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Annomauus. B crarbe anasnmaupyercsa Mmeradgopa M0d3un Kak He-
MaTepPUAaJIbHOI0 ITAMSITHUKA, YBEKOBEUMBAIOIIEr0 3aCJIyI'H I109Ta,
Ha mpuMepe pererntuu oabl ['oparusa 3.30 B pycckoil auTeparype
(ot Jepsxasuua u Ilymruaa mo BpiocoBa, Maskosckoro, Xomace-
Buua, Bponckoro, 3axonepa u IlypuHa, YbM CTUXOTBOPEHUA 0 CUX
0P, HACKOJBbKO M3BECTHO, He IIPUBJIEKAJIN BHUMAHUS KCCJIEI0BAa-
Tesetn). M3yuenne moa3uu, OCHOBAHHON HA MeTad)ope MO3ITHIECKOTO
MaMATHUKA, II03BOJISET BBIIEJINUTH €€ XapaKTepHble YePThl: HHTep-
TEKCTYaJIbHOCTh, BEIPAKAIOIILYIOCS B IIUTATAX, AJIJIIO3USIX, ITAPOIU-
sIX, OpHMKoJIaske, ACTUINe; JOMHUHUPOBAHWE MOTHUBA ITOITUYECKOM
OTOIEHTPUYHOCTH;, PAa3BePThIBAHME MeTAa(Oophl MAMATHHKA BO
BpeMeHHOHI U IPOCTPAHCTBEHHOM IepciiekTuBax. Meradopa moaTu-
YECKOr0 ITaMSITHUKA CTAHOBUTCS (DAKTOM PYCCKOM JIUTEpaTyphI OJIa-
rogaps JlomonocoBy u Jlep:kaBuHy, OIHAKO CBOEM HEOOBIKHOBEHHOM
oy asipHOCThI0 B Poccuu (HecpaBHUMOM ¢ ee Cyab00N HU B OHOM
JIUTEepaTypHON Tpaauinu) oxa loparmsa 00s3aHa CTUXOTBOPEHUIO
[IymkmrHa, ¢ KOTOPOro HAYMHAETCS pPa3pylleHre KAHOHHUYECKOTO
OCMBICTIEHUsT MeTadOphl M0d3UU KaK HeBepOaJbHOI0 IaMsITHUKA.
ITomemuueckme orruku Bpocora m MasikoBCKOro HampaBIeHB HA
cTuxoTBOpenue IIymnKkuna, moaTBep:RIas ITIOCTOSHHOE IIPUCYTCTBHE
MeTadOphl MIOITHYECKOTO ITAMSITHUKA B KOJUIEKTUBHOM ITAMSITH
HAIM, TOBOPSIINX HA PYCCKOM si3bike. llapomuitHoe ocMBbICIIeHUE
IIPOJOJIZKAET IIPOIECC AEeKAHOHU3AIIMHN JINTEPATYPHON TPaIHUIINH,
MIOKA3BIBAsI €e BASKHOCTL JIJII COBPEMEHHOU KyJIbTYPhI, KOTOPAs
IOJBEPraeT pacCMaTPUBAEMYI0 META(OPY KOCTPAHEHHIO» TPABECTHU-
e, KaK B CTUXOTBOPEHUH BpoiCcKOro, i MpoHMeH, KaK B CTUXaX
XomaceBuua nian 3axojepa, Wi OpukosiaskeM, Kak B «I lamMmaTaure»
Ilypuua. Tpaguius, ocHoBaHHas Ha MeTadope HeBepOaJIbHOro IIa-
MATHHAKA, TPAHC(HOPMUPOBAHHAS, HO HE YHUUTOKEHHAS [Tapoaue,
IpecTaBsIeT cO00M OTKPBITYIO CHCTEMY, a IIOTOMY €€ ITapoauiiHoe
(MM KAaHOHWYECKOe) OCMBICJIEHME CKOpee BCero odpedeHo Ha IIpo-
JIOJI3KEeHUEe B IIOCTMOIEPHUCTCKOHN JINTEPaType.

©K. A. NEW DOL: 10.22394/2412-9410-2018-4-3-247-274 247



Varia

248

Knroueswte ciosa: meradopa, MOSTUUECKUN TAMATHUK, HHTEPTEK-
CTYyaJIbHOCTD, AJUIIO3Ws, ITUTATa, OPUKOJIAMK, TAPOIUs, ITPOCTPAH-
CTBEHHAs MEePCIEeKTUBA, BpeMeHHAas ITePCIIeKTUBA, XPOHOTOIT

which “the poet becomes the verbal sculptor of his own monument” [Kahn

2008: 82], has attracted the attention of many scholars', but has rarely become
an object of comparative study . Nearly a century ago Georgii Shengeli studied the
versification of Pushkin’s and Bryusov’s poems, underlining the modernistic nature
of the latter against the background of the Russian tradition [Llenremu 1918]. Ca-
triona Kelly, on the contrary, expressed the view that in Pushkin’s poem “the idea of
an art work about the impossibility of making an art work”, “seems Modernistic
rather than Romantic” [Kelly 2001: 12]. The historical development of an odic tra-
dition was studied by Lev Pumpianskii, who showed through minute textual analy-
sis the deviations of Pushkin’s and Derzhavin’s poems from Horace’s Ode 3.30
[[Tymmstackuit 1977].

The semantics and the internal structure of statue imagery in Pushkin’s poetry
with reference to his verbal monument were outlined by Roman Jakobson [fIko6con
1987] whose views were developed in Sergey Zhiliakov’s dissertation, dedicated to
the reconstruction of a specific genre of monument poems, combining the features
of testaments, lamentations, epitaphs, poetic prayers, consolations [XKunskos 2010].
Unlike Zhiliakov’s dissertation, which centres on poetic descriptions of material
monuments?, this article will attempt to distinguish between poems based on the
metaphoric and the material representations of monuments. Following the views
expressed by Andrew Kahn, who stresses the “unphysical essence of the monu-
ment” in Pushkin’s poem [Kahn 2008: 82], this article will focus on texts based
on the metaphoric representation of the immaterial verbal monument, traceable to
Horace’s Ode 3.30.

The most extensive study of the Russian monument tradition based on Pushkin’s
famous poem was made in the monograph by M. P. Alekseev, who included transla-
tions of Horace’s ode [Anekcees 1967] without explicitly distinguishing them from
poetic imitations. The study of translated texts®, however, is necessarily concerned
with voluntary or involuntary deviations from the original, which presents limited
scope for studying the metaphor of verbal monument.

The aim of this article is to analyze the artistic imitations of Horace’s ode,
whose main function is, to use Roman Jakobson’s terminology [SIko6con 1975:
193-230], poetic rather than communicative. The methodology employed in this

Pushkin’s famous poem “fl mamsaTHUK ceOe BO3IBUT HEPYKOTBOPHBIU...”, in

! The extensive review of the scholarly debate around Pushkin’s poem is outlined in
M. P. Alexeev’s book [AnekceeB 1967].

2 Zhiliakov’s dissertation does not draw a distinction between the metaphorical representation
of monuments and their material form, described in Mayakovsky’s “lO6uneitnoe”, Vysotsky’s
“ITamarauk”, laroslav Smeliakov’s, Lev Losev’s “Ilamstauk”, and mostly concentrates on the
latter.

3 Such as the texts by M. V. Lomonosov, G. R. Derzhavin, V. V. Kapnist, A. Kh. Vostokov,
S. A. Tuchkov, A. A. Fet, N. F. Fokkov, B. V. Nikolskii, P. F. Porfirov, V. Ya. Bryusov (1913,
1918), V. N. Krachkovskii, A. P. Semenov-Tianshanskii, N. I. Shaternikov, Ia. E. Golosovker,
which are quoted in Alekseev’s book.
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article is based on the works of Mikhail Gasparov, who focuses on unnoticed shades
of meaning and the selection and succession of images with the purpose of recon-
structing the poetic system of the text as a whole [["'acmapos 2000]. These methods
of research can be applied to the study of the metaphor of verbal monument based
on Horace’s Ode 3.30 (from Derzhavin and Pushkin to Bryusov, Mayakovsky,
Khodasevich, Brodsky, Zakhoder and Purin, whose works have not been analysed
before), with focus on the mechanisms of intertextuality: quotation, allusion, brico-
lage, pastiche, parody.

Intertextuality appears to be a necessary requirement of the poetic monument
tradition, as can be seen in the numerous predecessors of Horace’s ode: an Egyptian
papyrus of ¢.1200 BC, praising ancient scribes who “did not make themselves pyra-
mids of bronze with iron plaques «...> their teachings are their pyramids; <...> their
monuments are covered with earth «...> but their names are mentioned because of
their books” [West 1969: 132]; Pindar’s claim that “a ready-built treasury house of
songs for Pythian victory has been erected in Apollo’s golden valley. This neither
winter’s rain, coming in an implacable alien host of roaring cloud, nor wind will
drive into the hollows of the sea, pounded with jumbled debris” [Lowrie 1997:
72]% Aristophanes’ masonry metaphors applied to Aeschylus’s verses [Taillardat
1962: 438]; Callimachus’s fragment representing two temples in terms suggestive
of poetry [Thomas 1999: 76]; Virgil depicting his future epic as a marble temple
[Suerbaum 1968: 172—175]; Simonides’s dirge on the dead at Thermopylae, stating
that “his tribute, unlike material offerings, will not be dimmed by decay or time”
[Harrison 2001: 261]; an epitaph attributed to Cleobulus, describing how ““a bronze
statue on the tomb of Midas will last as long as water flows and trees are green”
[Slings 2000: 7]. Although Horace’s ode might include allusions to or direct quota-
tions from any of these, the most striking are the textual parallels with the Egyp-
tian papyrus, where imagery develops from concrete material constructions (pyra-
mids of bronze) to the immaterial pyramids of the scribe’s teachings; the image of
transience, revealed through destructible material monuments covered with earth
(prefiguring the image of death and immortality central to the poetic monument
tradition), is contrasted with the image of indestructibility, represented by texts, i. e.
verbal monuments.

