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3. b. Axumos
«HenpasuiabHbie nupbi» llexkcnupa u Iymkuna
(«ITup BO Bpemsi yyMmbD» H «Mak0eT»)

[Tup (Symposion) — apeBHEHIINN M BaKHEHIIMH KyJIbTYPHBIH XPOHOTOIL,
OCBOEHHBIN JuTepaTypoi. Ero moiypuTyalibHbli CTaTyC NPEANOIaracT TOTaIbHYIO
KOMMYHUKAIIMIO MHUPYIOIINX, COIUATBHYIO M BCEJIEHCKYIO («ITUP Ha BECh MUDY),
B KOTOPYIO BOBJICUECHBI KMBBIE U MEPTBBIE, MPEICTABUTEIN PA3HBIX 30X U YypOB-
Hel ObiTus. ['epou «Ilupa Bo Bpemst uymbl» U «MakOeTa» TBOPST «HEMPABUIbHBIN
UP», IPOU3BOJILHO UCKITIOYAIOT (3a0bIBAIOT WJIM YOMBAIOT) HA TTUPY CBOUX POJIU-
yeil (Marunpaa, banko), KoTopble HalIOMUHAIOT O cebe CBEPXBECTECTBEHHBIM SB-
nenueM. [Tuper [lymkuna u lllekcrniupa Hecy4aitHO TPOBOIUPYIOTCS MH(GEPHATH-
HbIMU TI€pCOHakaMu (HErp, BEAbMbI), a Ha JMHIBUCTHYECKOM YPOBHE — JIBY-
CMBICJICHHBIMHU MHPIIeCTBEHHBIME Bockauanusmu (bravo, hail). O6a mupa oxa-
3BIBAIOTCS BOIUIONIEHUSMH HE TIOJIHOTHI, a YIIEPOHOCTH MUPA, KOTOPHIN MBITAIOTCS
KOHTPOJINPOBATh FEPOMU.

Ernest B. Akimov
“Morbid Feasts” by Shakespeare and Pushkin
(“Plague Feast” and “Macbeth™)

Feast (symposion) is a most archaic and important cultural chronotopos
adopted by literature. Its semi-ritual function suggests total communication, social
and universal (sumptuous feast), which involves dead and alive, representatives of
different times and levels of being. The heroes of Pushkin’s “Plague Feast” and
Shakespeare’s “Macbeth” run wrong feasts. They neglect (forget or kill) their
kinsmen, who remind of themselves by supernatural appearance at the feast
(Mathilde, Banquo). It’s not by chance the feasts are controlled by infernal charac-
ters (negro, weird sisters) and provoked by ambivalent banquet exclamations (bra-
vo, hail). Both feasts symbolize not the plenitude but the deficiency of the world
the heroes hope to rule.

A. H. bapanos
00 oxHol Hen3BecTHOM MocTaHOBKe «Kopous Jlupa»

B cooOmiennn pacckas3biBaeTCsi 0 MOHOCIEKTaKiI€ MOCKOBCKOW aKTPHCHI,
yuenunpl A. B. Odpoca, Onecu Manaxosoit (1956-1997). Pexuccép noxenan B
HACTOsIIee BPEMSI OCTaThCsl HEHA3BaHHBIM. PemeTHInu MpoIoinKaIuch ¢ HOSOps
1995 r. mo HosOpE 1997; ciekTakiab ObUT TOTOB, HO HE ObLT TTOKA3aH M3-3a BHE3AIl-
HOM THOENIN aKTPUCHI.



Ha rosoit miomasake, rae Obul TOIBKO TaOypeT, TP POBHOM CBeTe, 0e3 Ma-
COK M Jla)ke HaM€Ka Ha MepeojieBaHue, aKTpuca MIHOBEHHO MEPEBOIUIONIANACH U3
nepcoHa)ka B MepcoHax. BuaumMele win nojpazymMmeBaemMble (OIIyTHUMBbIE Kak Obl 3a
KaJIpOM), BC€ OHU KWJIH, MEPEIBUTAIUCH, B3aUMOACHCTBOBAIN APYT C APYTrOM —
CO3/laBAJIaCh WILIIO3USI, OyATO CMOTPHUIIL OOBIYHBIM CIEKTaKIh C HOPMAaJbHBIM,
MOJIHBIM YMCJIOM UCTOJHUTENEH. DTO TpeOOBaJIOo COBEPIIEHHO 0CO00M aKTEPCKOM
TEXHUKHU, KOTOpyro ManaxoBa pa3paboTajia ¥ OCBOWJIa B COBEPILEHCTBE, /10 BIie-
YaTJICHUS TMOJTHON €CTECTBEHHOCTH M MPOCTOTHIL. YacTh COOOIIEHUS OTBEICHA OIHU-
CaHUI0O M aHAJIU3y 3TOM TEXHUKU, OBITH MOXET, OeCHpeleAeHTHOW B HCTOPUU
Tearpa.

Alexander N. Baranov
An Unknown Staging of “King Lear”

The paper studies a solo performance of “King Lear” created by Olessia Ma-
lakhova, a Moscow actress and a pupil of A. Ethros. The stage producer of
the show desires to be anonymous at present.

The rehearsals took place from November of 1995 to November of 1997.
The performance was ready for the stage, but it was never shown to the public be-
cause of a sudden death of the actress in an accident.

There was nothing on the stage except a stool. No masks nor changing of
clothes. The actress transformed herself in a moment from one character to anoth-
er. Visible or invisible (as though behind-the-scene) characters, all of them lived,
moved across the stage, interacted with one another, creating the illusion of a usual
show with a usual number of actors. It demanded a specific technique, perhaps, an
unprecedented one in the history of the theatre. Malakhova elaborated it and mas-
tered it to perfection, so that it seemed natural and simple.

Anooricent Buxep (Ynusepcumem Jloosu, Ilonvua)
(He)noBeputs Ilpuzpaky — unrepnperanus ['amiera
CranncjiaBoM BbICHSIHBCKHM B PeJIUTMO3HOM U HAIMOHAJBLHOM KOHTEKCTE

Lenp nokiana — mnokasarh 3HaueHue [Ipu3paka B M3BECTHOM HCTOJKOBAaHUU
mekcnupoBckoro I'amnera CranucnaBoMm Beicnsinbekum. B Ilpuspake oH BUIUT
nyx (spirit) ucropuu, npuspak (ghost) otma, nyx (Spirit) oredecta, Ceaton Jlyx
(Holy Spirit) u maxe myx 3ma (Evil Spirit). [TpumeuaTenbHo, Kak ri1y0OKO HOHUMAT
Brictisinbckuii ['ammera, mpyu TOM, 4TO OH COBCEM HE 3HAJ AHTJIMHMCKOIO SA3bIKA.
OTa mpeca MOCIYXKUJia MOJbCKOMY IMOATY MEIUYMOM «IIO3HAHUS MCTHUHBI MHBIX
MHUPOB», HO OHA € COCTaBJIsIa U UCTUHY TOTO MUPA, KOTOPBIM €ro BOJIHOBAJ, pe-
anuu 1 uctoputo toraamHeit [loasmm u ropona Kpakosa, koTopslit Obu1 a1 Bol-
CIISIHBCKOT'O JyXOBHOU (T0-cBoeMy mnpuzpauHoit) cronuiei [lonpmm. MHTEpecHO
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TaKxe, 4To BeicisiHbekuil paccmarpuBain Ilpuspaka B «l'ammnere» B paxy Apyrux
HIEKCITMPOBCKUX MPU3PAKOB U BUACHUH, KOTOpbIE NOsIBIsA0TCA B «Makberey, «by-
pe», «¥Omuu Llezape», «CHe B neTHiO0 HOUB» U «Puuapae I1I». C apyroii cropo-
HbI, OH paccMarpuBai IIpu3pak B KOHTEKCTE MOJIBCKOIO CIUPUTyaIU3Ma, CChLIA-
Ach Ha Kopoiia bonecnaBa Cmenoro n Ha ctuxu Anama Munkesnda. B 1o ke Bpe-
Ms BeicnisiHbCKH MOHMMAN, 4TO [Ipu3pak Kak HOCUTENb HPPALMOHATIBHOIO HaYalla
IMPOTUBOPEYHT AyXy COBPEMEHHOCTHU, BOT MOYeMy ['amiieT AeMCTBYET HE3ABUCHUMO
OT HETO.

Andrzej Wicher (University of £.odz, Poland)
(Dis)believing the Ghost — Stanistaw Wyspianski’s Vision of Hamlet
in a Religious and National Context

The aim of the paper is to show the role of the Ghost in Wyspianski’s cele-
brated interpretation of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. By the Ghost we should also under-
stand the spirit of history, the ghost of a father, the spirit of the fatherland, the Holy
Ghost, and the Evil Spirit because all those aspects of the Ghost belong to
Wyspianski’s vision. It 1s remarkable how well informed Wyspianski was on mat-
ters connected with Hamlet, if we bear in mind that he did not know a word of
English. The play in question served in the Polish poet’s mind as itself a kind of
ghost bearing witness to what he calls “the truth of other worlds” that can be re-
duced to the truth of the world he cared the most about, that is the present and his-
torical reality of Poland and the city of Cracow conceived of as Poland’s spiritual,
that is ‘ghostly’, if not real, capital. It is also remarkable that Wyspianski saw the
Ghost in Hamlet in the context of other Shakespearean ghosts, apparitions and ma-
gicians, such as the ones that appear in Macbeth, The Tempest, Julius Caesar,
A Midsummer Night’s Dream, or Richard Ill. On the other hand, he also saw the
Ghost in the context of Polish spiritualism, making references to the legends about
king Boleslaus the Bold, and the poems by Adam Mickiewicz. At the same time,
Wyspianski realizes that the Ghost, with his irrationalism, offends the spirit of mo-
dernity, and as such, is understandably neglected by Hamlet.

A. I'. Boakosa
Hlexcnup B xyaoxkecrseHHOM co3HaHuu Mocudga bpoackoro

ITpu Bcem unTepece Mocuda bpoackoro k aHMMHACKONW KyJIbType, B €ro Io-
93UU CII0KHO OOHAPYKUTh OoTueT/IHBBIe cienbl Biusaus lllexcnupa. Jlokman mo-
CBSILIEH TOMY, KaKkyto poub Lllekcnupy oTBOAMII B CBOEM TBOPUECTBE bpOACKUI.

HecomHeHHO cyliecTBOBaHME MIEKCIMPOBCKUX TEKCTOB B TBOpUECTBE bpon-
CKOT'0, O Ye€M TOBOPHUT CaM IMO3T B HHTEPBBIO XkypHany “The Theatre” B 1987 rony,
OJHAKO 3TO CYIIECTBOBAHHE SIBJSIETCS CKOPEE UMILIMIMTHBIM, Y€M ABHBIM. bpon-
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CKUI HE 3aMMCTBYET HIEKCIIUPOBCKUE CIOKEThI WJIM 00pa3bl: €ro BHUMAHUE COCpe-
JIOTOYEHO Ha s3bike [llexcnupa.

B noxnane BeicTpauBaetcs ase napaienu: Hlexkcnup — Oaen — bpoackuit
u llexcnup — Crommapn — bpoackuii. B nepBom ciiywae V.-X. OgneH, aBTop
«Jlekumii o Illexcnupey, BricTynaeT cBoeoOpa3HbIM nocpenHukoM mexay Lllekc-
nupoM U bpoackum, KOTOpsld nOCBATHII OEHYy HECKOJIBKO 3CCE HA AHTIJIMMCKOM
a3pike. Bropas mapannens, npoBoaumas Mexay lllekcrimpom m bpoackum, umeer
nocpenaukoM Toma Crommapaa, aBTopa 3HaAaMEHHMTOW mbechbl «Po3eHkpaHl u
I'mnpnencrepH mepTBb» (1966). Bponckuil nepesen 3Ty Nbecy Ha PYCCKHUU S3BIK,
a Takke B 1982 rony Hanucan neecy «MpaMop», CBO€ €IUHCTBEHHOE Jpamaryp-
ITMYECKOE MPOU3BECHUE. AHAIN3 S3bIKA, KOMIIO3ULIMU U IPOOJIEMAaTUKU JBYX IIbEC
IIO3BOJISIET ClENaTh NPEAIIONIOKEHHE O BiausHMM Tekcra Crommapaa Ha TEKCT
bpoxackoro u, coorBeTcTBEHHO, 0 BiausHuU [llekcniupa na bpozackoro.

[IIexcrIupOBCKUE TEKCTHI B TBOPYECTBE bpOACKOro ABIAKOTCA B IPSIMOM
CMBICJIE CJIOBA KOHTEKCTOM, TO €CTh OJHHMM M3 TE€X KYJIbTYPHBIX KOZOB, IIpU IIO-
MOILM KOTOPBIX YNTAeTCs 1M033us U apamaryprus Mocuda bpoxackoro.

Anna G. Volkova
Shakespeare in Joseph Brodsky’s Poetic World

It’s well-known that Joseph Brodsky was strongly interested in English cul-
ture, but it is rather difficult to find how Shakespeare influenced his poetry. This
paper is dtvoted to the role Shakespeare played in Brodsky’s works.

Brodsky himself told about Shakespeare in his interview for “The Theatre”
in 1987. He said that for him the main thing in Shakespeare poetic world was not
Shakespeare’s images or plots but his language.

In the paper | try to make two parallels: Shakespeare — Auden — Brodsky
and Shakespeare — Stoppard — Brodsky. In the first parallel Auden who wrote
about Shakespeare is an intermediary between Shakespeare and Brodsky. In the
second the role of mediator is that of Stoppard who wrote his play “Rosencrantz
and Guildenstern are dead” (1966). Brodsky translated it into Russian and in 1982
he wrote his only play “Marble”. The analysis of its language, structure and ideas
make us suppose Stoppard’s influence upon Brodsky and, perhaps, through him
Shakespeare’s.

Shakespeare’s texts are contexts for Brodsky’s works: that means these texts
are something like a cultural code to read and interpret Joseph Brodsky’s play and
poetry.



b. H. I'atioun
Oo0pa3 I'amsieTa B cOBpeMeHHOM PYCCKOI KYJbTYype:
ramJieTM3M U ramJieTU3auus

B nokmane ocymiecTBisieTcsl MOMBITKA MPOAaHAIM3UPOBATh OCHOBHBIE TEH-
JEHIIMKM B MHTeprperanuu oOpasza ['amiiera B coBpemeHHOU KynbType Poccuu.
[IpoBons mapamienu ¢ HEKOTOPHIMM HM3BECTHBIMU TpakToBkamu XIX wu
XX cTonieTuid, KOTOpbIe HAaBCETJa BOIUIM B COKPOBUIIHHUILYY PYCCKOWU KYJbTYDBHI,
aBTOpP paccMaTpuBaeT LENbId psa xapakTepHblx s Poccum 1990-2000-x rT.
MPUMEPOB UHTEPIPETALMI MIEKCITUPOBCKOTO BEYHOTO 00pas3a B Pa3IMYHBIX Iepe-
JIeNIKaX, TeaTpajdbHBIX MOCTAHOBKAX, KWHEMATOTpaUUeCKUX BEPCHsIX, a TAKXKE Ha
TeraeBUAeHUU. [leraeTcst BBIBOJ O KpU3HCE PycCcKoro ramietusma. [loguepkuBaet-
Csl BOKHOCTh M3yUCHHUS SIBJICHUS TaMJIETHU3allUM, BCTPEUAIOIIETOCS 3HAYUTEIHHO
qauie ramyeTu3Ma, KOTOPhIM Ha JAHHBIM UCTOPUUYECKU MOMEHT HAaXOJIUTCS Ha Iie-
pudepun KyIbTypHOTO Te3aypyca OOJBITUHCTBA HOCUTENICH PYCCKOM KYJIBTYPHI.

Boris N. Gaydin
The Image of Hamlet in Contemporary Russian Culture:
Hamletism and Hamletization

In the paper | make an attempt to analyze the main tendencies in the inter-
pretation of Hamlet in contemporary Russian culture. Drawing some parallels to
the prominent interpretations of the 19" and 20" centuries, which have entered the
Russian culture for ever, | consider a number of interpretations of Shakespeare’s
iconic character (eternal image) in various adaptations, theatrical productions, cin-
ematic versions, and TV shows in the 1990s-2000s and make a conclusion about
the crisis of the Russian Hamletism nowadays. The paper underlines the necessity
to study the phenomenon of Hamletization which is to be found much more often
than Hamletism. The latter is currently at the periphery of the cultural thesaurus in
Russia.

A. B. I'opbynosa
Anosionuii Tuanckuii u Paycr:
JABAa Mara B MHTepnperanuu temsl y @uiiocrpara u MapJo

HNorann Beliep, HEeMEUKUH MEIUK M YYEHBIU-IK3E€TE€T, YUYEHUK ATPUIIIbI
Herrecreiimckoro, B cBoeM TpakTtaTe «O mpoaenkax AEMOHOBY», MUILET O pa3iny-

: Jlokitan BEITIOJHEH B paMkax mpoekTta «O0pa3 ['amiieta kKak KOHCTaHTa PYCCKOH KYJIbTYPBD»,
ocyuiectBisieMoro npu noaaepxkke PITH® (Ne 11-34-00221al).

" The paper is presented within the framework of the project “The Image of Hamlet as a Con-
stant of Russian Culture” that is being carried out with the support of the Russian Scientific Fund
for the Humanities (No. 11-34-00221a1l).
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HBIX TUIIAX Maruu, onpeaelisieMbIX TPeYeCKUMU CJI0BaMU mageia, goeteia, epodein;
IPOBOJUT (PUIIONIOTMYECKOE UCCIEeI0BaHNE, CPABHUBAET APEBHEEBPEIICKUE CIIOBA,
Na0bl MOHATh, KAKUMHU BHJIAMH Maruu yBJIEKaJUCh T€ WJIA MHBIE JIMYHOCTH. Tak,
Anomtonnii Tuanckuii — mpuBepikeHer “‘mageia”; mageia — 3To nmpu3bIBaHUEC
NOOpBIX TyXOB pajy COBEPILECHUS YEro-To J00poro <...>TaKOBbl ObUIM MpOpOYe-
crBa Anomtonns Tuanckoro'. daycT Xe 9acTo BOCIPHHHMAETCS KaK 3710H Mar,
KOJIAYH.

XaM, cbiH Hos, BIIaBIInil B TOPIBIHIO, TIEPEAAT MATHYECKOE YUEHUE, XUTPO-
YMHOE H 3JI0€, OTHOMY U3 CBOMX ChIHOBEH, KOTOPOro 3Bajnu Mempanm — OTCIO1a
MCTOKHM Maruu 310il. O BpeAe U HENMO3BOJUTEIBHOCTH MATMYECKUX NPEACKa3aHUN
ckazaHo enie Bo Bropozakonuu, 18: «He noimkeHn HaxoauThes y T€04... MpopuULia-
TeJb, TaJlaTelb, BOPOXKEs, Yapoeil, 00asTenb, BEI3bIBAIOIINM 1yX0B, BOJIICOHUK U
BOIIPOLIAOIIUN MepTBBIX»Z. B HoBowm 3agerte, B [IesHHAX allOCTOJNBCKUX, OCYXkKIa-
eTcs AesaTeabHoCcTh CUMOHA-Mara.

Paznuune Mexay yepHoil u Oenoil Marueil ectb paziinyue MexAy JIesTelb-
HOCTBIO ANOJIJIOHUS M npectynuBuiero boxecrsenHpii 3akoH daycra. PaycT Bo-
npoiaer ayxa 310061 Meducrodens, HO He MOIydaeT OT HEr0 HUKAKUX TOYHBIX
CBEJICHUI HU aCTPOHOMMYECKOr0, HU OOrociIoBCKOro coaepkanus. 0o absiBon —
JOKEN M OTEL JDKU U HE MOYKET J1aTh BPa3yMUTENbHBIA OTBET: «EMY MO IMPUPOLIE ETO
VMICTHHA BOBCE HE M3BECTHA, MO0 3HACT HE TOTHOCTHION , — mHuIeT Beiiep B ToM
K€ TpaKTare.

Anna V. Gorbunova
Apollonius of Tyana and Faustus: Two Magicians in the Interpretation
of the Theme in the Works by Marlowe and Philostratus

John Virus, a doctor and a scholar, a disciple of Agrippa of Nettesheim,
writes about different types of magic defined by the Greek words “mageia, goeteia,
epodein” in his thesis “De Praestigis Daemonum”; he makes a philological re-
search, comparing some Hebrew words in order to understand what type of magic
was preferred by different personalities. Thus, Apollonius of Tyana is an adherent
of “mageia”, mageia being the summoning of good spirits to perform something
good. <...> such were the prophecies of Apollonius of Tyana. Faustus in his turn
has often been perceived as an evil magus, a sorcerer.

Ham, the son of Noah, who fell into pride, passed his teaching, a cunning
and evil one, to one of his sons whose name was Meshraim; hence the sources of
evil magic. In Deuteronomy, 18 it is said about the harm and inadmissibleness of

! Beiiep 1. O nponenkax aemMoHoB // I'epmerusm, marus, HaTyppmiocopus B €BpONEHCKOil
kynbType XII-XIX BB. M. : Kanon+, 1999. C. 401.

® Tam xe. C. 26.

* Tam xe. C. 427.



magic prophecies: “Don’t let your people practice divination or look for omens or
use spells or charms, and don’t let them consult the spirits of the dead”. In the New
Testament, in the Acts, Simon the Magician’s deeds are condemned.

The difference between the types of magic, the good and the evil one, is the
difference between Apollonius of Tyana and Faustus, who has broken the Divine
Law. Faustus enquires Mephistopheles, the evil spirit, but he doesn’t get any pre-
cise knowledge either in astronomy or theology. As the devil is a liar and the father
of falseness and cannot give him an adequate answer: “in his nature he doesn’t
know the truth or knows only the part of it”, that is what Virus writes in the same
thesis.

H. B. 3axapos, B. C. Makapos, b. H. ['atioun
Cospemennnku Hlekcnupa’

B pycckom kynbpTypHOM Bocnpuatuu lllekcnup Bceraa 3aciioHs1 CBOUX JIU-
TEpaTypPHBIX COBPEMEHHUKOB. [Ipoekt «COBpEMEHHUKHN [lexcnimpar»
(www.around-shake.ru) mpu3BaH UCTIPaBUTh ITO MOJIOKCHHUE.

Pycckos3pI4HOI ayIMTOpUH HEOOXOJUM HCCIEN0BATEIBCKHI pecypc, KOTO-

pbIii OBl COOpanl U3BECTHBIE HA CErOJHSALIHUMN JI€Hb CBEACHHUS O COBPEMEHHHUKAX
[ITexcrimpa — aHrnuyad BTOpoi nosioBuHbl XVI — navana XVII cronernsa: enu-
3aBETUHIIEB, SIKOBUTOB U KapJiMaHIIEB (mucaTesnei, OOIIECTBEHHBIX AesTeeH, Te-
aTpaJIOB U MPEICTaBUTENIEH YHUBEPCUTETCKUX KPYTOB U T. [1.).

AHTHCTpaTdOPIMAHCTBO, PA3HOIO poAa «TEOPUU 3aroBOpa» B CTUIIE
«O0JNBIION UTPBDY MPUOOPENU B MOCIEAHUE TO/Ibl HE3ACTYKEHHOE BHUMaHUE Mmy0-
aukd. BHe kpyra 3peHus naxke CrenuanucTOB OKa3aJluCh MHOTHME HOBBIE TEHJ/EH-
MU U BaXKHBIE JOCTUKEHUS 3aNaHBIX HCCIEA0BaTeNed, 0COOCHHO U3 aHTJIO0S3bIY-
HOTO Hay4YyHOTo cooOiiecTBa. YUTarento HyHbl BbIBEpEHHbIE (PAKThI U JIOCTOBEP-
Hast uH(popMaIus, K ToMy e aoweaas 10 Poccun He yepe3 AecsITOK JIeT.

B snexTpoHHol 0a3e JaHHBIX OyIyT cOOpaHbl MEPEBOAbI, MAIOJOCTYITHbIE
Hay4YHbIE UCCJEJIOBAHMS, JpaMaTUYECKUEe M KHHEMaTorpauueckue MHTepHpera-
MU counHeHui u ouorpadun coBpemennukoB lllekcnupa. [Ipeacrasnsercs, 4o B
3aBEepIIEHUN MPOEKTa BO3HUKHET COOOIIECTBO MCCIEN0BaTENEH, MEPEBOAUUKOB U
BCEX T€X, KTO UHTEPECYETCS 3TUM MEPUOJIOM B PA3BUTUU AHTJIMMCKOMN KYJIBTYPHI.

[IpoekT npenmnonaraeT CoO3qaHue CIEAYIOMINX BUIOB PECYPCOB:

1. Ilepconasun. CtaTbu O )XKU3HU U TBOPUYECTBE ABTOPOB — COBPEMEHHU-
koB lllekcniupa, cBeeHHs 00 UX MEPEBOIUMKAX U MEPEBOIAX X MIPOU3BEICHUN Ha
PYCCKHI A3BIK, CTaThU 00 MCCIEA0BATENSX, aKTEPAX, pEeXKUCCEPaX U T. [I.

* JIokIa TIpeacTaBieH B paMKax npoekra «MH(opMalMoHHO-HCcIeI0BaTeIbcKas 6a3a JaHHbIX
“Cospemennuku lllekcrupa: snmekTpoHHOE HaydHOE n3ganue”», rpant PCH® Ne 11-04-120648).
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2. IlepeBoabl. B cermente «llepeBonb» OyAeT MpeaCTaBICHO TBOPUYECKOE
Hacjeque ApaMaTypros, IOATOB M MPO3auKOB. MBI IUIAaHUPYEM DJIEKTPOHHOE Iie-
peuslaHie Kak TexX paboT, KOTOpbIE yXke Mepenuid B OOLUIECTBEHHOE JIOCTOSIHUE,
TaK M T€X, KOTOpbIE TPEOYIOT MUCbMEHHOTO Pa3pellieHUs] aBTOPOB, NEPEBOIUNKOB
WIM UX HacleTHUKOB. [lepeBoabl MHOTMX aBTOPOB OyAYyT CHEUHUATbHO 3aKa3aHbl
JYYIIUM [EPEBOTUUKAM.

3. UcTopus npousBeneHuii coepemeHHuKkoB lllexcnnpa u ux nepesonon
HA PYCCKHUIl s3bIK, UX CyJb0a Ha TeaTpalbHOM ClieHe, B U300pa3UTEIbHOM UCKYC-
CTBE U MY3bIKE.

4. «CoBpemennnku Illekcnupa B MHPOBOH M PYyCCKOH KYJbType» —
3TOT pazjei OyAeT BKIIOYATh CEPUI0 HAYYHBIX CTATEH, MOJAO0PAHHBIX 1O MPUHIIU-
Ny BaXXHOCTHU W OMYOJIMKOBAHHBIX C pa3pelieHusi aBTOPOB.

5. Teopusi. O000I1IEHHBIE TEOPETUUECKUE CTATbU, OCMBICIISIFOIINE BIUSHUE
COBPEMEHHHMKOB Ha OTEUECTBEHHYIO IOA3HI0, IPAMaTypPruio, BU3YAIbHYIO, MY3bI-
KAJIBHYIO U UCCIEA0BATEIbCKYIO KYJIbTYPBI.

