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TOWARDS A TYPOLOGY OF RUSSIAN
MODERNISM: IVANOV, REMIZOV, XLEBNIKOV
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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to place Aleksej Remizov in a broader liter-
ary context by drawing some comparisons between his literary practice and
ideas about literature and those of Vjaleslav Ivanov and Velimir Xlebnikov—
authors who were akin to him in certain ways, but who followed their own
path in the main thrust of their creative achievement. I shall concentrate on
two features of his craft which are particularly prominent in his early col-
lections, Posolon’ and Limonar” the use of folklore and myth, and the pres-
ence of annotations (endnotes). Both of these features are discussed in a
1909 open letter by Remizov (see below): their presence in this document
helps legitimize my attempt at typology. The result will be to underscore
the differences that underlie what from a distance appears to be a rather
similar landscape of modernist interest in Slavic folklore and myth and of
concern with language, and to clarify the uniqueness of Remizov’s literary
achievement.

Biographical Background

The relationships between the three authors are indissoluble from the
structure of St. Petersburg literary life, with its partisan yet fluid circles,
journals, and publishing houses.

Both Remizov and Xlebnikov were guests in Ivanov’s basnja. A settled
inhabitant of the capital, Remizov attended far more regularly and over a
far longer period of time than did Xlebnikov. However, although it was
Ivanov who made possible the book publication of Limonar, Olga Des-
chartes suggests that Remizov and Ivanov were not close. Thus, she com-
ments on Ivanov’s poem “Moskva,” which appears in Cor Ardens with a
dedication to Remizov: “No posvja$¢enie eto neajanno vydaet e$¢e i dru-
goe: v protivopoloZnost obyénym dlja V. I. posvja$enijam v nem net
ni¢ego li¢nogo. Oba—uroZency Moskvy, oba ljubjat i ponimajut dusu
etogo goroda—i tolko. OtnoSenija V. I. i Remizova byli xorofimi, no
poverxnostnymi, prijatelskimi.” (Ivanov 1974: 723).!

Details of Xlebnikov’s relationship with Ivanov are as sketchy as the rest
of his biography.? He began to correspond with Ivanov in 1908, when he
sent the Symbolist master a selection of his short neologistic poems. Fol-
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lowing his arrival in St. Petersburg in May 1909, Xlebnikov began to fre-
quent the “Tower”; for a few months (October-December) he was a
member of the “Akademija stixa” which met first at Ivanov’s and then in
the editorial offices of the newly-formed Apolion. Early in 1910, however,
Xlebnikov began to drift away from the “Academy,” most members of
which did not share his orientation towards peripheral folklore genres, and
joined the ranks of what was to become Russian Cubo-Futurism (Xleb-
nikov 1940: 418-420).

In spite of his entry into Hylaea, Xlebnikov continued his friendly rela-
tions with Ivanov. Thus, an unfinished article, “Fragmenty o familijax”
(1912), cited by N. XardZiev, includes favorable comments on Ivanov’s play
“Tantal.”® Significantly, Ivanov’s name does not appear among those of
writers Xlebnikov condemns in his polemical prose or in his joint pieces
with other Futurists.* And one of Xlebnikov’s late notebooks contains jot-
tings concerning his encounters with Ivanov in 1921 and linking the two
poets through one of Xlebnikov’s historical calculations.?

Remizov has left one commonly cited record of his contact with Xleb-
nikov. It is found in Kukxa, as part of Remizov’s account of how he used
to be visited by beginning writers. A list which includes Gumilev (pre-
Abyssinia) and A. N. Tolstoj, also contains Vasilij Kamenskij and ends with
Xlebnikov, “s kotorym slova razbirali.” (Remizov 1923 [1978]: 58). The two
shared a fascination with unusual items from the vast lexicon of Russian;
decades later, Remizov reiterated this common ground in a letter to Vla-
dimir: “Nas soedinjalo slovo kak i s Andreem Belym” (Markov 1982: 431).
On Xlebnikov’s side, there was also appreciation of Remizov’s orientation
towards things Russian—an attitude which reflected Xlebnikov’s own
Slavophile and even extreme Russian nationalist views in the years before
the war (Baran 1985: 70-71, 87).5

There is clear evidence that Xlebnikov’s attitudes towards Remizov
underwent considerable changes. In a 10 January 1909 letter to Kamenskij,
he inquires “Cto govorit Remizov o moej ‘Snezimotke’? Esli budete, Vasilij
Vasilevi¢, to ne polenites, sprosite” (Xlebnikov 1940: 355). Why the con-
cern with Remizov’s opinion of this work? Presumably, because Remizov
was one of the few people in the Petersburg literary world from whom
Xlebnikov could expect sympathy. “SneZimocka” combines three elements
which are prominent in Remizov’s own writings in Posolon’ and Limonar”: a
reworking of a folk plot (i. e. “Sneguro¢ka”) and an infusion of other folk

motifs; heavy uses of both dialect borrowings and neologisms; and an
emphasis on Russianness.

Several months later, an 8 August letter to Kamenskij dwells at length on
the charge against Remizov that had appeared in the press in June of that
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year: that he had plagiarized some folk texts.” Xlebnikov is indignant at the
accusation: “Znaja, ¢to obvinjat sozdatelja ‘Posoloni’ v vorovstve—znadit
sover$at' ¢to-to nerazumnoe, neubeditelnoe na zlostnoj podkladke, ja otnes-
sja k etomu s otvra&eniem i prezreniem” (Xlebnikov 1940: 358). He links
his proposed activities on behalf of Remizov (“. . .komu ja darju druzbu”
[Xlebnikov 1940: 359])—challenging the accusers to a duel—with a theme
common to a number of his pre-war works, that of the Ukrainian “gajda-
maki.”®

The young poet becomes less charitable towards Remizov some years
later. In the first of his dialogues, “Utitel i u¢enik” (publ. 1912), where he
outlines his ideas on time and language, Xlebnikov also takes up the ques-
tion of the state of Russian literature. By then, he had become one of the
Hylaeans, self-defined as the bearers of a new aesthetic and a new poetics.
Xlebnikov uses tables—the classic tool of ideology claiming to be science—
to underscore the chasm that, he claims, separates contemporary literature
from the true spirit of the Russian people. Remizov, termed an “insect” [see
fn. 9] in one table is grouped with Andreev, Arcybasev, Balmont, Brjusov,
Bunin, Kuprin, MereZkovskij, Ostrovskij, Sologub (referred to as a “grave-
digger”), Stedrin, and Aleksej Tolstoj. The productions of this motley group
of 19th century Realists, Symbolists, and those in between is counterposed
to the “popular word” (narodnoe slovo) or “popular song” (narodnaja
pesn). The former find life to be horrible; condemn all groups in the popu-
lation except writers; preach death; curse the past, the present and the
future; condemn war and deeds of valor; and make the measure of things
that is nor-Russian or is found in the latest book. By comparison, creations
of the people praise the beauty and virtues of life; condemn writers; glorify
battle and war; and take Russia for their yardstick.