The metaphor of poetry as an immaterial construction is one of the early topoi
of ancient literature preceding Horace’s ode: it appears in Callimachus, Pindar, Aris-
tophanes and Virgil. The notion of the durability of verbal art in time and space is
expressed through the poetic device of adynaton (which will become characteristic
of the monument tradition) in Virgil, Simonides, Cleobulus, Pindar and in the Egyp-
tian papyrus. The notions of time and/or space are viewed by Horace’s predecessors
as challenges to their immaterial monuments but do not participate in the spatial or
temporal organisation of their texts.

In Horace’s ode the spatial-temporal structure is revealed by means of a double
perspective, that of time, prevailing in the beginning of the poem, and of space,
dominating towards the end [I"actapoB 2000]. The image of time, viewed as an
antagonist of the poet’s verbal monument, is given physical embodiment at the be-
ginning of the poem, where it is molded into material manifestations (bronze and

4 Commentators on Pindar do not “equate the building with poetry but rather with the fame
of the victor as embodied in the poetry” [Lowrie 1997: 73]. Cf. also: [Bowra 1964: 20-23, 323].
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pyramids). The monument is said to be “more lasting than bronze” (aere perennius)’
and “loftier than the regal structure of the pyramids” (regalique situ Pyramidum
altius, 2)°, pyramids themselves being material symbols of time. The image of time
seen in material terms develops into an image of immaterial eternity: the monument
cannot be destroyed “by the countless succession of years and the flight of time”
(innumerabilis / annorum series et fuga temporum, 4-5), paradoxically expressing
the idea of time as being “both infinite and also fugitive” [Nisbet, Rudd 2004: 371].
Immaterial eternity turns into personal immortality (“I shall not wholly die, a great
part of me will escape Libitina”’, non omnis moriar, / multaque pars mei vitabit
Libitinam, 6—7) and immortal fame (“I shall always grow in praise with posterity”,
usque ego postera / crescam laude recens, 8). The scope of the metaphor of the ver-
bal monument is thus widened from the material to the immaterial, immortal and
eternal.

Having reached the semantics of eternity, the temporal perspective cannot be
widened any further and therefore gives way to the imagery of space, which starts
to expand from the concrete toponyms in the precise middle of the poem (line 8
out of 16): the Capitol, being a symbol of Roman imperium [Nisbet, Rudd 2004:
373], where a priest climbs with the silent vestal virgin (dum Capitolium / Scandet
cum tacita virgine pontifex, 8-9%). The virgin is silent, as if deprived of speech by
the solemnity of the procession’, and is implicitly contrasted with the poet, who is
endowed with the gift of poetic speech. The shift of perspective takes the audience
from the very centre of “speechless” Rome to Horace’s homeland (in the south of
Italy, Venusia), where the violent Aufidus, the chief river of Apulia, roars (qua vio-
lens obstrepit Aufidus, 10) [Nisbet, Rudd 2004: 374]. The implied contrast between
the noise of Apulia and the quiet of the procession in Rome draws on imagery not
only of space but also of sound and speech.

The spatial scope introduced by using a hydronym as synecdoche to refer to
Horace’s birthplace is widened in the metonymy of the proper name, Daunus'®,

5 The text of Horace’s Odes is quoted from [West 2009]. The noun “aere”, literally meaning
bronze, can also be used to denote the bronze statues erected to commemorate victorious warriors
or sportsmen, or alternatively coins, which, during the years of the Roman Principate, were
imprinted with the image of the emperor. Thus, the point of Horace’s comparison is to contrast the
material concept of money (or statues) and earthly sovereignty, which are doomed to be destroyed
by time and forgotten, and the power of his poetic art, which is immortal [Nisbet, Rudd 2004:
368-369].

¢ The word-combination “regali situ Pyramidum” presents difficulties to interpreters. The
noun “situs” is sometimes understood as meaning ‘structure’, however its other meaning is ‘de-
cay’; the word-combination then can be viewed as including a genitivus inversus, i. e. an abstract
noun accompanied by another noun in the genitive case, used instead of a combination of an
adjective with a noun [West 2009: 261].

7 Libitina — the Roman goddess of funerals.

8 “The ascent of the high priest with his properly subordinated, chaste, and silent female
companion underscores the decorous reallocation of sexual and verbal powers that has cleared the
way for Horace’s triumph” [Oliensis 1998: 103].

? The spatial dimension in the description of the procession is united with the temporal image,
as “the future life of Rome with its unalterable ceremonies is taken for granted, if not to the end
of all time, yet for so immense a period that no one needs to cast his thought beyond it” [Fraenkel
1957: 303].

1" Daunus was a legendary Greek from Illyria, who founded Daunia, part of Apulia [Nisbet,
Rudd 2004: 372].
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referring to Apulia (“where Daunus, poor in water, ruled rustic peoples”, qua pau-
per aquae Daunus agrestium / regnavit populorum, 11). The perspective is further
widened in the reference to the poet’s homeland, with which his “local pride” (“but
local pride seen sub specie aeternitatis” [Commager 1966: 314]) is associated: “it
shall be said of me «...> that I, powerful from my lowly origin, was the first to have
brought Aeolian song to Italian measures” (dicer «<...> ex humili potens / princeps
Aeolium Carmen ad Italos / deduxisse modos, 10—14). The statement of the poet’s
achievement, consisting in composing Latin poetry in Greek lyric metres for the
benefit of a Roman audience, encompasses the whole poetic oikumena, thus widen-
ing the perspective almost to the immeasurable.

The poet can therefore justly claim what he deserves when asking Melpomene
to “take up the pride obtained by [your] merits and graciously encircle my [your]
head with Delphic laurel” (Sume superbiam / Quaesitam meritis et mihi Delphica /
Lauro cinge volens, Melpomene, comam, 14—-16). The Delphic laurel was bestowed
upon victorious athletes in Apollo’s Pythian Games and had never been awarded
for poetry; granting this honour to a poet is Horace’s invention, and he has nomi-
nated himself to receive it [Pdschl 1970: 260; Nisbet, Rudd 2004: 369]. The poet’s
address to Melpomene is justified by the widest temporal perspective of eternity
and the widest spatial perspective of the entire poetic universe, in which the poet’s
metaphoric monument is placed.

The development of images of time and space in Horace’s poem can be viewed
through two reverse perspectives: the objects are widened the further they are from
the spectator. The temporal perspective is represented first through bronze, then
through the pyramids, then through the unnumbered procession of years and the
flight of time; the spatial perspective widens out from the Capitoline hill to Apulia
and finally to the whole poetic universe. The metaphor of the monument therefore
can be said to expand from the material to the infinite in its spatial perspective and
from the concrete to the eternal in its temporal scope.

The expansion of the metaphor, reflected in the spatial-temporal structure of
the ode, creates the context for introducing a completely new motif, which had not
appeared in Horace’s predecessors. This new motif may be termed the poet’s “ego-
centricity”: the creation of the verbal monument is linked to the motif of individual
immortality achieved by the fame of the poet’s works. The poet’s contribution to
art is assessed through references to his own homeland and humble origin, i. e. his
poetic “biography” [Becenosckuit 1989: 218]. The logical conclusion of Horace’s
ode is also innovative: the metaphor of verbal monument, unfolded through time
and space, justifies the poet’s address to the Muse, asking her to crown his glory
with laurel symbolising his fame.

In Russia the canonisation of the metaphor of a poetic monument, expanded by
Horace, starts with Lomonosov’s translation of Ode 3.30'"". However Derzhavin’s
“INamsaTauk” (1795), the first poetic imitation of Horace’s ode, makes the metaphor

' Lomonosov’s translation differs from Horace’s ode in that the word “monument” is
replaced by the word “sign” (“SI 3nax 6eccmeprust cebe Bozasurnyn”); the reference to the Capitol
is replaced by a reference to Rome (“SI 6ymy Bo3pacTarh moBcrony ciapoii, / [loka Bemukuii Pum
Biazeet ceetoM”); the hydronym and the mythological name are interpreted not as references to
the poet’s homeland but as places of his future glory [[Iymmsackuit 1977]. Lomonosov’s text is
quoted from [Jlomonocos 1986].
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of verbal monument a fact of Russian literature. Derzhavin’s poem bears the con-
stituent features of the tradition, primarily its intertextuality'?: it responds not only
to Horace’s ode but also to Lomonosov’s translation. Intertextuality accounts for
the description of Russia through hydronyms, which has been interpreted as a result
either of contamination with another of Horace’s odes (2.20) [["acrrapos 2000] or of
following Lomonosov’s translation (1748). The single Latin hydronym of Horace’s
original and of Lomonosov’s translation gives way in Derzhavin’s poem to several
Russian toponyms: the names of seas (White Sea and Black Sea), rivers (Volga,
Don, Neva, Ural), and a mountain in its ancient classical guise'.

This attention to geographical detail can be accounted for by its intertextuality:
the influence of other Lomonosov’s poems, in which similar lists of toponyms can
be found (“B momnsix, ucronneHupIx wionamu, / Ine Bonra, {nenp, Hesa u JloH...”
[JlomoHOCOB 1959: 222]; “Ha ceBep u Ha 0T, Ha 3amal u BOCTOK, / [me Bomnra,
Huenp, Jlpuna, tiae uucteiii HeBckuit Tok / Mexny TleTpoBbIX CTEH JHKYS Mpo-
tekaet” [Ibid.: 497]); the desire to compare the fame of the poet with the extensive
fame of a ruling monarch'?; the tendency to liken Russia to the Roman Empire with
respect to the number of toponyms it includes; or the spirit of the age of geographi-
cal discoveries'>. Whichever of these intertextual reasons for the introduction of
geographical details prevail, the change in the representation of space relative to
Horace’s ode is obvious. The expansion of the geographical area, underlined by
including the names of rivers encompassing the whole country, inevitably implies
magnification of immortal fame. In Derzhavin’s text, the poet’s immortality is per-
ceived in toponymic and hydronymic, i. e. geographical terms.

