian five-act tragedy). The Revzins and Sapogov utilized probability-based methods to study 

dramatic characters’ interactions. They were able to determine the author’s intentionality in 

arranging dramatic characters’ interactions. These scholars also raised the question of play 

dynamics, which reemerged in later scholarship.  

More recently, network analysis (notably, in Stiller and Hudson’s, Moretti’s, Algee-

Hewitt’s, and the DLINA project’s research) has provided a method for interpreting the structure 

of a play, comparing the interactions of the dramatic characters with real-world human behavior, 

and determining dramatic character centrality (protagonism). Additionally, scholars such as 

Schöch and Pavlova and Fischer have utilized supervised machine learning, topic modeling, and 

clustering algorithms to investigate the questions of topic distributions by genres and authors and 

genre differentiation. A distinct target of quantitative drama research is the study of dramatic 

versification. M. Shapir has used the rhythmical scheme of Gore ot uma to describe its genre, 

whereas Tarlinskaja tracsd the evolution of the rhythmical patterns of the English drama and 

links it to the changes in the English society and architecture. Finally, to enable future research, 

the DraCor project and Théâtre Classique have effort put considerable effort into creating digital 

drama corpora and making them publicly available. Biber and Burges, Archer, Culpeper, and 

Rayson utilized corpus linguistics methods to analyze the plays. 
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Chapter 2. The Evolution of the French Five-Act Comedy in Verse 

 

Section 1. Cultural Background 

In this chapter we explore the French Neoclassical and Romantic five-act comedy in 

verse of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries from Corneille and Molière to 

Delavigne and Bonjour, since this tradition served as a model for Russian playwrights. The 

French comedy tradition had a much longer history than the Russian one: the first French 

comedy was the Renaissance five-act verse comedy Le Eugène (1552) by Estienne Jodelle 

(Schwarz 1924, 29). However, I focus on the period between 1629 (Pierre Corneille’s earliest 

comedy Mélite ou Les Fausses Lettres) and 1849 (Émile Augier’s Gabrielle). According to Paul 

Fièvre’s data, 56.7% of all French verse comedies are in five acts (the second most common type 

is three-acts with 31.3%), and 87.2% of all French five-act comedies are in verse, with only 10% 

in prose.75  

French playwrights were very popular in Russia since the early days of the Russian 

theater.76 One of first French five-act verse comedies – Le Geôlier de soi-même ou Jodelet 

prince (1655) by Thomas Corneille – appeared on the Russian stage during the reign of Peter the 

Great as the part of the repertoire of the German troupe directed first by Johann Kunst and later 

by Otto Fürst (Nikolaev 1996, 16). In the second half of the eighteenth century, i.e., mostly 

during Catherine the Great’s reign, the number of translated comedies (73) was much higher than 

                                                      

75
 “Nombre de pièces par “structure” et par “vers”.” Théâtre Classique. Accessed March 26, 2020. 

http://www.theatre-classique.fr/pages/programmes/tableauCroise.php?l=structure&c=vers 
76

 In my review of the French comedies in Russia, I focused only on five-act comedies in verse. For detailed 
information about translations of other types of comedies (in one and three acts and in prose), see Nikolaev 1996, 
Danilevskii 1996, Levin 1996, and Zaborov 1996. 
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the number of original comedies (47) (Levin 1996, 28). Iurii D. Levin underscores that “among 

the fifty Western European comedians whose plays were translated into Russian the majority 

were French.” He mentions that the most popular playwrights at the time were Molière, David-

Augustin de Brueys, Jean-François Regnard, Destouches (Philippe Néricault), Marc-Antoine 

Legrand, Germain-François Poullain de Saint-Foix, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Pierre-Augustin 

Caron de Beaumarchais, and Charles-Georges Fenouillot de Falbaire de Quingey. Other French 

comedians whose plays appeared on stage, were Jean-Baptiste Collet de Messine and Jean-

François Cailhava d’Estandoux (Levin 1996, 29-30). Among all of the French comedians, 

Molière was of the greatest importance in Russia. His comedies were actively translated, usually 

in prose, and staged. Molière’s five-act comedy in verse  Le Misanthrope (1666) was translated 

into Russian in prose under the title Misantrop, ili Neliudim by Ivan Elagin in 1757 and 

published in 1788 (Levin 1969, 32; Zaborov 1996, 75-6). A prose translation of Molière’s 

comedy Le Tartuffe, ou l’Imposteur (in Russian: Tartiuf, ili Litsemer) was published by Moscow 

University Press and performed in the 1757-1758 theatrical season (Levin 1996, 31). In 1788, 

Nikolai Novikov republished Molière’s oeuvres in available Russian translations, which 

remained in the repertoire for two decades (Zaborov 1996, 75-6). The “high” comedies of other 

French playwrights (i.e., comedies written in Alexandrine verses, not in prose or free verse) were 

also actively translated into Russian. A prolific Russian playwright of the time, Vladimir Lukin, 

made a loose prose translation of Jean-François Regnard’s Le Distrait (1697) as Zadumchivoi 

(1769). In his foreword to Mot, Lukin mentions that there was a certain stratum of the Russian 

audience whose “taste was shaped” by Destouches and de la Chaussée’s best comedies (Levin 

1996, 35-6, 44). Pierre Claude Nivelle de la Chaussée’s comedies were performed by the French 

troupes touring in St. Petersburg (Levin 1996, 45). Yet, translations of his comedies were few: 
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his comedy L’École des amis (1737) was translated in prose by D.G. Babichev, who claimed it 

as his “original” work, although this translation enjoyed no success (Levin 1996, 45). 

Destouches’s comedy Le Dissipateur, ou l’Honnête friponne (1736) was translated into Russian 

several times. The first translation, Mot, by A.I. Apukhtin, was based on Franciszek 

Bohomolec’s Polish adaptation entitled Marnotrawca. Another translation of Le Dissipateur was 

authored by Prince Nikolai Trubetskoi under the title Rastochitel’ (Levin 1996, 30, 44). In the 

1780s,  Le Dissipateur, ou l’Honnête friponne along with Le Curieux impertinent (1710) and 

L’Ingrat (1712) were translated as Besstydno-liubopytnyi, Neblagodarnyi, and Mot, ili 

Dobrodetel’naia obmanshchitsa respectively. Another comedy of Destouches, L’Irrésolu (1713), 

was translated by Ivan Dmitrevskii in 1775 as Razdumchivoi (Zaborov 1996, 78; Levin 1969, 

37). Alexis Piron’s La Métromanie (1737) was translated as Strast’ k stikhotvorstvu by Piotr 

Maltitz in 1787 (Zaborov 1996, 78). In 1817, Regnard’s Le Joueur (1669) appeared on the 

Russian stage. Characteristically, all of these translations of the original verse comedies were 

rendered in prose (Levin 1996, 36-7; Slonimskii 1936, 39). As we can see, the French comedic 

tradition was well represented in the Russian theater and known to the Russian readership, both 

in the French originals and in Russian prose translations. Therefore, we needed to trace the 

evolution of the French high comedy in order to better understand the background to the Russian 

comic tradition.  

  

Section 2. Corpus Compilation and Data Processing 
 
Subsection a. Selection of the Five-act Comedies in Verse 
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To accomplish this goal, we first had to compile a corpus of French five-act comedies in 

verse. At this stage, it was important to avoid selection bias.77 Therefore, we decided to include 

all known French five-act comedies in verse. Selection of the French five-act comedies in verse 

was based on the following sources: 1) library catalogs (Gallica – the digital library of the 

Bibliothèque nationale de France and the BnF electronic catalog); 2) existing digital corpora and 

databases (Théâtre Classique,  Registres de la Comédie-Française, Théâtre Documentation, and 

Bibliothèque dramatique); 3) histories of literature (A Field of Honor: Writers, Court Culture, 

and Public Theater in French Literary Life (2005) by Gregory S. Brown and Histoire 

philosophique et littéraire du théâtre français depuis son origine jusqu’à nos jours (1843) by 

Hippolyte Lucas. The main French corpus included 257 original five-act comedies in verse 

written by 121 playwrights between 1629 (Pierre Corneille’s earliest comedy Mélite ou Les 

Fausses Lettres) and 1849 (Émile Augier’s Gabrielle). We created a GitHub repository 

“European_Comedy,” that contains all the data and analyses associated with the project.78 

 
Subsection b. Three Sources of the Texts 
 

Before elaborating on the particular methodological choices we made, we should clarify 

some of the important considerations we had to take into account. While diving deeper into 

Iarkho’s articles, we discovered that he did not rely on the author’s or publisher’s division into 

scenes but instead defined a scene as a fragment of a play delimited by either an entrance or an 

exit of a dramatic character (Iarkho 2006a, 423). What this meant for us was that we could no 

                                                      

77
 For more information about biases in sample selection, see Sarah Boslaugh. “Chapter 1. Basic Concepts of 

Measurement,” in Statistics in a Nutshell. 2nd Edition. Edited by Mary Treseler, 14-17. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reily 
Media, Inc., 2013. 

78
 The repository URL is https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy. 
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longer use “out-of-the-box” markup that contained publisher’s or author’s division into scenes, 

but instead we had to track dramatic characters’ entrances and exits. Additionally, Iarkho devised 

a special approach to counting the “collective” dramatic characters, e.g., the guards: if two 

guards only appeared and spoke together, they were counted as one collective person, otherwise, 

if they appeared and spoke separately, they were counted as two persons (Iarkho 2006a, 423). 

These considerations added an extra level of complexity to our text processing and markup.  

To build our dataset, we wrote a web-scraper “theater_crawler.py” that downloaded 82 

original five-act comedies in the TEI format from Théâtre Classique.79 Additionally, 128 

comedies were in pdf format, the quality of which varied greatly. There were also 57 comedies in 

the html format that had a limited markup. The quality of the text recognition (especially, in the 

case of dramatic character names) often led to poor feature generation. Given the complexity of 

the division into scenes and the text quality issues, we decided to recruit a team of five French 

language specialists to create “structural summaries” of the plays in the Microsoft Word 

documents. For each comedy, such a summary would include a cast of dramatic characters and a 

list of speaking and non-speaking dramatic characters in each act and scene, per Iarkho’s 

division into scenes. The team of experts was given the same guidelines and we checked their 

summaries for consistency upon completion. The TEI files had to undergo additional processing 

to match Iarkho’s division into scenes and collective dramatic characters counts. To make the 

data more accessible, we created a document explaining the meaning of the tags used in each 

type of file that is also available in the repository.80 Next, we created a Python package called 

                                                      

79
 See “Édition d’un texte.”Théâtre Classique. Accessed September 30, 2020. http://www.theatre-

classique.fr/pages/programmes/PageEdition.php. 
80

 For explanation of tags, see Appendix L links. 
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“player” that processed the TEI and Word files and generated a JSON file for each play that 

contained play metadata and structural features.81  

File Processing: 

  

Figure 2-1.Text Processing and Feature Generation Data Flow 

 

One issue we should explore further is the field “date” used in the project. Whenever available, 

we used the completion date. Whenever available, we used the completion date. If this date is 

unknown, we selected the terminus ante quem: whichever came first, a publication or 

                                                      

81
 For the Python package link, see Appendix L. The same package was used for processing the Russian files 

as well as the files associated with the contrastive material. Play JSONS are available in the main project repository. 
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performance year as the date of the first public exposure. This date would at least reflect the time 

when this text attracted public attention to be viewed or read, and discussed, and to influence 

other texts.  Finally, the data from JSON files was combined into a user-friendly CSV file that 

contains the structural features for all comedies.82  

 

Section 3. Analysis of the Sample and Hypothesis Formulation 
 
Subsection a. The 10% Proportionate Stratified Random Sample  
 

Now that we had the data, we were ready to explore it. To formulate a hypothesis about 

the periodization of the French five-act comedy in verse, we decided to divide our dataset into 

groups, or strata, and take a 10% random sample of each stratum (the so-called proportionate 

stratified random sample).83 To do this, we first needed to select appropriate strata. At first, we 

divided all the comedies in our dataset into five-year intervals, but there several intervals with 

fewer than two comedies, which was less than ideal. 

                                                      

82
 The link for the data on the French comedies is in the Appendix L. 

83
 “A probability sampling method in which different strata in a population are identified and in which the 

number of elements drawn from each stratum is proportionate to the relative number of elements in each stratum.” 
See “Proportionate stratified sampling.” Oxford Reference. Accessed September 28, 2020. 
https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/oi/authority.20110803100349910. Also, see Sarah Boslaugh. 
“Chapter 3. Inferential Statistics,” in Statistics in a Nutshell. 2nd Edition. Edited by Mary Treseler, 57-59. 
Sebastopol, CA: O’Reily Media, Inc., 2013.  
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Figure 2-2. The number of comedies by five-year intervals. 

 
Next, we considered ten-year intervals (which we later renamed to “decades”). There was 

only one decade that had fewer than two comedies. Therefore, we decided to choose a decade as 

a stratum for our random sampling.84 We divided all our data into decades and took a 10% 

random sample of each decade. As a result, several decades in the sample were represented by a 

single play. However, this sampling was only used to formulate a hypothesis about potential 

periodization. The rest of the analysis was performed using a larger dataset, i.e., more than one 

comedy per decade (minus the comedies we used to formulate the hypothesis). This way, the 

number of comedies in each decade in the sample was proportionate to the number of comedies 

                                                      

84
 At a later stage, we realized that even longer time periods (twenty or, perhaps, even thirty-year intervals) 

could have been more beneficial, as they would have included a larger number of comedies and, therefore, could 
have yielded more helpful information about the populations they represented. However, after the fact, it was 
impossible to modify the sampling. 
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in each decade in the corpus. Decreasing the size of the main dataset would adversely affect our 

ability to detect existing differences between periods, therefore, we decided to choose 10% as a 

reasonable sampling fraction. 

 

 
Figure 2-3. The number of comedies by decades. 

Later in the process, we noticed that we attributed all the dates to the “next-in-line” 

interval. For example, 1633, 1634 were attributed to the 1635 five-year interval and the 1640 

“decade,” whereas traditionally they would belong to the 1630 decade. While this mislabeling 

would not affect the proportion of each interval, it is something one should keep in mind while 

looking at the visualizations and using the data from the French_Comedies_Data.csv file. 

Normally, we would re-run the code, but in this case, we had only one opportunity to take a 
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random sample of the data. The sample generation pipeline as well as the sample data were 

saved in the repository.85 

 
Subsection b. Analysis of the Sample 
 
 Following Iarkho’s methodology, we explored the following features that he used for 

differentiating literary periods in the evolution of tragedy: 

• The number of dramatic characters 

• Mobility coefficient  

• The standard range of the number of speaking dramatic characters (sigma) 

• The percentage of non-dialogues.86 

However,  we were not confident that one could justify combining monologues and polylogues 

into one feature “the percentage of non-dialogues.” Therefore, we decided to examine the 

behavior of these features in the sample. 

                                                      

85
 For the links to the notebook with the sampling and analysis, see Appendix L. 

86
 One can find a detailed description of each feature in the literary review section on Iarkho on page 42. 
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Figure 2-4. The evolution of the percentage of non-dialogues, monologues, and polylogues. 

 

The evolution of the percentage of monologues was the mirror image of the evolution of the 

percentage of polylogues. 
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Figure 2-5. The evolution of the percentage of monologues and polylogues. 

 

We calculated a correlation coefficient between the two features and discovered that they 

were strongly negatively correlated (correlation coefficient ≈ - 0.75).87 Based on this analysis of 

the sample, we decided to treat the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues 

separately, instead of combining them into one feature “the percentage fof non-dialogues.” 

Our next step was to propose a hypothesis about potential periods in the evolution of the 

French five-act comedy in verse. The periods were determined on a purely quantitative basis. 

They were subsequently compared with the periods that had been distinguished traditionally on 

the basis of content and the metaliterary criteria (i.e., authors’ and their contemporaries’ critical 

                                                      

87
 In this case, the strong correlation does not merely reveal an association between two features. By 

definition, because the total always equals 100%, a larger percentage of monologues leaves less available space for 
the percentage of polylogues (and naturally, dialogues). 
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remarks, definitions in the histories of literature, etc.). In case of proximity of quantitatively 

derived and metacritically defined periods, we declared them identical. 

The first question to answer was the number of literary periods that we could reasonably 

expect. Here, we decided to build upon Iarkho’s previous research. He distinguished five time 

periods including Early Neoclassicism of Baroque-influenced Pierre Corneille (1630 to 1653),  

Mature Neoclassicism (the seventeenth century), Late Neoclassicism (the eighteenth century), 

Early (Extreme) Romanticism, and Late Romanticism (Iarkho 2006c, 560-70, 574- 80). 

However, Iarkho’s Early Romantic period, the so-called “Extreme Romanticism” consisted 

entirely of German tragedies, whereas our research focused on the French national tradition. 

Therefore, we hypothesized that the French five-act comedy in verse would fall into four periods. 

Since we wanted to analyze large-scale cultural and historical trends as opposed to temporary 

oscillations, we decided to impose a limit on the minimum length of a literary period. The 

shortest literary period  (Russian Neo-Neoclassicism)  identified by our predecessor Sperantov 

was eleven years (from 1811 to 1822) (Sperantov 1998, 25), so we chose a ten-year minimum 

length for a period to qualify as a literary period. Finally, we ensured that every potential literary 

period contained at least two comedies. 

 With these constraints in mind, we designed a method that used Euclidean distances to 

identify four literary periods in the sample data. This method included the following steps:  

1. We treated each comedy in the sample as a play vector88 containing the following 

features: the number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, the percentage 

of monologues, the percentage of polylogues, and the standard range of the 

                                                      

88
 “A vector is an object that has both a magnitude and a direction. Geometrically, we can picture a vector as a 

directed line segment, whose length is the magnitude of the vector with an arrow indicating the direction” (see “An 
introduction to vectors,” Math Insight. Accessed May 11, 2021. https://mathinsight.org/vector_introduction).  
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number of speaking characters (sigma). For example, Pierre Corneille’s La Suite 

du menteur would become the play vector [7,  33,  6.06,  36.36, 0.856]. 

2. Next, we needed to ensure that all the features in the play vectors were on the 

same scale. To accomplish this, we standardized the values.89 After rescaling all 

the features, the standardized play vector for La Suite du menteur became [-

0.9769772090080973, -1.1254546546588986, -1.3766887819151519, -

0.09034960053339845, -0.8578983567823225]. 

3. We expected  three boundaries (the lower, the middle, and the upper boundary) 

separating four time periods. For each boundary, we iterated over five-year 

intervals making sure that resulting periods were at least ten-years long, e.g., 1640, 

1645, 1650, etc. for the lower boundary, 1650, 1655, 1660, etc. for the middle 

boundary, and 1660, 1665, 1670, etc. for the upper boundary. 

4. For each potential period, we created a summary vector that was the sum of all play 

vectors within this period. For example, imagine a period that had three comedies 

with the following play vectors:  

•  v1 = [0.06465290353730044, -0.30577420982741776, -1.789252485754977, 

0.5390742808859644, -0.5645891156149813] 

•  v2 = [-0.3519991414808586, -0.827389038356542, -0.5657126358447828, 

0.5446117343881878, 0.8215983940114943] 

                                                      

89
 Standardization, or z-transformation, turns each data point into a standard score (z) using the following 

formula: 
z = (x – μ) /σ, where μ is the mean of the feature and σ is the standard deviation of this feature. 
For example, μ for the number of dramatic characters is 11.689655172413794 and the standard deviation 

is 4.800168447301953. So, we will calculate it the following way (7 - 11.689655172413794) / 
4.800168447301953 = -0.9769772090080973. This is exactly the score we get from the Standard Scaler. 
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•  v3 = [-0.1436731189717791, -2.0941679076415576, -2.0363552846247406, 

1.1684981623053272, 0.6910155126698694] 

We would sum up all these vectors into one period summary vector vs  =  

[-0.43101936, -3.22733116, -4.39132041, 2.25218418, 0.94802479]. 

5. To account for a varying number of comedies that could lie within 

different periods, we normalized these summary vectors by using the 

normalize function from sklearn that would divide the vector by its L2 

(or Euclidean norm).90 

6. We calculated Euclidean distances between period summary vectors for all 

neighboring periods, i.e., between periods one and two, two and three, three and 

four. For example, the Euclidean distance between Period One (from 1629 to 

1650) and Period One (from 1651 to 1695) is 1.87119452. The distance between 

Periods Two and Three (from 1696 to 1795) is 1.96540872, the distance between 

Period Three and Four (from 1796 to 1849) is 1.75493729. We took the mean of 

these distances, which was 1.8638468404538342. 

                                                      

90
 The Euclidean norm (L2) is calculated using the following formula: r∑ |Q�(|��%� . See Wolfram MathWorld. 

“L^2 Norm.” Accessed September 23, 2020. https://mathworld.wolfram.com/L2-Norm.html.  
For example, for our summary vector vs = [-0.43101936, -3.22733116, -4.39132041, 2.25218418, 

0.94802479], we would square all the values (-0.431019362)2, (-3.22733116)2, (-4.39132041)2, 2.252184182, 
0.948024792. We end up with [0.18577769, 10.41566642, 19.28369494, 5.07233358, 0.898751]. Then, we add up 
all these values 0.18577769 + 10.41566642 + 19.28369494 + 5.07233358 + 0.898751 and get 
35.85622363138114. We take 

√35.85622363138114 = 5.98800664924323. Finally, we divide the summary vector [-0.43101936, -
3.22733116, -4.39132041, 2.25218418, 0.94802479] by 5.98800664924323 and arrive at the normalized vector [-
0.07198044, -0.53896586, -0.73335263, 0.37611584, 0.1583206]. 
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7. After iterating over all potential lower, middle, and upper period boundaries, we 

selected such period boundaries that produced the maximum mean Euclidean 

distance, i.e., had the largest average distance between the neighboring periods.91 

 

This method produced the following dates: 1645, 1650 for the lower boundary, 1685, 1690, 

1695 for the middle boundary, and 1790, 1795 for the upper boundary. There was only one 

record in our sample dating back to 1645 (Paul Scarron’s Jodelet ou Le Maître Valet). However, 

since our boundaries were inclusive, this comedy would be attributed to Period One regardless of 

our choice of 1645 or 1650 for the lower boundary. In the case of other boundaries, there were 

no comedies within those timeframes in the sample (zero comedies between 1685 and 1695 and 

zero between 1790 and 1795  in the sample). For convenience, we selected the highest boundary 

in each case. Based on our analysis of the sample, we proposed the following periodization: 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1650 

• Period Two: from 1651 to 1695 

• Period Three: from 1696 to 1795 

• Period Four: from 1796 to 1849. 

 

                                                      

91
 “The Euclidean distance is the straight-line distance between two points in Euclidean space.” The formula 

is {(Q, |) =  r∑ (Q� −  |�)(��%�  . See National Institute of Standards and Technology. “Euclidean Distance.” 
Statistical Engineering Division. Last modified July 10, 2017. Accessed September 2, 
2020. https://www.itl.nist.gov/div898/software/dataplot/refman2/auxillar/eucldist.htm). For example, to calculate the 
Euclidean distance between two vectors v1 = [-0.53897687, -0.35108778, 0.44314966, -0.58493814, -0.21841945] 

and v2 =  [0.47223737, -0.2484047, -0.56245228, 0.38393381, 0.5015269], we would do the following:  

(-0.53897687 -0.47223737)
2

+(-0.35108778-(-0.2484047))
2

 + (0.44314966 -(-0.56245228))
2

 + (-0.58493814 - 

0.38393381)
2

 + (-0.21841945 - 0.5015269)
2 

= 3.501368918203953. √3.501368918203953 = 
1.8711945163996053. 
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To further explore the features in the sample, we created scatterplots joint with kernel density 

plots for each feature and displayed period boundaries with dashed lines.92 Additionally, we ran 

summary statistics for all features grouped by four time periods. 

 

 

 

                                                      

92
 Kernel density estimation (KDE) is a statistical technique that uses a dataset to estimate probabilities for 

new data points. “In this case, a kernel is a mathematical function that returns a probability for a given value of a 
random variable. The kernel effectively smooths or interpolates the probabilities across the range of outcomes for a 
random variable such that the sum of probabilities equals one. The kernel function weights the contribution of 
observations from a data sample based on their relationships or distance to a given query sample for which the 
probability is requested.” “A Gentle Introduction to Probability Density Estimation.” Machine Learning Master. 
Last Modified July 24, 2020. Accessed October 19, 2020. https://machinelearningmastery.com/probability-density-
estimation/. 
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Figure 2-6. The number of dramatic characters by year based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-7. Summary statistics for the number of dramatic characters by period based on the 
sample data. 
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Figure 2-8. Mobility coefficient by year based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-9. Summary statistics for mobility by period based on the sample data. 
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Figure 2-10. The standard range of the speaking dramatic characters in a scene (sigma) by year 
based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-11. Summary statistics for the standard range of the number of speaking characters by 
period based on the sample data. 

 



 

 
92

 

Figure 2-12. The percentage of non-dialogues by year based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-13. Summary statistics for the percentage of non-dialogues by period based on the 
sample data. 
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Figure 2-14. The percentage of polylogues by year based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-15. Summary statistics for the percentage of polylogues by period based on the sample 
data. 
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Figure 2-16. The percentage of monologues by year based on the sample data. 

 

 

Figure 2-17. Summary statistics for the percentage of monologues by period based on the sample 
data. 
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Our preliminary analysis of the sample showed that for the number of the dramatic 

characters and the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma), both the 

mean and the standard deviation were consistently higher in Period Two than in Period One 

and in Period Four than Period Three. The opposite was true for the percentage of 

monologues: the mean and the standard deviation were higher in Period One than in Period 

Two, and in Period Three than in Period Four. The percentage of polylogues revealed a more 

complex pattern: the mean was larger in Period Two than in Period One and in Period Four 

than Period Three. However, the opposite was true about the standard deviation, Period One 

had a larger standard deviation than Period Two and Period Three than in Period Four. The 

mean mobility coefficient was rising from Period One through four, however, its standard 

deviation was not constant, it was higher in Period Two than in Period One and in Period 

Four than in Period Three.93 With the exploration of the sample complete, we were ready to 

undertake the analysis of the main corpus. 

 
Section 4. The Evolution of the French Five-act Comedy in Verse. Analysis of the Corpus 
Data 
 
Subsection a. The Percentage of Non-Dialogues, Polylogues, and Monologues 
 

In the previous section, we analyzed 10% of the sample and discovered that the 

percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues had divergent developments. We 

decided to investigate whether the same phenomenon would reemerge in the larger corpus. 

 

                                                      

93
 For the analysis of the sample, see links in Appendix L. 
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Figure 2-18. The evolution of the percentage of non-dialogues, monologues and polylogues. 

 
Figure 2-19. The evolution of the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues. 

 

The new visualizations confirmed the previously observed trends: the percentage of 

polylogues and the percentage of monologues developed as mirror images of one another not 

only in the sample but also in the larger corpus. They had a strong negative correlation (- 0.778). 

Therefore, we determined that the percentage of non-dialogues (i.e., the feature that combined 

phenomena with divergent historical developments) could not reliably capture the evolution of 

high comedy. Additionally, we investigated the correlations between all features and discovered 
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that the features did not reveal very strong positive correlations (0.90+).94 Therefore, it became 

crucial to explore the historical development of each feature separately.  

   
Subsection b. Normality Checks and Hypothesis Testing 
 
 The next question we wanted to explore was the distributions of the features. Were they 

normally distributed? If the features were normally distributed, we would be able to use 

parametric statistical tests for further analysis. Otherwise, we would need to run non-parametric 

statistical tests that do not assume normality of the underlying distributions.95 Based on the 

results of the normality tests for five examined features, we could be completely confident that 

only the percentage of monologues was normally distributed. Therefore, we decided that it was 

more appropriate to use non-parametric statistical tests for hypothesis testing. 

 

Subsection c. Testing the Proposed Periodization 
 

Before we proceed, it is important to note that if we were in an ideal situation, we would 

conduct a controlled experiment. However, the issue with historical research is that we cannot 

recruit playwrights of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth century to participate in our 

experiment. We can only resort to an observational study, i.e., analyze the historical data at hand. 

This naturally limits the inferential power of our study as we admit that it is extremely 

challenging to eliminate all possible interfering factors.96 In our defense we can say that we tried 

to ensure homogeneity of our dataset: we included the French comedies that only had five acts, 

                                                      

94
 See Appendix A. 

95
 For details about feature distributions and normality testing, see Appendix B. 

96
 See Sarah Boslaugh. “Chapter 18. Research Design,” in Statistics in a Nutshell. 2nd Edition. Edited by Mary 

Treseler, 428-431. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reily Media, Inc., 2013. 
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that were in verse and we excluded adaptations and translations.  Additionally, we excluded all 

plays that had mixed genres, e.g., tragicomedies, heroic comedies, etc. 

 Based on our analysis of the 10% proportionate stratified random sample, we proposed 

the following periods of the French five-act comedy in verse: 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1650 (27 comedies in the larger corpus) 

• Period Two: from 1651 to 1695 (56 comedies in the larger corpus) 

• Period Three: from 1696 to 1795 (91 comedies in the larger corpus) 

• Period Four: from 1796 to 1849 (54 comedies in the larger corpus) 

Now we needed to determine whether these periods had any significant differences using 

non-parametric tests.97 We excluded the 10% sample used for hypothesis formulation and data 

exploration from the larger corpus and ran statistical tests on the remainder of the data. First, we 

ran the Kruskal-Wallis test to see if there were any statistically significant differences between 

any periods. The test showed that at least some periods were different.98 Next, we followed up 

with the Mann Whitney test to see between which periods these differences occurred. We ran 

the Mann-Whitney u-test to check whether there was a difference between periods one and two, 

periods two and three, periods three and four.99 For periods three and four, the Mann Whitney 

test also showed significant differences based on all examined features with p-values below 0.05 

significance level. The highest p-value approaching 0.05 (0.044) was observed for the percentage 

                                                      

97
 See the link code and the details of the analysis in Appendix C. 

98
 For the description of the tests and test results, see Appendix C. 

99
 For the description of the tests and test results, see Appendix C. 
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of monologues. Since we found no statistically significant differences between periods one and 

two, we had to update our proposed periodization: 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1695 

• Period Two: from 1696 to 1795 

• Period Three: from 1796 to 1849 

Next, we created scatterplots joint with kernel density plots for each feature and ran 

summary statistics for all features grouped by three time periods. 

 

2.4.3. The number of dramatic characters by year based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-20. Summary statistics for the number of dramatic characters by period based on the 
larger dataset. 

 

 

Figure 2-21. Mobility coefficient by year based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-22. Summary statistics for mobility by period based on the larger dataset. 

 

 

Figure 2.4.7. The standard range of the speaking dramatic characters in a scene (sigma) by year 
based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-23.Summary statistics for the standard range of the number of speaking characters by 
period based on the larger dataset. 

 

 

Figure 2-24. The percentage of non-dialogues by year based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-25.Summary statistics for the percentage of non-dialogues by period based on the larger 
dataset. 

 

 

Figure 2-26. The percentage of polylogues by year based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-27. Summary statistics for the percentage of polylogues by period based on the larger 
dataset. 

 

 

Figure 2-28. The percentage of monologues by year based on the larger dataset. 
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Figure 2-29. Summary statistics for the percentage of monologues by period based on the larger 
dataset. 

 

Based on the summary statistics for each period, we observed the following trends:  

• The pace of comedy accelerated over the centuries. Comedy became more mobile as 

dramatic characters exited and entered the stage more frequently. 

• The number of dramatic characters, the standard range of the number of speaking 

characters, the percentage of polylogues, and the percentage of non-dialogues 

developed in a wave-like manner (with a drop in eighteenth century). The nineteenth 

had the largest number of dramatic characters, the highest standard range, and the 

percentage of non-dialogues. The seventeenth century had the highest percentage of 

polylogues. One factor worth mentioning is that the percentage of polylogues was the 

“umbrella feature” that included a large variety of dialogue forms (ranging from three 

to sixteen speakers).  

• In comparison, the percentage of monologues developed in the opposite manner: it 

reached an apex in the eighteenth century, whereas the seventeenth and nineteenth 

centuries had fewer monologues. This is to be expected since the percentage of 

monologues is a feature of a more closed style. A somewhat surprising discovery was 

that the seventeenth century and not nineteenth century had the lowest percentage of 
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monologues. Previously, we anticipated that nineteenth-century comedy would have 

fewer monologues than seventeenth-century comedy. 

 

Section 5. Other Features: The Coefficient of Unused Dramatic Characters and The 

Percentage of Discontinuous Scenes 

 
Subsection a. Feature Descriptions 
 

Until now, we explored the features that Iarkho used to trace the evolution of tragedy. 

However, his article on Corneille’s Comedies and Tragedies contained a greater number of 

structural features that he utilized to differentiate the two genres. Given the current state of 

the markup (including the limited play summaries for the pdf and html documents), we 

could generate two features that were briefly mentioned by Iarkho. So far, we had no 

understanding of how these features evolved over time and whether they could differentiate 

literary periods. The two features are the following: 

• The percentage of discontinuous scenes, i.e., the scenes where no dramatic character 

from the preceding scene re-appears on stage in the following scene (Iarkho 2006a, 

472-4). In the example,  Scene 1. FILIPIN, ANGELIQUE. Scene 2. ORONTE, 

scene 2 is discontinuous, since it does not share a single dramatic character with 

scene 1. 

• The coefficient of unused dramatic characters, i.e., the percentage of the dramatic 

characters who are present on stage in a scene but do not speak in it. This was a 
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distinctive feature of tragedy (Iarkho 2006a, 448-51).100 Iarkho gave the following 

example of calculating the coefficient of unused (i.e., non-speaking) dramatic characters 

for Pierre Corneille’s tragedy Cinna (1641). First, he created a table listing all dramatic 

characters who were present in each scene. Next, he counted a number of speaking 

dramatic characters in these scenes: 

 

 

 

Figure 2-30. The number of present and speaking dramatic characters in each scene. 

 

Then, he counted the total number of present dramatic characters and the total number of 

non-speaking dramatic characters. Finally, he calculated the coefficient of unused dramatic 

characters as the percentage of non-speaking dramatic characters: 

the coefficient of unused dramatic characters(��jj�) =  ��
-,  × 100% = 17.2%. 

 
Subsection b. Normality Checks and Hypothesis Testing 
 
 Additionally, we needed to examine the distributions of the two features and check 

whether they were normally distributed. We created histograms for each feature and, 

following the process described in Section 3, ran Shapiro-Wilk normality tests. In our 

                                                      

100
 When we created play jsons for all comedies, we calculated a related but different feature “average 

percentage of non-speaking characters.” We calculated this feature in the following way: 1) calculating the 
percentage of non-speaking dramatic characters in each scene; 2) taking the average across all scenes in a play. 

 Upon re-rereading Iarkho, we discovered that Iarkho used a slightly different process to calculate his feature 
“the coefficient of unused dramatic characters,” which we describe in the main text of the dissertation. Therefore, 
we had to re-calculate this feature based on play summaries. See the link to the analysis in Appendix L.  
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previous analyses, we established the following periods in the evolution of the French five-

act comedy in verse: 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1695 

• Period Two: from 1696 to 1795 

• Period Three: from 1796 to 1849. 

 

However, we had no understanding whether the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and 

the percentage of discontinuous scenes could differentiate literary periods. We decided to run 

statistical tests to answer this question. Since our normality checks showed that these two 

features were not normally distributed, we used non-parametric tests. Our null hypothesis was no 

difference between the three literary periods. Our alternative hypothesis was a significant 

difference between the literary periods. We followed the same process and statistical tests 

described in the previous section. The Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there were no significant 

differences in the distribution of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters in the four periods. 

Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of no difference in the distribution of the 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters between the three periods. This feature, which 

according to Iarkho, could effectively differentiate tragedy from comedy (Iarkho 2006a, 448-51), 

did not allow us to differentiate comedies of different periods.101 

                                                      

101
 According to Iarkho, the coefficient of unused dramatic characters was always higher in Corneille’s 

tragedy than in his comedy: 
• Periods One and Two (1629 to 1636): 7.6% in comedy vs. 24.3% in tragedy. 
• Period Three (1637 to 1643): 11% in comedy vs. 27.6% in tragedy. 
• Period Four (1644 - 1674, for tragedy only): 26%. 

The mean coefficient of unused dramatic characters for Period One in our corpus was 12.17% (i.e., higher than 
in Corneille’s comedies but still much lower than in Corneille’s tragedies). In fact, all periods in the evolution of 
comedy had the coefficient of unused dramatic characters below 15%, with the highest value observed in Period 
Three (13.74%). 
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For the percentage of discontinuous scenes, the Kruskal-Wallis showed that there was a 

significant difference at least between some periods. We followed up with the Mann-Whitney U 

test. There was a significant difference in the distribution of the percentage of discontinuous 

scenes in Periods One and Two, but not in Periods Two and Three.102  

 

Subsection c. Plots and Summary Statistics for Each Feature 
 

Next, we wanted to take a closer look at the historical development of these features. We 

created scatterplots joint with kernel density plots for each feature and ran summary statistics. 

  

Figure 2-31. The historical development of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. 

  

                                                      

102
 For the test descriptions and results, see Appendix C. 
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Figure 2-32. Summary statistics for the coefficient of unused dramatic characters by periods. 