6. bubGauorpadus. AnHoTupoBaHHas OubIMorpadus Hamboyiee Ba)KHBIX
POCCHICKUX U 3apyOEKHBIX HCCIIEIOBAaHUM, CIICIMAIbHO HAMMCaHHAs ISl TIPOEK-
Ta. Beimenmme 3a nocneaaue rogasl MoHorpaduu o coBpemennukax Illekcnupa u
UX BPEMEHH OyayT OTpEIEH3UPOBaHbI (C yKa3aHUEM, IJIe¢ MOKHO MPUOOPECTH Iie-
YaTHBIE WJIH 3JIEKTPOHHBIE KOTIUN).

7. HoBocTn. Madopmanus o TpAaymux HAyYHbIX KOH(DEPEHIUIX, O HOBBIX
NEepPeBoIax, O ACSITEIBHOCTH COOOIECTBA aHTIUCTOB, O TIEPUOJUICCKUX U3/IAHUSAX,
B TOM YHUCJIE 3apyOEKHBIX, JIEKTPOHHBIX 0a3ax NMaHHBIX, O 3alUTE JAUCCEPTAIUN
no TBopuectBy lllekcnupa u ero coBpeMeHHUKOB B Poccun u 3a pyoexxkoM. Takxke
BaXHO MH(GOPMHUPOBATH YUTATEICH 0 TOM, Kakyto poiib lllexcrup u ero coBpeMeH-
HUKH UTPAIOT B KyJbType obniecTBa Hadana XXI| Beka, Kak uccie0BaHus paHHETO
HoBoro BpeMeHH UCHOB3yIOT COBPEMEHHBIE TEXHOJIOTUH, B TOM YHCIIE KOMIIBIO-
TepHble. Hamra nenp moka3ars, 4TO HACTOSIIAS «IIEKCIUPOBCKASI UHAYCTPUS» —
ATO HE CYBEHHUPHI, a MOUCK HOBBIX ()OPM CYILIECTBOBAHUS KYJIbTYpbl paHHero Ho-
BOI'0 BPEMEHHU B COBPEMEHHOCTH.

8. «®opym» — JUCKYCCHOHHAS T'PYIINA, KOJJICKIIHS MOJIE3HBIX CCBHIJIOK, Ce-
TeBasi (hopma MpeoCTaBICHHs] KOHCYJIbTATUBHOMN IMMOMOIIM CTYJACHTAMH U TIOCETH-
TEJISIM CauTa.

K pabore namg mpoekxtom (pykoBomutensr — H. B. 3axapoB) mpusiieueHs
OTEUECTBEHHBIC MIEKCITUPOBEbI, CIICIIUATUCTHI B 00JIACTH U3YUYEHUS aHTJIMUCKOMH,
PYCCKOU JIUTEPATYPhI U A3BIKOB, XyA0KECTBEHHOU KYJIbTypbl HoBoro n Hoseinme-
ro BpemeHu: Bi. A. JlykoB — aBTop OouiblIOoro umcia nyOnukanuii, MoHorpadui
U CTaTe|, MOCBSIIEHHBIX UCTOPUU 3apyOeKHOM JTUTEPATYpPhl OT UCTOKOB JI0 HAIIIUX
nuelt; B. C. MakapoB — crienuanucT B 00J1aCTU U3yUYEHUs aHTJIMUCKOW JINTepaTy-
pel XVII Beka, uneH psja TBOPUECKUX KOJUIEKTUBOB, pabOTAIONIMX HaJ MOATOTOB-
KoW m3naHuil B cepuun «Jluteparypuslie mamsatHukmn» (Yocep, Ixon JloHH u nap.);
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B. A. Poratun — wuccienoBatenb B 001aCTU MpenoiaBaHus TBOPYECKOrO Haclie-
nus coBpeMeHHUKOB [llexcniupa, B yactHOCTH 11033uM CpeaHEBEKOBbs U Bo3poxk-
nenusi, bena Jl>xoncona u MH. np.; B. H. 3abanyeB — cnenuanuct B 06jiacTu aH-
MiicKor utepatypbl Bo3poxkaeHus: u 6apokko (aHTIMCKOM bechl-Macku X VI-
XVII BB. ot TBOopuectBa @. Cunnu 1o Jx. Munvsrona); b. H. I'aliqun — aBTop
nyOnukamuiit  nmo  smoxe  Illekcmupa M OTEYECTBEHHOM  peleniuu
i «["amiieT», UCTIOIHUTENb U PYKOBOJUTENb psifa MHOOPMAIMOHHBIX MMPOEKTOB;
K. H. Kucnuubia — cnenuaiucT B 00J1aCTH CPaBHUTEIBHOTO JIUTEPATYPOBEICHNUS,
YYaCTHHUK psiia uHPopMaluoHHBIX mpoekToB; M. M. JlucoBuu — crnenuaiuct B
00JaCTH KyJBTYpPOJIOTHH, UCTOPUU TOI3MH paHHEro HOBOTO BpeMeHH, HMCTOPUU
Hayku; A. I'. BomkoBa — cnernuanuct B 001acTH aHTIMNCKOW MO33UU PAHHETO
HoBoro Bpemenu, B wactHoctu mo TBopuectBy Jlx. Homna m Jlx. 'epOepra;
JI. M. KomapoBa — cniequaiucT B 001acTi OMOIMOTEKOBEACHHUS; U JIP.

Mps1 ctpeMuMcest co3iaTh MH(DOPMAMOHHBIM peCype, aHAJIOTHYHBIA aHTIIO-
s3eraHor “Encyclopaedia Britannica's Guide to Shakespeare”. JIa mpeabiaymux
IPOEKTa HAIIero KOJUIEKTHBA — HH(POPMAIIMOHHO-UCCIIEIOBAaTENbCKas 0a3a J1aH-
HeIx «Pycckmii Illexcrup» (Www.rus-shake.ru) u snexkTpoHHAas SHIUKIONCIUS
«Mup Hlexcrmpa» (Www.world-shake.ru). B HoBoM mpoekTe MbI cTapaemcs pac-
CMOTpPETH XKHU3Hb U TBOpUecTBO IIlekcnupa B KyJbTYpHOM M MCTOPUYECKOM KOH-
TEKCTE PaHHEW aHTJIMMCKON JuTepaTypbl. MBI HajieeMcs, YTO Hall MPOEKT MOMO-
KET PAa3BUTUI0O HOBOI'O T'YMaHUTAapHOTO 3HAaHUS B Poccuu, a Takke MOMOKET
YKPEIUICHUIO CBSA3EH MEXIy POCCUUCKMMU MCCIEIOBATEISIMU U UX 3apyOeKHBIMU
KOJUIETaMHU.

[IpoekT ocymiecTBiIsIeTCs NMpU MOAAEpPKKE POCCHMICKOro rymMaHUTapHOIO
HayuHoro ¢onga (PTH®, rpant Ne 11-04-120648).

Nikolay V. Zakharov, Vladimir S. Makarov, Boris N. Gaydin
Shakespeare's Contemporaries”

In Russian cultural perception, Shakespeare has always overshadowed his
literary  contemporaries. The project “Shakespeare’s Contemporaries”
(www.around-shake.ru) is aimed at closing this gap.

Russian audience is in urgent need of a resource which would bring together
the available information on Shakespeare's contemporaries — Englishmen living
in the latter half of the 16™ and early 17" century — Elizabethans, Jacobeans, au-
thors, businessmen, courtiers, theatre and university men.

Ultimately, we see our project as a community of scholars, translators and
all those interested in this historical period. We are building a Russian-language

* The paper was presented within the framework of the project “Information and Research Data-
base Shakespeare’s Contemporaries: An Electronic Scientific Publication” that had been sup-
ported by the Russian Foundation for the Humanities (Grant No. 11-04-12064s).
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electronic database of what is already available among translations, scholarship,
dramatic adaptations, filmographies and biographies of Shakespeare's contempo-
raries. In the recent tumultuous decades of change, many important translations
and pieces of scholarship have gone unnoticed, provincial universities do not have
access to many of newly-published articles and monographs, Russian readers do
not have an opportunity to learn about new developments in the Western, especial-
ly English-speaking, scholar community. Anti-Stratfordianism, “great-game” style
conspiracy theories and pop scholarship are starting to monopolize their hold on
the audience, especially students and professionals. An electronic database, freely
available online, will become a source of scholar-vetted and fact-proven infor-
mation on early modern English literature and culture.

Our project will include several types of resources:

1. Personalia articles on early modern English authors, actors, scholars, etc.,
as well as their Russian translators and scholars.

2. The translations proper, organized by name of author and translators. We
are digitally republishing some works already in public domain, as well as later
translations — with express permission from translators or their heirs. A good deal
of translations, especially those from lesser-known authors, will be specially com-
missioned to best translators available and vetted for quality.

3. History of how the works of Shakespeare's contemporaries were adapted
on the Russian stage, in music and visual arts.

4. Shakespeare's contemporaries in Russian and global culture — a series of
scholarly articles, submitted by the authors or chosen by the project's team on the
basis of their importance, with permission from the authors.

5. Theory articles, summarizing and generalizing the main aspects of influ-
ence Shakespeare's contemporaries have had on Russian poetic, dramatic, visual,
musical and scholarly cultures.

6. Annotated bibliographies of most important scholarly works in Russian
and English, with annotations written by scholars and submitted by readers.

7. The news section will include information about upcoming conferences,
CFPs, new performances, translations, grants, contests, thesis presentations, etc.,
both inside and outside Russia.

8. We are also going to set up and maintain a users' forum, discussion groups
on all major social networks, a collection of useful links, and an online form to

provide consultations for students and readers.

The project team (led by N. V. Zakharov) includes a number of Russian
Shakespearian scholars, specialists in the fields of English and Russian literatures
and languages, early modern and modern literature, history and culture. VI. A. Lu-
kov has authored a large number of publications, monographs and articles that
cover the history of the foreign literature from the origins till our times.
V. S. Makarov is an expert in the English literature of the 17" century, member of
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several creative teams in the “Literary Memorials” series — Chaucer, John Donne,
etc.). V. A. Rogatin's research is devoted to the creative heritage of Shakespeare’s
contemporaries, particularly to the poetry of the Middle Ages and Renaissance,
Ben Johnson and many others. V. N. Zabaluev specializes in the sphere of the Eng-
lish literature of the Renaissance and Baroque (16" and 17 ™ century English
masques from Sidney to Milton). B. N. Gaydin is the author of publications on the
Shakespearians' epoch and the Russian reception of “Hamlet”, collaborator and
head of a number of information projects. K. N. Kislitsyn is an expert in the field
of comparative literary studies and a participant of several information projects.
I. I. Lisovich specializes in the field of cultural studies, the history of the Early
Modern poetry and the history of science. A. G. Volkova is an expert in Early
Modern English poetry, in particular in the works of John Donne and George Her-
bert. L. M. Komarova is a specialist in the field of librarianship. Other scholars and
specialists have been involved in the project as well.

We aim to build a project similar to “Encyclopadia Britannica's Guide to
Shakespeare”, with a strong scholarly slant and attention to minute details. Our
team's two previous projects, “Russian Shakespeare” (www.rus-shake.ru) and “The
World of Shakespeare: An Electronic Encyclopedia” (www.world-shake.ru), have
been focused on the works, personality and adaptations of Shakespeare. Placing
Shakespeare now in the context of complex developments in early modern English
literature, culture and history, we hope our project will help the promotion of
scholarship in Russia as well as strengthen the links between Russian academic
and artistic communities and their English-speaking counterparts.

The project has been supported by the Russian Foundation for
the Humanities, grant No. 11-04-12064s.

0. C. 3ybosa
«I'amier» B TBopuectBe . [llocTtakoBuya u B. Kodexkuna:
Bepcus adcypaa

B pycckol My3BIK&IBHOW KyJIBType CrKeT Tpareaun «['ammer»
V. llekcnupa HamEN OTPaKEHUE B TBOPUECTBE MHOTMX KOMITO3UTOPOB XIX—-XXI
BekoB. OpHMM W3 paHHUX O00pa3loOB  sBIAETCS  yBepTIOpa-(haHTazus
I[1. . YaitkoBckoro (1888). B XX Beke 3TOT CIOKET BIOXHOBUJI IUICSIAY MacTEpOB
Ha CO3/IaHH€ COYMHEHMI pa3HbIX KaHPOB — OMNEPHI, OaneTa, CIOUThI, MY3bIKU JJIs
JApaMaTU4YecKoro cnekrakisl. Co CMEHON XyJI0OKECTBEHHOW MapaJurMbl U KyJIbTH-
BUPOBAHUEM SKCIIEPUMEHTA B UCKYCCTBE MEpBOil TpeTu XX BeKa IMIEKCIUPOBCKUI
CIOKET MOJIyYMJI HECKOJIbKO HOBATOPCKUX CLEHUYECKUX BOIUIOLIEHUH. TaKoOBbI
npamatuyeckue nocraHoBku I'. Kpera ¢ myssikoit U. Car, (1911) u H. AkumoBa B
corpynuuuectBe ¢ /. lloctakoBuuem (1932). ITlocnenHsisi, BbI3BaBIIasi IIKBAJI
KPUTUKH TOCJE MPEeMbEpbl, ObUIa HE3aCIyXEHHO 3a0biTa Ha JUIMTEILHOE BpEMS.
Pexuccépckas naes AkumoBa U My3blkajabHOE pemenue lllocrakoBrya cranu um-
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nyJabCOM (OYEpEIHBIM — B UHUCIE MPOYMX) ISl PA3BUTHUSL Icmemuxu abcypoa
B PAMAaTHYECKOM U MY3bIKAIbHOM meampe. XyA0KECTBEHHbIM PE30HAHCOM 3TOMU
MOCTAaHOBKU MOXXHO cuuTaTh omnepy B. KoGekuna «['ammner (marckuii) (poccuii-
ckas) komenusi» (2008). My3ssikanbhablie Bomtomenus [loctakoBuua u Kobekuna
UMEIOT TOYKH CONPUKOCHOBEHHUS, HCTOK KOTOPBIX B JCTETUKE OTPUIIAHUS
B. Meiiepxonbaa. B mocraHoBKax 3JIeMEHThI aOCYpJHOCTH TPOSIBIISIOTCS 4epes
HECOOTBETCTBUS TJIAHOB — TEKCTOBBIX, CIICHUYECKUX, CMBICIOBBIX U MY3bIKAJlb-
HbIX. B 00enx Bepcusix MCKa)kaeTcs >KaHpOBas OCHOBA MpOMU3BeACHMs (OT Tpare-
MU K KOMEJIMH), TEPOU HAJEISAI0TCS CEMAaHTUUYECKU MPOTHUBOIOIOKHBIM MHTOHA-
MOHHBIM M XKaHPOBBIM MaTepuaiiom (tamon Odenun), nehopMUpyIOTCS TPAIULIN-
OHHbIE MY3bIKaJIbHbIE JKaHPBl. Kpome 3TOro ecth U MHAMBUAYAIbHBIE OCOOEHHO-
ctu. Hanpumep, Kobeknn gacTo «urpaer» Ha HECOOTBETCTBUM MY3bIKAIBHOW ITHU-
TaThl 1 MOMEHTA JIeHCTBUs. BhIABICHHbBIE 2JIEMEHTHI 3CTETUKHU adcyp/ia B poyTe-
Hun «["amiera» koppecrnoHaupyroT cioBaM J. Monecko, Ha3biBatoieM [llexcrnupa
npapoauTesieM «TeaTpa abcypiay.

Olga S. Zubova
Hamlet in the Works of D. Shostakovich and V. Kobekin:
A Version of Absurd

In Russian music history, the plot of Shakespeare’s Hamlet was reflected in
many works of the 19"-21% centuries. An early illustration of this was Pyotr
Chaikovsky’s overture-fantasy (1888). In the 20" c., the same drama inspired
many musicians to compose operas, ballets, suites, and theatre music. With innova-
tions leading the way in the first three decades of the 20" c., this story was treated
most originally more than once. One was the Gordon Craig staging of 1911, and
another was N. Akimov’s version with Shostakovich’s musical score (1932). The
latter was heavily criticized after its performance and unjustly forgotten for dec-
ades. The direction of Akimov and Shostakovich’s music developed into an influ-
ence that greeted the aesthetics of the absurd in drama and opera. The recent opera
by V. Kobekin (2008) may be regarded as an illustration of this influence. Its title
Is, Hamlet (Danish) (Russian) Comedy. There are several points of coincidence be-
tween Shostakovich and Kobekin that stem from V. Meyerkhold’s aesthetics of the
negation, and are realized in elements of absurd. The latter are various: textual,
scenic, semantic and musical ones. Both interpretations distort the genre features
(replacing a tragedy with a comedy), and some characters are transformed when
endowed with exactly opposite intonation and action (Ophelia dancing a gallop),
the traditional musical genres are also modified. Besides, there are individual fea-
tures as well. Kobekin likes to mismatch a musical quotation with the plot episode.
The elements of the absurd visible in these versions of Hamlet are in keeping with
E. lonesco’s definition of Shakespeare as the forefather of the theater of absurd.
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H. U. Hwyx-Daoeesa
Kareropus mepsi y lllexkcnupa
(«Mepa 3a mepy» U «BeHenmaHckuil Kynem)

PeneccancHoe MHpPOOIIYIIICHHE TIOJHOCTHIO BBIPA3HIOCH B TBOPUYECTBE
[lexcrupa, ¥ UIMEHHO €0 IpaMaTyprusi MPOSBISICT U TPOSCHSICT BO3POXKICHYIE-
CKYI0 KOHIISIIIUIO YeJIOBEKA B €€ CPAaBHEHHUH C YEIIOBEKOM aHTHYHOTO MHUPA, C MO-
JICNIBI0 MUpPA B JIPEBHETPEUECKOM TEaTpe — JOCTATOYHO BCIIOMHHUTH OCOOBIE OT-
HOIIICHUS JIBYX BEJIMKUX 3TOX B UX OTHOUIECHUU K cyObbe. Mepa, 6e3yciIoBHO, HE
SBIIIETCSI KaTETOpUEH, B KOTOPOM BBIPAKAETCA JYX SIOXH B €r0 1EIOCTHOCTU??,
HO crnenuduka ee B OMpPE/ICTICHHOM CMBICIIE HE MEHEe 3HaKOBas, 4eM IOHSTHUS
cyovba, mpazsuieckoe, kamapcuc v T. 1. IMEHHO B MOHATHH Mepa OPTaHUYECKU
CIIMBAIOTCA JIBa Hayajla — 3CTETUYECKOE U ATHUECKOE, 1 UMEHHO WX Hepa3phIBHAS
CBS3b KYJIBTYPHO M HCTOPUYECKH JIETEPMUHUPOBAHA.

Nina I. Ishchuk-Fadeyeva
Category of Measure in Shakespeare’s
Measure for Measure and The Merchant of Venice

Shakespeare fully expressed the Renaissance world outlook, and his plays
implement the Renaissance view of man in parallel to the Ancients, in a world
model of the Greek theatre. This parallel becomes evident when we consider these
theatrical traditions as regards to the concept of fate. Measure is not such a com-
prehensive category as to define the spirit of a whole epoch, yet its essence is, in a
sense, as significant as those of fate, tragic, catharsis, and others. In the notion of
measure, two spheres happily overlap: aesthetics and ethics; and their interrelations
are culturally and historically bound.

H. H. Kaoomuyesa
AcTpoJioTHYecKHe MPeACTABJIEHUS B KOMMYHUKATHBHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE
IEeKCIUPOBCKUX NMPOU3BeAeHUI

Uccnenosarensimu tBopuecTBa lllekcrinpa 1aBHO MOAMEUYEHO, YTO OH HEOJ-
HOKPATHO TOBOPUJI O BAXKHOCTH aKTUBHOTO BOCIPUSATHS 3pUTENS (WJIM YUTATENS B
ConeTax) Kak 0 HEOOXOJJUMOM DJIEMEHTE, BBI3BIBAIOINIEM €0 TBOPUYECTBO K JKU3HHU.
Ero nmpowu3sBeneHns OKOHYATEIbHO TBOPSATCS B TOT MOMEHT, KOTJ1a JEUCTBYET 3pU-
TEIhCKOE BOOOpPAKEHUE, BCTYIAIOIIEE B CBOCOOPA3HYI0 KOMMYHHUKAIIUIO C IEKC-
MTUPOBCKHM.

MOXHO cKa3aTh, 4TO CHENU(PUKON MIEKCITUPOBCKON XYyJIO0KECTBEHHOU pe-
ILHOCTH SIBJISIETCS TO, YTO B HEU 3all0KeHA HEOOXOAUMOCTh aKTUBHOTO BOCIIPUSI-
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THSI COBPEMEHHBIM 3PUTEIEM U YUTATENEM, JUI KOTOPBIX JAHHBIA TEKCT SIBJISAETCS
OJIM3KUM, TOHSATHBIM, aKTyaldbHbIM. VIMEHHO MO3TOMY Ka)KIOM 3MOXEe HY>KEH
«cBon» lllexcnup. IlosiBneHue Takux, HAIpUMEp, SBJIEHUM, Kak 606- COHET
A. aGy1ukoro nin «["amner» B. [lonmnaBckoro — spkoe ToMy MOATBEPKICHUE.

HNmeHHO mosToMy Ipu mepeBojie U NocTaHoBKe npousBeneHui Illexcnupa
OUYEHb BAKHO CO3/1aTh YCJIOBHS JIJISl BCTPEUU ABYX BOOOpaXKEHUH, JIJIsl YCIEIIHOTO
KOMMYHHUKAaTUBHOI'O aKTa, pe3yJbTaTOM KOTOPOrO JOJDKHA CTaTh HOBas XyHOXKe-
CTBEHHAs peallbHOCTh. I OYeHb BaXHYX pPOJIb 31E€Ch UIPAECT KYyJIbTYPHO-
VCTOPUYECKAM KOHTEKCT: KaK MIEKCIIMPOBCKUM, TaK U «BOCIIPUHUMAIOIIUIY.

B sTOM cMbICiie OU€Hb LIEHHBIM MaTepHall MPEeACTaBiIsIeT CI0W 00pa3HOCTH,
BOIUIOIIAOMIMNA  aCTPOJIOTMYECKUE IPEACTABIICHUS AaHIVIMKCKOro PeHneccaHca
B LIEKCIIUPOBCKUX TEKCTAaX.

B OblTOBaHMU M BOCHPUSITHH aCTPOJOTUYECKUX HUJIed B cCOBpeMeHHOU Poc-
CHUM MOXHO IIPOCIEAUTH HEKOTOPHIE COBNAJACHUS C aCTPOJIOTMYECKUMHU IPEIACTaB-
JIEHUSAMH PEHECCAHCHOW AHIJINU:

— LIAPOKOE PACHPOCTPAHEHUE, C OJHOU CTOPOHBI, U HAIMYUE «IJIUTAPHON»
cepbl acTpOJIOTMYECKOr0 3HaHUS, C IPYroi;

— COBMELIEHUE C HAYYHOU KapTUHOW MUPA;

— S3BIK aCTPOJIOTMU HA YPOBHE OCHOBHBIX HAMMEHOBAaHMM BECbMA KOHCEP-
BAaTUBEH U MAJIO OTJIMYAETCS OT LIEKCIIUPOBCKUX BPEMEH.

IIpu Bcell yCIOBHOCTH 3THX COBIAJEHUN MX BIIOJIHE MOXXHO HCIIOJIB30BaTh
IpU MepeBojie apamartnyeckux npousseneHuil llekcnupa ans coznaHus HeoOXo-
aUMoro 3(QQexra 3pUTENIbCKOr0 COTBOPYECTBA, T. €. Ul CO3/IaHUS HUMEHHO TOMU
KOMMYHHKAIMH, KOTOpasi HE00X0uMa EKCITUPOBCKOMY TEKCTY.

Natalia N. Kadomtseva
Astrological Notions in the Communicative Space of Shakespeare’s Works

It has been noted by the scholars that Shakespeare repeatedly emphasized
the importance of participative imagination of the audience (or readers in the case
of the Sonnets) in providing the necessary ingredient that brings his work to life.
His works of art are finally created at the moment they are perceived, in the coop-
eration of the Author’s and his audience’s creative imagination.

We can say that Shakespearian artistic reality has a very special feature: it
doesn’t exist without active perception of a modern reader (or a viewer) who feels
it to be up-to-date and topical. It’s the reason why every generation in our country
needs its “own” Shakespeare. Such phenomenon as A. Shabutskiyand’s version of
the 66™ sonnet and “Hamlet” in V. Poplavskiy’s translation confirms this idea.

That is why it is very important while translating Shakespeare’s works to en-
sure conditions for these two imaginations’ meeting — for the success of a com-
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municative act, which would undoubtedly result in creation of the new artistic real-
ity. And a very important role is played here by the cultural and historical context
both of Shakespearian and «perceiving» epochs.

In the light of these views, Shakespeare's imagery and especially astrological
notions of the English Renaissance gives a very interesting material for translators
and stage directors of the Swan of Avon’s plays.

In the perception and usage of astrological ideas in modern Russia we can
trace some coincidences with the ones in the Renaissance England:

— widely available, on the one hand, they have "elite" areas of astrological
knowledge, on the other;

— they coexist with the scientific view of the world;

— the language of astrology is very conservative and the basic terms are not
very different from the ones in Shakespearian time.

So images and motives embodying astrological notions in Shakespeare’s
texts are very important for creation of the modern audience’s (spectators or read-
ers’) “participative imagination” (M. Payne, 2002).

Mapyena Kocmuxosa (Yuusepcumem Xomnaiin, CIIIA)
7Ku3Hb nocjie CcMepTH WM CMEPTh NPH KU3HU?

B «Benepe u Anonuce» lllexcniup 3amaeT coOIa3HUTENBHYIO 3arajky, pas-
Jeisisl yuTareyaeil ero HeoObIYHOM Mo3Mbl Ha JBa ypoBHS. O0a «BOOOpa)kaeMbIX
coobmiectBay, yBepser Lllekcnup, OyayT yIOBIETBOPEHBI TEKCTOM: OJHHU B3JIETSAT
Bciea 3a My30il B MoMCKax 3HAKOB, OCTABJICHHBIX MMOATOM, APYTHX TMPHUBIEKYT
XUTPOYMHO paCIIOJIOKEHHBIE Pa3BIICUCHHS, KOTOPbIE TaK HPABATCSA MPOCTOHAPO-
np10. B manHoM paboTe pacCMOTPEHBI MIIOCKOCTH COIMATIBHOTO U UJIE0JIOTHIECKO-
ro pasjelieHus, co3gaBaeMbie MoAMoM. OHM OUYEepUYMBAIOT JBE Pa3JIMYHbIEC IPAKTH-
KM YTEHUS, IPUBOJAILIME K TPOTUBOPEUYUBBIM BhIBOJAAM. DTH BBIBOAbI IPOBOLUPY-
10T U TOJJICPKUBAIOT MPOTUBOMOJIOKHBIE HHTEepnpetanun «Mertamopdo3» OBu-
JUs, KOTOPBIE CaMH TOIBEPTIINCH MeTaMOop(ho3aM.
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Marcela Kostihova (Hamline University, USA)
Life in Death or Death in Life?