As in Horace’s ode and Lomonosov’s translation, the metaphor of poetic monu-
ment in Derzhavin’s “Ilamstauk” is unfolded through the temporal-spatial structure
of his text. The temporal perspective first narrows from the image of the eternal
monument (“SI mamaTHHUK ceOGe BO3ABUT UyAeCHBIH, BeuHslii”)'® which is harder
than the material metals and the pyramids (“MeTaiinoB TBep>ke OH U BBIIIE THpa-
muz’), to the fleeting thunderstorm (“Hu BUXpb €ro, H1u rpoM He CIOMUT OBICTPO-
teunblii”), and then widens to the abstract flight of time (“U Bpemenu moner ero
He cokpytmt”)!”. The temporal perspective, developed in the first stanza, gives way

12« _.In the intertextual relations between a classical Latin source and imitations by Russian
poets (Derzhavin, Lomonosov and Pushkin) at the transition from Classism to Romanticism the
dialogic tension intensified and the sense of historical, linguistic and cultural otherness of the
source became sharper” [Juvan 2008: 31].

13 “Riphaei montes” (the Riphacan mountains) was the name for the Urals or the Caucasus in
classical treatises on geography.

14 “Camplii reorpaduueckuii pa3max MOITHYESCKON ClaBbl — 3TO reorpaduyecKuii pazmax
OJIBI: MOATHYECKAS CJIaBa 3aHHUMACT B TOYHOCTHU TO K€ IPOCTPAHCTBO, YTO U MOTYILECTBO TOPIKe-
CTBYIOILIETO MOHApXa, M OIMKCHIBACTCS TOW JKE CaMOM TpaauIMOHHON (hopmynoir — (OT... 10...)”
[Kusos 1996: 678].

15 The 18" century was an age of geographical discoveries; the expeditions of the Academy of
Sciences showed that Russia, following Spain and Portugal, could contribute to the investigation
of the globe [ITymmsackuii 1977, Mycopuna 2000].

16 The text of Derzhavin’s poem is quoted from [[lepxxasun 1957: 417].

17 Derzhavin’s poem became the model for Pushkin’s younger contemporary N. M. Iazykov,
whose “Cruxu Ha 00bsBIeHHe MamsTHHKA uctoprorpady H. M. Kapamsuny” [S3bikoB 1858]
glorify not his own literary achievements but Karamzin’s and therefore fall outside the scope of
the present article.
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to the spatial perspective, narrowing from the whole universe (“/lokonb cliaBsHOB
pox BceneHHa Oynet utuTh”) to a list of concrete hydronyms (“Ciryx mpoiiaer 060
MHe oT benbix Boa 10 YepHsix, / [ne Bonra, [lon, Hea, ¢ Pudes neet Ypan™) and
then to innumerable nations (“Bcsik OyneT mOMHHUTB TO B HAPOAAX HEUCUETHBIX ).

The expansion of the verbal monument metaphor is developed in Derzhavin’s
poem by combining linear perspective (narrowing the temporal focus from the eter-
nal to the concrete) and reverse perspective (widening the temporal perspective
from the concrete to the Horatian abstract image of “the flight of time”). The image
of space narrows from the reference to the universe to the list of concrete toponyms,
given in the order of linear perspective from the seas to the rivers, and finally wid-
ening again to the immeasurable and the immortal, thus combining the linear and
the reverse perspectives. This combination results in a deepening of perception: the
close plane is perceived in reverse perspective and the distant plane is perceived in
linear perspective, thus creating the so-called “perceptive perspective™'s,

This new combined perspective paves the way for the introduction of a personal
moral aspect, which is absent in Horace’s ode'. The poet’s achievement is cast as a
triad combining the functions of poetry as panegyric and entertainment; philosophi-
cal and theological; and instructive or illuminative®. In comparison with Horace’s
ode, “egocentricity” is enhanced in Derzhavin’s poem: the highly personal terms
in which he speaks about his achievements are reflected in the frequent use of the
singular personal pronoun, occurring in his text six times. Egocentricity is further
developed in the poet’s address to the Muse, which incorporates the motif of pride
(expressed in Horace in the single word “superbia”, combining the connotations of
haughtiness and condescension and brought out in Derzhavin’s line, “Bo3ropaucs
3aciyroi crpaBemuBoi, / U mpe3put kro 1ebs1, cama Tex mpesupai’?!), and con-
cludes with a request to crown herself not with the Delphic laurel but with no less
than the “dawn of immortality” (“Ueno TBoe 3apeit OeccmepTus Benuaii”). Egocen-
tricity, as well as intertextuality and the “monument chronotope” in its Horatian
form??, can be said to have become structural features of the tradition of monument
poems, which achieve canonisation through Derzhavin’s ode.

The temporal-spatial characteristics of the poetic monument metaphor are
transformed in Pushkin’s “SI mamsitHuk ceOe Bo3aBwr...”, whose epigraph, “Exegi
monumentum”?, is taken as a quotation from Horace and, through its intertextuality,
raises uncertainty as to whether the poem is an imitation of the Roman ode or an
answer to it. In using the word “monumentum” both Horace and Pushkin play on
the ambiguity of its meaning, creating a posthumous feel as if their poems were

'8 The term “perceptive perspective” (“nepuentuBHas nepcrekrusa’) was elaborated in [Pa-
yureHoax 1986].

1 The study of Derzhavin’s ode in the light of the historical, cultural and biographical facts
has shown that its composition reflects similarities of the poet’s fate with Horace’s [Kueitn 2004:
148-169].

2 For Derzhavin’s image of the poet [[Teckos 1984: 17].

2! An addition to the study of the intertextuality of Derzhavin’s poem was made by D. Bethea,
interpreting this line as a major deviation from Horace’s ode [Bethea 1998: 232].

22 The combined spatial-temporal relationship in poems based on the metaphor of the poetic
monument will be referred to as “chronotopical”, following M. Bakhtin’s terminology [baxtum 1975].

3 The texts of Pushkin’s poems are quoted from [[Tymkun 1962—-1965].
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composed on the other side of the grave®. Instead of Horace’s contrast between the
metaphorical “monumentum” and a material value (indicated by the comparative
ending of the adjective in “aere perennius”), Pushkin creates a paradox [Kahn 2008:
84] between the physical image of a monument and the idea of it being unmade,
employing the polysemantic adjective “HepyKOTBOPHBIH .

The beginning of the second stanza of Pushkin’s “Ilamarnuk”, which predicts
the poet’s future immortality, “Het, Bech s1 He ympy” is another direct quotation
from Horace’s Ode 3.30 “Non omnis moriar”, preserving the intertextual connection
between the two poems. The continuation of the same stanza: “myira B 3aBeTHOI
nupe / MOH Tpax NepexuBeT U TIeHbs yoexuT” although deviating from the rest of
Ode 3.30, contains an idea similar to that found in Horace’s Ode 4.9: “time hasn’t
erased what Anacreon once / played: and the love of the Lesbian girl still / breathes,
all the passion that Sappho / committed to that Aeolian /yre” [BoiitexoBmu 2000].
In both poems the lyre becomes a metaphor for poetry and for the way in which
each poet will be remembered. However, Pushkin’s lyre has a meaningful epithet
“saBeTHas’’, which has connotations of a commandment, a covenant, a testament.

In contrast to Horace’s ode and Derzhavin’s “Ilamstauk”, which developed
the temporal and the spatial perspectives in succession, Pushkin deals with both
perspectives simultaneously®. The temporal scope of the poet’s fame is narrowed
from “as long as a single poet is alive” (“mokonb B momtyHHOM Mupe / KuB Oyner
XOTbh ofiH KT ), to the adverb “long” in a reference to the people (“U monro Oymy
TeM Iode3eH s Hapoay”) and concludes with reference to “my cruel time” (“moit
xectokuil Bek”). Temporal perspective thus develops from the epochs of successive
generations of poets (adynaton is used to convey the idea of eternity) to a human
life-span and finally to the poet’s own “cruel time”, thus using linear perspective to
narrow the scope of vision.

Whereas the focus of time steadily narrows, the image of space synchronically
widens from the reference to the people’s path to the metonymic denotation of mon-
archy (“Anekcanapuiickoro croima”, in which the dialogue with Derzhavin’s text,
with its reference to monarchs, cf. “uctuny 1apsm”, can be perceived)”. Spatial
perspective further widens in the reference to isolated poets existing in the sublunary

24 Both Horace and Pushkin conjure up two possible meanings, an honorary monument such
as was erected in Rome for eminent citizens during their lifetime or a funerary monument marking
a person’s grave [Williams 1969: 150; Cypar 2009: 254-256].

»In 1933 I. L. Feinberg suggested a link between Pushkin’s poem and the poem composed
by V. G. Ruban on the monument to Peter the Great, “K mamsrauxy Ilerpa I”, in which the word
“HepykoTBOpHbI” was used in relation to the rock on which the monument stands [Deiin6epr
1985: 577-591]. However, M. L. Gasparov pointed out that for any Russian reader the obligatory
associations will be those with the image not made by hand (i. e. Acheiropoietos), whereas the
associations with the mountain not made by hand can only be secondary [["acnapos 2000].

26 Although Gasparov expresses this change in terms of the reduction of both themes of time
and space in Pushkin’s poem in comparison with Horace and Derzhavin [[actiapos 2000], the
difference seems insignificant, which can be shown through the frequency of word-combinations
referring to images of time and space: Pushkin uses 3 references to time and 4 to space (as well as
4 ethnonyms); Horace uses 4 denotations of time and 4 of space; Derzhavin uses 4 references to
time and 3 to space (as well as 6 hydronyms and one oronym).

27 An alternative explanation has been offered by Catriona Kelly, who argued that Pushkin
was “also referring to the Pharos at Alexandria — and suggesting that his poetry would be the
eighth wonder of the world” [Kelly 2001: 33].
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world (“nommynnom mmpe”) and finally concludes with the widest image of the
whole of Russia (“no Bceit Pycu Benukoit™).

The image of space is developed in the list of ethnonyms (introduced by the
initial reference to people in “Hapomgnas tpoma”), which take on the role played
by toponyms in Horace’s and Derzhavin’s poems. However, in the change from
toponymics to ethnonymics the accent is put not on space as such but on the people
with their various languages (“Besik cymimii B Hell s1361k” )8, The perspective expands
from the reference to the people’s path, to monarchy, to the poets of the sublunary
world and finally to the whole country and its different nations. The combination of
the narrowing perspective of time and the simultaneously widening perspective of
space creates a tension stressing the psychological, spiritual plane, which prevails
in the poetic system of the text over its temporal-spatial scheme.

