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NHTEJUVIEKTYAJIBHAS UCTOPUSA
KEHHET BEPK

KYPHAII «JIMTEPATYPA JIBYX AMEPUK»

OBILIECTBO KEHHETA BEPKA
COBMECTHBIN ITPOEKT

3HAKOMBII1 HE3BHAKOMEIL[: KEHHET BEPK B POCCUU
Ot penakiuu

Hacnenue Kennera bepka, 3Toro «yHuBepCcaibHOTO T€HHsS», JEMOH-
CTpHpYET HaM OOraTeHIINil MOTeHIINAT WHTEPAKIIMOHN3MA M MEXKIHCIIUTLITH-
HApHOCTH — a MapajJioKC peleniuu TBopuecTBa bepka B Poccuu, Hanpotus,
BBICBEYHMBAET 00OPOTHYIO CTOPOHY TOTO 10/1X0/1a. MccienoBanus, MOCBSIICH-
Hbie Bepky (1 Te, T1e OH QUTYpUPYET KaK OIUH U3 K[EPOCB»), y HAC KpailHe He-
MHOTOYHCIICHHBI ¥ BEIyTCS B pAMKaX TUHTBHCTUKH / PUTOPUKH U TTOJTUTOIOT HH,
pesxe — conrosioramu uiu Guiiocopamu’. OmnbiThl 1epeBo1oB 13 bepka (Takxke

' Kosanesa E.J., Kosanesa M. JI. Puropuueckas Teopus Kennera Bepka B u3yueHuu
(enomena pannero marepurcTsa // Pasmbiuutenns o Yenoseke / pen. H.H. Cenosoit.
Bourorpan: Bonrorpanckuii roc. men. yu-T, 2019. C. 115-121; byoaeg D.B., Anukun E.E.,
Yawuna C.C. Putopruyeckas KpUTHKA B aMEPUKAHCKON MOJUTUYECKOW JTMHTBUCTHKE //
IMomurnaeckas muaresuctuka. 2008. Ne 2 (25). C. 134-135. Cm. 1x.: Cmonenenkosa
B.B. Putopuyeckasi KpUTHKA KaK (DHIOJOTHYECKHI aHaIU3 IMyOIMYHOI apryMeHTAIuH.
Hucc. ... xaHn. ¢uion. Hayk. M., 2005. B aToil nuccepramuu, 3amldIICHHOW 10
CIEIHATBHOCTH «TeOPHs sI3bIKay, ecTh naparpad «Kenner bepk».
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3HakoMmblil He3HakoMell: K. Bepk B Poccuu

pelkne — HarledaTaHHbIe B )KypHaJlaX MM COOpHHUKaxX HeOobIne pparMeHTsl
13 €ro KHUT) B OCHOBHOM IPHHA/IJICKAT CIICIIMAINCTaM B 001aCTH OOIECTBEH-
HBIX HayK M OOBIYHO IyONHKYIOTCS B M3JAHUSX 3TOTO HAYYHOTO MPOGIIIS’.
BeposiTHO, 11151 TOTUTONIOTOB, JIMHTBUCTOB, (hunocodos u comuonoros bepk
HC ABJIACTCA BIIOJIHC KCBOMM)» — MHAYC KaK 06’I)HCHI/ITB TOT (baKT, 4TO EMY yaec-
nsieTcs Tak Maiio BHUMaHus? Eme nmewansHel cutyanus B cepe JIuTepaTypo-
BEICHUsSL: eCIIM MMs bepka mopoii BOZHUKACT B CBSI3H C HBIOKPUTHIIM3MOM?, TO
JUIsL OTEUYECTBEHHBIX UCTOPUKOB aMepUKaHCKOU nuTeparypsl Kennet bepk —
Oonpias Gurypa ymomdanus (4ToObI HE CKa3aTh «0eJI0€e MATHO») — IPU TOM,
YTO XOPOILO U3BECTHO: bepk — o/1Ha U3 KPYNHEHIINX BEJIUYUH JIUTEPAaTypPHOU
xu3au CIIA cepenunbt XX Beka. [lomnmo Toro, 4To oH U cam ObLI JUTEpaA-
TOpPOM, MTUCABIIUM U CTHXH, U XyIOKECTBEHHYIO Mpo3y, bepk — «BiacTurens
ym», Maciitad u mIyOMHA BIMSHHMS KOTOPOTO Ha MHCATeNedl 3TOHW 31oXu
HUYYTh HE MEHBIIIE, YeM, Hampumep, DaMyHaa Yuiacona wiu ['enpu Jlpronca
MeHkeHa.

I'maBHas nens Hamiel MoJAOOPKK — IMOMBITKA NPHUBJICYb BHUMAHHUE OTE-
YEeCTBEHHOW aMEPUKaHMCTHUKH K PAa3HOCTOPOHHEMY W OPUTHMHAIBHOMY MBIC-
JTUTEIN0, GUI0cody, KPUTHKY, MyOIHIMCTY U THCATENI0, KOTOPHII CTal OTHOM
u3 tex (GUryp, 4To ONpeAeIsUIN XOJ aMEPUKAHCKOW JINTEPaTypHOW UCTOPUU
MPOILIOro Beka. Mbl OYeHb pajibl, YTO Hallle HAYMHAHHME TOAJCPXKAIU 3apy-
6exuble koyutern. CTaTby W MyOJIHMKAILUMK, NTPECTABICHHBIC HAIIUM YHTaTe-
JISIM, TIOATOTOBJICHBI pefakiuei «Jlureparypsl 1Byx AMEpUK» B COAPYKECTBE
¢ ObmectBom Kennera bepka. Pegakius cepaedno GnaromapuT nepeBogInKa
Tarbsiny [Iupycckyro 3a IOMOILB B IIOAIOTOBKE MaTEPUAIOB, BCEX YYaCTHUKOB
IIPOEKTa, U B IIEPBYIO odepeb ero BroxHoBuTens bpaitana Kpeiidina, npence-
narenst O6mectBa. MBI HageeMcsi, 4TO 3Ta IMOA0OPKa NMPHUBICUCT BHUMAHHE
HCTOPUKOB aMepuKaHCKoM nuteparypsl k Kennery bepky — «3Hakomomy
HE3HAKOMITY», KIIIo4eBOr ¢urype nureparyprnoil uctopuu CIIIA cepenuHbl
XX Beka, ¥ MOJOKUT Hayalo Pa3HOCTOPOHHEMY M JETaJbHOMY H3YUYCHHUIO
B Poccum ero ponu B nuteparypHoi uctopun CIHIA.

2 Bepx K. Putopuka rumiepockoii «BopsGem / Iep. ¢ anrm. E.E. Auuxuna //
[Momutnueckas muareuctuka. 2008. Ne 2 (25). C. 149-160; bepx K. ®dunocodust
mureparypHoir popmel. (Pparmentsr) / Ilep. ¢ anrn. B.I. Huxomaesa // JImanocTb.
Kynbrypa. O6mectso. 2015. T. XVII. Ne 1-2 (85-86). C. 28-52; Huxonaes B.I'
Kenner bepk u ero «I'paMmmarika MOTHBOBY: MpEAUCIOBHE K myOnukamuu. bepk K.
I'pammaruka MotBOB. V36pannsie riasel / [1ep. ¢ anni. B.I. Hukonaesa // ConpanbHble
W TyMaHWTapHble Haykd. OTtedecTBeHHass W 3apyOexnas nuteparypa. Cep. 11
«Counomnorus». Pedeparususlii xxyprai. 2006. Ne 2. C. 133-172.

3 Gornykh, A. “Russian Formalism and Anglo-American New Criticism: From the
Poetics of Form to the Anthropology of Text.” PROBLEMOS 66: 1 (2004): 40-49.
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INTELLECTUAL HISTORY
KENNETH BURKE

LITERATURE OF THE AMERICAS

KENNETH BURKE SOCIETY
JOINT PROJECT

A KNOWN STRANGER: KENNETH BURKE IN RUSSIA

Editor’s Note

Kenneth Burke’s heritage — that of a universal genius, one of the most
unorthodox and challenging twentieth-century thinkers — demonstrates the
rich potential of interactionism and interdisciplinary approach, both of which
were central to Burke’s writings throughout his career. The paradox of Kenneth
Burke’s reception in Russia, however, highlights the shortcomings of “crossing
borders — closing the gaps” between various disciplines. Essays dedicated to
Burke (or, to Burke among other things) are few in number and usually belong
to the fields of linguistics, rhetorical theory, political science, philosophy or
sociology.! Translations are very rare as well: several fragments from Burke’s

' Kovaleva, E.D., Kovaleva, M.D. “Kenneth Burke’s Rhetorical Theory in Early

Motherhood Studies.” Reflections on Man. A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. N. N. Sedova.
Volgograd: Volgograd State Medical University, 2019: 115-121. (In Rus.); Budaev, E.V,,
Anikin, E.E., Chashchina, S.S. “Rhetorical Criticism in American Political Linguistics.”
Politicheskaia Lingvistika [Political Linguistics] 2 (25) (2008): 134—135. (In Rus.) See also
a paragraph on Kenneth Burke in: Smolenenkova, V.V. Rhetorical Criticism as Philological
Analysis of Public Argument. PhD thesis. Moscow, 2005. (In Rus.)
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A Known Stranger: K. Burke in Russia

books were rendered into Russian by experts in social and political sciences and
were published in periodicals dedicated to these fields of study, but complete
works by Burke have simply not been available to Russian scholars.? It is prob-
able that linguists, rhetoricians, philosophers, sociologists, political theorists
regard Kenneth Burke as a marginal figure — how can one otherwise explain
the fact that he remains understudied and practically untranslated into Rus-
sian? The situation in the field of literary studies is even more disheartening.
Burke is occasionally mentioned by literary theorists in connection with New
Criticism,® but Russian historians of American literature have not yet broken
their “conspiracy of silence” regarding him — even though it is well-known that
Burke, as both artist and critic, was a prolific writer and prominent intellectual
figure, one whose influence over mid-twentieth century American literary life
was no less than that of Edmund Wilson or Henry Louis Mencken.

In an attempt to redress his relative obscurity in Russian scholarship, the
aim and purpose of the present collection of critical essays is to attract attention
and stimulate interest in Burke as a versatile and sophisticated thinker, as a key
figure in twentieth century American literary history, and as playing an import-
ant role in American literature and culture. We are honored and pleased that our
colleagues from abroad welcomed this project, carried out as a joint venture
of the LoA4 and the KB Society. We thank our translator Tatiana Pirusskaia for
her assistance and our contributors for their excellent papers, as well as for
their commitment and dedication. Very special thanks go to Bryan Crable, the
President of the Kenneth Burke Society, for being the engine of the project, its
architect, coordinator and contributor. We do believe that this collection will
be a groundbreaking experience for Russian academia, and that it will stir up
substantial interest in Kenneth Burke — “a known stranger” — among Russian
scholars of American literature. We hope that it will thereby spark the begin-
ning of in-depth and comprehensive research in this country, and represent a
remarkable expansion of KB studies, both in Russia and worldwide.

2 Burke, K. “The Rhetoric of Hitler’s Battle”, transl. by E.E. Anikin. Politicheskaia
Linguistika [Political Linguistics] 2 (25) (2008): 149-160. (In Rus.); Burke, K.
“Philosophy of Literary Form. Fragments”, transl. By V.G. Nikolaev. Lichnost’. Kultura.
Obshchestvo [Personality. Culture. Society] XVII: 1-2 (85-86) (2015): 28-52. (In Rus.);
Nikolaev, V.G. “Kenneth Burke and His Grammar of Motives: A Preface.” Burke, K.
“A Grammar of Motives. Selected chapters.” Sotsial 'nyie i Gumanitarnyie Nauki.
Otechestvennaia i Zarubezhnaia Litertura [Social and Political Sciences. Native and
Foreign Literature], series 11 “Sociology”. Abstract journal 2 (2006): 133—172. (In Rus.)

3 Gornykh, A. “Russian Formalism and Anglo-American New Criticism: From the
Poetics of Form to the Anthropology of Text.” PROBLEMOS 66: 1 (2004): 40-49. (In
Engl.)
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This is an open access article
distributed under the Creative
UDC 82(091) Commons Attribution 4.0
https://doi.org/10.22455/2541-7894-2020-9-12-42 International (CC BY 4.0)

Bryan CRABLE

“BEAT THE DEVIL, BEAT THE DEVIL, BEAT THE DEVIL,
BEAT THE...”: KENNETH BURKE ON THE CLEANSING
OF TENSIONS, BOTH COMIC AND TRAGIC

Abstract: There is no question but that Kenneth Burke transformed twentieth century
scholarship in rhetorical studies—although too often scholars’ emphasis on
identification has led them to neglect other portions of the Burkean canon with
important implications for the theory and criticism of rhetorical discourse. In this
essay, therefore, I draw upon Burke’s (ultimately unsuccessful) efforts to craft a
follow-up to his groundbreaking volume A Rhetoric of Motives, and do so in order
to focus specifically on his writings on catharsis. However, I do so not in order to
provide a definitive account of this stage of Burke’s career, nor of his unfinished
project on poetics (whatever that might be), but to instead engage a difficult question
raised by these writings: are the rhetorical dimensions of catharsis necessarily
restricted to the transformation of strictly civic motives? Might, in other words,
catharsis act instead upon the troubling byproducts of our existence as “bodies
that learn language”—the byproducts that drive our (human) rhetorical existence?
In the conclusion of the essay, I flesh out this question through the creation of
a “perspective by incongruity”— a juxtaposition between Burke’s writings on
catharsis and Anne Carson’s innovative volume of Greek tragedy combining
works by Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides, 4n Oresteia. Ultimately, I argue,
this planned incongruity might help us complete Burke’s account of catharsis, and
to thereby outline a kind of pollution and cleansing of vital importance to the study
of human social life, in all its vital manifestations.

Keywords: Kenneth Burke; rhetoric; transcendence; catharsis; tragedy; comedy;
The Oresteia.

© 2020 Bryan Crable (PhD, Professor; Villanova University, Villanova, Pennsylvania,
USA) bryan.crable@yvillanova.edu
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Bpaitan KPEWBJI

«TTOBEJIN JILSIBOJIA, TIOBEJIN JILSIBOJIA, TIOBEJIN
JILSIBOJIA, TIOBEJIN. ..»: KEHHET BEPK OB
OUMIIAIOILIEM PA3PEIIEHUA KOMUYECKUX U
TPATMYECKNX KOH®JINKTOB

Annomayua: He npuxonntcs comHeBarhest, uto Kenner bepk nmpeoOpa3oBai ClIOKUB-
mryrocst K XX BEKy TEOPHIO PUTOPHUKH, XOTS 9aCTO UCCIIEOBATEIN BBIBUTAIOT HA
NIEPBBIH IUIAH €ro KOHLENINIO MICHTH(UKAINN, IpeHedperast JpyruMy dJIeMeH-
TaM{ HOHSATHUHHON cucTeMbl bepka, 4TO HakiIaJbIBaeT 3aMETHBII OTIICYaTOK Ha
TEOPUIO M KPUTHKY PHTOPHUYECKOrO AUCKypca. B aToM scce s aHAIM3UPYyIO IO-
nbeITKH bepka (Tak u He yBeHUYaBIIMECs YCIIEXOM) HANHCAaTh IPOIOIDKEHHE CBOCH
HOBAaTOpCKoi pabotsl «Putopruka MoTHBOBY (4 Rhetoric of Motives) n xody npu
9TOM COCPEROTOUUTHCS Ha €r0 TPyAax o Karapcuce. OIHAKO MOsI LIeITh 3aKJII0UaeT-
Csl HE B TOM, YTOOBI IIPEACTABUTH ITOTHOICHHEIH OTYET 00 9TOM HTaIe TBOPYECKOTo
myTH bepka nnm ero He3aBepIIEHHOM COYMHEHUH O MOATUKE (UTO OBI OHO OO0
HU NIPE/ICTABIISUIO), @ B TOM, YTOOBI IPHOIM3HUTHCS K OTBETY Ha CIIOXKHBII BOIIPOC,
KOTOPBII CTaBST €ro paboThl: JEHCTBUTEIBHO JIM PUTOPUUSCKHE ACTICKTHI Karap-
CHca BCETa OrPaHUYCHEI ITepepabOTKON HCKITIOUUTEIBHO IPaskIAHCKUX MOTHBOB?
WHBIMI CIIOBaMU, MOKET JIM KaTapcuC eIle ¥ BO3JCHCTBOBATh HAa TPEBOXKHBIE I10-
6ouHbIe (QPEKTHI HAIIero OBITHS KaK «TEIECHBIX CYIIECTB, OCBAHBAIONIHX SI3BIKY,
— mmo6ounbIe Y (EeKTHI, HaNpaBIIOMKe Halle (YeI0BEeYeCKOe) PUTOPHIECKOe ObI-
tHe? B 3axioueHre HACTOSIIETO dcce 1 (GOPMYIHUPYIO STOT BOIPOC, CTPOSI CBOH
TIO/IXOZ Ha «COYETAHNH HECOUETaeMOTO»: 51 CONOCTaBIIAI0 paboTs! bepka o xarap-
CHCe C HOBAaTOPCKHUM H3/IaHMEM JPEBHETPEUSCKHUX TparukoB — Dcxmia, Codokira
u EBpunnna — B nepeBoge JHH Kapcon mox obmmM HazBanuem «Omgaa Opectes
(An Oresteia). Haxonern, s IBITAIOCh 110Ka3aTh, KaK 3Ta HAMEPEHHAs! HecoueTae-
MOCTb MOXET JIaTh HaM OoJiee IOJIHOE MPE/ICTAaBICHNE O TIOHNMaHuN bepkoM ka-
Tapcuca ¥ TakuM 00pa3oM ONpEJIeNUTh I'PAHUIBI 3arpsI3HEHIS 1 OUHUIICHHS, KOTO-
pble HTPAIOT KIIIOUEBYIO POJIb B U3YUCHHUH COIMAIBHON KHM3HH YEIIOBEKA BO BCEX
ee BAKHEHIIHNX IPOSBICHUSX.