In Venus and Adonis, Shakespeare presents an alluring riddle in proposing
two separate spheres of readership for his unusual poem. Both imagined communi-
ties, Shakespeare promises, will be satisfied; however, while one will soar with the
Muse to follow the clues left by the poet, the other will get distracted by cleverly
distracted common diversions that please the vulgar masses. This paper attempts to
illustrate the planes of social and ideological separation that the poem establishes,
delineating two distinct reading practices which lead to divergent conclusions that
both invite and endorse oppositional interpretations of metamorphosed Ovid’s
Metamorphoses.

I M. Kpyackos
IlepeBoast «Kopous JIupa»

1. CymiecTByeT MHEHHE, KOTOPOE 4acTO BBIIAETCS 3a AKCHOMY, YTO NEPEBO-
Jbl ycTapeBaloT U Kaxable S0—70 jeT qoJKHBI 3aMEHAThCS Ha HOBbIE. Takoe MHe-
HUE KAKETCS MHE HeclpaBeNIMBBIM. [loxue nmepeBoapl NEUCTBUTEIBHO ycTape-
BAIOT, IPUYEM HE Ye€pe3 MATHAECAT JIET, a yKE Ha cienyrouee yrpo. Ho ranmantim-
BbI€ MIEPEBOJIBI HE CTAPEIOT, — HA00OPOT, OHU MOKPHIBAIOTCS OJaropoaHON MaTh-
Holl BpemeHu. Ecnu pycckue nepeBojnl Illexcnupa Bropoi nmosoBunsl XIX Beka
oOBeTIIanyu, TO HE U3-3a UX «CTapHHbD», HO JIUIIb NOTOMY, YTO BpEMsl, KOTJa OHU
cAeliaHbl, ObUIO BPEMEHEM YyIaJKa MO3TUYECKOM KYJbTYpPhl, NEPEIBIIIKN MEepe]
HOBBIM B3j1eTOM CepeOpsiHOTO Beka.

2. IlepeBectu «Kopost Jlupa» Ob1o MOel TaBHUIIHEW, XOTS U 3arHAHHOM
rNIyOOKO BHYTPb MeuTOM. Jlelo He TONBKO B TOM, YTO 3TO O3Hayajiao Obl Tak WA
uHaye conepHuyath ¢ bopucom IlactepHakom (4UTO 1711 MEHSI HEMBICIMMO), HO U B
CaMOM IIbece, KOTOPYIO S BCErja CUMTal caMou Benukou y lllekcnmpa. Oto mo-
POKJ1aJI0 YyBCTBO JAMCTAHILIMM, HENPEOAOIUMBIN Oapbep. S nuiup pemwics Hamnu-
catb 3cce 0 «Kopoute Jlupe»: «Tom n3 bennmama, neprneHIuKyIsIpHbINA nypaK»A'.

3. IlepeBon «bypu» eme 6omabie npuaBuHya MeHs kK «Koposto Jlupy». JIBe
NbECHI MMOKA3aJIMCh MHE CBSI3aHHBIMU, KaK YacTU OJHOIO 3aMbicia. [{eHTpanbHbIi
30 «JIupa» — cTapelif KOPOJib B CTENH, 3aKJIMHAIOMUN OYypIO CHAIUTh, TOTO-
MUTh, YHUUTOXKUTb 3TOT MPOKIIATHIA MUP C PACCEIHHBIMU B HEM CEMEHAMH 3J1a; HO
€ro MPU3bIBBI OCTAIOTCS BOIUIsIMU Oeccuiibs. B nientpe «bypu» — TOXKe Benuue-
CTBEHHBIN CTapHK, CTABIINN KEPTBON KOBapCTBa, HO 37IeCh — KaK OyJITO COBLIUCH
xenanus Jlupa! — B pykax IIpocnepo xe3in BceBnacTbsi. CTUXUU €My OBHHYIOT-
Ccsl; TIOCTIaHHAs BOJIIIIEOHUKOM Oypsi pa3OuBaeT B IIENKHA KOpabdib, HA KOTOPOM

* Kruzhkov G. Cure from Fortune. Moscow, 2003.
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IJIBIBYT €0 Bparu U OTJAeT UX €My BO BjiacTh. HO OH HE MCTUT — HAa00OPOT, BCEX
MPOIIAET U, BEIOPOCUB B MOPE CBOM Ke€3J1 U Maru4eckue KHHUTH, BO3BpAIACTCS B
MunaH, 4ToOBI IPUHATH CBOIO YEJIOBEUECKYIO y4acTh CMEPTHOTO. Sl CHOBA OIIYTHII
uMItyJsc niepeBectu «Koposisa JIupa» u HaneyaTaTh 3TU MbEChl BMECTE KaK JIUMTHX,
HO ¥ OTOT UMIYJIbC yrac 0€3 BOIUIOIIEHHS.

4. lansmie B neno BMmemanca Caydail. B 0THOM U3 IE€TCKUX HU3JATEJIbCTB
BO3HUKJIa MBICIIb U3/1aTh COKpaieHHoro Illexcrnupa ais Miaagmx MKOJILHUKOB, B
KOTOPOM OTPBIBKM U3 MbEC COCAUHSIUCH OBl MEXIY COOOW MPO3anyecKuM IMepe-
cka3oM. S cormacuiics nmornpoOoBaTh M JOBOJBHO CKOPO M3TOTOBHJI TAKyHO «JIOC-
KyTHy10» Bepcuto «Kopouns Jlupa». M3rotosui, npountan u yOeausics, 4To OHa
HUKyJa He roguTcsa. 1 Toraa ¢ Tol OTYETIIMBOCTBIO, KOTOpask 1A€TCS TOJIBKO OIIbI-
TOM COOCTBEHHOW OMIMOKH, s TIOHSUT OJHY OYEBHUIHYIO Bellb: nbeca lllexkcrnmpa
eCTh Opamamuyeckoe npouzéedeHue W B TepecKa3ze TepseT TO K€, YTO TEPSIOT
MPEKpPAaCHbIE CTUXH, — TO €CThb NMOYTH BcE. Cuila ee HE B TOM, YTO 3JIbl€ JOYEpHU
oOujenu oTia, a B Tom, uto B «Koposne Jlupey crankuBaroTcs 1Ba HECOBMECTUMbBIX
Hayaja, ¥ 3TO HeJlb3sl NepeAaTh HUKAK MHA4Ye, KpoMe Kak depe3 auanor. {uanor,
KOTOPBIN TO U J1e710 o0opaunBaeTcs abcypaoM. Mexay ero yuacTHUKaMu Kak Oy/i-
TO TIyxas creHa. Ha ciiene pa3 3a pa3oM NpOUCXOAUT cpbl8 KOMMYHUKayuu. Jloru-
YECKHE PE30HbI JOUEpEN HE YKIIAJIbIBAIOTCA B TOJ0BE JIHpa, a 1o4epsiMm HEBIOMEK,
KaK yTPAaTHBUIMM BJIACTh OTEL MOXET €Ill€ Ha YTO-TO MpeTeHaoBaTtb. Ha sTom
KOMMYHHUKATHBHOM JUCCOHAHCE MMOCTPOEHA BCS TPAreIusl.

5. Kak 310 9acto ObiBaeT, HEycCIIeX nepeckasa 00epHYJICS HEOKUTAHHON BbI-
TOJION: S yTPATHII CTpax Iepes mbecoir. HaobopoT, oHa cama craiia 3aTaruBaTh Me-
Hs. K cdacThio, y MeHs IJ10Xasi MaMsTh U 1 IpaKTUYEeCKU He MOMHMI nepeBoy [la-
CTE€pHAKa, YUTAHHBI OYEHb JIaBHO: OCTAJOCh TOJIbKO 00Ilee Breudatiienue. S pe-
W JIOWTHU JI0 KOHLIA MbEChl U MOTOM CPaBHUTH CBOM MEPEBOJ C MACTEPHAKOB-
CKHM, JTOTTyCKasi, YTO 3TO 3aCTABUT MEHsI 3a0paKoBaTh CBOIO pabOTy M pacmucaThCs
B Heyiaue. OJIHAKO Ha MOBEPKY MOM TEKCT MOKa3aJics MHE HACTOJIBKO OpyeuM, 4TO
sl pelIny JaTh eMy IIaHC Ha cyllecTBOBaHHE. K TOMy BpeMEHU s1 CyMel YTOBOPUTH
ce0s1, YTO KaK/10€ MOKOJICHUE UMEET MPaBO 3aHOBO MEPEUNUTATh KJIACCHKA U HOBBIC
MEepPEeBOJIbl — KaK HOBBIC IUIAThSI: YeM HMX OOJbIIe B rapaepo0e KOpOIeBbI, TEM
Jydlle.

6. TyT yMeCTHO BCIIOMHHTH, B KaKHUX KECTKUX YCIOBUSX CO3/1aBajcs mepe-
BoA Ilactepnaka. Bo-nepBeiX, MIOTHOCTH padoThl. 3a ogHO Jieto 1947 roma oH
MJIaHUPOBAJ TMepeBecTH 4yTh Ju He uenyro kuury lllangopa Ileredu, «Kopons
Jlupa» u B mpugady nepByro yactb «Daycray, 4ToObl 3apab0TaTh ACHET U BBICBO-
OoonuTh BpeMs Al iucanus pomana. Jlanee, ero nepeoabl lllekcnupa HemaaHo
PEIaKTUPOBAIOCh, €EMY MPUXOAWIOCH MOJIAKUBATHCS MO BKYC PEIaKTOPOB, KPO-
UTh U TIEPEKpanuBaTh TEKCT MO UX MOXKeIaHusiM. B-tpetbux, 3aka3 Ha «Koposs JIu-
pa» OH moayuui oT JleTrusa, u3gaHue npeaHa3Hadanoch JJIsl MIKOJIbHBIX OUOIHO-

19



TEK; CJIeJIOBATENIbHO, HEYAOOHbIE NJisi JACTCKOrO0 YTEHUS MeCTa OH JIOJDKEH ObLI
MUKIITUPOBATh.

7. U TmaBHOE: CTpaHa U BpeMms, Korjaa cosnuasaicd nepeso. Kommentapuem
K HUM MOTYT cly>kuTb ciioBa I[lactepnaka: «B “Koposne Jlupe” nouarusimu goira u
YECTU MPUTBOPHO OPYIYIOT TOJIBKO YrOJIOBHBIEC MPECTYIHUKH... Bece mopsaouHoe
B “Jlupe” 10 HEepa3IMUMMOCTH MOJIYAJIUBO WJIM BhIpaXKaeT ce0si MPOTUBOPEUUBOM
HEBHATHILICH, Beayllel K HenopasyMmeHusim». Boobpasum cede 1947 ron. Hosble
pabothsl I[lacTepHaka paccMaTpUBAIOTCS MO JYMOM; OOBUHEHUS B KOHTPPEBOJIIO-
IIUOHHOCTH M KOCMOTIOJIUTU3ME Bcerja HarotoBe. UYToObl 3alIUTUTHCS, OH BBIHY K-
JIeH TIPUKPBIBATHCS TO HEBHATHBIMU OOBSICHEHUSIMU, TO CChLIKamMu Ha ToJicToro u
peanu3M: 3To ObLJIO MPABAOM U B TO K€ BpEeMsSI — IMPUBUBKOUN OT TOU «OOJIE3HUY,
13-3a KOTOPOW BHE3AMHO MCYe3aJIM MHOTHE €ro COBpeMEeHHUKH. Hukoraa He cHuc-
XO0JIsl 10 MOIYTafHOTO si3bIKa CBOEro BpeMeHH, IlacTepHak 3aHMMAai Kak Obl «I10-
JYTO3UIIAI0» TI0 OTHOIIEHUIO K 0HUIIN03Y; OH 0OBICHSI, 4TO TpakTyeT [llexcrnupa
pEANMCTHYECKH, CHUMAsl BBIYYPHl U HATSKKHU €r0 CTHJIS,, YTO OH MEPEBOJUT «IJIS
BPEMEHU U CTPaHBbI, TOJbKO BUEpa MOKUHYTHIX reHueM ToJICTOro).

8. Ilo cpaBHenwuto ¢ I[lactepHakoM, MbI IEPEBOANM B KYPOPTHBIX YCIIOBHUSX,
¥ BHEIIHUX CTerneHeil cBOOObl y HAc Ooibie. Sl 3TUM Bocmonb3oBajics. MHe He
HY>KHO OBUIO CMSITYaTh IpyOble IIYTKH, KOTOPBIX HEMaJO B mbece. Tparudeckoe u
komuueckoe y lllekcnupa Ob11H, 10 BeIpaxkeHuto [lactepHaka, kak ObI MaKOPOM U
MHUHOPOM, 6€3 KOTOPOT0 My3bIKa €ro Mbec He 3Byyasna Obl Tak MomHo. Ho, moMumo
YUCTO XYJ0KECTBEHHBIX IIeJIel, TyT ObLI W IICHXOJornyeckuit pacder. IIpocroi
nyOnuke, Kotopas 3anosHsiia «I ' 1o0ycy, BCeM 3TUM JTIOHJIOHCKUM MOIMACTEPhIM U
IPUKa3uuKaM, HY>KHbI ObUTH Pa3psIKU MO XOAY JIEHCTBUS, YTOOBI, TOXOXOTaB, OHU
MOTJIM BHOBb COCPEIOTOYUTHCS HA YMHOM, CTPAIIHOM W BO3BBIIIEHHOM. Cero-
JTHAIIHUE HPaBbl, JAJIEKUE€ OT IyPUTAHCKUX HOPM IIOCIEBOEHHBIX JIET, MO-
BUJIUMOMY, TIPUOJIM3WINCH K HPaBaM IEKCIUPOBCKOM 3Moxu (M Jaxxe o0OTHAIN
UX), TaK 4YTO 51 COXPAHUJ 3TU BOJIbHBIE KPACKHU, 3TH KOJKHE OCTPOTHI, — BIPOUYEM,
cTapasicb He nepenepuuTb. IHOra OHU OKA3bIBAIOTCS HYXKHBI JUISl JOTOJHUTEIb-
HOM XapaKTEepUCTUKU nepcoHaxken. CkaxeM, 35101eld DIMYyH, CMEACh HaJl Bepou
Jr0JIeH B TOpOCKOTBI, TOBOPUT y [lactepuaka: «5 6611 ObI TEM, KTO S €CTh, €CITU OBl
Jaxe caMasl 1eJIOMYJIpEHHasl 3Be€3/7]a Meplajia HaJ MOel KoJblOenbio». S nepesen
OJIvKe K TIOITTMHHUKY: «... €CIIM OBbI camasi CTHIIJTMBAs 3BE€37/0UKa CBETUIIA HAJT TIO-
JISTHOM, TJIe MOHM OTeI] OproXaThil MO0 MaTh». 3a 3TUM TpyObiM «Oproxatmm» (bas-
tardized) yxe mpocrtymaer 3aTacHHAas 3J0CTh OacTapja, KOTOPBIA HE MOXET Ipo-
CTUTb OTIy HE3aKOHHOCTb CBOET'0 POXKJICHHS, — U 3TO OOBICHSIET MHOTOE B J1aJlb-
HEWILIEM.

9. OnHOM U3 YepT MOEro MnepeBoja CTall 0TKa3 OT (eTulla SKBHIMHEAPHO-
ctu. Ha cuene 3T1o He BaxkHO. MOHOJIOT 3aKaHYMBAETCS TOT/IA, KOT/Ia UCCSIKAET 3a-
JIO’KEHHAsl B HETO PHEPrusi — HE paHbIle U HE Mo3ke. B apame cyiiecTBEHHO He
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¢dusnueckoe, a «OEPrcOHOBCKOE» BpeMsi — CYOBEKTUBHOE, JUHAMUYECKOE U H3-
meHunBoe. He 310 nu umen B Buny Konbpumxk, 3aMeTuBIInid ofHaXbl: «YuTas
Hpaiinena, [loyna u apyrux KiacCULIMCTOB, BCE CBOAMIIb K IOJICUYETY CIOTOB U
CTOIl, B TO BpeMsl Kak uutas JloHHa, u3Mepsellb He KOJUYECTBO CIIOrOB, HO Bpe-
Msi». MeHsl He CMyIIajio, YTO WHbIE MOHOJIOTH Y MEHS JJIMHHEE Ha CTPOKY WJIU JBE,
yem y lllekcniupa, [pyrue — Ha napy CTpOK KOpoye.

10. «Kopons Jlupa» cpaBuuBanu ¢ «Kuuroi MoBay», ¢ BennuaiimmmMu Tpare-
TusiMd Dcxuia. YullbaM X93JIUTT B cBouXx Jiekiusax o [llekcnupe mucan, 4yTto emy
XOTENOCh OBl MEPECKOUUTD Yepe3 3TY MbECY U HUYETO O Hel He TOBOPUTH, TOTOMY
4yTO JIO0OBIe clIoBa OyAyT HEOOCTaTOYHbI M HEIOCTOMHBI CBOETO TMpeIMeTa.
JIx. Kure, ciymaBmmii nekuuu Xa331uTTa, cCounHuI coHeT «Ilepen tem, kak nepe-
yutath “Kopons Jlupa”»; oH ompenenser CyThb TpareIuu Kak HENPUMHUPUMBIN
CIIOP MEXAY YEIOBEKOM — «OJYIIEBJICHHOM MEPCThIO» — M JIKAIIMM Ha HEM
«apokistuem». [loat geanuaroro Beka Y. X. OneH Boiaenser B «JIlupe» temy no-
CTOMHCTBA 4YeJoBeKa, — corjlacHo [lackaito, 3aKkifo4aronieMycs B €ro CrocoOHO-
CTH MBICIIUTh. ['amieT Ha3BaJl CMEPTHOTIO «KBUHTACCEHLMEN Mpaxa», KOposb Jlup
— «TOJIBIM JIBYHOTHM KMBOTHBIM», U OH K€, 00paIasch K MOJyrojaoMy HUIIEMY
Tomy, BenuyaeT ero ahuHAHUHOM U OJaropojHbM ¢unocodom. (3nech myOnmka
cMeeTcs).

11. Ho He TOJIbKO 3TH TeMbl KOCMHYECKOr0 MaciuTada yBJIEKaad MEHs Kak
nepeBoauYMKa. S cMOTpen Ha Tpareauto ¢ ObBITOBOM TOYKH, CPABHUBAS C TEM, YTO
BUJIEN B KM3HU. Pa3nen mapcTBa, moABEpraBIIMMCS KOTJa-TO KPUTHUKE Kak Oec-
CMBICIICHHBI M HENpaBIONOJ00HBIM, ObLI ONpaBIaH JJii MEHS HE TOJbKO Kak
(b OoNBKIIOpPHAsT YCIIOBHOCTD («OKUI-OBLT 11aph, U OBLJIO Y HETO TPHU IOYEPU»...) U HE
TOJIBKO C MOJMTHYECKOW TOYKHM 3peHus (kKak yoeauTenbHO Aokazan ['enpu Jlxad-
$a’). 51 Bumen, KaKk BeyT ceOsi CTAPHKK Ha JHSIX POXKICHHS U IOOWIEAX, KaK pa-
JOYIOTCS TOCTaM OJIM3KMX: YeM MbllIHee, yeM NpusiTHed. M kak xe MoxKeT ObITh
00UJTHO, KOTJIa OJIMH U3 JIETEH PE3KO JIOMAET TEYEHHUE 3TOr0 PUTYAILHOIO JIEHCTBA.
U nyctb netu ymHee crapukoB. Ho crapukoBckas o6ua ropuie JeTCKOM, JT0Jbliie
u 3nee. «U HuKak, nesisack, He moMeT / DTOT BaJl, YTO HU K YeMy paborta, / Uto
obuna crtapoctu pacter /Ha munax ot Myku noBopora» (MIHH. AHHEHCKUI).

12. Oco0siit croxker — kopousib Jlup u JleB Toncroit. Ilocnenuuii, kak u3-
BECTHO, MOCBATUI 0OJIbIIYIO cTaThio pa3BeHuanuto lllexcriupa. B xauectBe mpu-
Mepa OH BbIOpas Tpareauio o Jlupe, aeTanbHo, MO ClieHaM, pa3o0pasl — U HE OCTa-
BWJI OT Hee kaMHs Ha kamHe. [lo Muenuto Toncroro, «lllexcrnup He MOXKET OBITH
PU3HABAEM HE TOJIBKO BEJIMKUM, F'€HUATBHBIM, HO Ja)Ke€ CaMbIM MOCPEICTBEHHBIM
counHurenem». BceoOuiee npekiionenue nepen llekcnupoM OH cuuTaeT 3Muje-

> Jaffa Henry V. The Limits of Politics: An Interpretation of King Lear, Act I, Scene | // Ameri-
can Political Science Review, LI (1957). P. 405-427.
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MHUEH U KOJJIEKTUBHBIM THITHO30M, a MUpoBo33peHue lllexcnupa — riayboko 6e3-
HPABCTBEHHBIM U Pa3BPAILAOIINM.

C Tex mop KpUTHUKHU HEOJHOKPATHO MBITAIUCH 1aTh OOBICHEHUE ATOM CTaThe.
VYka3plBaJIi, B YaCTHOCTH, Ha ACTETUYECKHUE B3TJIsAAbI TosCcTOro, 0osee OIU3KOro
1o cBouM B3rsiIaM kinaccuiusmy X VIII Beka, yem 1MoaTHOKPOBHON M30BITOUHOCTH
er3aBeTUHCKOM Jpambl. Ho mogoOHbIe TOBOJIBI HE OOBSCHSIOT CYyry0O JTUYHOTO
nadoca, KOTOpBIM MPOHU3aHA CTaThsi TOJICTOr0, TOTO «HEOTPA3UMOI'0 OTBpAIIle-
HUS», KOTOpoe BHymana emy Tpareaus Illekcnupa. 1o Tem 0Oosiee HEMOHATHO,
4YTO Mbl OE30TUYETHO MpEACTaBiIsieM KOpoJia Jlupa — B €ro BeJMYUU W HEroJI0Ba-
HUHU — N0X0kuM Ha JIpBa Toiictoro B crapoctu. « CHOPUTH C HUM BCE PABHO YTO
CIIOPUTH CO CHEXHBIM BeTpom», — nucai biok eme B 1907 rony. Yxon u cMepTh
Tosncroro — npsimoit pumeiik «Kopons Jlupay, BIIOTs 10 neranei (Hampumep,
MJIaIIas 104b, KOTOpasi OJHA U3 BCETO CEMENCTBA COXpaHUIIa TPEIAHHOCTD OTILY).
Toincroi Tak ke, kak JIup, oTpekcs OT BCEro, 4YeM BIAJEIN: COCTOSIHUS, TUTYJIOB,
aBTOPCKHUX IMpaB Ha cBoW KHUTHU. U Tak ke, kak Jlup, noxomun no kpas Oe3ymus
U3-3a MOBEJICHUS OJIM3KUX, MyYHBIIMX €0 KIMEHHO 33 3TOT aKT OTPEUYCHHUSI.

He B Tom n pazragka? ToJsicTo#l Tiisiien B Tpareauio, Kak B 3€pKajio, U 3TO
3epkaiio ero 6e3ymHo pazapaxano. Crioxer «Kopoms Jlupay» u, nmpexne Bcero, cam
dakT oTpeueHus KOopoJisi, MpeAcTaBisuicss ToJacToMy HempaBIOmoJ00HBIM, THEB
KOpOoJIsl — TIJIynbiM U HeectecTBeHHbIM. Benomuum «IlecHp o Bemem Ouerex:
«KynecHuk, Tol TITynbIiA, 6e3yMHubIi cTapuk! [Ipe3pers ObI TBOE TIpeacKa3aHbe!»

13. I'on mocranoBku «Kopoms Jlupa» (1606) u roa myOaukaium nepBoil ya-
ctu «Jlon Kuxora» (1605) mpaktuuecku coBmanaroT. IlopasuTensHblil mpumep
JIBYX T'€HUEB, MBICIAIINX HE3aBUCUMO, HO mapajuienbHo. besymusbii Jlnup co ceonum
[Iytom u Jlon Kuxot ¢ Canvo IlaHcoit — nBe mapbl, €CTECTBEHHO MPOCIUPYIO-
mxcs aApyr Ha apyra. M kopoins JIup, u 6eaHbINd uaaasro TpeOyrT crpaBeaiuBo-
CTH M 0JIarOpOJICTBA y ATOTO TPWKIbI NpokisaToro mupa; [yt m Canuo yuat ux
yMy-pasymy.

14. N3BecTeH HE TOJIBKO TOJ, HO U JIEHb, KOTOPBIA C U3BECTHOM J0JIEH BEPO-
SITHOCTA MOKHO CUMTAaTh JaTOW MpPEMbEpbI MbeChbl. Ha TUTyJle mepBOro W3aaHus
o003HaueHO, 4TO Mbeca «Oblma urpana nepen KoponeBckumu BenuuectBamu
B YaiiTxosuie B kanyH 1Ha CB. Ctedana Ha npa3aHuk PoxzaecTBay — nHaye roBo-
psi, B IEPBBIN 1€Hb CBATOK 25 nekadbps 1606 roxa. Jlymaro, 3Ta nara He ciaydaiiHa.
B croxere «Kopons Jlupa» — mMOTHUBE OTpeueHus: KOPOJIs U pas3jeia ero napcraa
— HETPYAHO YBUAETh APEBHEHIIMI 00psi/, CBSI3aHHBINA ¢ HOBOI'OJIHUM Mpa3aHOBa-
HUEM, pazeenuanue u noxopouvt Cmapoeo I'ooa. BBens B cTapblii CIOKET 0 KOPOJIe
Jlupe He ogHoro, a cpasy tpex nypakoB — lllyra, Toma u3 beanama u nomemas-
merocst ot ropst kopoiist Jilupa — Illexkcniup BHEC B CBOKO MbECY CTUXUIO HAPOIHO-
ro miomaaHoro aercrBa. Camblie mopasutenbHble clieHbl «Koposst Jlupay —
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BCTpEYa B CTENM C cyMacweAmuM ToMoM, «CyA Haj Ta0ypeTKamu» — CBSI3aHbI
C OTOM LIYTOBCKOM TPaIULIUEH.