Why was Remizov included here? Perhaps because, like Ostrovskij, he
did not restrict his art to celebrating and reworking the sphere of popular
culture. By the time Xlebnikov’s dialogue was written, Remizov had
become a prose writer who continued in part the line of Realist fiction, and
who focussed on the underside of society—a world which Xlebnikov him-
self was rather familiar with in his own life, but which he, gripped by wider
visions, chose not to focus on until the years of war and revolution.

The Use of Notes

In his famous overview of modern poetry, “O sovremennom lirizme”
(1909), Innokentij Annenskij takes his fellow classicist-poet Ivanov to task
for the obscurity of the mythological material he uses in his poems. He
follows up with this suggestion:
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Otyero 6»I 03Ty, B CaMoOM fieJie, He JaBATh K CBOMM BHICOKOLEHHBIM IIbECAM
KOMMEHTapHsl, KaK [eNajl B CBOe BpeMs, HanpuMep, Jleonapau? U passe oHu
YK Tak 3aBUIHBI, 3TOT IOJIYCO3HATEBLHBIA BOCTOPr M poGKHE MOXBajbl U3
Cpelibl JIML, HE yCNEBLIMX 3arjiiHYTh B Bpokrays3-Ddpona, u moxumanus
T7Ie4aMH CO CTOPOHBI APYTUX, BOBCE U HE HAMEPEHHbBIX «pajy KaKUX-HHOYIb
CTHIIKOBY» TYAa 3arjsaanBaTh?

(Annenskij 1979: 332)

Annenskij’s criticism points to a salient feature of not only Ivanov’s art
but of modern poetry in general: its tendency to draw on diverse mytholog-
ical and anthropological materials to construct the myths that are so often
, the poets’ response to the world around them. His suggestion to Ivanov to
. use footnotes to clarify myth—which, he feels, must not be esoteric (“Mif—
¢to ditja solnca, &to pestryj mjadik detej, igrajuiéix na lugu. I mne do goreéi
obidno, pri &tenii pesy, za nedostupnost’ tak zamanéivo pljadusix predo
mnoju xoreev i za tajnopis’ ix sledov na arene, vpitaviej stolko blagorod-
nogo pota” [Annenskij 1979: 333])—is one often followed by modern
poets (e. g. Eliot), though in different, frequently subtle ways: at times to
elucidate the source, at times to lead the reader towards a particular inter-
pretation of the work itself.

Ivanov himself remained restrained in his use of annotations. His foot-
notes are few in number, and generally emphasize the interpretation that
may be placed on a particular passage in a poem; occasionally there will be
a reference to some work of classical philology. For the overwhelming
majority of readers, the notes are not adequate to the complexity of the text
to which they are attached—Ivanov deliberately forces the reader to solve
the many semantic puzzles found in his works, and to reach the deeper
levels of meaning hidden within them.

A different situation prevails in the work of Remizov, particularly in the
period of the “§ipovnik” edition of his “Collected Works.” If we look at the
different editions of the Posolon’ and Limonar collections, and compare
them with the separate publications of the anthologized texts, we see a
steady evolution towards increased use of annotations. !

In the case of the component parts of Posolor’, the vast majority of the
texts appeared without any notes at all upon first publication in various
periodicals. Occasionally, as in the case of “Gusi-Lebedi,” “Zadusnicy,” or
“Letavica” (orig. title “No&’ u Vija”), the initial publication included a few
annotations of difficult lexical items.

The initial book publication of the Posolon’ cycle was free of any end-
notes. It was only in the second, expanded edition of the collection that
Remizov equipped the stories with an elaborate scholarly apparatus. The
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endnotes not only contained the lexical annotations found in initial publi-
cations of a few works, but expanded the coverage of unusual lexical items
to many more tales, and, more broadly, provided information on the
sources on which Remizov drew in creating his texts, and on the mytholog-
ical theory that underlies Remizov’s reworking of the source material.

In the case of Limonar’, the initial publications of the reworked apocry-
ph-a tend to supply needed notes, including some information on sources.
The 1907 edition of Limonar’, which contains six texts, already possesses a
set of endnotes of varying degree of detail, with the commentaries to “O
bezumii Irodiadinom” being the most extensive by far. These make their
way into a similar section in the 1912 “Collected Works” expanded edition,
which contains new fictional material. The set of endnotes in the 1912 edi-
tion is also richer in interpretive and source commentary.

To take one example of how Remizov’s annotations grow, the initial
publication of the story “Car Diokletian” contains two lexical glosses, on
the expressions “zrjas€ij pjatok” and “byt sverSenu,” the same items found
in the second edition (Remizov 1912: 201). However, the commentary in
the second edition also includes this information: “Ja pol'zovalsja dlja Dio-
kletiana duxovnym stixom. P. A. Bezsonov, Kaliki perexoZie. M. 1861.
Vyp. 3. No. 136” (Remizov 1912: 201). The sentence is quite typical for the
endnotes in the collection.

The increased annotation of texts appears to be directly related to the
previously mentioned accusation of June 1909, where Remizov was accused
of plagiarizing some folklore texts in his own fictions. Remizov parried the
charge, repeated widely in the press, in a 6 September 1909 letter to the
editor of Russkie Vedomosti. In this document, Remizov first outlines his
views on his own task as a writer who works with folklore and myth, and
then discusses the reasons why he includes extensive annotations in his
collections:

B nensx xe Pa3bsACHECHHUS BBIHYXEH CKa3aTh HECKOJIBKO CJIOB H O TOM 0CO-
60oM 3HAYEHUH, KOTOpO€ MpHAar0 IIpuMEYaHUAM, cHabOxass UMH OTAOCJIBHBIC
MOM NNPOU3BEACHUSA U MOH KHHTH. Hano 3aMETHUTb, YTO B pyccxoi»’l PI3HU.1HOI?I
JIUTEpaType, NpU OOMYyLIECHHH CaMOro UIMPOKOro IOJIb30BaHHS TEKCTaMH
HapoOOJHOr'o TBOpYECTBA, CYILIECTBYET TpadHIIHs, HE 06ﬂ3bIBaIOIILaﬂ Ac€naTb
CCBIJIKM Ha UCTOYHHUKHM U yKa3bIBaTh MaTE€pHAJIbI, TOCITY)KHUBIIUE OCHOBAHUEM

ISl IPOU3BEAEHHUS.
(Remizov 1909)

Here Remizov cites examples ranging from Gogol and his Taras Bulba to
Leskov’s apocrypha-based legends and tales, and to popular folk tales of
Avenarius.!! He emphasizes that such is the tradition prevailing in Russian
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literature, and that only historians of literature point out to us the sources
used by particular writers. He then turns to his own goals in breaking with
that tradition:

CraBs cBoei 3aayell BOCCO3JaHHE HAIIero HapoJHOro MH(a, BEITOJHUTD
KOTOpPYIO B COCTOSIHHHM JIMIIb KOJUIEKTUBHOE IPEEMCTBEHHOE TBOPYECTBO HE
OIHOTO, a psAAa NOKOJIEHUH, 51, KIaas MoO#, MOXeT-0bITh, OMH €JUHCTBEHHBIH
KaMeHb JJIf1 CO3JaHMs Oymyuiero GOJIBIIOro NMPOW3BENEHUS, KOTOPOE AAcT
I€JI0€ IIapCTBO HapOJHOro Muda, CYNTal0 MOMM JI0JIFOM, HE Aepkach Tpaau-
UM Halleld JIUTepaTypsl, BBOOUThL NPUMEYAHUS U PACKPHIBATh B HUX XOI
Moeit paboTel. MoXeT-ObITh, paBHBIH HJIM T€, KTO CHUJIbHEE M OJapeHHEE
MEHS, NBITas U MOJIb3YSACh MOMMH YKa3aHHSMH, YK€ C MEHbILUEH TpaToi cHui
NIPUHECYT U HE OOWH, a NEeCATh KaMHE! U IOJI0XKaT UX BBIIIE MOETO U GIIiKe K
BeHILy. TONBKO TaK, KOJJIEKTUBHBIM IIPEEMCTBEHHBIM TBOPYECTBOM CO3JaCT-
csl IPOU3BEIEHUE, KaK CO3AAJIUCh MUPOBBIE BEJTUKHE XpaMbl, MUPOBBIE BEJIH-
KHe KapTHHBI, KaKk Hamucajiuch GeccMepTHas «BoxecTBeHHas KOMeIOus» |
«®DaycTy.

Vka3zaHueM Ha NpUeM U MaTepuas paboThl, — 4TO HOCTHXXHUMO [0 HEKO-
TOpO# CTENEH! NPUMEYAHUSIMH B U3SIIHOM JIMTEPAType, a CPEO XYyHOXKHHU-
KOB — pacKpbITHEM [BEped B MacTEPCKHE M IOCBSILECHHEM, — MOXET
OTKPBITLCSI BBIXOJ K IUIOAOTBOPHOH 3Ha4YMTENbHOH paboTe U3 0JUYaJIOTO U
MY4YHTEILHO-OJHHOKOTO TBODPYECTBA, NPOOaBIsIOLIETOCs 6€3 UCTOPUH, Kak
nomaJjio, CBOMMH CpeJICTBaAMH U3 cebs, a MONPOCTy U3 HUYETO, U B pe3ysIbTaTe
— BIIYCTYIO.

(Remizov 1909)

Remizov’s emphasis on creating an art with a memory, with a past
accessible to others, fits in with what Olga Hughes, in the introduction to a
reprint of Rossija v pismenax, has called one of the themes of mature Remi-
zov—memory, realizable in various ways (Remizov 1922 [1982]: 5). The
above passage shows clearly that this concern is present in Remizov’s
thought about art at a rather early stage.'?

Although it is potentially dangerous to take Remizov at his word, if we
do so we must conclude that he is consciously breaking with tradition for
ideological/aesthetic reasons. He is doing what Gogol and Leskov should
have done but did not, and returning to the medieval practice of collective
creation.!® In a sense, he is modifying the hierarchy of values in the fic-
tional text. Where, in Shari Benstock’s words, “authority in fictional texts
rests . . . on the implied presence of the author—as creator certainly and
sometimes as speaker” (Benstock 1983: 207), Remizov’s annotated works
break down the division between fictional and critical writings, coming
close to the mode of functioning of the latter. “The supposition is always
that the present critical endeavor extends a pattern of thought that was
begun in the past, that was applied to the immediate context through cita-
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tion, and that will be continued in the future, when presumably the present
text will itself be a citation in someone else’s critical anlysis” (Benstock
1983: 206). This characterization of a critical work is quite close to
Remizov’s own vision of the place of his own folklore- and myth-based
writings in a larger pattern of Russian literary development.

There could not be a greater contrast between Remizov’s insistence on
transmission of memory and textual genealogy and Xlebnikov’s—more
broadly, the Futurists’—theory and practice. The purposeful anti-biograph-
ism of the Cubo-Futurists (Pomorska 1968: 83-86) was combined with a
programmatic rejection of traditions of the past: writers who cultivated the
accidental; who fulminated against the yoke of past culture; who pro-
claimed “proéitav—razorvi!”, had little use for the carefully crafted note.

In Xlebnikov’s works annotations are truly few and far between. The
poem “Sug,” which describes the martyrdom of the Aztec monarch Monte-
zuma, is accompanied by two brief notes which give the meaning of the two
principal neologisms utilized in the text: Sua (the sun) and Sué (sons of the
sun—the Spaniards) (SP III : 9). Similarly, in the poem “Tcincucan,” both
the title and a proper name are glossed: “Tcincucan—mesto kolibri. Ali
Emétt—imja kn. Tarakanovoj” (SP V: 41). Ironically, the notes are not
really needed because both words are defined within the poem itself. In the
story “Ka” (1915), the initial word in the passage, “Xudoznik pisal pir
trupov, pir mesti. Mertvecy veli¢avo i vaZno eli ovosti, ozarennye podob-
nym luéu mesjaca be$enstvom skorbi” is footnoted “Filonov” (SP IV: 51)
(his painting “Pir korolej” is described here).

Yet it certainly cannot be said that Xlebnikov’s works don’t require
annotations. A proper edition of Xlebnikov, whether in Russian or in
translation, calls for an extensive editorial commentary. Even if we limit
what might be viewed as needless pedantry, a basic set of notes is required
to allow the reader to penetrate into many of the texts. An example of what
might be needed is provided by Stepanov for the 1921 poem “More,” where
he includes 19 dialectisms and items of sea terminology to help clarify the
work’s “difficult” semantics.'

There is but one example where Xlebnikov provides a more elaborate
commentary to one of his works. It is found at the end of the poéma 3 B
E,”set in the Stone Age and largely consisting of dialogues between the
hero and heroine. A “Postscript” offers a quasi-ethnographic explanation
of the protagonists’ strikingly monosyllabic names; a summary of the
action within which the speeches in the body of the poem are situated; and
a suggested interpretation. Even here, however, Xlebnikov does not pro-
vide a single source for his ideas or the story.
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This example, close to some degree to Ivanov’s and Remizov’s type of
annotations, is the exception which proves the rule.

Thinking About Myth and Folklore

As Charlotte Rosenthal has noted (1985), the Russkie Vedomosti letter
contains the most explicit statement by Remizov himself on his use of folk-
lore in literature, and it also contains his views on myth and the writer. The
ideas he expressed suggest that Ivanov’s views on the role of myth in litera-
ture struck a highly responsive chord within the younger writer.