The material imagery (“Tpomna”, “cronm’) gives way to the non-material, spir-
itual concepts which rule out the motif of egocentricity characteristic of the monu-
ment poetry tradition, going back to Horace’s self-centredness [Nisbet, Rudd 2004:
365]. Although the concluding lines of both poems are addressed to the Muse and
refer to divine inspiration®, the sentiments expressed in them differ radically. Hor-
ace asks his Muse to adhere to the ancient custom of reciprocity by granting him
the laurel wreath of a victor; Pushkin, on the other hand, tells his Muse to obey the
will of God*. Contrary to Horace, Pushkin explicitly advises his Muse to refrain
from bestowing the laurel wreath (“o0unbl He cTpaiack, He TpeOys BeHIa”), in
which he twice ironically depicted himself, as can be seen from his own drawings
in two manuscripts [Baitypo 2000: 251, Ddpoc 1933: 426]. The parallels between
the ending of Horace’s ode and the culminating stanza of “IlamsTHHK” suggest that
Pushkin was challenging the tradition of monument poetry and refuting the proud
words of Horace and Derzhavin with a warning to remain indifferent to slander and
praise: “XBany u kneBeTy npuemin papHoxymHo . Pushkin is addressing his Muse
with an admonition to pay no attention to those who cannot understand the great
gift of poetry, with which both Horace and he had been endowed (“u He ocniopuBaii
ryma’).

In Horace’s and Derzhavin’s odes the poets’ merits were viewed as individual,
personal, their Muse crowned herself, and therefore the development of imagery
was horizontal and historical; in Pushkin’s poem not only the question of personal
achievement becomes irrelevant, but also the question of personal authorship; the
mission of the poet is conceived as social, universal, spiritual, and correspondingly
the development of imagery is vertical [Henomusimii 1987: 446]. As was aphoristi-

2 Tt is not unlikely that Pushkin’s innovation in shifting the emphasis on ethnic groups
envisages further acts of translation and extends the transition from the Horatian motif of putting
Greek songs to Latin metres to Pushkin’s own works being translated into the new languages in
his own country.

2 Address to the Muse is indicated by the vocative case “Melpomene” in Horace and “o
Mmy3a” in Pushkin.

30 “Benenpto Boxkuio, 0o Mysa, Oyap mocmymaa”. Rhymes in the last stanza remain as
semantically significant as in the rest of the poem: ‘mocnymina : paBHOmyIIHO  establishes a
correlation between being obedient to God’s will and being indifferent to everybody else’s
judgment, be it those who have power or fools unworthy of attention. The rhyme “Benua” : “raym-
ma” stresses the idea that only fools seek earthly glory, an idea diametrically opposite to the
message expressed in Horace’s poem.
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cally stated by M. L. Gasparov, “Horace has in his scope of vision the poet and the
Muse above him, Derzhavin — just the Muse, Pushkin — the Muse and God above
her. Thus, the poetics of ‘The Monument’ is transformed as it transits from ancient
literature to the literature of the Modern era™'.

* % %

Intertextuality drawing on the entirety of the poetic monument tradition be-
comes a structural component in the poems of the twentieth-century Russian writ-
ers who responded less to Horace than to Pushkin. While translations of Horace
continued to be made, imitations entered into direct dialogue with Pushkin. Two
faithful translations of Horace’s ode were created by Valery Bryusov, an outstand-
ing translator of classical poetry and one of the principal members of the Symbolist
movement®?. However, before translating Horace, Bryusov studied Pushkin’s poetry
and composed a poem based on the metaphor of verbal monument, “ITamsTHuK”
(1912) [Crenanos 1938].

The intertextuality of Bryusov’s verse is manifested in its metrical similarity
to Pushkin’s poem™, as well as in his use of an epigraph from Horace. The phrase
selected by Bryusov is not, however, the one chosen by Pushkin: in quoting, “Sume
superbiam” (“Assume pride”) as summary of the authorial intention of his poem he
signals its distance from Pushkin’s last stanza in particular. Unlike his major pre-
decessors, Horace, Pushkin and Derzhavin, Bryusov declares the poetic nature of
his monument, constructed entirely in verse: “Moit maMATHUK CTOUT, U3 CTPOd co-
3ByuHbIX cioxkeH”*, Instead of Horace’s comparative (aere perennius) to affirm the
immaterial nature of his monument, Bryusov uses a metaphor referring only to the
verbal nature of his verse, which, unlike anything material, will never be subject to
decay or decomposition (“pacrmal meBy4YHx CJIOB B TpsiiyiieM He BosMoxkeH’ ). This
image of poetry with its intertextual reference to decay® contrasts with its more
traditional metaphorical representation as a “gift of propitious muses” (“nogapox
OnarockyioHHBIX My3”’). But both tradition and imitation are broken in the image of
poetry, highly innovative even for Symbolism, as “burning pages” (“ropsimue ctpa-
Huipl”), depicted through adynaton, a trope present in all monument poems starting
from Horace’s predecessors.

31 e

.. Y Topauus B osie 3peHust Ho3T U HaJl HUM My3a, y [lep>kaBuna — oxHa My3a, y ITym-
knHa — My3a 1 Hajt Heto bor. Tak npeoOpakaeTcs mosTuka «IlaMsaTHHKa», Iepexo/ist U3 peBHeit
JIUTEPATyphI B IUTeparypy HoBoro Bpemenu” [["acmapos 2000: 373].

32 Bryusov’s translations were created in 1913 (“ITamsTHHK st BO3OBUT Men HeTeHHee”) and
in 1918 (“BekoBeuneii Bo3aBur meau s mamsatHUK ). The text of Bryusov’s poems is quoted from
[Bprocos 1961].

33 In spite of several points of metrical similarity, Georgii Shengeli came to the general con-
clusion that Pushkin’s poem is metrically perfect whereas Bryusov’s is lacking harmony, chaotic,
disorganised, secondary, imitative [[Llenremu 1918: 5-8, 23].

3% A similar view on his poetic monument was formulated by Konstatin Batyushkov, in his
letter of the 8th of July 1826 to A. G. Grevens after he had already fallen mentally ill (“S mamst-
HUK BO3IBHT OTPOMHBIN M dyfecHbIH, / [IpocnaBs Bac B cTuxax: He 3HaeT cMepTH oH!”) [batrom-
koB 1886: 588—589]. Batyushkov’s poem sounds like a parody of Derzhavin’s verse but retains the
characteristic features of the tradition: its egocentricity, driven to the utmost extreme, its chrono-
topical structure, the intertextuality (e. g. direct quotations from Derzhavin).

35 ‘Decay’ is one of the meanings of the noun “situs”, which is used in the word-combination
“regali situ Pyramidum” in Horace’s Ode 3.30 [West 2009: 261].
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The metaphor of a poetic monument is revealed through the chronotopical struc-
ture of the poem, represented by means of a double perspective of both temporal and
spatial imagery. The temporal characteristics of the verbal monument are reduced
in Bryusov’s poem to only three components (“B rpsaymem”, “ciaBa Hallux AHEH”,
“UHBIX cTONIeTHH cnaBa”), starting and concluding with the future, and contrasting it
with the present, thus retaining steady emphasis on eternal immortality.

The perspective of space, on the other hand, is widened and varied, as it is pre-
sented in a series of internally contrasted oppositions: the first pair “the huts of the
poor” (“B kamopke Oennsika’) and “the tsar’s palace” (“Bo aBopiie napsi”) refers to
the social scope of the metaphorical monument; the second pair, with its intertextual
recollection of Horace’s noisy Aufidus and silent Capitoline procession, extends
the metaphor beyond Russia, contrasting “Ukrainian gardens” (“B cagpl YkpaitHbl”)
with “the noise and sleep of the capital” (“B rym u sipkuii con cronuisr’”’), in which
a binary formula also consists of contextual antonyms (“mrym”, “con”); the third
pair stretches the metaphor to the exotic country (“x npenasepbsim Muaun”) from
a Russian river (“na 6eper Upteima’); the fourth opposition contrasts an adverbial
modifier referring to material reality (“moBcromy”) with the transcendental location
(“y manekux rpe3”); the fifth pair juxtaposes the boundaries of sad homeland (“3a
nepeienbl iedanbHoi poauubr”) to other lands, represented through ethnonyms
(“n memer, u ¢paniry3 / ITokOpHO MOBTOPAT MOM CTHX ocupoTesiii”’)*, and to the
obscure universal temple (“BceMupHsIif Xpam™), stressing the immaterial universal
nature of the poetic monument. Unlike Derzhavin, who was content with achieving
fame in his homeland, Bryusov shows the cosmopolitan nature of his poetry (char-
acteristic of Symbolism), transgressing all national boundaries and widening the
scope of perspective from Europe to India. It is possible that Bryusov borrows his
allusion to a river (“Ha 6eper Upteima”) from Derzhavin; however, unlike the latter,
he pairs this hydronym not with other names of rivers or seas but with the name of
an exotic country, India, thus making them appear contextually identical.

Moreover, directly alluding to Pushkin’s references to people and to monarchy,
Bryusov transgresses the limits of social perspective, addressing his verse to the
poor and the mighty (“B kamopke GenHsika”, “Bo aBopiie maps’). Unlike his prede-
cessors, Bryusov achieves the widest possible spatial perspective, transcending the
space of fame beyond the limits of the real world into the realm of the imaginary,
which is conquered by poetry as a means of communication. Poetry for Bryusov
(and Symbolists) penetrates all worlds, the whole universe, the present and the fu-
ture, the spatial, the social and the temporal.