15. Ho cpenHeBEKOBOE KapHaBaJIbHOE Havyalo cruiaBieHo y Illekcnupa ¢ HO-
BbIM, TYMaHUCTUYECKUM cojiep:kanreM. Ctapbiii ['o oOpedyeH Ha ocMesiHUe; HO OH
OyHTyeT U caMa rubenb ero maTeTU4Ha. 3Jble JE€TU BUIAT TOJBKO KOMHYECKYIO
cropony, Kopnenus ee He 3ameuaer. LllyT, XoTs U cMeeTcst HaJl KOPOJEM, HO JIHO-
our ero u xazneet. M BOT eme ogHa 3arajka nbechl: posb lllyTa HauMHaeTCs JUIb
BO BTOpOM akTe, koraa Kopaenus yxe yexana Bo @paHiinio; a Korja B 4eTBEPTOM
akTe oHa Bo3Bpartutcs, LllyTa Ha cueHe Mbl yke HE YBUAUM. JTa OCOOEHHOCTh
NbEChl NIPUBEJIAa HEKOTOPBIX KPUTHKOB K KPACUBOMY (XOTS U CIIOPHOMY) MPEATO-
JI0’KEHUI0, YTO B mIekcnupoBckoMm teatpe lllyra m Kopnenuro mor urpars oauH
U TOT ke aktep. He ciyuaiiHo e, ckioHssach Hag mepTBoi Kopaenueit, JIup Boc-
KITMIAeT: «A ThI 3aylieH, Oequbiil aypadok! / Kak cTpaHHO — Kpbice, JOIIaIu,
cobake / [To3BoseHO NbIIaTh, HO HE TeOe». 3aech 00pa3bl JOUYEPH U BEPHOTO IIIyTa
Kak OyJITO CMEIIMBAIOTCS B co3HaHuu Jlupa.

16. CymectByer crapunnas Oamiana «Tom u3 bemiamay, BecbMma nmpumeyda-
TenpHass U HeTpuBUalbHas. Kto ee aBrop? CymectByer runore3a (P. I'peiiss,
®. JleBun), yto Hanucan 6amnany lllexcrnup 1 oHa BXouia B Tpareanio Kak BCTaB-
HOM HOMep. CaMbIM MOJIXOASIIMM MECTOM JUIsl HE€ CUUTAETCS CII€HA M3 BTOPOIO
aKTa, B KOTOpoi Oeryern Darap cooOIIaeT 0 CBOEM XKEJIaHWU NMEPEOAEThCS B JIOX-
MOTBSI ¥ IPUHATH 00pa3 6e3ymHoro Toma. B koHIle MOHOJIOTa OH MOT OBl UCIIOJI-
HUTH ATy Oanamy.

17. UutepecHo cpaBHuTh «Kopons Jlupa» ¢ npeBHEUpIaHICKON MTOBECTHIO O
6e3ymHoMm koposie CynOHe, HamMcCaHHOW CMechio CTHXOB U mpo3bl. (Tem Ooree,
9TO camo uMs JIp — UPIIaHICKOTO TPOUCXOXKIEHUS: 3TO UMS KEIBTCKOTO 00Ta, a
TaK>Xe KOPOJid U3 UPJIaHACKOM cKa3ku o KopoJie Jlupe u ero Tpex mouepsx.)

Jleno He TOJBKO B TOM, YTO 00a OHHM KOPOJu u 00a «Oe3yMHBIE», a €IIle U B
TOM MYYHUTEIILHOM XOJOJ€ U ChIPOCTH, BETPE U JOXKJE, Ha KOTOpbIe OeCIIpPecTaHHO
xamyercs ckuranen; CynOHe, B TOM, 4TO 00a KOpOJisi HAKOHEIl Ha COOCTBEHHOM
OTIBITE Y3HAIOT, YTO UYBCTBYIOT «HECUYACTHBIC HATWE TOPEMBIKW», OC3JIOMHBIE U
o0e3noneHHbie. Boob1ie, s He MOMHIO B €BPONEHCKOM MT033UH, BILIOTH /10 BpEMEHU
POMAaHTH3Ma, TAaKOI'0 MATETUYECKOI'0 OMUCAHUS CTAPOCTH M HUILIETHI, KaK B Cpei-
HeBeKOBOM upnanackon noss3uu (Cyudune, Crapyxa u3 beppu, OlicuH u T. 1.).

Grigory M. Kruzhkov
Translating King Lear

1. Some people are convinced that literary translations grow outdated, and
a new one is required after every 50-70 years. Let me disagree. A poor translation
IS going to be obsolete overnight, but talented work grows more solid with time.
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Russian Shakespeare from the second half of the 19" c. is outdated now, yet this is
not a matter of natural ageing; it was due to the relative weakness of verse culture
during that period, as Russian poetry was brooding its enormous upheaval of the
Silver Age.

2. | toyed with the idea of translating King Lear for a long time, without
sharing it with others. | was conscious of the impossibility of rivaling Boris Paster-
nak, in any way. The thing is that I have always considered this play Shakespeare’s
greatest achievement, and this overwhelmed my mind. The most | dared was to
write an article about Tom o’Bedlam, the perpendicular Clown®.

3. While translating The Tempest, | felt even closer to King Lear. These two
plays seemed parts of a complete whole. The central scene of the tragedy is the old
king in the wilderness during the storm, charging the elements with a prayer, to
flood and destroy the cursed world that grows to seed evil; yet his prayer is not an-
swered. The central figure of the The Tempest is another majestic old man, also
fallen victim to villainy, but Prospero seems to possess what Lear wished for —
a magic staff to order and receive! The elements themselves hearken to the sage,
and when he schedules a tempest, it will wreck his enemies’ boat and deliver them
at his mercy. The same mercy becomes his tool, and he breaks his magic staff and
sacrifices it to the sea, as well as his books of magic, and returns to Milan as
a mortal man. Again, | felt a desire to translate the second play and make it a com-
panion for the other, but this plan was discarded, too.

4. Things changed when a publisher of children’s books suggested that
I compile fragments of Shakespeare with prose summaries of the more complicated
dramatic episodes. | agreed to give it a try and, starting with King Lear, pretty soon
made such a piece of patchwork. Then | saw that it was no good, as clearly as only
personal experience will imprint: the play of Shakespeare is a dramatic composi-
tion, and in retelling it loses practically as much as any good verse — and that is
nearly everything. The power of the drama is not that evil daughters insult their fa-
ther; it is a collision of opposite forces that does not lend itself to any other medi-
um but dialogue. It is dialogue that repeatedly turns out absurd, as there is an abyss
between the interlocutors. We witness failed communication time and again. Lear
fails to comprehend the corrupt logic of Regan and Goneril, and his daughters
equally cannot understand what claims their self-dethroned father can still make.
Good and Evil speak different languages, and the depiction of this shapes the
whole tragedy.

5. What unexpected piece of luck! My failed “tale from Shakespeare” killed
my fears of tackling the translation job. I felt even more attracted to it. Fortunately,
| cannot boast of a very good memory, and | only had vague remnants of Paster-

® Kruzhkov G. Cure from Fortune. Moscow, 2003.
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nak’s translation, just a general impression. So | decided to go through with trans-
lating King Lear and then to reread Pasternak’s translation. | knew that this could
lead me to admitting my failure and discarding the effort. But instead, | found that
my translation was different, so | did not want to destroy it. By that time, | was
convinced that every generation of readers has a right to reread the classics, and
new translations are like dresses: the greater wardrobe Her Imperial Majesty can
choose from, the better.

6. We should not forget the circumstances of Pasternak’s life when he was
working at King Lear. He planned to translate during the summer of year 1947 vo-
luminous selections from Sandor Pet6fi, King Lear and the First Part of Goethe’s
Faust, in order to make enough money for the time of intensive work on a new
novel. Besides, Pasternak had very strict editors and reviewers of his translation
from Shakespeare, so he had to fit the verses to their tastes, and re-edit a lot. More-
over, as the tragedy was ordered by DetGiz Publishers (books for children) and
was intended for secondary school libraries, the translator would have to perform
self-censorship in certain passages.

7. But the greatest problem was connected with the time and the regime. It
was very close to Pasternak’s observation that in King Lear only hardened “crimi-
nals say such words as duty and honour. ... Everyone who is truly decent is either
reticent or gibberish and misleading”. We can imagine that year, 1947: Pasternak’s
new works are scrutinized; critics are ready to stick such labels on him as “cosmo-
politan” or “counterrevolutionary”. As prevention, he resorts to apologies, to Leo
Tolstoy’s authority and to “realism”: Pasternak certainly meant what he said, and
also vaccinated himself against the danger of persecution and arrest. Pasternak
never spoke the official idiom of his period, yet he attempted to explain preventa-
tively to his critics: his translation of Shakespeare is realistic, because he replaces
excessive ornamentations and simplifies the style, “for a period and a nation that
have recently been contemporaries of great Tolstoy”.

8. As compared to Pasternak’s time, now we have excellent conditions for
translating, and greater external freedom. | have taken advantage. | do not smooth
over gross jokes, which are quite a few in the tragedy. To use Pasternak’s simile,
the tragic and the comic were Shakespeare’s major and minor keys, and his power-
ful music depended on the combination. But Shakespeare also took his customers
into consideration. The spectators at the London Globe were common folks, such
as apprentices and shopkeepers, and they needed relishing entertainment in the
course of performance, so that they could then continue following the serious and
intellectual further action. At present we have moved away from the prudery of the
late 1940s, and our times are even Shakespeare’s period in this respect. So | try to
retain the jokes and their frivolousness (without overusing it). Sometimes they en-
hance the characterization, for example, when villainous Edmund laughs at horo-
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scopes saying, “l should have been that | am, had the maidenl'est star in the firma-
ment twinkled on my bastardizing.” | translated bastardize using an equally rude
verb, because | hear Edmund’s rage in this cue directed against his father, and this
Is in keeping with his following actions.

9. I do not observe equilinearity, which is not an absolute requirement for
dramatic performance. A monologue finishes when it energy runs out, and drama
does not pursue chronological timing, it rather favours the Bergssonian subjective
time. Coleridge meant this when he observed, “Reading Dryden, Pope, and other
Classicists, one keeps counting the syllables and feet, while reading Donne, you do
not count the number of syllable, but the time.” This is why some monologues in
my translation are a little longer than in Shakespeare’s original, and sometimes
vice versa.

10. King Lear has been compared with The Book of Job and the greatest
tragedies by Aeschylus. In his lectures on Shakespeare, William Hazzlitt said that
he would rather skip analyzing play, because all words of praise are insufficient
and unworthy of the subject. John Keats, who attended Hazzlitt’s lectures, com-
posed the On Sitting Down to Read King Lear Once Again: it defines the subject of
the tragedy as ongoing argument between man (“impassion’d clay”) and the curse
lying on humans. W.H. Auden singled out the theme of human dignity, which is
according to Pascal inherent in man’s ability of reflection. Hamlet referred to man
as “the quintessence of dust”, and King Lear calls man a “poor bare fork’d ani-
mal”, yet addresses a half-naked beggar as an Athenian and a philosopher (fun in-
tended).

11. But as a translator, | was not only attracted by the cosmic grandeur of the
tragedy. | looked at the everyday detail in the text, comparing it to my personal ex-
perience. The division of the kingdom, labeled as meaningless and incredible, was
justified for me not only as an element of folk tales (Once there was a king who
had three daughters...) and of political history (as Henry Jaffa proved’). | have
seen elderly people entertained at birthday parties and anniversaries, | know how
they can get exhilarated and drunk just listening to toasts: they can never tire of
that. If a younger relative somehow interrupts the continuity of this complimentary
ritual. The children may even have more sense. Yet the older man’s bitterness lasts
longer than a child’s.

12. Another thing is the story of Lear and Leo Tolstoy. The latter wrote an
essay dethroning Shakespeare, analyzing the tragedy of Lear minutely and demol-
ishing every bit of it. According to Tolstoy, “Shakespeare cannot be considered ei-
ther as a great, talented, or even tolerable author”. Tolstoy believed that the general

7 Jaffa Henry V. The Limits of Politics: An Interpretation of King Lear, Act I, Scene | // Ameri-
can Political Science Review, LI (1957). P. 405-427.
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worship of Shakespeare was an epidemic or a conspiracy, and he regarded Shake-
speare’s outlook as completely immoral and corruptive.

Since then, critics have often tried to explain the essay. Many believe that
Tolstoy’s aesthetics were closer to the classicist dorms of the 18" century than to
the exuberant Elizabethan theatre. But this does not account for the personal in-
volvement that Tolstoy displays when talking about the “insurmountable disgust”
at reading the tragedy. The difficulty is enhanced by the image we form of King
Lear: in his grandeur and indignation he is very much like Tolstoy in his old age.
“It’s as much use arguing with him as arguing with a snowstorm”, Alexander Blok
remarked in 1907. The flight and death of Tolstoy were like a repetition of King
Lear’s scenes, including nuances such as relations with the youngest daughter, who
was the only family member to support her throughout. Like Lear, Tolstoy gave
away all he had: wealth, title, right to his books. And he also approached madness
when his family could not understand this deed of repudiation.

This might be the clue. The tragedy was a mirror turned to Tolstoy, and the
reflection bothered him so. The plot of King Lear seemed incredible, and the
king’s wrath, silly and unnatural, like that of Pushkin’s Prince Oleg: «Old sage,
you are a foolish witless old man! | should not have believed your prophesy!»

13. There is an intriguing coincidence. The year of King Lear staging (1606)
and publication of the first part of Don Quixote (1605) were so close. A striking
instance of two men of genius pursuing parallel waves of thinking. Mad Lear with
his Fool, and Don Quixote with Sancho Panza are pairs of great resemblance. Both
the the king and the higalgo seek justice and nobleness in this unjust world; the
Fool and Sancho teach their masters life as it is.

14. We know the date when the tragedy was first performed, with nearly
complete certainty. The title page features the info that it was staged before Their
Royal Majesties at Whitehall on the eve of St. Stephen’s Day on Christmas, i.e., on
December 25, 1606. There must been a reason for that. Behind the resignation of
the king we can see the ancient ritual of de-crowning and burying the Old Year.
Introducing three fools into his play (the Fool, Tom o’Bedlam and the king),
Shakespeare add elements of the folk ritual performance. The most striking scenes
in the tragedy — meeting Tom in the thunderstorm, the trial of the stools, are with-
in this tradition of foolery.

15. But Shakespeare blends the medieval carnival with humanistic thought.
The OIld Year is doomed, but it resists and becomes pathetic in the act. The evil
daughters see the funny side of all this. Cordelia fails to notice that. The Fool
laughs at the king, but loves and pities him. There is another riddle in the play. The
Fool appears in Act 11, when Cordelia is away in France, and by the time of her re-
turn the Fool has already disappeared. This has led some critics to the conjecture
that one actor must have handled both parts. This is why beweeping Cordelia, Lear
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addresses her in such a way: “And my poor fool is hang'd! No, no, no life! / Why
should a dog, a horse, a rat, have life, / And thou no breath at all?” The images of
the daughter and the loyal Fool blend together in Lear’s mind.

16. There is an old ballad Tom o’Bedlam, a very original text. For its author-
ship, there is a supposition that Shakespeare composed the ballad to use it at the
performance of King Lear (R. Graves, P. Levi). The most suitable time to sing the
ballad would be at the end of Act Il, when Edgar speaks about his plan to wear
rags in the person of Poor Tom. He could certainly sing the ballad after this mono-
logue.

17. It is exciting to compare King Lear with the old Irish tale of mad King
Suibne, written half in prose, half in verse. (All the more so, as the name of Lear is
that of a Celtic god and the hero of a folk tale about king Leir and his three daugh-
ters).

They are both royal, and go mad. But there is an atmospheric parallel as
well: Suibne also continuously complains of the cold and dampness of his vaga-
bond life. Both kings come to know about the life of “poor naked wretches”,
homeless and hopeless. In general, medieval Irish poetry was unique in treating the
miseries of poverty and old age; nothing comparable was composed by European
poets until the Romantic era, probably. (Suibne, Old Woman of Berry, Oisin,
etal.).

U. U. Jlucosuu
Hayka kak HAIIMOHAJIbHBIN NPOEKT
B JMCKYPCHBHBIX IPAKTHKAX AHIJIMH PAHHEro BpeMeHu

B EBporne pannero HoBoro BpeMeHu cpeay ropokaH BO3HUKAET COLUAIIb-
HBIM, TOJUTUYECKAN W SKOHOMUYECKHW 3alpoC Ha 3HAHUE, KOTOPOE NPHUHSTO
Ha3bIBaTh COBPEMEHHBIM Hay4HbIM. [IprMeuaTenbHO, 4TO LEHTpaMu (HOPMHUPOBA-
HUSl HOBOTO 3KCIEPUMEHTAILHOIO 3HAHUS, OCHOBAHHOTO Ha HAOJIIOJICHUH W TILA-
TEJIbHOU JECKPHUIILMHU, CTAHOBSITCS HE YHUBEPCUTETHI, & TIOCTYHUBEPCUTETCKHUE WIIH
QIbTEPHATUBHBIC YHUBEPCUTETAM HWHCTUTYLHH, BO3HUKAIOIIME II€PBOHAYAIIBHO
101 maTpoHaxeM npasureneil. B Mranuu OCHOBBIBAIOTCS pas3IMYHBbIC aKaJIEMUU,
B0 ®pannun — KoponeBckuil KomiemK, HO AHIVIMSA OKa3bIBAETCSA OJHOW U3 IIO-
CJIEIHUX CTPaH, KOTOpas 0CO3HajIa HEOOXOIMMOCTh OI00HBIX HOBOBBEJCHUM.

K 4yncmy BaHEHWIINX y4peKAEHUW, KOTOPBIE 10 CUX IOP OKa3bIBAlOT BIIWS-
HUE Ha pa3BUTUE HAYKHU U CTPATErMH €€ Penpe3eHTaluu B 001eCTBE AJi TOPOKaH
MOXXHO TaKue€ MPOEKThl Kak ['pamem-koimemx (mpeamecTBeHHUK JIOHIOHCKOTO

* JIOKJIa/ TIpeaCTaBiIeH B paMKax npoekta «MH(opMaonHo-1uccnenoBaTenbekas 0a3a JaHHbIX
“CoBpemennuku llexcnupa: siekTpoHHOe HaywyHoe uzfganue”» (rpant PITH® Ne 11-04-
12064B).
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KOpoJieBcKoro oOuiecta) u Jlamnu-nekiuu. [lokasaTenbHa putopuka, Ipu momo-
1 KOTOPOH OOOCHOBBIBACTCSI HEOOXOAUMOCTH CO3JaHUSI U TOAJACPIKAHUSI ITUX
aTbTEPHATUBHBIX HAYyYHO-00PA30BaATEIIbHBIX MTPOCKTOB.

[Ipu xomeruu Bpauei-Qpu3MKOB (T€paneBTOB) C Pa3pelleHHs] KOPOJIEBHI B
1582 roxy mopaom Jlammm u gokropom Puuapmom Komasemnom (ok. 1513-1584)
Ob11 ocHOBaH (oHJ JlaMiu 3a cueT apeHaHOM TUIaThl, B3UMaeMou ¢ 3emenb Jlammu
u KonnBena (a mociie uX cMEpPTH — C 3eMeJIb UX HACJICIHUKOB), C 1eJIbI0 (PUHAH-
CHUPOBAHHUs JEKIMM 1O Xupypruu. Bo BropoM mznanuu «XpoHuk AHrnuu, Llot-
naugun u Upnanaum» (1587) roBopuUiiock, YTO XUPYPrUUYECKHUE JIEKIHU — ITO
«ITouctune GraroTBOpHOE U OOrOyrogHOe HAYMHAHUE... MTOCKOJbKY B YHUBEPCH-
TE€TaX €CTh TOJIbKO 3aHATHUS MO MEIUILIMHE, HO HET 3aHATUM MO XUPYPruu. AHIIUS
teneps He orcraeT oT Opannuu, Utanuu, Mcnanuu. <..> [lepByro geKur0 yuTan
noktop dopcTep, 1 MHOTHE CITyLIATENH TPUXOAWIN B JIOOYIO MOT0/1y Ha €ro JieK-
IIUU U JI0 CUX MOp Npuxoaar». TakuMm o0pa3oMm, y JOHIOHCKHUX Bpadyeil U1 XUpypron
MOSIBUJIACh BO3MOKHOCTH IOJYy4YaTh MOCTYHUBEPCUTETCKOE 00pa3oBaHUE, IIENIbIO
KOTOpPOro ObUIO MepeaaTh HOBEHIIME 3HAHUS U OTKPBITUS C TEM, YTOOBI IOTHATH U
ONEPEAUTH IO YPOBHIO PA3BUTHS KATOJIUYECKUE CTPAHBI.

HeobxoaumocTh B MOJOOHBIX YUPEKIEHHUSX OCO3HAIW U JCIIOBBIC JIIOAU
Aunrnmuu. Cute pemmi npoodiieMy CO3IaHHeM Lo ceTu 00pa3oBaTEIbHBIX yupe-
KIEHUW, BEPIIMHOM 3TOro Kjactepa W crain ['pamem-koimiemx. B o0o3peHmsx
JIoHIOHA 3TO JIesitHHE — OCHOBaHME Koyuiemxa c3p Tomacom ['pamiemom mpakTu-
YEeCKU Cpa3y ObUIO MPU3HAHO BEIMKHUM, HAlPaBIEHHBIM Ha BceoOllee 0yaro kKak
JloHnoHa, Tak ¥ BCell AHIJINH, MTOCKOJIBKY €ro 1eIbI0 ObIJI0O 03HAKOMUTH TOPOKaH
C HOBBIMU M TOJIE3HBIMHU JJIsl HUX 3HAHUSAMM IO MEIULMHE, HaBUTALUU, IMPaBY,
TEOJIOTUH U T. 1.

B cepenune XVII Beka ropoxaHe U y4eHbIe TPEIBSIBISIOT HOBbIE TPeOOBa-
Hus K ['pameM-komiexy, U 3aaymanHas rpamemM-tpodeccopom Yunbsamom [let-
TH peanu3arus O09KOHHMAHCKOTO BOCCTAHOBJICHHMSI HAyK IMPHUBEIET K OCHOBAHUIO
JIKO. Ilpodeccypa komiemka B 50-rr XVII Beka He TONBKO BBHICOKO OIICHHUBACT
JOCTHXKEHUSA [ pamiemM-kosieka B IpOABMKEHUN aHTJIMMCKON HAYKH, HO U CTaBUT
HOBBIC 3a/1a4yn. B nHayrypannonnou peun 1657 r. Kpucrodepa Pana (1632-1723)
SIPKO 0003HAYCHBI UMTIEpCKUe aMOuiuu JoHaoHIeB. K. Pan roBopur, uto 3TOT ro-
PO HaXOaUTCA B 0cO00M MUIOCTH TiaHeT: CaTypH eMy JapoBall JOJITOBEYHOCTh
npeBuee Puma, IOnurep — pan koposei, cybl, HEeUCToluMoe doratctBo, Mapc
— BOEHHYIO MOIllb, BeHepa — npekpacHblil JanAmadT u 31auus, Mepkypuil ona-
pUJI MEXaHMYECKUMH UCKYCCTBAaMHU, TOPTOBJEH, CBOOOJHBIMU UCKYCCTBaMH (OCO-
OCHHO MaTEeMaTUKOM, KOTOPYIO JIOHJOHIbI 3HAIOT JIy4lle, YeM YHHBEPCHUTET),
ConHue nano BO3AyX M IUIOAOPOJAHYH mouBy. JlyHa, rocmnoxka BOJ, BIIOOJIEHO
yXaXHUBAET 32 HUM U «...HaBUTAIMS IPUHOCUT ¢ cOOO OOraTCcTBO, BEIUYHUE U 3HA-
HUE, HE MOT'Y ToeJaTh JIOHIOHIIaM OOJIBIIIETO CYaCThsl, YTOOBI OHU 3aCITyKUBAIIU
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KaK U paHblle CBOEr0 3BaHMS BEJIMKUX HAaBUTaTOPOB, YTOOBI, Kak Tup u Pogoc, nx
Ha3bIBAJIM XO3sieBaMU MOpei, 4yToObl JIOHAOH ObLT AnekcaHapuel, MpU3HAHHBIM
LIEHTPOM MaT€MaTUYECKUX HAYKY.

Inna I. Lisovich
Science as a National Programme
in Discursive Practices of Early Modern English History®

Early modern Europe saw a growing social and economic demand for what
we would now term “‘modern scientific knowledge’. It is curious that new experi-
mental knowledge, based on observation and meticulous description has originally
arisen at post-university or alternative institutions established by patrons rather
than at conventional universities. In Italy, these were academies; in France, the
College Royal. England, however, was one of the last to realize the need for such
establishments.

Gresham College was among the core institutions whose impact on science
and on the strategies of its representations in the city has continued since then. Lat-
er, the College developed into the Royal Society. Another event of comparable im-
portance was the foundation of Lumleian Lectures. We look at the rhetoric used to
prove the need to set up and maintain these alternative projects.

Under the auspices of the College of Physicians, Lord Lumley and Doctor
Richard Caldwell (c. 1512-1594) established the Lumleian Foundation in 1582,
with the permission from the Queen. It was funded from the rent income on Lum-
ley’s and Caldwell’s land property (and after their deaths, from that of their heirs),
with the money spent on financing public lectures in surgery. The 2™ edition of
Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland (1587) argued that lectures on sur-
gery are “a godlie and charitable erection doubtlesse... sith that onelie in ech vni-
uersities by the foundation of the ordinarie and publike lessons, there is one of
physicke, but none of surgerie... So that now England may reioise... that now she
may as compare for the knowledge of physicke so by means to come to it, with
France, Italie, and Spaine...

D. Forster, then and yet the appointed lecturer, ... discharged in such me-
thodicall maner, that... some of them continued his auditors in all weathers, and
still hold out.” Thus, the surgeons of London got a chance for some post-university
training, with the purpose to share the cutting-edge medical knowledge and to
catch up with and outperform medical standards in the Roman Catholic countries.

* The paper was presented within the framework of the project “Information and Research Data-
base Shakespeare’s Contemporaries: An Electronic Scientific Publication” that had been sup-
ported by the Russian Foundation for the Humanities (Grant No. 11-04-12064s).
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Business people of England saw this emerging need, too. The City formed a
whole network of schools, with Gresham College as its centre. Contemporaries
highly appraised Sir Thomas Gresham’s incentive as a great deed meant for the
common weal of the country. With its establishment, the city and the nation profit-
ed from newly accumulated useful knowledge in medicine, navigation, law, theol-
ogy, etc.

In mid-17" c., Londoners and scientists developed with new requirements
for Gresham College. Gresham Professor William Petty’s plan of Baconian instau-
ration of sciences led to the foundation of the Royal Society. In the 1650s Gresham
professors took scientific knowledge to a new level and set new goals. The 1657
Inaugural Speech of Sir Christopher Wren (1632-1723) clearly marks imperial
ambitions of Londoners. He stated that the city is favoured by the planets: Saturn
bestowed upon London longevity beyond that of Rome, Jupiter gave it royalty,
courts, resources, Mars gave it military might, Venus granted it with pleasing
views and buildings, Mercury benefited it with mechanics, trade, free arts (espe-
cially mathematics), the Sun gave the city its fragrant air and fertile soil. The Moon
as the mistress of waters patronizes the city, and “...navigation brings with it both
wealth, splendour, politeness, and learning, what greater happiness can | wish to
the Londoners, than that they may continually deserve to be deemed, as formerly,
the great navigators of the world ; that they always may be what the Tyrians first,
and then the Rhodians, were called, "the masters of the sea;" and that London may
be an Alexandria, the established residence of the mathematical arts?”