 

For the coefficient of unused dramatic characters, the mean and median, gave us 

conflicting pictures. The mean coefficient increased from Period One through Period Three 

(from 12.17 to 12.75 and 13.74). The median coefficient, however, developed in a zig-zag 

manner (from 12.09 to 11.40 and upwards to 11.94).  

 



 

 
111

 

Figure 2-33. The historical development of the percentage of discontinuous scenes. 

 

 

Figure 2-34. Summary statistics for the percentage of discontinuous scenes by periods. 

 

The mean percentage of discontinuous scenes was the highest in period (13.37%), it 

decreased in Period Two (6.88%) and further dropped to 5.83%. In Period Three, it became 
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very common for comedies to have low discontinuity between the scenes. Period one also 

had the highest maximum percentage of discontinuous scenes out of all periods (55.17%). 

Standard deviation also decreased from Period One through Period Three (from 10.08 to 

4.23, and finally, to 2.71. During Period One, there was still quite a lot of variation, but by 

Period Three, low discontinuity became the rule: there was often at least one dramatic 

character who stayed on stage from the preceding scene. These observations present an 

opportunity for further research as it would be valuable to trace the evolution of the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes in tragedy and compare it with our findings.  

 

Section 6. Open-Form Scores by Decades 
 
 Earlier we established three periods in the historical development of the French five-act 

verse comedy based on distinctive features and described each period in terms of these features. 

Additionally, we explored two additional features, the coefficient of unused characters and the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes, and demonstrated that they could not effectively 

differentiate literary periods. Our next step was to determine whether each period and on a more 

granular level, each decade, was marked by the dominance of more experimental (open) or more 

closed style. 103 By “closed forms” we mean more homogeneous and coherent forms. “Open 

forms” are more heterogeneous and less coherent forms. For example, polylogues create more 

unpredictable combinations of dramatic character interactions, therefore, they are more 

heterogeneous than dialogues and monologues. They are considered a feature of an open form. 

                                                      

103 See footnote 61.The link to the notebook for this analysis is in Appendix L 
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We will consider open forms as more “experimental” in comparison with closed forms. We 

defined a more experimental style as the style that had the following characteristics: 

• a higher number of dramatic characters; 

• a higher mobility coefficient; 

• a higher standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma); 

• a higher percentage of polylogues; 

• a lower percentage of monologues.104 

 

Our explicit assumption was that all of the examined features contributed to the “openness” of 

style. At first, the idea was to compare the decade mean for each feature with the corpus mean of 

that feature, i.e., to be able to tell if each decade tended to be above or below the corpus mean. 

Here, we would assign 1 for above the mean and 0 for below the mean for each feature and each 

decade. Next, we would take the mode, i.e., determine whether the decade tended to be above or 

below the corpus mean most frequently? However, the realization was that simply by assigning 1 

and 0, we lost valuable information of how much above or below the mean a particular value 

was: one period could have 19 dramatic characters and another 13, but both would receive 1 for 

being above the mean. We needed to account for the magnitude of the difference. We decided to 

use z-scores that captured how many standard deviations away from the mean each observed 

value was. Now the mean number of dramatic characters of 19.6 had the z-score of 2.20, whereas 

the mean number of dramatic characters of 12.59 received a z-score of 0.31). For each decade, 

                                                      

104
 Although some of the features are strongly negatively correlated, the correlation coefficient between the 

percentage of monologues and polylogues is - 0.77, the overall dimensionality is small, and correlation did not rise 
to a level (- 0.9 or below) where we considered it necessary or appropriate to remove any of them or perform any 
other reduction. 
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we calculated these z-scores for all features and took the mean to across all z-scores to arrive at 

the final open-form score. Our calculation of the open-form scores involved the following steps: 

1. We obtained the mean for each feature and each decade.  

2. Then, we compared each decade mean with the corpus mean for that feature by 

using z-scores that showed how many standard deviations away from the mean 

the observed feature value was, i.e., how extreme it was in the context of the 

entire corpus. 105 For all features, we calculated the z-scores using the 

formula: z = (x – μ) / σ, where x is the mean of a feature for a decade, μ is the 

overall mean of the feature and σ is the standard deviation of this feature. For 

the percentage of monologues, we reversed the sign, i.e., used a negative z-

score (i.e., - z-score) since it was the lower value of the percentage of 

monologues that indicated a more open form. 

3. Our assumption was that all features contributed to the "openness" of style, 

therefore, we calculated the open form score as the mean of the z-scores for all 

features. For example, for 1840, the z-scores were 2.2, 0.98, 0.57, 0.13, -0.06. 

The open-form score =  (2.2 + 0.98 + 0.57 + 0.13 -0.06) / 5 = 0.764. 

                                                      

105
 For more information about z-scores, see Sarah Boslaugh. “Chapter 3. Inferential Statistics,” in Statistics 

in a Nutshell. 2nd Edition. Edited by Mary Treseler, 48-50. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reily Media, Inc., 2013.  
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Figure 2-35. The Evolution of the open-form scores by decades. 

 

We observed that the 1830s had the highest open-form score (0.76), i.e., this decade had 

the most experimental style in the evolution of the French five-act verse comedy. However, the 

next two top decades by open-form scores belonged to the seventeenth century (0.35 in the 1650s 

and 0.32 in the 1680s). The lowest open-form score was in the 1620s (-1.01) and belonged to the 

first five-act comedy in verse (Pierre Corneille’s Mélite (1629). The other three comedies with 

low open-form scores were in the eighteenth century: the 1770s with - 0.57, the 1740s with 

- 0.46, and 1730s with - 0.42. There was a wave-like trend in the evolution of the open-form 

scores: increasing openness of style in the Period One, a dip in Period Two, and an increase in 

the Period Three. This discovery confirmed our intuitive perception that the form of the 
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eighteenth-century Neoclassical comedy was more closed than that of the Romantic comedy. 

Additionally, we observed that the seventeenth-century comedy fell under a strong influence of 

Baroque (the open-form). 

 
Section 7. A Comparison of the Evolution of the Five-Act Comedy with the Five-Act 
Tragedy in Verse 
 
Subsection a. Mean Values of the Features for Each Period 
 

Now that we explored the evolution of the French five-act comedy in verse, we were 

ready to compare our findings with Boris Iarkho’s data on the evolution of the five-act 

tragedy in verse.106 We used the following features as a basis for this comparison: the 

number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, the standard range of the number of 

speaking characters, the percentage of non-dialogues, the percentage of polylogues, and the 

percentage of monologues.107 Iarkho distinguished five periods, one of which (Extreme 

Romanticism) was represented exclusively by German tragedies. His periodization of the 

French tragedies included: 

• Early Neoclassicism (Baroque-influenced early Corneille from 1630 to 1653) 

• Mature Neoclassicism (the seventeenth century) 

• Late Neoclassicism (the eighteenth century) 

• Moderate Romanticism (the nineteenth century). 

                                                      

106
 The link to the notebook with this analysis is in Appendix L. 

107
 In the previous sections (two and three), we came to the conclusion that the percentage of non-

dialogues combines two features (the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues) that have 
divergent evolutionary trends. We used these two features as the basis for our periodization of the French 
comedy. Because the values of these features were not given directly in Iarkho’s article, we had to calculate 
them based on the data that he provided in the article.  
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Figure 2-36. Mean values for each feature and period of the French five-act tragedy in verse and 

German Extreme Romanticism distinguished by Iarkho.108 

 

 

Figure 2-37. Mean values for each feature in the French five-act comedies verse of the three 
periods. 

                                                      

108
 Note that there was no value for the number of dramatic characters (‘num_present_characters”) for the 

Early Neoclassical period in Iarkho’s data. Therefore, we could not use it for comparison. 
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Figure 2-38. Rescaled number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, and standard range in 
comedy of Periods One, Two, and Three, and in Mature Neoclassical, Late Neoclassical, and 
Moderate Romantic tragedy. 
 

 
 
 
Figure 2-39. Rescaled percentage of non-dialogues, polylogues, and monologues in comedy of 
Periods One, Two, and Three, and in Mature Neoclassical, Late Neoclassical, and Moderate 
Romantic tragedy. 
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Comedy had a higher number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, sigma,  

and percentage of polylogues than tragedy until Period Three. In the nineteenth century, 

Moderate Romantic tragedy had more dramatic characters and slightly higher mobility and 

percentage of polylogues than comedy, whereas the standard range was the same in both 

genres.109 The percentage of non-dialogues and the percentage of monologues were higher 

in comedy than in tragedy in all three periods. The percentage of monologues developed in 

parallel in both genres, reaching an apex in the eighteenth century and declining in the 

nineteenth century.  

For tragedy, the seventeenth century (Mature Neoclassicism)  was characterized by 

the most closed style in the evolution since it had the lowest values of the majority of the 

“open form” features including the standard range of the number of speaking characters, 

mobility coefficient, the percentage of non-dialogues, and the percentage of polylogues.110 

For comedy, however, it was the eighteenth century (Period Two) that represented the most 

closed style while the seventeenth century had high values that often rivaled the nineteenth 

century (Period Three). In the nineteenth century, the difference between comedy and 

tragedy was nowhere as extreme as in other centuries: the two genres approached each other 

based on almost all features except for the number of dramatic characters and the 

percentage of monologues. This fact could have a few possible explanations. First, this 

could be attributed to a decreasing opposition between comedy and tragedy by the 

nineteenth century. Second, it could be the result of heterogeneity of the Moderate 

                                                      

109
 This could be because Iarkho’s Moderate Romanticism includes not only French comedies but also a few 

German tragedies, which could be more experimental than the French comedies. 
110

 It is also the lowest point in Iarkho’s visualization of the evolution curve (Iarkho 2006c, 602). 
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Romantic tragedies selected by Iarkho. The most notable example of heterogeneity in 

Iarkho’s selection of the five-act tragedies was his Extreme Romantic period that was 

represented exclusively by German playwrights (see “Extreme Romanticism” column in 

Figure 2-36. Mean values for each feature and period of the French five-act tragedy in verse 

and German Extreme Romanticism distinguished by Iarkho. 

The Extreme Romantic period had the highest values for all features that characterize an 

open form style: 

• The highest number of dramatic characters (24.60) 

• The highest sigma (1.95) 

• The highest mobility coefficient (73.90) 

• The highest percentage of non-dialogues (66.20%) 

• The highest percentage of polylogues (51.77%) 

 

As we recognized, Iarkho’s analysis of the evolution of tragedy suffered from combining 

two national traditions: French and German. Extreme Romanticism had the highest observed 

values for all open form features, but it was challenging to contextualize this period since it 

belonged to a completely different national tradition. It was not merely another stage in the 

evolution of the French five-act comedy in verse, but it was a stage from a completely different 

system that should have been properly compared with other German tragedies from earlier 

centuries. Extreme Romanticism, however, was not the only period that suffered from this 

shortcoming. Moderate Romanticism also included many German playwrights (14 in total) along 

with the French (9). Even the French Moderate Romantic five-act “tragedies in verse” were 

heterogeneous: they included an adaptation of Shakespeare (de Vigny’s Le More de Venise, 
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Othello), de Vigny’s historical drama in prose Le maréchale d’ancre, and Dumas’s historical 

drama in prose Henri III et sa cour. The eighteenth-century Late Neoclassicism also incorporated 

a large number of tragedies from other national traditions (Sumarokov’s 9 tragedies, Lessing’s 3 

tragedies, and Alfieri’s 20 tragedies). Additionally, we could not be completely confident that 

Iarkho’s corpus selection was unbiased. In the light of these discoveries, it would be worthwhile 

to repeat Iarkho’s analysis but, instead, create an unbiased corpus of the five-act tragedy in verse 

that would only include original French sources. This could shed more light on the differences 

between the French five-act comedy and tragedy, especially in the nineteenth century. 

 

Subsection b. Comparison of the Speech Distribution in Comedy and in Tragedy 
 
 Beyond the examined features, Iarkho’s article contained the data on speech distributions, 

i.e., the percentage of scenes with a certain number of speakers (e.g., 1, 2, 3, etc.) by periods that 

could serve as another basis for comparison of comedy with tragedy. 

 

 

Figure 2-40. Speech distribution in Early Neoclassical tragedy (Baroque-influenced 

Corneille).111 

 

                                                      

111
 This data comes from Iarkho’s table VIIa (Iarkho 2006c, 568). 
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Figure 2-41. Speech distribution in Mature Neoclassical tragedy. 112 

 

 

Figure 2-42. Speech distribution in comedy of Period One (1629 to 1695).113 

 

Both in tragedy and comedy, dialogue (i.e., two speakers) was the dominant form. 

However, the percentage of dialogues was smaller in comedy (43.43%) than in the tragedy of the 

Early Neoclassical (57.9%) and Mature Neoclassical (73.9%) periods. The maximum number of 

speakers in comedy was 12, even though the forms above six speakers were still extremely rare: 

they accounted for slightly above 2.08% of the scenes. Yet, these forms were still possible in 

comedy. In comedy of Period One, it was also possible to have a scene with no speakers 

(N.Gillet de la Tessonnerie’s Le Campagnard (1657) and Noël Lebreton, sieur de 

Hauteroche’s Crispin musicien (1674)). In Mature Neoclassical tragedy, the highest number of 

speakers was five and in the Early Neoclassical tragedy, it was six. 

                                                      

112
 See Iarkho’s table VIIa (Iarkho 2006c, 568). 

113
 Additional investigation showed that there were three comedies in our corpus, N.Gillet de la Tessonnerie’s 

Le Campagnard (1657), Noël Lebreton, sieur de Hauteroche’s Crispin musicien (1674), Marc-Antoine-Jacques 
Rochon de Chabannes’s Le Jaloux (1784), that indeed had scenes with no speaking dramatic characters. Other 
comedies, Marcel’s Le Mariage sans mariage (1671), Bouy and Fétiq’s comedy La Famille ridicule, comédie 
messine (1720), Ancien militaire’s L’Ami de cour (1801), and Th. Princeteau’s Constance ou l’indifférence vaincue 
(1824) have errors in the markup. We addressed this issue by correcting the speech distribution in these comedies. 
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Figure 2-43. Speech distribution in Late Neoclassical tragedy of the eighteenth century.114 

 

 

Figure 2-44. Speech distribution in comedy of Period Two (1696-1795).115 

 

 In the eighteenth century, dialogue was the dominant form both in tragedy and in 

comedy, however, its weight was higher in tragedy (55.2%) than in comedy (45.78%). The 

highest possible number of speakers per scene in the comedy was 11; scenes with more than six 

speakers were rare (they accounted only for 1.29% of all scenes) but possible in the comedy of 

this period. In tragedy, the maximum number of speakers per scene was 6, and it occurs only in 

0.5% of all scenes. In comedy of Period Two, there was a scene with no speakers (in Marc-

Antoine-Jacques Rochon de Chabannes’s Le Jaloux (1784)). 

 

                                                      

114
 See table VIIa (Iarkho 2006c, 568). 

115
 See footnote 113. 
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Figure 2-45. Speech distribution in Moderate Romantic tragedy.116 

 

Figure 2-46. Speech distribution in comedy of Period Three (1796 to 1849).117 

 

In the nineteenth century, dialogue was the dominant form in tragedy and comedy (43% and 

40.33% respectively). In the Moderate Romantic tragedy, the maximum number of speakers was 

nine, 1.9% of all scenes had over six speakers. The highest number of speakers in comedy was 

sixteen, 1.71% of all scenes had over six speakers. Two comedies had above 12 speakers: 

Gosse’s Les Jésuites, ou les autres Tartuffes, and Delavigne’s La Princesse Aurélie. 

 

Figure 2-47. Speech distribution in Étienne Gosse’s Les Jésuites, ou les autres Tartuffes (1827). 

 

                                                      

116
 See table XVII (Iarkho 2006c, 578). 

117
 Speech distribution also includes less than 1% (0.08%) of the scenes with 0 speakers which reflects an 

error in the markup. Since this number is very small, we will not address this issue. 
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Figure 2-48. Speech distribution in Casimir Delavigne’s La Princesse Aurélie (1828). 

 

Next, we needed to examine German Extreme Romanticism. 

 

Figure 2-49. Speech distribution in German Extreme Romantic tragedies.118 

 

In German Extreme Romanticism, dialogue was the dominant form but it accounted only for 

32.7% of all scenes. The highest possible number of speakers in German Extreme Romanticism 

was 21 speakers, with 13.49% of all scenes having over six speakers. It was indeed the most 

experimental period we encountered. 

 We summarized the results for three periods of tragedy (Mature Neoclassical, Late 

Neoclassical, and Moderate Romantic) and comedy (Periods One, Two, and Three) in the 

following plots. 

                                                      

118
 The data is averaged from tables XIII, XIV, and XV (Iarkho 2006c, 575). 
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Figure 2-50. Maximum number of speakers in tragedy and comedy of three periods. 

 

 
Figure 2-51. Percentage of scenes with over six speakers in tragedy and comedy of three 

periods.119 

                                                      

119
 Absence of the blue (tragedy) bars for the first two periods means that tragedy of these periods had 0% of 

scenes with over six speakers. 
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Subsection c. Comparison of the Selected Playwrights’ Speech Distributions in Comedies 
and Tragedies 

We analyzed selected world-renowned playwrights in more detail: Pierre Corneille, 

Thomas Corneille, Philippe Quinault, Jean-François Regnard, Voltaire, and Casimir Delavigne. 

Iarkho also provided the data on the tragedies written by these playwrights. Therefore, we could 

compare his findings with our data on comedies: 

• Pierre Corneille (1606 - 1684): 

 

 

Figure 2-52. Speech distribution in Pierre Corneille’s tragedies.120 

 

 

Figure 2-53. Speech distribution in Pierre Corneille’s comedies. 

 

                                                      

120
 See table I (Iarkho 2006c, 560). 



 

 
128

The maximum number of speakers in Pierre Corneille’s comedies was seven. The maximum 

number of speakers in Pierre Corneille’s tragedies was six. The standard range in his comedies 

was higher (0.95 vs.  0.77 in his tragedies). 

• Thomas Corneille (1625 - 1709): 

 

Figure 2-54. Speech distribution in Thomas Corneille’s tragedies. 

 

Figure 2-55. Speech distribution in Thomas Corneille’s comedies.121 

 
The maximum number of speakers in Thomas Corneille’s comedies was nine, whereas the 

maximum number of speakers in his tragedies was only four. This is reflected in a larger sigma 

for his comedies (1.14) vs. tragedies (0.53). 

 

• Philippe Quinault (1635 - 1688): 

                                                      

121
 See table IV (Iarkho 2006c, 564). 
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Figure 2-56. Speech distribution in Philippe Quinault’s tragedies.122 

 

 

Figure 2-57. Speech distribution in Philippe Quinault’s comedies. 

 

The maximum number of speakers in Quinault’s comedies was seven while in his tragedies, it 

was four. The standard range of the number of speaking characters in comedy was larger (1.05 

vs. 0.64 in tragedy). 

 

• Jean-François Regnard (1655 - 1709): 

 

Figure 2-58. Speech distribution in Regnard’s tragedies.123 

                                                      

122
 See table IV (Iarkho 2006c, 564). 

123
 We had to use 5.5 because Iarkho included the range 5-6 in his IV table (Iarkho 2006c, 564). 
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Figure 2-59. Speech distribution in Regnard’s comedies. 

The maximum number of speakers in Regnard’s comedies was eight, whereas, in tragedies, it 

was five to six. Sigma was higher in comedies (1.3) than in tragedies (0.93). 

• Voltaire (1694 - 1778): 

 

Figure 2-60.Speech distribution in Voltaire’s tragedies.124 

 

 

Figure 2-61. Speech distribution in Voltaire’s comedies. 

                                                      

124
 See table VI (Iarkho 2006c, 567). 
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The maximum number of speaking characters in Voltaire’s comedies was seven, whereas the 

maximum number of speakers in his tragedies was six. This is also reflected in a higher sigma 

for Voltaire’s comedies (1.31) vs. his tragedies (0.91).  

 

• Casimir Delavigne (1793 - 1843): 

 

Figure 2-62. Speech distribution in Delavigne’s tragedies. 

 

 

Figure 2-63. Speech distribution in Delavigne’s comedies. 

 
The maximum number in Delavigne’s comedies was 16, however, it accounted only for 0.68% 

of all scenes. There were no scenes with the number of speakers from 8 to 15. The maximum 

number of speaking characters in tragedies was 7. Sigma was only slightly higher in Delavigne’s 

comedies (1.66) than in his tragedies (1.64). It is also worth mentioning that Iarkho only had one 

tragedy by Delavigne, whereas our corpus included four comedies. 

 After examining speech distributions of the selected playwrights, we concluded that most 

of them had a wider range of speakers in their comedies than in their tragedies. Out of these 

playwrights, Thomas Corneille’s comedies had the highest maximum number of speakers (9). 
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Section 8. Contextualization of Playwrights and Comedies  
 
 In the previous section, we examined selected playwrights by comparing their comedies 

with their tragedies. Our next step was to place each playwright’s style in the context of the 

history of the French five-act comedy in verse. We decided to use “open-form” scores that we 

first introduced in Section 4, but this time calculated them for authors instead of decades. Our 

calculation of the open-form scores by authors involved the following steps: 

1. We obtained the mean for each feature and each author.  

2. Then, we compared each author’s mean with the corpus mean for that feature by 

using z-scores that showed how many standard deviations away from the mean the 

observed feature value was, i.e., how extreme it was in the context of the entire 

corpus. 125 For all features, we calculated the z-scores using the formula:  z = (x – μ) 

/ σ, where x is the author mean, μ is the mean of the feature and σ is the standard 

deviation of this feature. For the percentage of monologues, we reversed the sign, 

i.e., used a negative z-score (i.e., - z-score) since it was the lower value of the 

percentage of monologues that indicated a more open form. 

3. Our assumption was that all features contributed to the “openness” of style, 

therefore, we calculated the open form score as the mean of the z-scores for all 

features.  

For example,  Boisrobert had the following z-scores (0.48, - 0.86, 0.60, 1.45, 1.68) and - z-

score for the percentage of monologues of 0.97.  His open form score = (0.48 -0.86 + 0.60 + 

                                                      

125
 For more information about z-scores, see Sarah Boslaugh. “Chapter 3. Inferential Statistics,” in Statistics 

in a Nutshell. 2nd Edition. Edited by Mary Treseler, 48-50. Sebastopol, CA: O’Reily Media, Inc., 2013.  
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1.45 + 1.68) / 5 ≈ 0.67. The open form scores could be positive and negative, where a high 

positive number indicated the most open form, whereas the high negative number indicated 

the least open form. So, Boisrobert tended to write in a more experimental style.  

Through our initial exploration of the open-form scores by authors, we realized that the 

authors differed in terms of the number of five-act verse comedies they wrote. We decided to 

classify all playwrights into more and less prolific. We defined “prolific” comedians as the 

playwrights who wrote at least two five-act comedies in verse. This threshold of the minimum of 

two comedies for a “prolific” author is tentative. We used it to determine whether there are any 

differences between two groups. Further “Less prolific” comedians were those playwrights who 

wrote a single five-act verse comedy. We determined that the majority of the comedians in our 

corpus were less prolific (80 vs. 41 more prolific). Next, we investigated open form scores in 

each group of playwrights by periods.126   

In Period One, 71.43% of the prolific playwrights wrote comedies in the open style and 

28.5% of them wrote comedies in the closed style. During this period, the playwrights from the 

less prolific group also wrote in the open form more frequently, however, their preferences or 

skills seemed more balanced: 54.55% preferred the open form and 45.45% preferred the closed 

form.  In Period Two, the majority of the prolific playwrights still wrote in the open style, but the 

preferences became somewhat more balanced (53.33% vs. 46.67% in the closed). The less 

prolific group tended to write in the closed style: only 19.44% of the playwrights wrote in the 

open form while 80.56% wrote in the closed form. During Period Three, the prolific playwrights 

                                                      

126
 For the tables with the scores, see Appendix E. 
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mainly wrote open-form comedies (86.67% vs. 13.33% in the closed form). The less prolific 

playwrights wrote more open form comedies during this period, even though their preferences 

were more balanced (54.55% preferred open form and 45.45% preferred closed forms) which 

were the same percentages we observed in the less prolific group during Period One. 

The preference for open form  comedies throughout three periods can be described by the 

following percentages: 71.28%, 53.33%, and 86.67% among prolific playwrights, and  54.55%, 

19.44%, 54.55% in the less prolific group. There was a drop in Period Two, however, it was 

more extreme in the less prolific group (19.44% vs. 53.33% in the prolific). Additionally, during 

the first and third periods, both groups preferred open form comedies, but the magnitude of this 

preference was higher in the prolific group (71.28% vs. 54.55%  in the less prolific group during 

Period One), and an especially large difference in Period Three (86.67% in the prolific vs. 

54.55% vs. in the less prolific group).127  

                                                      

127
 Among the prolific group of Period One, the top three playwrights with the highest preference for open 

forms were Noël Lebreton Hauteroche (0.81), François Le Métel de Boisrobert (0.48), and Jean de La Fontaine 
(0.59). The playwrights with the lowest preference for the open forms were Pierre Corneille (- 0.61) followed by 
Montfleury (- 0.31), and Baron (- 0.09). Among the less prolific group of Period One, the top three playwrights were 
Le Boulanger de Chalussay (2.11), Guyon Guérin de Bouscal (1.33), and Charles de Beys (0.99). The bottom three 
comedians included Jean de Rotrou (- 0.76), Urbain Chevreau (- 0.61), and Claude L’Estoile (- 0.57). In the prolific 
group of Period Two, the top three playwrights were Charles-Albert Demoustier (0.63), Dancourt (0.39), and 
Desforges (0.17). The bottom three included Pierre Claude Nivelle de la Chaussée (- 0.69), Louis de Boissy (- 0.58), 
and Fabre d’Églantine (- 0.49). Among the less prolific playwrights of Period Two, the top comedians with the 
highest open form scores were Chaveau (0.66), Michel de Cubières-Palmézeaux (0.63), and Jean-Antoine 
Romagnesi (0.5). The bottom three included Jean-François de Bastide (- 1.38), Antione Bret (- 1.06), and Delon 
(- 0.94). Finally, in Period Three, the top playwrights in the prolific group were Étienne Gosse (1.03), François-
Joseph Grille (0.93), and Merville (0.75). The two comedians who preferred the closed forms were Fabre 
d’Églantine (- 0.49), and Alexandre Duval (- 0.21). Among the less prolific comedians of Period Three, the top three 
playwrights were Delphine de Girardin (1.15), Jean-Pons-Guillaume Viennet (0.89), and Roux (0.78). The bottom 
three included an anonymous author under the pen name “Ancien militaire” (- 0.78), Louis-Benoit Capuran (- 0.76), 
and L.G. Michaud (- 0.46). 
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Excursus: The Evolution of Fabre d’Églantine (1750-1794) and Jean-François Collin 

d’Harleville (1755-1805) 

 Two playwrights,  Fabre d’Églantine and Jean-François Collin d’Harleville, wrote 

comedies that spanned two literary periods -  two and three. Fabre d’Églantine was among the 

comedians who preferred closed forms (his open form score was - 0.49), whereas Jean-François 

Collin d’Harleville preferred more open style (his score was 0.17). What is fascinating is that 

their evolution reflected wider literary trends.  

 

Figure 2-64. Rescaled number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, and standard range in 
comedy and Fabre d’Églantine’s comedies of Periods Two and Three. 

 



 

 
136

 
Figure 2-65. Rescaled percentage of polylogues and monologues in comedy and Fabre 
d’Églantine’s comedies of Periods Two and Three. 

 

 

Figure 2-66. Rescaled number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, and standard range in 
comedy and Collin d’Harleville’s comedies of Periods Two and Three. 
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Figure 2-67. Rescaled percentage of polylogues and monologues in comedy and Collin 
d’Harleville’s comedies of Periods Two and Three. 

 

From Periods Two to Three, the number of dramatic characters, the standard range, and 

the percentage of polylogues increased while the percentage of monologues decreased in French 

five-act verse comedy and in Fabre d’Églantine’s comedies and Collin d’Harleville’s comedies. 

Unlike in French five-act verse comedy and in Fabre d’Églantine’s comedies, the mobility 

coefficient in Collin d’Harleville’s comedies slightly decreased from Periods Two to Three.128 

                                                      

128
 From Period Two to Period Three, the number of dramatic characters increased from 10.64 to 11.96. The 

mean number of dramatic characters in Fabre d’Églantine’s comedies also increased from 9.33 in Period Two to 12 
in Period Three, in Collin d’Harleville’s comedies - from 10.67 to 11. The standard range of the number of speaking 
characters went up from 1.12 in Period Two to 1.33 in Period Three. The standard range in Fabre d’Églantine’s 
comedies progressed from 1.04 to 1.12,  and in Collin d’Harleville’s comedies  - from 1.07 to 1.24.  The percentage 
of polylogues rose from 31.37 in Period Two to 37.69 in Period Three. The percentage of polylogues in Fabre 
d’Églantine’s comedies increased from 24.71% to 29.41,%  in Collin d’Harleville - from 36.26% to 43.22%.  The 
percentage of monologues decreased from 22.08% in Period Two to 20.35% in Period Three. The percentage of 
monologues in Fabre d’Églantine’s comedies decreased from 25.06% to 23.53%, in Collin d’Harleville’s comedies, 
it decreased from 18.99% to 16.18%.  The mobility coefficient increased from 49.56 in Period Two to 54.31 in 
Period Three. Fabre d’Églantine’s mobility coefficient increased from 46.33 in Period Two to 51 in Period Three. 
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Section 9. Chapter Conclusions 

1. We identified the following periods in the evolution of the French five-act comedy in 

verse based on significant differences in the distributions of such features as the 

number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, the standard range of the number 

of speaking characters, the percentage of polylogues, and the percentage of 

monologues (see Section 4. The Evolution of the French Five-act Comedy in Verse. 

Analysis of the Corpus Data): 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1695 

• Period Two: from 1696 to 1795 

• Period Three: from 1796 to 1849 

2. We proposed open form scores as a method of contextualizing decades within the 

evolution of a genre as well as comparing the style of individual authors (see Section 6. 

Open-Form Scores by Decades). 

3. We demonstrated that the comedies of Period Two had the most closed style, whereas 

comedies from periods one and three had more experimental styles (see Section 6. Open-

Form Scores by Decades). 

4. Over the course of its history, the pace of comedy accelerated (see Section 4. The 

Evolution of the French Five-act Comedy in Verse. Analysis of the Corpus Data), and the 

scenes became more connected (Section 5. Other Features: The Coefficient of Unused 

Dramatic Characters and The Percentage of Discontinuous Scenes). 

                                                      

Collin d’Harleville’s comedies, however, had a higher mobility coefficient in Period Two (60.33) than in Period 
Three (58.5), but in both cases, he was above the mean mobility coefficient of the period. 
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5. Finally, we established that it could be beneficial for researchers to conduct a new study of 

the French five-act tragedy in verse with a homogenous unbiased corpus (see Section 7. A 

Comparison of the Evolution of the Five-Act Comedy with the Five-Act Tragedy in 

Verse). 
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Chapter 3. The Russian Five-Act Comedy in Verse. Comparison with The French Five-Act 

Comedy in Verse and Contrastive Material from Other National Traditions 

Section 1. Cultural Background 
 

The third and final chapter focuses on thirty Russian five-act comedies in verse of the late 

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, between 1775 (Nikolai Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi 

stikhotvorets) and 1849 (Piotr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola). Surprisingly, Aleksandr 

Sumarokov , the father of the “Russian theater” (established by Empress Elizabeth in 1756) and a 

leading figure of the Russian Neoclassicism, did not create any comedies in verse, even though 

he authored the first Russian comedies: a one-act comedy in prose, Tresotinius and a three-act 

comedy in prose, Chudovishchi [The Monsters], both 1750. In general, the predominance of 

prose was typical of the Russian comedy for most of the eighteenth century, only the last quarter 

of which saw the emergence of verse comedies. The first Russian comedy in verse was a one-act 

comedy by Mikhail Kheraskov entitled Bezbozhnik [The Unbeliever, 1761] (Berkov 1977, 56). 

The first Russian five-act comedy in verse was Nikolai Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi stikhotvorets 

[The Self-Centered Poet, 1775], a comedy that ridiculed Sumarokov (Gozenpud 1990, 14-6, 25). 

By targeting the playwright’s enemy, this play revealed a strong satirical vein that became 

common in Russian comedy at the time; another example of this trend was Aleksandr Klushin’s 

comedy Smekh i gore [Laughter and Woe, 1793], that aimed at no one less than Catherine herself 

and her court (Berkov 1977, 30, 168, 329-30). Another distinctive feature of Russian late 

eighteenth-century comedy was its emphasis on burning social issues rather than on the 

love/marriage plot, which was usually at the center of Neoclassical comedy (Gozenpud 1990, 25, 

27). One such issue was a widespread Gallomania and disrespect for everything Russian among 

the Russian nobility. However, the situation escalated after the bloodshed of the French 
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Revolution, which led to the creation of anti-enlightenment comedies in Russia, such as Iakov 

Kniazhnin’s Chudaki [The Odd Fellows, 1786] and Nikolai Èmin’s Znatoki [The Connoisseurs, 

1788]. Yet foreign influence was not the only social problem that was captured by the Russian 

comedic playwrights. In 1894, Vasilii Kapnist wrote his influential comedy Iabeda [The 

Denouncement], targeting the bribery and the corruption of the Russian court system (Ermakova-

Bitner 1973, 19, 22, 583). These two characteristic features of Russian eighteenth-century 

comedy i.e., its focus on social problems along with a strong satirical trend, according to Pavel 

Berkov, make Russian comedy not simply an imitation of the foreign models, mainly French, but 

an original tradition (Berkov 1977, 376-7). As we can see, the originality of Russian comedy 

rests on its contents (distinguished by its predilection for satirical aspects, which was atypical for 

the French comedy), although we have yet to determine whether the formal aspects of the 

Russian comedy are completely original. 

The next chapter in the history of the Russian five-act comedy in verse was the first quarter 

of the nineteenth century. At that time, Russian theater was dominated by the so-called 

“archaists” (Ivanov 2009, 12), i.e., the members of the literary society Beseda liubitelei russkogo 

slova [The Colloquy of Lovers of the Russian Word, 1811-16] and their followers, known as 

“junior archaists” or “neo-archaists.” This literary circle resisted the ubiquity of foreign 

borrowings in Russian literature and insisted instead on the importance of a Russian national 

identity and folk tradition, and the use of both the vernacular Russian and “bookish” Church-

Slavonic languages in literature.129 The archaist circle, as Iurii Tynianov points out, was 

                                                      

129
 In comparison, their rivals, or the “innovators,” supported Nikolai Karamzin’s reform of the Russian 

literary language, welcomed foreign borrowings (mainly from French), opposed the excessive use of sublime 
Church Slavonicisms, and adopted the middle periphrastic style (in terms of Lomonosov’s earlier subdivision into 
high (sublime), middle, and low styles, which – unlike a similar classification of the European Neoclassicists – was 
based on the differentiation of Russianisms and Church Slavonicisms). 
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heterogeneous. He mentions that in a draft edition of the literary miscellany Mnemozina, its chief 

editor Wilhelm Küchelbecker distinguishes two movements within the archaists: Neoclassicism, 

which was represented by Aleksandr Shishkov and Platon Shirinskii-Shikhmatov, and 

Romanticism, whose practitioners were Pavel Katenin, Aleksandr Griboedov, Aleksandr 

Shakhovskoi, and Küchelbecker himself (Tynianov 1969, 24, 30, 33). Yet this sub-division is not 

uncontroversial: in a letter to Prince Piotr Viazemskii dated February 6, 1823, Aleksandr 

Pushkin, who attended Shakhovskoi’s theatrical circle (Slonimskii 1936, 31), questions the very 

existence of Romanticism in the Russian theater:  

All that you say about romantic poetry is charming; you did well in being the first to raise 

your voice for it – the French sickness would slay our adolescent literature. We have no 

theater; the experiments of Ozerov are marked with a poetic style, but an imprecise and 

rusty one, though; incidentally, just where did he not follow the affected rules of the French 

theater? I know what makes you consider him a romantic poet: Fingal’s dreamy monolog, 

“No! I never hearken to funeral songs.” But the whole tragedy is written according to all the 

rules of Parnassian orthodoxy. A romantic tragedian, however, accepts inspiration alone for 

his rule. Admit it: all this is nothing but stubbornness (Pushkin 1963, 108-9; translation 

slightly modified).130 

 

However, Romanticism is not the only literary movement whose status in the Russian literary 

tradition is questioned by Pushkin. At the beginning of April 1824, he writes another letter to 

Viazemskii, this time reflecting on the nature of Neoclassicism in Russia: “Do you know what? 

