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COLLABORATION AND ITS DISCONTENTS:
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Abstract

The three-part article focuses on the paradoxical similarities and differences between
the changing stances taken by the two poets vis-a-vis emerging Stalinism. The first
part compares Pasternak’s attempt at striking a “collaborationist” deal in his 1931 “I
Want To Go Home...” fragment and Mandel’shtam’s similar but desperately im-
plausible bid in the same year’s “Preserve My Speech...”. The second analyzes
Mandel’shtam’s post-Voronezh ‘Stanzas’ (1937) as a last-ditch effort to gain official
acceptance through an imitation of Pasternak’s poetic strategies of the 1930s. The
third shows the title protagonist of Doctor Zhivago, Pasternak’s fictional alter ego,
revising the poet’s own earlier “collaborationist” position.
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— He ympsimbest! Uto tebe crout? IlmroHs ma mora-

Ty# y 3701... (Th(y!) momamyii y Hero pydky.
(A. Puskin, ‘Kapitanskaja docka’)

The two great poets’ polemic, dialogue, and even an unexpected concurrence
(chronologically disparate as it was) on the subject of the Stalinism of the
1930s has long attracted the attention of critics. This began with Nadezda
Mandel’stam’s take in her first book of memoirs — in the chapter program-
matically titled “Antipody” (“Antipodes™)." There she outlined the dynamics

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2015.11.004
0304-3479/© 2015 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.


http://www.elsevier.com/locate/ruslit
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2015.11.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ruslit.2015.11.004
http://www.sciencedirect.com
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.ruslit.2015.11.004&domain=pdf

684 Alexander Zholkovsky

of attraction to and alienation from the regime, which started with Paster-
nak’s accommodative Vtoroe rozdenie (The Second Birth) and Mandel’-
Stam’s defiant anti-Stalin epigram but ended with a dramatic role-switch:
with Mandel’stam writing his ‘Ode’ to Stalin and a pile of pro-Soviet poems
and Pasternak (whose earlier collaborationism helped his survival) creating
Doktor Zivago and challenging the establishment with its publication abroad.

The intermediate steps of this tragic pas de deux are well known.
Among the most relevant are the following texts:

Pasternak’s: ‘Borisu Pil’njaku’ (1931/publ. 1931; further abbreviated as
‘Drugu’), ‘Volny’ (1931/1932; in particular, the fragment “Mne chocetsja
domoj, v ogromnost’...”, abbr. MChD), “Stolet’e s lisnim — ne vcera...”
(1931/1932; abbr. ‘Stansy’), “Kogda ja wustaju ot pustozvonstva...”
(1932/1932), ‘Chudoznik. 1°, and its sequel “A v te Ze dni na rasstojan’i...”
(1935/1936), “Ja ponjal: vse zivo...” (1935/1936), ‘Iz letnich zapisok. 3’
(“Scastliv, kto celikom...”, 1936/1936), — all of them, as we can see,
promptly published.

Mandel’Stam’s: the only poem published in his lifetime “Ja vernulsja v
moj gorod, znakomyj do slez...” (1930/publ. 1932; abbr. ‘Leningrad’) and a
number of unpublished during his lifetime — “Sochrani moju re¢’ navsegda za
privkus nes¢ast’ja i dyma...” (1931; SMR), “Kvartira ticha, kak bumaga...”,
(1933; ‘Kvartira’), “My zivem, pod soboju ne ¢uja strany...” (1933), quite a
few Voronez poems, including the ‘Ode’ (1935-1937) and, finally, such post-
Voronez ones, as “Esli b menja naS$i vragi vzjali...” (1937), and the two
poems dedicated to E.E. Popova: “S primes’ju vorona golubi...” (1937) and
‘Stansy’ (“Neobchodimo serdcu bit’sja...”; 1937).

In an earlier essay, I dwelt on the dialogue between MChD, ‘Leningrad’ and
‘Kvartira’.> In what follows I will focus first on the striking affinities of SMR
and MChD, then on the remarkable Pasternakisms of Mandel’Stam’s ‘Stansy’
and, finally, on the interesting case of Pasternak’s disowning his MChD in
Doktor Zivago.?

1. Through Harness to Eternity

CoxpaHH MO0 Pedb HaBCEra 3a IPUBKYC HECUACTHSI U JBIMA,

3a cMOITy KpYTOBOT'O TEPIIEHbS, 3a COBECTHBIH AETOTh TPYyIa.

Kak Boza B HOBropocKiX KOJOAIax J0DKHA OBITH UepHA U CIIaiuMa,
UroOsl B Helt kK PoxxecTBy oTpasuiach CeMbIO IUNITABHUKAMH 3BE3/1a.

U 3a 3T0, OTEI] MO, MO¥ IPYT ¥ TOMOIITHUK MOH TPYOBIi,
S — Henpu3HAHHEINA Opart, OTIIENEHell B HAPOIHON ceMbe, —
Ob6ermato TOCTPOUTH TaKUE JPEeMydne CpyOsl,

UtoOBI B HUX TaTapBa OITycKaja KHs3el Ha Oajpe.
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JIn1e ObI TOIBKO JIFOOMIIM MEHS DTH MEP3JIbIC IJIAXH —
Kak, mpurensice Ha cMepTh, TOPOJIKHU 3alTHOAIOT B Cady, —
51 3a 3TO BCIO KU3Hb IPOXOXKY XOTh B JKEIIE3HOH pydaxe
W 1151 xa3HU IETPOBCKOM B Jiecax TONOPUILE HANTY.

3 mas 1931

There exists an impressive amount of secondary criticism of this poem,
unveiling most of its semantic and intertextual secrets.* I will touch upon two
issues: Mandel’Stam’s attempted acceptance of the regime and his poetic
dialogue on the subject with Pasternak. The poet’s readiness to a grim com-
promise with the reality of the “Great Turn” is a thorny topic, and SMR bears
a most striking testimony to it.

A poet’s reaction to change, whether personal or social, often ushers a
new stage of his creative evolution, consisting in an adaptation of his esta-
blished system of motifs to the challenging new realities.” Two invariant mo-
tifs of Mandel’Stam’s poetic world were especially relevant to the tasks he
undertook in SMR.

The first one features an ambivalent acceptance of life, its hardships,
hostile and alien forces, evil, death and fate — in the hope of achieving unity
with the people and poetic immortality. Here are a few examples, arranged in
their chronological order, with the segments that are most important from the
standpoint of SMR in italics.

TBoit Mup, 00NE3HEHHBIN U CTPaHHBIN, A npunumaro, nycmoma!

Jlerkuit kpecm oTUHOKUX NPOTYIOK S nokopHo ONSITH nOHeCy,

KypanTtoB 60it u TeHu rocynapeii: Poccus, Thl — Ha KaMHE U KPOBH —
Yuacmeosamw 6 meoeii scenesnoii kape Xoms masxcecmoio mers baazo-
cnosu!

Kaxk artuueckuii conaar, B ceoezo épaea 61100.1eHHbIl!

Bocxoauis eI B riayxue roabl, — O, COMHIE, cyous, Hapoo.

U cam cebs necy s, Kax sicepmsy, nanavy.