Knrouegwie cnosa: Kenner bepk, puropuka, TpaHCLIEHJGHTHOE, KaTapCUC, Tpareusi, Ko-
menus, «Opecresd.

© 2020 Bbpaitan Kpeiion (PhD, npodeccop, Yausepcurer Brnnanossl, Bumianosa, [1en-
cmwibBanus, CIIIA) bryan.crable@villanova.edu
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There is no question but that Kenneth Burke transformed twentieth
century scholarship in rhetorical studies—although this would have seemed
quite unlikely at the dawning of his career. As scholars like Jack Selzer
have detailed, Burke’s earliest intellectual efforts were concerned less with
the struggles of public life than with literature, poetry, theatre, and music;
in these early writings “he pledged himself to the literary avant-garde, to
the invention of novel aesthetic forms, and to an appreciation of form.”!
This is why, as Gregory Clark comments, “Burke is difficult to categorize
among American thinkers . . . . just as he was emerging as an important
new voice in literary fiction and poetry, he began turning his published
work toward criticism of a particularly rhetorical sort.”> However, within
a few short years of this turn toward “an increasingly rhetorical and social
criticism,”® Burke became known “as a critic who explored the ways and
means of rhetorical effect in his literature and music criticism, locating
those arts in civic if not political contexts.”

Interestingly, in some respects this intellectual journey from the
aesthetic to the rhetorical mirrors that of the field that Burke so decisively
shaped. Although tracing its intellectual history back to ancient Greece,
the American field of rhetorical studies actually originated in 1914, when
a group of college speech teachers broke away from departments and
programs of English literature. This group, led by notable figures like
James Winans, created the National Association of the Academic Teachers
of Public Speaking—and thereby established the foundation for a new,
independent field of rhetorical studies.” The principles guiding research
and pedagogy in this new field were formalized by Herbert Wichelns in his
widely-cited 1925 essay, “The Literary Criticism of Oratory.” The essay
was both an attempt to celebrate Winans’ pioneering efforts, and to better
distinguish the focus of rhetorical scholarship from that of literary criti-
cism: “It [rhetorical criticism] is not concerned with permanence, nor yet
with beauty. It is concerned with effect. It regards a speech as a communi-

' Selzer, Jack. Kenneth Burke in Greenwich Village: Conversing with the Moderns,
1915-1931. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1996: 19.

2 Clark, Gregory. Civic Jazz: American Music and Kenneth Burke on the Art of
Getting Along. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2015: 5.

3 Selzer, Jack. Kenneth Burke in Greenwich Village: 19.
* Clark, Gregory. Civic Jazz: 5.

5 See, for example, Eadie, William F. “Stories We Tell: Fragmentation and
Convergence in Communication Disciplinary History.” The Review of Communication
11 (2011): 162—-163.
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cation to a specific audience, and holds its business to be the analysis and
appreciation of the orator’s method of imparting his ideas to his hearers.”®

By 1948, this view of the field functioned as the taken-for-granted;
Lester Thonssen and Craig Baird’s influential Speech Criticism summa-
rized this “received view” in a prime directive: “The rhetorical critic must
have an appreciation of oratory—an effective knowledge of what he is
judging.”” In other words, as Richard Gregg comments, through the first
half of the century “critics tended to focus on speakers and speeches. In
addition to narrowing the scope of their study to speaking, critics usually
restricted themselves to formal speaking occasions, such as those of the
law court, the pulpit, legislative assemblies, and other public forums.”
Rhetorical scholarship, in short, defined itself strictly as the study of orato-
ry—the analysis and appreciation of the quality and persuasiveness of the
“great voices” of the public realm—and hewed closely to the concepts and
categories derived from the field’s ur-text, Aristotle’s On Rhetoric.

As orthodoxy, then, this was the dominant “frame of acceptance”
thrown into question by Burke’s groundbreaking work on rhetoric, and
especially his now-canonical 1950 book, 4 Rhetoric of Motives.’ In char-
acteristic fashion, Burke’s text expressed a mixture of acceptance and re-
jection in its attitude toward the field’s guiding principles and Aristotelian
foundation. He later described his position as follows:

Not that I would reject the classical study of persuasion. On the contrary,
I never cease to marvel at the systematic treatment of “persuasion” in the
Rhetoric of Aristotle . . . . But the whole process was so deliberate it didn’t

® Wichelns, Herbert A. “The Literary Criticism of Oratory.” Burgchardt, Carl R.,
ed. Readings in Rhetorical Criticism. State College, PA: Strata Publishing, 1995: 22.
Although in my citations [ have chosen not to alter or otherwise mark original language,
my own usage reflects the contemporary recognition that the masculine cannot be taken
as universal.

7 Thonssen, Lester; Baird, A. Craig; Braden, Waldo W. Speech Criticism. 2™ ed.
Malabar, FL: Robert E. Krieger Publishing Company, 1970: 19. Though the citation
of this passage is derived from a later edition, it was unchanged from their original
formulation of criticism.

8 Gregg, Richard B. “The Criticism of Symbolic Inducement: A Critical-Theoretical
Connection.” Benson, Thomas W., ed. Speech Communication in the 20" Century.
Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 1985: 45.

By “frames of acceptance,” I refer to Burke’s discussion of “the more or less
organized system of meanings by which a thinking man [sic] gauges the historical

situation and adopts a role with relation to it” (Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward History.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1984: 5).
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seem to cover kinds of situations which were not characterized by the
clear, formal purposiveness that classical books on rhetoric were primarily
concerned with. '

Or, as Burke summarized matters in his essay, “Rhetoric—OIld and New,”
“The key term for the old rhetoric was ‘persuasion’ and its stress was upon
deliberate design. The key term for the ‘new’ rhetoric would be ‘identifica-
tion,” which can include a partially ‘unconscious’ factor in appeal.”!

In an attempt to establish the outlines of this “new” rhetoric,
A Rhetoric of Motives provided innovative discussion of topics and writ-
ers encompassing a range of fields, including literature, natural science,
anthropology, psychology, economics, and theology. Prior to that point,
such subjects would have been treated as separate from the concerns of
rhetorical studies—relevant, perhaps, to a critic’s education, but as back-
ground knowledge, not as central to the discipline. Burke made a decidedly
different claim: “We can place in terms of rhetoric all those statements by
anthropologists, ethnologists, individual and social psychologists, and the
like, that bear upon the persuasive aspects of language, the function of
language as addressed.”'? At the same time, the Rhetoric also challenged
the field’s narrow focus on oratory, and its primary emphasis upon the
linguistic. For example, Burke drew attention to what he called “admin-
istrative” rhetoric: “military force can persuade by its sheer ‘meaning’
as well as by its use in actual combat. In this sense, nonverbal acts and
material instruments themselves have a symbolic ingredient. The point is
particularly necessary when we turn to the rhetoric of bureaucracy.”'* Sim-
ilarly, according to Burke rhetoric can be found in Carlyle’s “philosophy
of clothes,” in the goadings of social differentiation that are woven quite
literally into one’s appearance.'*

More broadly, however, Burke’s contribution in the Rhetoric was
to demonstrate that rhetoric could not be restricted to persuasion, to the
“clear, formal purposiveness” of Aristotle. For example, Burke recognized

19 Burke, Kenneth. “The Rhetorical Situation.” Thayer, Lee O., ed. Communication:
Ethical and Moral Issues. New York: Gordon & Breach Science Publishers, 1973: 268.

I Burke, Kenneth. “Rhetoric: Old and New.” Steinmann, Martin, Jr., ed. New
Rhetorics. New York: Scribner’s, 1967: 63.

12" Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969: 4344,

3 Ibid.: 161.
4 Ibid.: 114-121.
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the presence of rhetoric in the “poor man speaking in praise of poverty,”
or in instances when “men in their businesses, and . . . the families of
business men in their social relations attempt to amass and display all the
insignia felt proper to their status.”'® Burke thus directed rhetorical schol-
ars to attend not simply to formal situations when a person—woman or
man—of status is addressing a crowd, but to moments of spontaneity, when
we tacitly assert or ask, alone or with another or in a crowd: how are we
to symbolically carve up our experience, to “draw the lines” of similarity
and difference that form the boundaries of our world? Such a question is
intimately bound with several others, such as: is this the “we” in which
I find my “me”? And, if so, who have we been, and who are we to be? This
is why, for Burke, rhetoric as a phenomenon is more synoptically captured
by the term “identification”—since it allows us to unpack instances of
formal, deliberate persuasion, as well as moments when “even without de-
liberate intent upon the part of anyone, we fail to draw the lines at the right
places,” when we fail to mark an adequate boundary between similarity
and difference, others’ interests and our own.'®

As Burke (and others) have demonstrated in the seventy-plus years
since the publication of the Rhetoric, this study of rhetoric as identification
offers powerful analytical insights into the destructive appeal of the sacrifi-
cial scapegoat,'” the interplay between “the complex material and symbolic
divisions that characterize human social life,”'® as well as the no less pow-
erful (if more subtle) work done by phrases like “in our national interest,”
or even by the seemingly innocuous pronoun “we.”!? At the same time, as
Jaclyn Olson has compellingly argued, Burkean scholars’ overwhelming
emphasis on identification has led them to focus “too narrowly on his work
of'the 1940s and 1950s, and especially on 4 Rhetoric of Motives. Moreover,
this selective focus, in Burkean fashion, has functioned as a deflection.”?
For Olson, the selective focus on identification has led scholars to overlook
the rhetorical dimensions of his early writings; moreover, I would argue
that it has also discouraged a serious encounter with Burke’s writings of

5 Tbid.: 126, 131.
16 Burke, Kenneth. “The Rhetorical Situation”: 271.

17" Carter, C. Allen. Kenneth Burke and the Scapegoat Process. Norman, OK:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1996.

18 Qlson, Jaclyn S. “Our Bodies and the Language We Learn: The Dialectic of
Burkean Identification in the 1930s.” Rhetoric Review 38 (2019): 259.

19 Burke, Kenneth. “The Rhetorical Situation”: 271-272.
20" Olson, Jaclyn S. “Our Bodies and the Language We Learn™: 258.
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the 1950s and early 1960s—and especially those displaying his renewed
emphasis upon the poetic. In other words, just as rhetorical scholarship has
too often passed over the “early Burke” as more focused on the aesthetic
than the rhetoric, the literature has similarly relegated Burke’s post-Rheto-
ric of Motives work to the domain of literary criticism.

Despite this relative inattention, I contend that powerful insights
can be found in this later work—insights that not only stretch beyond
identification, but, further, transform our understanding of the relationship
between the poetic and the rhetorical. In what follows, therefore, I draw
upon Burke’s (ultimately unsuccessful) efforts to craft a follow-up to
the Rhetoric, and do so in order to focus specifically on his writings on
catharsis. However, I do so not in order to provide a definitive account
of this stage of Burke’s career, nor of his unfinished project on poetics
(whatever that might be), but to instead engage a difficult question raised
by these writings: are the rhetorical dimensions of catharsis necessarily
restricted to the transformation of strictly civic motives? Might, in other
words, catharsis act instead upon the troubling byproducts of our existence
as “bodies that learn language”—the byproducts that drive our (human)
rhetorical existence? In this essay, I raise this question through the creation
of a “perspective by incongruity”—a juxtaposition between Burke’s writ-
ings on catharsis and Anne Carson’s innovative volume of Greek tragedy,
An Oresteia.*! However, it is necessary to first lay the groundwork for this
argument by describing the nature of Burke’s post-Rhetoric writings, and
his return to the aesthetic.

Completing the Motivorum Trilogy

As Burkean scholars have long discussed, by 1945 Burke had for-
mulated a plan to publish a series of three separate volumes comprising
a unified whole, each addressing a particular (though interrelated) dimen-
sion of the problem of human motivation. As he explained in the first of
these, 4 Grammar of Motives, this project arose organically, emerging from
his attempt to adequately theorize and analyze the beauty and violence of
human social life: “We began with a theory of comedy, applied to a treatise
on human relations.”? As he took notes on the material that would be

21 As will be discussed later in this essay, Burke defines this concept as “A method
for gauging situations by verbal ‘atom cracking’ (Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward
History: 308).

22 Burke, Kenneth. A Grammar of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969: xvii.
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incorporated into this “treatise,” its outline grew exponentially, until he
found himself with three different sets of notes, and thus three different
book projects: some of these notes

had a “you and me” quality about them, being “addressed” to some person
or to some advantage, [so] we classed them broadly under the heading of
a Rhetoric. There were other notes, concerned with modes of expression
with appeal in the fine arts, and with purely psychological or psychoanalytic
matters. These we classed under the heading of Symbolic. We had made
still further observations, which we at first strove uneasily to class under
one or the other of these two heads, but which we were able to distinguish
as the makings of a Grammar.?

Having generated these three distinct categories, Burke recognized them as
three distinct books, each of which would encompass and analyze a distinct
set of materials:

Theological, metaphysical, and juridical doctrines offer the best
illustrations of the concerns we place under the heading of Grammar; the
forms and methods of art best illustrate the concerns of Symbolic; and the
ideal material to reveal the nature of Rhetoric comprises observations on
parliamentary and diplomatic devices, editorial bias, sales methods and
incidents of social sparring.?*

However, as Burke regularly emphasized, these three volumes were not
separable, but together comprised a trilogy since ultimately, as he wrote,
“the three fields overlap considerably.”?

In keeping with this plan, the completion of the first of these
volumes led Burke naturally into the second, with little time intervening
between them. In turn, as William Rueckert comments, “Burke began work
on A Symbolic of Motives as soon as he finished 4 Rhetoric of Motives in
1950. His intention from the very beginning was to write a dramatistic
poetics to go with his dramatistic 4 Grammar of Motives and A Rheto-
ric of Motives.”* In a letter to his friend Stanley Edgar Hyman in late

2 Ibid.: xvii-xviii.

2 Tbid.: xviii.

2 Ibid.

26 Rueckert, William H. “Introduction.” Rueckert, William H., ed. Essays Toward a
Symbolic of Motives. West Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press, 2007: xiii. The story is somewhat
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March, 1950, Burke expressed irritation at delays in the publication of the
now-canonical Rhetoric, but was much more positive about the nascent
Symbolic: “All told, had an excellent opportunity, during my time at [The
University of] Chicago, to try out the various aspects of both the Rhetoric
and Symbolic, and feel surer than ever that, as regards the major principles,
the enterprise is quite solid.””” However, by the start of 1951, Burke had
begun to see the project differently, talking about his work on the “Poetics”
rather than the “Symbolic.” Working under this new title, Burke expressed
a great deal of confidence that the project could be completed in short or-
der: “winter’s work will be a minimum of new stuff, maximum of revising
and arranging (of notes already tried in Chicago, Kenyon, Bennington) . .
.. If only they don’t blow up the world for another year or so, I should get
the whole business rounded out.”?