Your ‘Conversation’ is written more for Europe than for Russia. You are right with regard to 

                                                      

130
 “Всё, что ты говоришь о романтической поэзии, прелестно, ты хорошо сделал, что первый 

возвысил за нее голос — французская болезнь умертвила б нашу отроческую словесность. У нас нет театра, 
опыты Озерова ознаменованы поэтическим слогом — и то не точным и [зар] заржавым; впроччем где он не 
следовал [сво] жеманным правилам фр.<анцузского> театра? Знаю, за что полагаешь его поэтом 
романтическим: за мечтательный монолог Фингала — нет! песням никогда надгробным я не внемлю, но вся 
трагедия написана по всем правилам парнасского православия; а романтический трагик принимает за 
правило одно вдохновение — признайся: всё это одно упрямство” (Pushkin, 1937, 57; original italics). 
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romantic poetry. But does the old classical whore you attack fully exist with us? That is still the 

question” (Pushkin 1963, 155).131 This underlying complexity of Neoclassicism and 

Romanticism in the Russian context is masterfully summarized in Iurii Tynianov’s profound 

analysis of the situation: 

Meanwhile, the literary figures of the <18>20s themselves sometimes carefully pursued the 

elusive notions of Neoclassicism and Romanticism (in his letter to Viazemskii, which we 

have already mentioned earlier, Pushkin gives convincing examples of this), and these 

notions became different for different literary strata. This happened, first, because we 

adapted the “ready-made” (of course, in reality, also not ready-made but simplified) Western 

formulas for the complex national phenomena, and they just would not fit. Moreover, the 

Western movements, whose adoption was lagging, were mixed into Russian literary 

theory.<…> That is the reason why contemporaries found it challenging to distinguish the 

contradictory positions of the “Neoclassicists” and “Romantics,” and we cannot approach 

them with any definitions of “Neoclassicism” and “Romanticism.” We must differentiate 

theoretical statements of the writers of that era on Romanticism (here authors usually mean 

foreign literature) and the practical criticism of Romanticism in its domestic, Russian 

implementation.132 

The challenges associated with the choice of style – Neoclassicism or Romanticism – also found 

expression in the meta-literary commentary in Konstantin Masal’skii’s comedy Klassik ili 

                                                      

131
 “Знаешь ли что? твой Разговор более писан для Европы, чем для Руси. Ты прав в отношении 

романтической поэзии. Но старая <блядь> классическая, на которую ты нападаешь, полно существует ли у 
нас? это еще вопрос” (Pushkin, 1937, 91; also quoted in Tynianov 1969, 62). 

132
 “Между тем и сами литературные деятели 20-х годов иногда тщательно гнались за неуловимыми 

понятиями классицизма и романтизма (достаточно убедительные примеры дает Пушкин в письме к 
Вяземскому, о котором уже приходилось говорить выше), и эти понятия оказывались разными в разных 
литературных пластах. Происходило это, во-первых, вследствие того, что у нас «готовые» (на деле, конечно, 
тоже не готовые, а упрощенные) западные формулы прикладывались к сложным национальным явлениям и в 
них не умещались. Кроме того, западные течения, запаздывая, совмещались в русской литературной теории 
<…>. Поэтому уже современники с трудом разбирались в противоречивых позициях «классиков» и 
«романтиков», и подходить к ним с ключом тех или иных определений классицизма и романтизма не 
приходится. Приходится различать теоретические  высказывания писателей той поры о романтизме (здесь 
обычно авторы имеют в виду иностранную литературу) и практические там, где им приходилось считаться 
с романтизмом в его домашнем, русском применении” (Tynianov 1969, 52-3; original spacing). 
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Romantik, ili ne v tom sila [The Neoclassicist or The Romanticist, or The Strength is Elsewhere, 

1830], ‘Should I be a Neoclassical poet? Or should I turn to Romanticism? // I am at the 

crossroads! How should I write? I have no clue! // In the old days, I used to be Neoclassicist; 

now…I admit // That I don’t know myself what I am!’133 The boundaries between these two 

literary movements were indeed “elusive” for the playwrights themselves. According to Dmitrii 

Ivanov, Neoclassicism played a decisive role for Aleksandr Shakhovskoi, who was the only 

professional playwright of the time and the head of the repertoire division of the Imperial 

Theaters Office for fifteen years.  Shakhovskoi’s models were the seventeenth-century French 

Neoclassicists Molière, Boileau, and Racine. Aleksandr Slonimskii mentions that Shakhovskoi 

and his follower Zagoskin’s comedies were “not completely original, but often had a French 

source.” Zagoskin claimed that “imitation of what is clever and good abroad is an asset for the 

homeland” (Slonimskii 1936, 28-29). However, Ivanov admits that, as a playwright whose plays 

appeared on stage, Shakhovskoi had to follow the “changing literary trends” and “the taste of the 

contemporary audience” (Ivanov 2009, 15, 22, 188). This desire to appeal to the changing taste 

of the public might have caused Shakhovskoi to compose not only five-act comedies in verse but 

also Romantic dramas and magical-Romantic performances, including adaptations of 

Shakespeare’s The Tempest in 1821-22 and Aleksander Pushkin’s narrative poems Ruslan and 

Liudmila (under the title The Finn) and The Fountain of Bakhchisarai (under the title Kerim-

Girei and The Crimean Khan) in 1824-25 (Ivanov 2009, 125-6, 150; Denisenko 2010, 57-58, 

197-200, 255). In 1833, Shakhovskoi expressed his position on Neoclassicism and Romanticism 

as follows: “I like all genres when they are used well; I feel happy about artificial Neoclassical 

                                                      

133
 Быть Классиком ли мне? В Романтики ль пуститься? //Я на распутии стою! //Куда идти? Не 

постигаю! //Был Классик в старину; теперь же… не таю, //Что я и сам: кто я? не знаю! (Masal’skii 1830, 5). 
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and Romantic creations; I would feel even happier about the emergence, development, and 

spread of a Russian national tradition.”134 

As we can tell from this discussion, the notions of Neoclassicism and Romanticism in the 

Russian context are highly disputable. The following questions remain open for discussion: ‘Did 

Neoclassicism and Romanticism exist in the Russian drama akin to the French, despite Pushkin’s 

observations? Can the playwrights of the Romantic period be called “Romantics”? Or were these 

literary movements mixed, as Iurii Tynianov concluded? In this chapter, we will find answers to 

these questions by applying Boris Iarkho’s formal quantitative approach to the Russian five-act 

comedy in verse. In his work, Iarkho was able to divide the French and the German five-act 

tragedy in verse into two grand styles with four sub-styles (Early and Late Neoclassicism, Early 

and Late Romanticism), yet he did not find the same divisions in the Russian five-act tragedy. 

With the help of quantitative analysis, Iarkho was able to determine that the tragical playwright 

Vladislav Ozerov, whose “Romantic” status was disputed by Pushkin and Viazemskii, was a 

“hybrid” case between Neoclassicism and Romanticism (Iarkho 2006c, 587-8).  

With the results of our analysis of the Russian and French five-act Neoclassical and 

Romantic comedy in verse in hand, I will follow Iarkho’s methodology to  obtain a broader 

cultural context by analyzing contrastive material. Due to the limited scope of the project it will 

not be possible to build comprehensive corpora of many national traditions, but we will compare 

our results with a few selected sources, which will be examined as contrastive material. 

Furthermore, it will be illuminating to see how the best-known Russian comedy in verse, 

Griboevdov’s Gore ot uma [Woe from Wit], fits in with Russian “high” comedy tradition from 

                                                      

134
  “для меня все роды хороши, когда ими хорошо пользуются; я радуюсь искусственным творениям 

классицизма и романтизма; а больше еще радовался бы, если бы из них составился, укоренился и 
распространился руссицизм.” (Shakhovskoi cited in Ivanov 2009, 187). 



 

 
146

which it derives. Iurii Stennik asserts that Gore ot uma “concludes a phase in Russian literary 

history, which is marked by the predominance of the aesthetic principles of Neoclassicism” 

(Stennik 1982b, 238). But can we trust this claim? This comedy is different in that it is written in 

four acts instead of five and in free iambs instead of regular iambic hexameters; even its genre 

nature is, according to Maksim Shapir (2000), hybrid, so that it can even be described as a 

tragicomedy. While Gore ot uma presents a unique combination of formal characteristics, the 

elements of this form have been used in the genre of comedy before. In 1668, Molière wrote 

Amphitryon, a three-act comedy “en vers libres” (i.e., in rhymed verse lines of varying syllabic 

length), and it is worth mentioning that a translation of Amphitryon was found among Prince 

Dmitrii Golitsyn’s manuscripts. In 1668, the Russian embassy in France saw the performance of 

this play with Molière himself (Nikolaev 1996, 17). Five-act French comedies ‘en vers libres’ 

already appeared at the end of the seventeenth century and throughout the eighteenth century: 

Phaëton (1691) by Edmé Boursault,  Les Enfants de Paris (1699) by Dancourt, L’Amour et les 

Fées (1746) by François-Joachim de Pierres de Bernis, La Péruvienne (1748) by Louis de 

Boissy, Le Célibataire (1776) by Claude-Joseph Dorat, and Le Flatteur (1781) by Étienne 

François de Lantier (Lucas 1843, 398, 406, 409, 411; Registres de La Comédie-Française 2020). 

In 1821, Étienne-François de Lantier’s one-act comedy ‘en vers libres,’ L’Impatient (1778), was 

translated into Russian by Iakov Tolstoi as a one-act verse comedy under the title Neterpelivyi 

[The Impatient], performed at the actor Ivan Sosnitskii’s family benefit night in St. Petersburg  

and published a year later.135 The earliest example of free iambs in the original Russian comedy, 

according to Shapir, was the three-act comedy in verse Zhenikh bit i dovolen [The Groom Feels 

                                                      

135
 “Neterpelivyi: komediia v odnom deistvii, v stikhakh.” Katalog Rossiiskoi natsional’noi biblioteki. 

Accessed March 29, 2020. https://primo.nlr.ru/permalink/f/df0lai/07NLR_LMS010776996. 
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Satisfied After Being Beaten Up, 1795] attributed to T. Selivanovskii (Shapir 2000, 257-8). Boris 

Tomashevskii incorrectly considered the earliest Russian comedies in free iambs to be Aleksandr 

Shakhovskoi’s Ne liubo ne slushai, a lgat’ ne meshai [If You Don’t Feel Like It, Don’t Listen, 

But Don’t Stop Me From Lying, 1818] and Liubopytnaia, ili Dogadka nevpopad [The Curious, 

or A Bad Guess, 1823], both one-act comedies (Tomashevskii 1946, 77). Even though Gore ot 

uma is not the first verse comedy, its rhythmical variation of the meter, as discovered by Shapir, 

is unique, with lines of 6, 4, and 5 iambic feet in the order of frequency, whereas Zhenikh bit i 

dovolen has a distribution of 6, 3, 5, and 4 feet, Ne liubo ne slushai, a lgat’ ne meshai has 6, 4, 

and 3 feet, and Liubopytnaia, ili Dogadka nevpopad has 6, 5, and 4. Shapir attributes the origin 

of the 6-4-5 rhythmical pattern to Ivan Krylov’s fables (Shapir 2000, 257-8) and according to 

Nikolai Stepanov, the style of Gore ot uma also reveals a connection with Krylov’s fables 

(Stepanov 1946, 149). On the other hand, the four-act structure seems to have a strong 

connection with the prose comedy tradition, examples of which include an anti-Luther play 

Ludus ludentem Luderum ludens in Latin (Dietl 2013, 163), and French comedies, such as La 

Psyché de village (1705) by Nicolas-Armand-Martial Guérin d’Estriché, Les Amusements de 

l’automne ou les Temples d’Éphèse et de Gnide (1725) by Louis Fuzelier, Le Barbier de Séville 

(1775) by Pierre-Augustin Caron de Beaumarchais, Les Noces hussardes (1779) by Dorvigny, La 

Maison de Molière (1788) by Louis-Sebastien Mercier, Les Deux Frères (1799) by Joseph 

Patrat, La Petite Ville (1801), Les Provinciaux à Paris (1802),  and Les Tracasseries (1804) by 

Louis-Benoît Picard (Lucas 1843, 411, 419, 422; Registres de La Comédie-Française 2020; 

Patrat 1878). In 1794, Beaumarchais’s Le Barbier de Séville (1775) was translated into Russian 



 

 
148

in 1794 as Sivil’skii tsyriul’nik ili Bezpoleznaia predostorozhnost’ by Dmitrii Kashkin.136 The 

four-act structure seems to be particularly prominent in the German prose comedy of the 

eighteenth century: already in 1778, Friedrich Wilhelm Gotter reworked two comedies –  a five-

act French verse comedy L’Esprit follet ou la Dame invisible (1684) by Noёl Lebreton de 

Hauteroche and its adaptation by Charles Collé L’Esprit follet (1770), a five-act comedy in free 

verse – into a four-act comedy in prose Der Kobold (1778) (Bonhomme 1868, XXVII; Gotter 

1778). Interestingly, as early as 1780, this comedy was anonymously translated into Russian 

under the title Domovoi, ili Zhenskaia khitrost’ as a four-act comedy in prose (Hauteroche 1780). 

The examples of German four-act comedies in prose are numerous.137 However, at the 

beginning of the nineteenth century, it was August von Kotzebue who was actively translated 

into Russian: in 1802, Der Besuch oder Sucht zu glänzen (in Russian: Poseshchenie, ili Strast’ 

blistat’ v obshchestve]), Das Epigramm (Èpigramma), Die beiden Klingsberg (Kleinsbergi), Die 

Ueble Laune (Briuzglivyi), Die Versöhnung oder Bruderzwist (Primireniie dvukh brat’ev); in 

1804, Die deutschen Kleinstädter (Nemetskie meshchane). In “Poslanie k kniaziu S.N. 

Dolgorukovu” [A Letter to Prince S.N. Dolgorukov, between 1807 and 1811], Prince Dmitrii 

Gorchakov writes about Kotzebue’s popularity in Russia, “And nowadays only the distasteful 

                                                      

136
 “Sivil’skii tsyriul’nik ili Bezpoleznaia predostorozhnost’.” Katalog Rossiiskoi natsional’noi bibliotek. 

Accessed March 29, 2020. https://primo.nlr.ru/permalink/f/df0lai/07NLR_LMS009672860. 
137

 Some examples of German four-act prose comedies: Die bezähmte Widerbellerin, oder Gasner der zweyte 
(1783) by Johann Friedrich Schink, Das Kleid aus Lyon (1787) by Johann Friedrich Juenger, Die Gute und 
Zufriedene Wahl (1789) by C**, Das verdächtige Gewerbe (1789) by Ferdinand Eberl, Glücksproben (1791) by 
Christian August Vulpius,  Die Freyer (1798) by A.F. Steigentesch, and Die Erbschaft aus Ostindien (1796) by 
Christoph Friedrich Bretzner, Der Sonderling als Ehesstandskandidat (1807) by Georg Schiller,  Liebhabereyen 
oder die neue Zauberflöte (1804) by Friedrich Rochlitz, Das Portrait der Mutter; oder Die Privatkomödie (1804) by 
Friedrich Ludwig Schröde, Kritik und Antikritik (1825) by Ernst Raupach. These four-act comedies were discovered 
via GoogleBooks. Accessed March 26, 2020. https://books.google.com/, queres: “Lustspiel in vier Akten,” 
“Lustspiel in vier Aufzügen,” “Lustspiel in 4 Akten,” and “Lustspiel in 4 Aufzügen.”  
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Kotzebue is on the stage.”138 A few other four-act comedies were translated into Russian in this 

period, including Sgovorchivyi zhenikh (1789), a loose translation from an unknown German 

source, Chestnoe slovo by Aleksei Malinovskii (1793, from German), Andrei Èlin’s Amerikantsy 

v Evrope (1805, from an unknown source), Ivan Navarotskii’s translation of Carl August 

Rochlitz’s Der Guthscherr (in Russian: Pomeshchik,  1807), and Nikifor Sosinskii’s adaptation 

of the Polish prose comedy Henryk VI na łowach, Komedyia w trech aktach, z Powieści 

Angielskiéy napisana (1780) by Wojciech Bogusławski, which Sosinskii changed from the 

original three acts into a four-act comedy (Bogusławski 1776; Katalog Rossiiskoi natsional’noi 

biblioteki 2020; Berg 1912, 20, 22, 29). The earliest example of the Russian four-act comedy 

known to us is Ivan Mikhailov’s Odno na drugoe pokhozhe (1788). In 1807, Piotr 

Plavil’shchikov wrote an original four-act comedy Sidelets [The Salesperson, 1807] (Katalog 

Rossiiskoi natsional’noi biblioteki 2020; Berg 1912, 21, 22). All these four-act comedies were in 

prose. I could find only a few examples of four-act comedies in verse: Aucassin et Nicolette, ou 

les Moeurs du bon vieux temps (1779) by Michel-Jean Sedain, La Mort De Molière (1802) by 

Michel de Cubières-Palmézeaux, Le Mari confiant, ou Confiance et naïveté (1807) by Paulin 

Bonafous, Molière à Chambord (1843) by Auguste Desportes, L’Intrigue électorale (1846) by 

J.M.M. Saugeon, L’Antiquaire (1847) by Antony Thouret, and Der Russe in Deutschland (1806) 

by August von Kotzebue (Kotzebue 1806). As we can see, there existed four-act comedies in 

prose, four-act comedies in verse, as well as one-, three- and five-act comedies in free verse, but 

Aleksandr Griboedov created a unique form: a four-act verse comedy in free iambs. My 

assumption is that for Gore ot uma, versification is of utmost importance. Therefore, in my 

                                                      

138 
“И Коцебятина одна теперь на сцене” (see Gorchakov 1959, 159; also cited in Berkov 1977, 302). Pavel 

Berkov notes that Kotzebue’s “dramas and comedies” began to gain popularity in the 1790s (Berkov 1977, 302). 
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research, I compared it with the French and Russian “high” comedy tradition (in five acts and in 

verse), since there is no real four-act verse comedy tradition (examples are too scarce, as was 

demonstrated above). In my research, I was able to determine the objective place of Gore ot uma 

in relation to other plays in the corpus. Despite the cultural relevance of the four-act prose 

comedies, I did not incorporate them into my corpus, since I could be sure that verse and prose 

comedies are homogenous — this question requires a special targeted study. However, I hope 

that future researchers will undertake a comparative study of Gore ot uma with the four-act prose 

comedy, which will enrich our understanding of the comedy. The Russian four-act verse 

comedies (Vospitanie, ili vot pridanoe by Fiodr Kokoshkin (1824), Gore ot uma (1824) by 

Aleksandr Griboedov, Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) by Mikhail Zagoskin and Nikolai Krol’s 

Komediia iz sovremennoi zhizni (1849)) represented a sub-corpus within the Russian corpus and 

were not be used in the aggregate results, but instead were compared with the five-act comedies 

in verse. 

Since the Russian corpus was small, it was impossible for us to take a random sample of the 

data and formulate a hypothesis about potential periodization on the basis of the sample. 

Alternatively, we explored Sperantov’s data on tragedies and ran statistical tests to evaluate if the 

difference between the periods that were distinguished by Sperantov (1998) was statistically 

significant. Based on the results of this analysis, I tested if the same periods were distinguishable 

in Russian five-act verse comedy. With the new data, I was be able to trace the evolution of 

Russian five-act comedy in verse over two centuries and shed more light on the status of 

Romanticism in the Russian theater. Finally, based on its formal features, I compared Russian 

five-act comedy in verse with French and other national traditions, which allowed me to evaluate 

the originality of Russian verse comedy. I determined that the evolution of the Russian five-act 
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comedy in verse differed from the evolution of the French five-act comedy in verse. Unlike the 

French, Russian five-act verse comedy did not evolve in a wave-like manner with alternating 

closed and open forms. Instead, I found a quantitative basis for Iurii Tynianov’s and Mikhail 

Gasparov’s earlier claims that the closed and open styles co-existed or mixed in the Russian 

context (Tynianov 1969, 52-3; Gasparov 1997, 434-455) Additionally, I utilized three formal 

features from Sperantov’s work (the frequency of stage directions, their average length, and the 

degree of the verse and prose interaction in a play) and compared my data on Russian five-act 

verse comedy with his data on the evolution of Russian five-act verse tragedy. 

 

Section 2. Corpus Compilation and Data Processing 
 
Subsection a. Selection of the Five-act Comedies in Verse 
 
Our first step was to compile a corpus of Russian five-act comedies in verse. We made a list of 

relevant works for the corpus from the following resources:  

1) library catalogs (The National Library of Russia [РНБ]), The Russian State Archive of 

Literature and Arts [РГАЛИ], the Russian State Library [РГБ], and the Saint Petersburg 

State Theater Library [СПБ ГТБ]);  

2) existing digital corpora (Russian Drama Corpus API);  

3) anthologies (Russkaia komediia i komicheskaia opera XVIII veka (1950) edited by P.N. 

Berkov; Stikhotvornaia komediia kontsa XVIII– nachala XIX v. (1964), edited by M.O. 

Iankovskii, in the “Biblioteka poèta” series; and Stikhotvornaia komediia, komicheskaia 

opera, vodevil’ kontsa XVIII – nachala XIX veka (1990) edited by A.A. Gozenpud in the 

“Biblioteka poèta” series);  
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4) histories of literature (Russkaia komediia do poiavleniia A.N. Ostrovskogo (1912) by 

È.P. von Berg, P.N. Berkov’s Istoriia russkoi komedii XVIII v. (1977), David Welsh’s 

Russian Comedy, 1765-1823 (1966), and Istoriia russkoi dramaturgii. XVII  - pervaia 

polovina XIX veka (1982) edited by  L.M. Lotman; 

5) individual playwright’s editions (Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Komedii. Stikhotvoreniia 

(1961) published in “Biblioteka poèta” and Iakov Kniazhnin’s Komediii i komicheskie 

opery (2003) published in the “Rossiiskaia dramaticheskaia biblioteka” series).  

Certain comedies not previously available in digital format have now been obtained from 

the Saint Petersburg Theater Library archival collection specifically for this project. These 

include Znatoki. Komediia v stikhakh (1788) by Nikolai Èmin, Zhiteiskaia shkola. Original’naia 

komediia v piati deistviiakh (1849) by Piotr Grigor′ev, Pisateli mezhdu soboi. Komediia v piati 

deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1827) by Vasilii Golovin, a manuscript of a loose translation of Molière’s 

Shkola zhenshchin, komediia v 5-ti deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1830) and Tartiuf, komediia v 5-ti 

deistviiakh, v stikhakh (1828) by Nikolai Khmel′nitskii, a loose translation of Piron’s 

Metromaniia ili strast’ k stikhotvorstvu (1820) by Nikolai Sushkov, Zhenikhi ili pobezhdennyi 

predrassudok: Komediia v piati deistviaikh, v stikhakh (1806) by Nikolai Seliavin, and a 

manuscript of Novaia shkola muzhei: Komediia v 5 deistviakh, v stikhakh (1842) by Rafail 

Zotov. These publications belong to the St. Petersburg Library cultural heritage collection 

entitled “Russian Drama”; the editions, with the exception of the manuscripts, are part of the 

Grand Duke Pavel and Princess Olga Palei’s drama collection. Translations and adaptations were 

not included in the main corpus but were instead used for contrastive purposes. Other known 

Russian five-act comedies in verse, which remained inaccessible to me, are the following: 

Mitrofanushka v otstavke, komediia v piati deistviiakh (1800) by Grigorii Gorodchaninov (1772-
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1852), Interesnye prodelki, ili Nevesta dvukh zhenikhov: Komediia v 5 d., v stikhakh (1841) by 

G.G. (presumably by Grigorii Gorodchaninov), and Demon stikhotvorstva: Komediia v 5 d., v 

stikhakh (1843) by Vasilii Chernikov (under the pen name of V. Nevskii).139  

 
Subsection b. Text Sources 
 

 The main corpus140 contains sixteen Russian original five-act comedies in verse. We had 

a variety of sources for the Russian texts. Seven comedies in the TEI format were obtained from 

the Russian Drama Corpus.141 Their markup had to be modified to meet our research goals. 

Nine original five-act comedies in verse were in pdf format; six were scanned for the research 

project by the Saint Petersburg State Theater Library; one of the remaining comedies came from 

GoogleBooks and one from HathiTrust. They were printed in the Old Russian orthography and 

had to go through optical character recognition with ABBYY FineReader and were converted 

into TXT files. One of these pdfs from the Saint Petersburg State Theater Library was the 

manuscript, Rafail Zotov’s Novaia shkola muzhei (1842). We processed it manually by entering 

it into a TXT file, with all the words in the verse lines (except for the rhyming words) marked by 

“xxxx.” Additionally, one comedy was obtained from the online library Lib.ru and, for 

convenience purposes, was converted into TXT format. Due to the project’s time constraints, a 

                                                      

139
 Rossiiskaia natsional’naia biblioteka. “General’nyi katalog knig na russkom iazyke (1725-1998).” See 

http://nlr.ru/e-case3/sc2.php/web_gak/lc/64971/24#pict ; http://nlr.ru/e-case3/sc2.php/web_gak/lc/105666/27#pict; 
Balakin 2017, 276. 

140
 The main Russian corpus contained only five-act original verse comedies. Four-act original verse 

comedies and four- and five-act translated or adapted verse comedies were treated as contrastive material and were 
excluded from the main corpus. 

141
 See Fischer et al. 2019b. 
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minimal viable markup was used for the files in the TXT format.142 All dramatic characters’ 

names in the list of dramatic characters and in the utterances were proof-read, which became 

necessary because of the numerous errors of the text recognition and changed to all upper case 

for easier parsing.  

File Processing for The Main Russian Corpus: 

 

Figure 3-1. Text Processing and Feature Generation Data Flow for The Main Russian Corpus. 

 

                                                      

142
 See the links in Appendix L. 
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 Additionally, ten other Russian comedies were not included in the main corpus but 

instead formed a sub-corpus. Four TEI files (three four-act comedies and one five-act 

translation/adaptation) were obtained from RusDraCor. Six pdf files included two five-act 

translations/adaptations, which came from the Saint Petersburg Theater Library, two five-act 

translations/adaptations and two four-act original comedies from Google Books. In the end, we 

had five original four-act Russian comedies in verse and five Russian translations/adaptations in 

five acts.  

 

File Processing for The Russian Sub-Corpus: 

 

Figure 3-2. Text Processing and Feature Generation Data Flow for The Russian Sub-Corpus. 
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Furthermore, we were able to collect five-act comedies from other traditions that could serve as 

contrastive material and better contextualize the Russian comedies. These include William 

Shakespeare’s 12 five-act verse comedies in TEI, which came from Shakespeare Drama Corpus: 

The Comedy of Errors (1592), The Two Gentlemen of Verona (1593), Love’s Labor’s Lost 

(1595), The Merchant of Venice (1596), A Midsummer Night’s Dream (1596), The Tempest 

(1599), As You Like It (1599), Twelfth Night (1601), All’s Well That Ends Well (1602), Measure 

for Measure (1604), Cymbeline (1609), and The Winter’s Tale (1610).143 We included all five-

act comedies in verse whose genre was not hybrid (mixed). The publication and, consequently, 

the TEI files, did not capture Iarkho’s division into scenes that reflected dramatic characters’ 

exits and entrances.144 Therefore, the markup had to be adjusted to address this issue. We also 

included Carlo Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies in our contrastive materials. We compiled a 

list of 27 of his five-act verse comedies from the Digital Libraries IntraText and Liber Liber.145 

Due to time constraints, we could not process all 27 comedies. Instead, we took a 30% random 

sample by five-year intervals (the 1750 – 1755 and 1756 - 1760), which resulted in a reasonable 

number of comedies we could tackle (9). Additionally, because of its adaptations in the Russian 

and French comic tradition, we decided to incorporate Richard Brinsley Sheridan’s five-act 

                                                      

143
 See footnote 141. 

144
 For more details about the needs of the research, see chapter 2, section 1, subsection b. The sub-division 

into scenes, which would be comparable with Iarkho, became extremely important for Shakespeare. For example, 
for Romeo and Juliet, Iarkho gave us the mobility coefficient of 104, for King Lear  - 105 (Iarkho 2006c, 571). 
However, the publication and the TEI markup would only distinguish 24 scenes for Romeo and Juliet and 25 for 
King Lear. “Shakespeare Drama Corpus.” Drama Corpora Project (DraCor). Last modified August 22, 2020. 
Accessed December 04, 2020. https://dracor.org/shake.  

145
 “Carlo Goldoni”. Liber Liber. Accessed December 04, 2020. https://www.liberliber.it/online/autori/autori-

g/carlo-goldoni/; “Carlo Goldoni. Raccolta di opera.” Last modified November 02, 2009. 
http://www.intratext.com/IXT/ITA1289/. 
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comedy in prose, The School for Scandal (1777). For the latter and Goldoni’s nine five-act 

comedies in verse (La sposa persiana (1753), Il filosofo inglese (1754), Il cavaliere giocondo 

(1755), Ircana in Ispaan (1756), Il cavaliere di spirito o sia La donna di testa debole (1757), La 

donna di governo (1758), L’apatista o sia L’indifferente (1758), I morbinosi (1759)), we created 

structural summaries in Microsoft Word. For each comedy, such a summary would include a cast 

of dramatic characters and a list of speaking and non-speaking dramatic characters in each act 

and scene.146 

 

File Processing for The Contrastive Material: 

 

Figure 3-3. Text Processing and Feature Generation Data Flow for The Contrastive Data. 

                                                      

146
 For an explanation of the tags, see the links Appendix L. 
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All the TEI, TXT, and Word files were processed by our Python package “player” that generated 

a JSON file for each comedy with play metadata and structural features. The JSON files were 

later combined into separate CSV files that contained the structural features for the Russian and 

Contrastive comedies. 

 
Section 3. Examination of Vladimir Sperantov’s Data on the Russian Tragedies. Hypothesis 

Formulation 

 
 The corpus of the Russian original five-act comedies in verse was relatively small (only 

sixteen comedies). Therefore, we could not take a random sample, examine it, and propose a 

periodization based on this analysis. Instead, we decided to rely on the existing research, namely, 

Vladimir Sperantov’s periodization of the Russian tragedies from his article “Poètika remarki v 

russkoi tragedii XVIII- nachala XIX veka” (1998).  However, before we could use Sperantov’s 

data, we had to address heterogeneity by limiting the corpus to the original five-act tragedies in 

verse without a chorus. These limitations resulted in corpus reduction from seventy to fifty-three 

tragedies. Sperantov’s features include the frequency of stage directions, the average length of a 

stage direction, the degree of verse and prose interaction, lexical diversity of the stage directions, 

and the sentiment coefficient.147 Based on these features (except for the lexical diversity), 

Sperantov distinguished four periods in the history of Russian tragedy: 

• Period One: 1747 to 1762 

                                                      

147
 For detailed description of the features, see chapter 1, section 3 “Formalist, Structuralist, and Neoformalist 

quantitative analysis in the pre-computer and early-computer era.” 
 



 

 
159

• Period Two: 1763 to 1794 

• Period Three: 1795 to 1810 

• Period Four: 1811 to 1822. 

 The main question we had to answer was the validity of the proposed periodization: we 

were not confident that the differences between the four periods were statistically significant. To 

answer this question, we first had to investigate the features’ distributions and determine whether 

they were normally distributed. If the features were normally distributed, we could use 

parametric statistical tests. If not, we would use non-parametric tests. We ran the Shapiro-Wilk 

test from scipy.stats  Python library to determine the distribution’s normality, just as we 

previously did with the French comedies. We set the significance level at a conventional 0.05. If 

the p-value returned by the Shapiro-Wilk test were lower than 0.05, we would reject the null 

hypothesis of the normal distribution. Otherwise, we would fail to reject it. 

Out of five features, only one feature (the coefficient of lexical diversity) was normally 

distributed. Therefore, it was more fitting to use non-parametric statistical tests that do not 

assume that the data is normally distributed. Next, we wanted to determine whether the four 

hypothesized periods are significantly different. 148 First, we used scipy.stats Python library and 

ran the Kruskal-Wallis test to see whether there were significant differences between any periods 

at all. Our null hypothesis was no difference between the four periods; the alternative hypothesis 

was that the periods would be different. We set the significance level at 0.05. If the p-value were 

lower than 0.05, we would reject the null hypothesis of no difference. Otherwise, we would fail 

to reject the null hypothesis. Second, if we observed significant differences between periods 

                                                      

148
 For the elaboration on the limitations of an observational study and our inability to conduct a controlled 

experiment, see Chapter 2, section 4, subsection d. 
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based on the Kruskal-Wallis test results, we would further investigate where the differences 

occur. The Kruskal-Wallis test showed that at least some of the four periods were different.149 

The next step was to determine where these differences occurred. To accomplish this, we ran the 

Mann-Whitney U-test without normal approximation to check whether there was a difference 

between Periods One and Two, Periods Two and Three, and Periods Three and Four. The null 

hypothesis was no difference between these periods, whereas the alternative hypothesis was that 

the periods would differ. 150 The test showed that Periods One and Two were significantly 

different based on two out of four features (stage directions frequency and lexical diversity). 

Periods Two and Three were significantly different, based on three out of four features. The only 

feature that did not differentiate these two periods was lexical diversity. Periods three and four 

were not significantly different based on all features. One limitation was that the feature “the 

lexical diversity” most likely captured the difference in different periods’ language and not 

necessarily the tragedy style. Therefore, the ability of this feature to differentiate literary periods 

was limited. Based on these observations, there was substantial evidence supporting the 

boundary between Periods Two and Three. There was a weaker possibility of the boundary 

between Periods One and Two. We updated the periodization to include two periods: Period One 

(1747 to 1794, corresponding to Sperantov’s Periods One and Two) and Period Two (1795 to 

1822, corresponding to Sperantov’s Periods Three and Four). 

                                                      

149
 For the frequency of stage directions, the p-value of the four periods belonging to the same distribution 

was 0.003416211225836046 (lower than the significance level of 0.05, therefore, statistically significant), for the 
average length of a stage direction, the Kruskal-Wallis test returned the p-value of 0.01510590412683247, which 
was also statistically significant, for the degree of verse and prose interaction, the result was also statistically 
significant (p-value = 0.012102884692131917), for the sentiment coefficient, the p-value was higher than for the 
previously examined features but still lower than 0.05 (p-value = 0.04595092967300007). The same applied to the 
lexical diversity coefficient (p-value = 0.04018323858893184). 

150
 For tests descriptions and results, see Appendix C. 
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We also created scatterplots with joint kernel density plots and computed summary 

statistics for all features characterizing stage directions grouped by two periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-4. Stage directions frequency by year. 
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Figure 3-5.Summary statistics for stage directions frequency by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-6. The average length of a stage direction by year. 
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Figure 3-7. Summary statistics for the average length of a stage direction by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-8.The degree of verse and prose interaction by year. 
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Figure 3-9. Summary statistics for the degree of verse and prose interaction by periods. 

 

 
 

Figure 3-10. The sentiment coefficient by year. 
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Figure 3-11. Summary statistics for the sentiment coefficient by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-12. The coefficient of lexical diversity by year. 
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Figure 3-13. Summary statistics for the coefficient of lexical diversity by periods. 

 

 

The summary statistics revealed the following trends: 

• The mean values of all features and their standard deviations increased from 

Period One (1747 to 1794) to Period Two (1795 to 1822). 

• The mean frequency of stage directions increased by 65% from 5.05 in Period One to 

8.32 in Period Two. The standard deviation of the frequency of stage directions more 

than tripled from 1.74 to 6.03. 

• The average length of stage directions grew by 22% from 3.37 in Period One to 4.13. 

The standard deviation increased from 0.67 to 1.04. 

• The mean degree of verse and prose interaction more than doubled from Period One to 

Period Two (from 0.66 to 1.84). The standard deviation also increased dramatically 

from 0.39 to 1.75. 

• The mean sentiment coefficient more than doubled from Period One to Period Two 

(from 3.36 to 8.15). The standard deviation increased from 3.38 to 8.14. 

• The mean coefficient of lexical diversity experienced a minor increase from 0.31 to 

0.32. The standard deviation also increased from 0.05 to 0.06. This result is consistent 
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with Sperantov’s decision to exclude this feature from his analysis since it remained 

stable over time (Sperantov 1998, 12). 

To conclude, we addressed the issue of heterogeneity by excluding tragedies that are not in five 

acts, imitations and adaptations, and tragedies with choruses. Based on the results of the Shapiro-

Wilk test, the coefficient of lexical diversity was the only feature that was normally distributed. 

Because the vast majority of the features were not normally distributed, we decided to run non-

parametric statistical tests. We tested the distribution of the features in the four periods that were 

proposed by Sperantov. We determined significant differences between Periods Two (1763 to 

1794) and Three (1795 to 1810) based on four out of five features. The distinction between 

Period One (1747 to 1762) and Period Two (1763 to 1794) was inconclusive, though there may 

be very powerful non-statistical reasons to periodize this way apart from the cited features. There 

was a significant difference between these periods based only on two features (stage directions 

frequency and lexical diversity), one of which (lexical diversity) was unreliable. There was no 

significant difference between Periods Four and Five. Sperantov distinguished between four 

periods. This division seems intuitively correct, but does not find support in our statistical 

analysis of the quantitative features describing stage directions. Therefore, for purposes of our 

research, we updated the periodization of the Russian five-act tragedy in verse to two periods: 

Period One (from 1747 to 1794) and Period Two (from 1795 to 1822). This periodization applied 

to the Russian five-act tragedies in verse. We had to determine whether these two periods would 

also adequately describe the evolution of the Russian five-act comedy in verse. Future scholars 

would need to find other quantitative features that confirm or refine Sperantov’s periodization. 
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Section 4. The Evolution of the Russian Five-act Comedy in Verse 
 
Subsection a. Normality Checks and Hypothesis Testing 

For our analysis of the evolution of the Russian five-act verse comedy, we utilized three formal 

features from Sperantov’s work (the frequency of stage directions, their average length, and the 

degree of the verse and prose interaction in a play). We also used Iarkho’s formal features: the 

number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range of the number of 

speaking characters, the percentage of polylogues and the percentage of monologues. In the 

chapter on the French five-act comedies in verse, we discussed the issue with Iarkho’s 

“umbrella” feature the percentage of non-dialogues, which combined the percentage of 

monologues and the percentage of polylogues. We looked into the evolution of these features in 

the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse.  