0. U. Jlupuuy
AnonnMHblil «Kopoas Jleup» B cBere craTtbu JI. H. ToscToro
«O lekcnupe u 0 aApame»

B craree «O Illexciupe m o gpame» JI. H. Toncrout BeiHOCHUT Lllexcnupy
CYpOBBI IPUTOBOP, OTKA3bIBasl €r0 IbECaM B IIPABE CUMTATHCS MPOU3BEICHUIMU
UCKYCCTBA, MoJjiarasg UX «HUYTOXHBIMU M OE€3HPABCTBEHHBIMU», UMEIOLUIUMU 11€-
JbI0 «TOJBKO pa3BI€UYCHHE W 3a0aBy 3pHUTENCH» M HUKAK HE MOTYIIMMHU OBbITh
«YUYUTEISIMU KU3HI.

JIns wiroctpanuu cBoux mbiciied ToncTon B3sn mekenupoBckoro «Kopos
JIupa», cTpoka 3a CTPOKOM IPOCIEAMB Pa3BUTHUE CHOXKETA JAPAMbl U XapaKTEPOB
JNEUCTBYIOIMX JIML. He Haliis B IIEKCIIUPOBCKOM TEKCTE NMPAKTUYECKU HUKAKUX
NOCTOMHCTB, Toncroit mporuBonocraBun «Kopomo JIupy» aHOHMMHYIO ApaMmy
«Hctunnasa ucropus o xopose Jlenpe u tpex ero nouepsax ['onopuie, Parane u
Kopaenne». [lo MHeHHIO Kiaccuka, mpocTasi U 0e3bICKYyCCTBEHHAs! Mbeca AaHOHUM-
HOI'0 aBToOpa, nociyxusiias lllekcniupy 1mepBOMCTOYHMKOM, HAMHOTO IPEBOCXO-
JUT CTSDKABIIEr0o MUPOBYIO ciaBy «Kopouns Jlupa» kak B XyIOKECTBEHHOM, TaK U
B HPABCTBEHHOM OTHOILICHUMU.
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ABTOp noKiana B mporecce padotel Haa mepeBoaoM «Kopoins Jleupa» (mo
Cero JHS 9Ta Mbeca He ObUIa MepeBejieHa) OLCHWI ITyOuHy Mbiciau ToJjcToro u
TIPUIIIE]T K BBIBOJY, YTO TOT HECKOJIBKO MOTOPOTHIICS CO CBOMM IPHUTOBOPOM. AHa-
JU3 TEKCTa aHOHMMHOTO aBTOpa JaeT OCHOBAHWS NPH3HATh TCHJCHIIMO3HOCTH
B3ris110B Toscroro He Tonbko Ha lllexcnmpa u ero menesp «Kopons Jlupy», HO 1
Ha JApyrue oOpaslbl MUPOBOM KYJIbTYpPbI, KOTOpPHIE, Kak M3BecTHO, JIeB Hukomae-
BUY HE JKaJOBaJl, €CIIU CYJIUTh HEe TONBKO 1o ero crarbe «O Illekcrmmpe u o apa-
Me», HO U 0 ero TpakTary «O0 UCKyCcCTBE».

Yuri 1. Lifshits
Anonymous “King Leir” in the Light of L.N. Tolstoy’s Article
“Shakespeare and the Drama”

In his article “Shakespeare and the drama” Leo Tolstoy pronounces a severe
sentence on Shakespeare, refusing to consider the Bard’s plays as works of art and
supposing them to be “insignificant and immoral”. In his opinion, the intention of
Shakespeare’s plays is “only to entertain and amuse the spectators”, i.e. they are
anything but “the teachers of life”.

To illustrate his thoughts, Tolstoy turns to Shakespeare’s “King Lear”, track-
ing the development of the plot and of the characters line by line. Having found
almost no advantages in the Shakespearian text, Tolstoy sets “King Lear” against
the anonymous drama “The True Chronical History of King Leir and His Three
Daughters, Gonorill, Ragan and Cordella”. From the Russian classic’s point of
view, the simple and unsophisticated play by an anonymous author, which Shake-
speare chose as the primary source, stands head and shoulders above the world-
wide renowned “King Lear” both in artistic and moral senses.

Working on his own, the first ever, translation of “King Leir” into Russian,
the author of the paper had an opportunity to estimate the depth of Tolstoy’s
thought and came to a conclusion that the writer’s sentence was somewhat over-
done. The analysis of the anonymous author’s text gives the grounds to recognize
the tendentiousness of Tolstoy’s views not only on Shakespeare and his master-
piece “King Lear”, but also on other examples of world culture, which were not
among Lev Nikolaevich’s favourites, as seen both in his article “Shakespeare and
the Drama” and his treatise “On Art”.
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Bn. A. Jlykos
Hpan I'po3nbiii u lllekcnup: coBpeMEHHUKH B 110J1€ KYJIbTYPhI

Haps WBan I'posmwrii (1530-1584) Oblm crapmmM COBPEMEHHUKOM
V. lllekctiupa. Ilpu xu3nu lllekcniupa BHuMaHue anrnvdad K MBany I'po3Homy
OBLJIO MPUKOBAHO JBaXabl: B 1567 r. (cBaTOBCTBO Iaps K KopojieBe Enumzasere),
koraa Illexkcnupy Ob10 3 roga, u B 1583 T. (pycckoe MOCOJbCTBO C LIENIBIO YCTPO-
uTh Opak naps ¢ Mapu ["actunrc), korga emy Obuto 19 mer. K 1587-1588 rr., KO-
raa llekcnup nepecensercs B JIOHI0OH, pa3roBopbl 0 PyCCKUX OBUIN YK€ MaJlOaK-
TyalnbHbIMU: Ka3Hb Mapuu CtroapT, a 3ateM pasrpoMm «HemoOGenumoinn Apmanbi»
— BIoXaJbHbIE COOBITHS, COBEPIICHHO OTTECHUBIINE PYCCKYIO0 TEMY Ha mepude-
PHUIO AHIVIMMCKOTO KYJBTYPHOTO Te3aypyca. Jlymaercs, B 3TOM IPUYMHA IOYTH
IIOJIHOTO OTCYTCTBHUS pyccKoro marepuana B Tekcrax lllekcnmpa. ¥V Illekcniupa B
«becrogHbpIX yCHUIHSIX JIOOBW» €CTh YIOMHUHAHUS O PYCCKHX Hapsigax KOpoJisl U
CBUTHI (peYb UAET O KapHABAIbHBIX KOCTIOMAX, BUIUMO, CMEIIHBIX JJI AHTJIMYAH).
[Ilekcnup roBOpPHUT O XOJIOJE, CHEre, OECKpailHUX PYCCKUX MPOCTOPAX, CBUPEMBIX
mensensx («I'enpux 1Vy», «MakOer»), o muHHOU pycckod Houn («Mepa 3a Mme-
py»), OJIHa U3 LEHTPAIbHBIX I'€pOHHb «3UMHEN CKa3kuw» I'epmMuoHa — 104b pyc-
ckoro naps. KoHedHo, ’T0 HEMHOTO M BECbMa CXOXE€ CO CTEPEOTHUIHBIMHU IPEJI-
CTaBJICHUSIMU €BPOIIEHIIEB TOTO BPEMEHM O PycCKOM rocy1apcTBe U pyCCKHX.

[Ipencrasiser unrepec conocrasiieHue lllexkcnupa u MBana I'po3Horo xak
nucarened. CpaBHenue nocnanui MBana ['po3noro ¢ npousBenenusamu Lllexcnu-
pa, IPOU3BEICHUSIMHU €BPOIIEUCKON JTUTEPATYPHI TOTO KE BPEMEHU CTaBUT B TYIIHK:
OTU NOCJAHUS LApsi — CaMblid U3BECTHBIM MMAMATHUK PYCCKOM ciioBeCHOCTH X VI
BEKa — IPH BCEX UX JOCTOMHCTBAX U HOBU3HE JJISI PyCCKOM JINTEPATYPHI, KaXKyTCs
HEBEPOATHO apXaWM4HbIMH IIPU TAKOM CpaBHEHHMH. Mnu Hamo mpU3HATh, YTO PyC-
CKas JuTeparypa OE3HaJIeXKHO OTCTaa OT €BPONEHCKON (HampumMep, B pe3yJbTaTe
TPEXCOTJIIETHET0 TaTapO-MOHIOJICKOTO Mra), WK CIeNaTh BHIBOJ O TOM, YTO MUMe-
JI0O MECTO COBEpIIEHHO CaMOOBITHOE, HE MOJUYUHSIIONIEECs OOIIUM MpaBUiIaM pas-
BUTHE COOCTBEHHO PYCCKOW JIMHUU JHUTEpaTypHOro mpoiiecca. Berpeua pycckoit
KyJapTypsl ¢ lllekcnupom mpou3onuia MO3Xe, HalIg BBICIIEE BOIUIOIICHUE B
mekcnupuszme A. C. Ilymkuna, B 6JIM30CTH K HIEKCIIUPOBCKOMY MHUPOBHUICHHUIO U
nouuManuto moaen y @. M. Jlocroesckoro u JI. H. Toncroro, a B XX Beke u ce-
TOJIHSI — B HEOLIEKCITUPU3ME.

* JIOKJIa/1 TIpeaCTaBiIeH B paMKax npoekta «MH(opMaonHo-1uccnenoBaTenbekas 0a3a JaHHbIX
“CoBpemennuku llexcnupa: siekTpoHHOe HaywyHoe uzfganue”» (rpant PIH® Ne 11-04-
12064B).
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Vladimir A. Lukov
Ivan the Terrible and Shakespeare in Their Cultural Context”

Tsar Ivan the Terrible (1530-1584) was a senior contemporary of Shake-
speare. The Russian Tsar attracted England’s attention twice: in 1567 (when he
was wooing Queen Elizabeth), when Shakespeare was only three; and in 1583
(when Russian ambassadors came to arrange the Tsar’s marriage to Mary Has-
tings), when the Bard was nineteen. By 1587-1588, when Shakespeare moved to
London, all talks of the Russians had ceased, and the execution of Mary Stuart and
the following defeat of the Spanish Armada were the picks of the day. This ex-
plains why Russia is so seldom mentioned in Shakespeare’s texts. In Love’s La-
bour’s Lost, there are references to Russian masquerade costumes worn by the
King and his courtiers (this was probably evoking laughter in the English audi-
ence). Shakespeare speaks about cold and snow, endless Russian spaces, savage
bears (Henry 1V and Macbeth), long nights (Measure for Measure), one of the her-
oines of Winter’s Tale Hermione is the daughter of a Russian Emperor. This is not
much, yet it is as much as the average European perhaps knew about Russia.

A comparison of Shakespeare and lvan the Terrible as authors might also be
of some interest. When we compare the epistles of Tsar Ivan with Shakespeare’s
and other European authors’ texts, they sound extremely archaic, whatever innova-
tions you find in this shining example of the 16"-c. Russian letters. Alternatively,
we could admit that Russian literature had pitifully lost the race against the rest of
Europe (the Mongol Yoke could be a valid excuse), or say that the literary process
in Russia had taken a unique and inexplicable route. The first encounters of Rus-
sian culture with Shakespeare would occur much later, and this would develop in
Shakespearianism practiced by A.S. Pushkin, in the acceptance of a Shakespearean
outlook in the works of F. Dostoyevsky and L. Tolstoy; nowadays, we can also
speak about a case of neo-Shakespearianism.

E. A. Jlwboumosa
«BblI cka3zaam ymHee, yem Bam kaxkercs», wiau npeca lllekcnmupa «byps»
B KOHTeKcTe ouneiinoii BeictaBku “The World of 1607 k 400-1eTHeMYy
100HJIeI0 MEPBOro MOCTOAHHOIO MOCeJIeHUsI B AMepHuKe
B I:xeiimcTayn CertiiemenT my3ee B Bupmxunun, CLHIIA

[Io Bone cmyuas, nmocimennsst nbeca lllexcnupa «byps» mnoBecTByeT o
HavyaJIbHOM Tepuojie ocBoeHusi Opuranniamu HoBoro Caeta. IlepBoe moctosiHHOE
aHTIuicKoe moceneHne B AMepuke Obuio ocHOBaHO B Bupmxunuu 1607 romy c

* The paper was presented within the framework of the project “Information and Research Data-
base Shakespeare’s Contemporaries: An Electronic Scientific Publication” that had been sup-
ported by the Russian Foundation for the Humanities (Grant No. 11-04-12064s).
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omarocnosienus: kopossa Jxeitmca [ (xkoBa 1) u Ha3zBano Jlxeitmcrayn Certiie-
MeHT (Jamestown Settlement) B yecTs napcrByromieit ocoosl. B 1609 rony 6puran-
CKMil Kopabnb Ha nmyTH B JlkelMcTayH TEpnUT KpylieHue okoiyio O0eperoB bepmy-
nbl. Bect 00 yxacHOM Oype ¥ UCTOPUU O 0J1arornoy4YHOM CHACEHUM YJICHOB DKH-
naxka Ha paiiCKoM OCTpPOBE BCKOpE A0X0AAT 0 OeperoB bpurtanuu u yxe B 1610
KopaOJiIeKpyIIeHHEe CTAaHOBHUTCS OCHOBHOHM croxera mbechl lllexcriupa «bypsi».
[Tbeca Obuta MOKa3aHa BrepBble NMpu ABope kopousst 1 HOsiOps B 1611 r Ha [eHn
Bceex Caarbix. [lepBoe noctossHHOE nocesneHue anrnnyad — JxeitmcrayH, yTBep-
JIAIIOCh U BBIPOCJIO B HOBYIO Hanuto. 400 net ciycts B 2007 rogy AmMepuka oTme-
Yajia BaXKHYIO JaTy MacIITaOHOW MHTepHAI[MOHaIbHOU BhicTaBkoi “The World of
16077, 3amaueil KOTOpOH OBLIIO TOMECTUTh OCHOBaHUE J[)kelMcTayHa B TJI00aib-
HBIM KOHTEKCT. Kak depe3 yBeIMUHUTENbHOE CTEKIO MPOSBIINCH MPEXK/IE HESICHbBIE
JIETAJIM YETHIPEXCOTJIETHETO MPOIJIOr0 M KaK Yepe3 TEJEeCKOIl cTalla BUAHA WHAas
KapTuHa Mupa, ctoyib 3HakoMoro Illekcrnupy. IlopasutenbHo, Kak MOATHYECKUIN
penopraxk BEJIUKOro MOodTa CTajl, MO CYTH, TIIyOOYaWIIMM OMBITOM OCMBICICHUS
CBOEH 2MOXH, BOTUIOMICHHBIM B MY3bIKE CTHXA.

Elena 4. Lioubimova
“You Have Spoken Truer than You Purposed”:
A Look at Shakespeare’s Play The Tempest through the Lens of the Jame-
stown’s Quadricentennial Anniversary Exhibition The World of 1607

As if by fate, Shakespeare’s last play The Tempest is a chronicle of Britain’s
first attempt at developing the New World. Headed towards Jamestown, founded
two years prior in 1607, a British ship wrecked on the shores of Bermuda 1200 kil-
ometers short of its destination. The news of the terrible storm and the tale of the
crew’s fortuitous salvation reached the shores of Britain and became the basis for
The Tempest by 1610, premiering shortly after in the court of James | on All Saints
Day, November 1, 1611. Supported by and named in honor of James I, Jamestown
ultimately endured and grew into a new nation. 400 years later, America marked
this important date with the milestone exhibition, The World of 1607, which sought
to put Jamestown into a global context. Like through a microscope with which one
can reach depths of detail unattainable to the naked eye, and a telescope that pro-
vides the viewer with a picture of the whole, through the exhibit one can grasp the
world that Shakespeare knew so well. It is astonishing how a poetic reportage in
point of fact managed to so wholly embody the Zeitgeist of the era in the music of
rhyme and meter.

35



B. C. Maxapos
«A30yka Joxa» Tomaca [exkkepa:
3a4eM NepeBOAUTHh M U3y4aTh npo3y panHero Hosoro Bpemenu?

3a Bce BpeMsl MPUCYTCTBUSI aHIJIIMHUCKOM JuTepaTypsl paHHero HoBoro Bpe-
MEHH B MOJIE BHUMAHUS POCCHUMCKOTO JINTEPATYPOBEIYECKOTO M UYUTATEIIBCKOTO
coo01iecTBa Mmpo3a ocTaBajiach I71e-To Ha nepudepuu 3penud. Jpama u mossus 3a-
XBaTWJIA BEPXHUE MECTa B JIMTEPATYPHOM KAHOHE W MOHOMOJIMU3UPOBAIM BHUMA-
HUE U BpeMsl IEPeBOIYMKOB. TeM He MeHee, UMEHHO K Ipo3e — mamdreTram, IUK-
JaM «XapaKkTepoBy», MUIAKTUUYECKUM U CAaTUPUUECKUM TPpyaaM — ObLJIO OBl TOJIE3-
HO 00paTUTHCS MEPEBOTIMKAM U UCCIIETOBATEIISM I10 PSIYy TIPUUKH.

IIpexxne Bcero, mpo3a, Haubosiee CBOOOMHAS OT «JIPEBHUX» WU «HOBBIX)
00pa3loB U MPEANUCHIBAIONINX HACTABICHUH, MTO3BOJISLIA COBEPIIEHCTBOBATH SA3bIK
COIMAJIBHOTO OMUCAHUS U 3a(DUKCUPOBATH MO3UIIAIO YCKOJIB3AIOMIETO OT OTTMCAHUS
«IAaHONTUYECKOTO aBTOPa», OJJTHOBPEMEHHO KpailHE ySA3BUMOTr0 COLIMAIIBHOTO Map-
TUHAJIA U MOIIHON JTMMUHAIBLHON (PUTYPBI, CBA3BIBAIOIICH BOCIMHO «HU30JUPOBAH-
HbIE» COIMOAMCKYPCUBHBIE TpocTpaHcTBa. [Ipo3a mo3Boiisiiia «MaHONTHYECKOMY
aBTOPY» CKOJB3UTh U3 KaHpa B JKaHP, HE OTJISJAbIBAACh HA KOHKPETHBIE TEKCTY-
aJIbHBIE 0’KUJIAHUSI YATATEIISA, HO MOJHOCTHIO OCTABAsSICh B IPOCTPAHCTBE €0 COIU-
aJNbHBIX MPEACTABICHUN, OT3BIBASACH HA CTPAXU, YJIOBIECTBOPSAS KaXIy HOBOCTEH,
MpEACTaBIsAs U3BECTHOE 3a HOBOE, pacuIupsisi OECKOHEUHBIM KaTallor, B KOTOPOM
pa3IMYHbIC UEPAPXUU BBITECHSIOT U 3aMENIAIOT JPYT Apyra.

Vladimir S. Makarov
Thomas Dekker’s “The Gulls Horn-book™:
Why Study and Translate Early Modern English Prose?

Throughout the centuries of presence of Early Modern English literature in
the discursive space of Russian readership and scholars’ communities, it was prose
that has always been marginalized and kept in the backyard, while drama and poet-
ry basked in the limelight, monopolizing the attention and time of both scholars
and translators. In this presentation, I would like to address the importance of
translating and reading lay prose written in between 1580 and 1640 — character
books, satirical and didactic texts, rogue pamphlets, etc.

Prose, as a kind of writing relatively free from either *auncient’ or ‘moderne’
prescriptions and examples, allowed to develop a new language of social descrip-
tion and shed some light on the position of what | can term “panoptical author”,
who is at the same time a social marginal and a powerful liminal figure connecting
‘isolated” social discursive spaces. It was prose that gave the panoptical author a
chance to glide on from genre to genre, never following the reader’s textual expec-
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tations, but fully remaining in the space of their social vision, replying to moral
panics, phobias, quenching their thirst for news, making the known pass as the
new, and, to sum up, extending the endless catalog of the world, based on conflict-
ing hierarchies which contradict and supplant each other.

My own small contribution to the process of re-focusing authorship and so-
cial description debates is the first Russian annotated translation of Thomas Dek-
ker’s “The Gulls Horn-Book”, published online by the Cospemennuku Ilekcrnupa
(Shakespeare’s Contemporaries) project | have the honor to be part of.

Jlon Max/[epmomm
(Hayuonanwuwiii nedazoeuuveckuii ynusepcumem I aocton, Taiisany)
Hrposasi napTusi HJiM MOpPaJibHBIN YPOK KOMeanH « BeHeunaHCKuil Kynem»?

Kak u BO MHOTMX Apyrux npousBeneHusx, Lllekcrup mozanmMcTBoBai CIOXKET
«Benenuanckoro kymnia» u3 00jiee paHHETO UCTOYHUKA. XOTsI, KAXKETCs, PacCCKa3bl
00 ayHBIX eBpesiX ObUIM B €r0 BpeMs B XOJy — HEJb3s HE 3aMETUTh Mmapajuieniei
MEXKJy MIEKCIUPOBCKUM «BeHemmanckum kynmom» U «MallbTUHCKUM €Bpeem»
Mapio, — xaxertcs, lllekcriup ObIT 3HAKOM € UCXOAHBIM TeKCTOM J[>koBanHu Du-
opeHnTuHO n3 coopuuka «Ilekopone» (XIV B., Hanedarano B 1558 r.).

AHTUCEMUTCKas HANPABICHHOCTb IbECHl OYEBUIHA, U KPUTHUKHU HAIAJAIOT,
3amuImanT U o0BACHSIOT TO, Kak lllexcrup BemeTr croker. Ecnu He BaaBaThes
B HCTOPUYECKUE YBS3KHU, MbECY YACTO PACCMATPHUBAIOT KAaK NPUMEpP TOrO, Kak
[Ilexcnup MPOTUBOIMOCTABIISLT MHJIOCEPAUE — CHPABEIIMBOCTU. OTHOCHUTEIBHO
HelaBHO, B 1961 rongy, ®psuk Kepmon roBopui, 4To B 3TOW HCTOPUM BCE «HAUM-
HAETCs C POCTOBIIMYECTBA U HEYUCTOM JIOOBU», a 3aKAaHUMBACTCA «TapMOHUEH U
COBEpIIECHHOM J1I000BBIO». «Ha BceM MpOTSKEHUU MBEChl CO 3PUTEISIMU TOBOPSAT
Ha 3Ty TEMY, U TOJbKO MpHU OOJBIIOM KEJTaHUU MOXHO BBIMCKATh B HEMl MHYIO
TJIaBHYIO TEMY).

Ho moctmonepHUCTCKHE KPUTUKU CMOTJIM OCYHIECTBUTH TAaKOE «OOJIBIIIOE
JKEJIAaHUE» M PACCMOTPETh TEMATUYECKUE NMPOTUBOpEUUs] B 3TOW mbece. Kupap,
biym, I'onmap, Muarnu, Palian u1 CTUBEHC BBISIBUWIH CJIOKHBIE U MTAPAI0KCAIIbHBIC
— MOXHO CKa3aTbh, MPOTUBOPEUYUBBIE — BJIEMEHTHI 3TOW MbECHI U XaPAKTEPOB €€
JNEUCTBYIOIIUX JIUL. DTO OTCYTCTBUE €IMHOM CBA3YIOIIEH TEMBI IPUBEJIO K PA3HO-
rojiocutie MmHeHui. O [lopiuu, 006pa3iioBoii xpuctuanke, ['aposba biaym Boipazui-
csi Tak: «Cs3yloluii mepcoHak B 3Tod mbece, [lopuwms, 3HauuTenbHO Oosee
CJI0’KHA W 3aT€HEHA, YEM MHE yJaBaJIOCh BUJETh B ITIOCTAHOBKAaX Ha clieHe. B xyn-
HIEM CJIy4ae U3 Hee JENaroT 3J0PANHYI0 JULEMEPKY, U OHa JOCTATOYHO YMHA,
YTOOBI TOHAThH, YTO OHA BOBCE HE JIEMOHCTPUPYET XPUCTUAHCKOE MUIIOCEPIHUEY.

XOTsl B 3TUX apryMEHTax 4YTO-TO €CTh, €CIM K MbECE MPUMEHUTH TEOPUIO

. Xeizuaru (Homo Ludens — YenoBek wurparomuii), CMbICI NPOTUBOPEUUS
cHUMaeTcsl. Xel3UHra Npu3bIBa€T COBPEMEHHOTO KPUTUKA-TIOCTMOIEPHUCTA K Tie-
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PEOLIEHKE MOpPAJIBbHBIX NOCBUIOB BCEX IPHU3HAHHBIX KJIACCUKOB. OH NOKa3bIBACT,
YTO MbECHl — HECEPBE3HBI a Priori, ¥ IpHU OLUEHKE MX HAJ0 IMOJIb30BaThCS MPABU-
JIaMU WUTPBL, @ HE MOPaJIu.

Don McDermott
(National Kaohsiung Normal University, Taiwan)
Playing or Moralizing in The Merchant of Venice?

Like many of his other works, Shakespeare derived the plot of The Merchant
of Venice from earlier source material. Although stories of greedy Jews seem to
have been somewhat in vogue at that time — and there are surely parallels between
Merchant and The Jew of Malta — Shakespeare seems to have found the original
story in Ser Giovanni’s Il Pecorone, written in the 14" century and printed in 1558.

The anti-Semitic nature of the play was something of a given, and critics
have attacked, defended, and rationalized Shakespeare’s handling of the play. Be-
yond the historical context, the play has for a greater part of its history been con-
ventionally seen as Shakespeare’s presentation on the superior merits of mercy as
opposed to justice. Even as late as 1961, Kermode saw the tale as one that “begins
with usury and corrupt love” and “ends with harmony and perfect love.” “All the
time it tells its audience that this is its subject, and only by the determined effort to
avoid the obvious can one mistake the theme of The Merchant of Venice”.

Post modern critics have managed, however, to “avoid the obvious” and see
the play fraught with thematic contradictions. Girard, Bloom, Goddard, Midgley,
Ryan, and Stephens, just to name a few, have pointed out the complex and para-
doxical — if not inconsistent — elements in the design and characterization of this
play. This lacking of a single unambiguous theme has consequently led to a prolif-
eration of view points. Of the plays most singular paragon of Christian virtue, Por-
tia, Harold Bloom says:

“Portia, the play’s center, is far more complex and shadowed than ever
| have seen her played as being,... and she is at worse a happy hypocrite, far too
intelligent not to see that she is not exactly dispensing Christian mercy”.

While these arguments are well-grounded, they become almost irrelevant in
view of the work Homo Ludens by J. Huizinga. Huizinga’s text challenges the
modern or postmodern critic to reevaluate the centrality of morality or ethics in all

serious works of literature. Plays, he argues, are inherently unethical and non-
serious and must therefore be judged by the standards of play, not ethics.
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C. A. Maxypenkosa
«bypsm» lllekcnupa u «Boamednas gaeiita» Monapra
Kak ¢opma JyXOBHOI'0 3aBeIIAHUSA

B rpanunax npeannoxxeHHon Tembl «lllekcnup B HAlMOHATBHBIX KYJIbTypax»
B JIOKJaae OyJeT pacCMOTPEH BOMPOC O HEMOCPEICTBEHHOM BIIMSIHUM TOCIIETHEN
n3 u3BecTHbIX nbec lllekcnmpa «byps», TpaaUIIMOHHO BOCIIPUHUMAEMOM KakK JIy-
XOBHOE 3aBCIIAHUE AHTIIMICKOTO ApamaTypra, Ha MOCJIeIHEE MPUKU3HEHHOE TPO-
U3BEJICHHE aBCTpHICKOTO Kommo3utopa B. A. Momapra onepy «Bosmme6Has
dneitray. KonrennansHocts aBTopoB — lllexcniupa B cdepe cinoBa u Monapra B
00J1aCTH MY3bIKH — J1a€T BO3MOKHOCTh BBICTPOUTHh — B I'PAHHIIAX HAIIMOHAJIBHBIX
0COOEHHOCTEH TBOPYECTBA KAXKJIOTO U3 HUX — PUTOPUUYECKYIO MEPCIEKTUBY Pa3-
paboTku oOpa3a “la tempest” B eBponeiickoit KyabType.