Bryusov sees the value of his poetry and his poetic achievements in direct con-
frontation with Derzhavin and Pushkin. In contrast with the aims of his renowned
predecessors, Derzhavin, who stresses the illuminating and the entertaining func-
tions of his poetry, and Pushkin, alluding to the moral, ethical, spiritual aspect of
poetic art, Bryusov prides himself exclusively on the aesthetic, literary, euphonious
merits of his verse (“pociaBsT ropo Kaxabli cTUX”, “U B HOBBIX 3BYKax, 30B
MIPOHUKHET 3a MpeJebl’”’), as a Symbolist recognizing only the value of “art for art’s
sake”. The supreme egocentricity or rather heliocentricity of Bryusov’s “Ilamst-

36 The image of the “orphaned verse” was viewed as a metaphorical image of text which is no
longer subject to the author’s will. It has been suggested that Bryusov foresaw the conception of
the death of the author formulated by Roland Barthes [XKussikos 2010: 112].
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Huk”, first signalled in his epigraph, is manifest in his transgressions of the monu-
ment tradition: he widens the scope of intertextuality, making subversive allusions
not only to Horace, Pushkin and Derzhavin but also to the Bible (cf. his disguised
quotation “S ecmp”). He flaunts his egocentricity by, unlike any of his predecessors
in the tradition, including his own name into the text of his poem (“Jlukys, Ha30-
BYT MeHs1 — Banepuii bprocos”), as well as by renouncing the image of the Muse
and substituting for it the image of the “Fame of other centuries” (“nHbIX cToJC-
tnii CnaBa”). Personified Fame, perhaps acting as Virgil to Dante, takes the poet to
the mysterious locus amoenus (“BceMupHbIi Xpam™), where his verbal monument,
presented through a double chronotopical perspective, infinitely widening and tran-
scending both universal and imaginary realms, is destined to loom for all time and
all space.

The polemical nature of Bryusov’s reception of the monument tradition was
deepened in Vladimir Mayakovsky’s® intertextual dialogue with Pushkin’s poem.
In opposition to the views expressed in the collective manifesto of the Cubo-Futur-
ists ({loweuuna obugecmeennomy exycy, 1912), the poet’s personal attitude to Push-
kin, as revealed in “lO0uneitnoe” (1924), ranges from joy at establishing a dialogue
with him (expressed in the cordial address: “U3BunuTte, noporoii”, as well as in the
lines: “MHe npusITHO ¢ BamMu, — / paJi, / 94To BBl y cTONIMKa”) to an open declaration
of love (the opposition of contextual antonyms “alive” and “mummy” helps to con-
vey a deep personal feeling: “SI nro0nro Bac, / HO xuBOTO, / @ He MymHI0”) and the
highest appreciation of his poetry (confirmed by the use of quotations from Escenuti
Oneeun — g ceifuac sxe / yTpoM JIOJKEH OBITh YBEPEH, / 4TO C BAMU JTHEM YBHKYCh
7). “lO6uneiinoe” develops the ekphrastic hypostasis of the monument, represent-
ed by Pushkin’s statue, which is urged by the lyrical hero to leave its pedestal and
join in a poetic dialogue®®. The idea of poetic proximity is developed by the lyrical
hero envisaging the construction of his own monument (“MHe Obl / TaMATHUK MPU
KM3HHU / TonaraeTcs 1o yuHy”), implying not only the material statue but also the
metaphorical eternal monument personified in the poet’s writing (“Ilocne cmeptn /
HaM / CTOSATh TIOYTH UTO psiioM: Bbl Ha Ile, / a s/ Ha OM”; “Y MeHs, / na u y Bac, / B
3amace Be4HOCTh ). However an intertextual allusion to the whole monument poetry
tradition can be discerned in a highly negative attitude of the lyrical hero to the
posthumous fame embodied in a statue*®, which is in full keeping with the Futurists’
rejection of the value of any canon, including literary.

Mayakovsky’s denial of all traditions paradoxically involves him into dialogue
with verbal monument poetry in his unfinished poem Bo secv conoc (1929—-1930).

37 The texts of Mayakovsky’s poems are quoted from [Masikockwuii 1960].

3% Contrary to literary canons, manifested for instance in Pushkin’s Kamenuwiii 2ocmo, in
which the statue’s handshake brings death to the human being, in “lO6uneitnoe” it is the poet
himself who shakes the statue’s hand in order to establish relations of mutual closeness and
equality. The image of a statue represented in Mayakovsky’s text has nothing in common with the
image of a harmful, fatal, injurious statue, created in Pushkin’s own poetry (Meouwiti 6caonux,
Kamennwiii 2ocms, 3onomoii nemyuiox) [SIxkoocon 1987].

3 Mayakovsky’s response to statues (manifested in his lines “3anoxuin Obl AUHAMHUTY — HY-
ka, apei3Hb!”) follows Pushkin’s attitude to verbal versus material monuments, expressed in his
letter of 29 May 1834: “Cxoruisito MaTepuaisl — IPUBOXKY B MOPSIOK — U BAPYT BBUIBIO M-
HBIH MaMATHHUK, KOTOPOTO Helb3s Oy/eT MepeTacKUBaTh ¢ OJHOIO KOHIA TOpojia Ha JIpYyroi...”,
in which the poet refers to his own work on the history of Peter the Great [SIko6con 1987: 169].
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Like most monument texts, Bo gecwb conoc constitutes the poet’s testament, express-
ing his views on poetry, his time and himself, i. e. the role of the poet in space and
time. Intertextuality, the key characteristic of verbal monument poetry, is evident
in the poet’s treatment of the motif of personal immortality. Mayakovsky is the
first poet who, contrary to his predecessors, presents this topical theme in a nega-
tive light: his own verse is compared to “a nameless soldier” who is destined to die
(“YMpwu, Moit cTuX, / yMpH, KaK PSAIOBOH, / Kak Oe3bIMSHHBIC / Ha MITypMax Mepiu
namm!”). The mortality (or immortality) of the poet’s own verse (“Cruxu crost /
CBHHIIOBO-TSXKEJIO, / TOTOBBIE M K CMEpPTH / M K OeccMepTHOH citaBe”) is opposed
to the poetic fame of unnamed poetic genius (“Tlyckait 3a reHusMu / O3y TEITHOO
BJIOBO#1 / TuieTeTcs ciaBa / B MOXopoHHOM Mapie”) and seems undesirable to the
poet, as it is doomed to the pathetic fate of an inconsolable widow.

The theme of poetic immortality is given an alternative interpretation if poetry
performs its true function of contributing to the construction of the ideal society.
Like all monument poems, Bo eecs conoc unfolds the metaphor of the verbal monu-
ment in a temporal-spatial perspective (“Moii cTux noiaer / uepe3 XpeOThI BEKOB /
U 4epe3 TOJIOBBI / MOATOB M MpaBUTENbCTB”), in which neither time (“xpeOTh! Be-
KOB”), nor space (‘“‘depe3 ToJIOBHI / TIOATOB U MpaBUTEILCTB”) is viewed as a chal-
lenge for his poetic art. Although the reference to poets and governments echoes
the juxtaposition of poets and monarchs in both Pushkin’s and Derzhavin’s poetry,
Mayakovsky sees no difference between the two and foresees his future fame ir-
respective of both.

The theme of poetic fame and immortality is intertwined with the theme of
Rome (“Moit ctux / Tpyaom / rpoMamy JeT IPOPBET / U SIBUTCS / BECOMO, / Tpy-
00, / 3puMo, / KaK B HAIlI JHU / BOIIEN BOJONIPOBO/I, / cpaboTaHHbIH / elle pabamu
Puma”) and is given a new chronotopical dimension, referring to the past (“Pum”),
present (“Hamm qau”) and future (“rpomana ner”). The Roman theme creates a
context for the appearance of the Horatian theme of exegi monumentum, which is
categorically refuted through the abrupt tone of the lines: “Mue HameBaTh Ha OpOH-
3B MHOTOITY/IbE, / MHE HAIJICBaTh HA MpaMOpHYto ciiu3b”. In his rejection of posthu-
mous fame (“Courtemcsi cllaBor0 — Belb Mbl CBOH e Jitonu’”’) Mayakovsky echoes
Horace’s idea of immortality being measured by the existence of Rome with its cer-
emonial processions, and Derzhavin’s idea of immortality determined by respect for
the Slavonic nation. Mayakovsky’s fame and immortality is measured by the exist-
ence of socialism as an ideal world-order (“myckaii HaM 0OITMM TAMSATHUKOM OyIeT
MOCTPOCHHBIH B 60six conmanm3m”’) and thus diverges from Pushkin, who assessed
his fame through references to poets and therefore poetry (“U cnasen Oyny s, n0-
KOJIb B MOJUTyHHOM Mupe / JKuB Oyznet xoTh oaun uut”’). The material (ekphrastic)
representations of the monument, denoted with the help of two highly expressive
word-combinations, containing an oxymoron (“mpamopHas cmu3p”’) and a hapax
legomenon combined with a Horatian lexeme “aere” (“OpoH3bl MHOTOMY/BE”), are
given as a false refutation of the tradition but in effect precisely follow it (starting
from Horace material objects were rejected as challenges to verbal monuments).

Ekphrastic representations are contrasted with the immaterial monument,
though not verbal or poetic, but “ideological” (“cormanm3m™), constructed with the
help of the immortal weapon of poetry. The polemical nature of the opposition of the
desired and the rejected monument is underlined by the semantics of its attributes:
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the participle “moctpoennsrii” with the meaning “constructed” (cf. “exegi” in Hor-
ace, “s mamsaTHUK cebe Bo3aBur’” in Pushkin and Derzhavin) and the adjective “06-
mwii” bring into prominence the shared nature of the poet’s monument as opposed
to the individual fame of his poetic predecessors. The egocentricity of the preced-
ing monument poems is intertextually considered and consciously renounced. The
metaphor of the shared immaterial monument is used to reject the idea of creating
any monument, albeit verbal or poetic.

The tradition of the verbal monument is polemically treated by losif Brodsky in
his poem “SI mamsiTHUK Bo3aBUT cebe nHoi...” (1962)*. The change of the quotation
through the inclusion of the word “nHoii” elevates the initial line to the status of a
poetic declaration: the allusion to the tradition signifies that Brodsky’s monument
will be different from his predecessors’. The primary distinction consists in the am-
biguity of the representation of the poet’s monument, which is gradually revealed
through the chronotopical perspective of the poem.