 

Figure 3-14. The evolution of the percentage of non-dialogues, monologues, and polylogues. 

 
As became evident from the visualization, the same trend emerged in the Russian corpus: 

the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues should not be combined as one 

feature, the percentage of non-dialogues, as they diverged historically. In the case of the Russian 
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comedies, the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues had an even stronger 

negative correlation (correlation coefficient = - 0.85). Therefore, as was the case with the French 

corpus, we would examine two features, the percentage of monologues and the percentage of 

polylogues, separately. Additionally, we explored such features as the coefficient of unused 

dramatic characters and the percentage of discontinuous scenes, briefly mentioned by Iarkho in 

his work on Corneille’s Comedies and Tragedies: 

1. The coefficient of unused dramatic characters: this feature measures the proportion of the 

dramatic characters who do not speak in a scene. The coefficient of unused dramatic 

characters was a distinctive feature for tragedy (Iarkho 2006a, 448-51). 

2. The percentage of discontinuous scenes, i.e., the scenes where no dramatic characters from 

the preceding scene re-appear on stage in the following scene (Iarkho 2006a, 472-4). For 

example, in two scenes, Scene 1. LISA, PRINCE. Scene 2. COUNT, scene two is 

discontinuous since it does not share a single dramatic character with scene one. 

Finally, only for the Russian five-act comedies, we examined such verse-related features as: 

1. The dialogue vivacity coefficient, i.e., the number of utterances in a play / the number of 

verse lines in a play.151 Since some of the comedies in our corpus were written in iambic 

hexameter while others were written in free iambs, it is essential to clarify how we made 

sure the number of verse lines was comparable.  

2. The percentage of scenes with split verse lines, i.e., the percentage of scenes where the 

end of a scene does not correspond with the end of a verse line and the verse line extends 

                                                      

151
 The shorter the utterances are, and the higher is the coefficient of dialogue vivacity. See Iarkho 2006c, 425 

– 429.  
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into the next scene, e.g., “Не бойся. Онъ блажитъ. ЯВЛЕНІЕ 3. Какъ радъ что вижу 

васъ.” 

3. The percentage of scenes with split rhymes, i.e., the percentage of scenes that rhyme with 

other scenes, e.g., “Надѣюсь на тебя, Вѣтрана, какъ на стѣну. ЯВЛЕНІЕ 4. И въ ней, 

какъ ни крѣпка, мы видимъ перемѣну.” 

4. The percentage of open scenes, i.e., the percentage of scenes with either split verse lines 

or rhymes. 

5. The percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes, i.e., the percentage of scenes 

that are connected through both means: by sharing a verse lines and a rhyme.152 

The coefficient of dialogue vivacity was used by Iarkho in his work on Corneille’s Comedies and 

Tragedies, while others were modified versions of the features used by Iarkho.153  We began our 

investigation without prior understanding of how these features evolved over time and whether 

they could differentiate literary periods. 

 Our analysis takes into account: the frequency of stage directions, their average length, 

and the degree of the verse and prose interaction in a play, the percentage of polylogues, the 

percentage of monologues, the dialogue vivacity coefficient, the percentage of scenes with split 

verse lines, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes, the percentage of open scenes, and the 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters. For these features, it was appropriate to use a 

parametric t-test. We could not be confident that the following features were normally 

                                                      

152
 We did not differentiate between the verse lines and rhymes that belonged to the same dramatic character 

or different dramatic characters. 
153

 In his work on Corneille’s Comedies and Tragedies, instead of scenes, Iarkho looked at utterances. He 
calculated phonic coherences between utterances, which could be connected through shared rhyme, shared verse 
lines, or both (Iarko 2006, 433-4).  
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distributed: the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range of the 

speaking characters, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines, the percentage of 

discontinuous scenes. For them, we used a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U-test without normal 

approximation.154 Our null hypothesis was no difference between the two periods (Period One 

(from 1775 to 1794) and Period Two (from 1795 to 1849)). The alternative hypothesis was that 

the two periods were different. The statistical tests yielded no evidence to suggest that the two 

periods were different based on most of the features. The only feature whose distribution was 

different in Periods One and Two was the percentage of scenes with split verse lines. One reason 

for this could have been the small sample size, which we could not increase while maintaining 

fidelity to historical reality.  

Subsection b. Descriptive Statistics and Visualizations 

 
 As we previously did for the tragedies, we created kernel density plots for the three 

features for comedies and ran summary statistics by two tentative periods.155 

                                                      

154
 For the description of tests and test results, see Appendix C. 

155
 The differences between the two periods were not statistically significant. However, it was still useful for 

comparative purposes to run summary statistics grouped by these periods, which we called “tentative” periods. 
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Figure 3-15. The stage directions frequency by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-16. Summary statistics for the stage directions frequency by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-17. The average length of a stage direction by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-18. Summary statistics for the average length of a stage direction by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-19. The degree of verse and prose interaction by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-20. Summary statistics for the degree of verse and prose interaction by tentative 
periods. 
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Figure 3-21.The number of dramatic characters by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-22. Summary statistics for the number of dramatic characters by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-23.The mobility coefficient by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-24. Summary statistics for the mobility coefficient by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-25. The standard range of the number of speaking characters by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-26. Summary statistics for the standard range of the speaking characters by tentative 
periods 
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Figure 3-27. The percentage of non-dialogues by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-28.Summary statistics for the percentage of non-dialogues by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-29. The percentage of polylogues by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-30. Summary statistics for the percentage of polylogues by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-31. The percentage of monologues by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-32. Summary statistics for the percentage of monologues by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-33.The coefficient of dialogue vivacity by creation date. 

 

Figure 3-34.Summary statistics for the coefficient of dialogue vivacity by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-35. The percentage of scenes with split verse lines by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-36. Summary statistics for the percentage of scenes with split verse lines by tentative 
periods. 
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Figure 3-37. The percentage of scenes with split rhymes by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-38. Summary statistics for the percentage of scenes with split rhymes by tentative 
periods. 
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Figure 3-39. The percentage of open scenes by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-40. Summary statistics for the percentage of open scenes by tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-41. The percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes by creation date. 

 

 

 

Figure 3-42. Summary statistics for the percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes by 
tentative periods. 

 



 

 
186

 

Figure 3.4.30. The coefficient of unused dramatic characters by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-43. Summary statistics for the coefficient of unused dramatic characters by tentative 
periods. 
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Figure 3-44. The percentage of discontinuous scenes by creation date. 

 

 

Figure 3-45. Summary statistics for the percentage of discontinuous scenes by tentative periods. 

 

 Based on examination of the descriptive statistics for the two tentative Periods, we 

observed the following: 
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1. Over time, the number of stage directions in the Russian five-act verse comedies 

increased. Stage directions also began to “interrupt” verse lines more frequently.156  

 
2. Since 1795, there were two groups of comedies: one with longer and the other with the 

shorter stage directions.  

3. On average, the number of dramatic characters in the Russian five-act verse comedy 

increased over time.157 The highest number of dramatic characters (14) in the tentative 

Period One was in Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794). It is a fascinating fact, since Pavel 

Berkov maintains that “this comedy has no protagonist.” Kapnist attempts to portray the 

corruption of the Russian litigation (Berkov 1977, 356). The comedy also had the 

highest standard range of the speaking characters (2.77)  in the entire history of the 

Russian high comedy: there are many scenes with many speakers. We could speculate 

that Kapnist needs such a high number of dramatic characters and speakers in every 

scene to depict the wicked plaintiffs and crooked clerks. Furthermore, Berkov noted that 

Iabeda follows the Neoclassical rules of three unities, while attempting to give a faithful 

portrayal of the Russian reality (Berkov 1977, 356; Ermakova-Bitner 1973, 21-2). The 

                                                      

156
 The mean stage directions frequency in the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse was 18.91. The 

standard deviation of the stage directions frequency was 5.63. The mean stage direction frequency increased over 
time: from 18.51 in tentative Period One to 19.14 in tentative Period Two. The standard deviation also increased 
from 4.06 to 6.60. The mean degree of verse and prose interaction for the corpus was 7.57. The standard deviation 
was 3.46. Over time, the degree of verse and prose interaction increased from 6.12 in tentative Period One to 8.44 in 
tentative Period Two. The standard deviation almost doubled from 2.04 to 3.93.The mean degree of verse and prose 
interaction for the corpus was 7.57. The standard deviation was 3.46. Over time, the degree of verse and prose 
interaction increased from 6.12 in tentative Period One to 8.44 in tentative Period Two. The standard deviation 
almost doubled from 2.04 to 3.93. The mean value of the average length of a stage direction for the entire corpus of 
the Russian five-act comedy was 2.60. The average length of a stage direction decreased over time from 2.84 in 
tentative Period One to 2.45 in tentative Period Two. The standard deviation, however, increased from 0.33 to 0.82. 

157
 During the tentative Period One, the mean number of dramatic characters was 11.5, whereas during the 

tentative Period Two, it grew to 14.7. The standard deviation also increased from 3.51 to 5.33. 
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formal features of the comedy reveal that Iabeda does not always follow the 

Neoclassical style: it has a lot more dramatic characters and speakers in a scene than a 

typical Neoclassical French comedy. The Russian comedy that laid the foundation for 

this politico-satirical comic tradition in Russia (Berkov 1977, 237; Ermakova-Bitner 

1973, 21-22), Denis Fonvizin’s five-act prose comedy Nedorosl’ (1782) had an even 

higher number of dramatic characters – 15 (Fischer 2019b).  Berkov mentions that in 

Nedorosl’, secondary dramatic characters received  meticulous attentions and were 

depicted in great detail (Berkov 1977, 225). 

4. Dramatic characters became more mobile.158  

5. The standard range of the speaking characters in a scene increase: comedies began to 

have more speakers in a scene.159 

6. The percentage of non-dialogues only slightly increased.160  

7. The percentage of scenes with polylogues increased.161  

                                                      

158 
The mean mobility coefficient in the corpus of the Russian five-act verse comedy was 58.44; the standard 

deviation was 17.14. During the tentative Period One, the mobility coefficient was 53.17. During Period Two, it 
increased to 61.60. The standard deviation more than threefold: from 6.37 to 20.91. 

159 
For the corpus, the mean standard range of the number of speaking characters was 1.52; the standard 

deviation was 0.49. In Period One, the mean standard range was 1.48. In Period Two, it was 1.54. However, the 
standard deviation of the standard range decreased from 0.67 to 0.39. 

160
 In the entire corpus, the mean percentage of non-dialogues was 60.38%, the standard deviation was 8.3. In 

the tentative Period One, the mean percentage of non-dialogues was 59.94% and, in Period Two, it was 60.64%. The 
standard deviation increased from 7.26 in Period One to 9.23 in Period Two. 

161
 In the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse, the mean percentage of polylogues was 39.09%. 

The standard deviation was 14.53. In tentative Period One, the mean percentage of polylogues was 38.11% and in 
Period Two, it was 39.68%. The standard deviation decreased from 18.04 to 13.03. 
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8. The percentage of monologues decreased over time.162 

9. Dialogue vivacity remained stable over time.163 It was almost twice as high as dialogue 

vivacity in Pierre Corneille’s comedies.164 Why did dialogue vivacity not grow? This 

question requires more examination and comparison with other national traditions. One 

interpretation extrapolated from our data was that fast-paced dialogue became the new 

norm: comedies were expected to have a fast-paced dialogue.  

10. The percentage of scenes with split verse lines almost doubled.165 The Russian high 

comedy began to have a lot more instances when verse lines would cross inter-scene 

boundaries, thus, making them more connected. 

11.  The percentage of open scenes also increased. After 1795, more half of the scenes 

would have either verse lines or rhymes connecting them.166 

                                                      

162
 The mean percentage of monologues in the entire corpus was 21.10%; the standard deviation was 9.5. In 

the tentative Period One, it was 21.84%, and the tentative Period Two, it decreased to 20.65%. The standard 
deviation also decreased from 12.86 to 7.6. 

163
 The mean dialogue vivacity in the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse was 0.46, with a 0.10 

standard deviation. In the tentative Period One, the mean dialogue vivacity was 0.46, the same as in the tentative 
Period Two. The standard deviation increased from 0.05 in the tentative Period One to 0.13 in the tentative Period 
Two. 

164
 Iarkho writes that dialogue vivacity in Pierre Corneille’s comedies was 0.276 (Iarkho 2006a, 428). 

165 
The mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines in the corpus was 30.39%, with a standard deviation 

of 14.39. In Period One, the mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines was 19.37%, with a standard deviation 
of 10.16. In Period Two, the mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines almost doubled to 37%, with a 
standard deviation of 12.57%. 

166
 In the corpus, the average percentage of open scenes was 55.62%, i.e., more than half of all scenes were 

connected either through rhyme or verse lines. The standard deviation was 19.25%. In the tentative Period One, the 
percentage of open scenes was 44.65%, with a standard deviation of 19.76%. In the tentative Period Two, the 
percentage of open scenes increased to 62.21%, with a standard deviation of 16.50%, i.e., the standard deviation was 
lower in Period Two. 
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12. The percentage of scenes connected through both means (verse lines and rhymes) also 

almost doubled.167 

13. Russian five-act verse comedies began to have more dramatic characters who would 

appear on stage but would not speak.168 

14. Most of the scenes in the Russian high comedy were continuous in a sense that they 

would have at least one dramatic character staying on stage from the preceding scene. 

The percentage of scenes that were discontinuous slightly increased over time.169 

15. In the Russian five-act verse comedy, the average values of almost all formal features 

characteristic of an experimental style increased over time. 

16. Scenes in the Russian high comedy became more connected through verse. 

 

Section 5. Comparison of The Russian Five-act Verse Comedies with the Russian Five-Act 

Verse Tragedies Based on Stage Directions Features 

 

                                                      

167 
For the corpus, only 14.53% of all scenes were connected through both rhymes and verse lines. The 

standard deviation of the percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes was 9.83%. In the tentative Period 
One, the mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes was 10.27%, with a standard deviation of 
5.22%. In the tentative Period Two, the mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes was 17.09%, 
with a much higher standard deviation of 11.25%. 

168
 In the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse, the mean coefficient of unused dramatic characters 

was 20.51, with a standard deviation of 9.10. It increased from 19.04 (with a standard deviation of 8.15) in the 
tentative Period One to 21.40 with a standard deviation of 9.95 in the tentative Period Two. 

169
 The mean percentage of discontinuous scenes was 6.37% with a standard deviation of 3.61%. In the 

tentative Period One, the mean was 6.05, with a standard deviation of 2.31. In the tentative Period Two, the mean 
percentage of discontinuous scenes was 6.55%, with a standard deviation of 4.32%.  
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Subsection a. Background  

 This section compares our data on the Russian five-act verse comedies with Spernatov’s 

data on the Russian five-act verse tragedies. We addressed heterogeneity in Sperantov’s original 

corpus by removing the tragedies that were either not in five acts or in verse or had a chorus or 

had a mixed genre. We compared the comedies with the tragedies based on the following formal 

features characterizing stage directions: stage directions frequency, the average length of a stage 

direction, and the degree of verse and prose interaction. In our previous re-examination of 

Sperantov’s results, we determined that the five-act tragedies fall into two periods: Period One 

(from 1747 to 1794) and Period Two (from 1795 to 1822). We hypothesized that the Russian 

five-act comedy would fall into two periods, with the boundary in 1795. However, the years that 

determine the lower and the upper boundaries were different (the first five-act verse comedy was 

written in 1775, and the last one in 1849). The two tentative periods of the Russian high comedy 

included: Period One (from 1775 to 1794) and Period Two (from 1795 to 1849). Our statistical 

tests showed that there were no significant differences between these two proposed periods. This 

outcome could be, in part, explained by the small sample size, which we could not help due to 

the historical nature of our research. Nevertheless, to trace the features’ historical development, 

we still used these periods, calling them “tentative.” Additionally, to compare apples to apples, 

we made sure that the comedies’ and tragedies’ upper and lower boundaries were the same: 

between 1775 and 1822. Finally, not for contrastive purposes but to understand the historical 

processes, we also examined the tragedies written before 1775 and comedies written after 1822. 

Subsection b. Comparison of the Comedy with the Tragedy  
 

This subsection will compare the features’ summary statistics for the entire corpus of the 

five-act comedies and five-act tragedies in verse. 
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Figure 3-46. Summary statistics for the frequency of stage directions, the average length of a 
stage direction, and the degree of verse and prose interactions for the five-act verse comedies 
written between 1775 and 1822. 

  

 

Figure 3-47. Summary statistics for the frequency of stage directions, the average length of a 
stage direction, and the degree of verse and prose interactions for the five-act verse tragedies 
without a chorus written between 1775 and 1822. 

 

The two tentative periods we compared included: tentative Period One (from 1775 to 1794) and 

tentative Period Two (from 1795 to 1822). 

 

Figure 3-48. Summary statistics for the frequency of stage directions, the average length of a 
stage direction, and the degree of verse and prose interactions for the five-act verse comedies by 
tentative periods. 
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Figure 3-49. Summary statistics for the frequency of stage directions, the average length of a 
stage direction, and the degree of verse and prose interactions for the five-act verse tragedies 
without a chorus by tentative periods. 

 

 Examination of the summary statistics by tentative periods revealed the following: 

• Stage directions were much more frequent in comedies than in tragedies in both 

periods.170  

• The degree of verse and prose interaction was much higher in comedies than in tragedies 

in both periods: in comedy, stage directions much more frequently appeared within verse 

lines.171  

                                                      

170
 The mean frequency of stage direction in comedies (1775 to 1822) was 18.16, with a standard deviation of 

5.23. In tragedies, it was 7.15, i.e., over two times lower, with a standard deviation of 4.86. The median frequency of 
stage directions in comedies was 17.30, whereas, in tragedies, it was 5.84, i.e., almost three times lower. The mean 
frequency of stage directions was higher in comedies than in tragedies in both periods: in the tentative from 1775 to 
1794, 18.51 in comedies, 5.56 in tragedies, in tentative Period Two, 17.87 in comedies, and 8.32 in tragedies. At 
first sight, it appears that overall, the frequency of stage directions in comedies decreased. However, more 
exploration showed that the frequency of stage directions in the tentative Period Two’s comedy was affected by an 
extremely low outlier, Aleksandr Sobolev’s Tri zhenikha ili liubov’ nyneshnego sveta (1817) with stage directions 
frequency 5.229. If we look at the median stage directions frequency in comedy, it has increased from 16.89 to 
19.60 in comedy from tentative Period One to tentative Period Two. The median frequency of stage directions also 
increased in tragedy from 4.94 to 6.39. The standard deviation increased in comedy from 4.06 to 6.38, and in 
tragedy, more than threefold, from 1.79 to 6.39. 

171
 The mean degree of verse and prose interaction in comedy was 6.90, with a standard deviation of 3.47. In 

tragedy, it was 1.38, i.e., five times lower, with a standard deviation of 1.46. The median degree of verse and prose 
interaction in comedy was 6.82, and in tragedy, it was 0.86, i.e., almost eight times as low. The mean degree of 
verse and prose interaction was higher in comedy in both periods examined. In the tentative Period One’s comedy, 
the mean degree of verse and prose interaction was 6.12, with a standard deviation of 2.04. In tragedy, it was much 
lower (0.75, with a standard deviation of 0.47). The same was true of the tentative Period Two’s comedy: the mean 
degree of verse and prose interaction was 7.57, with a standard deviation of 4.41. In tragedy, the mean was 1.84, 
with a standard deviation of 1.75. The two periods’ medians were also consistently higher in comedy than in tragedy 
(5.76 and 7.74 in comedy vs. 0.6 and 1.45 in tragedy). 
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• Tragedies tended to have longer stage directions in both periods.172 

Section 6. Comparison of the Russian Five-Act Comedy in Verse with Other Traditions 
 
Subsection a. Comparison with the French Five-Act Verse Comedies 

 Our next step was to compare the structural features of the Russian five-act verse comedy 

with the structural features of the French five-act verse comedy and determine whether the two 

traditions evolved in a similar or divergent manner.  

 For the French tradition, we relied on the periodization that we introduced in our previous 

analyses. However, we had to split Period Two into two to compare the French comedies with 

contemporaneous Russian comedies. The modified periods were the following: 

• Period One: from 1629 to 1695 

• Period Two First Part: from 1696 to 1774 

• Period Two Second Part: from 1775 to 1795 

• Period Three: from 1796 to 1849. 

For the Russian tradition, we could not distinguish statistically different periods . However, 

for comparison with the French tradition, it was convenient to use the “tentative” periods: 

• Tentative Period One: 1775 to 1795 

                                                      

172
 The mean average length of a stage direction in comedies within that time frame was 2.52, with a standard 

deviation of 0.72, whereas in tragedies, it was 3.79, with a standard deviation of 0.94. The median in comedy was 
2.51, and in tragedy, it was 3.57. Stage directions tended to be longer in tragedies than in comedies. The average 
length of a stage direction tended to be longer in tragedies in both periods: in the tentative Period One’s comedy, it 
was 2.84, with a standard deviation of 0.33, and in the tentative Period One’s tragedy, it was 3.33, with a standard 
deviation of 0.50. In the tentative Period Two’s comedy, it decreased to 2.23. The same trend was observed in the 
median, which decreased from 2.75 to 2.5. In tragedy, the average length of a stage direction increased to 4.13, with 
a standard deviation of 1.04. The median also increased from 3.32 to 4.36. 
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• Tentative Period Two: 1796 to 1849 

The following structural features served as the basis for this comparison: the number of 

dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range of the number of speaking 

characters (sigma), the percentage of non-dialogues, the percentage of polylogues, the 

percentage of monologues, the coefficient of unused dramatic characters, the percentage of 

discontinuous scenes. We also compared the speech distributions. 
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Figure 3-50. The mean values of the features for the French Period Two Second Part (from 1775 

to 1795) and Period Three (from 1796 to 1849). 

 

Figure 3-51. The mean values of the features for the Russian tentative Period One (from 1775 to 

1795 and tentative Period Two (from 1796 to 1849). 

First, we compared the eighteenth-century Russian five-act verse comedies with the 

contemporaneous French comedies:  tentative Russian Period One (1775 to 1795) with the 

French comedies (1775 to 1795)). The Russian eighteenth-century comedies had slightly 

higher average for most of the features than the contemporaneous French, including the 

number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range, the percentage 
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of non-dialogues, polylogues, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters.173 The 

Russian high174 comedies on average had slightly fewer monologues and discontinuous 

scenes.175 

Next, we compared the nineteenth-century Russian high comedies with the 

contemporaneous French: tentative Russian Period Two (1795 to 1849) with the French 

Period Three (1796 to 1849). We discovered that all of the examined features were higher 

on average in the Russian nineteenth-century comedies than in the contemporaneous 

French, including the number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient;  standard range, 

the percentage of non-dialogues, polylogues. 176 The Russian nineteenth-century comedy 

had a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters.177 In the nineteenth century, unlike 

in the eighteenth, Russian high comedy also had a higher average percentage of monologues 

and discontinuous scenes.178 

                                                      

173
 Russian tentative Period One vs. the French Period Two (second half): the number of dramatic 

characters: 11.50 in Russian vs. 11.27 in French; the mobility coefficient: 53.17 in Russian vs. 51.79 in 
French; the standard range: 1.48 in Russian vs. 1.14 in French; the percentage of non-dialogues: 59.94% vs. 
53.73%; the percentage of polylogues: 38.11% vs. 29.80%; the coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 
19.04% vs. 14.01%. 

174
 By “high comedy” I mean five-act comedy in verse. 

175
 The percentage of monologues: 21.84% in Russian vs. 23.87% in French; the percentage of discontinuous 

scenes: 6.05% in Russian vs. 7.55% in French. 
176

 Russian tentative Period Two vs. the French Period Three:  the number of dramatic characters: 14.70 in 
Russian vs. 11.96 in French; the mobility coefficient: 61.60 vs. 54.31; the standard range: 1.54 vs. 1.33); the 
percentage of non-dialogues: 60.64% vs. 58.12%; the percentage of polylogues: 39.68% vs. 37.69%. 

177 
Russian tentative Period Two vs. the French Period Three:  The coefficient of unused dramatic characters 

(21.40 vs. 13.74) 
178 

Russian tentative Period Two vs. the French Period Three: the percentage of discontinuous scenes: 6.55% 
vs. 5.83%. 
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Additionally, we compared the Russian eighteenth-century comedy with the French 

five-act verse comedy’s preceding periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-52. The mean values of the features for the French Period One (1629 to 1695) and the 
first part of Period Two (1696 to 1774). 

 We discovered that almost all features on average were higher in the tentative Russian 

Period One as compared to the French high comedies from 1696 to 1774.179 However, when we 

compared the Russian eighteenth-century five-act verse comedies with the French high comedies 

from Period One (1629 to 1695), we discovered that the older French comedies had higher 

average values of some features, including the number of dramatic characters, the percentage of 

polylogues, and discontinuous scenes.180 

                                                      

179
 Russian high comedy of the tentative Period One and French high comedy from 1696 6o 1774: the number 

of dramatic characters (11.50 in Russian vs. 10.28 in French), the mobility coefficient (53.17 in Russian vs. 48.29 in 
French), the standard range (1.48 in Russian vs. 1.12 in French); the percentage of non-dialogues (59.94% vs. 
53.37%); the percentage of polylogues (38.11% vs. 32.26%); the percentage of monologues (21.84% in Russian vs. 
21.07% in French); the coefficient of unused dramatic characters (19.04% vs. 12.03%); the only feature that had a 
lower mean in the tentative Russian Period One than in the first part of the French Period Two was the percentage of 
discontinuous scenes (6.05% in Russian vs. 6.49% in the French). 

180
 Russian tentative Period One vs. French Period One: the number of dramatic characters (11.50 in Russian 

vs. 11.81 in the French); the percentage of discontinuous scenes (6.05% in the Russian vs. 13.37% in the French); 
the percentage of polylogues (438.11% in Russian vs 42.81% in French). Based on these features, the Russian 
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It was instructive that the famous French Neoclassical comedian Molière (Period One) whose 

comedies were staged in the eighteenth-century Russia and who was influential for the Russian 

comedians (Berkov 1977, 54; Kulakova 1961, 32; Nikolaev 1996, 17-18; Stennik 1982a, 117; 

Stennik 1982b, 221), had a lower than average number of dramatic characters and mobility.181 

Molière presumably influenced Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794) (Welsh 1966, 101-2), however, 

on a structural level,  Iabeda has more dramatic characters, has more unused dramatic characters, 

has more speakers in a scene, has many more scenes with polylogues, is more mobile than an 

average Molière’s comedy. Other French playwrights popular in Russia, Néricault Destouches 

and Pierre Claude Nivelle de la Chaussée (Stennik 1982a, 117), tended to have even fewer 

dramatic characters than Molière, however, even they  had a few plays with a large number of 

dramatic characters.182 In comparison, Jean-François Regnard who was also well-known in 

Russia (Stennik 1982a, 117) tended to have more dramatic characters than the average for the 

eighteenth-century Russian five-act verse comedy.183 We learned through our quantitative 

analysis that Iakov Kniazhnin’s anti-Gallomania comedy Chudaki (1790) had more dramatic 

                                                      

eighteenth-century high comedy had higher average values: The mobility coefficient (53.17 in Russian vs. 41.82); 
the standard range of the speaking characters (1.48 vs. 1.23); the percentage of non-dialogues (59.94% vs. 56.11%); 
the percentage of monologues (21.84% vs. 13.18%); the coefficient of unused dramatic characters (19.04 vs. 12.17). 

181
 The mean number of dramatic characters in Molière’s comedies was 11.14, ranged from 8 in Don Garcie 

De Navarre (1682) to 14 in Le Tartuffe (1669). Average mobility coefficient in Molière’s comedy was 32.57, and 
ranged from 20 in Le Misanthrope (1666) to 45 in L’Étourdi (1658). 

182
 The mean number of dramatic characters in Destouches’ five-act comedies was 10.55 and ranged from 6 

in Le Mari confident (1758) to 15 in Le Dissipateur (1753). Another play with 14 dramatic characters was Le 
Médisant (1715). The mean number of dramatic characters in Pierre Claude Nivelle de la Chaussée’s five-act verse 
comedies was 9 and ranged from 7 in Mélanide (1741) and Paméla (1743) to 13 in L’École des mères (1744). 

183
 The average number of dramatic characters in Regnard’s comedies was 12 and ranged from 9 in Le 

Distrait (1697) to 15 in Le Joueur (1696). 
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characters and a much higher mobility than an average French five-act comedy of the time.184 

Both Kniazhnin’s Chudaki and Khvastun (1785), which were presumably influenced by 

Destouches’ L’Homme singulier (1764) (Welsh 1966, 100) had many more dramatic characters, 

a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and higher mobility.185 

 The next question we wanted to tackle was the speech distribution in the Russian and in 

the French five-act verse comedies.186 We discovered the following:187 

• The Russian eighteenth-century high comedy had a higher maximum number of speakers 

than the contemporaneous French.188 In the Russian comedy of that period, there were 

no scenes with no speakers, whereas in the French eighteenth-century high comedy, there 

was Marc-Antoine-Jacques Rochon de Chabannes’s Le Jaloux (1784) that had a scene 

with no speakers. 

• The French seventeenth-century high comedy had the same maximum number of 

speakers as the eighteenth-century Russian high comedy.189 The seventeenth-century 

                                                      

184
 Chudaki had 15 dramatic characters and a very high mobility of 60. The coefficient of unused dramatic 

characters was 32.13. 
185

 Khvastun had 14 dramatic characters, the mobility of 55, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters 
of 18.85. L’Homme singulier had ten dramatic characters, the mobility of 46, and the coefficient of unused dramatic 
characters of 10. 

186
 For the investigation of the issues related to scenes with no speakers, see Appendix G. 

187
 For the tables and visualizations, see Appendix F. 

188 
The tentative Russian Period One was 12 while 4.77% had above six speakers. In the French Period Two 

(second part), the maximum number of speakers was 10, with 1.6% of the scenes having over six speakers. 
189 

In the French Period One, the maximum number of speakers was also 12. However, only 2.08% of the 
scenes had over six speakers.  
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high comedy also had scenes without speakers: N. Gillet de la Tessonnerie’s Le 

Campagnard (1657) and Noël Lebreton, sieur de Hauteroche’s Crispin musicien (1674). 

• The Russian nineteenth-century high comedy had a lower maximum number of speakers 

than contemporaneous French comedies.190 In nineteenth-century Russia, there was one 

high comedy with a scene without any speakers (Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye 

vstrechi  (1818)). In French nineteenth-century high comedy, we did not encounter such 

scenes.  

In general, the Russian high comedy resembled either the contemporaneous or the 

seventeenth-century French high comedy. The slightly higher averages resulted from a few 

Russian comedies that were either original or inspired by a different tradition. 

Subsection b. Comparison of the Russian Five-Act Verse Comedies with Contrastive 
Material 
 
 For contrastive purposes, we focused on William Shakespeare, both because of his 

cultural importance (the Romantics considered Shakespeare’s drama the main antidote to French 

Neo-Classicism) (Levin 1965, Savchenko 2015) and also because Iarkho discusses him at length 

in his study (Iarkho 2006a, 570-574).  The author of the pivotal Russian verse comedy, Woe from 

Wit, Aleksandr Griboedov was familiar with Shakespeare’s plays and, according to Ksenofont 

Polevoi,  “was inspired by Shakespeare’s creative method” (Savchenko 2015, 62-3). Griboedov 

introduced Shakespeare to a prominent neo-archaist Wilhelm Küchelbecker (Savchenko 2015, 

60). According to his friend Stepan Begichev, Griboedov “could recite Schiller, Goethe, and 

                                                      

190
 In the tentative Russian Period One, there were no such comedies. Subsequently, in the tentative Russian 

Period Two, the maximum number of speakers was 13, with 3.26% of the scenes having over six speakers. In the 
French Period Three, the maximum number of speakers was 16, with 1.71% of the scenes having over six speakers.  
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Shakespeare almost by heart (Savchenko 2015, 61). In the 1810s-1820s, early romantics 

François-René de Chateaubriand, Friedrich and August Schlegel, François Le Mercier, and 

Madame de Staël and Walter Scott in particular with his Shakespeare-inspired novels contributed 

to Shakespeare’s popularity . William Shakespeare’s original plays were first staged in Russia in 

the 1830s. Until then, the Russian translators had relied on the French adaptations (mainly, Jean-

François Ducis and Le Mercier) (Ivanov 2009, 125-6). According to Nikolai Iazykov, 

Shakespeare’s original plays could not be staged. Instead, their best fragments could be adapted 

to match the taste of the modern theater. (Iazykov cited in Ivanov 2009, 126). It is worth 

mentioning that in the Russian and French theaters Shakespeare was largely represented by his 

tragedies rather than his comedies (Ivanov 2009, 125-6). Our corpus of Shakespeare’s comedies 

included twelve comedies from DraCor. Here, we compared Russian and French five-act verse 

comedies with Shakespeare based on the mean values of the features. However, in the future, 

scholars could make a separate study comparing Russian and French comedies with 

Shakespeare’s tragedies. 

From the Italian tradition, I included Carlo Goldoni as one of the world’s major 

Neoclassical playwrights. Goldoni was, in actuality, the only Italian comedian playwright who 

was well-known in Russia. His plays were read in Italian and in French, they were translated into 

Russian, often from intermediary French and German translations, and staged by Russian and 

foreign troupes (Gorokhova 1967, 308, 333-4, 338). Goldoni’s librettos for the Italian opéra-

bouffe first appeared in Russia during the reign of Empress Anna Ioanovna and were 

accompanied by translations into French. At Empress Elizabeth’s court, fourteen librettos 

authored by Goldoni were present in the repertoire of Giovanni Battista Locatelli’s opera troupe 

– these texts were printed with parallel prose translations in Russian and French translations to 



 

 
204

accompany opera live performances of these operas, but without Goldoni being identified as the 

author. During Catherine the Great’s reign, Italian comic operas with Goldoni’s texts and his 

comic dramas (‘dramma giocoso per musica’) remained on the Russian stage. Overall, there is 

evidence of over twenty operas with Goldoni’s librettos that were performed in Russian in the 

eighteenth century (Gorokhova 1967, 309, 310-1, 315, 322). Goldoni’s comedies gained 

popularity in Russia in the 1770s after a successful 1771 performance in Paris of his three-act Le 

bourru bienfaisant comedy in French prose, translated into Russian in 1772 as Blagodetel’nyi 

grubiian by Mikhail Khrapovitskii and printed in the same year. The first performance of this 

comedy was by a French troupe in 1775 in Moscow. It was later repeatedly staged in Saint 

Petersburg in the 1790s (Gorokhova 1967, 326). An anonymous translation into Russian of 

another three-act prose comedy by Goldoni, I puntigli domestici [The Domestic Squabbles, 1752) 

under the title Domashnie nesoglasiia was published in 1773 and later, in 1789, in the 

“Rossiiskii ḟeatr” series. The three-act prose comedy Il bugiardo [The Liar,  1750] was first 

anonymously translated in prose and published by Nikolai Novikov in 1774 and then republished 

in the “Rossiiskii ḟeatr” series in 1786 (Gorokhova 1967, 326, 322, 329, 333). Il servitore di due 

padroni, a three-act comedy in prose [The Servant of Two Masters, 1749] was translated into 

Russian as Sluga dvukh gospod twice – in 1753, via a French translation by M. Pomorskii and 

from the Italian by Vasilii Levshin, perhaps one of the most prolific Russian eighteenth-century 

writer; the comedy was performed on the stage in 1789 and 1795 in Saint Petersburg (it is not 

known which translation was used) and in 1795; Levshin’s translation was used for the 

performance in Prince Aleksei Shcherbatov’s theater in 1795 and was published a year later 

(Gorokhova 1967, 338). In 1805, Evgraf Lifanov adapted Il servitore di due padroni into a one-

act comedy from either a French or Russian translation – this adaptation was staged (Gorokhova 
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1967, 338). The three-act prose comedy Il Vero amico [The True Friend, 1750] was first adapted 

by an anonymous Russian author into a three-act prose comedy Deistvie liubvi [The Power of 

Love, 1783]. Pavel Titov adapted Il Vero amico into a Russian comedy, Istinnyi drug, 

podrazhanie Gol’doni (1795). This translation became popular with Russian audiences of the 

eighteenth century: it was staged in 1794 in Saint Petersburg and during the 1795-6 season it was 

performed six times (Gorokhova 1967, 344). Another three-act prose comedy, Un curioso 

accidente [A Curious Incident, 1760], was translated into Russian from a German adaptation by a 

prominent playwright, Mikhail Matinskii, in 1779 under the title Poskorei poka ne provedali, ili 

Strannyi sluchai [Hurry, Before They Find Out, or A Curious Incident]. It was published in 1796 

without identifying either the author or the translator of the play, and was staged before the 

publication. From 1795 to 1800, this comedy was performed ten times in Saint Petersburg 

theaters. According to Raisa Gorokhova, this translation strongly deviates from the original, 

which, however, could be attributed to the German intermediary source (Gorokhova 1967, 333-

5). Gorokhova writes that the tone of Nikolai Karamzin’s 1791 review of Goldoni’s Memoirs 

(1787) in the Moscow Journal (in Russian: Moskovskii zhurnal) reveals that Goldoni was widely 

known to the Russian public both in Italian and in French. For example, Goldoni’s comedies 

were in Andrei Turgenev’s family library (Gorokhova 1967, 347-8). Since we can be sure that 
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Goldoni was relevant to the Russian theater, we compared his comedies with the Russian 

tradition.  