In the letter, Remizov differentiates between two tasks which he has set
himself. One is to reconstruct popular myth, the survivals of which are
found in various areas of folklore (rituals, games, carols [koljadki], super-
stitions, omens, proverbs, riddles, charms and apocrypha). The other is to
give an artistic rendering of a single folklore text.

In his quest for myth through folklore, i. €., in an attempt to penetrate
into the past, Remizov claims to proceed in a systematic, scholarly way:

B IEPpBOM cJiy4ya€, — IIPpH BO3CO3JaHUU HApOOJHOIO MH(‘ba, Korga martepua-

JIOM MOXET CTaTh IOTEPABIICE BCAKHUI CMBICJI, HO BCE €11e oGpama}omeeca B

Hapone€, MpoCTO-HANpoOCTO, KaKOC-HI/IGyI{b OOHO UMA — ((KOCTpOMa», «Kaune-

yuHa-Maneunna», «Cnopeiin, «Mapa-Mapenay, «JleraBuna» WM KaKoW-

HUOYOp o6wryailt B poae «IleBsToit maTHUIE, «TpoeubIIEHUILY — BCE

CBOOHUTCA K pa3H006pa3HOMy CONMOCTABJICHHUIKO U3BECTHHBIX, CBA3AaHHBIX C OJAH-

HBIM HMEHEM HJIH O0ObIYaemM d)aKTOB U K CPaBHUTEJIbHOMY U3YUYCHUIO CXOOHBIX

Yy Apyrux HapoOos, YyTOOBI B KOHIIE-KOHIIOB IPOHUKHYTH OT 0€3CMBICJIEHHOTO

¥ 3aTafIOYHOr'0 B MMEHH MJIM 0ObIYae K ero AyIle U XU3HH, KOTOPYIO U Tpeb-
yeTcsl u300pa3uTh.

(Remizov 1909).

Rosenthal suggests that Remizov’s views ultimately derive from Sir
Edward Tylor’s “survival theory,” which sees traces of ancient myths in the
language and folklore spheres. But the British anthropologist’s location of
myth in man’s primitive, animist stage; his view of myth as a kind of “prim-
itive science”; and his teaching that myth is lost as man evolves, account for
only a part of Remizov’s ideas. More significant for Remizov than the views
of the “anthropological school” (Tylor, Lang, etc.) was the comparative-
historical tradition which goes back to the Romantics, which found its
most influential Western proponent in Max Miiller, and which numbered
among its Russian adherents Afanasev, Buslaev, and Potebnja—on all of
whom, as Remizov makes clear, he relied heavily in creating his folklore-
based fictions.

Although Ivanov’s role as Remizov’s mentor in the science of mythology
is unclear (Rosenthal 1979: 19), there is no doubt that Remizov found
attractive Ivanov’s coherent theory of the significance of myth for modern
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literature. It was this intellectual construct which distinguished the master
of the “Tower” from most of his contemporaries: his essays on art and
literature, a kind of commentary on his poetic collections, attracted a great
deal of attention.

Ivanov’s ideas are presented, among others, in his 1907 essay “O veselom
remesle i umnom veselii.” Here, Ivanov propounds the ideal of the artist-
craftsman, as he was still in the Middle Ages. Such an artist is linked in
spiritual harmony with his audience; he does not suffer from a disease that
dates from the time of the Renaissance—individualism, isolation from the
people who are to be receivers of his art, and loss of the spontaneous gaiety
(veselie) that accompanies art of the “collective” epoch, from the “genial-
ni¢anie” of the individualistic period. (Ivanov 1979: 63). Applying this con-
ception to Russia, Ivanov notes the split between Russian artists, who
wrongly are forced to condemn and preach, and Russia’s true national cul-
ture, defined as “spiritual joy” (umnoe veselie narodnoe) (Ivanov 1979: 69).

He goes on to note the significance of Western culture—in broadest
terms, Hellenic (éllinstvo)—in Russia. Although this culture has had a
profound impact (“xotja i naloZila na varvarov vse svoi formy /slavjanstvu
peredala daZe formy slovesnye/, xotja i vyZgla vse svoi tavra na Skure
lesnyx kentavrov”) (Ivanov 1979: 70), it has not ultimately overcome the
elemental culture (creativity) within the Slavs: the “kingdom of form” has
civilized the “kingdom of contents” (Apollo has partly softened Dionysus),
but has not extinguished the latter’s regenerative powers. Today, the attrac-
tion of Hellenic culture is greater than ever, but it takes Russia away from
its societal and popular tasks (Ivanov 1979: 71): the Decadent movement is
one of its manifestations. This movement can justly point to certain artistic
accomplishments: in the areas of form, of language, and particularly in
having detached poetry from “literature” (i.e. the tradition of Russian
prose) and in having brought it back to the neighboring realms of other
arts—that is, into a situation where a return to primitive syncretism in the
arts is possible.

The Decadent movement, in its evolution into Symbolism, transcended
its individualist limitations. Through the use of symbols, a path was opened
into the national, popular soul, into myth:

Kax mepBele POCTKM BECEHHHX TpaB, W3 CHMBOJIOB OpBISHYJIM 324aTKU
Mu(a, NEpBUHBI MHQOTBOpYECTBA. XYNOXHUK BIAPYT BCIOMHMII, 4TO 6b111
Hexorma «MudoTsopuem» (Bomoldg), — U poOKO TOHEC CBOXO OXHUBIIYIO
HOBBIMH NPO3PEHHAMH, HCIIOJHEHHYIO FOJIOCAMH M TPENMETaMH HEBELOMOH
paHbIlle TAWHCTBEHHOH JXM3HM, OPOUIEHHYIO POCAMH HOBBIX-CTapbiX BEpO-
BaHWUil ¥ SCHOBUICHUH, HOBYIO-CTAPYIO NyLIy HABCTPEUY JyIIE HAPOJHOM.

(Ivanov 1979: 75-76)
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Ivanov ends the essay with the section “Mecéty o narode-xudozZnike.” The
title is appropriate, for these are indeed his dreams for the future:

HckyccTBO MAET HaBCTpedy HapofHoil nyme. M3 cumBosia poxaaercs
mud. CuMBon — papeBHee noctosiHue Haponaa. Crapblif MH(G ecTeCTBEHHO
0Ka3bIBA€TCS POJUYEM HOBOrO MHda . . .

Kaxkoro xouet ctate no3s3usa? BeeneHckoro, MilaleHUeCKOr, MUDOTBOpUec-
kor. Ee myTh K BCEYETIOBEYHOCTH BCEJIEHCKOH — HAapOAHOCTb; K HCTHHE H
MIPOCTOTE MJIaJIEHYECKONH — MYAPOCTh 3MEHHAs; K TANHCTBEHHOMY CIIYXXEHHUIO
TBOPYECTBA PEJIMTMO3HOr0 — BeJIHKasi CB0OOJa BHYTPEHHETO YeJIOBEKa, JIFO-
60Bb, Aep3arolias B XHM3HM M B AyXe, YYTKOE YXO K OHEHHIO MHPOBOTO
cepana. . .