Peub nmer 06 UCKITIOUUTETHFHOM SIBJICHUH TyXOBHOTO TOJIBIDKHMYECTBA, KO-
raa nepen aunoM CMEpTH 4elOBEUECKUH NyX CTSHKAeT 3€MHOW OMBIT B MOJIHOTE
sBJIE€HHOTO U OTKpbITOro. Tekcthl VY. lllekcniupa u B. A. Mouapra — nureparyp-
HBI U JIMTEPATYPHO-MY3BIKAJIIBHBII — CyTh OTTHUCK BEJIMKOI'0 TPAarM4ecKoro Ie-
pexuBanus. Kak morpannynoe siBnenue «byps» lekcnupa u «BonmeOnas dieii-
Ta» Momapra CymecTByIOT OJHOBPEMEHHO B JBYX MPOCTpAaHCTBaX. II0CKOIbKY BO-
JI0pa3/IeJIOM BBICTYIAET MEPEX0] B HHYIO KU3Hb, 00a TEKCTa B )KAHPOBOM MOJYCE
SBJISIIOT «30JI0TOE CJIIOBO» YEJIOBEUECTBY M aBTOAMHUTA(]HIO KaK cJI0BO 0 cebe. Tem
Y JPYTHUM NPOU3BEACHHUSIMH MUPOBAsl KyJIbTypa ONPAaBIBIBAET CBOE CYILECTBOBA-
HUE.

My3BbIKaNbHBIN KJIIOY IPOYTEHUS IIEKCIIMPOBCKOM «bypw» TaeT BO3MOXK-
HOCTh ITO-HOBOMY PAacCMOTPETh SHUTMATUUYECKYIO MpUpoay «bOKeCTBEHHOU KO-
MEeJIMU» KaK COTOJIOXKEHUS JIBYX TUIIOB PUTOPHUKU B 00pa3e €JMHOr0 KOMMYyHHUKa-
TUBHOTrO akra. Kaxnawiii u3 aBropoB — u lllexkcnup, 1 Mouapt — npennararot
CBO€ BHJICHHE OHTOJOTMYECKOM MPUPO/bl ObITUS, BOUCHIBAs pa3pelieHne BONpoca
B U3AIIHBIE PAMKH BEHELIUAHCKOMN TEMBI.

Svetlana A. Makurenkova
“The Tempest” by W. Shakespeare and “Die Zauberflote” by W. A. Mozart
as the Form of a Testament

Within the framework of the *“Shakespeare Readings 2012” guideline
“Shakespeare within the National Traditions” the paper presents an ldea of the di-
rect influence of the latest play by William Shakespeare, “The Tempest” known as
the spiritual testament of the great English playwright, on the latest work of
W. A. Mozart, his opera “Die Zauberflote”, also viewed as the testament of the
great Austrian composer. As both works were ever hardly taken together, the paper
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explicitly shows that Mozart created his latest opera under a great influence of the
Shakespeare's latest text. The resonance may well be analyzed by the rhetorics of
“la tempest” as it was formed at the end of the 17" c. in the Italian — namely, Ve-
netian — tradition.

Both authors, being congenial, produce a vivid explication of the develop-
ment of one of the most exuberant topics of the European rhetorics — “la tempes-
ta”. As one of the leading images of the European baroque it acquired an inde-
pendent development within two domains — in literature and in music.

The works of Shakespeare and Mozart serve as the landmarks or borderlines
of its presence within the European context. The paper is devoted to the analysis of
the poetics of the barocco topos of “la tempesta” within the Venetian origin of the
image.

. A. Mockeumuna
IHanomuauvecTBo K llexkcnupy: 3apo:xkaenne KyJabTa Besmkoro bapaa B CIIIA

B noknage paccMmarpuBaeTcsi (PEHOMEH KyJIbTYPHOI'O MAJIOMHMUYECTBA aMe-
pukanueB XIX Beka Ha poauny B. lllexcnupa B Ctperdopa-Ha-OiiBoHE Kak 0/1HA
u3 npuuuH ¢GopMmupoBaHusa «ekcnupomanun» (Bardolatry) B amepukanckom
KyJIbTYPHOM MPOCTpaHCTBE. Upe3sMepHOe yBIC€UEHUE aMEPUKAHIIEB MaTEpPUATIbLHON
CTOPOHOH IIEKCIIMPOBCKOTO KYJIbTa PACCMAaTPUBAETCS, C OJHON CTOPOHBI, KaK 3a-
JIOT aKTMBM3AI[MM MAacCOBOT'0 MHTEpeca K IIEKCIUPOBCKOMY KaHOHY, HO, C APYrou
CTOpPOHBI, U Kak (pakTop necakpanuzanuu audHocty lllexcnupa, mockoiabKy UMEH-
HO B pa3rap 3THUX MAJIOMHUYECTB U 3apOJUIIUCH MEpPBbIE AaHTUCTPETHOPAHAHCKUE
Teopuu. TeM He MeHee, UMEHHO MyTEIIECTBUS «I10 MIEKCITMPOBCKUM MECTamM» Jajln
aMepUKaHIlaM BO3MOKHOCTb ITOYYyBCTBOBaTb COOCTBEHHBIE KYJIbTYPHBIE KOPHU H
IpUOIU3UTHCS K TOHUMAHUIO0 COOCTBEHHOM JEHTUYHOCTH.

Dar'ja A. Moskvitina
Pilgrimage to Shakespeare:
the Rise of the Great Bard's Cult in the United States

The paper focuses upon the phenomenon of cultural pilgrimage of the XIX
century Americans to the native town of Shakespeare — Stratford-upon-Avon — as
one of the reasons for the rise of Bardolatry in the American cultural space. Re-
dundant affection of Americans to the material side of Shakespeare’s cult is
viewed, on the one hand, as a guarantee of activation of massive interest to Shake-
speare canon, although, on the other hand, as a factor of desacralization of Shake-
speare because at the height of those pilgrimages the first anti-Stratfordian theories
were created. However, these very pilgrimages gave Americans an opportunity to
feel their own cultural roots and to come closer to understanding of their own iden-
tity.
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B. JI. Huxonaes

I'amiier — HacTOsIIIUIT 00Pa3 U CTEPEOTHII
BrickazeiBanus o 3armaBHoMm repoe Tpareauu (I'€re, Typrenes, Uexon).
YcranoBuBIIMiica y OONBIIMHCTBA B3rJs Ha ['amiera kak Ha uaeaJbHOrO 4Yemo-
BEKa, B3I, CO3aHHbIN pomaHTuKamu. «['amner» u «/lon Kuxor» kak npumepsl
HEBEPHOT'0 MOHUMAaHUs XyJ0KECTBEHHOTO MPOU3BEAECHUS HA MPOTSHKEHUU MHOTHUX
BekoB. CyIleCTBOBaBIIME TMOMBITKA OTOXIECTBIEHUS 000MX repoeB ¢ Mucycom
Xpuctom. [lombiTku HeTpaauimonHou TpakToBku «['amnera» (Onusbe, [3edu-
pemn). 3HaueHue ClI0Ba «MEJIaHXOJIMK» B MIEKCIIUPOBCKOE Bpemsi. MHEHHE 0 Me-
JaHxonuKax coBpeMeHHuka lllexcniupa Bpaya Tomaca bpaiita u riaBHoe — He-
CIIOCOOHOCTh MEJIAaHXOJUKOB K JelcTBHI0. Pasnmuunbie monbiTku ['amiiera omnpas-
JaTh CBOIO HECTIOCOOHOCTh. AKTHBHOCTH ['amieTa BO BpeMsi CIIOHTAHHBIX, UM-
IyJIbCUBHBIX IMOCTYNKOB IIPUBOJUT K TOMY, YTO IOJHOCTBIO IPOTUBOPEUUT IIPABU-
JaM PBILIAPCKON YecTH U BooO1e Mopanu. [IpenBocxuilieHne HUIIIIEAHCKUX UJIeH
B cioBax ["amiera. 3HaueHue ciioBa CONSCIENCE B IIABHOM MOHOJIOTE U TapaJuIeih
¢ Boicka3zbiBanusamu Puuapma Ill. Yous [lononus, ['ammer roBopur: «5 meTtun B

BBICILIETO», 4, PacCKa3biBas ['opanno o moaMeHe NucbMa, 3asBIseT:

OHuU MHE COBECTh HE THETYT; UX THOEIb
Nx coOCTBEHHBIM BTOPKEHBEM POXKJICHA.
HuuroxxHOMYy onacHO nomnaaarscs

Mex BBIIIAJIOB U IJIIAMEHHBIX KJIMHKOB
Moryuux HEeapyTOB.

Taxkum oGpazoM, HeHaBuas KiaBaus M HEOIHOKPATHO BhIpakasi 3Ty HEHa-
BUCTb CIIOBECHO, ['amyieT ¢dakThuuecku oTHOCUT U ceOst u Knapnus kak oGnanare-
JIEN KOPOJIEBCKOM KPOBH K «pace TOCroy, Nepea KOTOPO HUYTOKHBI BCE OCTAJIb-
Hble. OTOMCTHB HaKOHEI] 3a OTIIa, yMUpAOUIM ['aMeT oTaaeT rojoc Ha NpeacTo-
seM u3opanuu OopTuHOpacy, 0J100pss STUM Kpax CAEITAHHOTO OTIIOM.

Vadim D. Nikolayev
Hamlet — a Real Character and Stereotype

Judgments of the eponymous hero of this tragedy (Goethe, Turgenev, Che-
khov). The view formed by the majority of Hamlet as an ideal person stemmed
from Romanticism. Hamlet and Don Quixote have long been examples of misin-
terpretation of literary work. Known attempts to liken both heroes to Jesus Christ.
Attempts at nonconventional treatment of the tragedy (Olivier, Zefirelli). Meaning
of the word “melancholy” in Shakespearian time. Opinion on melancholics by
Doctor Thomas Bright, Shakespeare’s contemporary, and the main thing — inabil-
ity of melancholics to act. Various attempts on part of Hamlet to justify his inabil-
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ity. Unique (and very atypical) condemnation of inaction — the monologue in the
fourth scene of Act 4, appearing in the First Folio, but missing from the Second
Quarto. Activity of Hamlet during spontaneous, impulsive actions result in com-
pletely neglecting the rules of chivalry and human morals. Anticipation of Nie-
tzsche’s ideas in words of Hamlet. Meaning of word “conscience” in the main
monologue and a parallel with statements of Richard Ill. Killing Polonius, Hamlet
says, “lI took thee for thy better”, and telling Horatio about his substitution of the
letter, he declares,

They are not near my conscience; their defeat
Does by their own insinuation grow.

“Tis dangerous when the baser nature comes
Between the pass and fell incensed points

Of mighty opposites.

Thus, hating Claudius and repeatedly expressing this hatred verbally, Hamlet
actually lists himself and Claudius as royalty and the “higher race”, against which
all others are insignificant. Having revenged his father at last, dying Hamlet leaves
his vote in the forthcoming election to Fortinbras, and thus destroys the achieve-
ment of his father.

0. b. Opruykuii
Ilexcnup B pycckoii mo33um konna XX — nayaaa XXI| Beka

B noxknane n.¢.H. FO. B. Opnunkoro «lllekcnup B pycckoil 1mo33uu KOHIA
XX — nauvana XXI| Beka» paccmaTpuBaeTcs peaeKkchs JUYHOCTH U TBOPYECTBA B
PYCCKOM MOA3UU MOCIETHUX ECATUIICTHI.

[ekcnup, Hapany ¢ [lymkunasiM, siBisieTcss HanboJiee MOy PHBIM MHcaTe-
JIEM B PYCCKHMX CTHXax MOCJIeIHUX JeT. [IpuueM oH purypupyer B HUX U Kak KOH-
KpeTHasi JUYHOCTh (Hamp., B ctux. A. lIBerkoBa «lllekcnup oTapixaer»), U Kak
0000mIeHHbIN xynoxKHUK cioBa (A. Bo3necenckuii, «Heyxenu [llexcrupa 3acrta-
BAT KasTbCS B HE3HAHUU «U3MOB»?», HO B OCHOBHOM — KaK aBTOp NPOU3BENICHUIA,
NEPCOHAXKU KOTOPBIX JAABHO CTaJIM MOMYJISPHEUIIUMHU TepOsIMU PYCCKOHM ClIOBEC-
HOCTH.

IIpr 5TOM Kpyr MCIOIB3YEMBIX MPOU3BEACHHUM U I'€POEB OKA3BIBACTCA J10-
CTaTOYHO Y3KHM: Ha IIEPBOM MECTE, pazymeercs, «l'amier» W 3arjiaBHbIM Tepou
ATOM Tpareauu, U3 KOTOPOM JOCTATOUYHO YacTO ynoMuHaercsa Takxke Odenus; mo-
ToM cieayer «Ortemio» U riaBHas mapa 3To nbechl (Otemno u Jle3gemona), Ha
TpeTheM Mecte — «Pomeo u Jxynbertay, «Kopoas JIup» (B OCHOBHOM — TJIaB-
Hble Tepoun) U «Mak6er» (B ocHOBHOM — Jjiean MakOet). OcranbHble TPOU3BE/Ie-
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HUS U NIEPCOHAXKU YIIOMHUHAIOTCS OJHOKpaTHO (Hanpumep, «KoposieBa Mab» B o1-
HOMMEHHOM CTHXOTBOpeHUM u3BecTHoro neperoaunka lllekcnupa I'. Kpyxkosa).

[To3uIMOHHO MIEKCITUPOBCKHUE PEaUU MOSBISIOTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, B 3a-
[VIABUSX KHUT U CTUXOTBOPEHUM, anurpadax M HEMOCPEJICTBEHHO B TEKCTaxX CTHU-
XOTBOPEHUM.

ITo popme oHM MOTYT cyliecTBOBaTh (Yalle BCero) B BUAE UMEH repoeB, 1H-
tat U3 npousBencHuil Illexcrnupa (TyT Ha MEPBOM MECTE, pa3yMeeTcsi, MOHOJOT
["amneTa), 3HaYUTENBHO peXe — B BUJIE MEPEOCMBICIICHHBIX 3MMU30/I0B U3 JIpaMa-
TYPTUH BEIUMKOTO aHTJIMUCKOTO JpamaTypra.

K ananmuzy npusnedensl npousBeneHus [. Canrupa, WM. bpoxckoro,
A. Bosnecenckoro, b. Axmanynunoii, B. Beicoukoro, I'. KpyxkoBa, A. I{BeTkoBa

u Jp.

Yuriy B. Orlitsky
Shakespeare in the Russian Poetry of the Late 20" — Early 21* Centuries

Yuriy Orlitsky’s paper Shakespeare in Russian Poetry of the Late 20"—
Early 21% Centuries looks at the recent decades in Russian verse that reflects lyric
on personal and artistic topics.

Like Pushkin, Shakespeare is the most frequent allusion in latest Russian
poetry. He is represented as an individual (A. Tsvetkov’s Shakespeare at Rest) and
as an archetypal poet (A. Voznesensky, Will Shakespeare Come to Grief?) and,
more frequently, as the inventor of characters who are known to everybody reading
Russian books.

The set of works referred to and characters mentioned prove to be very re-
stricted: Hamlet comes first as a tragedy and its eponymous hero as well, Ophelia
is often brought in; then comes the Tragedy of Othello and its hero and heroine;
next in popularity are Romeo and Juliet, King Lear (its chief personages), and
Macbeth (first of all, Lady Macbeth). Other works and characters occur very sel-
dom Queen Mab in Grigory Kruzhkov’s poem).

Shakespearean allusions appear in book titles and opening verse lines, in ep-
igraphs and in the bodies of poems.

The most frequent techniques is names and quotations (with Hamlet’s mono-
logue leading the way), less frequently as reflections on episodes from the play-
wright’s works.

We touch upon the poems by G. Sapgir, J. Brodsky, A. Voznesensky,
B. Akhmadulina, V. Vysotsky, G. Kruzhkov, A. Tsvetskov, and others.
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E. A. Ilepsywiuna
Pycckne nepeBoan! Tparennu lHlexkcnupa «Kopouas JIup» 1930-x rr.

N3BecTHO, 4TO OJJHUM M3 CaMbIX BreuaTistomux (paktoB ObiToBaHus B Poc-
CUU OJIHOTO U3 caMbIX TrinyOokux TBopeHuid lllexcnupa — tpareaun «Kopoib
JIup» — cTajio 3HAMEHUTOE HUCIIPOBEPKEHUE IIEKCIIMPOBCKOM Tpareuu B CTaTbe
JI. H. Toncroro «O Illexcriupe u o npame». Bmecte ¢ TeM cTaThsi yOeauTEIHHO
nokasaina, kak HeBo3MmoxkeH lllexcriup-npamarypr 6e3 lllexcrniupa-nosra. Umenno
MIOCTHXKEHUE TTOATUYECKON CUCTEMBI IIEKCITUPOBCKOW ApaMaTypruy CTajio TBOpUE-
CKOM JOMMHAHTOM B UCTOPUU PYCCKUX IEPEBOJIOB TpAareauu.

Vxe B XIX Beke H. M. Kapamsun, M. I1. Bponuenko, A. B. JIpykunuH uc-
KaJIM BO3MOXHOCTH NEPENATH CPEACTBAMU PYCCKOU MOA3HUU CIOKHBIE TIOITUUECKUE
metadopsl Lllexcrimpa. Oxrako B nmomHOU Mepe lllexcnupa-mosta oTkpsiT XX Bek,
Y TIOBOPOTHOM BEXOM B HUCTOpUU pPycCKuxX mepeBonoB «Kopons Jlupa» cranm
1930-¢ rr., xorma BeiIM B cBeT IepeBoabl M. A. Ky3smuna u T. JI. enkunoii-
Kynepauk. Koneuno, B 3Tux mepeBojsiax, ocooeHHo y Ky3muHa, ObUTH CHIIBHBI
CyOBbEKTUBUCTCKUE U3JIEPKKHU BOJBLHOTO MEPEBO/IA, OJTHAKO OYEHb BAKHO OIICHUTH
y 3TUX aBTOPOB T€ KOHCTPYKTUBHBIE XY/I0KECTBEHHBIE OPUEHTUPHI, KOTOPHIE, MO-
Morasi mpeoaoJieTb OecrnoMoIHOCTh OykBanu3Ma XIX Beka, cnmocoOCTBOBAIU MO-
siBJICHHIO B Poccnm oprannyHo «cBoero» Jlupa.

Elena A. Pervushina
Russian Translations of Shakespeare’s Tragedy King Lear in the 1930s

It is known that Leo N. Tolstoy’s famous overthrow in his article “About
Shakespeare and His Drama” of one of Shakespeare’s deepest creations, King
Lear, became one of the most impressive facts of this tragedy’s existence in Rus-
sia. For along with this, Tolstoy’s article showed convincingly that Shakespeare
the playwright is impossible without Shakespeare the poet. More specifically, un-
derstanding the system of poetics in Shakespeare’s dramatic art became the crea-
tive dominant in the history of Russian translations of this tragedy.

In the 19" century, Nikolai M. Karamzin, Mikhail P. Vronchenko, and Al-
exander V. Druzhinin were attempting to render Shakespeare’s complex poetical
metaphors by means of Russian poetry. But it was in the 20" century that Shake-
speare was fully appreciated as the poet. The 1930s, when Mikhail A. Kuzmin’s
and Tatiana L. Shchepkina-Kupernik’s translations were published, became a sig-
nificant turning-point in the history of Russian translations of King Lear. Of
course, poetic liberties of free translation, especially in Kuzmin’s works, were a
serious deficiency, yet it is very important to appraise these authors’ constructive
artistic work, which, helping to overcome the impotent literalness of the 19" centu-
ry, contributed to the appearance of our organically “own” Lear.
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U. B. Ilewros
PeBHOCTH KaKk BeaylIMid IBUTaTe/Ib CIOKETA
B Apamarypruu Yuiabsama llexkcnupa

B pesynbrare ananu3za npamarypruu lllekcnupa aBTop qokinaga NpUXoauT K
BBIBOJly: BEIYLIMM CIOKETHBIM MOTHBOM B TpareAusix U KOMEAUSX MIEKCIIHPOB-
CKOr'0 KaHOHa siBJIAeTCsl peBHOCTh. 1o aToMy MoTuBy nbeckl lllekcnupa BeicTpan-
BAIOTCA B JIB€ TETPAJIOTHUH, KaXkJasi CO CBOCH BHYTPEHHEW CMBICIOBOM 3aKOHOMEP-
HOCTBIO.

Igor V. Peshkov
Jealousy as a Prime Mover of the Plot in Shakespeare’s Drama

Based on our analysis of Shakespeare’s drama, the article suggests that jeal-
ousy functions as a leading motive of the plots in Shakespeare’s tragedies and
comedies. The motive organizes the plays into two tetralogies, each possessing its
own internal logic.

U. C. Ilpuxoovko
/Be kpailHOCTH B HHTepnpeTrauuu «OTes10»:
K. C. Cranunciaasckuii u A. Biok

B koHIe BTOpOro u tpersero aecaruietud XX Beka B Poccuu mosSBUWINCH
JIBE€ TeaTpajbHble MHTeprpeTanuu «OTeioy», KOTOpble HUKOTAa He ObUIM OCy-
IIECTBJICHBI HAa CLIEHE, HO BOUUIM B UCTOpHIO «pycckoro lllekcnupa» B Buae me-
YaTHOTO TeKcTa: 3To pexkuccepekuid miad K. C. CranuciaBckoro u cratbst A. bio-
ka «Talnpiii cMmbich Tpareanu «Otemtoyn. CtanucnaBckuii B 1929 r. paboran Hax
CBOMM «IUIAHOM» [IJIsl TIOCTAHOBKU Tpareauu B MOCKOBCKOM XY/I0KECTBEHHBIM
Teatpe, ocraBasicy B Huiiiie u nmepecbuiasi pparMeHThl CBOMX CIEHUYECKUX pa3pa-
OO0TOK MCTIOTHUTEINIO TIaBHOU poiu aktepy JleonunoBy. [loznuee ero «pexuccep-
CKMi TiaH» ObUT M3AaH Kak kHura. biok Beictyman B 1919 r. mepen akrepamu
Bonwsmoro JIpamarudeckoro TeaTpa, OOBSCHSST UM «TallHBIE CMBICIBD) Tpareauu
«Otemnoy». Ilogxoasr CranucnaBckoro u bioka ObUTM MPSIMO MPOTHUBOIOJIOKHBI-
Mu: CTaHUCTABCKUN MPOBOJUI CBOK KOHIIETIMIO PEaTuCTUYECKOro TeaTpa, biok
K€ MOJAXOAUI K MIEKCITUPOBCKOM TpareJuu € MO3ULUNA CUMBOJIU3MA.

CranucnaBckuii Bugen B OTeIUI0 UCTOPUUYECKUI MEPCOHAK, NEHCTBYIOIIUN
B OMPEIEIICHHBIX HCTOPUIECKUX 00cTosTENhCTBAX. OH CUMTAI, YTO HJIET 32 CAMUM
[IlexcripoM, KOTOPBIN BCErjaa CTpEMUIICSA MOKa3aTh «caMmy ku3Hb». Llensio Cra-
HUCJIABCKOTO OBLJIO CO37aTh YOCAUTEIHbHYI0 HCTOPUYECKYIO CHUTYAIMIO JIaBHO
MPOLIEAIINX BPEMEH B KOHKPETHBIX JETANSAX MOBCEAHEBHOM KU3HU, NTOKA3aTh CO-
HAAIBHBIE MTPOTUBOPEUHS U YEIIOBEUECKYIO MICUXOJIOTHIO, BCKO SHEPTUIO U KECTO-
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KOCTb, XapakTepHble i 3Tou 3n0xu. OH cuutan, yto [llekcnup Bce 3TO BUIEI B
OKPY’KaBIIIEN €T0 KU3HH, U CTapajicsl TpaHCIoOHUpoBaTh lllekcrupa B CO3MaHHYIO
UM JIJI1 IOCTAHOBKH YE€XOBCKHUX JIPAM CHUCTEMY.

bnok e pacKpbhIBaJI CKPBITBIM CUMBOJIUYECKUNA CMBICIT «IpaMbl PEBHOCTU U
yOuicTBay, ycMaTpuBas B HEH BCE DJIEMEHTHI CPEIHEBEKOBON MHCTEPHUH: HE3EM-
HOM CBET aHreJn4ecKou Jle31eMOHBI M TEMHOE CBEYCHHE JEMOHHUYECKOro Aro.
XPUCTUAHCKUN CHUMBOJIU3M TOMOT €My MPOHUKHYTh B TJyOMHBI MHCTEPHUHHBIX
CMBICJIOB IIEKCITMPOBCKOW Tparelinu, 4€pe3 PealiCTUUECKUE TJIACThl €€: UCTOPH-
YECKHMM, COIMAIbHBIN, MCUXOJOTHYECKUM, ceMmeitHo-ObiToBOM. Illekcnup B cBoe
BpeMsl TBITAJICS MPEOJI0JIETh CXEMaTU3M MHUCTEpPHHU, MPeoOpakass MUCTEPUUHBIC
«o0pa3pl» B XapakTepbl. bJIOK Kak IMO3T-CUMBOJIMCT JBHUXETCS B OOpaTHOM
HAIPaBJIEHUU — K MIEPBOHAYAIBHBIM MUCTEPUMHBIM CMBICIIAM.

OTH JIB€ TEHAEHUMHU B UHTeprpeTannu « OTeioy, TpOTUBOIOJIO0XKHbBIEC U O/I-
HOBPEMEHHO AOMOJHSIONIME APYT APYyTa, MO3BOJISIOT MOHATH HEUCUEPIIAEMBIEC TIIY-
OWHBI MIEKCITUPOBCKOM JpaMBbl.

Irina S. Prikhod’ko
The Two Extremes in Interpreting Othello:
K. S. Stanislavsky and A. Blok

In the first decades of the 20™ century there emerged two theatrical interpre-
tations of Othello in Russia which were never actualized ‘on stage’, but both ap-
peared ‘on page’: by K.S. Stanislavsky and Alexander Blok. Stanislavsky, staying
in Nice, worked at his staging plan of Othello for the Moscovsky Xudozhestvennyj
Teatr and sent fragments of his plan to the actor rehearsing in the title role. His
plan was a unique experience of a performance constructed in his mind which later
on was published as a book. Blok, Chair of the Artistic Council in the Big Drama
Theatre by that time, gave a speech on Othello to the actors working at it, which
later on was converted to the article. Their approaches were the two extremes:
Stanislavsky developed his realistic method, Blok was overwhelmed with Shake-
speare’s symbolism.