 
Figure 3-53. The mean values of the features in Shakespeare’s comedies. 

 

On average, Shakespeare had the highest number of dramatic characters, the highest 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters, the highest mobility, and the highest percentage 

of discontinuous scenes.191 He also had the highest percentage of non-dialogues, mainly 

due to monologues: Shakespeare had the highest percentage of monologues. 192 One could 

speculate that this high number of monologues stems from Shakespeare’s blurring the 

boundaries between comedy and tragedy. Based on features mainly describing speakers, 

Shakespeare did not  exceed the averages for the Russian, French, and Italian comedies.193 

                                                      

191 
The mean number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s five-act verse comedies (25.83) was the 

highest observed in our material (French, Russian, and Goldoni). The mean coefficient of unused dramatic 
characters was the highest observed (40.99%). The second highest coefficient of unused dramatic characters 
(Goldoni with 17.28) did not come even close to Shakespeare. Many dramatic characters appeared on stage 
but did not speak. The mean mobility coefficient (78) in Shakespeare’s comedies was the highest in our 
material. The mean percentage of discontinuous scenes in Shakespeare’s comedies (19.35%) was the highest 
in our material. 

192
 The mean percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s comedies was the highest observed 

(61.76%). The mean percentage of monologues was also the highest in our material (23.56%). 
193

 The mean percentage of polylogues in Shakespeare’s comedies (37.85%) was slightly higher than that in 
the French Period Three (37.69) and lower than that in the Russian tentative Periods One (38.11%) and Two 
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The highest number of speakers in Shakespeare’s comedy was the same as in the 

eighteenth-century French comedy. The French nineteenth- and Russian eighteenth- and 

nineteenth-century comedy has a higher maximum number of speakers in a scene.194 

Shakespeare’s comedies also had scenes with no speakers. 

Next, we examined our data on Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies. First, we compared them 

with the contemporaneous French comedies. Since no Russian five-act verse comedies were 

written during the time when Goldoni was active, we compared his comedies with the Russian 

comedies of the tentative Period One. 

 

Figure 3-54. The mean values of the features in Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies. 

 

                                                      

(39.68%). The speaking characters’ standard range (sigma) in Shakespeare’s comedies (1.33) was the same as the 
speaking characters’ standard range in the French Period Three. It was lower than in the Russian tentative Periods 
One (1.48) and Two (1.54).  

194
 The maximum number of speaking dramatic characters was 11, which was the same as the maximum 

number of speakers in the French comedy of Period Two (first part). In the French Period Two (second half), the 
maximum number of speakers was lower (10). In the French Periods One and Three, the maximum number of 
speakers was higher (12 and 16 respectively). In the Russian tentative Periods One and Two, the maximum number 
of speakers was also higher (12 and 13).In Shakespeare’s comedies, only 1.36% of scenes had over six speakers (cf. 
2.08% in the French Period One and 4.77% in the tentative Russian Period One). 
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Figure 3-55. The mean values of the features in the French five-act verse comedies (1751 to 
1759). 

  

As compared to the contemporaneous French comedies, Goldoni’s five-act verse 

comedies had only slightly higher averages based on almost all formal features.195 Noteworthy 

is that Goldoni’s comedies had a much higher mobility and many more discontinuous scenes 

than the contemporaneous French comedies.196 The highest number of speakers in Goldoni’s 

comedies was lower than in the contemporaneous French. 197 Goldoni had a comedy with a 

scene without any speakers, whereas the contemporaneous French comedies did not. 

                                                      

195 
In Goldoni vs. contemporaneous French five-act verse comedies: the mean number of dramatic 

characters (11.88 vs. 11 in French comedies); the percentage of non-dialogues (58.64% vs. 54.96%); the 
percentage of polylogues (38.74% vs. 35.71%); the percentage of monologues (19.65% vs. 19.25%), which 
was only slightly higher in Goldoni; the coefficient of unused dramatic characters (17.28 vs. 12.69). Goldoni’s 
comedies had lower mean values of the standard range of the number of speaking characters (1.21 in Goldoni 
vs. 1.23 in the French comedies), which was still very close. 

196
 Goldoni vs. contemporaneous French five-act verse comedies: the mobility coefficient (62.25 vs. 

43.80); the percentage of discontinuous scenes (9.80% vs. 3.34%). 
197

 The maximum number of speakers in Goldoni’s five-act comedies was nine, whereas, in the French five-
act verse comedies of that time, it was 11. At the same time, 1.03% of scenes in Goldoni’s comedies had over six 
speakers, whereas in the French comedies (1751-1759), only 0.96% of scenes had above six speakers. 
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 On average, Goldoni had more dramatic characters, a slightly higher mobility, more 

polylogues, and more discontinuous scenes than the eighteenth-century Russian high comedy.198 

It appears that the continuity between scenes, i.e., having at least one dramatic character from a 

preceding scene remain for the next scene, is distinctive feature of the French comedy that was 

borrowed into Russian high comedy. In comparison, the Russian eighteenth-century comedy had 

more slightly more monologues, higher standard range, and dramatic characters unused in 

dialogues.199 Additionally, the Russian eighteenth-century high comedy had a higher maximum 

number of speaking characters.200 The only formal feature in which Goldoni barely exceeded 

Shakespeare was the percentage of polylogues.201 

 

Subsection c. Principal Component Analysis 
 

Finally, we wanted to further examine our data by creating a scatterplot. In order to 

project our eight features to two dimensions, we used a dimensionality reduction technique 

called Principal Component Analysis (PCA). This technique allows to reduce the number of 

                                                      

198 
Goldoni’s vs. eighteenth-century Russian high comedy: the mean number of dramatic characters (11.88 

vs. 11.50 in Russian); the mobility coefficient (62.25 vs. 53.17); the percentage of polylogues (38.74% vs. 38.11%), 
which was only slightly higher; the percentage of discontinuous scenes (9.8% vs. 6.05%);  

199
 The eighteenth-century Russian vs. Goldoni’s  high comedy: the percentage of non-dialogues (58.64% vs. 

59.94%); the percentage of monologues (19.65% vs. 21.84%); the coefficient of unused dramatic characters (17.28 
vs. 19.04);the standard range (1.48 vs. 1.21) 

200
 The maximum number of speakers in Goldoni’s comedies was nine, whereas in the Russian comedies of 

the tentative Period One, it was twelve. In the Russian comedies, 4.77% of the scenes had over six speakers, 
whereas in Goldoni’s comedies, the percentage was much lower – 1.03%. 

201 The percentage of polylogues in Goldoni was 38.74% vs. 37.85% in Shakespeare. 
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dimensions while preserving the largest amount of variance in the dataset.202 First, we made 

sure all the data was on the same scale by turning each data point into a z-score (using sklearn’s 

StandardScaler) and projected our data into two dimensions (two principal components) that we 

can visualize. There is no one-to-one correspondence between the original features and pca 

components. The best way to investigate the associations between the components and the 

features is to examine each component’s correlations with the original features. 

 

Figure 3-56. Correlations of the first principal component with the features. 

 

Examination of the correlations revealed that the first principal component mainly characterized 

such features as the number of dramatic characters, the coefficient of unused dramatic characters, 

the mobility coefficient, and, to a lesser extent, the standard range and the percentage of non-

dialogues. For the most part, this principal component captured information about dramatic 

characters, their movement, and non-utilization in dialogue. 

                                                      

202 
To read more about PCA, refer to Géron Aurélen. “Dimensionality Reduction. PCA.” In Hands-On 

Machine Learning with Scikit-Learn & TensorFlow, 213-223. Bejing, Boston, Farnham, Sebastopol, Tokyo: 
O’Reily, 2017. 
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Figure 3-57. Correlations of the second principal component with the features. 

 

The second principal component had a positive association with the percentage of polylogues, 

non-dialogues and the standard range whereas it had a negative association with the percentage 

of monologues and the mobility coefficient. This principal component captured mainly the 

information about dramatic characters’ speech. 

Finally, we created a scatterplot of the two principal components for all the five-act verse 

comedies in our corpora.  
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Figure 3-58. The scatterplot of the two principal components of the Russian, French, 

Shakespeare’s and Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies. 

 
From the visualization of the two principal components, it became evident that 

Shakespeare’s comedies formed a separate cluster from the French tradition, mainly based on the 

first principal component that described dramatic characters, their mobility, and non-utilization in 

dialogue. Based on the second principal component characterizing dramatic characters’ speech, 

Shakespeare’s comedies were far removed from the French comedies. The Russian five-act verse 

comedies mostly fit within the French cluster with a few notable exceptions: Vasilii 

Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), the anonymous V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813), Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye 

vstrechi  (1818), and Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849). The last two comedies appeared 



 

 
213

within with “Shakespearean” cluster. According to Gali Ermakova-Bitner, Iabeda had certain 

features that distinguished it from a typical Neoclassical comedy: love intrigue was not as 

important as the corruption of the Russian court system and there was no protagonist (Ermakova-

Bitner 21-22). On a structural level, we discovered, the comedy maintained a distance from the 

French tradition. Goldoni’s comedies, for the most part, fit within the French tradition. Only two 

comedies maintain a distance: I morbinosi (1759) in the Venetian dialect and Il cavaliere di 

spirito (1757). The only French comedy within the “Shakespearean” cluster was  Étienne 

Gosse’s Les Jésuites, ou les autres Tartuffes (1827). This comedy had both the highest number of 

dramatic characters and the highest mobility coefficient for its period. Shakespeare’s two earlier 

comedies, The Two Gentlemen of Verona (1593) and The Comedy of Errors (1592) were the 

closest to the French cluster. 

 

Subsection d. Open-Form Scores 

 Lastly, we generated open-form scores that measured how experimental a particular 

tradition’s style was during a specified decade. The process of open-form generation is described 

in detail in Chapter 2, Section 4.203 The only notable difference was that to make sure the scores 

were on the same scale and were comparable, we used the mean and the standard of the French 

corpus for all traditions. We traced and compared the evolution of these traditions. 

                                                      

203
 Although some of the features are strongly negatively correlated in the Russian corpus, the correlation 

coefficient between the percentage of monologues and polylogues is - 0.85, the overall dimensionality is small, and 
correlation did not rise to a level (- 0.9 or below) where we considered it necessary or appropriate to remove any of 
them or perform any other reduction. 
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Figure 3-59. The evolution of the open-form scores by tradition and decade. 

 

Our examination of the visualization of the open-form scores’ evolution revealed that 

Shakespeare’s five-act verse comedies were the most experimental in the examined material. His 

five-act verse comedies of the 1600s were more experimental (open-form score = 1.59) than his 

comedies of the 1590s (open-form score = 1.03). The only comedy written in 1611, The Tempest 

had a more closed form (open-form score = 0.59). Goldoni’s comedies were more open than 

French comedies of the 1750s (open-form score for Goldoni = 0.25, French = - 0.05). The 

evolution of the open-form scores of the Russian five-act verse comedy revealed peculiar trends: 

• In the 1770s, it was less experimental (open-form score = - 0.88) than the French 

comedies of the same decade (open-form score = - 0.57). The score was almost as low as 
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the French comedy of the 1620s (Pierre Corneille’s Mélite with the open-form score = -

1.01). 

• In the 1780s, the Russian comedies had a slightly higher open-form score than the 

contemporaneous French comedies. 

• In the 1770s and 1780s, the Russian comedies had a lower open-form score than Goldoni. 

The situation reversed in the 1790s, when the Russian comedies had a higher open-form 

score than Goldoni. 

• In the 1790s, the Russian comedies had a much higher open-form score (0.78) than the 

contemporaneous French comedies (0.08). 

• In the 1800s, the Russian comedies had a very similar open-form score (0.01) to the 

French (0.08). 

• In the 1810s, the Russian comedies again had a much higher open-form score (0.85) than 

the contemporaneous French comedies (0.14). 

• In the 1820s, the Russian comedies were even more closed (- 0.09) than the French 

(0.07). 

• In the 1840s, the Russian comedies were more open (0.66) than the French (0.25). 

• Goldoni’s comedies had a higher open-form score than the French comedies of the 1750s. 

Goldoni had a lower open-form score than Shakespeare from any decade. 

To sum up, through the comparison of the Russian five-act verse comedies with the French, 

Shakespeare’s and Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies we discovered: 

1. The Russian eighteenth-century comedies had slightly higher average for most of the 

features than the contemporaneous French, including the number of dramatic 
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characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range, the percentage of non-

dialogues, polylogues, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. The Russian 

high comedies on average had slightly fewer monologues and discontinuous scenes. 

The Russian eighteenth-century high comedy had a higher maximum number of 

speakers than the contemporaneous French, whereas the French seventeenth-century 

high comedy had the same maximum number of speakers as the eighteenth-century 

Russian high comedy. 

3. We discovered that all of the examined features were higher on average in the Russian 

nineteenth-century comedies than in the contemporaneous French, including the 

number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient;  standard range, the percentage of 

non-dialogues, polylogues. The Russian nineteenth-century comedy had a higher 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters. In the nineteenth century, unlike in the 

eighteenth, the Russian high comedy also had a higher average percentage of 

monologues and discontinuous scenes. The Russian nineteenth-century high comedy 

had a lower maximum number of speakers than the contemporaneous French. 

4. When we compared the Russian eighteenth-century five-act verse comedies with the 

French high comedies from Period One (1629 to 1695), we discovered that the older 

French comedies had higher average values of some features, including the number of 

dramatic characters, the percentage of polylogues, and discontinuous scenes. 

5. As compared to the contemporaneous French comedies, Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies 

had only slightly higher averages based on almost all formal features.  They were more 

experimental than the contemporaneous French comedies. Goldoni’s comedies were close in 
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style to the French comedies of the 1660s and 1840s. Our analysis and visualization 

revealed that Goldoni, for the most part, fit within the continental comic tradition. 

6. On average, Goldoni had more dramatic characters, a slightly higher mobility, more 

polylogues, and more discontinuous scenes than the eighteenth-century Russian high 

comedy. In comparison, the Russian eighteenth-century comedy had more slightly more 

monologues,  higher standard range, and dramatic characters unused in dialogues than 

Goldoni. 

7. In general, the Russian high comedy resembled either the contemporaneous or the 

seventeenth-century French high comedy. The slightly higher averages resulted from a few 

Russian comedies that were either original or inspired by a different tradition. 

8. Our analysis and visualizations showed that most of the Russian five-act verse 

comedies fit within the French-Italian tradition. As David Welsh puts it, “The 

playwrights’ admiration for the French theatre cannot be overestimated” (Welsh 1966, 

7). 

9. Only few Russian five-act comedies lay outside of the French tradition. These 

comedies included Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), the anonymous V sem′e ne bez 

uroda (1813), Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Petr 

Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849). On the features characterizing dramatic 

characters, their movement, and non-utilization in dialogue Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), 

and Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) were close to Shakespeare’s comedies. 

10. Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) had the highest mobility among Russian verse 

comedies. It exceeded even the maximum for Shakespeare’s comedies (Cymbeline).   
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11. V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813), Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) 

hardly received any attention in the histories of Russian comedies. Our discovery of 

their structural originality prompts further study and analysis. These comedies could 

explain why the 1790s, 1810s, and 1840s were more experimental than the Russian 

comedies from other decades. Chudnye vstrechi  and Zhiteiskaia shkola are also not 

currently available in the electronic libraries: it would be worthwhile to make their 

digital copies accessible to a larger audience. Zhiteiskaia shkola is not only structurally 

unique but is also an engaging read: a groom marries a wealthy coquette and assumes 

control over her estate and wealth to her dismay but with a noble goal: he will establish 

her on the way to a more sustainable financial management and a proper marriage. 

Once he makes sure she is established on this new reformed path, he will return control 

of the estate over to her.  

12. The originality of these comedies required further investigation. Why did these 

comedies differ from the rest of the Russian five-act comedies in verse? Did their 

authors emulate any models? Did they address any pertinent issues at the time? All 

these questions remain unanswered. 

13. Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), which is presumably influenced by Molière (Welsh 

1966, 101-2) is much more experimental on a structural level.  Iabeda has more 

dramatic characters, has a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, has more 

speakers in a scene, has many more scenes with polylogues, and is more mobile than 

an average Molière comedy. 

14. Iakov Kniazhnin’s anti-Gallomania comedy Chudaki (1790) has more dramatic characters 

and a much higher mobility than an average French five-act comedy of the time. Both 
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Kniazhnin’s Chudaki and Khvastun (1785), which were presumably influenced by 

Destouches’ L’Homme singulier (1764) (Welsh 1966, 100) had many more dramatic 

characters, a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and higher mobility. 

15. Based on the features characterizing dramatic characters, their movement, and non-

utilization in dialogue, the French, the Italian (as represented by Goldoni), and most of 

the Russian five-act traditions were very dissimilar from Shakespeare.  

16. Such features as the number of dramatic characters, their mobility, and the coefficient 

of unused dramatic characters most likely differentiated the continental, French-Italian 

tradition, which served as a model for most Russians, from the English tradition.  

17. On average, Shakespeare had the highest number of dramatic characters, highest 

number of dramatic characters unused in dialogue, highest mobility, and percentage of 

discontinuous scenes. He also had the highest percentage of non-dialogues, mainly due 

to monologues: Shakespeare had the highest percentage of monologues. 204 

18. What distinguished Shakespeare from the continental tradition is a high number of 

dramatic characters, a high coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and high 

mobility.  

19. Shakespeare’s comedies from the 1600s have the highest degree of openness out of all 

examined traditions. Shakespeare’s comedies of the 1590s and 1610s are still more 

experimental than comedies of other traditions. 

20. Based on features describing dramatic characters’ speech Shakespeare is far less 

“distant” from the continental tradition. These features revealed more similarities 

                                                      

204
 The mean percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s comedies was the highest observed 

(61.76%). The mean percentage of monologues was also the highest in our material (23.56%). 
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between the continental and the English comic tradition - they appear to reflect a 

shared European taste. 

21. The evolution curve of the French five-act comedies in verse has a wave-like shape 

with alternating open and closed forms. 

22. The periods of most openness in the French comedy included: 

• The Molièrean period (1650 to 1680), which is very far from the openness of 

Shakespeare; 

• The late Romantic period (1830 - 1840), the first half of which (the 1830s), almost 

approaches Shakespeare’s openness of the 1590s and exceeds the openness of the 

Molièrean period. Openness in the second half (the 1840s) does not reach the Molièrean 

period’s openness and is below that of contemporaneous Russian comedies. 

• The 1750s - 1760s revealed an increase in openness. The reasons underlying this 

increase require further investigation. 

23. The evolution of the high comedy did not have a wave-shaped curve: since the 1790s, the 

open and closed forms co-existed (the apparent alternation of the open and closed forms 

between decades on the graph is simply the result of grouping by decades. In reality, if we 

were to examine each comedy, we would find both closed and open forms co-existing). 

24. The French tradition could have been influential for the Russian five-act comedies in verse 

from the 1770s, 1780s, 1800s, and 1820s. During the 1790s, 1810s, and 1840s, the Russian 

five-act comedies in verse tended to be more experimental. This high degree of openness 

could reflect their originality or be a sign that another tradition influenced them. For 

example, the Russian five-act verse comedy had a higher number of dramatic characters 
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than French in the eighteenth and nineteenth century. If we compare it with the Trilcke et al. 

information about German comedy, we will discover that the German eighteenth-century 

comedy tended to have even lower number of dramatic characters than the French and 

Russian. However, in the nineteenth century, the German comedy tended to have a much 

higher number of dramatic characters than the French and the Russian. The German tragedy 

had an even higher number of dramatic characters, possibly influenced by Shakespeare’s 

style.205 

25. In the Russian five-act comedies of the 1810s, two styles, Romantic and a hybrid between 

Romantic and Neoclassical, coexisted. Some comedies (the anonymous V sem′e ne bez 

uroda (1813) and Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Urok koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815)) were 

closer to the Romantic tradition. 206 Others like Aleksandr Sobolev’s Tri zhenikha ili liubov′ 

nyneshnego sveta (1817), Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Aleksandr 

Shakhovskoi’s Pustodumy (1819) were hybrid as they combined Romantic and Neoclassical 

features.207 Pustodumy was politically conservative (Gozenpud 1990, 39), but it had certain 

stylistic characteristics of an open style: many polylogues and few monologues. 

                                                      

205
 The median number of dramatic characters in the German comedy in the eighteenth century was 9 and 

16.5 in the nineteenth century. The nineteenth-century tragedy had the median number of dramatic characters of 
24.5 (Trilcke et al, 2015a). 

206
 V sem’’e ne bez uroda (1813) with 19 dramatic characters, sigma of 2.323, and the percentage of 

polylogues of 44.44%, and the percentage of monologues of 20% above the mean for the Russian five-act verse 
comedies except for the percentage of monologues, for which being below the mean would be considered more 
open). The only feature based on which it was below the mean was the mobility coefficient of 45. Aleksandr 
Shakhovskoi’s Urok koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815) with the mobility coefficient of 60, sigma of 1.726, and the 
percentage of polylogues of 43.33% was above the mean. The only open-form feature based on which it was below 
the mean was the number of dramatic characters of 13).  

207
 Aleksandr Sobolev’s Tri zhenikha ili liubov’ nyneshnego sveta (1817) was above the mean for the Russian 

five-act comedies based on such open-form features as sigma (1.693) and the percentage of polylogues (58.7%). The 
comedy had a lower-than-average percentage of monologues (13.04%). However, it was below the mean based on 
the number of dramatic characters (9) and the mobility coefficient (46). Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Pustodumy (1819) 
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26. Aleksandr Shakhovskoi, for whom Molière served as one of the models (Ivanov 2009, 15) 

wrote two five-act verse comedies Urok koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815) and Pustodumy 

(1819), in which the number of dramatic characters was close to Molière’s Le Tartuffe 

(1669).  

27. Pustodumy had few monologues, however, Molière gave us examples of comedies with no 

monologues (L’École des femmes) and very few monologues (Le Tartuffe). 

28. Mikahil Bilinkis maintained that Urok koketkam “had all the Neoclassical features” 

(Bilinkis, 1988, 46). However, as we have discovered, Urok koketkam, unlike Pustodumy, 

has a much higher mobility than Molière’s most mobile comedy L’Étourdi (1658) and also 

higher mobility than the contemporary French five-act comedy.  

29. Urok koketkam shares high mobility with Shakespeare. The comedy has a higher mobility 

than Shakespeare’s The Comedy of Errors (1592) and was close in mobility to Love’s 

Labor’s Lost (1595), and The Tempest (1611). It is known that Shakhovskoi valued 

Shakespeare’s “great gift” and the ability of his comedy “to capture the passions and the 

vices of the entire society” (Shakhovskoi cited in Ivanov 2009, 91). Shakhovskoi’s first 

encounter with Shakespeare’s plays took place during his visit to Paris in 1802-1803 

(Ivanov 2009, 126). Later, Shakhovskoi even adapted Shakespeare’s The Tempest  as a 

magical-romantic performance that was staged eleven times in 1821-1822. In his adaptation 

he removed some secondary dramatic characters, which reflected the dominant taste of the 

times (Ivanov 2009, 126-7). 

                                                      

was above the mean based on the percentage of polylogues (61.22%). It had a lower than average percentage of 
monologues (only 6.12%). However, the comedy was below the mean based on such open-form features as the 
number of dramatic characters (13), the mobility coefficient (49), and sigma (1.22).) Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye 
vstrechi  (1818), with the number of dramatic characters of 24 and the mobility coefficient of 84, was above the 
mean for the Russian five-act verse comedies. However, based on the sigma of 1.43, the percentage of polylogues of 
34.52% was below the mean. It also had a higher-than-average percentage of monologues of 27.38%.) 
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30. In the Russian five-act comedies of the 1840s, two styles, Romantic and Neoclassical, 

coexisted: Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) was predominantly Romantic in style, 

whereas Rafail Zotov’s Novaia shkola muzhei (1842) was more Neoclassical.208 

Excursus: William Shakespeare’s Comedies and Tragedies209 

The data we collected on Shakespeare’s comedies could be used to compare with 

Iarkho’s data on Shakespeare’s tragedies. Iarkho studied ten Shakespeare’s five-act tragedies that 

included Titus Andronicus (1592), Romeo and Juliet (1597), Julius Caesar (1599), Troilus and 

Cressida (1602), Hamlet (1603),  Othello (1604), Timon of Athens (1606), Macbeth (1606), King 

Lear (1606), Coriolanus (1608).210 We examined Shakespeare’s twelve five-act comedies in 

verse and 211 compared them with his tragedies based on speech distribution as well as the mean 

values of the following features: the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient,  the 

standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma), the percentage of non-dialogues,  

the percentage of polylogues, and the percentage of monologues. We subdivided 

Shakespeare’s plays into two periods, presumably “Renaissance” and “Baroque”: before 

1600 (1592–1599) and starting with 1600 (1600–1610).  

                                                      

208
 Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) with the number of dramatic characters of 21, the mobility 

coefficient of 111, and the percentage of polylogues of 42.34% was above the mean for the Russian five-act verse 
comedy. Based on sigma of 1.481, it was slightly lower than average. It also had a slightly higher than average 
percentage of monologues (22.52%). Rafail Zotov’s Novaia shkola muzhei (1842) was below the mean based on the 
number of dramatic characters (9), the mobility coefficient (52), sigma (0.81), and the percentage of polylogues 
(26.92%). However, it was also below the mean based on the percentage of monologues (15.38%) 

209
 For visualizations of the evolution see Appendix H. For speech distribution, see Appendix F. 

210
 For data on tragedies, we used table VIII (Iarkho 2006c, 571). 

211
 Some comedies included prose fragments, and since the features we studied did not involve versification, 

we did not exclude such plays from our corpus. 
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Figure 3-60. The number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s comedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-61. The number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s tragedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-62. The mobility coefficient in Shakespeare’s comedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-63.The mobility coefficient in Shakespeare’s tragedies by periods. 

 



 

 
225

 

Figure 3-64. The percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s comedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-65. The percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s tragedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-66. The percentage of polylogues in Shakespeare’s comedies by periods. 

 

Figure 3-67. The percentage of polylogues in Shakespeare’s tragedies by periods. 
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Figure 3-68. The percentage of monologues in Shakespeare’s comedies by periods. 

 

 

Figure 3-69. The percentage of monologues in Shakespeare’s tragedies by periods. 

 

We discovered that: 

• The number of dramatic characters was higher in Shakespeare’s tragedy than in comedy in 

both periods. 212 The number was gradually increasing in both genres. 213 

• The mobility coefficient was another feature that differentiated Shakespeare from the 

continental tradition. Shakespeare’s tragedies had a higher mobility in both periods. 

Mobility was increasing in both genres.214 

                                                      

212
 In comedy, the mean number of dramatic characters increased from 23.17 to 28.50. In tragedy, from 38.67 

to 44.71. The standard deviation also increased from 4.54 to 864 in comedy and from 12.01 to 16.41 in tragedy. The 
maximum number of dramatic characters grew in both genres: from 28 to 42 in comedy, from 51 to 68 in tragedy. 

213
 For the visualization of the number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s plays by year and genre, see 

figure H.1. in Appendix H. 
214

 The mobility coefficient increased in his comedies and tragedies. In comedies, from 70 to 86, in tragedies 
from 83.67 to 101.43. The standard deviation increased from 11.78 to 17.89 in comedies but decreased in tragedies 
from 18.18 to 12. 07.  



 

 
227

• The percentage of non-dialogues was higher in Shakespeare’s comedies than in his 

tragedies. It decreased over time in both genres.215 

• The percentage of polylogues was generally higher in Shakespeare’s tragedies than in his 

comedies in both periods. Over time, the percentage of polylogues decreased in both 

genres.216  

• The percentage of monologues was higher in Shakespeare’s comedies in both periods. 

From Period One to Two, Shakespeare’s comedies started to have more monologues, 

whereas his tragedies began to have fewer monologues.217 The percentage of monologues, 

according to Iarkho, was also higher in Pierre Corneille’s comedies than in his tragedies. 

However, over time, the percentage of monologues decreased in both genres (Iarkho 2006a, 

445). 

• The standard range of the speaking characters was slightly higher in Shakespeare’s 

comedies than in his tragedies. In comedies, it decreased over time, whereas in tragedies, 

it  grew slightly.218 

                                                      

215 
The percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s comedies before 1600 was 61.95%. After 1600, it 

decreased to 61.57%; the percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s tragedies before 1600 was 60.67%. 
After 1600, it decreased to 58.43%. The standard deviation also decreased from 8.42% to 7.39% in comedies 
and even more drastically in tragedies (from 12.06% to 4.61%). The percentage of non-dialogues was larger in 
comedies in both periods.  

216
 The percentage of polylogues in Shakespeare’s comedies before 1600 was 39.41%. After 1600, it 

decreased to 36.28%. In his tragedies before 1600, it was 40%. Afterward, it decreased to 39.71%. The 
standard deviation also decreased dramatically in both genres: from 13.56% to 4.27% in comedies and 11.53% 
to 6.78% in tragedies. The percentage of polylogues was generally higher in Shakespeare’s tragedies than in 
his comedies in both periods.  

217
 The average percentage of monologues decreased over time (in tragedies from 20.67% to 18.57%, in 

comedies, from 22.54% to 24.58%). The standard deviation decreased from 8.42% to 6.05% n comedies, 
whereas in tragedies, it almost doubled from 2.52% to 5.77%. 

218
 The standard range in Shakespeare’s comedies before 1600 was 1.49, after it was 1.3. The standard range 

in Shakespeare’s tragedies before 1600 was 1.21, after it was 1.25. 
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• Shakespeare’s “Baroque” comedies had a higher maximum number of speakers than his 

tragedies. Shakespeare’s “Renaissance” comedies had that the same maximum number of 

speakers as his tragedies.219 The French nineteenth-century and Russian eighteenth- and 

nineteenth-century high comedy had a higher maximum number of speakers than 

Shakespeare’s comedies or tragedies. 

 

To sum it up, only two out of the examined features (the number of dramatic characters and 

the mobility coefficient) evolved: they were gradually increasing in both genres. This trend 

was evident before and after 1600. Other features did not reveal such a gradual increase. 220  

Based on every feature, except for monologues, the percentage of non-dialogues affected by 

the percentage of monologues, and sigma, tragedy had higher values than comedy and was a 

more experimental genre in both periods. The tragedy had a much higher number of 

dramatic characters than comedy. According to Peer Trilcke et al., this was also true of the 

German tragedy (which, as we know was mainly prose): tragedy had higher median number 

of dramatic characters in the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth century than comedy 

However, neither in German comedy nor tragedy did the number of dramatic characters 

come near the number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare (Trilcke et al., 2015a). Pierre 

Corneille’s Neoclassical tragedies also had more dramatic characters than his comedies.221  

                                                      

219
 The maximum number of speakers in comedies and tragedies before 1600 was 10, in comedies after 1600 

it was 11, whereas in tragedies it remained 10.  
220

 See visualizations of the structural features in Shakespeare’s plays by year and genre in Appendix H. 
221

 The mean number of dramatic characters in Pierre Corneille’s tragedies was 12.71, whereas his tragedies 
had the average of 10.35. In Corneille’s comedies, the number of dramatic characters ranged from 7 to 14, whereas 
in his tragedies, it ranged from 10 to 20 (data calculated based on Iarkho’s table III, see Iarkho 2006a, 422). 
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It was instructive to learn that Aleksandr Pushkin’s Boris Godunov (1825), in part 

inspired by Shakespeare, like Shakespeare’s plays, did not follow the unity of time and 

place, was written in blank verse, and merged the tragic with comic (Karpov 1988, 91-2, 

103-4; Fomichev 1982, 266). It has far more dramatic characters than Shakespeare’s 

comedies and tragedies.222 The vast majority of these dramatic characters, according to 

Sergei Fomichev, appeared only in one scene (Fomichev 1982, 271). Shakespeare’s comedy 

has a much lower mobility coefficient than his tragedy. This is in complete opposition to 

Pierre Corneille, whose comedies are much more mobile than his tragedies (Iarkho 2006a, 

428). Finally, the higher percentage of monologues in Shakespeare’s comedies vs. tragedies 

requires further investigation. 

 

Section 7. Comparison of the Four-Act with the Five-Act Verse Comedies. Gore ot Uma’s 

Place in the Context of These Traditions 

Subsection a. Formal Features Comparison 

As an additional goal, our research aimed to identify the Russian four-act verse comedy’s 

status: was it an innovative derivative of the five-act verse comedy? We will use the same formal 

features: the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range of the 

speaking characters (sigma), the percentage of non-dialogues, the percentage of polylogues, the 

percentage of monologues, the coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and the percentage of 

discontinuous scenes. To account for a different number of acts (4 vs. 5), we multiplied the 

mobility coefficient, which directly depends on the number of acts, by 5/4 and rounded the result 

                                                      

222
 Pushkin’s Boris Godunov (1825) had 79 dramatic characters (Fischer et al 2019b),)whereas the highest 

number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s comedies was 42 and tragedies was 68. 
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to the nearest integer. Since the four-act verse comedies were only written in the tentative Period 

Two in Russia and Period Three in France, we only used these periods for comparison. 

Additionally, we compared the values with August von Kotzebue’s only four-act verse 

comedy Der Russe in Deutschland (1806), Shakespeare, and Goldoni. Finally, we ran the 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and visualized the two resulting principal components. 

 

Figure 3-70. The number of dramatic characters by source. 
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Figure 3-71. The mobility coefficient by source. 

 

Figure 3-72. The standard range by source. 
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Figure 3-73. The percentage of non-dialogues by source. 

 

Figure 3-74. The percentage of polylogues by source. 
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Figure 3-75. The percentage of monologues by year and source. 

 

Figure 3-76. The coefficient of unused dramatic characters by source. 
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Figure 3-77. The percentage of discontinuous scenes by source. 

 

Based upon our analysis of the feature’s mean values, we came to the following conclusions: 

• The Russian four-act verse comedies had more dramatic characters, a higher coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters, a much higher mobility, higher standard range of the speaking 

characters, higher percentage non-dialogues, and a higher percentage of monologues.223 The 

Russian four-act verse comedies had only a slightly lower mean number of dramatic 

characters than Shakespeare’s comedies. 

• The Russian four-act verse comedies had a lower percentage of polylogues than the Russian 

five-act verse comedies and discontinuous scenes than the Russian five-act verse 

                                                      

223
 The Russian four-act verse comedies vs. five-act verse comedies: the mean number of dramatic characters: 

22.60 vs. 14.70; the mean coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 32.53 vs. 21.40; the mean mobility coefficient 
71 vs. 61.60; standard range of the number of speaking characters :1.60 vs. 1.54; the mean percentage of non-
dialogues: 61.69% vs. 60.64%; the mean percentage of monologues: 25.01% vs. 65%.  



 

 
235

comedies.224The French four-act comedies also had a higher average number of dramatic 

characters, a higher standard range of speaking characters, a slightly higher percentage of 

monologues, and discontinuous scenes.225 

• Except for the percentage of discontinuous scenes, the Russian four-act comedies had higher 

mean feature values than the French four-act comedies. 

• The French four-act verse comedies had a lower mobility, percentage of non-dialogues, and 

polylogues, a lower coefficient of unused dramatic characters.226 

• Based on the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, and the coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters, the Russian four-act verse comedy appeared to be closer to 

Shakespeare than the Russian five-act verse comedy. 

• The Russian four-act verse comedy had more monologues than Shakespeare’s comedy. 

• Based almost on all features, Goldoni’s comedies were closer to the Russian and French five-

act comedies than they were to the four-act verse comedies. 

• The Russian four-act verse comedies appeared to be more experimental than the 

contemporaneous Russian five-act verse comedies. At the same time, the French four-act 

verse comedies seemed to be less experimental than the contemporaneous French five-act 

verse comedies. 

                                                      

224
 The Russian four-act verse comedies vs. five-act verse comedies: the mean percentage of polylogues: 

36.68% vs. 39.68%; the mean percentage of discontinuous scenes: 6.41% vs. 6.55%. 
225

 The French four-act verse comedies vs. five-act: the mean number of dramatic characters: 22.60 vs. 14.70; 
the standard range of the speaking characters: 1.45 vs. 1.33; the percentage of monologues: 20.84% vs. 20.35%; the 
percentage of discontinuous scenes: 6.46% vs. 5.83%. 