Mp&I Bo3ylaraeM HaJeX[Ibl Ha CTUXMHHO-TBOPYECKYIO CHJIy HAapOJHOH Bap-
BapCKOW AYIIK M MOJIMM XpaHSILIME CUJIbI JIUIIb 00 OXPaHEHHUH OTIEYaTKOB
BEYHOI'0 Ha BPEMEHHOM M 4€JIOBEYECKOM, — Ha MpPOLIIOM, MYCTh 3aNlSTHAaH-
HOM KPOBBIO, HO IaMSATH MUJIOM U CBSTOM, KaK MOTHJIbI TEMHBIX NIPEIKOB.

(Ivanov 1979: 76-77)

The essay closes with the vision of rekindled contact between artist and
people, and of a collective art (sobornoe iskusstvo) that will manifest a true
mythopoesis. “Togda xudozZnik okaZetsja vpervye tolko xudoZnikom, re-
meslennikom veselogo remesla,—ispolnitel’ tvoréeskix zakazov obs¢iny,—
rukoju i ustami znaju$cej svoju krasotu tolpy, ve§¢im mediumom naroda-
xudoznika.” (Ivanov 1979: 77).

The brief comments on myth in Remizov’s letter are not obviously linked,
or even necessarily similar to this summary. However, the previously dis-
cussed part of the letter where Remizov presents his reasons for the use of
annotations to his texts contains motifs quite close to Ivanov. The emphasis
on collective creation, on overcoming the painful isolation in which artists
find themselves, on creating in the future a major example of myth—all this
echoes Ivanov’s ideas on the new popular mythopoesis.

Xlebnikov’s ideas on folklore and myth are not terribly systematic: unlike
Ivanov or Remizov, he was not an adherent of any one approach to myth,
and his writing does not reflect the direct impact of philological scholarship
(Baran 1985a: 13-14).1 However, like Remizov, Xlebnikov was influenced
by Ivanov. His debt to the Symbolist theoretician is usually referred to in
general terms in the critical literature, yet a comparison between Ivanov’s
ideas and essays and Xlebnikov’s early programmatic works produces evi-
dence of more tangible connections between the two in the realm of myth
and mythological thought.

In a letter sent by the fledgling poet to Ivanov along with a selection of
his works we find this passage: “Citaja &ti stixi, ja pomnil o ‘vseslavjanskom
jazyke,” pobegi kotorogo dolZny prorasti tol§¢i sovremennogo, russkogo.
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”»

Vot potemu imenno va$e mnenie o &tix stixax mne dorogo i vazno . ..
(Xlebnikov 1940: 354). Here, as N. Stepanov notes (1975: 13), Xlebnikov
alludes to Ivanov’s “O veselom remesle i umnom veselii.” The relevant pas-
sage is found in the section “Mecty o narode-xudoZnike”: “Cerez toliu
sovremennoj redi, jazyk poézii—na$ jazyk—dolZen prorasti i uZe prorastaet
iz podpo¢vennyx kornej narodnogo slova, toby zagudet’ golosistym lesom
vseslavjanskogo slova” (Ivanov 1979: 76).

A closer look at Ivanov’s article reveals further possible points of contact.
in particular, there is the discussion of the enormous attraction of Hellenic
culture—the unified Mediterrean culture—for the barbarians, including the
Slavs. Twice in the article Ivanov refers to the story of the Scythian Ana-
charsis—the king whose attraction for things Hellene outweighed his loyalty
to his native traditions, and who, as Herodotus tells us, was killed by his
own people for blaspheming against the gods. This plot is one with which
Xlebnikov was unquestionably familiar, and he reworked a closely related
one, that of the Scythian Scyles (Dovatur et al. 1978: 317-318), in the brief
Lesedrama “Asparux” (Baran 1978). As the title suggests, a Bulgarian motif
(the name Asparux belongs to the legendary Bulgarian king) is used to
disguise the classical source, but the ideological element—the opposition
between native Slav vs. allure of the West—is quite clear. The reference to
the Herodotus source in the Ivanov essay reinforces a reading of the Xleb-
nikov play as a cultural allegory with contemporary implications.

Ivanov’s writings also shed light on Xlebnikov’s important 1908 article,
“Kurgan Svjatogora.” This document is probably the most elaborate pre-
sentation by Xlebnikov of his views on a mythologized Great Time—a
vision of a sacred zone of the past, of a spiritual order which has suffered
progressive decay since then, as may be seen by the condition of present-day
Russian society and culture. Borrowing the bylina motif of Svjatogor’s death
and of the transfer of some of his strength to IIja Muromec, Xlebnikov
suggests that the Russians, shaped in the likeness of the vanished hero, are
obliged to assume his role but have been prevented from so doing by the
West. Writers have not expressed the people’s spirit: even Puskin succumbed
to foreign influence.

The plot vehicle used by Xlebnikov may be different, but the notion ofa
split between the artistic elite and the people is already familiar. The con-
nection with Ivanov is further reinforced by the suggestion that language
can effect an amelioration of this condititon of divergence from the ideals
of the past. However, Xlebnikov’s vision of this process is far more active
than Ivanov’s, who envisaged the language of poetry making its way from
subterranean roots to a full-voiced Common Slavic verbal forest. Formerly,



186 HENRYK BARAN

Xlebnikov claims, language did not dare to step beyond certain bounds,
but now poets crave “poznanija ot ‘dreva mnimyx &isel’” (Xlebnikov 1940:
321). Experiments with derivation (slovotvordestvo), the verbal equivalent of
a mathematician’s work with imaginary numbers or non-Euclidean geome-
tries, are legitimized by the inherent properties of Russian. Should writers
submit to their native language, should they reorient Russian literature
towards its true roots, a mystical union might occur between the people
and the land they inhabit—and a glimpse of Russia’s national archetype
might be achieved.

The center of Xlebnikov’s attention is the sphere of language rather than
the psyche, yet the analysis of the problem of contemporary culture—its
divergence from its roots—is quite similar to Ivanov’s. The cure proposed
is not mifotvorcestvo but rather slovotvordestvo. Was Xlebnikov’s use of the
latter term influenced by the model of the key term in Ivanov’s theoretical
writings? That this might be the case, and that Xlebnikov took seriously
possible links between verbal experimentation and myth is shown in a
number of his experimental poems, including those he sent Ivanov. These
texts have few obvious links to extratextual mythological traditions, but
they feel like myth:

W s cBupen B CBOIO CBHpEI.

N Mup X0Tes B CBOIO XOTEJb.

MHe nociyimHele CBUBAIIHCE 3BE3/IbI B IIABHLIH KPYKETOK.