Stanislavsky saw Othello as a historical figure acting within the concrete his-
torical circumstances. He broke with the romantic theatrical tradition which had
been preserved in performing Othello for decades, and declared his following the
original Shakespeare who was, to his mind, “life itself”. Stanislavsky’s goal was to
create the convincing historic reality of a bygone epoch in the details of its every-
day life, social contradictions and personal psychology. Aspiring to the ‘authentic’
Shakespeare, he meant to show on the stage not only the characters, but “life itself”
“with a diversity of colors, fragrances, sounds, with all its energy and atrocity”
which Shakespeare could observe in the real life of his time. Stanislavsky tended to
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transpose Shakespeare to his own theatrical system which he had elaborated for
Chekhov’s drama.

Blok emphasized “luminous symbolism” in Othello. He discovered the
“concealed meaning” beneath the psychological drama of jealousy and murder and
saw “all the elements of a mystery-play” in it: the “unimaginable radiance” of
Desdemona’s “angelic nature” and the “dark fire” of lago’s “demonic interior”.
Christian symbolism helped him to penetrate into the “secret” mystery-play mean-
ing of Othello through its manifold layers, such as historical, social, psychological,
family and others. Shakespeare in his time strove to surmount the medieval scheme
of a mystery-play, turning medieval imagos into Renaissance characters of flesh
and blood; Blok as a Symbolist poet makes the reverse transformation, back to the
initial mystery-play meanings.

These two tendencies in interpreting Othello, opposing and at the same time
complementing each other, allow us to see inexhaustible depths in Shakespeare’s
drama.

H. U. Ilpo3oposa
dunocopusa Mmy3piku B Apamaryprum Hlexcnmpa
[lekcnup peann3oBai B CBOEH XYI0KECTBEHHOW MpakTUKE (PHIOCOPCKYIO
UICI0 TMO3JHEH AaHTHUYHOCTH, BIEPBBIE 3asBICHHYIO bosnuem B €ro Tpakrare
«HacrtaBieHust K My3bIKe», II€¢ pedb HJIET O JACJICHHH MY3bIKH Ha OOBEKTHUBHYIO
My3bIKy KOCMOCa U CYOBEKTUBHYIO MY3bIKY yesnoBeueckoi aymud. Kareropus my-
3BIKAJIBHOTO TIpeacTaBiieHa B apaMarypruu lllexkcnupa aByms mpOTHBONOIOKHBI-
MU BekTopaMu. OJIMH yKa3bIBAET HAa «MY3bIKY c(ep», Iie «<HeOOCBOJI ITOET B CBOEM
JBMKEHBE TOYHO aHrel» («Benenumanckwii kymen»). [pyroil HampaBieH BHYTPb U
CBSI3aH C MY3BIKOM, 3By4Yalleil U3 TIIyOuH TyIIH.
JIBe My3bIKH — «MUPOBas» U «yejoBeyeckas» — o0benuusaoTcs y Llekc-
IYpa NPEACTABICHUEM O FapMOHUM, TOHUMAEMOW KaK «COTJIACHE HECOTIIACHOIOY,
concordia discors. [llekcniup paznensn xapakrepHoe st PeHeccanca yoexxaeHue B
rJIyOOKOM BHYTPEHHEM €IMHCTBE MY3BIKM U CJIOBA, B CXOJCTBE MPUHILMIOB (oOp-
MOOOpa30BaHus sl My3bIKH U JIUTEpaTypbl. B3stoe B 1ienom, TBopuectBo Illekc-
nupa sBiseT co0oi oOpazell NpeoAoJeHUs Pa3IMYHOr0, €Pa3HOT0JI0COro» Ha Iy-
TAX FaPMOHUH, CO3AOLIEN CTPOMHOE 3By4YaHUE €IMHOIO XYJ0KECTBEHHOIO KOC-

MoOca.
Nadezhda I. Prozorova
The Philosophy of Music in Shakespeare's Drama

In his dramatic works Shakespeare realized the philosophical idea of late an-
tiquity, first proclaimed by Boethius in his treatise Institutiones musicae where
music was divided into the music of cosmos and the music of human soul. The cat-
egory of musical is represented in Shakespeare's plays by two opposite vectors.
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One points to the “music of spheres” where “the floor of heaven in his motion like
an angel sings” (The Merchant of Venice). The other is directed within, to the
depths of one's soul.

Two types of music — “heavenly” and “human” — are united in Shake-
speare's drama by idea of harmony which is understood as concordia discors, i. e.
agreement in diversity. Shakespeare acquired the Renaissance assurance of inner
unity of music and word, the similarity of the structural principles of the two arts.
Taken as a whole, Shakespeare's works give us an example of overcoming differ-
ence and dissonance by means of harmony that creates the unity of sound of his ar-
tistic cosmos.

B. A. Poecamun
I'enpy OUJIIUHT — NPONATAHTUCT APaMBbI

Omnopa IIpocBenieHuss Ha HAKOIUJIEHHBIE 3aNIaJHON KYJIbTYpPON 3HAHUS BbIpa-
kKanach U B XyJ0KeCTBEHHBIX (popmax. OOparieHne K meKCIUPOBCKOMY TEKCTY Y
nucarenied nepBod nonoBuHbl XVIII Bexka HOCHIIO MHAMBUIYalIbHBINA Xapakrtep,
3aBUCEJIO OT MOCTABJICHHBIX B KOHKPETHOM poMaHne 3ajad. Cleayer nIpu3HaTh, 4YTO
['enpn OmiaMHT OKa3aics €1Ba JU HE NEPBBIM aBTOPOM, KOTOPBIM HYKJAJICS B
omope Ha Tpaguiuu Bo3poxaeHus He Ha ypoBHE (DOPMATBHOTO ITUTUPOBAHMS, A B
CUITY TIPOU3BEJICHHBIX UM CAMHUM HApPATHUBHBIX PEhOPM.

B nepBom pomane ®@unaunra, «Jxozede DHapyce», Mo pa3HbIM TpUUMHAM
HE HAIJIOCh MECTA JJISl IIEKCIUPOBCKOIO TEKCTA, 3aTO B HEM IOSBUJIMCH MIEPCOHA-
¥, B HEOJHO3HAYHOCTH 00pa30B KOTOPHIX DWIIHUHT yXKE OMUPAICS Ha «JTH0JIeH
[Iexcrimpar.

PaccmarpuBas ucnosib30BaHue MIEKCIIMPOBCKUX MPOU3BEICHUN B ABYX 3pe€-
JbIX pomaHax @Ounaunra, «Tom [[xoHC» U «AMenusdy, Mbl BUAUM, YTO POMAHUCT
MCIIOIB30BaJI ATOT OOraThlii HCTOYHUK B XapaKTEPUCTUKAX MHOTOUYUCICHHBIX MEp-
coHaxkell. Tak, B Bocriutatensix Toma n biauduna MoXKHO HaTH OTTOJIOCKH y4uTe-
nen n3 komennit Lllexkcnupa, a Tpaktupmuibsl CUIIUHTA MHOTOE YHACIEI0BAIN OT
muctpucc Kyukmu. O0unbHo obpamienne k lllekcnupy B mepBhIX riiaBax KakJIou
Y3 KHUT pOMaHa — BBOJIHBIX 3CCE€ Ha pa3inuyHble TeMbl. HakoHEN, B HEKOTOPBIX
ciyyasix oOpa3bl U3 MbEC CTAHOBITCS TEMOOOPa3yIOLUIUMMU JUIsl 3MU30J0B POMaHa,
Kak B 5 rnaBe X VI kuuru, o noceumenuu Ilaprpumxem J10HI0HCKOTO TeaTpa.

OpurunanbHbiM KpuTukoM Illexcrniupa OuaguHT cedsl HE cUuTall, U HE ObLI
TakoBbIM. Hanbosiee 3HaunTeNbHBIA HHTEPEC MPECTABISIET QUITUHTOBCKAS OTIOpa
Ha aBropuTteT lllekcnupa kak mMyapera, MHEHHUE KOTOPOTro (1ake OMoCpe0BAaHHOE
B PEIUIMKE TEpPCOHa)Xa) CIYXUT apryMEHTOM B crope. Takas MO3HIUs POJHUT
@unauHra ¢ meKCnMpoBeIaMi CEHTUMEHTAIN3Ma U POMAaHTU3MA.
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Vladimir A. Rogatin
Henry Fielding’s Reliance on Drama

Enlightenment practices presupposed continuity in the history of thought and
art, which the authors of fiction demonstrated. They responded to Shakespeare in
different ways, and the form of such response was genre-specific. Henry Fielding
reformed the Bildungsroman and relied on Renaissance achievements in various
ways. It is not mere quoting that makes Fielding a prominent and creative
interpreter of Shakespeare; he required the compositional devices of Cervantes and
Shakespeare’s characters for the new novel type.

In Joseph Andrews, Fielding did not make many Shakespearean references,
for a number of reasons, yet the characters were often endowed with non-linearity
typical of Shakespeare’s men and women.

Considering Fielding’s mature narratives (in Tom Jones and Amelia), we
cannot but observe a growing diversity of references that permeate these texts.
Thus, Tom and Blifil’s tutors closely resemble the pedants and intellectuals from
Shakespeare’s comedies, and Mistress Quickly’s logic is often reflected in the talk
of inn-keeping matrons between Somersetshire and London. Direct allusions to the
Renaissance are almost as numerous and varied as to classical sources, especially
in the chapters opening each of the 18 Books. In a few cases, the imagery of
Shakespeare is elaborated in a whole episode, like chapter 5 of Book 18, where
Partridge first goes to the theatre. This would become a prevalent mode of the
Sentimentalist and Pre-Romanticist intertext.

Fielding did not make claims to being an expert in literary criticism, yet his
narrative components often showed valuable insights and would, in the course of
time, train the readership to accept and welcome reliance on the Shakespearean
circle of themes, plots and personages in new fiction. In this, the set of quotations
and proper names that Fielding’s novels “domesticated” was later developed into
the aesthetics of Pre-Romanticism.

B. A. Panonosa
IHocranoBku «I'amiera» B CCCP 1930-x roaos (0030p)

«["amner» ObLT OfHOM W3 caMbIX nomylisapHbIX nkec [lekcnupa B Poccuu;
Tpareaus IIMPOKO CTaBWJIach B O0EMX CTOJMIIAX M HAa MPOBUHIIMAIBHOW CIIEHE.
«["amiieT» mpoJIoKaeT MPUCYTCTBOBATh B pPENEpPTyape T€ATPOB CTPaHbI U MOCIE
1917 rona, nmpudem reorpadus MOCTAaHOBOK Tpareauu pacuupsiercs. B 1930-e ro-
16l «["amieTa» MOKHO OBLIO BHUIETh U Ha ciieHax obeux cronuil (Tearp um. Bax-
tanrora, Mocksa, — 1932, Teatp nox pyk. C. Pannosa, Jlenunrpan, — 1938), u B
MPOBUHITMANBHBIX TeaTpax Poccum (I'opbKOBCKHiII 00JacTHOW TeaTp ApaMbl —
1937, Psi3anckuil ToCyJapCTBEHHBIN 00JaCTHOM TeaTp Apambl — KoHel 1930-x .,
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Boponexckuii npamatudeckuii tearp — pyoex 1940 u 1941 rona), u B Haiuo-
HaJbHBIX pecryOnukax (Y30ekckuil TeaTp apambl uM. Xam3bel — 1935). Hauunas
¢ 1937 roga mna pabora Hag «['amnerom» u Bo MXATe (pexuccep B. . Hemu-
poBuy-/laHyeHko); peneTury ObUTH MpPepBaHbl BOMHOM, CHOBa BO30OHOBUJIUCH B
aaBape 1943 rona, HO yepe3 Ba Mecsiia HemMupoBrud ymMep, v CIIEKTAKIb HE COCTO-
sncs. OTaaBasi JODKHOE HamOoJiee M3BECTHBIM CIEKTAKIISIM pacCMaTpUBAEMOI0
nepuoja (kak nocrtaHoBka H. AkumoBa B Tearpe uMm. Baxtanrosa), aBTop cuuraer
HEO0OXOJAMMBIM MPUBJIEYb BHUMAHUE K TEM MOCTAaHOBKaM, KOTOPbIE HE MOJYy4HIIN
JI0OCTaTOYHOr'0 OCBELIEHUs B pa00OTaxX OTEUECTBEHHBIX HcciaeaoBareneil. Kak BugHO
y’K€ U3 IPUBEJIEHHOTO MEPEYHsI, Mbl UMEEM JIEJI0 ¢ OOLIMPHBIM U UHTEPECHBIM Ma-
TEPUAJIOM, TPEOYIOIIUM OCMBICICHUS U MO3BOJISIOLUIUM CJEJIaTh HEKOTOPHIE BBIBO-
Ibl O0LIETr0 XapakTepa (HACKOJIbKO 3TO BO3MOXKHO B pamKax 0030pa). ABTOp pac-
CMaTpUBAeT MPEJCTaBICHHBI TEKCT Kak IpeaBapsOLIUN JajdbHEHIyo padoTy
HaJl TEMOM, ropa3fo 6ojee pa3BepHYTYIO U I€TAIbHYIO.

Valentina A. Ryapolova
Some Soviet Productions of Hamlet in the 1930s (A Survey)

Hamlet was one of the most popular plays by Shakespeare in 19th-century
Russia; it was widely produced in both capitals and the provinces. After 1917
Hamlet is still part of the repertory throughout the country. In the *30s Hamlet is
seen in both capitals (the Vakhtangov Theatre, Moscow, — 1932, Theatre under
S. Radlov's direction, Leningrad, — 1938) and on the provincial stages of Russia
(the Gorky Regional Drama Theatre — 1937, the Voronezh Drama Theatre — at
the turn of 1940 in the early days of 1941) as well as in constituent republics of the
USSR (the Uzbek Khamza Drama Theatre — 1935). The Moscow Art Theatre
started work on Hamlet in 1937 (under director V. I. Nemirovich-Danchenko); the
rehearsals were adjourned because of the war, resumed in January 1943 and finally
stopped never to continue after Nemirovich's death two months later. While ac-
knowledging the importance of the best-known productions of the period under
consideration (e.g., N. Akimov's one at the Vakhtangov) the present writer deems
it necessary to pay attention to the ones which have not as yet been properly re-
searched. As can be seen from the list of the '30s productions here is material
which merits careful analysis and can enable us to draw some general conclusions.
The present writer regards this short survey as a preliminary to a longer and more
detailed work on the subject.
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FO. M. Caooenuxosa
XyA0:KeCTBEHHBIH MEePeBOl KAK HHTEPIpPeTALHA:
Ha MaTepHaJie pyccKHux nepesoaos coneros llexcnupa

Kak nucan YmoOeptTo DKo, «XOpoIIHil nepeBo]i BCeraa MpeiCTaBisieT co0010
KPUTHYECKUN BKJAJ B NOHUMAaHHE MEPEBEACHHOIO NPOU3BEACHUs». B mMoen nu-
IUIOMHOM paboTe MEepeBOJ pacCcMaTpUBAETCs KaK BUJ JUTEPATYPHOTO U XYIO¥KE-
CTBEHHOTO TBOpuecTBa. [loHsATHE «MHTEpHpeTanus» ¢ TOYKU 3peHus Quiocodpumu,
JUTEPATYPOBENCHUS U MepeBojoBeAeHUs. VcTopus peleniuu JU4YHOCTH U TBOP-
yectBa Illekcnupa. U Hakoneu, Bocmpusitue «COHETOB» PYCCKUMHU MO3TaMH-
nepeBoaunkamu B auamnazone XX—XXI BB. Mapmakom u [lapakians.

OcHoBHas 3a/1a4a COCTOSIa B TOM, YTOOBI BBISICHUTD, & TJIaBHOE MOMbBITATHCA
JaTh O0BSICHEHUE, TOYEMY TOJIKOBAaHUE ONMPEEICHHBIX 3MH30/10B COHETOB MPOUC-
XOJIUT UMEHHO TaK, a HE MHAaue, YTO XOUET CKa3aTh MO3T-NIEPEBOUYUK CBOUM IIPO-
U3BEJICHHUEM» M HACKOJBKO €ro «IPOU3BEACHHE» OTIMYAETCS OT opuruHaia. Bce
3T TOJOXKEHUs OYIyT pacCMOTPEHbl Ha MpPUMEpE MEepeBOJOB COHETOB 127-152,
WHBIMU CJIOBaMHM LIMKJIa cOHETOB 0 Cmyrnoit Jame.

Yulia M. Sadovnikova
Literary Translation as Interpretation:
Russian Translations of Shakespeare’s Sonnets

As Umberto Eco put it, “a good piece of translation is always a critical con-
tribution to the understanding of the text translated”. In my university thesis, | look
at translation as a kind of literary and artistic work. The notion of “interpretation”
Is considered from the standpoints of philosophy, literary and translation studies.
Starting with an overview of the reception of Shakespeare’s life and art, | take an
in-depth look into the translations of Sonnets by two Russian poets of the 20" and
21% centuries respectively, S. Marshak and V. Sharakshane.

My main challenge was to trace and, most importantly, provide an explana-
tion of why certain elements of the sonnets are interpreted in this particular man-
ner, what was the translator’s textual intention and how different it is from the
original. The Dark Lady cycle within the Sonnets (i. e. sonnets 127-152) has pro-
vided me with a good material for studying.

H. B. Canpvleuna
IlexkcnupoBckre MOTUBBI B TBOpYecTBe Muxamia byJirakosa

N3BecTHO, uTO Muxaun bynrakos Beicoko nenun 'oroms, [lymkuna, MoJib-
epa. OgHAaKO HE TaK MPOCTO OTBETUTh, Kak bynrakoB otHocuics k lllexcrnupy.
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B 1936 rony bynrakoB 3akiatouuil 1OrOBOP Ha JUTEpaTypHYIO 00pabOTKy MepeBo-
na «BUHI30pCKUX HACMEUTHUI», HO OTKa3aycs oT 3Toil padoTsl. B 1939 rony by:n-
rakoB Ipeamnonarai caenars qokaaz o lllekcnupe, HO Takke OTKa3aycs OT 3TOrO.

[llexcniup ynomuHaercs B «TearpanbHOM poMmaHe» bynrakosa B catupuye-
CKOM KOHTekcTe. B mbecax «barpossiii octpoB», «Ilomoymusiil Xypaen» bynra-
KOB MCIOJIb30BAJl MOTUB «IIbECA B IbECE», KOTOPbIA Mbl BUAUM y lllekcnupa B
nbecax «CoH B JIETHIOKO HOUb» U «I'amiier». B «Macrtepe u Maprapure» Bynrako-
Ba BO3HUKAET TEMA «POMaH B POMAHE».

bynrakoB 3amMmcTBOBan croxeT mnoBectu «(Cobaube cepiale» U3 IbEeCh
[llexcniupa «byps». EcTb IBHOE CXOACTBO MEX 1y nepcoHaxamu «bypu» lllekcnu-
pa u «Cobaunero cepaua» bynrakoBa. Mbl BUIUM U (OHETHUYECKOE CXOJCTBO
uMEéH repoes: [Ipocriepo — npodeccop IIpeodpaxenckuii, Apusiar — Ban Ap-
Houb1oBUY bopmenTtans. IIpodeccop — Xupypr, KOTOpBI TBOPUT yyjneca, bop-
MEHTaJlb — MOMOIIHUK Tpodeccopa, Korna-to cracmero ero. lllapukoB — ma-
pamnenp Kanubana.

B «Mactepe u Maprapure» mactep — IMHCATENb, KOTOPBIM PEIIACT OCTaTh-
Csl HEU3BECTHBIM. bylrakoB Mor 4yBCTBOBaTh C€0sl HEU3BECTHBIM MacTEpOM, IO-
CKOJIBKY €r0 P03y M IIbECHI 3anpeitain. Mbl Takke HaXOIUM B 9TOM CIOXKETE OT-
rOJI0COK HIEKCIUPOBCKOI0 BOIpoca. byiarakoBy Moriu ObITh U3BECTHBI AUCKYCCUU
o muunocty lllexcriupa. Hamomuum, uro B [lepsom @onmo [lekcnup Ob11 Ha3BaH
Macrep.

Wrak, Mbl MOKeM yTBepxkaaTh, uyTo lllexcnup okaszan 3HAUUTENBHOE BIIWS-
HUE Ha TBOpUYecTBO Muxania bynrakosa.

Nina V. Saprygina
Shakespearean Motifs in the Works of Mikhail Bulgakov

It is common knowledge that Mikhail Bulgakov admired the genius of
Gogol, Pushkin and Moliere. But it isn’t easy to find out what Bulgakov thought of
Shakespeare. In 1936, Bulgakov signed a contract for a literary adaptation of The
Merry Wives of Windsor, but later gave this work up. In 1939, Bulgakov was plan-
ning to make a report on Shakespeare; however, this project was also abandoned.

Bulgakov mentioned Shakespeare in A Theatrical Novel in a satirical con-
text. In his plays The Crimson Island, Crazy Jourdain Bulgakov used the motif of
“play-within-the-play”, which we also see in Shakespeare’s plays A Midsummer
Night’s Dream and Hamlet. A “novel-within-the-novel” appears in Bulgakov’s The
Master and Margarita.

In Heart of a Dog, Bulgakov used the plot of Shakespeare’s play The
Tempest. There are obvious similarities between the characters in the plot of
Shakespeare’s play and Bulgakov’s story. The professor is a surgeon performing

52



miracles; Bormental is his assistant who once was rescued by the professor.
Sharikov is the parallel to Caliban. We also see the phonetic similarity of the pro-
tagonists’ names: Prospero — professor Preobrazhensky, Ariel — Ivan Arnoldo-
vich Bormental.

In The Master and Margarita the Master is a writer who has decided to re-
main anonymous. Bulgakov might have felt an unknown master because many of
his books and plays had been banned. We can also find an echo of Shakespeare au-
thorship question here, as Bulgakov might have known about the debate around the
true identity of Shakespeare. It’s worth recalling that in the First Folio Shakespeare
was named ‘Master’.

Thus, we can conclude that Shakespeare had a significant impact on Mikhail
Bulgakov’s works.

I M. Temkuna
«Yunm» llexkcnupa. U3 onbiTa padoThl

CoBpeMeHHas LIKOJbHAs NporpaMma I0 JMTEpaType MpeayCMaTpUBAET
OrpaHUYEHHOE KOJIMYECTBO YAacOB Ha M3yueHHUE 3apyOeKHOU JUTepaTyphl, KOTO-
pbI€ MOYTH BCETJa BBIBOAATCS B paszzel «JloManiHee yreHHne», TO €CTh IpaKkTUye-
CKM MCKIIIOUaroTcs u3 mporecca usyueHus. [Ipeamer «3apybOexxHas auteparypar
HUKOI'/Ia HE MPENoJaBajcs B Halled ruMHasuu. [loaToMy npuxoauTcss HaaesThCs
TOJBKO Ha OJJEKTUBHBIM KypC «AHIVIMIUCKAs W AaMEPUKAHCKasl JIMTEpaTypay
B 10-11 xnaccax (1 ypok B Hezeno).

Kaxnplii ron, Korga Mel IpucTynaeM K u3ydeHuro tBopuectsa lllexcrmpa,
BO3HHMKAET OJIMH U TOT e Bompoc «Kak o0bsATh HeoOBsATHOE?». Ha Bce B mpo-
rpamme oTBoaUTCs He OoJiee 4—5 ypokoB. UToObl cienath pabOTy HACBIIIEHHOM,
MO3HABATEIbHOW U MHTEPECHOM, CIIEAYEeT UMETh B BUAY, 4TO uMs lllexkcnupa 3Ha-
KOMO ITPAaKTUYECKH BCEM YUYEHHKaM, IIPU 3TOM Jajeko He Bce unrtanu Lllexcnmpa.
31ech BOBHUKAET MpoOiemMa: COBpeMEeHHasi HelltoOOBh K YTEHUIO.

Pabote cobctBenHo c¢ lllexcrniupom mpenmecTByeT paboTa HaJ WHTEPHET-
npoekToM «PeHeccanc B AHIIMW», TEM CaMbIM MOBbILIAS YPOBEHb CBOEH 3aWHTE-
pecoBaHHOCTH. B xoze paOoThl OHM 3HAKOMSTCSA C MPOU3BEACHUSIMHU IO3TOB U
IpamaTyproB 3moxu Peneccanca B AHIVINM, ¢ HICTOPUEN aHTJIIMHCKOrO Te€aTpa 3I0-
xu Enuzasertsl |. Ilocne cooOuieHuii y4eHUKOB [0 3TUM TE€MaM Jierye NepenTu K
n3y4deHuro teopyectsa lllexcnupa.

B a0l paboTe st npuaepKUBaIOCh CICAYIONIETO TJIaHa:

o [lekcnupoBcKkuil BONPOC U Bepcuu duorpapuu

J XPpOHOJIOTHS TBOPYECTBA M OCHOBHBIE YEPThI KAXKI0T0 MEPUOoIa
J Komenuu («/IBeHanuaras HOUb»)

o Benukue tpareguu («I"amiery)
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o CoHertbl

Bonbmiold MHTEpeC BBI3BIBAET y YUYEHUKOB MPOCMOTP OTPBIBKOB XYyAOXKe-
CTBEHHBIX (UIbMOB 1o npousBeaeHusM lekcnupa, ctuxu A. bioka, M. LlBerae-
BoH, b. [lacTepnaka, my3sika C. [Ipokodrnesa.

Hrorosoii paboroit mocie uzyuenus tBopuectsa Lllexcnupa 6s11u scce “My
Shakespeare”, kortopele mnokazanm, uyTo paboTa yduTens ObUIA JTOCTATOYHO
yCIHEIlHA.

Galina M. Temkina
We “Learn” Shakespeare. Based on Work Experience

Secondary school literature syllabus gives a limited number of lessons de-
voted to foreign countries literature. These lessons are usually attributed to the part
“Home reading”. Therefore they practically fall out from the teaching process.
“Foreign Countries Literature” as a school subject has never been taught in our
gymnasium. So, we can rely on the elective course “English and American Litera-
ture” only, which we have in 10-11 forms, 1 lesson a week.

When we begin analyzing Shakespeare’s creative work, every year we face
the same problem: how to put everything in 4-5 lessons. If we want to make the
teaching process arouse great interest, it is necessary to take into consideration that
the name of Shakespeare is known almost to everyone, but his creations have hard-
ly been read. Here we face another problem: students do not like reading. To make
an introduction they prepare an Internet-project “Renaissance in England”. While
working they find information about poets and playwrights of the Renaissance in
England, get acquainted with the theatre of the epoch.

After the students’ reports | work according to the following plan:

o The authorship question and Shakespeare’s biography
Chronology of Shakespeare’s works
Comedies (‘Twelfth Night”)

Great tragedies (“Hamlet”)

o Sonnets

When analyzing the material, we read poems by Blok, Tsvetaeva, Pasternak,
listen to music by Prokofiev. It brings together Shakespeare and Russian culture.

The language of Shakespeare is not easy to contemporary readers. After
making a word-for-word translation of Hamlet’s solilogquy, students compare Lo-
zinskiy and Pasternak’s translations.