226
 The French four-act verse comedies vs. five-act: 46.33 vs. 54.31; the percentage of non-dialogues: 48.21% 

vs. 58.12%; the percentage of polylogues:27.37% vs. 37.69%; the coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 13 vs. 
13.74;  
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• Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma (1824) had a higher number of dramatic characters than 

the average of any tradition. Out of the examined sources, only Shakespeare had tragedies 

and one comedy with a higher number of dramatic characters. The comedy also had the 

second-highest mobility, surpassed only by Petr Grigor′ev’s five-act verse comedy 

Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849). Gore ot Uma had a very high standard range, which was the same 

as in Casimir Delavigne’s five-act comedy La Princesse Aurélie (1828). It was the second 

highest in the Russian corpus, after Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794). Gore ot uma also had 

slightly higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters and more monologues than the 

mean for the Russian four-act comedies. In comparison, the comedy had fewer discontinuous 

scenes than the average for Russian four-act verse comedies. 

• Based on all formal features, Kotzebue’s four-act verse comedy was a typical Neoclassical 

comedy.227 It was an unlikely source of influence for Gore ot Uma.   

• Not all Russian four-act comedies had a high mobility coefficient: Fedor 

Kokoshkin’s Vospitanie, ili vot pridanoe (1824) had a very high mobility coefficient of 41. 

However, the four-act comedies written after Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot Uma had a 

high mobility coefficient ranging from 66 to 82. This could be a sign of Gore ot uma’s effect 

                                                      

227
 The number of dramatic characters in Kotzebue’s comedy (7) is at the lower spectrum of the 

contemporaneous French comedies. Kotzbue’s four-act comedy has a low mobility coefficient of 54. Kotzebue’s 
comedy with the standard range of 0.82 is at the very bottom of the French and Russian Neoclassical comedies. The 
percentage of non-dialogues in Kotzbue’s Der Russe in Deutschland (53.49%) corresponds to the Neoclassical taste. 
The percentage of polylogues in Kotzebue’s four-act comedy is 20.93%, placing it at the very bottom of the French 
and Russian Neoclassical comedies. The comedy had a high percentage of monologues (32.56%). The coefficient of 
unused dramatic characters in Kotzebue (6.59) occupies the lower spectrum of the Neoclassical comedies. He has 
very few discontinuous scenes  (2.33%). 
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on later four-act comedies. The comedy circulated in manuscript form and was very 

influential.  

 

Subsection b. Principal Component Analysis 

 To visually represent differences and similarities between traditions, we reduced the 

number of dimensions from eight to two by running Principal Component Analysis in the same 

way that we described in Section 6. Comparison of the Russian Five-Act Comedy in Verse with 

Other Traditions, but this time incorporating four-act comedies. The principal components’ 

associations remained stable: the first principal component captured information about dramatic 

characters, their movement, and non-utilization in dialogue, whereas the second principal 

component captured mainly the information about dramatic characters’ speech. 
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Figure 3-78. The scatterplot of the two principal components of the Russian and French four-and 
five-act verse comedies, Kotzebue’s four-act verse comedy, Shakespeare and  Goldoni’s five-act 
verse comedies. 

 
In the visualization of two principal components, we can see that the French four-act 

comedies fit within the French cluster. Kotzebue’s four-act comedy Der Russe in 

Deutschland (1806) appeared within the French cluster. This trend did not happen with the 

Russian four-act comedies: three out of five comedies (Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot 

uma (1824) and Mikhail Zagoskin Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) and Nedovol’nye (1835) appeared 

within the “Shakespearean” cluster. According to Abram Gozenpud, Aleksandr Shakhovskoi was 

a strong influence for Mikhail Zagoskin, while Aleksandr Griboedov was Zagoskin’s adversary 

(Gozenpud 1990, 49). However, it was instructive that Zagoskin’s two four-act plays on the 

structural level were much closer to Griboedov’s than to Shakhovskoi’s comedies. Zagoskin, like 
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Griboedov, was further away from the continental tradition and within the “Shakespearean” 

cluster. Another four-act comedy, Fedor Kokoshkin’s Vospitalie, ili vot pridanoe (1824) fit 

entirely within the continental five-act tradition. In contrast, Nikolai Krol’s Komediia iz 

sovremennoi zhizni (1849) found itself just outside the French cluster and very close to 

Shakespeare’s The Two Gentlemen of Verona. 

 

Subsection c. Open-Form Scores for Individual Playwrights 
 

Finally, we wanted to be able to place each playwright’s comedic style in the context of 

the history of the Russian comedy in verse, both in four and five acts. As was the case with the 

French comedians, we used the following features: the number of dramatic characters, the mean 

mobility coefficient, the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma), the mean 

percentage of polylogues, and the mean percentage of monologues.228  

                                                      

228
 For all authors and features, we calculated the z-score:  z= (Q̅- μ) / σ where Q̅ is the mean value of the feature 

for a playwright, μ is the mean of the feature and σ is the standard deviation of this feature. For the percentage of 
monologues, we reversed the sign, i.e., used - z-score since the lower value of the percentage of monologues indicated 
a more open form. For example, we calculated the z-score for the number of dramatic characters in Aleksandr 
Griboedov’s Gore ot uma in the following way: (42 - 17.0) / 8.89 ≈ 2.82, After we repeated this calculation for all 
features, we arrived at the following z-scores (2.67, 1.80, 1.91, - 0.47) and -z-score for the percentage of monologues 
of - 0.53, his open form score = (2.67, 1.80, 1.91, - 0.47- 0.53) / 5 ≈ 1.08. The open form scores can be positive and 
negative, where a high positive number indicates the most open form, whereas the high negative number indicates the 
least open form. Note that we used the mean feature values (μ) and standard deviation (σ) for the combined corpus of 
the Russian five and four-act comedies in verse. 
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Figure 3-79. Open-form scores for the Russian comedians. 

 
Aleksandr Griboedov (as represented by Gore ot uma) was the most experimental 

playwright in the history of the Russian five-act and four-act verse comedies.229 Gore ot uma 

had the highest number of dramatic characters, high mobility, and high standard range of the 

speaking characters. Based on our analysis and visualizations, the comedy was close to 

Shakespeare’s  comedies and was far removed from the French-Italian tradition. Thus, we 

conclude that it was predominantly a Romantic comedy. Vasilii Kapnist was in second place 

with an open form score of 0.93: his comedy Iabeda (1794) had the maximum sigma (2.77). 

Dmitrii Efim’ev’s open-form score was the lowest (-1.36). His comedy Prestupnik ot igry, ili 

                                                      

229
 His open-form score was 1.08. 
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Bratom prodannaia sestra (1788) had the highest percentage of monologues (42.31%), it had the 

minimum number of dramatic characters (8), and the minimum percentage of polylogues 

(15.38%). Authors with positive open-form scores and negative open-form scores co-existed 

during the tentative Period One (1775 to 1794) and the tentative Period Two (1795 to 1849). 

 

In this section, we arrived at the following conclusions: 

1. Based on all features, except the percentage of polylogues and the percentage of 

discontinuous scenes, the Russian four-act comedies had higher mean values than the 

Russian five-act comedies. 

2. The Russian four-act verse comedies is be more experimental than the contemporaneous 

Russian five-act verse comedies.  

3. Except for the percentage of discontinuous scenes, the Russian four-act comedies have 

higher mean feature values than the French four-act comedies.  

4. The Russian four-act comedy is more experimental than the contemporaneous French 

four-act comedy. It is unlikely that the French four-act tradition influenced the Russian 

four-act verse comedy. 

5. The French four-act verse comedies are less experimental than the contemporaneous 

French five-act verse comedies. 

6. The French four-act comedies fit well within the French five-act comic tradition. 

7. Based on the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, and the coefficient 

of unused dramatic characters, the Russian four-act verse comedy is closer to 

Shakespeare than the Russian five-act verse comedy.  
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8. Based on almost all features, Goldoni’s comedies are closer to the Russian and French 

five-act comedies than they were to the four-act verse comedies. 

9. Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma has the highest number of dramatic characters out of 

the Russian five-act and four-act verse comedies. A larger number of dramatic characters 

appears only in Shakespeare’s comedies and tragedies. Another feature Gore ot 

uma  shares with Shakespeare is high mobility: the comedy has the second-highest 

mobility. Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi stikhotvorets (1775), which according to Pavel Berkov 

was a “noticeable step towards Gore ot uma” (Berkov 1977, 168), was very different in 

this regard: it had the lowest number of dramatic characters and lowest mobility in the 

Russian high comedy tradition.  According to Petr Viazemskii, “by widening the stage, 

populating it with a plethora of dramatic characters Griboedov  widened the boundaries 

of art itself” (Gordin 1958, 97). Comedy was further widened by off-scene dramatic 

characters  (“wicked hags and old men” and young members of the “Famusov society”) 

(Stepanov 1982, 307). On the other hand, Gore ot uma also had a much higher coefficient 

of unused dramatic characters, which was also typical of Shakespeare. Shakhovskoi’s 

Urok Koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815) which was also considered a potential precursor 

to Gore ot uma that shared certain elements of composition and dramatic character 

portrayal (Stennik 1982b, 228), was much more closed in form: it had fewer dramatic 

characters, fewer speakers in scenes, and lower mobility. Zagoskin, who wrote four-act 

verse comedies after Griboedov, even further increased the coefficient of unused 

dramatic characters. Gore ot uma had the second-highest standard range of the number of 

speaking characters: it had scenes with many speakers. The only comedy that exceeded 

Gore ot uma based on this feature was Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), which, according 
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to Iurii Stennik, could be considered as “one of the closest antecedents of Griboedov’s 

immortal comedy  Gore ot uma” (Stennik 1982a, 162). 

10. Gore ot uma  has fewer discontinuous scenes than is the average for Russian four-act 

verse comedy. Like Shakespeare, it has a high percentage of monologues and a high 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters.  

11. Gore ot uma shares a number of formal features with Shakespeare: many dramatic 

characters, a high coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and high mobility. In the 

past, Iurii Borisov has mentioned that the question of continuity between these Russian 

comedians and Griboedov remains unanswered (Borisov 1978, 7). Based on these 

features, it fit with Shakespeare’s comedies and Gore ot uma is far removed from the 

French five and four-act comedies as well as those of Kniazhnin, Klushin, and 

Shakhovskoi, which fit within the French-Italian tradition. Our discoveries demonstrate 

that Gore ot uma is structurally different from the comedies written by these Russian 

authors. 

12. Based on the features characterizing dramatic characters, their movements, and non-

utilization in dialogue, three out of five Russian four-act comedies, Aleksandr 

Griboedov’s Gore ot uma (1824) and Mikhail Zagoskin’s Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) 

and Nedovol’nye (1835), are close to Shakespeare and far removed from the French 

tradition.  

13. Structurally, Gore ot uma is also completely different from another four-act comedy 

written in the same year, Fedor Kokoshkin’s Vospitalie, ili vot pridanoe (1824), which 

fits entirely within the continental five-act tradition. 
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14. Our observations in items 9-13 above, show that Aleksandr Griboedov (as represented 

by Gore ot uma) is the most experimental playwright in the history of the Russian five-

act and four-act verse comedies. 

15. Nikolai Krol’s four-act verse comedy Komediia iz sovremennoi zhizni (1849) is just 

outside the French tradition and very close to Shakespeare’s The Two Gentlemen of 

Verona. 

16. Compared to the Russian five-act verse comedy, the Russian four-act verse comedy was 

not as proximal to the French tradition. It tended to be more experimental than the 

Russian five-act verse comedy. The majority of the Russian four-act comedies were close 

to Shakespeare.  

17. Nikolai Piksanov claimed that Gore ot uma’s artistic form was far from the Romantic 

style (Piksanov 1987, 293). However, as we discovered, Griboedov’s comedy shared 

quite a few distinctive formal features with Shakespeare who was a model for the 

Romantics. 

18. Gore ot uma had more monologues than the contemporary Russian and French five and 

four-act comedies as well as Shakespeare’s comedies and even tragedies. Grigorii 

Vinokur claims that Chatskii’s lengthy monologues stem from his function as the 

transmitter of the authorial voice, whereas Famusov’s monologues express contradictory 

views. Famusov and Chatskii’s monologues often alternate, while the length of their 

monologues is the same (Vinokur 1959, 260), David Welsh notes that, “Chackij’s tirade 

against Moscow society is delivered while the other characters are “dancing or playing 

cards,” and Chackij does not stop to consider whether anyone is listening. It is a measure 

of the originality of Gore ot uma that Griboedov was able to take this conventional 
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device, which in the hands of less skilled playwrights does little more than hold up the 

action, and transform it by wit and poetry, while at the same time extracting the utmost 

effectiveness for characterization” (Welsh 1966, 91). 

19. Molière’s Le Misanthrope (1666) is considered to be one of the Western models for Gore 

ot uma. However, based on its formal characteristics, Gore ot uma is far from Le 

Misanthrope: Griboedov’s comedy has many more dramatic characters, more speakers in 

scenes, much higher mobility, and more monologues.230 One feature it shares with Le 

Misanthrope is a continuity of scenes: in many cases, at least one dramatic character re-

appears in the next scene. 

20. Based on all formal features, Kotzebue’s four-act verse comedy Der Russe in 

Deutschland (1806) was a typical Neoclassical comedy.231 It was an unlikely source of 

influence for Gore ot Uma.  

 

Section 8. Original Comedies and Their Translation or Imitations 
 
 An additional research question we wanted to explore in our analysis was the 

difference between the originals and their translations and adaptations. To accomplish this 

goal, we compared French comedies and their translations into Russian, French and Russian 

adaptations of Richard Brinsley Sheridan’s The School for Scandal (1777). Nikolai 

Khmel’nitskii, who was Aleksandr Pushkin’s favorite Russian comedian (Slonimskii 1936, 

                                                      

230
 Molière’s Le Misanthrope (1666) had 11 dramatic characters, mobility of 20, the standard range of 1.627, 

and the percentage of monologues of 0%. The percentage of discontinuous scenes is 5%. 
231

See footnote 227. 
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35-6) authored two of the Russian translations. We compared the following formal features: 

the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range of the 

number of speaking characters (sigma), the percentage of non-dialogues, the percentage of 

polylogues, the percentage of monologues, the coefficient of unused dramatic characters, 

and the percentage of discontinuous scenes. We computed cosine similarity to compare 

different comedies. 

 

Subsection a. French Original Comedies and Their Translations into Russian 
 
 First, we compared French original five-act verse comedies with their translations 

into Russian. 232 Nikolai Khmel′nitskii translated Molière’s L’École des femmes (1662) as 

Shkola zhenshchin (1819). 

 

Figure 3-80. Molière’s L’École des femmes’ and Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s Shkola zhenshchin’s 
feature values. 

 

                                                      

232
 This comparison was exploratory in nature; it was not meant to be an exhaustive examination of all 

Russian translations. 
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In his 1819 translation of Molière’s L’École des femmes, Nikolai Khmel′nitskii decreased the 

number of dramatic characters, the standard range of the speaking characters, the percentage of 

non-dialogues, the percentage of polylogues, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. 

At the same time, he increased the percentage of monologues and mobility. As compared to 

Molière’s L’École des femmes, Khmel′nitskii’s translation became more closed in form.233 Our 

next step was to measure how close the translation was to its original through cosine similarity 

that measures how similar two vectors are, where 1 is most similar and -1 is most dissimilar.234 

For convenience purposes, we will use sklearn’s cosine similarity function for our similarity 

calculations. The cosine similarity between Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s translation of 

                                                      

233
 Khmel′nitskii changed the number of dramatic characters who appear on stage from 9 to 7. He decreased: 

the standard range of the number of speaking characters from 1.08 to 0.80, the percentage of non-dialogues from 
59.46% to 58.54%, the percentage of polylogues from 27.03% to 21.95%, and the percentage of unused dramatic 
characters from 18.56% to 14.29%. He increased the mobility coefficient from 37 to 41, and the percentage of 
monologues from 32.43% to 36.59%. The percentage of discontinuous scenes remained 0%, i.e., there is at least one 
dramatic character remaining on stage from each preceding scene. 

234 
The formula for computing cosine similarity is: 
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For example, the feature vector for Shokla zhenshchin A=[ 7, 41 , 0.8 , 58.54, 21.95, 36.59, 14.29, 0]. 

For L’École des femmes, the feature vector B = [ 9 , 37, 1.08, 59.46, 27.03, 32.43, 18.56, 0]. To compute cosine 
similarity, we would take the following steps: 

• We would calculate the dot product of the two vectors: (7 x 9) + (41 x 37) + (0.8 x 1.08) + (58.54 x 59.46) 
+ (21.95 x 27.03) + (36.59 x 32.43) + (14.29 x 18.56) + (0 x 0) = 7106.797. 

• Then, we would calculate the magnitude of vector A by adding up the squared values of vector A, 72+412 + 
0.82 + 58.542 + 21.952 + 36.592 + 14.292 + 0272 + 412 + 0.82  + 58.542 + 21.952 + 36.592 + 14.292 + 02 = 7182.4063. 
We would take the square root of 7182.4063, which is 84.74907846106646. 

• We will do the same for vector B, 92 + 372 + 1.082 + 59.462 + 27.032 + 32.432 + 18.562 + 02 =7113.4574. 
We would take the square root of this number, which gives us 84.34131490556689. 

• To arrive at the denominator, we would multiply 84.74907846106646 by 84.34131490556689, which 
would give us 7147.848714441402. 

• Finally, we would divide 7106.797 by 7147.848714441402, which would be 0.9942567734598996. For 
more information about cosine similarity, see “The Cosine Similarity algorithm.” The Neo4j Graph Algorithms User 
Guide v.3.5. Accessed January 12, 2021. https://neo4j.com/docs/graph-algorithms/current/labs-
algorithms/cosine/#:~:text=Cosine%20similarity%20is%20the%20cosine,’%20lengths%20(or%20magnitudes). 
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Molière’s L’École des femmes with its original was 0.9943. Next, we compared Molière’s Le 

Tartuffe (1669) with his L’École des femmes (1662) and Khmel′nitskii’s translation Tartiuf 

(1828). 

 

Figure 3-81. Molière’s Le Tartuffe and Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s Tartiuf’s feature values. 

 

In his 1828 translation of Molière’s Le Tartuffe, Nikolai Khmel′nitskii increased the the 

mobility coefficient, the standard range, the percentage of non-dialogues, the percentage of 

monologues, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. He decreased the number of 

dramatic characters, and the percentage of polylogues.235 In his translation of Molière’s Le 

Tartuffe, Khmel′nitskii decreased the gap between the percentage of monologues and the 

percentage of polylogues as compared to Molière’s original (which could be a sign of the 

Russian Neoclassical taste), but still kept the gap much larger than in his translation of 

                                                      

235
 Khmel′nitskii increased the mobility coefficient from 31 to 34, increased the percentage of non-dialogues 

from 45.16% to 52.94%, the percentage of monologues from 3.23% to 11.76%, the percentage of unused dramatic 
characters from 17.70% to 24.41%. He decreased the number of dramatic characters who appear on stage from 14 to 
13 and slightly decreased the percentage of polylogues from 41.94% to 41.18%. The standard range of the speaking 
characters in translation (1.69) remained close to the standard range in the original (1.68). The percentage of 
discontinuous scenes remained 0%, i.e., there is at least one dramatic character remaining on stage from each 
preceding scene.  

 



 

 
249

Molière L’École des femmes. In the translation of both comedies, Khmel′nitskii increased the 

mobility coefficient, which could reflect the taste for higher mobility coefficient in the Russian 

and French traditions after 1795. In both cases, Molière had no discontinuous scenes: there 

would always be at least one dramatic character staying from the preceding scene. The cosine 

similarity of Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s translation of Molière’s Le Tartuffe was 0.9898, i.e., 

slightly more different from its original than this translation of L’École des femmes (cosine 

similarity = 0.9943). 

 The second author we examined was Nericault-Destouches with his comedy Le 

Philosophe marié (1727). Vasilii Karatygin translated this comedy as Zhenatyi filosof (1827). 

 

 

Figure 3-82. Le Philosophe marié’s and Zhenatyi filosof’s feature values. 

 

In his translation of Nericault-Destouches’s Le Philosophe marié, Vasilii Karatygin 

slightly increased the mobility coefficient, the percentage of polylogues and non-dialogues, and of 

monologues. At the same time, he reduced the standard range, the coefficient of unused dramatic 
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characters, and slightly decreased the percentage of discontinuous scenes.236 Vasilii 

Karatygin’s Zhenatyi filosof was very close to its original (the cosine similarity = 0.9992). 

 The next translation we analyzed was Alexis Piron’s La Métromanie (1738) that Nikolai 

Sushkov translated into Russian as Metromaniia ili strast’ k stikhotvorstvu (1819). 

 

 

Figure 3-83. La Métromanie and Metromaniia ili strast’ k stikhotvorstvu’s feature values. 

 
In his translation of Alexis Piron’s La Métromanie, Nikolai Sushkov increased the standard 

range and the percentage of polylogues and non-dialogues. At the same time, he decreased the 

mobility, and the percentage of monologues. In the original, Piron had a higher percentage of 

monologues (26%) than polylogues (22%). Sushkov reversed this by making the percentage of 

polylogues (28.26%) higher than monologues (21.74). This reversal could be seen as a result of 

the influence of the taste of translation at the time. In Russian comedy after 1795, the average 

percentage of polylogues increased and the percentage of monologues decreased compared with 

                                                      

236
 Vasilii Karatygin slightly increased the mobility coefficient from 49 to 50, increased the percentage of 

non-dialogues from 61.22% to 66%, the percentage of polylogues from 34.69% to 38%, and the percentage of 
monologues from 26.53% to 28%. He decreased the standard range from 1.55 to 1.49, the coefficient of unused 
dramatic characters from (10.29 to 8.21) given the same number of dramatic characters who appear in the comedy 
(9), and slightly decreased the percentage of discontinuous scenes from 4.08% to 4%. 
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the preceding period. The same was true for the evolution of the French comedy. He brought the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes closer the average percentage of discontinuous scenes in the 

Russian high comedy. He also slightly reduced the coefficient of unused dramatic characters.237 

Nevertheless, Nikolai Sushkov’s Metromaniia ili strast’ k stikhotvorstvu (1819) was close enough 

to Piron’s original: the cosine similarity between them was 0.9911. It was not as similar to its 

original as Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s translation of Molière’s L’École des femmes (0.9943), but more 

similar than Khmel′nitskii’s translation of Molière’s Le Tartuffe (0.9898). 

 The School for Scandal is considered the “highest achievement of the English eighteenth-

century English drama” (Litvinenko 1954, 64). In his creation of Charles and Joseph Surface, 

Sheridan followed Shakespeare’s tradition of contrasting two brothers. We compared these two 

adaptations with the original and with one another (108). According to Zoia Grazhdanskaia, The 

School for Scandal also reveals a connection with Molière’s comedies Le Tartuffe (1669) and Le 

Misanthrope (1666) (Artamonov and Grazhdanskaia, 109). However, our analysis revealed that 

The School for Scandal as compared to Le Tartuffe and Le Misanthrope had many more dramatic 

characters, much higher mobility, and many fewer continuous scenes. Indeed, based on its 

formal features, it showed more proximity to Shakespeare than Molière.238 

                                                      

237
 Sushkov increased the standard range of the speaking characters’ standard range from 0.69 to 0.88, the 

percentage of non-dialogues from 48% to 50%, the percentage of polylogues from 22% to 28.26%. He decreased the 
mobility coefficient from 50 to 46, the percentage of monologues from 26% to 21.74%, slightly decreased the 
coefficient of unused dramatic characters from 7.55 to 7.48, decreased the percentage of discontinuous scenes from 
10% to 4.35%. 

238
 Le Tartuffe had 14 dramatic characters, mobility of 31, and 0% of discontinuous scenes (all scenes had at 

least one dramatic character from a previous scene). Le Misanthrope had 11 dramatic characters, even lower 
mobility of 20, and 5% of discontinuous scenes. The cosine similarity between The School for Scandal and Le 
Tartuffe was 0.9286 and between The School for Scandal and Le Misanthrope was 0.8492. 
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In Russia, The School for Scandal first appeared in 1787 in a German translation made 

for Catherine the Great. It was translated from German into Russian in 1791. In 1794, it was 

translated from the original. The comedy first appeared on the Russian stage in 1793 (Artamonov 

and Grazhdanskaia, 110). Here, we looked at two adaptations of Sheridan’s five-act comedy in 

prose The School for Scandal (1777): the first was Chéron de la Bruyére’s imitation as a five-act 

comedy in verse L’Homme à sentiments, ou Le Tartuffe de moeurs (1789) and in Russian, as 

Aleksandr Pisarev’s a five-act verse comedy Lukavin (1823).  

 

Figure 3-84. The School for Scandal, L’Homme à sentiments, ou Le Tartuffe de moeurs, and 
Lukavin’s feature values. 

 

In his L’Homme à sentiments, ou Le Tartuffe de moeurs (“partial imitation” of 

Sheridan’s The School for Scandal) Chéron de la Bruyére made substantial structural changes. 

He cut the number of dramatic characters and the percentage of discontinuous scenes in half, 

sharply decreased the mobility coefficient, standard range, and the percentage of non-dialogues 
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and polylogues. He decreased the coefficient of unused dramatic characters four-fold.239 In 

general, his “partial imitation” was a much more Neoclassical in style than the original. The 

cosine similarity between Sheridan’s The School for Scandal and Chéron de la 

Bruyére’s L’Homme à sentiments was the lowest we observed so far 0.9477. 

Pisarev’s Lukavin (1823), as compared to Sheridan’s The School for Scandal has fewer 

dramatic characters, lower mobility, smaller standard range, a slightly lower percentage of 

polylogues, and coefficient of unused dramatic characters. Like his French predecessor, Pisarev 

did not feel comfortable with Sheridan’s high percentage of discontinuous scenes and also 

sharply reduced it (very close to Chéron de la Bruyére). At the same time, like Chéron de la 

Bruyére, he increased the percentage of monologues, though not as drastically.240 Sheridan’s 

extreme mobility coefficient was too high for continental taste. Chéron de la Bruyére decreased 

it to 59, whereas Pisarev decreased it even more drastically to 49. Twenty dramatic characters 

were too many: Chéron de la Bruyére reduced the number to nine, whereas Pisarev made it 

thirteen. The gap between the percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues in 

                                                      

239
 The number of dramatic characters in his partial imitation was less than half of Sheridan’s original (9 vs. 

20 in Sheridan’s comedy). He decreased the mobility coefficient from 85 to 59, the standard range from 1.32 to 
0.84, the percentage of non-dialogues from 60% to 52.54%. He cut the percentage of polylogues in half from 
48.24% to 23.73% and decreased the coefficient of unused dramatic characters five-fold from 21.40 to 4.03, the 
percentage of discontinuous scenes from 11.76% to 5.08%. He increased the percentage of monologues (from 
11.76% to 28.81%). 

240
 Lukavin has fewer dramatic characters (13 vs. 20 in Sheridan), a lower mobility coefficient (49 vs. 85), a 

lower standard range (1.05 vs. 1.32), a slightly lower percentage of polylogues (46.94% vs. 48.24%), a lower 
coefficient of unused dramatic characters (17.31 vs. 21.40), lower percentage of discontinuous scenes (4.08% vs. 
11.76%). He slightly increased the percentage of non-dialogues  (61.22% vs. 60%), which can be attributed to 
increased monologues (14.29% vs. 11.76%). The cosine similarity between Sheridan’s School for Scandal and 
Aleksandr Pisarev’s Lukavin was 0.9634. Pisarev’s Lukavin, as compared to Chéron de la Bruyére L’Homme à 
sentiments has more dramatic characters (13 vs. 9,  a higher standard range (1.05 vs. 0.84), a higher percentage of 
non-dialogues (61.22% vs. 52.54%), and a much higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters (17.31 vs. 4.03). 
He had a lower mobility coefficient (49 vs. 59), percentage of monologues (14.29% vs. 28.81%), and percentage of 
discontinuous scenes (4.08% vs. 5.08%). 
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Sheridan’s original is large. While Pisarev maintains this gap, Chéron de la Bruyére reverses it. 

Lukavin achieves a more open in style than L’Homme à sentiments but is still not as open as the 

original. Structurally,  Pisarev’s Lukavin is more similar to Sheridan’s The School for 

Scandal (cosine similarity = 0.9634) than Chéron de la Bruyére’s L’Homme à sentiments ou Le 

Tartuffe de moeurs (0.9477). Sheridan’s The School of Scandal’s two adaptations were less 

similar to one another (cosine similarity = 0.9362). These adaptations were less similar to the 

original than the Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s, Vasilii Karatygin, and Aleksandr Shushkov’s 

translations we examined earlier. 

To conclude this section, we confirmed that translation and adaptation of a comedy often 

included structural modifications of the original. We introduced cosine similarity as a formal 

measure of distance between the original and its translation. Vasilii Karatygin’s Zhenatyi 

filosof (1827) was the most similar comedy to its original, Nericault-Destouches’s Le Philosophe 

marié (1727) (cosine similarity = 0.9992). The second most similar translation to its original was 

Nikolai Khmel′nitskii’s translation of Molière’s L’École des femmes (cosine similarity = 0.9943). 

Two adaptations of the same original (Chéron de la Bruyére L’Homme à sentiments ou Le 

Tartuffe de moeurs and Pisarev’s Lukavin) decreased the values of most of the features as 

compared to Sheridan’s The School for Scandal. However, Lukavin, remained closer to Sheridan 

(cosine similarity = 0.9634) than L’Homme À Sentiments (cosine similarity = 0.9477). The two 

adaptations appeared to be the most dissimilar out of analyzed examples (cosine similarity = 

0.9362). Based on its formal features, The School for Scandal revealed more similarity with 

Shakespeare than Molière. The continental traditions were closer to one another than the English 

comic tradition.  The French original comedies’ Russian translations experienced less structural 

transformation, with the smallest cosine similarity = 0.9898). French and Russian translations 
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and adaptations of the English comedy experienced a more substantial transformation (with the 

smallest cosine similarity = 0.9477). Two of Molière’s comedies (Le Tartuffe and Le 

Misanthrope) had a low percentage of monologues (3.23 and 0 respectively), which the 

translators and imitators increased. 

Section 9. Chapter Conclusions 

1. Based on all formal features, except for the percentage of scenes with split verse lines, 

there was no evidence to suggest that the two Periods of the Russian five-act verse 

comedy were significantly different. One reason for this could have been the small 

sample size, which we could not increase since it reflected the historical reality: Period 

One had only six and Period Two had only ten comedies. However, we could not change 

historical reality. 

3. Over time, the number of stage directions in the Russian five-act verse comedies 

increased. Stage directions also began to “interrupt” verse lines more frequently. 

4. After 1795, there were two groups of comedies: one with longer and the other with 

shorter stage directions.  

5. Dialogue vivacity remained stable over time. It was almost twice as high as dialogue 

vivacity in Pierre Corneille’s comedies. Why did dialogue vivacity not grow? This 

question requires more examination and comparison with other national traditions. One 

could speculate that our method of calculating the number of verse lines for comedies in 

free iambs (explained in Appendix D. Calculation of The Number of Verse Lines for 

Comedies in Free Iambs) was not ideal, since we used only one comedy in free iambs 

(Gore ot Uma) as the basis for our calculations.  
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6. The phonic coherence between scenes increased. The percentage of scenes with split 

verse lines almost doubled. The Russian high comedy began to have a lot more instances 

when verse lines would cross inter-scene boundaries, thus making them more connected. 

The percentage of open scenes also increased. After 1795, more than half of the scenes 

would have either verse lines or rhymes connecting them. The percentage of scenes 

connected through both means (verse lines and rhymes) also almost doubled. 

7. Through the comparison of the stage directions in Russian high comedy with the tragedy, 

we discovered that in both periods the comedies tended to have more frequent stage 

directions and these stage directions interacted with the verse much more often. 

In comparison, tragedies tended to have longer stage directions in both periods. 

8. On average, the number of dramatic characters in the Russian five-act verse comedy 

increased over time. Dramatic characters in the Russian high comedy became more 

mobile. More dramatic characters appeared on stage and participated in dialogue: the 

standard range of the speaking characters in a scene increased: comedies began to have 

more speakers in a scene. The average percentage of polylogues increased, whereas the 

percentage of monologues dropped over time.  

9. Russian eighteenth-century comedies have slightly higher averages for most of the 

features than the contemporaneous French comedies, including the number of dramatic 

characters, the mobility coefficient, the standard range, the percentage of non-dialogues, 

polylogues, and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. The Russian high 

comedies on average had slightly fewer monologues and discontinuous scenes. The 

Russian eighteenth-century high comedy had a higher maximum number of speakers than 
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the contemporaneous French, whereas the French seventeenth-century high comedy had 

the same maximum number of speakers as the eighteenth-century Russian high comedy. 

10. We discovered that all the examined features were higher on average in the Russian 

nineteenth-century comedies than in the contemporaneous French, including the number 

of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient,  standard range, the percentage of non-

dialogues and polylogues. The Russian nineteenth-century comedy had a higher 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters. In the nineteenth century, unlike in the 

eighteenth, the Russian high comedy also had a higher average percentage of monologues 

and discontinuous scenes. The Russian nineteenth-century high comedy had a lower 

maximum number of speakers than the contemporaneous French. 

11. When we compared the Russian eighteenth-century five-act verse comedies with the 

French high comedies from Period One (1629 to 1695), we discovered that the older 

French comedies have higher average values of some features, including the number of 

dramatic characters, the percentage of polylogues, and discontinuous scenes. 

12. As compared to the contemporaneous French comedies, Goldoni’s five-act verse 

comedies have only slightly higher averages based on almost all formal features.  They 

are more experimental than the contemporaneous French comedies. Goldoni’s comedies 

are close in style to the French comedies of the 1660s and 1840s. Our analysis and 

visualization revealed that Goldoni, for the most part, fit within the continental comic 

tradition. 

13. On average, Goldoni has more dramatic characters, a slightly higher mobility, more 

polylogues, and more discontinuous scenes than the eighteenth-century Russian high 
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comedy. The Russian eighteenth-century comedy has slightly more monologues,  a 

higher standard range, and dramatic characters unused in dialogues than Goldoni. 

14. In general, the Russian high comedy resembles either the contemporaneous or the 

seventeenth-century French high comedy. The slightly higher averages resulted from a 

few Russian comedies that are either original or inspired by a different tradition. 

15. Our analysis and visualizations shows that most of the Russian five-act verse comedies fit 

within the French-Italian tradition. As David Welsh puts it, “The playwrights’ admiration 

for the French theatre cannot be overestimated” (Welsh 1966, 7). 

16. Only few Russian five-act comedies lay outside of the French tradition. These comedies 

included Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), the anonymous V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813), 

Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia 

shkola (1849). on the features characterizing dramatic characters, their movement, and 

non-utilization in dialogue Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia 

shkola (1849) are close to Shakespeare’s comedies. 

17. Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) has the highest mobility among Russian verse 

comedies that we have targeted. It exceedes even the maximum for Shakespeare’s 

comedies (Cymbeline).   

18. V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813), Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) 

hardly receive any attention in the histories of Russian comedies. Our discovery of their 

structural originality should prompt further study and analysis. These comedies could 

explain why the comedies of the 1790s, 1810s, and 1840s were more experimental than 

those Russian comedies of other decades. Chudnye vstrechi  and Zhiteiskaia shkola are 

also not currently available in electronic libraries: it would be worthwhile to make their 
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digital copies accessible to a larger audience. Zhiteiskaia shkola is not only structurally 

unique but is also an engaging read: a groom marries a wealthy coquette and assumes 

control over her estate and wealth to her dismay but with a noble goal: he will establish 

her on the way to a more sustainable financial management and a proper marriage. Once 

he makes sure she is established on this new reformed path, he will return control of the 

estate over to her.  

19. The originality of these comedies required further investigation. Why did these comedies 

differ from the rest of the Russian five-act comedies in verse? Did their authors emulate 

any models? Did they address any pertinent issues at the time? All these questions remain 

unanswered. 

20. Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), which is presumably influenced by Molière (Welsh 

1966, 101-2) is much more experimental on a structural level.  Iabeda has more dramatic 

characters, has a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, has more speakers in a 

scene, has many more scenes with polylogues, is more mobile than an average Molière’s 

comedy. 

21. Iakov Kniazhnin’s anti-Gallomania comedy Chudaki (1790) has more dramatic 

characters and a much higher mobility than the average French five-act comedy of the 

time. Both Kniazhnin’s Chudaki and Khvastun (1785), which were ostensibly influenced 

by Destouches’ L’Homme singulier (1764) (Welsh 1966, 100) have many more dramatic 

characters, a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and higher mobility. 

22. Based on the features characterizing dramatic characters, their movement, and non-

utilization in dialogue, the French, and the Italian (as represented by Goldoni), and most 

of the Russian five-act traditions are very dissimilar from Shakespeare.  
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23. Such features as the number of dramatic characters, their mobility, and the coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters most likely differentiated the continental French-Italian 

tradition, which served as a model for most Russians, from the English tradition.  

24. On average, Shakespeare has the highest number of dramatic characters, the highest 

number of dramatic characters unused in dialogue, highest mobility, and highest 

percentage of discontinuous scenes. He also had the highest percentage of non-dialogues, 

mainly due to monologues: Shakespeare had the highest percentage of monologues. One 

could speculate that this high number of monologues stems from Shakespeare’s blurring 

the boundaries between comedy and tragedy.  