I cBUpEJI B CBOIO CBHPEJIb, BHINOJIHSS MHpPA POK.
(Xlebnikov 1940: 95)

Working with Myth: Remizov and Xlebnikov

In assessing the causes of the differences in Remizov’s and Xlebnikov’s
handling of annotations to their works, I pointed to the overall aesthetic of
Futurism as a movement. There is also a more fundamental reason:
Remizov’s and Xlebnikov’s divergent views of their roles as verbal artists.
This difference in how they see themselves also affects how the two work
with myth and folklore.

Remizov sometimes simply arranges what he borrows from ethnographic
sources; sometimes he amplifies what is already present in them;!¢ at other
times, he intricately interweaves various strands of folklore, apparently
faithful to the sources from which they are borrowed. An example of this
last type of technique is “O bezumii Irodiadinom,” where by fixing the
execution of John the Baptist to the zimnie svjatki, by furthering the com-
mon confusion of two popular St. John’s feasts, he is able to achieve an
overlaying of pagan and Christian motifs into a characteristic example of
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“dvoeverie.” As has been shown already, he looks to outside sources to
legitimize his approach—i.e., since they reflect the true spiritual life of the
Russian people, in the social reality itself.

Xlebnikov’s ideas about the relationship of artist and audience may derive
from the same source as Remizov’s (i.e. Ivanov), but, over the years,
he takes an increasingly independent stance with respect to the world he
describes. At various times, particularly during the pre-war heyday of
Hylaea, he sees himself as one of a band of heroic activists, the budetljane.
Later, he more and more depicts himself as isolated and alone: literally, a
prophet scorned by the crowd, a teacher of higher truths (about time,
space, numbers, etc.).

Two somewhat contradictory factors are at work in Xlebnikov’s poetic
system. One is his tendency towards precision of sight. Although his life
style is diametrically opposed to that of the scholar, and although he
eschews giving the reader guidance as to sources, a great deal of the time
Xlebnikov is uncannily precise about what he describes. When one tries to
trace one of his images or motifs, the operative assumption may be that it
is whole, that it will match exactly some source or other. Like a primitive
myth-maker, he is precise in his naming, forcing the modern reader who
would understand him to share in his knowledge of taxonomies of the
animal or plant kingdoms.!’

At the same time, Xlebnikov repeatedly goes beyond his sources, beyond
tradition. Whether projecting himself as a war-like budet/janin in the cross-
temporal and cross-cultural “Deti Vydry,” or, late in life, as Zangezi—a
Zarathustra-like figure whose analogues are to be found in Hindu tradi'—
tions—Xlebnikov imposes his own myth upon the world. He is not content
to take the world as he finds it: not when, for example, it is one where the
priobretateli oppress the izobretateli, where the old send the young to die in
war, and where D’Anthés murders Puskin. The myths he creates in re-
sponse to a world he often finds unacceptable, myths of historical recur-
rence and retribution, of the salvific power of language, need no genealogy
at the margins of the text.

The difference in how Remizov and Xlebnikov handle myth and folklore
may be shown by comparing their treatment of the same image. There are a
number of cases in the writings of the two modernist verbal masters where
we find coincidences of themes and/or borrowings;'® the ground for the
present comparison is provided by the image of a kamennaja baba, one of
the ancient monuments that dot the steppes of Russia.

One of the stories in “K morju-okeanu” bears the title “Kamennaja
baba.” In the story, the two protagonists, Alalej and Lejla, look at the
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stone figure and hear an etiological legend:

51 6aba ue npoctas, 1 Kamennas Ba6a, — nposemanace Ba6a, — MHOT0
BEKOB CTOIO s B BOJIbHOM cTenu. A npexne y bora He Gbi1o conrna Ha HeGe,
OnHa Oblla ThMa, U BCE MBI B MOTeMKax xHaM. OT KaMHs cBeT moGbIBaim,
KTJIM JIyYHHKY. Bor ¥ BeImycTHN M3-32 masyxu conane. Januck TyT Bce [IUBY,
CMOTPAT, yMa HE NPUIIOXKAT. A mymie Mbl, 6a6bl! [I0BbIHOCHIIM MBI pemeTa,
JaBail HabUpaTh CBET B pelleTa, BHECTH B AMbI. SIMBI-TO HAIlM 3eMJISHBIE Ge3
OKkoH cTostd. ITofpiMeM permeTo x cosHIY, HaGepeM MONHBIM-NIONHO CBETa,
4epe3 Kpad JIbETCH, a TOJIBKO YTO B IMy — M HeT Huuero. A Boxbe COJIHIIE
BCE BBIIIE U BBIILIE, yXKe NpUneKaTs cTano. [Ipuromutuce Mel, 6a65l, CUIBHO,
XOTb CBETA U HE AOOGBUIH. A COJIHIIE TaK U XOKET, XOTh MoJie3aii B Bony. Tyt u
BBILLJIO TAKOE — Hayali MbI IJIEBATh Ha COJIHLE. M npeBpaTH/IMChL BAPYT B
KaMHH.

(Remizov 1911: 215-16)

Remizov’s note to the tale, found for the first time in the book publica-
tion, points to Afanasev as his source. Indeed, the section on giants in
Poceticeskie vozzrenija slavjan na prirodu contains a brief note that links the
statues of the south of Russia with legends of giants turned to stone: . . .
devica nesla vedra s vodoju i okamenela—namek na te kru¥ki, iz kotoryx
oblagnye devy [jut na zemlju dozdi. Podobnye predstavlenija svjazyvajutsja
na juge Rossii s kamennymi babami” (Afanasev 1868: 677).

In Remizov’s tale, the “stone woman” is a witness to the deepest past; the
product of divine punishment for sin, she warns the two travellers against
misconduct. The imaginative product of myth, she fully participates in the
world of the marvelous brought into being by the author.

The motif of the kamennaja baba is a fairly frequent one in Xlebnikov. It
is used in different ways. Here, we shall consider two cases. In the first, in
the Civil War narrative poem “No& v okope,” a trio of stone statues are
witnesses to the battles between the Reds and the Whites, and to the
broader suffering of the fratricidal conflict:

UTo6 myTHHK 3HaNM 06 CTApOXKHUIE,
Tpu neBrl cTeny cTOpOXHUIH,
Kak XpuIbl panocTHOl nycThHIHE
Ho pyxu xaMeHHo# Goruny,
Hepanu HOT CypOBbLIi KaMeHb,
OHM 3epHUCTHIMH pyKaMH
K HOram cypoBbIM onyckanuch
U nnocko MepTBBIMH I1a3zaMi,
BBIbIX TAWHCTBEHHBIX CBHUAHUI,
CMmoTpenu kaMeHHbIE 6a6bl.
Cmorpero
Kamennoe Teno
Ha uenoseueckoe neno.

(SPI: 182)
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In this passage, the statues function as symbols of the flow of history, and
are not linked to any overt folkloric or mythological associations.