The spatial perspective is unravelled by Brodsky differently from all verbal
monument poets starting from Horace: it occupies the whole area of the poem and
is consecutively intertwined with the temporal perspective: “K mocteigHOMy cTO-
neruto — cruHoi”. The image of time, which was almost invariably (with the ex-
ception of Pushkin) widened in the preceding monument tradition to the realms
of eternity, becomes reduced in Brodsky’s poem to the single highly expressive
image of a “shameful century”. The position of the monument, turning its back
on the shameful century and revealing its contempt, contains the first hint of the
monument being alive. The notion of the living monument is revealed in its proud
audacious posture (“U rpyas — BenocurieanbiM konecom™) and its disgust for the
“ocean of half-truths” (“A siroguubr — x Mopto noynpasn’”’). The reference to the
metaphoric “ocean” as well as the motif of contempt allude to Derzhavin’s “Ila-
MATHUK”, in which the poet’s fame was presented in terms of hydronymic refer-
ences, and a veiled allusion to Pushkin’s final stanza. Pushkin’s metaphoric image
of poetic elevation (“Bo3sneccs Boimie on”) is intertextually echoed in Brodsky’s
image of height, signified by the use of the same verb (“Bo3Hecna”) but cast into the
oxymoronic context of “ycranocts” (“MHe BbicoTa M TI03a Ta MuiIa. / MeHs Tyna
ycranocth Bo3Hecna”). The “defamiliarisation” (ocmparenue) through a paradoxi-
cal context creates the expectation of self-irony, which is confirmed by the use of
low vocabulary, mostly referring to parts of the body (“nuio”, “cnmua”, “rpyas”,
“sromunpl’), as if dissecting and thus destroying the traditionally elevated image of
poetic monument.

The traditional antithesis of the high and the low, the poet and the crowd, is
reflected in the opposition of the unnamed accusers, shown through a series of de-
structive actions, and the lyrical hero, insisting on his right to remain true to his
image: “s1 oOnMK cBOi He craHy u3MmeHsTh”. The same opposition is revealed in
contrasting terms: the poet and the children (“Ha pamocts netBope”), for whom the
poet will be forever pleasing (another allusion to Pushkin’s “aro0e3en Hapomy”).

“ The text of Brodsky’s poem is quoted from [bponckuii 2001]. Brodsky composed another
poem with the title “Aere perennius”, containing a veiled allusion to Horace’s Ode to Melpomene.
Apart from the title establishing a dialogue with Horace and Pushkin, the poetic style and content
of Brodsky’s poem is different from those of Horace, Derzhavin and Pushkin and does not use the
metaphor of a poetic monument.
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An additional intertextual reference to the monument tradition, the poet’s address
to the Muse, is placed in a low context of mock familiarity: “Ts1, My3a, He BUHI
MeHs 3a To. / Paccynok Mo#t Terneps, Kak periero, / a He 0oraMu HaJIUTBIA cocyn”.
The mocking mixture of the high and the low is continued through the opposition of
“a sacred vessel filled by gods” and “a sieve”, used in the description of the poet’s
mind and raising the question whether an ironic treatment of the motif of the poet’s
egocentricity is intended.

The mixture of registers creates the context for a synchronic presence in the
image of the monument of three different hypostases: the monument is simultane-
ously treated as the metaphoric, the ekphrastic and the living. The focal point is
revealed through the whole spectrum of destructive actions (“Ilyckait MmeHst HU3-
BEPrHYT U CHECYT, / MyCcKail B CaMOyNpaBCTBE OOBUHIAT, / MyCKail MEHS pa3pyIiar,
pacunensat”), applicable to all kinds of monuments, from the metaphoric which can
be “overthrown”, to the ekphrastic which can be “knocked down”, to a living per-
son who can be accused of voluntarism, especially by those in power, or indeed
“dismembered” Diverse activities centred on the different hypostases of the poet’s
monument create a sense of the universal hostility of the surrounding world to any
manifestation of poetic gift and individuality.

The process of destruction is resolved in the final concrete embodiment of the
monument in its ekphrastic representation (“B cTpane 601b110#, Ha pa0CTh IETBO-
pe / U3 TUIICOBOTO OOCTa BO JIBOpe / CKBO3b Oelible He3psdHe Tiaza / CTpyel BOJbI
yaapio B Hebeca”)*!. The image of the metaphoric monument develops through the
image of a living monument, which had undergone the process of demolition, to
the image of a fragile non-durable short-lived “alabaster bust”. The ekphrastic rep-
resentation of the monument is characterised through a varied spatial perspective
(from “the big country” through “the yard” to “heavens”) and temporal range (the
only three finite verbal forms in the poem express the idea of elevation and expand
from the past (“Bo3nBur”, “Bosznecna”) to the future (“ymapto B Hebeca”), intertextu-
ally alluding to the whole tradition behind the initial unchangeable image (“‘s1 06muK
cBoil He cTany m3MeHATh ). The chronotopical characteristics of Brodsky’s ekphras-
tic monument are reduced by a “shameful century” to a yard in a big country but
its height grows into heaven. The ambiguity of the image of the poetic monument
unfolded through the variety of spatial and temporal perspectives can be interpreted
as evidence of the decanonisation of the tradition.

Rejection of the poetic tradition, resulting in its final destruction, is represented
by Alexey Purin’s “ITamstauk” (2004)*?, which provides an intertextual denial not
only to the images and but to their verbal expression in Pushkin’s poem. Purin’s
poem starts with a meaningful distortion of Pushkin’s initial lines (“SI mamsTHHK

4l In Brodsky’s poem blindness (“He3pstune rmasza”), providing through a conscious choice a
defence against a “shameful century”, can be interpreted as an allusion to the ancient sculpture,
developed in the poem “Broct Tubepus” (“TIpuBercTByio TeOs ABe ThILIM JieT ciycTs”), in which
the poet is addressing the Emperor’s bust and constructing a monument of shame and disdain.
However, a more suitable understanding of the motif of blindness could be as an equivalent of
prophetic insight and poetic revelation (cf. “Crnenora oka3biBaercsi 6ojee 3psucii, MOTOMY YTO
XPaHHT BO TbMe CO3HaHUs 00pa3bl mponwtoro” [Smmonbckuit 1993: 8], which would establish an
associative link with the epic poet par excellence and a famous blind prophet of ancient Greek
mythology).

42 The text of Alexey Purin’s poem is quoted from [ITypun 2005].
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ceOe BO3IIBUT HEPYKOTBOPHBI ), stating that his monument is hardly perceptible by
both the majority and individuals (“S mamMsTHUK BO3BUT — €/1Ba JIM OLYTUMBIH /
JUId BKyca OonbIrHCTBa U criecu eauHull’). Pushkin’s metaphor of the monument
not made by hands, and therefore eternal, is developed into a metaphor of something
ephemeral and illusory (“KuBbie CbIHOBBSI, yBHIEB 3TOT MHUMBIH / KyMHp, HE TIPO-
cie3sr B3bIcKyrommx 3eHuI”’). The intertextual motif of fame is only faintly echoed
in the description of the process of poetic creation but not of its result (“uHe Begas o
TOM, CKOJIb CIIaJIOCTHO U ¢1a8HO / IepeIUIaBIsuiach 0016 Ha cTuxoBoM orue”). The
outcome of the poet’s labour is a “phantom eidolon” (“MHUMBIH Kymup”’), which
makes it clear that Purin is describing a metaphorical monument, though humble
and imperceptible, bringing joy to the creator through its creation.

Polysemy in Purin’s poem is used as a powerful intertextual means of generat-
ing antonymous meanings: in Pushkin’s poem (“Ciyx 060 MHe mpoiifer mo Bceil
Pycu Benukoit”) the noun “cimyx” is used in the general meaning of ‘talk, report,
word’, and the verb “mpoxoauts” in the meaning ‘spread, reach’, as it is followed
by the adverbial modifier of place (name of the country), so the whole line means
“the word about me will spread”; in Purin’s poem the same line (“Cnyx 060 mHe
mpoiaer”) is used with precisely the opposite meaning: “the rumour of me will
pass”. The contrast in meaning is revealed by the absence of adverbial modifiers
of place, instead of which the poet supplies two comparisons (“Kak JOXIb IPOXO-
IIUT JICTHUH, / KaK C TOTOJICH JIETUT WX Oe3HamexHbIi myx”), underlining the idea
of transitoriness; as well as two metaphors (“OTchUIKOI B cllOBape, HEIOCTOBEP-
Hoii creTHel”), in which the contextual synonym of the word meaning ‘rumour’
becomes the word “gossip” (‘cruerneii’). Thus, Pushkin’s notion of “the word”
(logos), triumphing over eidolon®, becomes travestied and lowered to the notion of
“rumout, gossip”, creating “phantom eidolons”. The polysemy of the noun “ciyx”
which becomes one of the key intertextual concepts in Purin’s poem is played upon
in the conclusion of the stanza (“I He3aueM eMy HEeBOIUTH ueil-To ciyx”), where it
refers to aural perception, the ear, implying the idea of rumour being whispered into
somebody’s ear and downgrading the image to a lower stylistic rank. The idea of
poetic immortality is given a negative intertextual retort in Purin’s poem: Pushkin’s
statement “Her, Bech s He ympy”’, going back to the Horatian “non omnis moriar”, is
denied (“Ympy. U Bce ymper...”) and intertextually confirms Brodsky’s lines “Mou
cJ0Ba, g aymaro, ympyT” (1963), in which a glimpse of a faint hope was expressed.