25. Shakespeare tends to have more monologues than the French and Goldoni’s comedies. 

Also, his comedies have a  higher percentage of monologues than his tragedies. These 

discoveries were unexpected. We recommend a comprehensive study dedicated to 

monologues. 

26. What distinguishes Shakespeare from the continental tradition is the high number of 

dramatic characters, a high coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and high mobility.  

27. Shakespeare’s comedies from the 1600s have the highest degree of openness out of all 

examined traditions. Shakespeare’s comedies of the 1590s and 1610s are still more 

experimental than comedies of other traditions.  

28. Based on every feature, except for monologues, the percentage of non-dialogues 

affected by the percentage of monologues, and sigma, Shakespeare’s tragedy had 

higher values than comedy and was a more experimental genre in both periods. The 

tragedy had a much higher number of dramatic characters than comedy. According 

to Peer Trilcke et al., this was also true of the German tragedy (which as we know 
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was mainly prose): tragedy had higher median number of dramatic characters in the 

eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth century than comedy. However, the number of 

dramatic characters in German comedy and tragedy never came close to the number 

of dramatic characters in Shakespeare (Trilcke et al., 2015a). Pierre Corneille’s 

Neoclassical tragedies also had more dramatic characters than his comedies.  

29. Shakespeare’s comedy has a much lower mobility coefficient than his tragedy. This 

is complete opposite of to Pierre Corneille’s, whose comedies are much more mobile 

than his tragedies (Iarkho 2006a, 428). Finally, the higher percentage of monologues 

in Shakespeare’s comedies vs. in the tragedies requires further investigation. 

30. Based on features describing dramatic characters’ speech Shakespeare was far less 

“distant” from the continental tradition. These features revealed more similarities 

between the continental and the English comic tradition –  they appear to reflect a shared 

European taste. 

31. The evolution curve of the French five-act comedies in verse has a wave-like shape with 

alternating open and closed forms. 

32. The periods of most openness in the French comedy included: 

• The Molièrean period (1650 to 1680), which is very far from the openness of 

Shakespeare; 

• The late Romantic period (1830 - 1840), the first half of which (the 1830s), almost 

approaches Shakespeare’s openness of the 1590s and exceeds the Molièrean period’s 

openness. Openness in the second half (the 1840s) does not reach the Molièrean period’s 

openness and remains below that of contemporaneous Russian comedies. 
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• The 1750s - 1760s reveal an increase in openness. The reasons underlying this increase 

require further investigation. 

33. The evolution of high comedy did not have a wave-shaped curve: since the 1790s, the 

open and closed forms co-existed (the apparent alternation of the open and closed forms 

between decades on the graph is simply the result of grouping by decades. In reality, if 

we were to examine each comedy, we would find closed and open forms co-existing). 

34. The French tradition could have been influential for the Russian five-act comedies in 

verse from the 1770s, 1780s, 1800s, and 1820s. During the 1790s, 1810s, and 1840s, the 

Russian five-act comedies in verse tended to be more experimental. This high degree of 

openness could reflect their originality or a sign that another tradition influenced them. 

For example, the Russian five-act verse comedy had a higher number of dramatic 

characters than French in the eighteenth and nineteenth century. If we compare it with the 

Trilcke et al. information about German comedy, we discover that the German 

eighteenth-century comedy tended to have even lower number of dramatic characters 

than the French and Russian. However, in the nineteenth century, German comedy tended 

to have a much higher number of dramatic characters than the French and the Russian 

comedies. The German tragedy had an even higher number of dramatic characters, 

possibly influenced by Shakespeare’s style. 

35. In the Russian five-act comedies of the 1810s, two styles, Romantic and a hybrid between 

Romantic and Neoclassical, coexisted. Some comedies (the anonymous V sem′e ne bez 

uroda a (1813) and Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Urok koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815)) 

were closer to the Romantic tradition. Others like Aleksandr Sobolev’s Tri zhenikha ili 

liubov’ nyneshnego sveta (1817), Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and 
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Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Pustodumy (1819) were hybrid as they combined Romantic and 

Neoclassical features Pustodumy was politically conservative (Gozenpud 1990, 39), but it 

had certain stylistic characteristics of an open style: many polylogues and few 

monologues. 

36. Aleksandr Shakhovskoi, for whom Molière served as one of the models (Ivanov 2009, 

15) wrote two five-act verse comedies Urok koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815) and 

Pustodumy (1819), in which the number of dramatic characters was close to Molière’s Le 

Tartuffe (1669).  

37. Pustodumy had few monologues, however, Molière gave us examples of comedies with 

no monologues (L’École des femmes) and very few monologues (Le Tartuffe). 

38. Mikahil Bilinkis maintaines that Urok koketkam “had all the Neoclassical features” 

(Bilinkis, 1988, 46). However, this was not the case. Urok koketkam, unlike Pustodumy, 

has a much higher mobility than Molière’s most mobile comedy L’Étourdi (1658) and 

also higher mobility than the contemporary French five-act comedy.  

39. Urok koketkam shares high mobility with Shakespeare. The comedy has a higher mobility 

than Shakespeare’s The Comedy of Errors (1592) and is close in mobility to Love’s 

Labor’s Lost (1595), and The Tempest (1611). It is known that Shakhovskoi valued 

Shakespeare’s “great gift” and the ability of his comedy “to capture the passions and the 

vices of the entire society” (Shakhovskoi cited in Ivanov 2009, 91). Shakhovskoi first 

encounter with Shakespeare’s plays took place during his visit to Paris in 1802-1803 

(Ivanov 2009, 126). Later, Shakhovskoi even adapted Shakespeare’s The Tempest  as a 

magical-romantic performance that was staged eleven times in 1821-1822. In his 
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adaptation he removed some secondary dramatic characters, which reflected the 

dominant taste at the time (Ivanov 2009, 126-7). 

40. In the Russian five-act comedies of the 1840s, two styles, Romantic and Neoclassical, 

coexisted: Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) is predominantly Romantic in style, 

whereas Rafail Zotov’s Novaia shkola muzhei (1842) is more Neoclassical. 

41. Based on all features, except the percentage of polylogues and the percentage of 

discontinuous scenes, the Russian four-act comedies have higher mean values than the 

Russian five-act comedies. 

42. The Russian four-act verse comedies are to be more experimental than the 

contemporaneous Russian five-act verse comedies.  

43. Except for the percentage of discontinuous scenes, the Russian four-act comedies have 

higher mean feature values than the French four-act comedies.  

44. The Russian four-act comedy is more experimental than the contemporaneous French 

four-act comedy. It is unlikely that the French four-act tradition influenced the Russian 

four-act verse comedy. 

45. The French four-act verse comedies seem to be less experimental than the 

contemporaneous French five-act verse comedies. 

46. The French four-act comedies fit well within the French five-act comic tradition. 

47. Based on the number of dramatic characters, the mobility coefficient, and the coefficient 

of unused dramatic characters, the Russian four-act verse comedy appeares to be closer to 

Shakespeare than the Russian five-act verse comedy.  

48. Based almost on all features, Goldoni’s comedies are closer to the Russian and French 

five-act comedies than they were to the four-act verse comedies. 
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49. Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma has the highest number of dramatic characters out of 

the Russian five-act and four-act verse comedies. A larger number of dramatic characters 

appears only in Shakespeare’s comedies and tragedies. Another feature Gore ot 

uma shares with Shakespeare is high mobility: the comedy had the second-highest 

mobility. Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi stikhotvorets (1775), which according to Pavel Berkov 

was “noticeable step towards Gore ot uma” (Berkov 1977, 168), is very different in this 

regard: it has the lowest number of dramatic characters and lowest mobility in the 

Russian high comedy tradition.  According to Petr Viazemskii, “by widening the stage, 

populating it with a plethora of dramatic characters Griboedov  widened the boundaries 

of art itself” (Gordin 1958, 97). The comedy’s world is further widened by off-scene 

dramatic characters  (“wicked hags and old men” and young members of the “Famusov 

society”) (Stepanov 1982, 307). Gore ot uma, in comparison, also has a high coefficient 

of unused dramatic characters, which is also typical of Shakespeare. Shakhovskoi’s Urok 

Koketkam, ili lipetskie vody (1815) which is also considered a potential precursor to Gore 

ot uma that shares certain elements of composition and dramatic character portrayal 

(Stennik 1982b, 228), is much more closed in form: it has fewer dramatic characters, 

fewer speakers in scenes, and lower mobility. Zagoskin, who wrote four-act verse 

comedies after Griboedov  even further increased the coefficient of unused dramatic 

characters. Gore ot uma has the second-highest standard range of the number of speaking 

characters: it had scenes with many speakers. The only comedy that exceeds Gore ot 

uma based on this feature is Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), which, according to Iurii 

Stennik, could be considered as “one of the closest antecedents of Griboedov’s immortal 

comedy  Gore ot uma” (Stennik 1982a, 162). 
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50. Gore ot uma  has fewer discontinuous scenes than was the average for the Russian four-

act verse comedies. Like Shakespeare, it has a high percentage of monologues and a high 

coefficient of unused dramatic characters.  

51. Gore ot uma shares a number of formal features with Shakespeare: many dramatic 

characters, a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, and high mobility. In the 

past, Iurii Borisov mentioned that the question of continuity between these Russian 

comedians and Griboedov remained unanswered (Borisov 1978, 7). Based on these 

features, Gore ot uma fits with Shakespeare’s comedies and is far removed from the 

French five and four-act comedies as well as Kniazhnin, Klushin, and Shakhovskoi’s 

comedies, which fit within the French-Italian tradition. Our discoveries demonstrate that 

Gore ot uma is structurally different from the comedies written by these Russian authors. 

52. Based on the features characterizing dramatic characters, their movements, and non-

utilization in dialogue, three out of five Russian four-act comedies, Aleksandr 

Griboedov’s Gore ot uma (1824) and Mikhail Zagoskin’s Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) 

and Nedovol’nye (1835), are close to Shakespeare and far removed from the French 

tradition.  

53. Structurally, Gore ot uma is also completely different from another four-act comedy 

written in the same year, Fedor Kokoshkin’s Vospitalie, ili vot pridanoe (1824), which fit 

entirely within the continental five-act tradition. 

54. Based on the quantitative information reported in conclusions 49-53, Aleksandr 

Griboedov (as represented by Gore ot uma) was the most experimental playwright in the 

history of the Russian five-act and four-act verse comedies. 
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55. Nikolai Krol’s four-act verse comedy Komediia iz sovremennoi zhizni (1849) is situated 

just outside the French tradition and very close to Shakespeare’s The Two Gentlemen of 

Verona. 

56. Compared to the Russian five-act verse comedy, the four-act verse comedy is not as 

proximal to the French tradition. It tends to be more experimental than the Russian five-

act verse comedy. The majority of the Russian four-act comedies are close to 

Shakespeare.  

57. Nikolai Piksanov claimed that Gore ot uma’s artistic form was far from the Romantic 

style (Piksanov 1987, 293). However, as we have discovered, Griboedov’s comedy 

shares several distinctive formal features with Shakespeare who was a model for 

Romantics. 

58. Gore ot uma had more monologues than the contemporary Russian and French five and 

four-act comedies as well as Shakespeare’s comedies and even tragedies.  

59. Molière’s Le Misanthrope (1666) is considered to be one of the Western models for Gore 

ot uma. However, based on its formal characteristics, Gore ot uma is far from Le 

Misanthrope: Griboedov’s comedy has many more dramatic characters, more speakers in 

scenes, much higher mobility, and more monologues. One feature it shares with Le 

Misanthrope is a continuity of scenes: in many cases, at least one dramatic character re-

appears in the next scene. 

60. Based on all formal features, Kotzebue’s four-act verse comedy was a typical 

Neoclassical comedy. It was an unlikely source of influence for Gore ot Uma. 
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Conclusion 

For this research project, we compiled and processed corpus of 257 French original five-

act verse comedies composed between 1629 (Pierre Corneille’s earliest comedy Mélite ou Les 

Fausses Lettres) and 1849 (Émile Augier’s Gabrielle) and 16 Russian original five-act comedies 

between 1775 (Nikolai Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi stikhotvorets) and 1849 (Piotr Grigor′ev’s 

Zhiteiskaia shkola). Additionally, we collected contrastive materials, including 5 Russian four-

act verse comedies, 5 Russian translations, 12 of Shakespeare’s and 9 of Goldoni’s five-act verse 

comedies, as well as Sheridan’s five-act prose comedy. Certain Russian comedies not previously 

available in digital format were obtained from the Saint Petersburg Theater Library archival 

collection specifically for this project.  

The work of two scholars was foundational for our research. We relied on Boris Iarkho’s 

formal features and methodology, which we modernized by automating data processing and 

calculations, replacing his transgression coefficient by statistical significance testing and his 

synthesis with open-form scores that measure how experimental a tradition or author is. 

Furthermore, we discovered that Iarkho’s analysis of the evolution of tragedy suffered from 

combining two national traditions - French and German (and occasionally, Russian and Italian) - 

into one period. It would be beneficial for researchers to conduct a new study of the French five-

act tragedy in verse with a homogenous unbiased corpus. Additionally, we built upon Vladimir 

Sperantov’s stage-directions features and periodization of the Russian tragedy. We addressed 

heterogeneity by limiting Sperantov’s corpus to include only original tragedies in five acts, in 

verse, and without a chorus. Using inferential statistics, we updated his periodization of the 

Russian five-act tragedy into two periods: Period One from 1747 to 1794 and Period Two from 

1795 to 1822. Of course, the quantitative features we studied are not exhaustive and fhe formal 
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analysis we performed does not undermine the validity of a qualitative approach. Finally, we 

ensured that the data and analyses are accessible on GitHub and can be easily examined and 

utilized in future research projects. 

 Our project’s main limitation was the small size of the Russian corpus, which reflected a 

historical reality: there were not many five-act verse comedies written in Russian – the majority 

of comedies were prose. An additional limitation was the observational nature of our research: 

since we studied historical phenomena, we could not conduct a controlled experiment. To do 

that, we would have to recruit eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Russian playwrights, which is 

of course absurd. The observational nature of the research limited the inferential power of the 

study since it was extremely difficult to eliminate all possible confounding factors. However, we 

tried our best to ensure the homogeneity of the data by including in our main corpora only the 

plays that were comedies (not mixed genre) in five acts and in verse.  

In the course of our research, we arrived at the following conclusions: 

1) Unlike the French, the Russian five-act verse comedy did not evolve in a wave-like 

manner with alternating closed and open forms. Instead, we found a quantitative basis for 

Iurii Tynianov and Mikhail Gasparov’s earlier claim that the closed and open styles co-

existed and mixed in the Russian context (Tynianov 1969, 52-3; Gasparov 1997, 434-

455). In the Russian five-act verse comedy, Romanticism did not supersede 

Neoclassicism; instead, some comedies were written in the Romantic style, whereas 

others remained faithful to the Neoclassical. 

2) The evolution of the French five-act verse comedy followed Heinrich Wölfflin’s model 

of alternating closed and open forms, which Boris Iarkho had also observed  in the case 

of the French five-act tragedy. 
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3) Using statistical hypothesis testing, we established three periods in the evolution of the 

French five-act verse comedy: Period One: from 1629 to 1695, Period Two: from 1696 to 

1795, and Period Three: from 1796 to 1849. 

4) We did not find significant differences between the Russian five-act verse comedies that 

belong to Periods One (1775 to 1795) and Two (1796 to 1849) based on all features 

except for the percentage of scenes with split verse lines. 

5) The Russian high comedy, for the most part, fits within the continental French-Italian 

tradition. 

6) What distinguished the English comic tradition, as represented by Shakespeare and 

Sheridan, from the continental tradition was the high number of dramatic characters, the 

high percentage of dramatic characters who would not be used in dialogue, and extremely 

high mobility. A more comprehensive study of the English comedy should help discover 

whether these features characterize the national tradition at large. 

7) Three Russian five-act verse comedies, the anonymous V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813), 

Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818), and Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia 

shkola (1849), hardly received any attention in the histories of Russian drama. These 

comedies did not fit within the French-Italian tradition. Two of them, Chudnye 

vstrechi  and Zhiteiskaia shkola, even shared formal characteristics with Shakespeare, 

including very high mobility and a plethora of dramatic characters. Zhiteiskaia shkola 

employed a unique technique: the entire third act consists of parallel scenes, with verse 

lines rhyming across scenes. 

8) Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794), which was ostensibly influenced by Molière (Welsh 

1966, 101-2) was much more experimental on a structural level.  Iabeda has more 
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dramatic characters, has a higher coefficient of unused dramatic characters, has more 

speakers in a scene, has many more scenes with polylogues, and is more mobile than the 

most mobile comedy by Molière, L’Étourdi (1658). 

9) After 1824, the four-act verse comedy gained popularity. We discovered that, 

structurally, the major Russian four-act verse comedy Gore ot uma (1824) is completely 

different from another four-act comedy written in the same year, Fedor 

Kokoshkin’s Vospitalie, ili vot pridanoe (1824), – and from Kotzebue’s four-act verse 

comedy Der Russe in Deutschland (1806).  Nikolai Piksanov claimed that Gore ot uma’s 

artistic form was far from the Romantic style (Piksanov 1987, 293). However, as we 

discovered, Griboedov’s Gore ot uma has the highest open-form score in our Russian 

corpus and shares quite a few distinctive formal features with Shakespeare, who was a 

model for Romantics. It has many dramatic characters, a high coefficient of unused 

dramatic characters, and high mobility. Based on these features, it fits in with 

Shakespeare’s comedies and is far removed from the French five and four-act comedies 

as well as Kniazhnin, Klushin, and Shakhovskoi’s comedies, which fit within the French-

Italian tradition. In the past, Iurii Borisov mentioned that the question of continuity 

between these Russian comedians and Griboedov remained unanswered (Borisov 1978, 

7). Our new discoveries demonstrate that Gore ot uma was structurally different from the 

comedies written by these Russian authors. 

10) After Gore ot uma, free iambs gained immense popularity in the four-and five-act verse 

comedies. Transitional forms appeared: Mikhail Zagoskin’s four-act verse comedy 

Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) begins and ends in iambic hexameter while incorporating long 
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segments written in free iambs and even prose fragments. Zagoskin’s later four-act verse 

comedy Nedovol’nye (1835) was written entirely in free iambs. 

11) The Russian four-act verse comedy tended to be more experimental than the 

contemporaneous French and Russian five-act verse comedy. The French four-act verse 

comedy was even more closed in form than the contemporaneous French five-act verse 

comedies and was an unlikely influence for the Russian four-act verse comedy. 

 

Last but not least, our project opened up new directions for future research. One such 

avenue is the comparison between Russian five-act verse and prose comedy: it would be 

instructive to determine whether prose comedy had similar features and underwent a similar 

evolution as the Russian five-act verse comedy. Did either of these traditions influence the other? 

Does the Russian prose comedy, unlike the Russian five-act verse comedy, fall into two Periods 

(Period One from 1747 to 1794 and Period Two from 1795 to 1822)? Could it be possible to 

distinguish another period (from 1747 to 1762) for which our evidence was inconclusive? The 

Russian prose comedy data could be compared with the German five-act comedies, the vast 

majority of which are in prose. This comparison could help assess the possible influence of the 

German tradition on the Russian. Furthermore, we already mentioned that many Russian five-act 

comedies were in prose, and many of which are available in DraCor’s Russian corpus. 

Additionally, Polish literature historically played a significant role in the European tradition. 

Therefore, it would be essential to compare the Polish high comedy with the Russian comedy. 

Another research direction is the comparison of the three-act verse comedies (French and 

Russian) with the five-act comedies. The Italian and Spanish comic traditions were rich in three-

act verse comedies that could be compared with the Russian and French three-act comedies.  
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Finally, one could choose to broaden our comparison of the Russian five-act tragedy with 

the five-act comedy by extending the features beyond stage directions. One may incorporate 

Iarkho’s original features and/or network features (e.g., network density, maximum degree, 

average degree) available in DraCor. Additionally, one could analyze more content-related 

features like dramatic characters’ age, gender, and economic class. Many of these features are 

accessible on Théâtre Classique’s website. Examination of the speakers’ linguistic registers 

would also be beneficial. This new data would also allow checking the proposed periodization of 

the Russian five-act tragedy. Does the periodization remain stable with the incorporation of more 

features? Similar questions can be investigated with the corpora of the proximal genres 

(tragicomedies, heroic comedies, comic operas, dramas, and vaudevilles). The general principles 

of quantitative research, including formal periodization and open-form scores generation, can be 

applied to any genre and are not restricted to drama. 
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Appendix A. Feature Correlations 

(1) Feature Correlations in the French five-act verse comedies: 

 

Figure A. 1. Correlation coefficients for the number of dramatic characters, mobility coefficient, 
and the standard range of the number of speaking characters with all other features in the French 
five-act verse comedies. 

 

 

Figure A. 2. Correlation coefficients for the percentage of monologues, non-dialogues, and the 
percentage of polylogues with all other features in the French five-act verse comedies 

 

The percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues were strongly negatively 

correlated (- 0.78). However, we did not observe such strong positive correlations that were 

reported by Iarkho. The number of dramatic characters was moderately positively correlated with 

the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma): the correlation coefficient was 

0.36. The mobility coefficient was moderately positively correlated with the percentage of 

monologues (0.34), the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma) was 
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moderately positively correlated with the percentage of non-dialogues (0.52) and the percentage 

of polylogues (0.49). There could have been a few possible explanations for this: either the 

behavior of these features differed between genres or there was an issue with Iarkho’s claim.  

 Additionally, we analyzed correlations between the above-mentioned structural features 

and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and the percentage of discontinuous scenes. 

 

Figure A. 3. Correlation coefficients between the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and 
the percentage of discontinuous scenes with other structural features in the French five-act verse 
comedies. 

 

The coefficient of unused dramatic characters was moderately positively correlated with the 

mobility coefficient (correlation coefficient = 0.30) and the number of dramatic characters 

(0.36). The percentage of discontinuous scenes was moderately negatively correlated with the 

mobility coefficient (- 0.32) and coefficient of unused characters (- 0.23). We did not identify 

any strong positive or negative correlations. It was surprising to discover that the positive 

correlation (0.36) between the number of dramatic characters in a play and the coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters was not very strong. One could have assumed that the coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters directly depended on the total number of dramatic characters: the 
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more dramatic characters were present in a play, the higher were the odds that some of them 

would not be used in dialogue. However, this was not completely true. 

 

(2) Feature Correlations in Iarkho’s Data on Tragedies 

We decided to investigate the latter possibility by taking a look at the data available. 

Iarkho did not provide a lot of data on the level of individual tragedies. The authors for whom we 

found such data in Iarkho’s article included William Shakespeare (Troilus and Cressida, 

Coriolanus, Titus Andronicus, Romeo and Juliet, Timon of Athens, Julius Caesar, Macbeth, 

Hamlet, King Lear, Othello), Heinrich von Kleist (Die Familie Schroffenstein, Das Käthchen von 

Heilbronn oder die Feuerprobe, Die Hermannsschlacht, Prinz Friedrich von Homburg), and 

Friedrich Schiller’s Romantic plays (Die Räuber, Die Verschwörung des Fiesco zu Genua, Die 

Piccolomin, Wallensteins Tod,  Die Jungfrau von Orleans, Wilhelm Tell) (Iarkho 2006c, 570-

572, 574, 583). We obtained the data on the number of dramatic characters from the Drama 

Corpora Project.241 First, we ran the correlations on Shakespeare’s tragedies:  

 

Figure A. 4. Correlation coefficients between features in Shakespeare’s tragedies 

 

                                                      

241
 “Shakespeare Drama Corpus.” Drama Corpora Project (DraCor). Last modified September 10, 2020. 

Accessed July 17, 2020. https://dracor.org/shake. “German Drama Corpus.” .” Drama Corpora Project (DraCor). 
Last modified September 10, 2020. Accessed July 17, 2020. https://dracor.org/ger. 
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We did not observe extremely high correlation coefficients (0.9 and above). Some features were 

strongly positively correlated: the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma) 

and the percentage of non-dialogues (a strong positive correlation of 0.71), the number of 

dramatic characters, and sigma (0.67). There were a few features that were negatively correlated, 

e.g., mobility coefficient and the percentage of non-dialogues (- 0.56), and weakly negatively 

correlated, including mobility coefficient and the number of dramatic characters (- 0.17), and 

sigma and mobility coefficient (- 0.24). Next, we analyzed Iarkho’s data on Kleist’s tragedies:

 

Figure A. 5. Correlations coefficients between features in Kleist’s tragedies. 

 

The only two features that had extremely high positive correlations were the percentage of non-

dialogues and sigma (0.995). The number of dramatic characters and the percentage of non-

dialogues were strongly positively correlated (0.75) as were the number of dramatic characters 

and sigma (0.72). Some features were moderately negatively correlated: mobility coefficient and 

sigma (- 0.67), the percentage of non-dialogues and mobility coefficient (- 0.62). Finally, we 

looked at Schiller’s Romantic plays. 

 

Figure A. 6. Correlation coefficients between features in Schiller’s Romantic tragedies. 
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In Schiller’s tragedies, there were some features that had strong positive correlations, i.e., the 

number of dramatic characters and sigma (0.72), the number of dramatic characters and the 

percentage of non-dialogues (0.85). There were also features that had weak positive correlations, 

e.g., the mobility coefficient and the percentage of non-dialogues (0.14). Finally, there were two 

features with a moderate negative correlation, i.e., the mobility coefficient and sigma (- 0.43). 

Out of all examined cases, we identified extremely high positive correlations only between 

two features (the percentage of non-dialogues and sigma) in Kleist’s tragedies. In Shakespeare 

and Schiller’s tragedies, these features had a strong positive correlation (0.72 in Shakespeare and 

0.76 in Schiller), yet, these correlations did not approach 0.9. Other features consistently had a 

negative correlation, e.g., the mobility coefficient and sigma (- 0.24 in Shakespeare, - 0.67 in 

Kleist, and - 0.43 in Schiller). 

This exploration made us realize that we previously did not observe strong positive 

correlation coefficients between all of the four features in comedy, not because comedy as a 

genre had a completely different behavior that tragedy, but because, in contradiction to Iarkho’s 

claims, these features did not have strong positive correlations in tragedy either. Therefore, it 

became crucial to explore the historical development of each feature separately.  
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(3) Feature Correlations in the Russian five-act verse comedies 

 

Figure A. 7. Correlations between the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and the 
percentage of discontinuous scenes and Iarkho’s original structural features in the Russian five-
act comedies in verse. 

 

 In the corpus of the Russian five-act comedy in verse, the coefficient of unused dramatic 

characters was strongly positively correlated with the number of dramatic characters (0.78): the 

more dramatic characters a comedy had, the more likely some of them were not going to be used. 

It also moderately positively correlated with the percentage of non-dialogues (0.42) and the 

percentage of polylogues (0.46) and negatively correlated with the percentage of monologues 

(- 0.35). A higher percentage of monologues in a play was associated with a lower coefficient of 

unused dramatic characters. The coefficient of unused dramatic characters was also weakly 

positively correlated with the mobility coefficient (0.23) and weakly negatively correlated with the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes (- 0.05).  

The percentage of discontinuous scenes was moderately positively correlated with the 

percentage of monologues (0.43). If there was only one speaker, there were higher odds that they 

would remain on stage for the next scene. The percentage of discontinuous scenes also mildly 

correlated with the standard range of the number of speaking characters (0.22) and the percentage 
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of non-dialogues (0.27). It was negatively correlated with the mobility coefficient (- 0.38): more 

scenes did not mean that a higher percentage of them were going to be discontinuous. The 

percentage of discontinuous scenes moderately negatively correlated with the percentage of 

polylogues (- 0.12). The percentage of discontinuous scenes was almost entirely independent from 

the number of dramatic characters in a play (0.01) and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters 

(- 0.05). 

 

Figure A. 8. Correlations between stage-directions features in the Russian five-act tragedies in 
verse without a chorus. 

 
Lexical diversity appeared to be the only feature that was either negatively correlated 

(- 0.075 with the frequency of stage directions) or weakly correlated with other features (0.18 with 

the average length of a stage direction), 0.017 with the degree of verse and prose interaction, and 

0.147 with the sentiment coefficient). The average length of a stage direction was moderately 

correlated with all other features, excluding the lexical diversity coefficient (0.493 with the 

frequency of stage directions, 0.438 with the degree of verse and prose interaction, and 0.43 with 

the sentiment coefficient). The frequency of stage directions, the degree of verse and prose 

interaction, and the sentiment coefficient were all strongly correlated. The correlation coefficient 

of the frequency of stage directions with the degree of verse and prose interaction was 0.858, it 

with the sentiment coefficient was 0.716. The correlation coefficient of the sentiment coefficient 

with the degree of verse and prose interaction was 0.824. The more stage directions a tragedy had 
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the higher the odds that the stage directions would be splitting verse lines and expressing the 

sentiments of dramatic characters. 

 

Figure A. 9. Correlations between stage-directions features in the Russian five-act comedies in 
verse. 

In our analysis of the evolution of the Russian five-act verse comedy, we could only 

utilize three formal features from Sperantov’s work (the frequency of stage directions, their 

average length, and the degree of the verse and prose interaction in a play). First, we wanted to 

see if the correlations between these features would be the same in comedy as they were in 

tragedy. We observed the only similarity: a strong positive correlation between the stage 

directions frequency and the degree of verse and prose interaction (0.76). The average length of a 

stage direction, which in tragedy was moderately correlated with other features, in comedy was 

very weakly correlated with other features (with the correlation coefficient ranging from 0.04 

with the frequency of stage directions to 0.1 with the degree of verse and prose interaction). 

 

Figure A. 10. Correlation coefficients for the number of dramatic characters, the mobility 
coefficient, the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma), the percentage of 
non-dialogues, and the percentage of polylogues. 
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Some features were moderately positively correlated: the number of dramatic characters 

and the mobility coefficient (0.56), the standard range of the number of speaking characters 

(sigma), and the percentage of non-dialogues (0.52), and the percentage of polylogues (0.55). The 

percentage of polylogues was moderately positively correlated with the standard range of the 

number of speaking characters (0.55).  

The percentage of monologues and the percentage of polylogues were strongly negatively 

correlated (- 0.85). The percentage of monologues was moderately negatively correlated with the 

standard range of the number of speaking characters (- 0.39). There were also features that were 

weakly correlated, e.g., mobility coefficient and the percentage of monologues were weakly 

positively correlated (0.15), whereas the mobility coefficient and the percentage of polylogues 

were very weakly negatively correlated (- 0.07).  

 

Figure A. 11. Correlations between dialogue vivacity, the percentage of scenes with split  verse 
lines, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes, the percentage of open scenes, and the 
percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines with dialogue vivacity, the percentage of 
scenes with split verse lines, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes. 

 

 
Figure A. 12, left side. Correlations between dialogue vivacity, the percentage of scenes with 
split  verse lines, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes, the percentage of open scenes, and 
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the percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines with the percentage of open scenes 
and the percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines. 

 

 

Figure A. 13, right side. Correlation coefficients between dialogue vivacity and mobility 
coefficient.  

 

Dialogue vivacity was moderately positively correlated with the percentage of scenes with 

split verse lines (0.53), with the percentage of scenes with split rhymes (0.51), and slightly less 

correlated with the percentage of open scenes (0.45). However, it was strongly positively 

correlated with the percentage of scenes with both split rhymes and verse lines (0.73). The scenes 

with very fast-paced dialogue were more likely to be interconnected through rhyme and shared 

verse lines. One unexpected discovery was that dialogue vivacity was only weakly correlated with 

the mobility coefficient (0.06): more active movement of dramatic characters on stage did not 

necessarily entail that their utterances would be shorter. The percentage of scenes with split verse 

lines was moderately positively correlated with the percentage of scenes with split rhymes (0.66): 

the scenes that were connected by verse were likely but not necessarily always going to be 

connected through rhyme. Such features as the percentage of open scenes and the percentage of 

scenes with split rhymes and verse lines were strongly positively correlated with their constituent 

features (the correlation of the percentage of open scenes with the percentage of scenes with split 

verse lines was 0.86, with the percentage of split rhymes is 0.92). From this, we could infer that 

the bulk of the open scenes were connected through rhymes. The percentage of scenes with split 
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rhymes and verse lines was strongly positively correlated with the percentage of scenes with split 

verse lines (0.87) and the percentage of scenes with split rhymes. 
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Appendix B. Feature Distributions and Normality Tests 

To determine distributions normality, we ran the Shapiro-Wilk test from scipy.stats the 

Python library. We set the significance level at 0.05. If the p-value returned by the Shapiro-Wilk 

test was lower than 0.05, we would reject the null hypothesis of the normal distribution. 

Otherwise, we would fail to reject it. 

(1) The French five-act verse comedy: 

 
Figure B. 1. Distribution of the number of dramatic characters in the French five-act verse 
comedy. 

 
The mean number of dramatic characters: 11.38 

The median number of dramatic characters: 10.0 

The standard deviation of the number of dramatic characters: 3.59 
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The distribution of the number of dramatic characters was right-skewed: there were quite a few 

comedies with a high number of dramatic characters. The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the 

probability that the data is normally distributed is extremely low (p-value is 

2.459339426986312e-13). 

 
Figure B. 2. Distribution of mobility coefficient in the French five-act verse comedy. 

 

The mean mobility coefficient: 47.87  

The median mobility coefficient: 47.0 

The standard deviation of the mobility coefficient: 11.96  

 

The Shapiro-Wilk normality test showed that the probability of the mobility coefficient of being 

normally distributed was  0.001137901097536087. Therefore, we had to reject the null hypothesis 

of normality even though the histogram resembled a normal distribution.   
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Figure B. 3. Distribution of the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma) in 
the French five-act verse comedy. 

 

The mean standard range: 1.21 

The median standard range: 1.15 

The standard deviation of the standard range: 0.32 

 

The distribution of the standard range of the speaking characters had a right skew with a few 

comedies with a high standard range. The Shapiro-Wilk normality test showed that the 

probability of this feature being normally distributed was extremely low (p-value = 

9.61293790169293e-06). 
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Figure B. 4. Distribution of the percentage of non-dialogues in the French five-act verse comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of non-dialogues: 55.55  

The median percentage of non-dialogues: 55.56 

The standard deviation of percentage of non-dialogues: 8.11  

 

The Shapiro-Wilk showed that the probability of this feature of being normally distributed was 

very low (0.008053966797888279).  
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Figure B. 5. Distribution of the percentage of polylogues in the French five-act verse comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of polylogues: 37.03 

The median percentage of polylogues: 36.94 

The standard deviation of percentage of polylogues: 12.75 

 

The distribution of the percentage of polylogues was right-skewed: some comedies had a high 

number of polylogues. The probability of it being normally distributed was low (p-value = 

0.0007369017694145441).  
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Figure B. 6. Distribution of the percentage of monologues in the French five-act verse comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of monologues: 18.43 

The median percentage of monologues: 18.03 

The standard deviation of percentage of monologues: 8.92 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk normality test returned the p-value of 0.1087605431675911, i.e., above 5%. 

Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 7. Distribution of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters in the French five-act 
verse comedy. 

 

The mean coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 12.77 

The median coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 11.81 

The standard deviation of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 7.34 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk normality test returned the p-value of 1.3412660564426915e-06 that was 

much lower than 0.05. Therefore, we rejected the null hypothesis of normality of the distribution 

of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters. 
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Figure B. 8. Distribution of the percentage of discontinuous scenes in the French five-act verse 
comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of discontinuous scenes 8.99 

The median percentage of discontinuous scenes: 6.897 

The standard deviation of the percentage of discontinuous scenes: 7.53 

 

The distribution had a right skew: there were a few values with a high percentage of 

discontinuous scenes. The Shapiro-Wilk test returned a very low p-value of 

2.1974818941718404e-17 based on which we rejected the null hypothesis of normality. 
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(2) The Russian five-act verse tragedy and comedy: 

 

Figure B. 9. Distribution of the stage directions frequency in the Russian five-act tragedy. 

 

The mean number of the stage directions frequency: 6.22 

The median stage directions frequency: 5.39 

The standard deviation of the stage directions frequency: 4.12 

 

The distribution of the stage directions frequency was not normal – the Shapiro Wilk test showed 

that the probability that the data was normally distributed was extremely low (p-

value=1.035402696913934e-08).  
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Figure B. 10. Distribution of the average length of a stage direction in the Russian five-act 
tragedy. 

 

The mean number of the average length of a stage direction: 3.64 

The median average length of a stage direction: 3.39 

The standard deviation of the average length of a stage direction: 0.89 

 

The distribution of the average length of a stage direction was also not normal. The Shapiro-Wilk 

test showed a low p-value of 0.0005773700540885329. 
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Figure B. 11. Distribution of the degree of verse and prose interaction in the Russian five-act 
tragedy. 

 

The mean number of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 1.08 

The median average length of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 0.61 

The standard deviation of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 1.22 

 

For the degree of verse and prose interaction, the Shapiro-Wilk test returned an even lower p-

value: 8.268730700144999e-10. Therefore, we rejected the null hypothesis of normality. 
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Figure B. 12. Distribution of the sentiment coefficient in the Russian five-act tragedy. 