Sl 6ce omoam 3a ocusHb — MHE Tak HyXHa 3abota, — W cnuuka
cepHasi MeHst 6 COrpeTh MOrJia.

TsAHYTBCS C HEKHOCTBIO OCCCMBICICHHO K uyoicomy, W 1maputh B
nycmome, i mepneauso xIathb.

JlyImHO — 11 BCe-TaKU J0 CMepmu XO4emcs HCumbp.

— Huuero, xopoima, xopoina... 4 u cam 6edb maxoii sice, Kymda.

To1 0onoicen Muoti nogenegams, A s 005a3aH 6bIMb NOCTYULHBIM.

Mos cmpana co MHOIO TOBOpIIIa, MUpPBOJIWIIA, KypUIIa, HE MPoUa,
[...] AaMupanTeiickuM IIy4uKoM 3agicena. A O0onoicen sicums, Ovlia u
bonvueses, Pabomams peus, He CIIyIIAsICh — CaM-IpYT.

The other invariant essential for SMR is the “contractual” motif, which
is quite prominent in the text thanks to a consistent use of the syntactic
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structures of purpose and cause, involving such prepositions and conjunctions
as “3a”, ‘“aroObpr”, “aumbe OBl TONBKO”, “mua” (“for”, “so that”) and the
predicates “coxpanm” (“preserve’”), “momkHa ObITE” (“must be”) and “obe-
maro” (“I promise”). In SMR, this invariant stance results in a peculiar con-
tract concluded by the poet with Fate (represented by the authorities, the
Russian people, the Russian language, the literary process). In Mandel’Stam’s
oeuvre as a whole it has a range of various implementations, all in keeping
with the poet’s strong conviction that the world is governed by the laws of
cause-and-effect, that one has to pay for everything, which means, on ba-
lance, that sacrifices are not made in vain as they promise a meaningful
future and even immortality.

I will illustrate this cluster with more quotations and highlight the
passages that make it obvious how instrumental this “contractual” motif is in
substantiating the difficult conformist decision underlying SMR. The
persistent recurrence of the themes of poetic immortality, unity with the
people and the like testifies how organic this extreme move was to Man-
del’stam’s poetic world.

3a pajocTh THXYIO ABIIIATH U drcums Koro, ckaxute, MHE 61a200a-
pums? [...] [Iyckaii MTHOBEHUS CT€KaeT MyTbh — Y30pa MUIIOTO He 3a-
UepKHyMb.

S xouy noyoicunams, n 36e30u1 3010mbie B TEMHOM Koutenvke! |...]
Ecnu s Ha To uMeto npaso, — Pasmensiime MHE MOI 30510TOM !

Ho Bbimaer ce0st CHapyXW maiiHblii niaH, 31eCh HO3a00Munac
MOATIPYXXHBIX apoK cuia, Ymo6 macca rpy3Has CTEHBI HE COKpYLIMIa
[...] Tem dvame gyman s: w3 TsDKecTH HemoOpoir U s korma-HUOYIb
npeKpacHoe co30am.

Ha xamennbix orporax Iluspunm Bomunum My3sl mepBblid XOpOBOZ,
Ymoobw1, KaK MUYENbl, TUPHUKY ciiensle Ham momapuimm uonuiickuti meo.

3a mo, umo st pyKu TBOM HE CyMell yIepXaTb, 3a mo, 4mo s npenain
COJICHBIC HEXHBIC TYOBI, S Odondicen paccBeTa B Opemyuem aKpoOIIONe
JKATh.

Ymoobwr cuitoit win nackoil UymHBIH BRIMAHUTH TIpUNCK, Bpems —
LApCTBEHHBIN Toxnacok — Jlogum cno8o-konobok. N ceoe naxooum
mecmo YepcTBbI nacvinox exoé — Ycpixaroumid goBecok Ilpexae
BBIHYTHIX XJI€00B.

51 xomen 661 HU 0 yeM Eme pa3 nozosopums |...] Ymobwvl po3oBoit
KPOBH CBSI3b, JTHX CYXOHBKHX TpaB 3BOH, YBOPOBAaHHAsl HAULIACH
Yepes ek, CEHOBAI, COH.

YmooOvl BEIPBATh BEK W3 IUICHA, Ymobbl HOBbIL MUp Havams, Y 3I10-

BaTBIX JHEH KoeHa Hyowcno gretimoro ceéazamo.

Uyp! He npocuts, He xanoBatbes, upin! He XHBIKATE — 0112 mo2o au
Ppa3HOUYMHIIBI Paccoxiible TONTANM Calory, ¥mob s Terepb UX rnpeaan?

OHn Oe3Hocol kanutensio [IpaBur, gymry Becens, Ymobd eepmenace
Kapycenbio Kncno-cnanxas semis.
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Mamno B HeMm ObUTO nuHeHHOro, HpaBa on He ObLT muuteiiHoro, M
nomomy 3ta ynuua W, BepHel, aTa sima Tax u 3068emcsi no umeHu
Otoro MaHnzensmrama.

Yezo dodunucy 6v1? bnecramero pacuema: I'y6 meBensmuxcsa oT-
HATH BBl HE MOIJIN.

Ymobu [lynmikuHa 9yHBIN TOBap He IOMIEN 110 pyKaM JapMOEIOB,
I'pamoTeer B MMHENAX ¢ HATaHAMHU IUIEMS TITKHHOBEIOB.

Hapooy nyscen cmux TamHCTBEHHO-POAHOM, Ymo6 OT Hero oH eey-
HO TIPOCHITIAJICS.

Ymob, npusTens U BeTpa u Kanenb, Coxpanun UX MeCYaHUK BHYTPH,
Hanapanann MHOXecTBO 1anenb 1 OyThUIOK B OyThIIKAX HapH.

SMR naturally belongs to this series and at the same time stands out,
based as it is on the “3a + uro6w” (“for + so that”) formula. This formula
appears in the text three times — indeed, four, if we count the phrase “mums”
by “rompko” (“if only”) as a variant of the same. The only other text where
the use of the formula is as frequent is the poem “Za gremucuju doblest’
grjadus¢ich vekov...”.

It is not only that the clauses of this trade-off contract pile up: they keep
expanding in unexpected and bizarre ways. In the first stanza, a sensible
balance of services and rewards seems to have been achieved: the poet claims
a reward (= preservation of his legacy) for his triple deserts: “mpuBkyc
necuacmost” (“the aftertaste of misfortune”), “cmony mepnenss” (“the resin
of patience”), “nerots mpyoa” (“the tar of labor”) and their logical fruits (the
wells that, like poetry, can reflect higher spheres: the Christmas Star). But
then, his contribution for some reason (probably because the outcast poet is,
so to speak, disfranchised and his contractual claims are declared invalid)
fails to earn him the reward — and he has to raise his bid by promising
additional services (to build a log shell, to wear fetters, to find an axe-
handle). The basic principle of the deal — the service reasonably earning an
adequate reward — is undermined. But that is precisely the point: the situation
is abnormal.