Despite Burke’s confidence, and as scholars know, the proposed fol-
low-up to the Rhetoric did not appear in his lifetime, under either title—in
part, because his work on the project led him in unexpected directions,
and into unanticipated problems. In the Rhetoric, Burke outlined a clear
focus for the Symbolic, that it “should be built about identity as a titular or
ancestral term . . . The thing’s identity would here be its uniqueness as an
entity in itself and by itself, a demarcated unit having its own particular
structure.”” By this, Burke means that “we are in pure Symbolic when
we concentrate upon one particular integrated structure of motives™*—the
implication being that any complex symbolic act (such as a piece of poetry
or literature) implicitly embodies the integrated structure of meanings that
constitute an individual’s particular orientation, his or her identity.

This description would appear to provide a solid blueprint for
the writing of the Symbolic, but Burke soon found that he was unable to

more complicated than this, however; at one point, Burke saw the published version
of the Rhetoric to be simply the first half of the project. After I called attention to this
missing portion of the project (Crable, Bryan. “Distance as Ultimate Motive: A Dialectical
Interpretation of A4 Rhetoric of Motives.” Rhetoric Society Quarterly 39 (Summer 2009):
213-239), archival materials were used to craft a version of this missing second half.
See Burke, Kenneth. The War of Words, eds. Anthony Burke, Kyle Jensen, Jack Selzer.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2018.

27 Burke, Kenneth. Letter to Stanley Edgar Hyman. 29 March 1950. Box 4. Stanley
Edgar Hyman Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.

28 Burke, Kenneth. Letter to Stanley Edgar Hyman. 4 January 1951. Box 4. Stanley
Edgar Hyman Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.

2 Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives: 21.
30 Ibid.: 27.
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provide a satisfactory examination of individual motives without first clar-
ifying the nature of the symbolic action that points us toward them: poetics.
At the same time, Burke became less and less certain that this material
was part of the Symbolic proper; he increasingly felt that it warranted its
own treatment, separate from or preparatory to the dramatistic focus on
identity. As David Cratis Williams has painstakingly detailed, the result
was thus “not one but two manuscripts that begin in and hover around
‘the Aristotelian notion of poetry as catharsis’: ‘Poetics, Dramatistically
Considered’ and ‘A Symbolic of Motives.””*! These two manuscripts have
long circulated among a small circle of Burkeans, although they have
never been published in complete form. During Burke’s time at Indiana
University in 1958, in fact, he gave copies of the “Poetics, Dramatistically
Considered” manuscript to William Rueckert and his students, and even
left a copy in the university’s library.

Not surprisingly, reconciling and interpreting these manuscripts has
proved difficult, although, in 2007, Rueckert combined portions of this
work with previously-published essays by Burke to produce a version
of the Symbolic—under the title Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives.
Rueckert justified his approach to the volume by arguing that, by the late
1960s, Burke’s “dramatistic poetics was all written in one form or another
and complete for anyone who wanted to take the trouble to assemble the
different essays and manuscripts and work the theory and methodology
out.”** Despite the confident nature of this assertion, matters seem less
straightforward than Rueckert suggests; not surprisingly, then, his vision of
Burke’s project has not been met with unqualified acceptance by Burkean
scholars.

In reviewing Rueckert’s version of the Symbolic, Robert Wess, for
example, argues that “One can conclude that what Burke had in mind for
the Symbolic is evident from what he left us, but it is doubtful that one can
determine from this material what he would have found satisfactory enough
to publish.”** Richard Thames, similarly, departs from Rueckert, insisting

31 Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding Out the Motivorum Trilogy: A Textual
Introduction.” Henderson, Greig; Williams, David Cratis, eds. Unending Conversations:
New Writings by and About Kenneth Burke. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University
Press, 2001: 13. In what follows, I will refer to these as PDC and SM, respectively.

32 Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding Out the Motivorum Trilogy™: 15.

33 Rueckert, William H. “Introduction”: xiv.

3% Wess, Robert. “Looking for the Figure in the Carpet of the Symbolic of Motives.”
KB Journal 3 (Spring 2007). Online at https://kbjournal.org/spring2007wess.
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that Burke was working on not one, but two projects in the 1950s and
1960s: “Had Burke ever published the complete tetralogy, systematically
working out dramatism (his ontology) and logology (his epistemology),
ultimately there would have in all probability been a Rhetoric, a Symbolic,
and an Ethics (to go with the Grammar), each volume consisting of two
books following a theory-criticism format given the mass of material he
had generated.”* To make matters more complex, in a 1969 afterward to an
edition of Counter-Statement, Burke himself suggested that a one-volume
solution was possible, given his publications of the 1960s: “now that so
many of my speculations about Poetics have been treated in the theoretical
and analytical pieces of which Language as Symbolic Action is comprised,
I dare believe that I can revert to my original plan and finish the project
in one more book.”*® Of course, despite Burke’s confidence, the project
remained uncompleted at the time of his death.

Yet, that is not to say that Rueckert’s volume is the only possible
window into Burke’s work on the Symbolic. Not only have portions of both
unpublished manuscripts appeared in edited collections, but Burke also
published a number of essays during the 1950s and 1960s that are derived
from his work on the project. Moreover, as Thames notes, Burke circulated
copies of his manuscripts-in-process throughout and after these decades:

Sometime in March [1974] Burke allowed me to copy the SM manuscript
that he had brought with other papers on which he was working. I also made
copies of the SM for Ted Windt and Trevor Melia (who subsequently gave
a copy to Barbara Biesecker, who in turn gave one to James McDaniel).
Over the years I have been public about having a different version and have
believed it was generally known. Sometime in the mid-1990s I even traded
Robert Wess a copy of my SM for one of his PDC.3’

Thames was kind enough to provide me with copies of both the “PDC” and
“SM” manuscripts in the early 2000s, and I have since spent time with these

35 Thames, Richard H. “The Gordian Not: Untangling the Motivorum (1).”
KB Journal 3 (Spring 2007). Online at http://kbjournal.org/thames]1.

36 Burke, Kenneth. “Curriculum Criticum.” Counter-Statement. Berkeley,

CA: University of California Press, 1968: 222.

37 Thames, Richard H. “The Gordian Not.” Thames’ extended essay contains

several helpful, detailed appendices describing and outlining the contents of these two
manuscripts, and comparing them to both Rueckert’s volume and extant published
writings by Burke.
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manuscripts, comparing them to Rueckert’s version of the project, and to
the essays that Burke published on catharsis and transcendence—and it
is this eclectic collection of materials that I draw upon in what follows,
highlighting when possible where these texts converge and diverge in their
explorations of these key concepts.

The Symbolic and/as the “‘Carving Out’ of a Poetics”*

In all of these materials, Burke consistently describes his task as “the
Carving-out Of a Poetics,” but it is clear that he continually found himself
moving beyond poetics toward other matters—most notably civic tensions,
the realm of the no (the hortatorical rather than propositional negative), and
the pressures of symbolicity itself. In some respects, this material harkens
back to his work in the Rhetoric, and especially to his discussion of the rhe-
torical as the “parliamentary” struggle of voices. Burke attempts at times
to hold this material at bay, sometimes indicating that he will postpone
consideration of these matters to a separate volume, entitled “On Human
Relations” and “stressing the ethical dimension of language.”® At other
times, he seems to embrace the link between the rhetorical and the poetic:
“since ‘words are imitations,’ so that poetic and rhetorical diction overlap .
.. it is not always necessary that we phrase a proposition in the form most
purely adapted to Poetics exclusively. A statement in the spirit of Rhetoric
may sometimes be more convenient . . . even when we are considering the
poem intrinsically.”' Yet, in all the texts considered here—and especially
in the two unpublished manuscripts, PDC and SM—Burke struggles to
neatly separate these areas of inquiry, and, I would argue, one reason for

3% Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives, ed. William H. Rueckert.
West Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press, 2007: 5. This same phrasing is repeated elsewhere in
this volume, and on page 13 of the PDC and page 17 of the Symbolic manuscripts.

39 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 78.

40 Burke, Kenneth. “Curriculum Criticum™: 218 (cf. Thames, Richard H. “The
Gordian Not.”) As Williams suggests, although the proposed volume never appeared
during Burke’s lifetime, this material is nonetheless familiar to Burkean scholars, since
some portions of it are in The Rhetoric of Religion, others in Language as Symbolic
Action, and still others in his late essays (e.g., Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding

Out the Motivorum Trilogy”: 15-16, 18—19).

41" Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics’:

Selections from ‘Poetics, Dramatistically Considered’.” Henderson, Greig; Williams,
David Cratis, eds. Unending Conversations: New Writings by and About Kenneth
Burke: 57. This chapter represents a previously-unpublished portion of the PDC
manuscript.
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this lies in the complicated relationship between two of his key terms:
catharsis and transcendence.

Although this essay—Iike others in this special issue of Literature
of the Americas—attempts to end this relative neglect, catharsis and
transcendence are Burkean concepts that have not received the attention
they merit from scholars—in part, perhaps, because Burke never managed
to publish the definitive book (or books) that would have cemented their
place within his dramatistic system.** Even so, however, this inattention
is quite surprising, since transcendence is a term that appears consistently
across the Burkean corpus. Although catharsis does not appear as frequent-
ly in the canonical works, it does appear.** Further, throughout Burke’s
writings of the 1950s and 1960s, he points to the points of intersection (and
divergence) between these two terms—so often, indeed, that it suggests
itself as one of Burke’s vital concerns of the period.

Note, for example, his suggestion in a 1954 letter to Malcolm Cow-
ley that catharsis represented the central term of the “Poetics,” paralleling
the role of identification in the Rhetoric.** Yet, it is clear also that transcen-
dence was always lurking around and within this focus upon catharsis.
For example, in the definition of “Platonic Dialogue” offered in his 1951

42 There have been a few (very few) recent attempts to explore the intricacies of
Burke’s conception of transcendence. Beyond the essays in the present collection, see,
for example: Crable, Bryan. “Burkean Perspectives on Transcendence: A Prospective
Retrospective.” Crable, Bryan, ed. Transcendence by Perspective: Meditations on and
with Kenneth Burke. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2014: 3-32; Crable, Bryan. “Distance
as Ultimate Motive”; Zappen, James P. “Kenneth Burke on Dialectical-Rhetorical
Transcendence.” Philosophy & Rhetoric 42 (2009): 279-301. Yet, since there is almost
no work in rhetoric that systematically addresses Burke’s conception of catharsis, even

that seems like a robust literature in comparison.

4 Not surprisingly, in post-1950 works Burke frequently discusses catharsis.

See, for example: Burke, Kenneth. “Appendix: On Human Behavior Considered
‘Dramatistically’.” Permanence and Change: An Anatomy of Purpose. 3" ed. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1984: 285, 287, 294; Burke, Kenneth. Language as
Symbolic Action. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1969: 18, 88, 92, 94,
96-97, 108, 125, 144, 154, 159-161, 186200, 308—343; Burke, Kenneth. The Rhetoric
of Religion: Studies in Logology. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1970:
35, 49, 137, 234. Yet, even if we confine ourselves to his pre-1950 works, it is clear that
catharsis is a term that hovered at the edge of Burke’s attention, even prior to his work
on the “Poetics” and/or “Symbolic.” See, for example: Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward
History: 188-189, 191, 363, 367; Burke, Kenneth. Counter-Statement: 41; Burke,
Kenneth. Permanence and Change: An Anatomy of Purpose: 266; Burke, Kenneth. The
Philosophy of Literary Form. 3 ed. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1973:
133, 136, 281, 311, 320.

# Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding Out the Motivorum Trilogy™: 12.
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essay, “Three Definitions,” Burke writes that “A kind of catharsis is got,
by refutation of error, and by transcendence.”® Similarly, in the famous
essay from the 1960s, “Fact, Inference and Proof in the Analysis of Lit-
erary Symbolism,” he notes that “our thoughts about hierarchical tension
lead us to watch for modes of catharsis, or of transcendence, that may
offer a symbolic solution within the given symbol-system of the particular
work we are analyzing.”*® Most interestingly, in his essay on Emerson and
transcendence, collected in 1966’s Language as Symbolic Action, Burke
portrays the two as complexly interrelated: “Since both tragic catharsis and
dialectical transcendence involve formal development, by the same token
both modes give us kinds of transformation”; yet, he cautions, “Though
dialectical transcendence and dramatic catharsis have many areas in which
the jurisdictions covered by the two terms overlap, there are also terminis-
tic situations in which they widely differ.”*’

These provocative statements alone would suggest that these two
terms, and their relationship, deserve more sustained scholarly atten-
tion—but I would suggest that there are other good reasons to revisit them.
At a minimum, I believe that catharsis and transcendence contributed to
Burke’s indecision regarding the final volume(s) of the Motivorum proj-
ect—since both terms have their origin in the poetic, but quickly take us
“beyond” that restricted realm, into the wider concerns of life as an embod-
ied symbol-user. More importantly, however, by revisiting these terms (and
their intersection), I argue that we can productively engage the tensions
arising from the peculiarly human admixture of symbolic and nonsymbolic
elements—our existence as “bodies that learn language,” and the rhetorical
temptations, crises, and conflicts that, Burke argues, incessantly arise as
a result.

In other words, attention to these two terms allow us to underscore
and extend a significant aspect of Burke’s later work—his focus on the
lures and pressures endemic to human social life, so that we might better
(in Burke’s words) appreciate, and thus properly discount, them. In this
sense, though Burke might have originally moved from the aesthetic to the
rhetorical, his later writings on poetics can also be mined for their insights
into rhetorical theory and criticism—insights that go beyond the typical
scholarly emphasis upon identification. To further develop this argument,

4 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 23.
6 Ibid.: 67.
47 Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: 189, 186.
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I now turn to a more detailed consideration of Burke’s work on poetics,
connecting his discussion of catharsis and Athenian tragedy to the complex
polarity of action and motion, our existence as the symbol-creating, -using,
-misusing animal.

“All Hail to Mighty Aeschylus.”*

Although Burke’s work and correspondence from the 1950s and
1960s indicate his indecision regarding the final volume of his Motivorum
project, they leave little doubt that two ancient authors, Aristotle and
Aeschylus, played central roles within all of its various incarnations. The
focus on Aristotle, as Burke repeatedly explains, is rather straightforward:
“such a project [on poetics] should be developed with Aristotle's Poetics
in mind. Not that the extant parts of that old text should be taken either as
authority or as ‘the enemy.’ But I consider it an ideal point of departure, or
benchmark, a handy spot from which to locate any survey of the field.”*
Indeed, in multiple texts sketching the outlines and nature of his project,
Burke is very clear in his insistence that it takes “Aristotle’s treatise as its
point of departure.”°

Yet, it is not simple historical primacy that leads Burke to claim
Aristotle as an ancestor. The decision to begin with Aristotle’s conception
of tragedy also reflects Burke’s choice to engage poetics dramatistically,
which is to say from the standpoint of action, not knowledge, with all that
this entails.”! In other words, Aristotle’s text serves perfectly as Burke’s
point of departure, since the former’s study of tragedy relies upon terms
that are dramatistic (action-centered) rather than scientistic (knowl-
edge-centered). Aristotle, Burke argues, describes poetics as a making, an
action, and not as a matter of sensory perception or representation. Indeed,
Burke comments, “Unless we have overlooked it, the word ‘truth’ does
not appear in the Poetics. It does, however, appear in many scientistically
tinged translations.”? By highlighting the dramatistic nature of Aristotle’s

8 Burke, Kenneth. Letter to Stanley Edgar Hyman. 10 April 1951. Box 4. Stanley
Edgar Hyman Papers, Library of Congress, Washington, DC.