 

The mean number of the sentiment coefficient: 5.08 

The median average length of the sentiment coefficient: 3.45 

The standard deviation of the sentiment coefficient: 5.97 

 

For the sentiment coefficient, the p-value returned by the Shapiro-Wilk test was very low 

(5.001967906537175e-07). We rejected the hypothesis of normality. 
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Figure B. 13. Distribution of the lexical diversity coefficient in the Russian five-act tragedy. 

 

The mean number of the lexical diversity coefficient: 0.31 

The median average length of the lexical diversity coefficient: 0.32 

The standard deviation of the lexical diversity coefficient: 0.05. 

 

Based on the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of normality 

of the distribution of the lexical diversity coefficient. The p-value was very high 

(0.8438912034034729).  
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Figure B. 14. Distribution of the stage directions frequency in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean number of the stage directions frequency: 18.91 

The median stage directions frequency: 18.451 

The standard deviation of the stage directions frequency: 5.63 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk showed that the probability of the stage directions frequency being normally 

distributed was very high (p-value is 0.490577757358551), which much higher than the 0.05 

significance level. Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of normality of the 

distribution of the stage directions frequency. 
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Figure B. 15. Distribution of the average length of a stage direction in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean number of the average length of a stage direction: 2.6 

The median average length of a stage direction: 2.56 

The standard deviation of the average length of a stage direction: 0.69 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the p-value of the average length of a stage direction being 

normally distributed is 0.05207343026995659, which was above 0.05. Therefore, we failed to 

reject the null hypothesis of the normal distribution of the average length of a stage direction. 
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Figure B. 16. Distribution of the degree of verse and prose interaction in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean number of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 7.57 

The median average length of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 7.44 

The standard deviation of the degree of verse and prose interaction: 3.46 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the p-value of the degree of verse and prose interaction being 

normally distributed was too high (p-value = 0.9992695450782776) to reject the null hypothesis 

of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 17. Distribution of the number of dramatic characters in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean number of the number of dramatic characters: 13.5 

The median number of dramatic characters: 13.0 

The standard deviation of the number of dramatic characters: 4.87 

 
The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the number of dramatic characters being 

normally distributed was 0.1045445129275322. This probability is above 0.05, but the histogram 

did not appear to be bell-shaped. Failing to reject the hypothesis of normal distribution is not the 

same as confirming normal distribution. Small sample size reduces the reliability of our 

statistical tests for normality. 
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Figure B. 18. Distribution of the mobility coefficient in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean number of the mobility coefficient: 58.44 

The median mobility coefficient: 53.5 

The standard deviation of the mobility coefficient: 17.14 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk showed that the probability of the mobility coefficient being normally 

distributed was 0.0003138506435789168. The distribution of the mobility distribution is strongly 

skewed. Since it was below the 0.05 significance level, we rejected the hypothesis of the feature 

being normally distributed. 
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Figure B. 19. Distribution of the standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma) in 
the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean standard range: 1.52 

The median standard range: 1.45 

The standard deviation of the standard range: 0.49 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the number of dramatic characters being 

normally distributed was 0.10414231568574905. This probability was above the 0.05 

significance level, but the histogram did not appear to be bell-shaped: there are a few comedies 

with sigma ranging between 2.25 and 2.75. Small sample size reduced the reliability of our 

statistical tests for normality. 
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Figure B. 20. Distribution of the percentage of non-dialogues in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of non-dialogues: 60.38 

The median percentage of non-dialogues: 63.77 

The standard deviation of the percentage of non-dialogues: 8.3 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the number of dramatic characters being 

normally distributed is 0.08401014655828476, which is above the 0.05 significance level, but 

the histogram appeared left-skewed: there were a few comedies with a lower percentage of non-

dialogues. 
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Figure B. 21. Distribution of the percentage of polylogues in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of polylogues: 39.09 

The median percentage of polylogues: 40.34 

The standard deviation of percentage of polylogues: 14.53 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the percentage of polylogues being 

normally distributed was very high (p-value = 0.6103246808052063). Therefore, we failed to 

reject the hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 22. Distribution of the percentage of monologues in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of monologues: 21.1 

The median percentage of monologues: 20.0 

The standard deviation of the percentage of monologues: 9.5 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the percentage of polylogues being 

normally distributed is very high (p-value = 0.8529588580131531). Therefore, we fail to reject 

the hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 23. Distribution of the dialogue vivacity coefficient in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean dialogue vivacity coefficient: 0.46 

The median dialogue vivacity coefficient: 0.4575 

The standard deviation of the dialogue vivacity coefficient: 0.1 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the coefficient of dialogue vivacity being 

normally distributed was 0.2067030817270279, which was above the 0.05 significance level. We 

failed to reject the null hypothesis of the normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 24. Distribution of the percentage of scenes with split verse lines in the Russian five-
act comedy. 

 
The mean percentage of scenes with split verse lines: 30.39 

The median percentage of scenes with split verse lines: 28.85 

The standard deviation of the percentage of scenes with split verse lines: 14.39 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk showed that the probability of the percentage of scenes with split verse lines 

being normally distributed was very high (the p-value is 0.8681985139846802). We failed to 

reject the null hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 25. Distribution of the percentage of scenes with split rhymes in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of scenes with split rhymes: 39.77 

The median percentage of scenes with split rhymes: 36.64 

The standard deviation of the percentage of scenes with split rhymes: 16.24 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the number of dramatic characters being 

normally distributed was 0.5752763152122498. This probability was much higher than the 0.05 

significance level. Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 26. Distribution of the percentage of open scenes in the Russian five-act comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of open scenes: 55.62 

The median percentage of open scenes: 56.66 

The standard deviation of the percentage of open scenes: 19.25 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the number of the percentage of open 

scenes being normally distributed was 0.3018988370895386, which was quite a lot higher than 

the significance level of 0.05. Therefore, we failed to reject the null hypothesis of normal 

distribution of the percentage of open scenes. 
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Figure B. 27. Distribution of the scenes with split verse lines and rhymes in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines: 14.53 

The median percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines: 13.02 

The standard deviation of the percentage of scenes with split rhymes and verse lines: 9.83 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the percentage of scenes with split verse 

lines and rhymes being normally distributed was very low (the p-value was 

0.015218793414533138). Therefore, we rejected the hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 28. Distribution of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean coefficient of unused dramatic characters 20.51 

The median coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 20.64 

The standard deviation of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters: 9.1 

 

The Shapiro-Wilk test showed that the probability of the coefficient of dialogue vivacity of being 

normally distributed was 0.7443241477012634, which was much higher than the 0.05 

significance level. We failed to reject the null hypothesis of the normal distribution. 
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Figure B. 29. Distribution of the percentage of discontinuous scenes in the Russian five-act 
comedy. 

 

The mean percentage of discontinuous scenes 6.37 

The median percentage of discontinuous scenes: 6.67 

The standard deviation of the percentage of discontinuous scenes: 3.61 

 

For the percentage of discontinuous scenes, the Shapiro-Wilk showed that the probability of the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes of being normally distributed was low (the p-value was 

0.011422311887145042). Since it was below the 0.05 significance level, we rejected the null 

hypothesis of normal distribution. 
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Appendix C. Statistical Tests Used for Hypotheses Testing 

I. The French Five-act Verse Comedies 

1. The Kruskal-Wallis test 

The Kruskal-Wallis is a non-parametric equivalent of ANOVA. It does not assume a normal 

distribution. It helps determine if there are statistically significant differences at least between 

some of the multiple samples. If significant differences are detected, one should follow up with a 

different test, e.g., the Mann-Whitney U-test to determine between which exact samples these 

differences occur.242  

Our null hypothesis was that there would be no difference in the distributions of the features 

in the four periods. Our alternative hypothesis was that there would be differences. We set the 

significance level at 0.05. If the p-value returned by the test was lower than 0.05, we would 

reject the null hypothesis of no difference. Otherwise, we would fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

Feature p-value Result 

the number of dramatic characters 0.03509840710855357 Significant 

the mobility coefficient 5.942554326253018e-10 Significant 

sigma 0.0016348792826840503 Significant 

the percentage of non-dialogues 0.001213739715750228 Significant 

the percentage of polylogues 1.2138522697949172e-07 Significant 

the percentage of monologues 4.2359444687722217e-10 Significant 

Figure C. 1. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test for the distribution of the number of dramatic 
characters, the mobility coefficient, sigma,  the percentage of non-dialogues, polylogues, and 
monologues in the four periods of the French five-act verse comedy. 

 
                                                      

242
 For more details, see “scipy.stats.kruskal.” SciPy.org. Last modified July 23, 2020. Accessed September 

28, 2020. https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.stats.kruskal.html. 
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Feature p-value Result 

the coefficient of unused dramatic characters 0.5924088321957536 Not significant 

the percentage of discontinuous scenes 1.6057274997763856e-09 Significant 

Figure C. 2. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test for the distribution of the coefficient of unused 
dramatic characters and the percentage of discontinuous scenes in the four periods of the French 
five-act verse comedy. 

 
 
2. The Mann-Whitney U-test 

 
The Mann-Whitney U-test is a non-parametric test that does not assume normal distribution. 

Here, we used scipy.stats library to perform the test.243 We ran the Mann-Whitney U-test to 

check whether there was a difference between the French Periods One and Two, Periods Two 

and Three, Periods Three and Four. The null hypothesis was no difference in the distribution for 

the features in these periods, whereas the alternative hypothesis was that the periods would be 

different. We set the significance level at 0.05. If the p-value produced by the Mann-Whitney u-

test was below 0.05, we would reject the null hypothesis of no difference. 

 

Figure C. 3. The results of Mann -Whitney U-test for Periods One and Two of the French five-
act verse comedy. 

 

                                                      

243
 “scipy.stats.mannwhitneyu.” SciPy.org. Last modified July 23, 2020. Accessed September 28, 2020. 

https://docs.scipy.org/doc/scipy/reference/generated/scipy.stats.mannwhitneyu.html. 
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Figure C. 4. The results of Mann Whitney U-test for Periods Two and Three of the French five-
act verse comedy. 

 

 

Figure C. 5. The results of Mann Whitney U-test for Periods Three and Four of the French five-
act verse comedy. 

 
 

Since we ran this test already after we updated our periodization based on the results of 

the previous testing, our null hypothesis was now that the distribution of the features in the 

French Periods One and Two, Periods Two and Three will be different. 
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Feature and Periods p-value Result 

the percentage of discontinuous scenes 

in Periods One and Two 

6.474224060234932e-08 Significant 

the percentage of discontinuous scenes 

in Periods Two and Three 

1.6057274997763856e-09 Significant 

 
Figure C. 6. The results of Mann Whitney U-test for the percentage of discontinuous scenes in 
the French Periods One and Two, Two and Three. 
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II. The Russian Five-act Verse Tragedy 
 
1. The Mann-Whitney U-test without a normal approximation 
 

The Mann-Whitney U-test is a non-parametric test that does not assume normal distribution. 

The scipy version of Mann-Whitney U-test requires each sample to be at least 20 because it uses 

normal approximation. Since most of the periods had fewer than 20 plays, we could not use the 

scipy version and instead, we had to run Mann-Whitney U-test without a normal approximation 

for which we wrote a custom function. 244 Our null hypothesis was no difference between the 

two periods. Our alternative hypothesis was that the periods were different. We set the 

significance level (alpha) at 0.05. We ran the Mann-Whitney U-test and calculated the test 

statistic. Next, we compared the test statistic with the critical value of U for a two-tailed test at 

alpha=0.05.245 If our test statistic were equal or lower than the critical value of U, we could 

reject the null hypothesis. Otherwise, we would fail to reject it. 

 

Figure C. 7. The critical values of U for Sperantov’s data on the Russian five-act verse tragedy. 

                                                      

244
 The function for the Mann-Whitney U-test was written based on the test description in “Nonparametric 

Tests. Mann Whitney U Test (Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test).” MPH Online Learning Modules. Last modified May 4, 
2017. Accessed December 7, 2020. https://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/mph-
modules/bs/bs704_nonparametric/bs704_nonparametric4.html.  

245
 Critical values can be found in “Real Statistics Using Excel.” Real Statistics. Accessed December 7, 2020. 

https://www.real-statistics.com/statistics-tables/mann-whitney-table/  
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Figure C. 8. The results of Mann-Whitney U-test for Periods One and Two. 

 

 

Figure C. 9. The results of Mann-Whitney U-test for Periods Two and Three. 

 

 

Figure C. 10. The results of Mann-Whitney U-test for Periods Three and Four. 

 
III. The Russian Five-act Verse Comedy 
1. The t-test  

 
The t-test assumes normal distribution of the data. We used this test to check the following 

hypothesis: the null hypothesis was no difference between the two periods (Period One (from 

1775 to 1794) and Period Two (from 1795 to 1849)). The alternative hypothesis was that the two 
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periods were different. Our significance level was set at 0.05. If the p-value produced by the t-

test were below 0.05, we would reject the null hypothesis of no difference. 

 

Figure C. 11. The results of the t-test for the stage directions features for Periods One and Two of 
the Russian five-act verse comedy. 

 

 

Figure C. 12. The results of the t-test for the percentage of polylogues and the monologues in 
Periods One and Two of the Russian five-act verse comedy. 

 

 

Figure C. 13. The results of the t-test for the coefficient of dialogue vivacity, the percentage of 
scenes with split verse lines, the percentage of scenes with split rhymes, the percentage of open 
scenes Periods One and Two of the Russian five-act verse comedy. 

 

2. The Mann-Whitney U-test without a normal approximation 

  The Mann-Whitney U-test is a non-parametric test that does not assume normal 

distribution. The scipy version of Mann-Whitney U-test requires each sample to be at least 20 
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because it uses normal approximation. Since most of the periods had fewer than 20 plays, we 

could not use the scipy version and instead, we had to run Mann-Whitney U-test without a 

normal approximation for which we wrote a custom function. 246 Our null hypothesis was no 

difference between the two periods. Our alternative hypothesis was that the periods were 

different. We set the significance level (alpha) at 0.05. We ran the Mann-Whitney U-test and 

calculated the test statistic. Next, we compared the test statistic with the critical value of U for a 

two-tailed test at alpha=0.05.247 If our test statistic were equal or lower than the critical value of 

U, we could reject the null hypothesis. Otherwise, we would fail to reject it.  

 

Figure C. 14. Critical values of U with the sample sizes six and ten. 

 

 

Figure C. 15. The results of the Mann-Whitney U-test for the number of dramatic characters, the 
mobility coefficient, the standard range, and the percentage of non-dialogues in Periods One and 
Two of the Russian five-act verse comedy. 

 

                                                      

246
 The function for the Mann-Whitney U-test was written based on the test description in “Nonparametric 

Tests. Mann Whitney U Test (Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test).” MPH Online Learning Modules. Last modified May 4, 
2017. Accessed December 7, 2020. https://sphweb.bumc.bu.edu/otlt/mph-
modules/bs/bs704_nonparametric/bs704_nonparametric4.html.  

247
 Critical values can be found in “Real Statistics Using Excel.” Real Statistics. Accessed December 7, 2020. 

https://www.real-statistics.com/statistics-tables/mann-whitney-table/  
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Figure C. 16. The results of the Mann-Whitney U-test for the percentage of scenes with split 
verse lines and rhymes in Periods One and Two of the Russian five-act verse comedy. 
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Appendix D. Calculation of The Number of Verse Lines for Comedies in Free Iambs 

One challenge we faced was the fact that some of the comedies in our corpus were 

written in iambic hexameter while others were written in free iambs. To make the number of 

verse lines of the latter comparable with the former, we calculated the rescaling coefficient. 

Because Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot Uma was the only four-act comedy in verse with 

extensive markup, we used it as the basis for our calculation. 

• First, we improved the Dracor’s markup of the verse lines. 

• Next, we calculated the number of verse lines in Gore ot Uma , which was 2220. 

• Then, we calculated the total number of syllables in Gore ot Uma , which was 22076. 

• We calculated the average number of syllables per verse line: 22076 / 2220 = 

9.944144144144143. 

• Finally, we divided the average number of syllables in Gore ot Uma  by the average number 

of syllables in a comedy written in hexameter, i.e., 12.5: 9.944144144144143 / 12.5 = 0.796. 

• To convert the number of verse lines in a play written in free iambs and make it comparable 

with the comedies written in hexameter, we used the following formula: rescaled number of 

verse lines = the number of verse lines in free iambs x 0.796. 

• For example, in Gore ot Uma , the number of verse lines = 2220, the rescaled number of 

verse lines = 2220 x 0.796 = 1767.12. The coefficient of dialogue vivacity = 702 / 1767.12 = 

0.397. 
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Appendix E. Open-Form Scores by Decades 

 

 

Figure E. 1. Z-Scores and open-form scores in the French five-act verse comedy by decades. 
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Figure E. 2. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the prolific playwrights of Period One of the 
French five-act verse comedy. 

Figure E. 3. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the less prolific playwrights of Period One of the 
French five-act verse comedy. 
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Figure E. 4. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the prolific playwrights of Period Two of the 
French five-act verse comedy. 
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Figure E. 5. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the less prolific playwrights of Period Two of the 
French five-act verse comedy. 
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Figure E. 6. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the prolific playwrights of Period Three of the 
French five-act verse comedy. 

Figure E. 7. Z-Scores and open-form scores for the less prolific playwrights of Period Three of 
the French five-act verse comedy. 
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Figure E. 8. Z-scores and open-form scores by decades for the Russian five-act comedies in 
verse. 
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Figure E. 9. Z-scores and open-form scores by decades for the French five-act comedies in verse. 
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Figure E. 10. Z-scores and open-form scores by decades for Shakespeare’s five-act comedies in 
verse. 

 

Figure E. 11. Z-scores and open-form scores by decades for the 30% stratified random sample 
Goldoni’s five-act comedies in verse. 
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Appendix F. Speech Distributions 

1) French High Comedy:

 

Figure F. 1. The barplot of the speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period 

One.248 

 

Figure F. 2. The speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period One. 

                                                      

248 
N. Gillet de la Tessonnerie’s Le Campagnard (1657) and Noël Lebreton, sieur de Hauteroche’s Crispin 

musicien (1674) have scenes with no speakers. 
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Figure F. 3. The barplot of the speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period 
Two (first part). 

 

Figure F. 4. The speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period Two (first 
part). 
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Figure F. 5. The barplot of the speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period 
Two (second part). 

 

Figure F. 6. The speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period Two (second 
part). 
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Figure F. 7. The barplot of the speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period 
Three. 

 

Figure F. 8. The speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedy of Period Three. 
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2) French High Comedy Contemporaneous to Goldoni: 

 

Figure F. 9. The barplot of the speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedies (1751-
1759). 

 

 

Figure F. 10. The speech distribution in the French five-act verse comedies (1751-1759). 

 

3) Russian High Comedy: 
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Figure F. 11. The barplot of the speech distribution in the Russian five-act verse comedy of the 
tentative Period One. 

 

 

 

Figure F. 12. The speech distribution in the Russian five-act verse comedy of the tentative Period 
One. 
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Figure F. 13. The barplot of the speech distribution in the Russian five-act verse comedy of the 
tentative Period Two. 

 

 

Figure F. 14. The speech distribution in the Russian five-act verse comedy of the tentative Period 
Two. 
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4) Shakespeare’s Comedies and Tragedies: 

 

Figure F. 15. The barplot of the speech distribution in Shakespeare’s comedies. 

 

 

Figure F. 16. The speech distribution in Shakespeare’s comedies. 
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Figure F. 17. The barplot of the speech distribution in Shakespeare’s comedies before 1600. 

 

 

Figure F. 18. The speech distribution and the standard range in Shakespeare’s comedies before 
1600. 
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Figure F. 19. The barplot of the speech distribution in Shakespeare’s tragedies before 1600. 

 

 

Figure F. 20. The speech distribution and the standard range in Shakespeare’s tragedies before 
1600. 
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Figure F. 21. The barplot of the speech distribution in Shakespeare’s tragedies after 1600. 

 

 

Figure F. 22. The speech distribution and the standard range in Shakespeare’s tragedies after 
1600. 

 

 



 

 
344

 

Figure F. 23. The barplot of the speech distribution in Shakespeare’s comedies after 1600. 

 

 

Figure F. 24. The speech distribution and the standard range in Shakespeare’s comedies after 
1600. 
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5) Goldoni’s High Comedy: 

 

Figure F. 25. The barplot of the speech distribution in Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies. 

 

 

 

 

Figure F. 26. The speech distribution in Goldoni’s five-act verse comedies. 
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Appendix G. Investigation ff The Scenes with No Speakers in The French Corpus 

When we began working with speech distributions, we noticed that the data we had acquired 

or prepared for some plays had scenes without any speakers. We investigated these issues. 

• Scenes with no Speakers in Period One: 

o N. Gillet de la Tessonnerie’s Le Campagnard (1657) has a scene with no speakers (act 5 

scene 1) 

o Marcel’s Le Mariage sans mariage (1671) has two errors in the markup (act 5 scene 3.1 

extra - Gusman is speaking, marked as non-speaking; in act 5 scene 6.1 extra is an 

erroneously distinguished scene with no speaking characters). 

o Noël Lebreton, sieur de Hauteroche’s Crispin musicien (1674) has a scene with no 

speaking characters (act 1 scene 11). 

o Scenes with No Speakers in Period Two (first part): 

o Bouy and Fétiq’s comedy La Famille ridicule, comédie messine (1720) has an error in 

the markup (act 4 scene 9, Ourselle is speaking). 

• Scenes with No Speakers in Period Two (second part): 

o Marc-Antoine-Jacques Rochon de Chabannes’s Le Jaloux (1784) act 5 scene 5 has no 

speakers. 

o Scenes with No Speakers in Period Three: 

o Ancien militaire’s L’Ami de cour (1801) has an error in the markup (in act 3 scene 9 

Floriman is speaking). 
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o Th. Princeteau’s Constance ou l’indifférence vaincue (1824) has an error in the 

markup (in act 1 has an incorrectly identified scene 5.1 extra with no speakers). 

This brief investigation showed that there were three comedies, N. Gillet de la 

Tessonnerie’s Le Campagnard (1657), Noël Lebreton, sieur de Hauteroche’s Crispin 

musicien (1674), Marc-Antoine-Jacques Rochon de Chabannes’s Le Jaloux (1784), that indeed 

had scenes with no speaking dramatic characters. Other comedies, Marcel’s Le Mariage sans 

mariage (1671), Bouy and Fétiq’s comedy La Famille ridicule, comédie messine (1720), Ancien 

militaire’s L’Ami de cour (1801), and Th. Princeteau’s Constance ou l’indifférence 

vaincue (1824) have errors in the markup. We addressed this issue by correcting the speech 

distribution in these comedies. 
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Appendix H. The Features Evolution in Shakespeare’s Comedies and Tragedies 

 

Figure H. 1. The evolution of the number of dramatic characters in Shakespeare’s comedies and 
tragedies. 

 

 

Figure H. 2. The evolution of the mobility coefficient in Shakespeare’s comedies and tragedies. 
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Figure H. 3. The evolution of the percentage of non-dialogues in Shakespeare’s comedies and 
tragedies 

 

 

Figure H. 4. The evolution of the percentage of polylogues in Shakespeare’s comedies and 
tragedies. 
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Figure H. 5. The evolution of the percentage of monologues in Shakespeare’s comedies and 
tragedies. 
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Appendix I. The Features Evolution in The Four and Five-Act Comedies 

 

Figure I. 1. The number of dramatic characters by year and source. 
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Figure I. 2. The mobility coefficient by year and source. 

 

Figure I. 3. The standard range by year and source. 
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Figure I. 4. The percentage of non-dialogues by year and source. 

 

Figure I. 5.  The percentage of polylogues by year and source. 
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Figure I. 6. The percentage of monologues by year and source. 

 

 

 

Figure I. 7. The coefficient of unused dramatic characters by year and source. 
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Figure I. 8. The percentage of discontinuous scenes by year and source. 
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Appendix J. The French Comedies That Represent the Maximum and The Minimum 
Values of Each Feature 

We also explored individual comedies that corresponded to extreme and central values of 

the period. The maximum values were the following: 

• The number of dramatic characters: 30 in Period One (Chalussay’s Elomire Hypocondre 

(1670)), 24 in Period Two (Cubières-Palmézeaux’s L’Homme d’état imaginaire (1789)), 28 

in Period Three Gosse’s Les Jésuites, ou les autres Tartuffes (1827)). 

 

• The mobility coefficient: 85 in Period One (Hauteroche’s Crispin musician (1674)) , 91 in 

Period Two (Chauveau’s L’homme de cour (1767)), 86  in Period Three (Gosse’s Les 

Jésuites, ou les autres Tartuffes (1827)). 

 

• The standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma): 3.54  in Period One 

(Chalussay’s Elomire Hypocondre (1670)), 1.98 in Period Two (Rousseau’s La Femme qui 

ne parle point ou l’hypocondre (1751)), 2.54 in Period Three: (Delavigne’s La Princesse 

Aurélie (1828)). 

 

• The percentage of polylogues: 86.21% in Period One (Boisrobert’s Les trois Orontes 

(1652)), 58.06% in Period Two (Rousseau’s Les ayeux chimériques ou la comtesse de 

Critognac (1735), 65.0% in Period Three: Merville’s La Famille Glinet (1818)). 
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• The percentage of monologues: 33.33% in Period One: (Rotrou’s La Célimène (1633), 

40.48% in Period Two (Bastide’s Le Jeune homme (1766)), 43.08% in Period Three 

(Bonjour’s Le Mari à bonnes fortunes, ou La Leçon (1824)). 

Three authors (Chalussay, Rousseau, and Gosse) wrote the comedies that represented the 

maximum for their period based on at least two features. 

The minimum for all features: 

• The number of dramatic characters: 7 in Period One: (three comedies including Pierre 

Corneille’s La Suite du menteur (1643)),  Montfleury’s L’École des filles (1666), 

and Marcel’s Le Mariage sans marriage (1671), 6 in Period Two (Destouches’s Le Mari 

confident (1758) and Bastide’s Le Jeune homme (1766)), 6 in Period Three (Augier’s 

Gabrielle (1849)). 

 

• The mobility coefficient: 19 in Period One: (Guérin de Bouscal’s Dom Quixote de la 

Manche (1639)), 29 in Period Two: (Nivelle de la Chaussée’s Mélanide (1741), 34 in Period 

Three: Duval’s Le Chevalier d’industrie (1818)) 

 
• The standard range of the number of speaking characters (sigma):  0.6 in Period One: 

(Quinault’s La Mère coquette (1665)), 0.63 in Period Two: (Dorat’s Roséïde ou l’Intrigant 

(1779)), 0.84 in Period Three: (Michaud’s Le Faux ami de cour, ou le Danger des liaisons 

(1818)). 

 



 

 
358

• The percentage of polylogues: 10.64% in Period One (Pierre Corneille’s La Suivante 

(1634)), 8.7% in Period Two (Delon’s Le Financier (1779)), 18.46% in Period Three: 

(Bonjour’s Le Mari à bonnes fortunes, ou La Leçon  (1824)). 

 
• The percentage of monologues: 0% in nine comedies in Period One: Period One, including 

Guyon’s Dom Quixote de la Manche (1639), Scarron’s L’Héritier ridicule ou la Dame 

intéressée (1649) and Don Japhet d’Arménie (1652), Boisrobert’s La Belle plaideuse (1654), 

Thomas Corneille’s Le Galant double (1660), Le Baron d’Albikrac (1668), and La Comtesse 

d’Orgueil (1670), Quinault’s La Mère coquette (1665), and Molière’s Le Misanthrope 

(1666); 3.23% in Period Two (Rousseau’s Les ayeux chimériques ou la comtesse de 

Critognac), 11.36% in Period Three (Augier’s Gabrielle). 

One author, Pierre Corneille, wrote comedies that represented the period minimum 

based on at least two features (the number of dramatic characters and the percentage of 

polylogues).249 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      

249
   This analysis is accessible in the notebook that also contains the tables with the comedies that represent 

the maximum, the minimum, and the central values for each period and each feature. The link to the analysis is in 
Appendix L. 
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Appendix K. The Russian Comedies that Represent the Maximum and the Minimum 
Values of Each Feature and Comedies that Are the Closest to the Mean 

• The first five-act verse comedy in the history of Russian literature, Nikolai 

Nikolev’s Samoliubivyi stikhotvorets (1775), had the minimum number of dramatic 

characters (8), minimum mobility coefficient (45), and was the closest to the mean based 

on the average length of a stage direction and the percentage of scenes with split verse 

lines (30.44%). Pavel Berkov credits Nikolev for introducing sentimental elements into 

Russian comedy (Berkov 1977, 170). However, based on its formal characteristics, the 

comedy was essentially Neoclassical in style. It had the same number of dramatic 

characters as Pierre Corneille’s seventeenth century Mélite (1629) and the same mobility 

as Corneille’s La Veuve (1633).  

• Iakov Kniazhnin’s Khvastun (1785) was the closest to the mean based on the percentage 

of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes (14.54%), and the coefficient of unused 

dramatic characters (18.85). 

• Dmitrii Efim’ev’s Prestupnik ot igry ili bratom prodannaia sestra (1788) had the highest 

percentage of monologues (42.31%). Monologues often reflected the author’s moral 

values (Kukushkina 1982, 169). It is not surprise that the comedy that judges a careless 

brother for losing his sister in a gamble would have many moralistic monologues. The 

comedy also had the minimum number of dramatic characters (8), and the minimum 

percentage of polylogues (15.38%). Based on its formal characteristics, it was a typical 

Neoclassical play, however, it was very popular with the audience. A famous Russian 

critic, Vissarion Belinksii later noted that Efim’ev “who was once considered a good 

playwright was now, unfortunately, completely forgotten (Barkov 1977, 286). 
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• Iakov Kniazhnin’s Chudaki (1790) was the closest to the mean based on the number of 

dramatic characters (15), the mobility coefficient (60), and the percentage of polylogues 

(38.33%). 

• Aleksandr Klushin’s Smekh i gore (1792), the comedy that was politically daring as it 

aimed in Catherine The Great herself (Welsh 1966, 22),  had a very closed form: it had 

the minimum percentage of scenes with split verse lines (3.33%), the minimum 

percentage of scenes with split rhymes (6.67%), the minimum percentage of open scenes 

(6.67%), and the minimum percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes 

(3.33%). It was the closest to the mean based on the mobility coefficient (60). 

• Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794) had the highest observed sigma (2.77), and it was the 

closest to the mean based on the percentage of discontinuous scenes (6.38%) and the 

number of dramatic characters (15). 

• Aleksei Golitsyn’s Novye chudaki ili Prozhekter (1797) had the maximum percentage of 

discontinuous scenes (17.02%). 

• Nikolai Seliavin’s Zhenikhi, ili Pobezhdennyi predrassudok (1806) had the minimum 

average length of a stage direction (1.09) and coefficient of unused dramatic characters 

(5.0). 

• V sem′e ne bez uroda (1813) by an anonymous author was the closest to the mean based 

on the percentage of scenes with split rhymes. 

• Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Urok koketkam, ili Lipetskie vody (1815) had the highest 

percentage of open scenes (85%); it had the maximum degree of verse and prose 

interaction (14.22). It was also the closest to the mean based on the mobility coefficient 

(60) and the coefficient of unused dramatic characters (22.43). 
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• Aleksandr Soboloev’s Tri zhenikha, ili Liubov′ nyneshnego sveta (1817) had the 

minimum frequency of stage directions (5.23) and degree of verse and prose interaction 

(1.08). 

• Boris Fedorov’s Chudnye vstrechi  (1818) was the closest to the central tendency based 

on the degree of verse and prose interaction (7.74) and the percentage of open scenes 

(54.76). 

• Aleksandr Shakhovskoi’s Pustodumy (1819) had the maximum percentage of polylogues 

(61.22%), the maximum percentage of scenes with split verse lines (56%), and the 

maximum percentage of scenes with split verse lines and rhymes (38%); it also had the 

minimum percentage of monologues (6.12%). 

• Fedor Kokoshkin’s Vospitalie, ili Vot pridanoe (1824) had the minimum mobility 

coefficient of 41. 

• Aleksandr Griboedov’s Gore ot uma (1824) had the maximum number of dramatic 

characters (34), the maximum average length of a stage direction (3.944), the second 

highest mobility coefficient of 94, after Petr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849)(111), 

the second highest sigma (2.545), after Vasilii Kapnist’s Iabeda (1794) (2.771), the third 

highest coefficient of unused dramatic characters (36.77), the highest average length of a 

stage direction of 3.944.the second-lowest stage directions frequency 0f 14.204, after 

Aleksandr Sobolev’s Tri zhenikha, ili Liubov′ nyneshnego sveta with 5.229.  

• Mikhail Zagoskin’s Blagorodnyi teatr (1828) had the maximum coefficient of unused 

dramatic characters (45.48%) and the minimum percentage of discontinuous scenes 

(1.52%). It was the closest to the mean based on the standard range of the number of 

speaking characters (1.57), frequency of stage directions. 



 

 
362

• Rafail Zotov’s Novaia shkola muzhei (1842) had the maximum percentage of scenes with 

split rhymes (67.31%). 

• Nikolai Krol’s Komediia iz sovremennoi zhizni (1849) had the minimum standard range 

of the number of speaking characters (0.74). 

• Piotr Grigor′ev’s Zhiteiskaia shkola (1849) had the maximum mobility coefficient (111) 

and the frequency of stage directions (29.57). It was the closest to the mean based on the 

percentage of monologues (22.52%). 
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Appendix L. Links to The Data and Notebooks on GitHub 

Please note that occasionally GitHub would struggle to render large notebook files (ending in 

“.ipynb”), and you will see a message “Sorry, something went wrong. Reload?” In this case, you 

can insert the specified URL into https://nbviewer.jupyter.org/ to view the content. 

1) The Python package written for the project: 

https://github.com/innawendell/player 

2) The repository of the project: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy 

3) The repository of the project on Zenodo: 

https://zenodo.org/record/4765186 - .YKMkVH1KjOQ 

4) Explanation of all tags: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/TAGS_EXPLANATION.md 

5) Data for the Russian comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Russian_Comedies/Data/Comed

ies_Raw_Data.csv 

6) Data for the French comedies: 
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https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/French_Comedies/Data/French_

Comedies_Data.csv 

7) The Pdf files of the French comedies: 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1rsQ9TI_OJTRMIa6cyvfo8BOHXc9nmyWl?usp=sharing 

8) The Pdf files of the Russian comedies that the access to which was not restricted by the 

contract with the St. Petersburg theater library: 

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/13jhPbVEKzWiWVdk5fO9ZtSP8vrXcEB8S?usp=sharing 

9) Data for the 10% proportionate random sample of the French comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/French_Comedies/Data/French_

Comedies_Data_Sample.csv 

10) Metadata of the French comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/French_Comedies/French_Come

dies.tsv 

11) Metadata of the Russian comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Russian_Comedies/Russian_Co

medies.tsv 

12) All structural summaries in the Microsoft Word: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/tree/master/French_Comedies/Word_Docs 
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13) Sampling and analysis of the French five-act original verse comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/French_Sample.ipynb 

14) Analysis of the evolution of the French five-act verse comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Evolution_French_Co

medy.ipynb 

15) Analysis of the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and the percentage of discontinuous 

scenes in the French five-act verse comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/French_Comedy_Othe

r_Features.ipynb 

16) The evolution of the open-form scores in the French five-act verse comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Open_Form_Scores_E

volution.ipynb 

17) Comparison of the Evolution of the French five-act verse comedy vs. five-act verse tragedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Comedy_vs_Tragedy_

Comparison.ipynb 
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18) Individual French playwrights in the context of the evolution of the French five-act verse 

comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Individual_French_Pla

ywrights.ipynb 

19) Sampling of Goldoni’s Comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Goldoni_Sample.ipynb 

20) The analysis of Sperantov’s data on the Russian tragedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Sperantov_Tragedy/Tr

agedy_Sperantov_Analysis.ipynb 

21) The analysis of the stage directions features in the Russian five-act verse comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/The Analysis of The 

Evolution of The Russian Comedy.ipynb 

22) The analysis of Iarkho’s original features in the Russian five-act verse comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/The Evolution of The 

Russian Comedy_Iarkho_Features.ipynb 

23) The analysis of the verse features in the Russian five-act verse comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/The Evolution of The 

Russian Comedy_Verse_Features.ipynb 
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24) The analysis of other features (the coefficient of unused dramatic characters and the 

percentage of discontinuous scenes) in the Russian five-act verse comedy: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/The Evolution of The 

Russian Comedy_Other_Features.ipynb 

25) Comparison of the Russian five-act verse comedy with other traditions: 

https://nbviewer.jupyter.org/github/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Comp

arison_Russian_Comedies_With_Other_Traditions.ipynb 

26) Comparison of the Russian four and five-act verse comedies: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Four_and_Five_Act_C

omedies.ipynb 

27) Exploration of the Russian comedians and individual plays: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Individual_Comedies.i

pynb 

28) Original comedies and their translation or adaptations: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Originals_and_Their_

Translations_Or_Adaptations.ipynb 
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29) Woe from Wit analysis of the average length of a verse line: 

https://github.com/innawendell/European_Comedy/blob/master/Analyses/Woe_From_Wit_Anal

ysis.ipynb 
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