Moreover, while the first stanza refers to literary merits (albeit nega-
tively flavored, see “Hecuactbe” [“misfortune”], “meiM™ [“smoke”], “Tep-
nenwe” [“patience”], “merots” [“tar”], “Tpyn” [“labor’]) and thus ones that
are most likely to be rewarded with preservation of the poet’s oeuvre. But the
additional actions offered in stanzas Il and III are extraliterary services, in
fact, certain forms of assistance in punishing third parties as well as the
claimant himself. The poet’s readiness to go to such lengths is the most
poignant aspect of SMR. This is further accompanied by a grotesque trans-
formation of the motif: the option that has been accepted by the poet as hard
but reasonable (cf. “3a Ge33aKOHHBIE BOCTOPTH JIMXas IIaTa CTEpexer”’) turns
out to be gross and absurd.®
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The topos of a poet’s contract with a supreme authority granting him
poetic immortality is represented in Russian poetry by the genre of
‘Monument’, originating in Horace. The allusions in SMR to Puskin’s “I’ve
raised a monument to myself not made by human hands...” have been noted
by scholars, with special reference to the za-motif.” In fact, the two texts
share a whole cluster of common features:

— claim of immortality;

— appeal to the people;

— references to language/speech and Oriental ethnos, cf. Puskin’s
“Tungus” and “Kalmyk” with Mandel’Stam’s “ratapsa” (‘“Tatar folk”);

— the motif of cruelty (and offense);

— the basic vocabulary of “xwm3mp” (“life”) — “cmeptp” (“death™) —
“mo0oBp” (“love”), cf. “mobe3en” (“endeared”) in Puskin, “mro0umn”
(“<they> loved”) in Mandel’Stam;

— terms of kinship: “Buyk” (“grandson”) — “oter” (“father”), “Gpar”
(“brother”), “cempsa” (“family”);

— predominance of future-tense and imperative forms;

— and the very format of a conversation about the posthumous pre-
servation of the poetic legacy that starts in the poet’s lifetime, i.e. in the
present, and then gradually switches to the prospective future.

To be sure, there are obvious differences. The greatest one is that Pus-
kin confidently, in the indicative mood, lists the events that have happened
and are definitely going to happen to ensure his indubitable poetic longevity.
He only resorts to the modality of the imperative in the last line where he
appeals to his Muse, who is, of course, none other than his own poetic self,
which leaves little doubt that she will grant all his requests. Puskin does not
deny the import of objective factors — the political forces, the people, Russia,
the survival of poetry as such, the prospect of personal death and decay, and,
last but not least, God’s will — but he is certain of the positive end result.

Mandel’stam, on the contrary, starts with an apostrophe of the (un-
named) authorities/people/language/reader in an already somewhat proble-
matic imperative mood: “coxpanu” (“preserve”). All the subsequent verbs in
the poem convey even more pronounced modalities: “momxHa 6617 (“must
be”) — “ato6nI oTpasmiaack” (“so that [the star could] be reflected”) — “o6e-
maro moctpouts” (“[1] promise to build”) — “aTo6sr omyckanma” (“so that [the
Tatars could] lower”) — “mums Ovr 00N (“if [only they] would love”) —
“npoxoxy” (“[1] will always walk [wearing...]””) — “mns [...] Hatigy” (“for [...]
I will find”). The discourse never exceeds the limits of the contract, proposed
by the poet but not yet approved by the supreme authorities: the actions,
described in the future tense (and their list keeps growing throughout the
text), comprises the services to be provided by the poet, yet there is no proof
that he has been assured the reward he is thus pre-paying for: the preservation
of his speech.
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The modal nature of the discourse reaches its climax in stanza III with
its subjunctives: the desperate “mumb O6b1 TosbKO JrOOMIH” (“if only [they]
would love me”) and “xots” (“even”). It was foreshadowed in stanzas I and
I by the past-tense forms in the subordinate clauses of purpose: “dToObI
oTpasmwiack”, “aro0bl omyckana”. The dubiousness of the statements gra-
dually increases. In the first stanza (somewhat reminiscent of Puskin’s ‘Mo-
nument’, as the offered services seem to be adequate for the reward), the pat-
tern “aroOsl oTpasunace” is used as a part of a more or less objective simile,
and in connection with a peremptory “momkHa ObiTh”. But in the second
stanza, already rather “subservient”, the construction “aroObI omyckama”
functions quite unambiguously as a subordinate clause of purpose, but a
purpose not yet achieved. In stanza III, both the grammatical modality of the
discourse and its gruesome content reach a maximum: the offered services
(wearing an iron shirt, participating in executions — on their receiving end,
probably) as well as the expected benefits (being smashed to death by the
loving executioners’ blocks) are for the most part sacrifices made by the poet
himself. There remains only a distant echo — in the ironic lines about the
blocks’ love for the speaker — of his hope to have his poetry preserved.

To bring Pasternak back in, what does his MChD have in common with
SMR?

MpHue xouercst JOMOi, B OTPOMHOCTh
KBaptupsl, HaBoAAIEH IPYCTh.
Boiiny, cHuMy manbTo, OIIOMHIOCH,
OrHsIMH yJIUI] 03apIOCh.

ITeperopook TOHKOPEOPOCTH
IIpoiiny HaCKBO3b, IPOHTY, KAK CBET.
[Ipoiiny, kak 0Opa3 BXOIUT B 00pa3
W xak mpeaMmer ceder npeamer.

IIyckail mOXU3HEHHOCTH 3aJa4H,
Bpacraromieli B 3aBeThl 1HEH,
30BeTCs JKU3HUIO CUJITUYEH,

U 1o Taxoi, rpymty mo Hew.

OnAaTh 3HaKOMOCTBIO HaIleBa
[laxHyT HepeBbs u qOMa.
OnsiTh HANpaBo U HAJIEBO
TToliner x03giiHUYATE 31MA.

OmATh K 00ey Ha MPOTYIIKE
Hacrtynur TemeHb, IpOCTO CTPACTb.
OnATh HAYYUT TIEPEYIKN

OXynKu Ha pyKd HE KJIacTh.
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OnaTth MoBajAT ¢ Heba B3SATKH,
OIsITh YKPOET K yTPY BUXPh
OcCHH MO/ICIEeICTBEHHBIX JIECITKH
CyKHOM CyrpO0OOB CHETOBBIX.

OmsATh omaBIlel cepAla MBIIIIEeH
VYcnpily v BIOXKY B CIIOBa,

Kax TbI on3emis 1 Kak ABIMUIIBCS.
Bceraews u ctpouisces, Mocksa.

U s npumMy TeOs1, KaKk yIpsiKb,

Tex paau Oymyumx 0e3yMCTB,

YTo ThI, KAK CTHX, MCHsI 3a3yOpHIIIb,
Kaxk 0bU1b, 3a1IOMHUIIb HAU3YCTD.