49 Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution.” The Kenyon Review 21 (Summer
1959): 337.

59 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 5. This insistence is even

more clear on page 1 of PDC and pages 20-21 of SM.

51 Ibid.: 5. Burke even comments in the unpublished manuscripts that Aristotle’s

focus on action makes his poetics “doubly” dramatistic (page 1 of PDC, page 21 of SM).
52 1
Ibid.
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Poetics, Burke underscores the internal consistency (and genius) of the
former’s approach; all of Aristotle’s poetic terms are derivable from its
starting point: “these terms all share in common Dramatistic logic (if ac-
tion, therefore plot, therefore character, therefore choice, therefore passion,
etc.).”>

For these reasons, Burke begins his discussion of tragedy with the
definition provided in Aristotle’s Poetics, though Burke both extends and
complicates it. Burke first offers a compelling summary of Aristotle’s view
of tragedy: “A tragedy, then, is the imitation of an action that is serious
and also, as having magnitude, complete in itself; in language with plea-
surable accessories, each kind brought in separately in the parts of the
work; in a dramatic, not narrative form; with incidents arousing pity and
fear, wherewith to accomplish its catharsis of such emotions.”* As Burke
sees it, this means that there are three central elements to emphasize in
Aristotle’s definition: “(1) He would deal with a making (poiesis). (2) A
making of what? The making of an imitation (mimesis). (3) An imitating of
what? The imitating of an action (praxis).”*

Yet, as Burke emphasizes, Aristotle’s dramatistic approach to poetics
continually points beyond itself, towards the extra-poetic function of this
mimesis. In part, Burke notes, this is because of the tantalizing definition
Aristotle gives for Attic tragedy: “‘through pity and fear’ tragedy pro-
duced ““the catharsis of such emotions.””*® Indeed, Burke suggests that this
unexplained statement, the missing account of tragic catharsis, is “among
the greatest attractions of Aristotle’s text.”*” Burke here points to the “sheer
word for ‘tragedy’ itself, the ‘goat-song,’ [as] a term that could also have
led to such concerns with curative victimage by scapegoat as are in the idea
of tragic catharsis.”*® Aristotle’s all-too-brief invocation of tragic catharsis
thus directs Burke to the purifying possibilities of the poetic act:

33 Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics™: 39.
34 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 19.

55 Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics™:

35-36. This is also on page 48 of SM.

36 Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 337. This quotation of Aristotle
is repeated on page 38 of PDC and 134 of SM.

37 Tbid.: 337.

8 Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics’”: 39.
This is also on page 52 of SM.
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If there is a certain tension in human relations, the artist may exploit it
dramatically by analyzing it into parts, “breaking it down” into a set of
interrelated roles (a device that permits the tension to be “processed”; for
whereas in human relations it just is, the breaking of it into parts permits
these parts to act upon one another, in in a series of operations that, when
followed in exactly the order they have in their particular whole, lead to
a “catharsis”).>

For Burke, then, the dramatistic study of poetics points toward the power
of the aesthetic to carry out the function of purgation, as well as toward
“the ‘pollution’ for which tragedy concocts a remedy.”®

Yet, it is also this purgative function of tragedy that, for Burke,
requires the incorporation of a second ancient Greek author into the drama-
tistic study of poetics—Aeschylus, and, specifically, his famous dramatic
cycle The Oresteia. In part, Burke justifies this attention on Aeschylus’ Or-
esteia by pointing to its uniqueness—that, since this is the only surviving
example of the tragic trilogy, this set of plays “offers special opportunities
because Aristotle does not treat of the trilogy as a form, hence does not
consider a ‘dialectical’ progression whereby each play grows out of the
preceding, or into the one that follows.”®' Burke further points out that
“the great Greek tragedies were devices for treating of civic tensions (read:
class conflicts), and for contributing to social amity by ritual devices for
resolving such tensions.”® In this way, Burke not only identifies Aeschy-
lus as a dramatistic complement to Aristotle, but also moves beyond the
familiar analysis of the trilogy as providing both mythic origins and divine
sanction for the Athenian democracy that had so recently triumphed over
the Persian monarchy. For Burke, in other words, Aeschylus’ plays offer an
opportunity to more deeply engage the term invoked (but not definitively
explained) by Aristotle: tragic catharsis.®

39 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 16.

0 Burke, Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View.” The Centennial Review 5 (1961):

107. Similar language is on page 26 of SM.

1 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 104. He emphasizes its

importance to his project also on page 26 of SM.

2 Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: 137. Similar language recurs on

pages 55-56 of PDC.

% He makes this argument at some length in the unpublished manuscripts (e.g.,

page 41 of PDC).
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In gauging the importance of Aeschylus’ trilogy to Burke’s poetic
project, we should note that not only did Burke choose to include his anal-
ysis of it in Language as Symbolic Action, but nearly eighty pages of the
unfinished Poetics, Dramatistically Considered focuses on the Oresteia.
Williams thus calls “Burke’s long, close, creative, and brilliant analysis of
the text of the Orestes trilogy” the “critical centerpiece” of the “Poetics”
manuscript.® Although these pages were removed from Burke’s “Symbol-
ic” manuscript, even in this text he contends that Aeschylus’ plays offer the
best possible route into the study of poetics, catharsis, and transcendence.®

Burke’s reading of The Oresteia centers upon Aeschylus’ tragic
cleansing of the civic tensions existing in the Athens of his day, through the
moving of the audience to pity, fear, and pride. Thus, Burke’s analysis goes
beyond the “sociological” reading that reads the celebratory symbolization
of a political transformation, from blood justice to democratic justice. He
argues instead that the Athenians of his time were experiencing the “mias-
ma” of social tension, a state of pollution. Such a state could be approached
medicinally by endowing it with direction: “though in Aeschylus’ day civic
conflicts had already become sufficiently intense to seem miasmatically
swampy, as conceived in terms of a contrast with feudal justice this very
problem took on the quality rather of a solution.”*® Aeschylus confronted,
then, the need to cleanse the polluted state generated by the conditions of
Athenian democracy. He did so through the mythic tale of Atreus:

Aeschylus’s trilogy would be a diplomatic way of saying, in effect, “Fellow-
citizens, you think conditions are bad now. But you don’t know how well
off you are. Just remember how harshly justice was administered in the old
days. Then you’ll realize the advantages of our civic enlightenment.” Thus

% Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding Out the Motivorum Trilogy™: 27.
Recognizing the importance of this material to Burke’s overall project, Rueckert collects
much of it within his Essays Toward A Symbolic of Motives.

5 Burke’s detailed study of The Oresteia roughly comprises one fourth to one fifth
of the extant “Poetics” manuscript. By contrast, although the unpublished “Symbolic”
manuscript indicates that the study of Aeschylus will form an important part of the
argument, this is likely a holdover, not yet edited out, from the earlier PDC manuscript—
since the Oresteia appears only in a scattering of places across the text. Burke may well
have excised this material from the SM manuscript after deciding to include an altered
version of this material in Language as Symbolic Action. It is also possible that, as Thames
suggests, the material on the Oresteia would have been incorporated into a later section
of the SM manuscript, had it been completed (Thames, Richard H. “The Gordian Not.”).

6 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 143—144. This also on
pages 273-274 of PDC.
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. . . the dramatist contrived to consider uneasy conditions now in terms of
drastic conditions then.®’

Through such symbolic maneuverings, then, Burke argues that the Athenian
audience was able to experience the cleansing purgation they desperately
desired through their vicarious participation in the action of Aeschylus’
tragedy.

To this end, then, Burke reads The Oresteia as a perfect embodiment
of Aristotle’s conception of tragic catharsis—since we can infer from
existing passages of the Poetics that, in the missing portions, “the kind of
‘purge’ produced by tragedy may have been specifically considered from
the ‘civic’ point of view (as a species of purge).”®® Yet, Burke simultane-
ously points to the importance of the missing satyr play by Aeschylus that
would have followed the trilogy in its public performance at the Athenian
festivals. He contends that “tragic solemnity itself, as a literary species,
needs a solution beyond itself . . . . If tragedy (with its peculiar modes of
dignification) makes for catharsis, there is also a sense in which it leaves
us in still further need of catharsis.”® For Burke, it is only the introduction
of the comic retelling of the story of the House of Atreus that would “com-
plete the completing perfectly.””

Yet, Burke goes to great pains to stress that even the full perfor-
mance of the four-play cycle—the tragic trilogy plus the “completing”
satyr play—would not effect a complete cleansing of its audience. As he
notes, even the “radical solution™ of the satyr-play, the catharsis for the
tragic catharsis, “requires that the chase begin all over again. For the group
needs its solemnities, quite as it needs its hilarities. So, six months later:
three more trilogies, in turn ‘corrected’ by three more satyr-plays.”’! In
part, this is attributable to the nature of the purge accomplished by these
tragic plays. Although The Oresteia afforded the Athenian audience a “pag-
eant-like solution” to the troubles generated by their democracy, it did not
simultaneously eliminate the source of the troubles addressed by the tragic

7 Ibid.: 143. This is also on page 272 of PDC.

% Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 337. There is an extended

discussion of this on pages 284, 299-300 of PDC.

% Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward A Symbolic of Motives: 146. This is also on page
279 of PDC.

70 Ibid.: 146. This is also on page 279 of PDC.
"1 Ibid.: 147. This is also on page 280 of PDC.
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playwright.”? As Burke suggests, “insofar as the underlying situation itself
remained disordered, such purely symbolic modes of cleansing could not
be permanently effective.””

More importantly, however, Burke argues that the tragic catharsis
generated by The Oresteia necessarily remained incomplete insofar as the
tensions it addressed were local to the Athenian context. It is necessarily
the case, as he remarks, that we should view “Greek tragedy as a civic cer-
emony,” and therefore its form of purgation can be “specifically considered
from the ‘civic’ point of view (as a species of political purge), in contrast
with the stress on intimate, family relationships in Freud's views on the
cathartic effects of psychoanalysis.””* However, Burke simultancously
contends that such an approach cannot exhaust the subject of catharsis in
its full sense.” Although tragic catharsis addresses, and temporarily purg-
es, the tensions generated by a particular social order, Burke emphasizes
that these civic motives are themselves only a portion of the motives that
characterize human existence.”

Therefore, Burke emphasizes that an individual’s participation
in a particular social order is never reducible to the experience of the
group—if for no other reason than “The centrality of the nervous system is
a principium individuationis whereby, no matter how collective the nature
of our symbol-systems and of the socio-political structures that go with
them, our pleasures and pains are our own naturally inalienable private
property.””” As a result, Burke argues, the “body politic” is hardly the only
body relevant to the study of catharsis:

The vocabulary of tragedy, like all vocabulary, has three empirical non-
linguistic sources to draw on: the human body, the “world’s body” (the
natural scene), and the body politic. (The last would include the whole
range of personal and social relations, as between parents and offspring,
ruler and subjects, doctor and patient, teacher and student, employer and
employee, the area of relationships in which are interwoven such conditions

2 Ibid.: 144. This is also on page 274 of PDC.
73 Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 352.

7 Tbid.: 342, 337. A more extended version of this discussion can be found on
page 152 of SM.

7> Burke emphatically makes this point on page 174 of SM.
76 Burke, Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View”: 107.

"7 Ibid.: 107. Similar reflections appear on pages 320~322 of PDC and 188-189
of SM.
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as authority, obedience, disobedience, service, exploitation, co-operation,
competition, in brief the vast tangle of motives implicit in the nature of
a complex social Order.”

Although the tragic catharsis of civic tensions addresses a portion of our
human existence, we must also recognize that catharsis draws upon and
reflects the nature of human symbolicity itself. Since, as Burke writes,
“problems of ‘catharsis’ are situated precisely at that point where analysis
of language in terms of Poetics both sums up the field of Poetics proper and
through sheer superabundance inclines to ‘spill over’ into the other areas of
linguistic action,” we must attend more broadly to the tensions generated
by the embodied symbol-user who is directed toward, though distanced
from, a world simultaneously inherited and constituted.”

According to Burke, in other words, the study of catharsis neces-
sarily points beyond the confines of a particular social order, beyond the
purging of civic tensions local to a specific audience, place, and time. The
ambiguous connection between, for example, the human body and the
body politic suggests why Burke’s extended meditations on purgation and
the “Demonic Trinity” are necessary for a complete dramatistic analysis of
tragedy.® And yet, Burke cautions us not to overly-literalize this emphasis:
“the subject of Catharsis could by no means be reduced to the imagery of
bodily behavior.”®! Instead, he argues, it points toward something far more
fundamental to human existence:

Weeping or laughing are end-products. They have the finality of a ship
coming into port. Also, although as responses to works of art they arise
out of purely symbolic processes, at the same time they are both intensely
physical. Thus, there is a sense in which they perfectly bridge the gap
between man's nature as sheer animal and his nature as sheerly “rational”
or “spiritual” (as symbol-user).®?

78 Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 338.
™ Ibid.: 340. Burke’s argument on this point is also on page 188 of SM.

80 See, for example, Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 342; Burke,
Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View”: 107.

81 Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics™: 53.
82 Burke, Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View”: 108.
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To this end, Burke indicates that catharsis requires attention to a shifting,
imbricated set of motives: individual or bodily, factional or civic, and
universal or existential.

However, Burke also indicates that attention to the last of these
complicates, and even redirects, his project on poetics. Further, I would
suggest that the ambiguity of critical focus that emerges as a result of this
insight expresses itself in Burke’s brief but suggestive meditations on the
difference between tragic and comic catharsis. Indeed, attention to Burke’s
statements on this distinction indicates no small amount of uncertainty on
his part:

we should match “laughter” not with “tears,” but with “weeping.” This
alignment reminds us that both laughter and weeping can terminate
in tears—but whereas mild weeping can cause tears, the same effect is
produced only by intense, hysterical laughter, a distinction that must have
a great deal to do with the relation between tragic catharsis and comic
catharsis, though we’re not quite sure what it might be.®

He adds, “Nor are we quite sure just how the difference between tragedy
and comedy is aligned with the difference between tears of sorrow and tears
of joy.”® Therefore, following his extended discussion of tragic catharsis,
Burke muses, “Throughout the inquiry, the author has been tentatively
asking himself just how to present the other two major cathartic devices,
epitomized in Aristophanic comedy and Platonic dialectic.”®

Although these asides from Burke are not themselves completed
through a detailed study of comic catharsis or Aristophanic comedy, it
does appear that Burke increasingly saw this material as central to his
dramatistic study of poetics. As he notes, despite beginning with the Ar-
istotelian emphasis upon tragedy, Burke himself advocates comedy, since
“the analysis of tragedy is itself essentially comic.”® For those familiar
with Burke, this claim reflects not only his familiar emphasis upon the
superiority of comic approaches to the study of human social life,*” but
also his initial intention to generate a comic treatise on human social

8 Ibid.: 108. This is also on page 321 of PDC.

84 Ibid.: 108. This is also on pages 321-322 of PDC.

8 Tbid.: 132.

86 Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution”: 339.

87 See, for example, Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward History: 106—107.
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relations. Yet, despite these statements promising a move from the civic
catharsis of tragedy to the (ambiguously) individual, civic, and universal
catharsis of comedy, none of the extant manuscripts deliver a substantial
section devoted to this material. Indeed, although he acknowledged the
incomplete nature of the “Poetics, Dramatistically Considered” project
in 1958-59, it appears that the greatest portion of the missing material
involved this shift to the comic: “The table of contents of the manuscript
concludes parenthetically: ‘Still missing: Section on Comic Catharsis;
further references to individual works, illustrating various observations
by specific examples; batch of footnotes indicating various other develop-
ments; appendix reprinting various related essays by the author, already
published in periodicals.”®

Of course, in Attitudes Toward History, we have an extensive
account of the “comic frame,” which, Burke argues, “should enable
people to be observers of themselves, while acting. Its ultimate would
not be passiveness, but maximum consciousness.”® Described as an
attempt to create “a total vision of reality” by a humble recognition
that “every insight contains its own special kind of blindness,” the
comic entails “seeing from two angles at once.””® Burke therefore offers
“perspective by incongruity” as a means of implementing the comic
frame; this term he explains as “a methodology of the pun,” a system-
atic attempt to generate insight by violating established associations, to
deliberately be “ ‘“impious’ as regards our linguistic categories estab-
lished by custom.”! In Burkean fashion, then, I suggest that through
the device of a perspective by incongruity we can shift the category of
catharsis from the tragic to the comic—thus constituting a new (comic)
vision of catharsis as a cleansing accomplished through the beyonding
of transcendence, a cleansing aimed not at a personal or civic pollution,
but a universal and symbolic one. Although such a project cannot be
fully accomplished in the present essay, by way of conclusion I engage
Anne Carson’s 4An Oresteia in the spirit of Burke’s “methodology of
the pun,” and thereby start to highlight the rhetorical implications of
Burkean catharsis, in its comic incarnation.