In another poem of the Civil War period, “Kamennaja baba,” Xlebnikov
takes a different tack. In the poem, the lyrical “I” initially wonders at the
statues in the steppe: “Oni surovy i Zestoki,/ Ix busy—grubaja rezba/ I
skazok kamnja o vostoke/ Ne ponimajut jastreba.” (SP III: 32). He
expresses a kind of mock sympathy for one of them: “Zdes’ stojat’ osuzdena/
Kak pristani$¢e kozjavok,/ Bez grebnja i bez bulavok” (SP III: 34). But he
ends with a bold, transforming image, in which a butterfly transfers reason
and life to the stone statue—an act that is rather transparently allegorical
and is explicitly linked with the Revolution. The poem ends with a magnifi-
cent cosmic dance that obliterates the common characteristics of matter:

KameHns kyMUpHBIH, BcTaBall ¥ Urpait

HUrop urporo u rpoma,—

Panb1nie crienern, CTOpoXx OBell,

Cwmeno cMOTpH 60JILIIEM MOTBITIBKOM,

Bunsamuii Mneunsim Ilytem.

Benn nenu mysy B rsl6 7106, 6€3 3710651, 4TOOH!

C6pocui 0KoBbI P06 MOTBUIBKOBBIH, MaAal B rpoOk! rpob.
I'on! T'on! B HEGo mpeirait rpo6!

KameHsp maraii, 3Be34b! KpY»H ONakoMm.

B HE60 CMOTPU MOTBUILKOM.

IMomuu noxa 3TH Becesble 3Be3bl, IIaMs OJIMCTAIOIIUX 3BE3,
Ha rony6om camore ronaka

Insankoro Gyewymuii reo3ab.

Bonee panyr B uBera!

BypHoro néra neta!

Hesa creneii yx He Ta!
(SP III: 34-35).

There is myth at work here, but it is one that is wholly a product of the
poet’s imagination. Both textual authority and the reality of the extratextual
object are set aside in the bold mythologem of the dancing, liberated statue.

Conclusion

Despite specific links between the poetic systems of Ivanov, Remizov,
and Xlebnikov, their handling of similar tasks reveals substantial typologi-
cal differences. In broad terms, the opposition shapes around Ivanov and
Remizov on one side (with divergences between them) and Xlebnikov on
the other; in other words, between a Symbolism defined sufficiently broadly
to embrace Remizov, and Futurism, linked to Symbolism at the outset but
soon enough its vocal opponent. The discussion suggests that the notion of
poetic schools in fin-de-siecle Russian literary history has considerable
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validity, and should not be replaced by the attractive, yet by far too equal-
izing concept of modernism.

State University of New York at Albany

NOTES

1. Deschartes’ assessment of Ivanov’s emotional attitude towards Remizov needs to be
viewed cautiously. Charlotte Rosenthal has kindly noted to me that, in a letter of 8 August
1906 to Georgij Culkov, Remizov mentions that he is at Ivanov’s almost daily (Otdel Ruko-
pisej GBL, fond 371, karton No. 4, ed. xr. 46) (private communication).

2. Deschartes initially promised to discuss this in the third volume of the Ivanov Sobranie
Socinenij (Ivanov 1974: 737). Her comments now appear to be scheduled for one of the later
volumes.

3. «Buxps cuibl Bely FBaHOBa OBECTBYET O TEMHOM O€CCHIIBHOM IOPBIBE, TOPAO OTKa3bl-
BaroIe<MCS>> OT HENpaBOI0 CYAaCThs PajJy NPABOro HecuacThs. Tak Kak IPaBoO €CTh KOPEHb
cyacTes B OynOymieMm, To 3Ta BElllb IOBECTBYET O PYCCKOM HECYACTHH, OTKa3bIBAIOLIEMCS OT
cyacTesi EBponsl mnu 3aBemeHH<Oro>> 3aHaB<ECOM> HACTOSINEro cYacThs BHYKOB. Ilon-
4YEPKHBAET, YTO 3TH BEILIH CyTh BEPXYLIKH TBOPYECTBA HMEHOBaHHBIX TBOP<110B> GE3JINYHYIO
HapoaHyto equHuIy» (Xlebnikov 1940: 425).

4. By comparison Sologub, whose works Xlebnikov apparently knew quite well, and whose
Nav’i ¢éary he intended at one point to take as a model for a major text of his own (Xlebnikov
1940: 354-355), becomes transformed into the uncomplimentary “F. Gubosal” in a draft of
Kruéenyx and Xlebnikov manifesto for Rykajuscij Parnas (SP V: 249).

5. Centralnyj Gosudarstvennyj Arxiv Literatury i Iskusstva, fond 527 (Xlebnikov), op. 1,
ed. 92, 1. 14, 280b, 480b.

6. This aspect of Xlebnikov’s ideological makeup is noted in another Xlebnikov letter to
Markov: “‘Planetéik,” xotel orussit ves' zemnoj §ar” (Markov 1982: 438). On Xlebnikov’s polit-
ical views before World War I, see Baran (1985b: 70-71, 87).

7. The accusations against Remizov appeared for the first time in the article “Pisatel ili
spisyvatel?”, BirZevye vedomosti, No. 11160, 16 June 1909.

8. This is not merely quixotic or. appropriately bizarre: there is the potential of a more
serious undercurrent, linked with Xlebnikov’s nationalism and possible contact with the Black
Hundred movement. Cf. in the letter: «Mbl DOKHBI BBICTYIHTb 3aLIUTHUKaMH YECTH pyC-
CKOrO NMHCcaTelIs, 3TOr0 XpaMa, B3TOr0 Ha OTKYNl — Kak rafiilaMaky, — ¢ Opy>XHeM B pyKax U
kpoBuio . .. ITycts An<ekceii™> Mux<aisoBUY> NMOMHHT, YTO KaxIOblii U3 HOpy3eil ropmo
BCTAaHET y Gapbepa 3allMILATh €ro YeCTh M YECTh BOOOIIE PYCCKOro NMHUCATENs, Kak raiiamax
BCTaBasl 3a npaBo poauHey (Xlebnikov 1940: 359). Similar sentiments, explicitly associated
with the Black Hundreds, appear in the story “Velik-den” and in “SneZimocka.”

9. Alex Shane suggests that this allusion is likely biographically based (private communica-
tion). Insects also play a visible role in a number of Remizov’s works.

10. The comparison of the texts in Posolon’ and Limonar’ with their initial publications was
made possible by Alex Shane, who generously made available to me his rich Remizov
materials.