First off, both texts feature the common “contractual” motif, typically
based on the “monument” topos: Mandel’Stam’s patterns “3a + 4ToOBI” are
echoed by the construction “rex paau..., uro” (“for the sake of those..., that”)
in MChD. The rationalistic motif of “contract” (exchange, calculations, equa-
tions, sufficient causes, etc.) was quite characteristic of Pasternak, especially
in the early 1930s. Cf. the following quite impressive list of examples from

Vtoroe rozdenie:

Mat 6butn B ['py3un. Ilomnooicum Hyx Iy Ha HEOKHOCTD, aj Ha paif [...]
U mur nomyyum 31oT Kpail. I Mbl noiimeM, 6 ckonb moukux dozax C
3emiiell U HeOOM 6x00sim @ cmech YcCmeX, U TPy, U JOIT, U BO3NIYX,
Ymob evluien 4eroBeK, Kak 371ech. Ymobvl, CIOXUBIIKCH cpeab Oec-
kopmull [...] OH cman 0Opa3uukoM, oghopmsice Bo 4T0-TO MpoOUHOE, KaK
COJb.

Twl psimom, panp coumanusma [...] ['ne s we noayuaro coauu Pas-
MeHnbim ObITOM ¢ ObITHS, HO 3Hauy monvko mo, umo mpauy, A mpauy
BCE, YTO 3HAIO 1.

Jaii MHe, npeBBICUB HMBENUp, bracodapums Teds no cumy, U
CBepXy OKyHHU cBoM mup, Kak B 3epkaio, B Moe cnacubo.

U pudma He BTOpeHbE CTPOK, A raplaepoOHbIil Homepok, Tanou na
MECTO Yy KOJIOHH B 3arpoOHBIH Tyl KOpHEH u JoH [...] Ho Bxox u npo-
nyck 3a nopor, Ymo6 coams, Xak mianl 3a 6asauikoio bonesHu TArocts
TAXKKYI0, bosi3Hb ornmacku u rpexa 3a TpOMKOH 61AuiKkor0 CTHXA.

Ho crapocts — 310 PuMm, xotopeiii Bzamen TypycoB u koiec He
YUTKH mpedyem ¢ aKTepa, A noanou subenu 6cepbes.

U max xax ¢ manelx aerckux jer S paHeH >xeHckod noneit [...] U
maxk kax s b e 3aner U el y Hac pasnonse, To 6ecy s pad coumu
Ha Hem B peBONIOLIMOHHOMN BOJIE.

SMR and MChD also share a number of other situational and verbal

motifs:
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— appealing to some higher authority in 2nd p. sg.: SMR: “Coxpanu
[...] Ob6emaro” (“Preserve [...] [I] promise”) — MChD: “U s npumy Te6s |[...]
ThI MeHs 3a3yopumb” (“And [ will accept you [...] you will cram me”);

— memory, preservation of speech: “Coxpanun mor peub...” (“Pre-
serve my speech...”) — “Urto TbI, KaKk CTHX, MeHs 3a3yOpwuib, / Kak ObUTE,
3anmoMHuuInb Hau3ycTh” (“That you will cram me, like a poem, / will memo-
rize me, like a true story”™);

— element of smoke in the poet’s speech: “npuBKyc HecuacTbs M JIbI-
ma” (“the aftertaste of misfortune and smoke”) — “Brmoky B ciioBa, / Kak ThI
[MockBa] mom3ems ¥ Kak gsiMumibes” (“will put into words, how you
[Moscow] are crawling and smoking”);

— winter imagery: “mep3nsle wiaxu” (“frozen blocks”), “kazan” (“exe-
cutions”) — “B3saTku” (“bribes”), “OCHH MOACICIACTBEHHBIX AeCATKH (‘“‘scores
of aspens on remand”); “cykHo cyrpo0oB cHeroBwix” (“the broadcloth of
snow piles”) and other attributes of the winter that “xozsitHugaer” (“exer-
cises its authority”);

— illumination, light: the author’s poetry reflected in a well like a star —
“o3ap[enue] orusamu ymui” (“illuminating [oneself] with streetlights) and
getting through “meperoponxu” (“partitions”) “xak cset” (“like light”);

— physical embodiment of obedience: “xene3nas pydaxa” (“an iron
shirt”) — “ympsoxp” (“harness”);

— life-and-death imagery: “Bcro xwu3up” (“[for] all [my] life”), “na
cmepts” (“[aimed] at death”) — “moxusneHHOCTH 3amaun’ (“the life-time
[quality] of the task™), “omaBmeii cepamna memeit” (“[with] the sagged heart
muscle”);

— totality of the effort — “Bcro »kxu3up nmpoxoxy” (“will walk through all
my life [wearing]”) vs “npoiiay HackBo3s” (“will walk through”);

— images of construction: “obemiaro mocTpouTs [...] cpyosr” (“[I] pro-
mise to build [...] log shells”) vs “Bcraems u crpouribesi, Mocksa” (“[you]
are getting up and building up, Moscow”);

— syntax of concession: “xo1s” (“even”) — “m mo Tako#...” (“and even
such as...”);

— transition from the present to the future, with some of the verbs even
rhyming in a way: the final “madiny” (“will find”) in SMR — the “npoiigy”
(“will walk [through]”) repeated three times in MChD.

But the differences are immense. While Mandel’§tam is merely outlining the
conditions of the arduous contract, Pasternak drafts it as if it had been already
approved in advance: he does not doubt that, in return for accepting the
“ympsoxp” (“harness”), he will be acknowledged by his contemporaries and
posterity. Of course, compared to the Pushkinian-Horatian statement of an
already achieved immortality (“4 [...] Bo3aBur” [“I have erected”]), Pasternak
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is less assertive — still seeking a “deal”, but compared to Mandel’§tam’s mo-
dalities, his indicative mood sounds quite confident.

As a result, Mandel’Stam is ready to offer a lot more for a much weaker
guarantee of preservation. In his “collaborationism”, he seems to go much
farther than Pasternak, while his expectations remain much less feasible. In
fact, this can be traced back to the difference in their tempers. Mandel’stam
could rush from one extreme to the opposite: from SMR — to ‘Kvartira’ and
the anti-Stalin epigram — and back to the pro-Stalin ‘Ode’, while Pasternak,
who was originally ready “mepsThcs matmierkoi” (“to measure [himself]
with the five-year plan”; ‘Drugu’), managed to negotiate a more pragmatic,
moderate route to survival: “co BceMu cooOIlia 1 3a0JHO C MPABOMOPSAIKOM”
(“together with everybody and in keeping with law and order”; ‘Stansy’).

The most striking aspect of the unprofitability — and, what is more to
the point, the absolute implausibility — of the deal planned by Mandel’Stam is
the following. The more concessions he is ready to offer, the more expressive
he becomes in describing the atrocious terms he is willing to accept, the more
unacceptable his offer becomes to his prospective partners, the powers that
be. Hardly will they like being identified as executioners with their Petrine
axes, frozen blocks and iron shirts, intent to smash somebody to death or,
most chimerical of all, lower somebody into a dense log shell on a bucket —
in a word, as Puskin’s Savel’i¢ would say, as “3mongen” (“villains). Regard-
ing themselves as revolutionaries and modernizers, they would hardly be
impressed with the pronouncedly archaic props of the poem’s scenario. Of-
fering what may seem to him a Pasternak-style compromise, Mandel’§tam, in
fact, speaks his mind about the situation in the country, which turns his text
into an invective that sounds almost as hard as the direct accusations in his
‘Kvartira’ or the anti-Stalin epigram. That explains why SMR was not
published — and, probably, was never supposed to pass the censorship.
Making no effort to eliminate his “stylistic differences” with the addressees,
Mandel’stam effectively sabotaged the monstrous compromise of his own
making.