88 Williams, David Cratis. “Toward Rounding Out the Motivorum Trilogy”: 22.

Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward History: 171.
% Ibid.: 40, 41.
! Tbid.: 309.
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“Beat the Devil, Beat the Devil, Beat the Devil, Beat the...”’

Carson introduces her unorthodox trilogy by admitting it was not
her inspiration. Instead, she confesses, it grew somewhat inadvertently.
Nearly twenty years passed between her translation of Sophocles’ Elektra
and Euripides’ Orestes, but a year after the latter’s appearance an artistic
director asked her to complete the cycle, as it were: to translate Aeschylus’
Agamemmnon and present the three works together as An (not The) Oresteia.
As Carson comments, she was not inclined to assent: “I said, “Who needs
this?’—meaning, Aiskhylos has already given us an Oresteia richer than
rubies, of which lots of good translations exist. Why monkey around with
it?”% Her colleague persisted and she ultimately assented, agreeing with
him that “To hear the same legend (the story of the house of Atreus) told
by three different playwrights at three different vantage points of Athenian
history would offer ‘a unique perspective on the Athenian moment.”””**

From a Burkean perspective, Carson’s nontraditional grouping per-
fectly exemplifies the generation of comic insight through “planned incon-
gruity.” Carson violates established categories linking the Orestes cycle to
Aeschylus alone, and, further, violates the traditional emphasis upon the
defining nature of authorship rather than subject matter. Further—and more
importantly—though Carson and her colleague recognize that An Oresteia
releases new insight into Athens, I contend that it simultaneously releases
new insight into the nature of catharsis, and into its rhetorical importance.
I suggest that this collection not only allows us to explore Burke’s work on
catharsis in a new way, but also to speculate on what Burke was ultimately
unable to complete—that is, to sharpen the outlines of its comic and tragic
forms, and to thereby trace the link between catharsis and transcendence,
cleansing and the beyond(ing) of symbolicity.

We might begin by applying Burke’s insight that “the great Greek
tragedies were devices for treating of civic tensions (read: class conflicts),
and for contributing to social amity by ritual devices for resolving such
tensions.” Such an approach might entail focusing upon the civic ten-
sions existing within Athens when Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides
wrote—attending specifically to the varying “local conditions” engaged by
these three authors’ retellings of the Atrean myth. In this way, we might be

92 Burke, Kenneth. Letter to Stanley Edgar Hyman. 10 April 1951.

9 Carson, Anne, trans. An Oresteia. New York: Faber and Faber, Inc., 2009: ix-x.
% Tbid.: x.

% Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: 137.
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moved to contrast the conditions lived by Aeschylus’ audience—expressed
in a work that celebrates (and provides foundation for) the democratic
institutions of Athens—with those lived by Sophocles’ audience. The
latter’s Electra (whose date is indeterminate, though likely at the end of
his career, thus at the time of Athenian empire, and the threat to democracy
represented by the oligarchic conspiracies) might thereby be taken as
a set of poetic admonitions on the need to maintain faith in justice under
conditions of tyranny—a reflection of democracy living under terror. And
we might further contrast both of these with the conditions lived by the
audience for Euripides’ Orestes (performed first in 408 BC, between the
overthrow of democracy by the 400 and the Terror of the 30), reading this
work as a dramatic portrayal of democracy as a tormented, tortured figure,
one betrayed by the ambitious and disingenuous.

However, read as a perspective by incongruity, I submit that Carson’s
volume suggests something even more significant for rhetorical scholar-
ship. I argue that it reveals the presence of a different kind of catharsis than
that accomplished by The Oresteia, one that sheds light on the catharsis
of universal, and not simply factional, motives. In some respects, Burke’s
work already argues that such a shift is analytically necessary. As he writes,
“The social tensions which a cathartic drama thus exploits and releases are
not ultimately resolved by such purely symbolic means. Insofar as the civic
‘pollution” which they are designed to ritually cleanse is intrinsic to the
nature of the state, the semi-annual purges in the theatre could not bring
permanent relief.””® Here he emphasizes that there is no permanent relief
provided by the tragic catharsis of Greek theatre, but not because of the
nature of a particular social order; the kind of pollution he points to here is
intrinsic to the nature of the state because it is more radically rooted in the
nature of the human being as symbol-user.

Here, I suggest, we begin to see the possibility of distinguishing
comic from tragic catharsis. After all, note that Burke’s discussions of
tragedy continually point to motives that lie below the level of civic or
sociological motives:

The character, or personality of a work may touch upon such ultimate
discordancies natural to a given society; or it may to varying degrees
transcend the culture in which it arose, and may “permanently” engage the
human tribe in general (for in proportion as we perfect our understanding

% Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 117.
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of these processes, surely we shall see how all great works are feeling their
way through much the same astounding labyrinth).””

This use of the term “labyrinth” is not merely a sly Hellenistic reference, but
instead reflects what Burke defines as the ultimate foundation of tragedy:

when [Nietzsche] speaks of attempting to find his way through “the
labyrinth of the origin of Greek tragedy,” we should only add that not only
is the attempt to trace its origins a labyrinth, but also its place of origin
is itself a labyrinth, a labyrinth of the inarticulate, as brought into being
by the ability to articulate. Our qualification in italics is most important
here. A labyrinthine tangle is not a mere jungle. It is a confusion of paths
already formed. The calculus we are using implies the assumption that only
symbol-using animals experience the Daedalian motive.”®

Burke goes on to flesh out this Daedalian motive in other terms: the
Oresteia’s Amphisbaena [to go both ways] is described as a “‘prelogical’
monster . . . the mythic representative of the ultimate dreaming worm, the
sheerly vegetating digestive tract, that underlies all human rationality, and
out of which somehow emerge the labyrinths of human reason.””

In other words, as Burke suggests, what we begin to see is another
dimension to the Greek tragedy, one that complements (and even lies
beneath) its civic dimensions:

a notable respect in which the logic of symbols would transcend the
very material body by which symbols are made usable (and in the tragic
idiom, this moment of transcendence is figured in terms of victimage, of
an ultimate slaying . . . . terms so biologically absolute that, in the last
analysis, they are concerned but with the unresolved conflicts between the
verbal and the nonverbal out of which it arises and in which it is necessarily

grounded.'®

97

PDC.

% Burke, Kenneth. ““Watchful of Hermetics to Be Strong in Hermeneutics™: 75.
This is also on page 371 of PDC.

% Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: 135.
190 Ibid.: 136.

Burke, Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View”: 127. This is also on page 352 of
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In this way, then, might Carson’s collection allow us to read Greek tragedy
not simply as a dramatic attempt to cleanse its audience of civic tensions,
but of tensions more universal in nature, those linked to our existence as
embodied symbol-users? If so, we should look not simply to the themes of
the plays that reflect civic motives, but also those that relate more directly
to the conflicts, interrelationships, and tangled translations between the
verbal and nonverbal realms. Taking as our source, then, not the orthodox
trilogy of Aeschylus, but Carson’s incongruous An Oresteia, we can see
fascinating reflections on (and, befitting a trilogy, dialectical development
of) this theme of the verbal and nonverbal, our Daedalian motive.

First, we should note that Aeschylus’ Agamemnon dramatically
portrays a direct link between verbal and nonverbal realms, word and
world—there is an emphasis upon language as inseparable from action,
from reality. Words are, for example, equated with weapons, and with
deeds; words directly bring into being the conditions (verbal and nonver-
bal) that they invoke. However, Sophocles’ Elektra begins to subject this
direct relationship to critical interrogation, identifying a possible slippage
or distance between word and deed, verbal and nonverbal.

In the unfolding action of the play, I argue, this relationship is trou-
bled in three ways. First, in and through the character of Klytemnestra,
we see embodied a central claim: one can speak reverently without acting
reverently, without being reverent. Further, I suggest, the play indicates
that one can speak as if obedient to authority without obeying authority,
without truly being obedient to authority. We recognize this in Chrysothe-
mis’ surface acceptance of the rule of Klytemnestra and Aegisthus—which
lies in stark contrast to the open revolt displayed by Elektra, in her con-
tempt toward those two figures who will her capitulation. Finally, it is clear
from the dialogue and plot that one can speak without acting; Elektra’s
contempt for Orestes’ many letters, not immediately matched by action,
testify to this point. More radically, though, we see this insight expressed
by the character of Orestes, whose death is falsely spoken of twice within
the play—and who simply asks, “what harm can it do/to die in words?”!%!

Within Euripides’ Orestes, however, I contend that this relationship
achieves comic maturation. Not only might there be slippage between
the verbal and nonverbal (as in Elektra), but Euripides suggests that such
a slippage is necessarily part of the human experience—indeed, that it is
even ordained by the gods. In this play we thus see the full severing of

101" Carson, Anne. An Oresteia: 90.
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word from deed, appearance from reality. This is reflected most fully in
the actions and character of Helen, who is not only saved from Orestes by
Apollo, but is elevated into divine status, where she will serve as “queen of
the deep running sea.”!*® Here the confusion of verbal for nonverbal, surface
for depth, appearance for reality, confounds an attempt to not simply enact
democracy, but even to account for the effectivity of language—beyond
simple corruption or self-interest.

Yet, as Burke would emphasize, this is an analysis of the poetic, and
thus not simply the representation (in the scientistic sense) of social inter-
action, but the imitation (mimesis) of social interaction—its fulfillment,
its entelechial end.!® As a result, to engage these three plays adequately
means we must view them in terms of catharsis, as symbolic means of
cleansing pollution. However, I suggest that the perspective by incongruity
afforded by Carson’s trilogy allows us to move beyond the civic motives of
Athenian audiences, and toward something more appropriately (comically)
universal. Or, to rephrase this Burkean point as a question: in what way are
not only the ancient Athenians but we—as befitting the universal motives
addressed by this trilogy—cleansed by An Oresteia?

In part, I would suggest, through a kind of comic mimesis. Like Or-
estes—although not as perfectly, as entelechially—we are caught between
symbolic action and nonsymbolic motion, the free and the determined.!*
Like Helen, but not as perfectly or entelechially, we are consumed with
appearances, not reality, the verbal but not the nonverbal grounds toward
which we reach. Here I would suggest the importance of Helen’s eleva-
tion to the skies, toward which our eyes raise, toward which our hands
stretch, suggesting the love of the further shore that Burke discusses as
transcendence. Further, by converting a miasmatic state to the action of
a plot, a development, we are cleansed through the introduction of design.

Like social or civic tensions, the tension between verbal and nonver-
bal inherent to human existence, the Daedalian motive lying labrynthine at
the roots of tragedy

12 Tbid.: 255.
103 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 283.

104 Although outside the scope of this essay’s focus, for more on this relationship,
see, for example, Burke, Kenneth. “(Nonsymbolic) Motion/(Symbolic) Action.” Critical
Inquiry 4 (1978): 809—838.
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just is; it has no natural divisibility into parts. But once it has been translated
by a poet or a philosopher into a set of differentiating terms variously
interrelated, this stagnant state can be experienced rather as a process. And
within the conditions of the terminology, such transforming of a state into
a process can be in effect a cleansing. Things can be so separated out, that
a part of the tangle can be left behind (at least within the conditions of the
terminology).!®

In this way, Carson’s trilogy—treated as a comic “planned incongruity”—
might help point toward the cleansing of the tensions emerging from our
primordial state, from the nature of our all-too-human condition. Thus, by
engaging not simply An Oresteia, but also the universal conditions, the
Daedalian motive, disclosed by these works, we might be better prepared
to confront more than the tensions arising from local conditions, more than
the forms of civic pollution addressed by tragic catharsis. An attention to
these late writings by Burke might help equip us to “size up” and address
the tensions arising from conditions much more universal—to address the
rhetorical temptations produced not by a particular social order with its
corresponding set of motives, but by the more permanent conditions of our
hybrid existence.

Such a view of catharsis might entail the humble (though not humil-
iating) resignation of Burkean comedy—the kind of engaged, conscious
action which might produce correction rather than cruelty. This would
represent the kind of action toward which Burke urged us—the collective,
comic appreciation of the insights and blindnesses of the human symbol-us-
er, of the symbolically-generated promptings toward transcendence, when
“either rightly or wrongly, either grandly or in fragments, we stretch forth
our hands through love of the farther shore.”'’ The comic, I suggest, thus
entails commitment to a different kind of catharsis than that of tragedy, the
necessary and ongoing cleansing of the ineradicable, of the “old Adam” of
symbolicity lying within us. Though Burke did not provide us with a full
account of this process, he did suggest its motivation, as well as what it
might look (and sound) like: “Beat the devil, beat the devil, beat the devil,
beat the...(it sounds like a train, going steadily on, towards nowhere).”!%’

195 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives: 143.
106 Byrke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: 200.
197" Burke, Kenneth. Letter to Stanley Edgar Hyman. 10 April 1951.

40



Bryan Crable. “Beat the Devil, Beat the...”: Kenneth Burke on the Cleansing of Tensions...

REFERENCES

Benson, Thomas W., ed. Speech Communication in the 20" Century.
Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 1985.

Burgchardt, Carl R., ed. Readings in Rhetorical Criticism. State College, PA:
Strata Publishing, 1995.

Burke, Kenneth. Attitudes Toward History. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1984.

Burke, Kenneth. “Catharsis—Second View.” The Centennial Review 5 (1961):
107-132.

Burke, Kenneth. Counter-Statement. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1968.

Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives, ed. William H.
Rueckert. West Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press, 2007.

Burke, Kenneth. 4 Grammar of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969.

Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1969.

Burke, Kenneth. “(Nonsymbolic) Motion/(Symbolic) Action.” Critical Inquiry
4 (1978): 809-838.

Burke, Kenneth. “On Catharsis, or Resolution.” The Kenyon Review 21
(Summer 1959): 337-375.

Burke, Kenneth. Permanence and Change: An Anatomy of Purpose. 3™ ed.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1984.

Burke, Kenneth. The Philosophy of Literary Form. 3™ ed. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1973.

Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969.

Burke, Kenneth. The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1970.

Burke, Kenneth. The War of Words, eds. Anthony Burke, Kyle Jensen, Jack
Selzer. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2018.

Carter, C. Allen. Kenneth Burke and the Scapegoat Process. Norman, OK:
University of Oklahoma Press, 1996.

Clark, Gregory. Civic Jazz: American Music and Kenneth Burke on the Art of
Getting Along. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2015.

Crable, Bryan. “Distance as Ultimate Motive: A Dialectical Interpretation of A
Rhetoric of Motives.” Rhetoric Society Quarterly 39 (Summer 2009): 213-239.

Crable, Bryan, ed. Transcendence by Perspective: Meditations on and with
Kenneth Burke. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2014.

41



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

Eadie, William F. “Stories We Tell: Fragmentation and Convergence in
Communication Disciplinary History.” The Review of Communication 11 (2011):
161-176.

Henderson, Greig; Williams, David Cratis, eds. Unending Conversations: New
Writings by and About Kenneth Burke. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University
Press, 2001.

Olson, Jaclyn S. “Our Bodies and the Language We Learn: The Dialectic of
Burkean Identification in the 1930s.” Rhetoric Review 38 (2019): 258-270.

Rueckert, William H., ed., Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives. West
Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press, 2007.

Selzer, Jack. Kenneth Burke in Greenwich Village: Conversing with the
Moderns, 1915—-1931. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1996.