It is possible that the intertextuality of Purin’s poem goes back not only to Push-
kin’s poem but also to the poem of his younger contemporary Evgenii Baratynsky
(1828): “Moii nap yoOor, 1 Tos1oc Moii He TPOMOK, / Ho s sxuBy, 1 Ha 3emiu Moe / Ko-
My-HHOYb J1t00e3HO ObITue: / Ero Haliner nanexuii Moit motomok / B Moux cruxax;
Kak 3HaTh? mymia Most / OKa)KeTcs ¢ IyIIoH ero B CHoIeHbH, / M kak Harien s apyra
B IOKOJIEHbH, / YnTarens Haiay B motoMctBe s [bapareinckuit 1936: 163]. The
metaphor of verbal monument is irrelevant for Baratynsky’s poem, the only motif
reminiscent of the monument tradition being the appreciation of the poet’s verse in
generations to come. However the value of Baratynsky’s “Moii nap yoor, u roioc
Mot HerpoMmok” for the present article consists in an intertextual reference to its

4 The eidolon is represented in Pushkin’s poem by the Alexandrian column, over which the
poet’s verbal monument triumphs: “Tak logos (ci0Bo) modesxaaer eidolon (kymup) 1 KyMupoIo-
KkJ10HCTBO” [SK00OcoH 1987: 165].
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title in a poem probably composed by the Decembrist poet Gavriil Batenkov, “Non
exegi monumentum” (1856), and representing a new form of anti-panegyric, deeply
personal poetry with an accent on biographical detail: “Cebe s He BO3ABHT JTUTO-
ro MOHyMeHTa, / KoTopblit Obl 3aTMIII BEJMKOCTh nupaMu/l; / HescHbli 00K Moi
u3ycTHas jerennaa / B HapoaHoi#t mamsaTu enBa i coxpanutT. / Ho Bech s He ympy:
HEBEJOMBII TTOTOMOK / B MBUTH MHUHYBILIETO pas3bllieT cTepThiid ciexn / W ckaxer:
“Kwun moa, uetl conoc Ovin Heepomoxk, | A Bce TOLIEI 10 HAC CKBO3b TOJIILY MHOTUX
ner’”*, The genre of Batenkov’s poem was described as an “anti-pamiatnik” [Mro-
mvH 1978: 54-56]; however, it has been suggested that its origin is dubious and that
it may have been composed much later than is usually stated [ILlarup 1997; 1998].
The ways in which the traditional motifs of monument poetry are treated in “Non
exegi monumentum” seem extraordinarily ahead of its time and support Maxim
Shapir’s hypothesis.

Intertextuality is the indispensible key for interpreting Purin’s poem, every line
of which echoes one (or several) of the monument texts: Horace is referred to in
the concluding stanza mentioning the Capitoline priest (“Kanuronuiickuii xxpeu”);
Derzhavin’s proud ethnonym (“cnaBsinoB poxn”) is echoed in the derogatory allu-
sion to the same ethnonym but supplied with the epithet “no longer loved” (“pon
ciaBsiH MOCThUIBIN); Derzhavin’s allusion to universal fame in the memory of com-
ing generations (“Bcsk Oymet moMHUTH”) is rejected in the negative statement (“He
BcrioMHAT 000 MHE”); Pushkin’s reference to the proud grandchildren of the Slavs
(“ropnerii BHYK™) is denied in the negation (“U BHykH HUKOT/A, & IPABHYKH — I10-
naBHO”). The address to the Muse travesties both the semantic and the phonetic
structure of the monument tradition: “o, My3a”, becomes “Ho, My3a”; the Muse is
not asked to crown, as in Horace and Derzhavin, nor is she asked to be indifferent
to people’s slander and praise, as in Pushkin, but to estimate the spider-like effort of
the poet to contest the glory of emptiness (“oueHu — ¢ kakoi nayubeit cuaoi / mpo-
THUBUJIOCH Tiepo Benuubto myctothl”). If for the preceding poets the challenges of
their verbal monuments were time and space, in Purin’s poem it is nothing but
emptiness, whose glory the poet can only attempt to conquer by his gift. The accu-
mulation of allusions and quotations from the tradition of monument poetry and the
mixture in Purin’s idiolect of low words and high vocabulary, mostly going back to
his great predecessors, bring his poem close to bricolage: the meaning of his text is
shaped through references to the poems of the preceding monument tradition.

* %%

Like bricolage, parody is directed at a certain text, separating it from the origi-
nal literary corpus, dividing it into fragments and destroying it as a system [TbI-
usHOB 1977]. The intertextuality of Vladislav Khodasevich’s poem, “IlaBmoBnd!

2T

C nmocomukom®, Gpomsiueto kanukoit” (1921)* depends on only two quotations from

4 Batenkov’s poem is quoted from [®@puzman 1980].

4 The word “staff” (‘mocox’) in its diminutive form (‘mocomox’) in Khodasevich’s poem
could contain an intertextual reference to Osip Mandelstam’s poem (“Ilocox moii, Mos cBoOOIA
— / CepaueBuHa 0bitHs”), inspired by Petr Chaadaev [ABepunues 1996: 226-230].

¢ The text of Khodasevich’s poem is quoted from [Xomacesuu 1997]. The poem is addressed
to N. A. Pavlovich (1895-1980), a poet, translator, and literary critic.
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Pushkin (“mo Beeit Pycu Benukoii” and “Anekcanapuiickoro cronma”™’). However
Khodasevich’s text, with its Horatian epigraph, “Exegi monumentum”, is clearly
aimed at establishing a dialogue with Pushkin’s poem, in which the same epigraph
is used*. Tt is related to the poetic monument tradition only through references to
Pushkin, as the word “monument” is not mentioned anywhere except in the epi-
graph. The parodic nature of Khodasevich’s poem is signalled by the presence of
formal markers, e. g. a playful beginning, containing an informal address, inviting
the reader to join in an idiosyncratically post-modern literary game. A mixture of
low (“U ctonbko MHe npunnitoT sui’) and high registers (“Opoasucro KajaHKoOM,
Pycu Benmukoi, Anexcannpuiickoro cronma”), mostly borrowed as quotations from
Pushkin’s poem, creates a comic effect for the sake of entertainment.

The chronotopical structure of the parody is reduced to the vividly delineated

LTS

topical constituent (“OT (GUHCKUX CKaJl BIUIOTh JI0 JIOHCKHUX CTaHUIT , “TI0 Bced Pycu
BeJIMKOM”, “Ha Tutomaamn Ypuikoi”), in which a reference to Russia is contrasted
with the reference to the square named after a famous revolutionary, an organiser
of the red terror, the Cheka chairman®. In keeping with the monument tradition,
the toponyms occurring in the text denote places geographically distant from each
other. Like Bryusov’s poem, Khodasevich’s parody contains references not only to
Russia to but also to Ukraine (“mounckux cranuir’, whereas the adjective “¢puncKux”
could contain a veiled allusion to Pushkin’s inclusion of “¢uun” into his list of
ethnonyms).

The motif of poetic egocentricity, inherited from the verbal monument tradition,
is underlined in Khodasevich’s parody both lexically (“noknonaukoB tonma’) and
grammatically with the help of personal and possessive pronouns (“mon cTHxXHu”,
“mue npunutot”, “momoxet mue”’)*’. Unlike all authors of monument poems, Kho-
dasevich does not wish to enumerate his poetic achievements, but other memories
of the tradition (i. e. the chronotopical structure, intertextuality, egocentricity) are
retained in his parody®'.

The function of entertainment prevails in one of the latest humorous versions
of Pushkin’s poem by Igor Fedorov (2004): “IlamsiTHuk cebe BO3ABHT 51, / HE MPH-
KnaapiBas pyk./ Tonbko GUHH ¥ HBIHE JAMKHIA / IpyT CTENEd — 4Yero-to BAPYT /
CTOpOHOM ero 00xomaT. / JlaqHo O ¢uHH, enqpeHa Matb! / Ho TyHTyC — yX THI-TO,

47 “To, BBINISIHYB B OKHO, Y He Haijger benuukuii/ Ajexcanapuiickoro crosma”
(E. Ia. Belitskii was a writer, a psychiatrist and the owner of the Petersburg publishing house Epoch).

4 Pushkin’s poetry was the object of Khodasevich’s scholarly studies, published in [Xonace-
Buy 1924; 1937; 1997].

41n 1918, Palace Square in Petrograd (JIBopiosas ruiomiae) was renamed after the chairman
of the Petrograd Cheka, M. S. Uritsky. The historical name was returned to the square in 1945.

5 The motif of egocentricity is developed in connection with the themes of loneliness and age
and denounced in Khodasevich’s poem “Tlepen 3epkanom”, which is introduced with the epigraph
from Dante’s Inferno, “Nel mezzo del cammin di nostra vita”.

51 Khodasevich composed another Monument poem (1928): “B Poccuu HOBO#, HO BEIHKOI, /
[MocTaBsaT maon moit aBymukwnii / O mepexpectke AByX gopor, / I'ne Bpems, Berep u necok”. The
poem is independent of Horace’s ode and contains an ekphrastic representation of the monument
tradition: the two-faced idol, resembling Janus, is positioned in a meaningful location in time and
space: in Russia on a crossroads, uniting the temporal scope of the present and the past with the
spatial boundary between the two worlds. The chronotopical perspective gives a reference to the
tradition of monument poetry through time (cf. Horace’s “flight of time”, fuga temporum) and
wind (cf. Horace’s Aquilo).
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Bpoze, / cBoit! Tel 5k momkeH moHuUMath! / J{jst Koro st Tak crapaics, / BOAKY TTHII,
HE JIochInall, / 171 KOTo sl HaapbIBajcs? / it koro ctuxu nucain? / Trl ke cBoi poc-
CHUICKHIl TAPEHB, / XOTh, OBITH MOXKET, U TyHTYC... / OCeTHH, Kapen, TaTapuH / uin
naxke O6e1opyc — / Bce paBHO, CroJia HJIUTe — / CKOIIOM WJIb 110 OJHOMY. / XOTb OBl
CTeXKy mpoTormuute / K MoHyMeHTy Moemy” [@emopoB 2005]. The object of parody
is not the tradition as a whole but the most representative text, quotations and allu-
sions to which are easily recognisable but distorted and lowered: “HepyKOTBOpHBI”
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is turned into “He MPUKIAABIBas PyK”’, “HApOAHAS Tporma” into “CTekKKa”, “HBIHE JH-
kmii” is united with “napyr creneir”. Pushkin’s ethnonyms (¢unH, TyHTYC) become
the object of word-play. The comic effect is achieved by the high poetic vocabulary
of Pushkin’s quotations being consistently “defamiliarised or estranged”, to use the
term of the Russian formalists, by the humorous parodic context.