The most surreal are perhaps the lines: “Obemar0 MOCTPOUTH TaKue
Ipemyune cpyOsl, / UToOBI B HUX TaTapBa OmycKaia KHs3ed Ha Oampe” (“[I]
promise to build such dense log shells, / That Tatars could lower princes on
buckets down into them”).® In creating this eerie popular print (“1yGox”™),
Mandel’stam, like his Ariosto, unleashes his imagination and, so to speak,
“mepuynT BCe Mops Hejemwmieto 3ieimmeir” (“spices all the seas with most
atrocious nonsense”; ‘Ariost’, 1933/1962). He can be said to follow the prin-
ciple “the weirder — the better”: the more chimerical the log shells depicted
by him are, the greater his achievement in their verbal construction is — and
the less chance his “contract” has of being approved by his powerful partners.

In fact, the poet probably never had in mind participating personally in
the building of log shells and delivering axe-handles to the executioners’
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blocks. What he was really creating was a poetic, not man-made, monument
to himself, an enterprise that is the more ambitious, the more ravingly —
blessedly — nonsensical is the verbal edifice erected in the poem (cf. his pro-
grammatic lines: “3a OnmakeHHOE OecCMBICIIEHHOE CJIOBO / Sl B HOYM CO-
Betckoi momoitoch” (“For the blessedly raving nonsensical word / I will pray
in the Soviet night”). This undertaking materializes through the very fact of
writing this text — and as such it ends up being a true “monument”, no less
assertive than the classical specimens of the genre.

On the other hand, Pasternak, in MChD, stays within limits — moderate,
permissible, approved by the censorship, — and his “ynpspxs” will prove to be
quite real — along with his temporary status as the Soviet poet No. 1.

2. Outpasternaking Pasternak’

It would take Pasternak years to get rid of his semi-official role. But for a
time he would rest on the laurels of state recognition. Indeed,

— at the First Congress of Soviet Writers Nikolaj Bucharin suggested
that Pasternak should be declared the best poet of the Soviet Union (1934);

— Pasternak was in a position to intercede — more or less successfully —
with Stalin for arrested writers: first for Mandel’§tam (1934), then for Anna
Achmatova’s husband and son (1935);

— he could afford, with exemplary modesty, to write a personal letter
to Stalin thanking him for declaring Majakovskij the best and most talented
poet of the Soviet epoch because the Leader’s words “freed me [Pasternak]
from the overestimation of my significance, that I started to be exposed to in
the mid-1930s, at the time of the Congress of Writers” (1935);'° thus, he was
able to keep his intention to refuse this “dangerous vacancy” (see the finale of
the poem ‘Drugu’);

— finally, on January 1, 1936, the major official newspaper Izvestija
published his two poems about Stalin, in one of which the leader was directly
referred to by name: “U Jlenun, u Cranun, / W atu ctuxu” (“And Lenin, and
Stalin, and these verses™).

Mandel’stam the outcast might have ascribed the lucky fate of his
fellow-poet to having obtained a mysterious “oxpanHas rpamota” (“safe
conduct”, as the title of Pasternak’s prose piece is usually translated). He is
known to have said: “I thought about him [Pasternak] so much that it made
me weary” and “I’m sure, he hasn’t read a single line of my poetry”."!

We can suppose that trying to figure him out, Mandel’stam hoped to
discover his survivor’s magical recipe of adaptability to Soviet reality. One of
his post-VoroneZ poems, apparently his very last one, looks like a desperate
attempt to steal Pasternak’s secret, to get a hold of the amulet granting him
immunity, to fetishistically put himself in the other poet’s shoes.
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The title of Mandel’§tam’s piece quoted below mimicks Puskin’s ‘Stan-
sy’ addressed to Nicholas I — the poem that was successfully recycled by
Pasternak in his “Stolet’e s liSnim — ne vcera...”, also known as ‘Stansy’. Like
the stanzas by Puskin and Pasternak (and the majority of poems from Voroe
rozdenie), this text is written in iambic tetrameter.

CraHCBI

Heobxomimo cepiry OUThCs:
Bxomuts B 1o, Bpacrats B Jeca.
Bor “TlpaBnsl” nepBasi CTpaHuLa,
Bort ¢ nmpurosopom mnosmoca.

Jopora k CtainHy — He CKa3Ka,
Ho Tos1pKO0 — KH3HB 0€3 YKOPHU3H:
®yt601 — I MoToOro Oacka,
Mapua mIaMeHHas JKU3Hb.

Mocksa nosroputcs B Ilapuxke,
Jlo3peroT HOBBIE TIIO/IBI,

Ho 5 ckaxy o0 TOM, 4TO GIIHIKE,
Hyxwuee x1e6a 1 BozpI, —

O TOM, KaK BBIPBAJIOCh OJHAXKIBI:
— S He oTnam ero! — M ¢ HUM,

C T000#1, TUTS BHICOKOM KX bL,
U MbI ero 060poHUM:

Heno6enumoro, npsimoro,

C Moryuum cMexoM B T'PO3HBIH 4ac,
Haxozxo#i BbIxoza mpsiMoro
O1menoMisomero Hac.

U TBI IpOpBENIBCs,, MOXKET CTAThCS,
CKBO3b Yallly IPO3BUIL U HMEH

U Oynems CTaaMHKOIO 3BaThCS

VY caMpIX OyIymImx BpeMeH...

Ho 370 omymiense casura,
IIpoucxopsiero B BeKkax,

W sTa cranuHckas KHUTa

B ropsamx COMHEYHBIX pyKax —

Jla, MHE IOHATHO IIPEBOCXOJICTBO
U cuna xeHIUHbI — e

Co3HaHbe, HSKHOCTh U CHPOTCTBO
K co0bIThsIM pBYTCS — B OBITHE.



Pasternak and Mandel Stam in the Nineteen Thirties 695

OHa ¥ IIyTHT BEITNYaBO,

U roBoput, nporas 60b,

U ronybast HUTKa claBb

B ee Bonoc mpoGpanack CMOIb.

U matepunckas 3a60ta

Ee nmonsitHa MHE — O TOM,

Uro6 naaunace Mos pabora

U xpemnna — Ha 60pr0Oy ¢ Bparom.

4-5 urons 1937, Casenoso

‘Stansy’ is the second of the two poems dedicated to the beautiful Eli-
konida (Lilja) Efimovna Popova, who was the object of Mandel’Stam’s brief
infatuation after his return from VoroneZz; she was the wife of the poet’s
friend the actor Vladimir Jachontov and a fanatical admirer of Stalin. One
cannot help noticing a curious combination of the genres of a political poem
and that of a love lyric: “his admiration for Stalin is inseparable from his
admiration for the image of the woman Mandel’$tam is infatuated with.”'?