Steinmann, Martin, Jr., ed. New Rhetorics. New York: Scribner’s, 1967.

Thames, Richard H. “The Gordian Not: Untangling the Motivorum (1).” KB
Journal 3 (Spring 2007). Online at http://kbjournal.org/thames]1.

Thayer, Lee O., ed. Communication: Ethical and Moral Issues. New York:
Gordon & Breach Science Publishers, 1973.

Thonssen, Lester, Baird, A. Craig, and Braden, Waldo W. Speech Criticism. 2™
ed. Malabar, FL: Robert E. Krieger Publishing Company, 1970.

Wess, Robert. “Looking for the Figure in the Carpet of the Symbolic of
Motives.” KB Journal 3 (Spring 2007). Online at https://kbjournal.org/spring2007wess.

Zappen, James P. “Kenneth Burke on Dialectical-Rhetorical Transcendence.”
Philosophy & Rhetoric 42 (2009): 279-301.

Received: 20 Sept. 2020
Date of publication: 30 Nov. 2020

42



ElE

This is an open access article
distributed under the Creative

UDC 82(091) Commons Attribution 4.0
https://doi.org/10.22455/2541-7894-2020-9-43-59 International (CC BY 4.0)
Corey ANTON
FACING THE GORGON:

KENNETH BURKE ON DRAMATIC FORM, CATHARSIS,
AND TRANSCENENCE

Abstract: Drawing mainly upon the thinking of Kenneth Burke, this essay overviews
a few psychological functions performed within dramatic works of art. It shows
how dramatic works of art (e.g. novels, plays, films, and even TV shows) operate
as subtle modes of applied psychology: they offer different types of therapeutic
benefits for those who produce such works and also for those who read them
and/or audience members who witness them. I try to bring out how modes of
catharsis as well as means of transcendence are afforded by dramatic form within
art. Even more specifically stated, I review some of Burke’s ruminations upon
his own semiautobiographical novel, Towards a Better Life, and 1 outline how
dramatic works of art provide adequate symbolic distance for sizing up one’s life
situations and for facing various challenges that can otherwise be too difficult to
face head-on. Through symbolic and artistic maneuvers, which enable kinds of
identification, authors and audience members learn to face their demons and gain
new psychological resolves and/or vistas of self-understanding.
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Kopu AHTOH

B3IJIS/] TOPTOHBI: KEHHET BEPK O JPAMATUYECKOI
®OPME, KATAPCUCE U ITPEOOJIEHUN

Annomanyusa: B 510# cTathe, TIIaBHBIM 00pa3oM ¢ oropoit Ha Teopun Kennera bepka,
PaccMOTPEHBI HEKOTOPBIE MICUXOIOTHYECKNE MEXaHU3MBI, 3aJI0)KCHHBIC B J[paMa-
Trueckyo ¢opmy. IIpeanpuHrMaeTcs MOMBITKA MPOAHATH3UPOBATh, KAK JIpaMa-
THYECKHE MTPOU3BEICHNUS (HAIPHMeEpP, POMaHBI, TEECHI, (PHIBMBI H JaKe TEIEII0Y)
HE3aMeTHO NpHoOpeTaroT (GYHKIUM HHCTPYMEHTOB IMPAKTHYECKOH MCHXOIOTHH:
OHH OKa3bIBAIOT Pa3HOTO Poja OIarOTBOPHOE TEPANEeBTHYECKOE BO3ACIHCTBHE KAk
Ha TeX, KTO WX CO3/aeT, TaK M HA CBOMX UHTaTenel/3puteneil. B cTatbe mokasa-
HO, KaK JpaMaTHYeCcKOe HCKYyCCTBO JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTH B TOW WIIM MHOU (opme
MIePEeKUTH KAaTapCHC M MPEOoJ0NIeTh COOCTBEHHBIC IPaHUNEL. [0BOPSI KOHKpETHEE,
paccMaTpHUBAIOTCSI HEKOTOPHIE pa3MbIIIIeHNsT bepka 0 ero coOCTBEHHOM ITOTyaB-
TobunorpaduieckoM pomane «B monckax yunieit xusam» (Towards a Better Life)
1 TIPOCIIKUBACTCS, KaK APaMAaTHIECKHE MPOU3BEICHHUSI HCKYyCCTBA IO3BOJIIOT
YeJIOBEKy OTOITH Ha CHMBOJIMYECKOE PACCTOSTHNE, HEOOXOANMOE, YTOOBI OLCHUTD
CHUTYalllH, C KOTOPBIMU OH CTAJIKHBACTCS B XKU3HH, ¥ PEIIUTH Pa3INIHbIC 3a/1a4H,
KOTOpBIE €3 3TOTO OIIbITa MOKA3aJIUCh ObI eMy HEMOCHIBHBIMH. 32 CI€T CHMBOJIH-
YEeCKNX M XyAOKECTBEHHBIX MPHEMOB, KOTOPHIE TIOMOTAIOT BKHBATHCS B M300pa-
JKaeMble COOBITHS, aBTOPBI U ITyOIHMKa yJaTCs CIIPABIISTHECS CO CBOMMH CTPACTAMH,
HaXOJHUTh HOBBIE IICHXOJIOTUUECKHE PEIICHNS H/HIN OTKPHIBAaTh HOBBIE TPAHH COO-
CTBEHHOH JIMIHOCTH.

Kniouesvie cnosa: Kenner bepk, npamarmaeckast popma, KaTapcuc, IpeoJosIeHne, Tpe-
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Introduction'

In a revealing chapter entitled “On Stress, Its Seeking,” published
within Samuel Klausner’s edited book, Why Man Takes Chances, Ken-
neth Burke explains three different orders of motives in dramatic works
(e.g. aesthetic or internal, personal or psychological, and social or environ-
mental). He furthermore ruminates upon the nature of stress as it relates
to tragedy and comedy, and, for his primary illustration, he focuses on
the ‘why and what for’ regarding his semiautobiographical novel Towards
a Better Life. A good deal of the chapter examines the formal aesthetics
which engage the main character, Neal, in “a grotesque tragedy with the
birth of comedy ambiguously in the offing,”* and, while the ‘perfection’
of Neal’s fatal flaw, i.e. celebrating “his ‘despisals’ as a ‘vocation’”” helps
to keep the plot going, it more interestingly bears homeopathic effects
for Burke as well as for readers. Hence, by taking items of concern from
his personal life and giving them reflective distance as imagined through
distorted and displaced artistic forms, Burke’s Towards a Better Life not
only enables an aesthetic catharsis and transcendence for its readers—it
worked its potent magic upon Burke himself. In this reflexive way, Burke
shows how all three orders of motives can coalesce most productively
within semiautobiographical dramatic works.

Form, Catharsis, and Transcendence
For Burke, the homeopathic potentials provided by dramatic art can
be examined by first considering how artistic form, catharsis, and tran-
scendence all intertwine. Most basically stated, ar—as a massive edifice
of substitution, condensation, displacement, stylistic maneuvers, and other
subterfuges of form—enables catharsis and transcendence. As vicarious
substitution, dramatic art enables a cathartic purging and release; by draw-

' I wish to first acknowledge Don Burke’s 1995 seminar in “Early Kenneth Burke”

at Purdue University where I first encountered some of these ideas. Second, I wish to thank
Erik Garrett and Bryan Crable for putting together the 2013 National Communication
Association Conference session in Washington DC, where [ was able to first present these
ideas orally and gain valuable feedback from colleagues. I also need to thank the Kenneth
Burke division of the Central States Communication Association for allowing me to
present some an earlier draft of the paper during its 2016 Convention. Finally, I need to
thank Valerie V. Peterson, Brooke Bellamy, and Bryan Wehr for editorial assistance and
useful conversations during the final stages of production.

2 Burke, Kenneth. “On Stress, Its Seeking.” Klausner, Samuel Z., ed. Why Man
Takes Chances: Studies in Stress-Seeking. New York: Anchor Books, 1968: 85.

3 Burke, Kenneth. “On Stress, Its Seeking”: 82.
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ing upon symbolic resources and articulating these resources into a certain
form, people can transcend their personal quandaries or existential troubles
by breaking through into different states of mind (e.g. resolve, confidence,
consolation, etc.). When witnessing some dramatic work of art, whether
a Greek or Shakespearean tragedy, or the homeliest of TV melodramas,
different audience members experience different degrees of catharsis and
transcendence. Much of that variance depends upon the aesthetic styling
and artistic forms, but it also depends upon the personal circumstances
and interpersonal situations—the motives, attitudes, and psychological
dispositions—of particular audience members.

These two issues—elements of style internal to the art itself and
dimensions of aesthetic relevance to the audience—can be understood
further by employing Burke’s terms and concepts. A good place to begin
is Burke’s Counter-Statement, and, in particular, his distinction between
the psychology of the hero (largely the psychology of information), and
the psychology of the audience (largely the psychology of form). Burke
suggests that, at a minimum, a dramatic work can gain and maintain
motivational coherence only if the artist carefully presents certain kinds
of information on the stage at the right time (setting, costumes, gestures,
lines, etc.). As any character’s motivations remain intertwined with their
situations as well as their interactions with other characters, the audience
must understand why these particular characters are doing what they are
doing. At this level of analysis, we identify the psychology of the hero:
characters find themselves within situations that bear publically intelligible
motivations in their own right. The characters’ actions, their doings and
non-doings, contain directives internal to those particular scenes and/or to
the situations depicted by the play in its entirety. They chiefly keep the plot
going. All of the above must be analytically differentiated from (and should
not be confused with) the psychology of form, which is also, principally,
the psychology of the audience.

Regarding the psychology of form, the artist not only needs to
draw upon stylistic maneuvers, dramatic tactics, rhetorical and aesthetic
strategies and the like, but must do so in such a way that the overall ef-
fect bears upon the building of appetites and the adequate satisfying of
those appetites. It thus refers to the modes of catharsis and transcendence
afforded to audience members by the symbolic action contained in the
drama. Some of the appetites and patterns of experience that must be met
or resolved remain so perennial, obvious, and taken-for-granted, that they
easily escape attention or hardly appear worth mentioning. Nonetheless,
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people always bring with them various kinds of appetites, and those can be
played upon for cathartic ends.* For example, when entangled in situations
involving trust, vulnerability, love, infidelity, betrayal, murder, and the
like, individuals may gain much by witnessing particular—highly similar
but not wholly identical—fictional situations dramatically placed before
them. As Burke suggests, “the topics exploited for persuasive purposes
within the play will also have strategic relevance to kinds of ‘values’ and
‘tensions’ that prevail outside the play.” In fact, audience members whose
life circumstances and existential predicaments most closely match the
character’s situations (in sheer principle rather than existential detail) are
most susceptible to the homeopathic potentialities latent within the drama.
In summary, then, dramatic art needs to sustain the motivation of the char-
acters internally, making sure that characters do and say only what makes
sense in reference to the plot, subplot, etc., but it also needs to maintain the
interest of the audience and psychologically manage the audience’s wishes
and desires. Whether audience members suffer from an unrequited love, a
yearning for justice, a betrayal and a hunger for revenge, or perhaps, the
simple craving to flee from quotidian boredom if only for a moment, such
existential material calls upon the artist to reach well beyond motivations
internal to the art itself. They refer us, fundamentally, to the psychology of
the audience.®

An additional noteworthy difference between the psychology of
form and the psychology of information is that the former—as always
drawing upon natural curves of emotion and appetite—can be repeated or
re-enacted without significant degeneration.” As Burke suggests, “Music,
then, fitted less than any other art for imparting information, deals minutely
in frustrations and fulfillments of desire, and for that reason more often
gives us those curves of emotion which, because they are natural, can bear
repetition without loss.”® Hence, music is accordingly more well suited
to the psychology of form, whereas information cannot bear repetition

4 See Burke, Kenneth. Counter-Statement. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1968: 149-56.

5 Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1966: 81.

6 See Burke’s discussion of “Perfection” in Counter-Statement: 178-81.

7 Also see Anton, Corey. “On the Nonlinearity of Human Communication:
Insatiability, Context, Form.” The Atlantic Journal of Communication 15:1 (2007):
79-102.

8 Burke, Kenneth. Counter-Statement: 36.
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without loss of meaning and is sought again only because it had been
forgotten. In some important regards, then, dramatic art was (and still is
for some people) “psychology” at its best. Such a view stands in obvious
contrast to many modern “scientific” approaches to human psychology.
In the wake of countless scientific studies and the deluge of information
associated with them, many people have assumed that their personal dis-
tresses, mental anguishes, existential trials, and psychological troubles can
be aided only by more information about them, or perhaps, by a pill to fix
what ails them. They underestimate their continuing need for the catharsis
and transcendence afforded in and through dramatic action. This issue can
be teased out with precision by carefully considering the fine line drawn
between two of Burke’s claims. On the one hand, Burke suggests that,
“Art, at least in the great periods when it has flowered, was the conversion
or transcendence, of emotion into eloquence, and was thus a factor added
to life.”” In harmony with this though in significant contrast, he maintains
that, “Truth in art is not the discovery of facts, not an addition to human
knowledge in the scientific sense of the word. It is, rather, the exercise of
human propriety, the formulation of symbols which rigidify our sense of
poise and rhythm.”!° These two passages fit together even more harmoni-
ously once we underscore how art, as a drive toward eloquence, bears upon
psychological demands that cannot be “removed” or “solved once and for
all.” At best, they can only be met and regularly dealt with, momentarily
transcended, and perhaps increasingly understood. Unfortunately, though,
as tides of information wash people over, with many increasingly drowning
in scientific literalism, more and more people seek wholly scientific “fixes”
for their interpersonal stresses and psychological quandaries. They find
it increasingly difficult to recognize how various psychological troubles
recur perennially. They likewise underestimate the extent to which some
of these difficulties are best handled or dealt with through artistic and/or
ritualistic means.

In many regards, the great tragedies of the ages performed routine
but important psychological services that today, subtly and yet pervasively,
are being replaced by a thickheaded literalism. Great tragic art throughout
the ages routinely performed its medicinal work on and for people, treating
those suffering from bad conscience and other ailments of desire. Artists
helped to articulate and dramatically enact symbolic tensions but also of-

% TIbid.: 41.
10 Ibid.
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fered various kinds of resolve and thus hopefully provided ripe conditions
for catharsis and transcendence. A key question guiding these artists has
been: ‘How will this particular audience benefit from witnessing these
particular acts and/or this kind of resolve to that particular situation?’
Here, few things are more valuable than knowing the audience’s appetites
and knowing how to play upon them for therapeutic ends.

The Complexities of Semiautobiographical Drama

In the classic Greek world both pity and fear were recognized as
needing regular purging, and tragedy was explicitly known to serve this
vital but routine psychological function. For this reason, some background
regarding the Aristotelian influences on Burke is useful. By reviewing Ar-
istotle’s four causes and showing how they relate to Aristotle’s distinction
between a “simple plot” and a “complex plot,” we can more plainly reveal
the interrelation between the ‘psychology of the hero’ and the ‘psychology
of the audience.’ In fact, we can begin to reveal how their interminglement,
especially within autobiographical or semiautobiographical works, enables
increasingly potent modes of catharsis and transcendence.

For Aristotle, an artistic object such as a play or dramatic perfor-
mance is the product of four interrelated causes (material, efficient, formal,
final). All of these are part of what brings the play into being, what causes
it to come into existence. The material cause includes all of the props, set
design, costumes, and various objects and gestures that make up the overall
production. The efficient cause would be the playwright or director who
oversees the creation, composition, and direction of the play. The formal
cause, perhaps the least directly perceptible, refers loosely to the play itself
in the abstract, the script with directives and the idealized performances
therein, including the expectations regarding the play, however vague, that
audience members bring to the performance. The final cause refers to the
ends served by the performance. These might be something as simple as
entertainment or merriment, although, obviously, much more sophisticated
aesthetic ends can be sought.