To summarize everything the students write an essay “My Shakespeare”.
The last year essays showed that that my work was rather successful.

Mapuanoocena Temnepa (Vnusepcumem @eppapot, Umanus)
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«BoJibIIe MY3bIKI»: HTAJbSIHCKHE JINOpeTTHCTHI U «["amiier» (1792-1862)

Jo 1850-x rr. nocranoBku lllekcnupa Ha UTANBAHCKON cleHE ObUIM IPOCTO
HEeMBbICTUMBI. B komMeauu rocrnoactBoBaiid ¢hapchl, a Tparndyeckue TPYyIIbl NPUHH-
MaJid TOJIBKO IMbEChI, CTPOr0 COOTBETCTBYIONIUE MpaBuiaaM (PaHIy3CKOTro KJIacCH-
nu3ma. Hanbonee nnTepecHsie pabOTHI MOSABISUIMCH B omnepe u Oanere. ns ymo-
BJIETBOPEHUSI aIIEeTUTa MyOJIMKUA XOpeorpadbl 1 KOMIO3UTOPHI CTATH 00paIiaThCs
k [llexcrnupy, wim, ckopee, K ero nepeaeyikaM st (ppaHiy3ckoit ciiensl nepa XKa-
Ha-@pancya [[rocuca. Bropas nepenenka nmpoucxoauiia y>xe IpH aganTtainuu Juo-
peTTUCTaMU (PPAHILY3CKOTO TEKCTa K TPEOOBAHUSAM HUTAIBIHCKON ayJAUTOPUU U K
3aMBbICIy KOMIIO3UTOPA.

Ham goxman mocesiien TpeM TekcTam Juoperto «lamiera», Ba U3 KOTO-
PBIX HEMOCPEACTBEHHO OCHOBAaHBI Ha Mepenenkax J[rocuca, a TpeThil BOCXOAUT K
HIEKCTUPOBCKOMY opuruHainy. Jlxysenme ®omma (1792) molHOCTBIO TpUEMIIET
ycinoBHOCTH Kimaccunu3ma. Ero KiaBamit — 0e3KallOCTHBIM HETOIsl, W €ro
CKJIOHHOCTh K OOMaHy U IIAHTaXy BBI3bIBAET 0KECTOUYEHHBIE CIIOPHI ¢ [ epTpyaoi,
MaTepblo-cTpananuiei, kotopas B XIX Beke crana craHgapTHOU (GUrypoi B orie-
pe. B aToit kamepHoit Tpareauu ['amieT — ckopee 000MIeHHbIN ChIH, YeM 00€3/10-
neHHblid npuHll. @enuue Pomanu (1822) nobaBui B CBOM TEKCT 3JIEMEHTHI Tpeye-
CKOM Tpareiuu M OTHaJ€HHBIE OTTOJIOCKH OpUTHHANBHOrO oOpasa [lpuspaka, ko-
TOPOTO BUIAT 3PUTEIN U KOTOPOMY MO3BOJIAETCS CIIETh HECKOJIBKO CJIOB B pEUUTa-
tuBe. B 1862 r. Appuro boiito Hanucan nubperto «["amiera» Ajis MOJIOI0TO KOM-
no3utopa @panko @ayyo — ero nNpoBO3IrJallalid «HOBBIM Bepau» B cpene To-
rJalHero aBanrapja. bouro ocHoBbiBasics Ha Tekcre lllekcnupa, HO ncnosb30Ban
MPUEM IbEChl BHYTPHU MbEChI, YTOOBI criapoaupoBaTh Bepnu. OH Takke MOCTaBUII
nepen coboil TpyAHYIO 3amady: Mepenarh Jake caMmble TPYIHBIE MOHOJIOTH TIO-
UTAITBSHCKHA TaK, YTOOBI UX MOXHO OBLIO MOJOXKUTH Ha My3bIKY. [1lo Mepkam TOTO
BPEMEHM M YUUTHIBAs OCOOCHHOCTH OIEPhI KaK UCKYCCTBA, EMY 3TO B 3HAUUTEIIb-
HOU CTETNIEHU YJAJIOCh.

Mariangela Tempera (University of Ferrara, Italy)
“Much Music”: Italian Librettists and Hamlet (1792-1862)

Until the 1850s, staging Shakespeare’s plays in Italy was simply not an op-
tion. The comic scene was dominated by farce, the tragic scene only welcomed
plays that adhered to the strict rules of French-influenced classicism. The most in-
teresting work was being produced in the fields of opera and ballet. To feed a
growing demand for new shows, choreographers and composers turned to Shake-
speare, or rather to Jean Francgois Ducis’ adaptations of his greatest hits for the
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French stage. In the hands of the librettisti, Ducis’plays were again adapted to suit
the tastes of the Italian audience and to meet the needs of the composers.

The paper examines three libretti for Hamlets, two closely modeled on
Ducis, one derived from Shakespeare. Giuseppe Foppa (1792) fully embraces the
conventions of classicism. His Claudio is a ruthless villain whose penchant for
blackmail and prevarication generates highly dramatic exchanges with Geltrude,
who is the long-suffering mother that will become a stock character in 19th-
century opera. In this domestic tragedy, Amleto is the tortured son rather than the
beleaguered prince. Felice Romani (1822) inserts elements from Greek tragedy in
his protagonist, and faint echoes from Shakespeare in his treatment of the ghost,
who is visible to the spectators and allowed to utter a few words from the grave. In
1862, Arrigo Boito wrote Amleto for Franco Faccio, an upcoming composer who
was hailed as the new Verdi by the intellectual avant-garde. Boito based his libret-
to on Shakespeare’s text and exploited the play-within-the-play to write a scathing
parody of Verdi’s operas. He also gave himself the ambitious task of rendering
even the most challenging monologues in Italian verses that could be set to music.
By the standards of his time and of his chosen medium, he was not completely un-
successful.

A. H. Ywaxoesa
Koa «I"'amuiera» B TBOpuecTBe FO. Ouiemn

Hoxnan nocesiteH kony «["amnera» B TBopuectBe HO. Onemu. Cemuoruue-
CKasl CUCTeMa pOMaHa, MbeC, paccka3zoB U JHEBHUKOB FO. Orenim oTChUIaeT K SA3bI-
Ky HIEKCIUPOBCKOU Tpareauu.

Alexandra N. Ushakova
The Code of “Hamlet” in Y. Olesha’s Creative Works

The paper consists in analysis of the code of “Hamlet” in Y. Olesha’s Crea-
tive Works. The semiotic system of Y. Olesha’s novel, plays, short stories, diaries
refers to the language of Shakespeare’s tragedy.
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llayne @panccen (Ympexmckuii ynusepcumem, Huoepaanowt)
Hlexcnup nis Hapoaa: JHONTEIbLCKHE MOCTaAaHOBKH B /luBepe

Tema «Illekcnup B HAMOHAJIBHBIX KYJbTypax» BKIIOYAET W3yUYECHHE IEpe-
BOJIOB, MTOCTAHOBOK, KPUTUKH U UHBIX MPO(ECCHOHATBHBIX MOJIXO0/I0B B CTOJUIIE
rocynapcta. Ho B monorpaduu Maiikna Jlo6cona «Illexcriup u caMojiesaTeNbHbIC
noctaHoBKu» (2011) moka3biBaeTcsi, 4YTO CaMOJEITEIBHBIN TeaTp SBISCTCS BaK-
HBIM acIieKToM ocBOeHus lllexcnmpa aHrimickoun KynbTypoil. Kak MOxHO mpume-
HUTH apryMmeHTanuio JJoOCoHa K eBpOMmercKuM KynbTypam, s kotopbix Illekc-
MU HE SBISETCA TJIABHBIM HAIMOHAIBHBIM TI03TOM? EnBa 1 MOKHO OyAeT roBO-
pUTH O TOJHOM coBHnaaeHuu. J[0OCOH HAllOMHUHAET, YTO MEPBbIE MOCTAHOBKHU
MIEKCITUPOBCKUX ThEC OBUTM apUCTOKPATHYHBI TIO CcyTH, a Bomnbdranr Baiicc
BCIIOMHUJI TIEPBBIC JFOOWUTEIHCKUE CIIEKTAKIM, KOTOPHIE CTaBWJIM MacCTEPOBBIC
(«IIexcnup B baBapuu», 2008).

Mos TemMa — cTapuHHas TpaauLYs NOCTaHOBOK nbec lllexcnupa B rojuiani-
ckoM nocenke [{uBep, koTopoit yxke 65 ner. JluBep HaxoauTCs Ha 3alajie CTPaHbl,
JIaJIEKO OT CTOJIMLBI, U PYKOBOJAUT BUBEPCKUM HMIEKCIIUPOBCKUM TEATPOM MECTHOE
coobuiecTBo. B oTiMume OT KOHCEpBAaTMBHOCTH IOCTAHOBOK, KOTOpYr [loOcoH
HAOJIFOIaeT B CaMOJESTENIbHBIX TeaTpax bpuranuum, HexkoTopele mbechl B [{uBepe
UAYyT B ABAHTAPJHOM CTWIE, XOTS W OPUEHTHPOBAHBI HA MAacCOBOTO 3pHUTEI.
B 2010 r. 6bmn mocTaBieHsl «/[Ba BEpOHLIa», U MOCTAHOBIIMK MHOTOKPATHO HC-
N0JIb30BAJI IPUEM IIEPEOACBAHUS MYKUMH B JKEHIIUH U HA00OPOT — HE TOJBKO B
KayeCcTBE KOMUYECKOTO X0/1a, HO U C T€M, YTOObI MOJAYEPKHYTh YCIOBHOCTh I'€H-
JEPHBIX POJIEW U TOMOCOLMAIBHBIA XapaKTep OTHOLIEHUA MEK]y 3arJIaBHBIMU Te-
POSIMHU.

Paul Franssen (Utrecht University, Netherlands)
Shakespeare for everyone: amateur productions in Diever

The topic of Shakespeare and National Cultures suggests studies of transla-
tions, stagings, criticism, and similar professional activities in the metropolitan
centre. In Shakespeare and Amateur Performance (2011), however, Michael Dob-
son argues that amateur drama, too, is a vital aspect of the British national en-
gagement with Shakespeare. But how does Dobson’s argument translate into the
situation on the European continent, where Shakespeare is not the National Poet?
Not necessarily along the same lines. Whereas Dobson says that early amateur
Shakespeare in Britain was predominantly aristocratic, Wolfgang Weiss has traced
some early non-professional stagings in Germany by ordinary craftsmen (Shake-
speare in Bayern, 2008).

My main focus is the 65-year-old tradition of staging Shakespeare in the
Dutch village of Diever. Far from the metropolitan centre in the west of the coun-
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try, Diever’s Shakespeare Theatre is run entirely by the local community. Far from
the conservativeness Dobson sees in British amateur drama, some Diever produc-
tions are part of the artistic avant-garde, in spite of appealing to a broad range of
spectators. The 2010 production of The Two Gentlemen of Verona, for instance,
made extensive use of cross-dressing, not as a burlesque device, but to underline
the constructedness of gender, and the homosocial relationship between the play’s
eponymous heroes.

U U Yekanos
JAu3zpasdau-pomanuct Kak ynrareab Hlexkcnupa

Juzpasnu npoboBas cBou cuiibl B Apame. OH Hamucan OelbIM CTUXOM TIsi-
THakTHYIO Tibecy «Tpareaus rpada Anapkoca» (1839). B xadyecTBe TeaTpaibHOU
IIOCTAHOBKH IbECA HE I0JIb30BAJIACH YCIIEXOM M CUHTAETCA, YTO €€ JIUTEPATYPHBIC
JOCTOMHCTBA HEBEJIMKU. OIHAKO B MCTOPUKO-JIUTEPATYpPHOM IUIAHE Ibeca Ipen-
cTaBisieT uHTepec. [10 BbIpakeHNIO OJJHOTO U3 MCCIEA0BATENEH, «OHAa BOCIIPUHU-
MaeTcs Kak tparenus BpemeH Makosa llepBoro». B Hell mpocnexuBaercs Tsarore-
Hue Jlu3pasim K CIOKETHBIM pa3Bs3KaM, pa3paO0TaHHBIM aHTIIMHCKUMHU JIpaMaTyp-
ramu Ha pyoexe XVI-XVII Bs.

[lonobnast TeHaeHUUs Takke OOHAapY>KMBAETCS B TOTUYECKUX MOTHBAX
JIM3PA’IEBCKUX POMAHOB, M 3TH MOTHUBBI, KaKk IpaBuio, BocxoaT k ILllekcnupy.
[Tonobno J[lukkency wuiau Jn00OMYy JpPYyroMy BHKTOPUAHCKOMY IIHCATEIIIo,
Jwnspasnu pasaensn BOoCXHIleHHE CBOUX cOBpeMeHHUKOB lllekcrimpom. Iloutn BO
BCEX AM3PA’JIEBCKUX poMaHaX, HauuHasg OT «BuBumana I'pes» (1826) u xoHuas
«Ouaumuonom» (1880), BcTpeyaroTcs TEKCTyallbHO BBIBEPEHHBIE (XOTS M HE BbI-
JICJICHHbIE KAaBBIYKAMM) LIMUTATHl M QJUTIO3MHM, OTCHUIAIOIIHME K IIEKCIUPOBCKOMY
TBOPYECTBY.

B nacrosmeil padore paccmaTpuBaeTcss (PyHKIHUS CTHIMCTHYECKUX (QUTYp
peun B pomaHax J(u3pasnm, ykasslBaromux Ha nmpousseacHus Lllexcnmpa.

Ivan I. Chekalov
Disraeli the Novelist as a Reader of Shakespeare

Disraeli tried his luck at drama. He wrote a five-act play in blank verse The
Tragedy of Count Alarcos (1839). As a theatrical enterprise it was not a success.
The play is believed to be of little literary merit. But in the history of literature the
play is not entirely deprived of significance. According to one of the critics, “it
reads like a Jacobean tragedy” and in it one can see Disraeli’s predilection for
coups de théatre which were a usual practice of Elizabethan and Jacobean play-
wrights.
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The same predilection is revealed in Gothic motifs of Disraeli’s novels. The-
se motifs almost always refer to Shakespeare. Like Dickens, or any other Victorian
writer, Disraeli shared his contemporaries’ admiration for the playwright.
Throughout almost all Disraelian novels — from Vivian Grey (1826) to Endymion
(1880) — there textually supported (although not in quotes) echoes and allusions
to Shakespearean works.

In the present paper some of these references are examined in their contextu-
al detail.

Aoam Yunu (Texacckuti Yuueepcumem 6 /lannace, CILIIA)
Hrpa u po3bIrpbiin: 3Ha4YeHHe BpeMEHU U MeCTa
B IBYX TeaTPaJIbHbIX MOCTAHOBKAX «MHOr0 IIymMa U3 HUYErom».

«MHoTO0 1myma U3 HUYEro» — Komeaus o0 «urpey». B cBoeit kaure “Homo
ludens” M. XeiisuHra paccMaTpuUBaeT «HIPhD» U IIEPEUNCIAeT MPABUIA UIPHI, KO-
TOpbIe MPUHUMAIOTCS 32 JAHHOCTh, HO HE (GOopMyIUpyrOTCs sBHO. Urpa gomkHa
panoBaTh. Mrpa HyXmaeTcss B dJIEMEHTE a3apTa, HO MOOeaAuTeNsl He OOBSBISIOT.
Urpa He nomkHa 0OMaHbIBaTh 10 TAKOW CTENEHH, 4TOOBI NPUUUHATH Bpel. Koraa
HapyIIAlOT HEMMCAHbIE TPABUJIA UT'PBI, CTPAJAOT BCE UTPOKHU U MCUYE3AET yAOBOJIb-
cTBue OT Hee. [IpaBwiia urpsl B npece «MHOTO IIymMa U3 HUYEr0o» HapyLIaroTCs TO
U JIeTI0: B CIIEeHEe MacKapaaa beaTpuue 3Haer, 4yTo nepen Hel beHeaukT, HO Hame-
PEHHO OCKOpOJIAeT ero; beHeauKT ocTaBiseT 3a co0OM MOCIEAHEN CIOBO B Iepe-
najike ¢ bearpuue, XoTs ero perrka — 0aHaJIbHOCTB; a B JJOBEpILIEeHUE Bcero JloH
Xyan yoexpaaet Knapauo u ero apyseit B mopounoctu ['epo.

[locTaHOBKa IbECHI ONMPEAEISAETCS TEM, Kak mojaercsa «urpa». Komenuro
MOYHO HUCIIOPTUTBH «IIEPEUTPHIBAHUEM» WJIM INPEYBEINYEHHO TPAarudecKoM Tpak-
TOBKOW pa3pbiBa MOMOJBKUA. M MecTo, U 0OCTaHOBKA Ha CLIEHE MPEJCTaBISIOT
OTIPEJIEIICHHBIE CIIO)HOCTH U BBITOJbl, KOTOPbIE HYKHO YPaBHOBECHUTb, YTOOBI pe-
YKUCCEP U TPYMIa MOTJIM TIOOUTHCS skenaeMoro ¢ dexra.

B ce3zone 2011 r. B JIoHnoHE MOABUIOCH Cpa3y ABE MOCTaHOBKH «MHOro
myma u3 Huuero». Jlxkosu Pypk nocrasunia nbecy B Tearpe Yunaoma ¢ [leiBuiom
Tennatom B riiaBHoM poau. OHa BbiOpana mecToM feiicTBus ['mOpanrap Haudana
1980-x rr., BCOMHUB KynbTYpy AHriuu nociie GonkiaeHackoil BoiHbI, U ee ['epo
BO BCEX CBOMX CLEHHYECKHX KOCTIOMAax BeCbMa HAIlOMHUHAET NpHHIEcCy JHhaHy,
0Cc0OEHHO B cBajeOHOM miuaThe. B Tearpe «I'modyc» pexuccepom cran Ixepemu
XeppuH, a OH nepeHec nercrBue B Mapokko snoxu Bo3poxnenus. Pypk mpu-
IIUIOCh HEJETKO, KOIZa OHAa OCOBPEMEHMBAIA CBOK IIOCTAHOBKY M JIEKOpaluH,
a XeppHUHYy NPUILIOCH CHPABIATHCA C TSKECThIO Tpaauiuil teatpa «I'nodyca» u
WUTPOU Ha KPYTJIOW CICHE.
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Adam Cheney (University of Texas at Dallas, USA)
Performing “Play”: Effects of Venue and Setting on Two Productions
of Shakespeare’s Much Ado About Nothing

Much Ado About Nothing is a comedy about “play” between people. In Ho-
mo Ludens, J. J. Huizinga discusses “play” and outlines its rules which are com-
monly understood but almost always unspoken. Play must be fun. Play must be
competitive yet cannot declare a winner. Play must not deceive where deception is
harmful. When the unspoken rules of play are broken, all parties suffer and fun
quickly evaporates. The rules for play are often broken in Much Ado: Beatrice
knowingly insults the masked Benedick at the revels; Benedick ends the first ver-
bal spar with Beatrice using a “jade trick” in order to win; and, the coup de grace,
Don John persuades Don Pedro’s retinue that Hero is unchaste.

How “play” is performed defines a production. Comedy can be taxed to the
breaking point by either overplaying “play” or overplaying the tragic results of its
breach. Both the venue and the setting of a production create challenges and oppor-
tunities that must be negotiated in order for a director and cast to achieve a produc-
tion’s desired effect.

Two versions of Much Ado were staged simultaneously in London in the
2011 season. Josie Rourke directed the Wyndham’s Theater production starring
David Tennant and Catherine Tate. Rourke chose to set her production in early
1980s Gibraltar, evoking a post-Falklands English culture in which Hero is cos-
tumed in as many Princess Dianna-reminiscent outfits as possible, right down to
the wedding dress. The Globe’s production, on the other hand, was directed by Jer-
emy Herrin who chose to set Much Ado in a Renaissance-era Moroccan culture.
Rourke struggled with the modernity of her production and the proscenium stage
while Herrin struggled under the weight of the Globe’s sense of “tradition” and the
challenges of theater in the round.

H. B. lllununosa
IHodTukKa 1BOMHOIO croKeTa B «/IBeHaauaToit Houn» Hlexcnupa

B «/senaguaror Houw» Illexcnup coenuHser npueMbl aTTUYECKOU
Y UTAJbSIHCKOW YYEHOW KOMEIHWHU C HApOJHOM KapHABAIBHOW TPAIUIMEU, TTOPOK-
Jasi CIOKHBIA KOMIUIEKC TaK Ha3bIBAEMOI'0 JBOMHOIO CIOKETA. DTO TUIMYHAS IS
IpaMaTypruM aHriuuckoro PeHeccaHca CTpyKTypa, B KOTOPOW BTOPOCTEIIECHHAS
JIMHUS IEUCTBUSA OJHOBPEMEHHO IOBTOPSET U IEPEOCMBICIMBAET TJIABHBIN CIOXKET.
B mbece orcyTcTByeT TpaauMLIMOHHOE I KOMEIMU IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUE FOHOCTHU
¥ CTApOCTH; ApaMaTypruueckuii KOHQIIMKT TaKuM 00pa3oM NEPEHOCUTCS BO BTO-
POCTENIEHHBIN CIOKET (3aroBOp MPOTUB MalIbBOJINO).
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B coorBercTBMM ¢ mpuHLMIIAMUA JBOMHOTO crokera Illexcnup ucmonb3yer
BCE BU/JIbI YJIBOCHUS NIEPCOHAKEN: MaPhl CXO0XKUX NepcoHaxei (cap Toou u dabuan
KaK «pacTHopsIMTENIN KapHaBajiay); (ajbIIUBBIX JBOMHUKOB (TIpodeccroHanbHbIN
myT Pecte 1 ManbBOAMO, IPOTUB CBOEH BOJIM CHITPABIIMN POJIb IIyTa); U, HAKO-
Hell, MOJJIMHHBIX JBOMHUKOB, COMOCTABJICHHBIX HE MO JpaMaTypruuyeckoil (yHK-
MU, a MO0 BHYTpeHHUM KauecTBaM (OpcuHO-ManbBoiano, AHTOHHO-C3pP DHIPIO,
Buomna-decre).

Buona u ®decre, onuneTBopsoniye AyxX KapHaBaa, MpeJCTaloT KaK TJIaBHAs
napa JBOMHUKOB KOMEIUM — HUX BCTpeda B TPETbEM AKTE€ CUMBOJIMYECKHU IOME-
IIeHa B caMblid LIEHTp nbechl. OHU CBOOOJHO IMYTEIIECTBYIOT MEXKIY CHOKETaMH,
Oo0BEAMHAS UX, U PAa3pyLIAIOT TEATPAIbHYIO WJUIIO3UIO, BCTyIas BO B3aWMOJEH-
ctBUE ¢ 3a70M. O0a OHM LIYThl B BBICOKOM CMBICJIE ATOI'O CJIOBA, T€POU U AKTEPHI
0JIHOBpeMeHHO. Buona n ®ecte cBs3aHbl ¢ Haeel My3bIKM Kak OO0BbEIMHSAIONIEH
CTUXHUHU, CIOCOOHOW MpeoOpa3oBbIBATh Xa0OC YEJIOBEYECKOI'O CYILIECTBOBAHUS B
CTPOMHYIO FapMOHHIO.

Taxum oOpa3oM, MOKHO YBHJIETh, UTO MPUEM YJIBOCHHS MPOHU3BIBAET BCIO
IIbECY, UCIOJB3YSCh HE TOJIBKO IS TPAAULIMOHHOIO KOMHUYECKOTO COITOCTaBJICHMUS,
HO U JUJIsl OOHApY’KEHUs CII0KHBIX BHYTPEHHUX CBS3€M MEXIy reposMuU U TeMaMu
KOMEJUU.

Natalia V. Shipilova
The Poetics of the Double Plot in Shakespeare’s “Twelfth Night”

In The Twelfth Night Shakespeare combines the devices of Attic and Italian
erudite comedy with the popular Carnival tradition giving rise to what we might
call ‘double plot’. This is a structure characteristic of English Renaissance drama,
in which the subplot line both mirrors and reinterprets the main plot. The tradition-
al comedy opposition of youth versus old age is not used in the play; thus the dra-
matic conflict is transferred to the subplot (the conspiracy against Malvolio).

According to the principles of the double plot Shakespeare uses all kinds of
doubling the characters: pairs of similar characters (Sir Toby and Fabian as Lords
of Misrule), false doubles (the professional jester Feste and Malvolio who plays the
role of jester against his will) and, finally, real mirror characters who are similar
not in their dramatic function, but in inner qualities (Orsino-Malvolio, Antonio-Sir
Andrew, Viola-Feste).

Viola and Feste, personifying the spirit of festive season, appear to be the
main pair of mirror characters in the comedy, therefore their meeting in Act Il is
symbolically set in the middle of the play. They move freely between the two
plots, connecting them, and destroy the theatrical illusion by communicating with
audience. They are both fools in the most elevated sense of the word, characters
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and actors simultaneously. Viola and Feste are connected with the idea of music as
uniting force that can transform the chaos of human existence into a perfect har-
mony.

To sum up, we can observe that the mode of doubling is used throughout the
play not only for traditional comic comparison, but also for revealing complicated
inward relations between characters and themes of the comedy.

B. JI. Kucenes
CuryatuBHas kaprorpadus
apamaryprudeckux npoussenaenui lHlexkcnupa

B noxnage paccMarpuBaeTcs HHCTpPYMEHT KapTorpadupoBaHusl pa3BUTHS U
paspenieHus: JIMYHOCTHBIX MPo0JeM mepcoHaxeil croxera. BHuManuio ciymiare-
Jeil OyneT MmpeAcTaBiIeH WHCTPYMEHTApUH, MO3BOJSIOMIMNA MPOBOAUTH aHAIHU3 U
MEHTaIbHOE KapTOorpaupOBaHUE CIOKHOTO JTUTEPATYPHOTO TeKcTa. MHCTpyMeHT
0TpabOTaH Ha HECKOJBKUX COTHSX CIOKETOB, Hampumep, «KamHocTts ¢paepa cry-
owia» (ITom u pabotnuk banga), «M mocnenHue cTaHyT NEPBBIMH...» (30IyIiI-
ka), «besymcTBy Xxpalpsix moeM mbl iecHio» (Mensens u Kosen), B Tom yucie Ha
HECKOJIBKUX IMIEKCIUPOBCKUX CrokeTax. [Ipumep (dbparmeHT) kaprorpaduu mpen-
CTaBJICH HUXE.

V. D. Kiselev
The Situational Cartography of Shakespeare’s Drama

The paper considers a tool mapping the development and resolution of per-
sonal problems of characters in fiction. We present a toolkit that enables to make
an analysis and mental mapping of a complex literary text. The tool was refined
and tested on several hundred plots, for instance, “Greed did him in” (the Priest
and his worker Balda), “And the Last Will Become the First...” (Cinderella), “We
Sing a Song for the Folly of the Brave Ones” (the Bear and the Goat), including
several Shakespearian plots. A sample snippet of mapping is presented below.
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Cnucok aBTOpOB

Axumos Opnecm bopucosuu — xanauAaT GUIOIOTMYECKUX HAYK, JAOLIEHT
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