Not as emphatic, yet quite obvious, is the poem’s emulation of Paster-
nak’s 1930s style and his poetics in general, which, as I suggest, seemed to
Mandel’Stam a guarantee of safety. As a result, his ‘Stansy’ to Popova might
run the risk of being attributed — by a blind reviewer — to Pasternak, were it
not for the ironic fact that the latter had by this time started breaking away
from his collaborationism and gradually moving into internal opposition
(which led to the gestation of Doktor Zivago).

Let us outline a set of telling similarities between Mandel’stam’s ‘Stan-
sy’ and some poems by Pasternak.

“Heobxomaumo cepairy 6uthes” — cf. in Pasternak: “Ho xak MHe OBITB C
Moeill rpynHow KieTkol; CIoBECHBId cop U3 cepdya BHITPSCTh; Onamb
onaguieli CepAna MBITIIEH Y CIBINTY U BIOXKY B CJIOBA; [...] COOBITES OBLIBIO
3acTaBiisieT OUThCA.”

“BxomuTh B 1moust, Bpactath B jgeca’ — cf.: “U3 cama, ¢ kaueneH, ¢ Oyx-
ThI-OapaxTbl BOeraer Betka B Tpromo!; U nuBeHb Bhe3xkaeT B kacceTbl Ot-
cTpouBlIecs kpacoTsl; ITyckail moXU3HEHHOCTH 3a1auu, BpacTaromei B 3a-
BeThl nHel; CtpynTech, uepHble pyubH. Pomumele, ctpyurecs. llpumume 6
3a600u cBon OKONHUIBI CTPOUTENbCTB; JIokuthes OynyT [...] JKuBbie HpaBhl,
HAaBBIKU U NI€CHU B Jjlyra ¥ mamuy u Ha npomsicia.”

“Bot ‘IlpaBmsl’ mepBas cTpanuiia, Bot ¢ mpurosopom mojyoca” — cf.:
“U pa3Be 1 He Mmeproch natuieTkor, He nmagaro, He moasiMatoch ¢ Hel?; U
BOT TO/Ia CTPOUTENHHOTO TuIaHa, 11 BHOBb 3uMa, M BOT YeTBEepTHIi roxd; B Ty
JaTb, Kyza BTopas matmieTka [IpoTariuBaet Te3nucsl aymm.”

“Jlopora x CranuHy — He cka3ka, Ho Tonpko — %H3Hb 6€3 YKOpPH3H [...]
Manpuna miameHHas >ku3Hb” — cf.: “Thl KypHIIBCS CKBO3b JIBIM TEOPHH,
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CrpaHa BHE CIUIETEH M KJIeBeT; A ThHI mpekpacHa Oe3 u3BWINH; Thl cTanma
HACTOJIBKO MHE JKU3HBIO [...] W BBIMBICIOB MUTh TOJNOBU3HY...; ONOXHU
peBomonnii Bo300HOBIAIOT KU3HS [...] B rpomax mpyrux otumsn.”

“®ytbon — ans Monooro 6acka, Majpuia niaMeHHas )KU3Hb. MockBa
nosroputcs B Ilapmke” — cf.: “Yxomaur ¢ 3amama mayma, Eit Hewero Tam ne-
nate.”

“Jlo3petot HOBBIE TuTOBI” — cf.: “BeuepHnii Mup Bcerna OyToH KaHyHa.
V¥ atoro x ocoOeHHbIM mounH. OH paclBeTeT KOorJa-HuOyIb KOMMyHOH B
CKpelIeHbM MHOTHUX MaWCKHX TOJOBIIKH [...] Ho ¢ Kaxx10#1 ro1oBIIMHOM Bce
MmaxpoBeil Tyroil 3amaTok po3sl Oymer mBecTh [...] Bce BcTpemanHee, Bce
MHoroJieniecTHeH [...] [loka, kak 3amax MOKpbIX IeHTH(omiA, He BBIpBeTCH,
HE BBIpa3uTCs BCIyX, He cMoker He ckazarbes moHeBosie CO3peBIINX JIET
nepeOpoaAMBIIKH AyX.”

“Ho 51 ckaxy o Tom, uto ommke, Hyxnee xieba u Boapr” — cf.: “ToI ps-
JIOM, Jallb colpanu3Ma. Thl cKaxelb Onu3b?..; UTOOBI, CIOXKHUBIIUCH CPEIlb
oeckopmun, M mopakenuii, u HeBosb, OH cTan oOpa3zunkom, opopmsick Bo
YTO-TO IIPOYHOE, KaK COJIb.”

“O ToM, Kak BBIpBaIOCh oaHaxabl” — cf.: “U korma K KoJ0aIy pBeTCs
Cmepd TockH [...] Uto Tebe emie yromuao?”

“Henmob6enumoro, npsmoro, C MOTydrM CMEXOM B TPO3HBIM yac, Ha-
X0JIKOH BhIXoa mpsiMoro Omrenomisttomiero Hac” — cf.: “O, ecnu 6 s mpsMeit
BOo3HHK!; OH M1 Obl 10Ib Moux npopodecTts IlogomBoil cBoero xpedTa;
He Benaii »wu3Hb, 4TO 3HAYHUT 00assHbE, ThI €i MPAMOW OTBET HE B OPOBB, a B
rna3; Ho xopmyca ero msru6 Jprman monerom romnoit cyru, IlpopBasmieit
TJIYIbIA ¢lI0# y3TH [...] OH ynpaBisiia TeueHbeM MbIciei M TonbKo moTomy
CTpaHOH; 3a aApeBHEHl kaMeHHOU cTeHoi JKuUBeT He 4YenoBeK, — JAESHbE:
IToctynok, pocrom ¢ map 3eMHOM. OH — TO, YTO CHUJIOCH CaMbIM CMEJIBIM,
Ho mo mero mmkro He cmen. M 3TuM reHumeM mocTymka Tak TOTJIONICH
Ipyro, moaT...; U cmex y 3aBanus, U Mmbichs ot coxu, U Jlennn, u Cranum,
U sty ctuxu.”

“U TbI npopBeIbCsl, MOKET cTaThCsl, CKBO3b yallly MpO3BUI U uMeH 1
Oynemb CTaIMHKOIO 3BaThcs Y caMmbIX Oyaymmx Bpemen...” — cf.: “Mosxker
CTaThCs TaK, MOXKET WHAUeE...; Pa30yxeH aynHbIM niepedreM Tex mpo3BHII U
BpemeH, OOBoJMT AeHb TenepemHuii [1azamu anemoH; OH BBIpBETCS, Ky-
psick, u3 pops Cyned, pacIuIIONICHHBIX B Jienexy, M BHYKH CKaXyT, KaK Ipo
topd: I'oput Takoro-to smoxa; M, mpoTHUCKABIINCH B MUP H3-3a AUCKOB Hao-
OyM pa3MelleHHBIX CBETWI, 3a JpOoKallylo pyKy apTuctky Ha nmebror po-
KOBOM BBIBOJIHUIL.”