Now, we need to briefly review Aristotle’s distinction between a
simple plot and a complex plot to reveal how formal cause and final cause
potently come together for aesthetic ends. Within a simple plot, the char-
acters act and undergo repercussions, but they remain largely unaware of
the consequences of their actions; they fail to realize the overall situation.
Aesop s Fables might serve as exemplars of simple plots. Only the audi-
ence explicitly recognizes the relations between a character’s actions and
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the outcomes. In a complex plot, on the other hand, the characters act with
regard to their situations, and the audience not only witnesses the upshot
that befalls the characters, but they get to see how characters themselves
dramatically realize their situation. As the characters openly and visibly
suffer anagnorisis before the audience, formal cause and final cause can
join together: a complex plot opens to the possibilities of robust catharsis.

After having reviewed Aristotle’s four causes and his two kinds of
plot, we now can advance the foregoing discussion. The task is to carefully
consider Burke’s fascinating interpretation of the Perseus myth from the
ancient Greek tradition.!!" Burke suggests that the Perseus myth holds a
key to grasping one central dynamic within the ancient understanding of
dramatic art. Perseus is the Greek hero who slays the Medusa, a mythical
monster with snakes for hair and who immediately turns to stone anyone
who looks directly upon her. Previous foes failed to conquer the Gorgon, for
they gazed directly at her and were solidified in their tracks. Perseus takes
guidance from the goddess Athena and uses a more oblique approach; he
takes his stand against Medusa not viewing her directly, but rather, through
the reflective image cast in the shield given to him by the goddess.!> The
metaphorical import of the myth, Burke argues, is that most people remain
unable to face and deal with certain existential quandaries because of the
danger of looking at them straight on. But, like Perseus’ use of the shield,
the artist’s dramatic work provides a viable reflective surface that, accord-
ingly, affords an image of one’s problems, one that provides a perspective
through which difficulties may be faced and addressed. !* Art, then, is a

' In addition to “On Stress, Its Seeking” also see Burke, Kenneth. The Philosophy
of Literary Form. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1974: 63; and also
Rueckert, William. H. Kenneth Burke and the Drama of Human Relations. 2" ed.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1982: 62—63.

12" That Perseus’ shield was divinely created as a special gift from Athena, who,
knowing Perseus was son of Zeus, prepared him for the battle with Medusa, leads one to
wonder if Burke, by his use of this particular metaphor meant to imply a divinely grounded
prowess to artistic or symbolic work. At the very least, we should recall that, in the Epilogue
from The Rhetoric of Religion, Burke has The Lord (TL) respond to Satan’s questioning
about the value of prayer and the like by suggesting the sheer possibility of a divine nature
to language. Burke, voicing TL, writes: “And in any case, you will agree that, even if their
ideas of divine perfection were reducible to little more than a language-using animals’
ultimate perception of its own linguistic forms, this could be a true inkling of the divine
insofar as language itself happened to be made in the image of divinity,” in Burke, Kenneth.
The Rhetoric of Religion. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1961: 289-299.

13" Georges Gusdorf well captures the spirit of these concerns where he writes,
“Sainte-Beuve, a man of letters, said that for a certain kind of mind, ‘writing is
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gift given by the gods, one that offers a vital protection; people can, with
reflective distance, face and do battle with problems that otherwise would
be too oppressive and/or too ominous to address.

Explaining his own semiautobiographical novel, Towards a Better
Life, in terms of the tight interplay between and among the artist, the artist’s
quandaries and motives, and the dramatic object, Burke writes,

Perseus is particularly relevant in this regard. Although one cannot stare
directly at the Gorgon’s head of his entangled motives without being as
it were turned into stone, their nature as material for art acts as a kind
of protective reflector. By the subterfuges of form, one may be able to
examine one’s difficulties quite ‘realistically,” even though the instrument
also has the properties of a magnifying glass which can transform a tiny
spider into a huge, glowering, hairy ogre about to seize and devour the
observer, who somehow imagines himself dwarfed and defenseless.'

This most intriguing metaphor illustrates the way in which an artist can
examine personal quandaries or dilemmas in a close-up and yet also far-
away manner. The objects “in the mirror” may be smaller, tamer, and hum-
bler than they appear but by their exaggerated proportions one can gain both
new perspective and fresh motivation. Symbolic reflections allow for various
abstract condensations and displacements and other forms of substitution. As
Burke elsewhere clarifies, “The poet’s style, his form (a social idiom) is this
mirror, enabling him to confront the risk, but by the protection of an indirect
reflection.”’® In keeping with the Perseus metaphor, the artist’s work allows
an indirect look, or a symbolic distance that benefits the artist’s perspective
and capacity to act with regard to troubles.

Dramatic art performs a double service, one for the audience
and one for artist; catharsis operates at both the level of the art-audience
relation as well as at the level of the artist-art relation. It hence works on
artists themselves. In producing their art, artists may draw from their own

deliverance.’ Such is the way of the writer: the discipline of expression frees him from the
specters which haunt him. A victim of his own unfortunate love, Werther dies, but Goethe
is saved...To speak, to write, to express is to act, to survive crisis, to begin living again,
even when one thinks it is only to relive one’s sorrow. Expression is a kind of exorcism
because it crystallizes the resolve not to let oneself go.” Gusdorf, Georges. Speaking (La
Parolé). Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1965: 73.

14 Burke, Kenneth. “On Stress, Its Seeking.”: 92.

15" Burke, Kenneth. Philosophy of Literary Form: 63.
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experiences in such a way as to distort and disfigure original situations and
yet, by focusing upon principles rather than factual details, they extend,
if not downright amplify, the artwork’s cathartic potency. The point here
is that dramatic art plays a vital psychological role for audiences and
authors alike. Imagine, for instance, individuals in relationships peppered
with jealousy, doubt, mistrust, and betrayal. Such individuals, if they were
to produce dramatic pieces of art, may work through their own trials by
bringing their own emotional states and existential situations into as much
eloquence as they can muster. And, here, Burke’s ‘principle of perfection’
directly relates to the development of symbolic resources (i.e. sufficient
symbolic space for speculative rearranging) as a means of facing psycho-
logical quandaries and sources of distress.

In discussing his personal relation to the events that unfold on
account of and generally around his main character, Neal, Burke explains
how his life, in various forms, lent material to the fiction and how the fiction
became, to various degrees, a form of homeopathic magic for dealing with
his situation. Burke clarifies the semiautobiographical dramatic relation in
this passage:

...although the actual story is a fiction from beginning to end, in principle it
was ‘true’—at least in the sense that...it produced a monster by magnifying
some aspects of the author’s character and minimizing others. In this
alembicated sense, it was a perversely idealized self-portrait. The author
was in a state of acute internal conflict owing to maladjustments in his
personal affairs. He was caught in a kind of dilemma from which such
imaginings seemed like a kind of escape, or at least relief...I am trying to
make as clear as possible those respects in which a story that is totally false
in its details can somehow be true in principle.!¢

Burke thus maintains that the perversely similar situational depictions, as
a kind of self-portrait, fail in terms of accurate representation of their orig-
inal “real life situation.” Nevertheless, the underlying principles express
a truth, one that works throughout the novel to enable a vicarious release,
a homeopathic drawing out and quelling of passions.

Citing Milton, Burke writes, “tragedy is designed ‘to temper and
reduce’ such passions as pity and fear ‘to just measure with a kind of delight,

16 Burke, Kenneth. “On Stress, Its Seeking”: 91, 93.
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stirred up by the reading or seeing of those passions well imitated.””!” This
notion of “well imitated” nicely leads into Burke’s ideas of “perfection.”
Burke identifies the “principle of perfection,” another Aristotelian derived
idea, as the tendency in life for things to fully become themselves, to fulfill
themselves by following out their telos, their entelechy. Just as the oak is
the perfection of the acorn, so atomic bombs are the perfection of sticks
and stones as weaponry. For Burke, then, we can speak ironically of the
perfect fool or the perfect villain as much as we can speak of the perfect
ending to a wicked deed. In all of these cases, we refer to “the end of the
line,” the fullest embodiment and/or the most completed stage of growth
and progression. Within artistic presentations, perfection takes the crucial
role of driving the artist to concoct the most effective, i.e. aesthetically
distilled, medicines. The logic of homeopathic magic is not only that “/ike
causes like,” but that weaker forms are naturally drawn to stronger, more
potent forms. Consider the medieval cures for jaundice: the sick went to
the apothecary shop and paid to stare at a canary or the most yellow object
the local alchemist could obtain. The idea was that the “purer” the yellow,
the more that the less pure would be drawn to its purity—(for that which
is more pure, it was reasoned, must be the source of the less pure). Such
misplaced application of “homeopathic medicine” seems silly by today’s
perspective. But this should not hide from view the many ways that such
perfectionist principles can be used for psychological ends within dramatic
art. As Burke’s Towards of Better Life makes clear, an artist’s ‘strategic
fictions’ of personal quandaries can temper the intensity of passions by
homeopathically depicting aspects of life at “monstrous” proportions.
Burke's general insights—that he was able to face his own
quandaries through poetic process, and that without the novel to provide
artistic distance for thoughtful reconsiderations he would have been at a
loss—imply that art is in some ways most valuable to artists themselves.
He spells out how he personally benefitted from his mostly imaginary tale:

According to my tentative notion, all such fictions are ‘ideal contemplations’
of personal experiences that are circumstantially quite different; but they
contain some problematic motivational trace which, if isolated and made
absolute, would be symbolized most accurately—or with most dramatic
thoroughness, most ‘drastically’—by such a fulfillment as the fiction settles
on. And I would tinker with the possibility that any such aesthetic imitating

17" Ibid.: 92.
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of motives prevailing outside the realm of art can have literal analogues
involving persons who in effect make up such works of art but live them
wholly in the realm of life itself, and without the benefit of the formal
reflector that Perseus had in his battles with the snaky-headed monster he
could not dare to look upon.'®

An artist’s personal problems, Burke suggests, may be symbolically
amplified and distorted, perverted and rearranged, and yet, through the
work of art, the artist can now look at what was previously psychologi-
cally inadmissible or psychically unapproachable. So, although audiences
may admittedly take away some benefit from the kinds of catharsis and
transcendence dramatic art presents, it may be when the artists are able to
become their own audiences, and the audience their own artists, that people
learn not only how to approach Medusa but how to face her in battle."”

Facing the Gorgon

We can enjoy the possibilities of catharsis and transcendence with-
in dramatic art only because we so easily project ourselves into witnessed
situations while remaining at a distance. Our susceptibility to imitative
dramatic magic seems to occur largely because “perfected similarities”
naturally cathect their lesser forms. We thus can “perfect” the ideas just
mentioned, offering what at first pass likely appears as a flagrant overstate-
ment: any fictional story that meaningfully speaks to you is in some way
about you, even if only indirectly.

If lullabies, as Burke suggests, offer easily overcome obstacles,
then, comparatively, folktales present tightly perfected narratives, ones that
provide simple symbolic structures designed for easy release. Consider, as
one simple example, the well-known fairy tale, “The Three Little Pigs.”
This story is clearly fantasy, is filled with many species of substitution,
displacement and condensation, and yet is likely the imaginative product
of some actual person(s) facing a real threat and having various alternative

18 1bid.: 94.

9 Rueckert rightly observes that the Greek Myth includes two other gifts from
the gods, the winged-shoes and the sword, and he attempts accordingly to add them
to the logic of Burke’s account. As Rueckert suggests, “The sword and winged shoes
are as important as his shield if one is to take Perseus as Burke’s figure of the poet.”
[Rueckert, William. Kenneth Burke and the Drama of Human Relations: 63.] His account
is provocative and heuristic but also a bit overly literal. We can settle for the fact that
symbols afford people with a sense of moving from place to place, of facing demons,
and, sometimes, of slaying them.
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resources and/or precautionary materials at their disposal. This classic
Western tale, though purportedly about pigs, wolves, and different building
materials and their relative safety, is obviously loose and metaphorical
enough to be substitutable for any individuals, countless threats of various
sizes, and numerous other kinds of resources for safety and protection. The
“big bad wolf” is a nasty gorgon, a distorted and personified perfection of
“threat” generally understood, just as the houses stand for different means
of defense. Hence, by “perfecting” threats and troubles in this symbolic
way, real challenges and hardships crystallize into symbolic form and now
offer means of strategic coping and transcendence. The fable of the “The
Three Little Pigs™ asks us, if only in a roundabout way, whether or not
we have “built our houses out of brick,” though, obviously, we are not
talking about either houses or bricks!*® Where substitution operates as a
basic rule, principles maintain their truth regardless of variance in details
and particulars. Such robust substitution is the very forcing bed of catharsis
and transcendence; were we unable to move comfortably through such
substitutions, catharsis and transcendence would be impossible.?!

When individuals suffer under supervision from a bad boss and
find their co-workers annoying or incompetent, they may take cathartic
pleasure by sitting in front of the TV and watching The Office. Similarly,
those struggling with an overbearing mother-in-law may find the reflective
artistic distance of Everybody Loves Raymond to have quite a comedic
cathartic effect. If people have anxiety regarding their social status and
comparative value, they may take some symbolic relief in viewing a show
such as Keeping Up Appearances. Urbanites worried about their relation-
ship possibilities, indiscretions, and fidelities, may take solace in watching
Friends or Sex in the City, whereas elderly widows, now dealing with life
on their own, may find the dramatic art within The Golden Girls to whet and
feed their existential appetites.”? For those with fears regarding marriage

20" 1t is worthwhile, too, to consider how the different renderings of the tale turn
it from a simple plot to a complex one. In early versions, both first and second pig get
eaten by the wolf, whereas, in some later versions, the two pigs successively flee from
their wrecked domiciles to find safety in the remaining pig’s house. These later stories
cast pigs that seem to realize that they had failed to make adequate preparations (i.e. they
somewhat suffer anagnorisis for the readers/listeners).

21 Also see Anton, Corey. Sources of Significance: Worldly Rejuvenation and Neo-
Stoic Heroism. West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 2010.

22 One point of exploration for future scholarship would be the artistic connection
between Burke and Marshall McLuhan. The argument would go something like this: In
the contemporary US scene, comedies, especially sit-coms, have taken up a great deal
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and married life, shows such as The Honeymooners, All in the Family, or
perhaps, Married with Children may, depending upon one’s generation,
scratch a vital itch. But the television shows just listed should not be taken
to imply an overly literal and somewhat constraining sense of homeopathic
principles. No such literalism holds sway.

Given the loose and rangy potentials of substitution, a capacity
for maintaining symbolic integrity despite various displacements, con-
densations, hyperboles, and the like, we might consider how the flurry of
medical shows in the 1990s such as ER captured the interest of anybody
who felt increasing pressures and heavy demands in their lives; they thus
found some relief by vicariously witnessing even higher pressure stakes
played out before them. Or consider more current television shows such
as Dexter or Breaking Bad, where moral ambiguity is negotiated in front
of viewers who can maintain considerable symbolic distance. Zombie
shows, too, such as Walking Dead, appeal to people, not because audience
members are zombies or actually fear zombies, but because of a vague and
general fear of lifeless and unanimated humans (of corporate drones), of
people whose agency seems compromised, or of people who are unable to
be reasoned with and whose blind drives threaten the living.