11. A similar reference to the Russian literary tradition of not indicating the sources of
folkloric borrowings is found in Privin’s defense of Remizov against the plagiarism charge:
“Po literaturnoj tradicii, na¢inaja ot Pugkina, narodnaja poezija ispolzuetsja u nas bez ssylok
na istoéniki” (Pri$vin 1909).
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12. What is also striking here is the similarity in method. Both the Posolon’ and Limonar’
collections and Rossija v pismenax underscore the importance of genealogy. Whether it is a
myth reconstructed by the poet, or a medieval text rescued from obscurity and placed before a
modern reader, Remizov is concerned with some kind of verisimilitude, with authority for the
“message.” In the later collection, where the author is present as an intermediary, one who
confesses to his “pristrastie k staroj bumage i bukvam, neponjatnym dlja nyne$nego glaza”
(Remizov 1922 [1982]: 11), this is done directly in the text. In the earlier works, that function is
assigned to the mechanism of the notes.

Two examples from Rossija v pismenax, where, in Remizov’s words, “zatejal po obryvys-
kam, po nikomu nenuZnym zapisjam i polustertym nadpisjam, iz melo&ej, iz niego predstavit’
na$u Rossiju” (Remizov 1922 [1982]: 14):

(a) In “Policija. Bezalabernoe”: «B 6e0#i 06/105Ke JIEXXHT Ha MOEM CTOJIE TOJICTOE [EJIO
Betnyxckoro ITomuueiickoro Ynpapnenus.

‘Ileno o 3amuckax, MPUOHMTHIX B HOYb C 8 Ha 9 aBrycra K KBapTHpaM B ropoje Betmyre'».
(Remizov 1922 [1982]: 36);

(b) In “Sunduk. Elisavetinskoe”:

«B HOBOJIaMOXCKOM 3arBo3jibe B NPOX0Xeil KoMHaTe craporo ®uiocodckoro moma mosarue
rofbI CTOSJI PACIIMCHON CYHIYK.

IIpo CyHOyK 3HAJIX OOHO, YTO XPAaHHUTCS B HEM [IeIOBCKOE N06po, mokoiHoro eme HUKuTHI
EropoBuua ®unocoposa, JBOIOPOJHOTO Npa-pafena Hauiero dumuTtpus Bragumuposuua
dunocodosa, — Kaxas-TO BETOLIb, KOTOpasi HUKOMY HE HYXHa.

Cam Huxura Eroposuu nomep B 1779 rony, ceit ero Unapuon Hukutuy B konue 30-x, a
BHYK — Auekceii napuonosuy B 1874-m.» (Remizov 1922 [1982]: 51).

Remizov’s emphasis on annotations in the early collections may also derive from the kind of
material he is using: it is essentially oral, kept in the memory of the people, rather than set
down on paper, however fugitive, as in the written tradition.

13. Prisvin also points to the analogy between Remizov’s annotations and the medieval tex-
tual tradition: “PiSet on eti ssylki, polzujas’ zavetom srednevekovyx xudoZnikov: ne znat v
sebe masterstva, oblegéat’ drugim trudnyj put” (Prigvin 1909).

14. The explanatory function of annotations is sometimes handled by Xlebnikov within the
text itself, either through metalinguistic formulations, as in the poem “Vidite, persy, vot ja idu
.. .” or by including a kind of lexicon within the work. Thus, in Zangezi, the poetic oration in
Level VIII delivered by Xlebnikov’s poetic-prophetic alter ego, which makes heavy use of the
so-called zvezdnyj jazyk, one of Xlebnikov’s poetic idioms, is followed by the crowd’s reading
of a leaflet that contains the meanings of the units of the “language of the stars” (SP III:
332-33).

15. My comments are largely restricted to questions of myth. For a detailed discussion of the
problem of folklore in Xlebnikov’s works, see Baran (1985c).

16. Cf. Pri§vin’s remarks (1909): “MozZno dvumja sposobami sdelat’ xudoZ. pereskaz proizve-
denij narodnoj poezii: 1) razvitiem podrobnostej (amplifikacija), 2) pribavleniem k tekstu.”
Remizov (1909) also uses the term “amplifikacija.”

17. Remizov shares this precision of sight: “Izbegat’ obs¢ix opredelenij: esli govoritsja o derev-
jax, nado oboznatit: bereza, sosna. Ne nado obi¢ix opredelenij, kak ‘toska,” ‘zavist,” a nado
pokazat. Nikakix ‘devusek’ i ‘molodyx ljudej’.” (Kodrjanskaja 1959: 129).

18. Some examples of these coincidences in the ethnographic materials (drawn from Alex
Shane’s Remizov collection):

a) One of Remizov’s later stories, “Mavka. Neizdannaja karpatskaja skazka” (Novosele,
No. 6, Oct.-Nov. 1943, 3-5), deals with a horrifying supernatural figure, part woman-part
monster, of Ukrainian folklore. The figure of the mava is frequent in Xlebnikov; in the period
of World War and Civil War it assumes apocalyptic dimensions.

b) Both writers make use of a ritual common in Russia, the poxorony mux, that takes place
on 1 September (O.S.). The ritual, as Remizov indicates in his annotation to the brief story
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“Pogrebenie muxi, bloxi i komara,” was used to rid peasant houses of insects: “sloZilos’ povere,
budto v domax, gde ix voditsja mnogo, stoit tolko zakopat po 1 sentjabrja po odnomu
‘zverju’ i vse oni vyvedutsja.” (Remizov 1910: 253). In Remizov’s story, the narrator, without
explaining the underlying motivation (this task is carried out by the annotation), carefully
describes how he performs the ritual. The minor episode is filled with details of how each
insect is caught; once placed in their vegetable coffin, they are carried by the narrator and
thrown into the river. The text which creates the atmosphere of a solemn ritualistic burial,
suitable for the burial of a human: “I brosil ja korobku v reku,—poplyla korobka: muxa,
bloxa i komar, i plyla po reke v more—okean. Ono primet ix, ono ne mozZet ne prinjat’ zasnuv-
$ix zverej, i soxranit tam na svoej grudi, ¢toby vesnoj vernut” (Remizov 1910: 200). Xlebnikov
uses the ritual as a minor detail in his calendar-based poem “Rus, zelenaja v mesjace Aj!”.
Discussing village life in September, he notes: “A veéerom ZuZzzit vereteno/ Devy s voplem
pritvornym,/ Xoronjat boga mux,/ Zapeksi s malinoj v pirog” (SP III: 114). On Xlebnikov’s
poem, see Baran (1985c).

c) Finally, in Remizov’s “Na krasnom pole,” a lamentation on the state of Revolution-torn
Russia, we find interpolated twice, within a solemn text, the lines “Io, ia, colk! Io, ia, io, colk!
lo, ia, io, colk!/ Pac, pac, pac, pac, pac, pac, pac, pac” (Remizov 1917: 73, 78). This is the
famous song of the rusalki that Xlebnikov uses in his earlier folkloric pastiche “No¢ v Galicii,”
which he borrowed from I. Saxarov’s Skazanija russkogo naroda o semejnoj Zizni svoix pred-
kov. In Remizov, the “transsense” song serves as a counterpoint to the lamentation, an intru-
sion of the primitive, pagan, wild element into the tragic modernity.
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