“Ho sTo omymieHbe casura, I[Ipoucxomsmero B Bekax” — cf.: “OT0 He
HOYb, HE JIOKJb U He XopoM PBymieecs: ‘Kepenckuii, ypa!’, Oro ciensmuii
BBIX0A Ha GopyMm M3 xarakomO, 6€3BICXOAHBIX Buepa [...] 3akosnebaBuiics
Houu EBpomsl, ['oproii Ha Hammx acdansrax coOoif; Jlnme ObUT Ha TUIAX
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BIaXHBIN casur, Kak B ckiagkax mopsaHHoro Opemnsa. Ter cmaxn [...] Bpe-
3asCh BHOBb M BHOBb C HACKOKY B pa3psn npenanuii MoJgoapIx.”

“N arta cranmHCcKas KHWUTa B ropsumx conmneunsx pykax” — cf.: “Ho,
WCXOJIUB M3 BalllUX MEPBBIX KHHUT |...| ['1e Kpemmu npo3sl mpHCTabHON Kpy-
mutel, OH U BO BCEX, KaK MCKPHI MPOBOAHUK, COOBITES OBLTBIO 3aCTABISICT
outncs.”

“Jla, MHEe MOHATHO MpeBocxoAcTBO M cuna xeHumHbl — ee Co3HaHbE,
HEXHOCTh U cupoTcTBO K COOBITHSIM pByTCSt — B ObITHE. OHA M LIYTHUT Be-
nu4aBo, W roBoput, mpomas 6oxs” — cf.: “Thl cTana HACTONBKO MHE >KH3-
HbIO, UTO BCE, 4TO HE K AENy, A0JOoH; Tl TouHO Oypeil rparuu ABIMIIIACE.
Uyte moObIBaB B €€ JKUBOM OrHe, [locpelcTBEeHHOCTh BIajajla BMHUT B
HEMUJIOCTh, HecoBeplIeHCTBO HaByieKano rHeB; Thl BCs, Kak MbICHb [...] TBoe
MPHUCYTCTBHE, KaKk 30B 3a MOJJEHb IOCKOper ycecTbcs U, mepedrs ero c
a3oB, Brincars B Hero TBoe coceznctBo; Emie T 31ech, 1 MHe ckazanwm, [ne
THl ceifuac U Oyzems B mATh, 51 6 Mor 3actath Tebsa B Kyp3ane, Yem mapom
SI3BIKOM TpemaTh. Thl O ciaymrana u MoJioena, bonbmas, cMmenas, cosl...;”

“U romybas HUTKA ciaBbl B ee Bosoc mpoOpanack cmomnb” — cf.: “A Th
— MOJICTIY/THOW TalHOM CJiaBbl 3acachIBAIOIINN CIOBaph.”

“U marepuHckas 3a0ota Ee nonsTaa Mue...” — cf.: “Ona Bcemsiia THEB
B oTuu3He, Kak peBHOCTh B MaTepu, HO TyT OBJalieBaliu €i, KaK >KU3HBIO,
Wnn xak xenmunHy Oepyt.”

“Uro0 magmnace Mos pabota U kperia — Ha 60pe0y ¢ Bparom™ — cf.:
“U Tak KaKk ¢ MaJIbIX JeTCKUX JeT S paHeH xeHckou moieit, U cnex mosra —
Tosibko cien Ee myreit, He Oone, W Tak kak s iumb eif 3axer U eit y Hac
pasnoibe, To Bech 5 paJl COMTH Ha HET B peBoJIIOIIbOHHOH BoJIE.”

It stands to reason that to make my point thoroughly and definitively
convincing I would have to show which of these loci communes are rooted in
Mandel’stam’s own earlier works, which others are characteristic not only of
Pasternak but perhaps of an entire stratum of Soviet poetry of the 30s," and,
finally, where Mandel’Stam obviously outdoes Pasternak, e. g., in the lines:
“s1 me otmaM ero! — u ¢ HuM, / C TOOOM, AUTSA BHICOKOM »Kaxkapl, / 11 MbI ero
oboporum” (“I won’t give him up! — and with him, / With you, the child of
the noble thirst, / And we will protect him”).]4 This, however, calls for a
special research project, while the general picture seems quite clear: Mandel’-
Stam is trying to borrow Pasternak’s protective mantle as a shield against “the
great rubbish” of the times."* In vain, alas.

3. Doctoring a Life
Pasternak, who once wrote: “SI He pokaeH, 4ToObI TpH pa3a / CMOTpETh I0-

pasHomy B riaza” (“I wasn’t born to look into [somebody’s] eyes three times
in different ways”; ‘Vysokaja bolezn’’, 1923), dramatically changed his view
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of Soviet history and his place in it in his novel Doktor Zivago. He retro-
spectively renounced his “second birth” of the early 1930s — his one-time
acceptance of socialism and its prospects.

The issue of this acceptance marks the watershed between the novel’s
title protagonist and his old friends. A short time before his Tolstoj-like
exodus, Jurij Zivago, the author’s alter ego, harshly rebukes his friends for
their pro-Soviet exhortations. Unwilling to hurt their feelings, he keeps his
innermost — quite offensive — thoughts to himself for quite a long time, but
finally makes a clean breast of it.

[Zhivago’s friends] were always at a loss for an expression. They did
not possess the gift of eloquence. [...]

Both Gordon and Dudorov moved among cultured academicians,
they spent their lives among good books, good thinkers, [...] and they
did not know that the misfortune of having average taste is a great deal
worse than the misfortune of having no taste at all.

Neither Dudorov nor Gordon realized that even their admonitions to
Zhivago were prompted less by a friendly wish to influence his conduct
than by their inability to think with freedom and to guide the con-
versation at will. Like a runaway cart, the conversation took them
where they did not want to go. Unable to steer it, they were bound,
sooner or later, to bump into something [...]. And so, in their ser-
monizing, time and again they got off their tracks.

To Zhivago, their unconscious motives, their artificial emotionalism,
and their strained reasoning were transparent. But he could hardly say
to them: “Dear friends, how desperately commonplace you are — you
and your circle [...]! The only bright and vital thing about you is that
you are my contemporaries and friends!” [...] So, in order to spare their
feelings, he listened meekly.

Dudorov had recently come back from his first deportation. His civil
rights had been restored, and he had been allowed to resume his regular
work at the university.

Now he was telling his friends about his experiences as a deportee.
[...]

He said that the arguments of the prosecution, his treatment in
prison [...], and particularly his private talks with the examining judge
had “aired” his brains, re-educated him politically, opened his eyes to
many things he had not seen before, and made him more mature as a
person. [...]

Dudorov’s pious platitudes were in the spirit of the times. But it was
precisely their conformism, their transparent sanctimoniousness, that
exasperated Iurii Andreievich. Men who are not free, he thought, al-
ways idealize their bondage. [...] Zhivago could not bear the political
mysticism of the Soviet intelligentsia, [...]. But this he also kept to
himself in order not to hurt the feelings of his friends. [...]
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[But finally he told Dudorov] “I found it painful to listen to you,
Innokentii, when you told us how you were re-educated and became
mature in jail. It was like listening to a circus horse describing how it
broke itself in.”"°

Quoting this fragment, I highlighted three key phrases that are relevant
for the problem of conformism and tellingly reminiscent of Pasternak’s
poems of the 1930s.