Parody signals the beginning of the process of textual decanonisation and at the
same time continues its development, showing that the text remains meaningful for
a contemporary audience (as Yuri Tynyanov wrote, parodies are never directed at
half-forgotten phenomena) [TeiastHOB 1977]. In post-modernism, literary parodies
of Pushkin’s famous poem continue to appear and are signified by the use of the
Horatian epigraph “Exegi monumentum”, as in Boris Zakhoder’s “ITamstauk”. The
allusion to Horace, underlined by Zakhoder’s inclusion of the Roman poet’s name
(Horatius), is, however, misleading, as his “ITamsataux” is directed at the whole
tradition rather than at a single text. The reference to the verbal monument tradition
is shown by its polemical beginning, where the reader is addressed with a rhetorical
question aimed at establishing friendly relations®*: “Cka3arp ju npaBmy?” “Tlamsit-
HUKOB — HeT. Hu pyKOTBOpHBIX, HH HepyKoTBOpHBIX . The negative answer chal-
lenges Pushkin’s famous line, whereas the continuation aims at Derzhavin (cf. Der-
zhavin’s “Beka BpeMeH B CBOeM CTpeMIIeHBH / YHOCHUT Bce jiena jrofeit / Y tonut B
nponacTtu 3a0BeHbs / Hapoapl, apersa u napeit” and Zakhoder’s lines: “Hacraner
CPOK — YBBI, coTpeTcs ciies]/ Bcex Halmx ey — W CIaBHBIX, M MTO30PHBIX. .. /
Cren okeaHOB M MacCUBOB TOpHBIX, / Camoii 3emiy, ee cecTep — IJIaHerT...”). Zak-
hoder’s parody can be viewed as a pastiche, in which every line aims at one of the
monument poems as an object of travesty.

In Zakhoder’s poem the theme of earthly transience, characteristic of the verbal
monument tradition, is given a humorous treatment (“Cotpetcs cien moden u mpo-
qux Oen, / Crien BIOXHOBEHHUH M TPYIIOB YIIOPHBIX, / UepThl mapeit Ha cepedpe Mo-
Het / U magmucu B o0mecTBeHHBIX YOopHBIX’). The motif of fame only occurs in the
adjective “ciaBuprii”, which is put in direct proximity to its antonym “mo3opHsIit”
and applied to deeds doomed to oblivion, creating the impression that from the
perspective of eternity fame is indistinguishable from shame. The highest achieve-
ments of human inspiration and hard work, implying the composition of poetry, are
regarded as identical to graffiti in public toilets and both are treated as metaphors
for “verbal monuments”. The consolation for the poet becomes not his eternal glory
and universal fame but his own smile (“Cotpercs cien BceleHHOH, / e MBI ¢ To-
0ol cymenn — Mexay cTpok — / [Ipodecth ycMeliky Be4HOCTH. MTHOBEHHOM. /
Cotpertcs cnen... Ho He ropro#t, moaT! / Tel Toke ycMmexHyics — eid B otBer”). The
reference to the key concepts of monument poetry: “universe” (“‘cien BceJieHHON)

52 The text of Zakhoder’s poem is quoted from [3axomep 1996].
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and “eternity” (“ycmemka Beunoctu’) outlines the chronotopical scope of Zak-
hoder’s poem, but both temporal and spatial co-ordinates are defamiliarised by an
oxymoronic context: the universe only leaves a trace which is destined to oblitera-
tion; eternity is reduced to a momentary state, also doomed to disappearance. Rela-
tions of equality are established between the fates of the poet and of the universe:
both are doomed to disappear, but each treats the other with irony and a smile. Thus,
the idea of the poet’s immortality is reduced to that of the momentary existence of
the poet, the universe and eternity, which makes any kind of verbal monument ir-
relevant and completes the decanonisation of the tradition.

* %%

In parody the process of decanonising the poetic monument tradition is taken
to a new level, showing its relevance for modern culture. The tradition based on
the verbal monument metaphor, transformed rather than destroyed by a parody, is
an open system and its parodic (or canonical) treatment is likely to be continued
in postmodernist literature, “defamiliarising” it through the prism of travesty, as in
Brodsky’s poem, or irony, as in Khodasevich’s or Zakhoder’s parodies.

Parodies refute the inherent features of verbal monument poems, such as inter-
textuality, “egocentricity” and the unfolding of the basic metaphor through spatial
and temporal perspectives. The postmodernist literary game, created by Khodasev-
ich’s parody, rejects the temporal perspective altogether, though it retains memories
of the monument tradition through intertextuality, egocentricity and a spatial con-
stituent. The reduction of the chronotopical structure undermines the nature of the
metaphor: the poetic monument disappears from Khodasevich’s poem altogether.
The structural features of monument poetry (the poet’s immortality, egocentricity)
are stylistically lowered and semantically reversed through oxymoronic contexts
in Zakhoder’s “Ilamstauk”, where the metaphor of a poetic monument, elucidated
through the chronotopical structure, is reduced to total oblivion in time and space.

Unlike Zakhoder’s parody directed at the whole tradition and Khodasevich’s
dialogue with Pushkin, Brodsky’s poem continues the process of decanonisation
by the ambiguity of representing the poet’s monument through the temporal-spatial
perspective from the metaphoric, through the living, to the ekphrastic. Decanonisa-
tion is completed in Purin’s “ITamsatauk”, in which the chronotopical representation
of the metaphoric monument unfolds in the direction of the ephemeral, illusory,
imperceptible, and supplies an intertextual refutation of the verbal expressions of
his great predecessors, which brings the structure of his poem close to bricolage.

A polemical response to the verbal monument tradition is deepened in Bryusov’s
treatment of the metaphor, which is revealed in direct dialogue with Derzhavin and
Pushkin. The supreme egocentricity of the poet is manifested in unfolding the meta-
phor through the widest possible spatial and temporal perspectives, transcending the
space of fame into the realm of the imaginary. The chronotopical perspective is un-
folded beyond all limits in either time or space by Mayakovsky, who polemically
engages the metaphor of the shared immaterial “ideological” monument in order to
renounce the idea of creating any personal monuments, whether verbal or ekphrastic.

Polemic responses, parodies and travesties are invariably directed at Pushkin’s
poem, demonstrating its continuous presence in the collective memory of Russian-
speaking nations. The ongoing dialogue with Pushkin can be accounted for by the
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desire of successive generations of poets to measure themselves against his genius.
However the idea of a parodic treatment of the poetic monument tradition belongs
to Pushkin himself (cf. a draft of the thirty-ninth stanza of the second chapter of
Eseenuti Oneeun)®. Imitation of Pushkin is certainly the source of the immense
popularity of Horace’s ode in Russia, which is incomparable with its fate in other
literary traditions. Although the canonisation of the verbal monument metaphor was
completed in Pushkin’s famous poem, it paradoxically contains the first signs of
the decanonisation of the tradition. The combination of the narrowing perspective
of time and the widening perspective of space creates a tension, which brings into
prominence the psychological, spiritual plane overshadowing the expansion of the
metaphor. The individual fame of the poet becomes irrelevant, which results in his
renunciation of the crown (i. e. the monument) in direct polemics with the tradition.

Pushkin’s challenge to the canonical treatment of the metaphor is directed not
only at Horace’s but also at Derzhavin’s poem, with which the canonization of the
verbal monument tradition began in Russian literature. In Derzhavin’s ode, which
presents the biography of the poet in terms of temporal and toponymic characteris-
tics, the location of his verbal monument is defined through expanding chronotopi-
cal coordinates. The expansion of both linear and reverse perspectives creates the
“perceptive perspective”, stressing the individual achievement and enhancing the
motif of the poet’s egocentricity.

The attitude to time and space as challenges to verbal monuments, inherited by
Derzhavin from Horace, determines the chronotopical structure of all verbal monu-
ment texts. The metaphor of a poetic monument in Horace’s ode, making a powerful
and uncontested claim for poetry as a more enduring monument than anything made
of material substance, is perceived in terms of double reverse perspective, widen-
ing through the temporal perspective of eternity and the spatial perspective of the
entire poetic universe. Its historical distance accounts for the inclusion of Horace’s
ode into the high canon, though his ode glorifying the poet through his achievement
could only have become the subject for parody today.
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Abstract. The article is devoted to studying the metaphor of poetry
as an immaterial construction through the reception of Ho-race’s
Ode 3.30 in Russian literature (from Derzhavin and Pushkin to
Bryusov, Mayakovsky, Khodasevich, Brodsky, Zakhoder and Pu-
rin, whose works have not been analysed before). The study of mon-
ument poetry leads to singling out its characteristic features: the
dominating motif of the words of poetry as forming a more abiding
monument than stone or bronze (which can potentially incur an
egocentricity on the part of the poet); intertextuality ranging from
allusion and direct quotation to bricolage, pastiche and parody; the
unfolding of the basic metaphor through spatial and temporal per-
spectives. Pushkin’s poem can be viewed as the source of the im-
mense popularity of Horace’s ode in Russia, which is incomparably
greater than in the literature of other nations. Pushkin’s own chal-
lenge to the canonical treatment of the metaphor is directed not
only at Horace’s but also at Derzhavin’s poem, with which the can-
onization of the verbal monument tradition began in Russian litera-
ture. Subsequent polemic responses, including those of Bryusov and
Mayakovsky, are invariably directed at Pushkin’s poem, confirming
its continuous presence in the collective memory of Russian-speaking
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nations. Later responses in what became a tradition tend to employ
forms of parody that challenge or transform rather than destroy the
verbal monument metaphor, maintaining it as an open system po-
tentially available to postmodernistic literature, “defamiliarising” it
through the prism of travesty, as in Brodsky’s poem, or of irony, as
in Khodasevich’s or Zakhoder’s parodies, or of bricolage, as in Purin’s
verse, whose success remains open to further challenge.

Keywords: metaphor, poetic monument, intertextuality, allusion,
quotation, bricolage, parody, spatial perspective, temporal perspec-
tive, chronotope
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