First is the mention of the “cart” (“Temera”), in a likely reference to the
well-known lines from “Kogda ja ustaju ot pustozvonstva...” (1932):

Mei B OyaymieM, TBEpXKY g UM, KakK BCE, KTO
Kun B o™i qHU. A ecliM U3 Kaljlek,

To Bce paBHO. menezoto npoexma

Hac nepeexan noesviii uenogex.

The cart’s co-occurrence, in the poem, with “mpoext” (“the project”,
obviously that of building socialism) and the “HoBbrit gemoBex” (“the new
man”, undoubtedly, Soviet) and, in the novel, with Dudorov’s idea of ma-
turing as a “gemoBex” (“person”) thanks to ideological brainwashing under
duress makes the link between the two texts quite conspicuous.

This motif reaches its climax in the third key phrase highlighted above,
where a character’s transformation is associated with the image of a horse
(and thereby again that of a cart). Now, who could be this horse that prac-
tically breaks itself in — not unlike the Gogolian “corporal’s widow” (“yuTep-
odwurepckas Bmosa”), famous for having, according to the Mayor (“ro-
pomumumii”), whipped herself (“cama ce0s Bbicekna”; Revizor), — if not the
poet himself?! Cf. the finale of MChD:

U s npumy Tebs1, KaK ypsoKb,

Tex paau Oyaymux 06e3yMCTB,

YT0 ThI, KaK CTUX, MEHS 3a3yOpHILIb,
Kak ObUIb, 3aIIOMHHIIB HAU3YCTb.

Pasternak’s image of a horse harnessed to the new epoch can, in turn,
be traced back to Majakovskij, who, in his poem ‘Dve Moskvy’ (1926), de-
scribed how the new city “nmepeBHto moroHut Ha kopme” (“will lunge the
village [like a horse]”). Later, in ‘Na ¢to zaluetes’?” (1929), Majakovskij
formulated the tasks of poetry as follows:

Cre3alite
c HeODa,
3a00JIaYHBIHA KATEH !
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CHuMaiite
MaHTHH JIPEBHOCTH !
CunvHeriwumu
yzamu
My3y 88s1icUme,
Kak 10uaos, —

6 603 ITIOBCCAHCBHOCTHU.

To be sure, having donned the mask of Jurij Zivago, Pasternak kept
intact quite a few traits of his former poetic persona, yet he definitely trans-
formed or even eliminated some others. In the words of a biographer:

The protagonist of the novel did everything in his life that his creator
had dreamt of but had failed to do in good time: he left Moscow di-
rectly after the revolution, he didn’t collaborate with the new authorities
in either deed or thought; and from the very beginning he wrote simple
and clear poems.

This divergence between Pasternak’s novelistic alter ego and his histo-
rical personality poses a problem. The similarity between the convictions of
Zivago’s friends (Dudorov in particular) and Pasternak’s own 1930s ideo-
logical stance is charted in the novel subtly but distinctly. Zivago’s friends
are said to have fallen into the sin of “the political mysticism of the Soviet
intelligentsia”, while Zivago is supposed to have steered clear of it; their re-
sulting lack of moral integrity and independence (reminiscent of the so-called
Stockholm syndrome) is ascribed to their intellectual and verbal mediocrity, —
with the flattering corollary that “the only bright and vital thing” that can
redeem them is that they were “contemporaries and friends” of a poetic ge-
nius and Christ-like prophet, i.e. Jurij Zivago himself. But this line of argu-
ment is rather dubious, as no one would deny Pasternak himself “the gift of
eloquence”, whether in the 1930s or at any other period of his career, and yet
his poetic genius did not protect him from joining legions of mediocrities in a
mystical acceptance of Stalinism. And the newly dissident author practically
admits this in his 1950s novel — but only tongue in cheek.

NOTES

Mandelstam (1970: 149-155). 5
See Zholkovsky (1994: 213-240); Zolkovskij (2011: 298-337).
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See Zolkovskij (2014: 144-152, 242-255).

See Averincev (1990: 53); Vidgof (2010); Gasparov (1995: 44); Levin (1998:
16-17); Ronen (2002); Stratanovskij (1998); Surat (2011).

For a more detailed overview of methods of describing such processes as seen
in Pasternak’s and Mandel’§tam’s works see Zolkovskij (2011: 17-33, 301-
309) and Zolkovskij (2005: 70-75) respectively.

This semantic shift is accompanied by a transition from the anapestic hexa-
meter of stanza I to the anapestic pentameter of stanzas II and III.

See Vidgof (2010: 67-68).

For the real — historical, cultural and political — background of these lines see
Ronen (2002: 51); Stratanovskij (1998: 217-218); Surat (2011).

I borrowed this formula from Achmatova’s line: “On IlacTepHaka mepemnac-
tepHauut” (“he [a poet, admittedly Achmatova’s own double in the mirror]
will outpasternak Pasternak [himself]”; see the fragment “A v zerkale dvojnik
burbonskij profil’ prjacet...”; 1943/1969). Achmatova echoes there Paster-
nak’s own line: “OHn [ropox] 3Be3abl mepeobe3bssHIIT (“it [the city] has out-
aped the stars”; ‘Gorod’, 1940-1942/[1943]), thus acknowledging Pasternak’s
role as the greatest poetic authority of the time and as such, a natural object of
emulation, parody, and rivalry.

“Because they spared me the inflation of my importance, to which I began
being subjected in the middle of the thirties around the time of the Writers’
Congress” (see Pasternak’s autobiographical sketch ‘Ljudi i poloZenija’;
Pasternak 1993, 3: 337).

See Anna Achmatova’s biographical sketch ‘Mandel’stam’ (Achmatova 2001:
22). For Mandel’stam’s obsession with Pasternak, particularly in connection
with the anti-Stalin epigram, see Kusner (2005).

“Ymunenue CTanuHbIM [...] HEOTACTHUMO OT YMHJICHHUS OOJUKOM TOH JKEH-
muHbI, Kotopod Manpnensimitam yBieden” (Lekmanov 2004: 191). One is
tempted to add that Mandel’Stam’s infatuation with a friend’s wife who is a
Stalin worshipper looks like a belated parody of Pasternak’s own love for
another Stalin fan — the wife of his friend Genrich Nejgauz.

See Gasparov (1996), and Lekmanov newest article (forthcoming), the author
was so kind to show me.

This problem is touched upon in Lekmanov (forthcoming), according to
which in the Stalin ‘Ode’, the motif of the poet protecting Stalin is practically
the only instance of Mandel’§tam’s divergence from the standards of Stalin-
adulation in 1937 Soviet texts.

See his 1931 poem opening with the line: “Her, He cnpsitatbcss MHE OT
BEJIMKOM MypHbI.”

Doctor Zhivago, XV, 7 (Pasternak 1958: 306-308).

Bykov (2005: 723). Indeed, that was probably the reason Pasternak made his
protagonist an amateur-poet, completely free from the epoch’s pressure, —
something he had no chance of enjoying as a professional writer. In this way
Zivago was retroactively freed from those features of Pasternak’s early
writing that Pasternak later regretted as his formalistic experiments. Zivago
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proceeded directly to the style of “HecnmpixanHas mpocrora” (“unheard-of sim-
plicity”) and ideological compromises of the 1930s (see Pasternak 1993).
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