Film, too, perhaps obviously, well illustrates how people face
their Gorgons. One notable example can be seen in Planes, Trains and
Automobiles, written, produced, and directed by John Hughes. In this well-
known and popular holiday movie, Neal Page, played by Steve Martin, is a
successful and somewhat neurotic executive who, due to a cascading series
of unfortunate happenstances in his attempt to get home for Thanksgiving,
is forced to share rides of all sorts with Del Griffith, an optimistic and
uninhibited shower-curtain ring salesman, played by John Candy. Their
adventures, for Neal, were hair-raising, frustrating, and often traumatic,
while Del always seemed to take things in stride. Near the very end of the

of the artistic space in mass media. The mass media is filled to the brim with “good
vs. evil” drama, but, in most cases, the villain gets killed or caught and punished, and
the audience enjoys a happy ending. Within mainstream US culture, almost everyone
loves the theme of ‘good wins in the end and all live happily ever after.” The obvious
exception, the place where tragedy still reigns throughout the culture, is that /iving art
popularly known as collegiate and professional athletics. Games, mass mediated (i.e.
televised) sporting events, carry increasing amounts of the tragic element by which pity
and fear can be cathected. If McLuhan correctly suggests that games are a microcosm
of a culture, giving visible form to the kinds of tensions and stresses that culture and life
pose, then today’s sports seem to be one of the main domains where people can witness
nonfictional tragic action: See McLuhan, Marshall. Understanding Media: Extensions of
Man: Critical Edition. Corte Madera, CA: Gingko Press, 2003: 315-27.
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film, Neal unexpectedly realizes how his awkward traveling companion,
Del, had been covering up and downplaying his personal tragedies. Scan-
ning back over his memory and noticing a collection of inconsistencies,
Neal suddenly realizes that things are not at all what he had thought. The
lug-headed oaf he’d had for his traveling buddy was not, in fact, soon
to be reunited with his wife. Running back to the station, Neal finds Del
sitting in a desolate train station alone on the holiday. Del, not wanting
Neal to take pity on him, states that he is running late but he will catch up
with his wife later. Neal does not buy it. There, in this empty station, Del
finally admits, for the first time in the movie, that he’d been lying all along.
Still smiling and trying to cover it over, he admits that his wife died years
earlier. About this painfully beautiful scene much more could be said, but
suffice it to say that we can know with reasonable certainty that Hughes
experienced something like this unfolding of events, if only in principle.?
In fact, when Hughes was asked about how he came up with the idea for
the film, he stated, “This actually happened to me. I left Chicago, for New
York, on a one day trip...and ended up in Wichita, and got home five days
later...”?* Granted the characters and events have been made larger than
life, amplified and distorted for dramatic effect, but they no doubt offer up
a psychological truth of the first order.

One final and rich example of semiautobiographical catharsis can
be found in the contemporary television show 30 Rock. In it, the character
Liz Lemon, both written and acted by Tina Fey, stands as a double semi-
autobiographical reflection of Fey and her existential dealings. The show
itself is about a television show, and in many ways is self-similar to, and
reflective of, the kinds of situations likely to be encountered behind the
scenes. The particular episodes that most clearly exemplify autobiograph-
ical styling occur near the end of the show, when Fey herself actually

2 In an interview about the movie, Hughes clarifies that in the original set up,

Martin escapes Candy, hops on a train, makes it home for Thanksgiving only to discover
that Candy, a nuisance to the very end, followed him home in a cab. Hughes, strongly
disliking the character, changed the ending post-production, and with the help of Paul
Hirsch, the movie editor, was able to make Candy “a noble person” who realizes that
he was unwanted. This allows Martin to go back to his family (while Candy goes off
to suffer alone) until Martin realizes that Candy is actually a tragically lonesome noble
person, and seeks him out to invite him back for Thanksgiving. See Appelo, Tim. “The
Truth About John Hughes and Dede Allen.” Thompson on Hollywood, 2010. Online at
http://blogs.indiewire.com/thompsononhollywood/the truth _about john hughes and
dede_allen

24 See Appelo, Tim. “The Truth About John Hughes and Dede Allen.”
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becomes pregnant and eventually leaves the show to have her baby. Within
the show, Fey’s pregnancy becomes converted into a decision, for Liz
Lemon, to adopt children. Many of the woes associated with parenting
are still represented but they are refigured and recast, made to align with
Lemon as a character who fits with the other characters on the show, and
also to meet audience needs. Very likely, they were also part of Fey’s own
coming to terms with principles needing expression. She may have been
trying, by telling the adoption story, to find grounds for re-identifying
with the LGBT crowd that had grown critical of Tracy Morgan and, by
association, the show. Perhaps she was amplifying a kind of love, one
not based in bloodline, that she wanted to advocate and that she thought
more audience members could relate to and needed to hear. Maybe she
was trying to adjust to the fact that her own children were being raised
by a nanny, and she wanted to emphasize, to herself and others, how love
and parental guidance need not come solely from one’s biological parents.
Perhaps she sought to present dramatically exemplified commitments that
people ought to be ready for if they wish to become successful parents.
It might have been some combination of these or maybe something else.
One cannot be sure.” At the least, in some regards, the decisions that were
made in scripting Lemon’s adoption of children were more than the artist’s
special prerogative for carefully overseeing a dream the public dreams.?

It was a semiautobiographical drama by which Fey, as artist (writer,
director, and actress), symbolically dealt with private affairs through pub-
lic means. William Gass once wrote that he sometimes attends Halloween
costume parties dressed as himself and in that way no one suspects that he
is there.?” In a similar regard Fey may have been able to deal with her own
dilemmas by living them out, amplified and distorted but true in principle,
as Liz Lemon.

%5 See Fey, Tina. Bossypants. New York: Little, Brown and Company, 2011.

%6 In significant ways, all people work the nightshift as artists. Admittedly,
everybody is sleeping on the job, but, nonetheless, they seem to create and consume
private semiautobiographical dramas as they dream. The principle of substitution operates
within the dream, allowing dreamers to conjure, address and/or resolve unrecognized and
/or repressed difficulties, but, unfortunately, such “eloquence” unfolds without the benefit
of conscious direction and foresight. Dream symbols, originally composed by and for a
sleeping audience, may seem rather vague and unspecified to the fully awake, rational
mind. As Burke suggests, sleepers are so lazy that their symbolic expressions willingly
proceed through the roughest and loosest of approximations; any remote connection or
slight semblance functions well enough for the dreaming mind.

27 Gass, William H. Habitations of the Word. New York: Simon and Shuster, 1985: 207.
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This brief review of a few of Burke’s basic ideas attempted to
reveal the tight interconnection between dramatic form, catharsis, and
transcendence. It tried to disclose not only the ways that audience members
and artists benefit psychologically from dramatic works, but, also, it sought
to show how, given the interweaving of formal cause and final cause within
complex plots, semiautobiographical works serve an especially interesting
aesthetic purpose. Here we can see so clearly that dramatic art is much less
a representation of life as it is a part of the way artists convert their exis-
tential quandaries into eloquent and potent forms of homeopathic magic.
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Abstract: Always attuned to the dialectical relationship between literary productions and
their sociohistorical contexts, the writings of Kenneth Burke refuse to essentialize
literary discourse by making it a unique kind of language. This article maintains
that Burke’s theory of literature and language as symbolic action is capable of
encompassing both these intrinsic and extrinsic aspects without being reducible to
either of them. Dramatism is his name for the theory, and its strength derives from
its recognition of the necessarily ambiguous transaction between the system of
signs and the frame of reference. Nevertheless, there is an essentializing tendency
in Burke’s thought. Logology, a perspective on language that achieves fruition
in The Rhetoric of Religion (1961), is symptomatic of this tendency. I argue that
there is a perceptible discontinuity between the dramatistic idea that literature and
language are to be considered as symbolic action and the logological idea that
words about God bear a strong resemblance to words about words. Logology—
words about words—discovers in theology—words about God—the perfectionism
implicit in all discourse. I conclude, however, that despite his flirtation with
linguistic essentialism, Burke never loses sight of the fact that words are first
and foremost agents of power, that they are value-laden, ideologically motivated,
and morally and emotionally weighted instruments of persuasion, performance,
representation and purpose. As a form of symbolic action in the world, literature is
inextricably linked to society and history—it is not a privileged form of language
that exists in its own separate and autonomous sphere.

Keywords: dramatism, situation/strategy design, dream/prayer/chart triad, dramatistic
pentad, grammar/rhetoric/symbolic/, the paradox of substance, terministic screens,
hierarchic psychosis, entelechial motive, logology.
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I'peiir XEHAEPCOH

NCCIIEAYA 3HAKU C KEHHETOM BEPKOM (1897-1993)

Annomayusa: Kenner bepk, Bcernia 9y TKHH K THATEKTHIECKAM OTHOMICHNSIM MEXTY JIH-
TepaTypHBIMH NIPOU3BEICHUSIMU U UX COIMAIBHO-UCTOPHUCCKUMH KOHTEKCTaMH,
B CBOMX COYMHEHHSIX OTKA3aJICs OT B3MISAA Ha INTEPATYPHBII ANCKYPC KaK HEKYIO
TOTOBYIO JTaHHOCTbB, YBUZEB B HEH 0COOBI THUN s3bIka. OCHOBHOI TE3WC HACTO-
AIIeH CTAaTbU 3aKITIOYaeTCsl B TOM, UTO B3IIsAA bepka Ha muTeparypy H SI3BIK Kak
CHMBOJINYECKOE ICHCTBHE COCOOEH OXBAaTUTh KaK BHYTPEHHE MPHUCYIIHE UM, TaK
1 BHEIIHHUE aCTIeKTHI, He CBOJS CyTh AMCKypCca HU K TeM, HU K ApyruM. bepk Ha-
3BaJI CBOIO TEOPHIO «APAMATH3MOM», U €€ JOCTONHCTBO COCTOUT B OCO3HAHHUU He-
130e)KHOHN JTBOMCTBEHHOCTH OTHOIICHUH MEXTy CHCTEMO 3HAKOB M TOYKOH 3pe-
uust. Y Bce ske B MBIIUICHNH bepka mpucyTCTByeT TeHICHIHS K 3CCEHIHANN3MY.
OTa TeHAEHIUS NPOSBIIETCS B JIOTOJIOTHH — TOAXOJE K SI3bIKY, KOTOPHIH HaIIel
Haubosee monHoe orpaxenue B «Putopuke pemurum» (The Rhetoric of Religion,
1961). Ha moif B3MIIsAA, MPOCIIEKUBACTCS SBHOE MPOTUBOPEUNE MEXKAY TEOpHEH
JpaMaTH3Ma, COTIACHO KOTOPOH JHTEpaTypy U S3bIK HAAJIEKHUT PacCMaTpUBAThH
KaK CHMBOJIMYECKHE JISHCTBHUS, U TE€3HUCOM JIOTOJIOTHUH O TOM, 4TO cioBa o bore
B 3HAUUTENIFHON Mepe ONMM3KM K cIoBaM O cioBax. Jloromorus — cioBa o cioBax
— BHNT B TEOJIOTHH — CIIOBaxX 0 bore — coBepIIeHCTBO, IPHCYyIIee ANCKYPCY B IIe-
soM. OTHAKO 5 TPUXOKY K BBIBOLY, UTO, HECMOTPSI Ha 3auTphiBanHne bepka ¢ muHT-
BHCTHYECKHM 3CCEHIIHATN3MOM, OH HUKOT/IA HE TepseT U3 BUAY TOTO (haKTa, ITO
CJIOBA SIBISIOTCSA B MEPBYIO OYEpelb OPYIUSIMH BIACTH, YTO OHH MPEICTABISIOT
co00if HaJeleHHbIE HEKOTOPOH IIEHHOCTBIO, MICONIOTHIECKH MOTHBHPOBAHHBIC
1 3MOIMOHAIBHO HAarpy>K€HHBIE HHCTPYMEHTHI yOeKIeHNUs, AeHCTBOBAHUS, H30-
OpakeHHs W JOCTWKeHHA 1enn. Jlureparypa, Oymydn (opMoil CHMBOIHYECKON
JIeATeTbHOCTH B MHPE, HEPa3phIBHO CBS3aHa C 00IIECTBOM M HCTOPHEHL: ee He CTo-
WT CYHTATh NPUBHICTUPOBAHHON (OPMOH SA3BIKA, CYNIECTBYIOMIEH B CBOEM OCO-
060M HE3aBHCHUMOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE.
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Literature and Language as Symbolic Action

Anticipatory of the linguistic and rhetorical turn in the human
sciences, the critical writings of Kenneth Burke, the first collection of
which appeared in 1931, exemplify many of the significant trends in
modern literary theory: reader-response criticism, new rhetoric, discourse
theory, structuralism, post-structuralism, and so forth. Never an endorser
of American formalism, Burke persistently argues against the New Critical
tendency to conceive of the text as an autonomous object. Throughout his
writings, he refuses to essentialize literary discourse by making it a unique
kind of language, and he is always attuned to the dialectical relationship
between literary productions and their sociohistorical contexts. “Whatever
‘free play’ there may be in esthetic enterprise,” he writes, “it is held down
by the pull of historical necessities; the poetic forms are symbolic struc-
tures designed to equip us for confronting given historical and personal
situations” [Burke ATH 1984: 57].

Rejecting that sterile and static opposition between formalist and
sociohistorical approaches to literature, Burke maintains that “words are
aspects of a much wider communicative context, most of which is not
verbal at all. Yet words also have a nature peculiarly their own. And when
discussing them as modes of action, we must consider both this nature as
words in themselves and the nature they get from the nonverbal scenes that
support their acts” [Burke PLF 1973: xvii]. What Burke constructs is a the-
ory of literature and language capable of encompassing both these intrinsic
and extrinsic aspects without being reducible to either of them. Dramatism
is his name for the theory, and its strength derives from its recognition of
the necessarily ambiguous transaction between the system of signs and
the frame of reference. Occupying a middle ground between the extremes
of unreflexive objectivism and self-debilitating nihilism, Burke develops
a critique of language that aims to demystify but not to debunk, for even
if representation cannot be ontologically anchored in some transcendental
signified or external frame of reference, it has a causal efficacy of its own
in its power to induce attitudes and actions. To expose the epistemological
fraud that representation often perpetrates is not to defuse, negate, or neu-
tralize the work of power that representation can and does do.

According to Burke, “the ultimate metaphor for discussing the
universe and man's relation to it must be the poetic or dramatic metaphor”
[Burke PC 1984: 263]. Dramatism, he writes, is a method of linguistic and
conceptual analysis that treats language and thought primarily as modes
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of action rather than means of conveying information. All verbal acts
are to be considered as symbolic action, and dramatism is built about the
systematic view of language and literature as species of symbolic action.
In his 1941 book, The Philosophy of Literary Form, Burke makes his first
attempt to describe in detail the workings of symbolic action. For him,
a work is composed of implicit or explicit equations (assumptions of what
equals what). Along with what equals what (associative clusters), there
are what versus what (dramatic alignments, agons, or oppositions) and
what leads to what (narrative progressions, dialectical developments, or
transformations).

Consider the famous opening paragraph of Socrates’ Apology. The
oppositions adduced by Socrates are falsehood versus truth, persuasion
versus logic, the force of eloquence versus the force of truth, partial truth
versus whole truth, set oration duly ornamented with words and phrases
versus arguments which spontaneously occur, juvenile orator versus sev-
enty-year old man, legal language versus the language of the marketplace,
technical words versus common words, manner of words (style) versus
matter of truth (substance), opinion versus knowledge, rhetoric versus
dialectic. Socrates, of course, places himself on the “right” side of the
dichotomy.

This opening paragraph alludes to a rich conceptual universe, and
Plato’s whole philosophical project is embodied in it. Two associative
clusters emerge: on the one hand, there is deception, falsehood, persuasion,
eloquence, partiality, rehearsed oratory, legal language, technical words,
manner, style, opinion, and rhetoric; on the other, there is truth, logic,
spontaneous argument, language of the marketplace, common words,
matter, substance, knowledge, and dialectic.

Along with establishing the equations and oppositions that structure
a work, we also need to analyze the relationship between linguistic strat-
egies and extra-linguistic situations. “The situation-strategy design says
in effect”: The writer is not writing “in the middle of nowhere.” Though
his or her discourse “may be viewed purely within itself (in terms of its
internal consistency), it is also the act of an agent in a non-literary scene,”
and, as time goes by, “it survives the particulars of the scene in which it is
enacted” [Burke PLF 1973: ix].

In his initial musings, then, Burke links rhetoric and literature to
situations, contending that “critical and imaginative works are answers to
questions posed by the situation in which they arose. They are not merely
answers; they are strategic answers, stylized answers” [Burke PLF 1973: 1].
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They are strategic and stylized answers because there are many different
ways of responding to the question of, say, segregation—one could ad-
vocate gradualism, direct non-violent action, or violent action. That is
to say, critical and imaginative works answer situation-based questions in
a particular, distinctive way. All discourse should be considered “as the
adopting of various strategies for the encompassing of situations. These
strategies size up the situations, name their structure and outstanding
ingredients, and name them in a way that contains an attitude towards
them....The situations are real, the strategies for handling them have public
content; and in so far as situations overlap from individual to individual,
or from one historical period to another, the strategies possess universal
relevance” [Burke PLF 1973: 1]. Dr. Martin Luther King’s strategy of
civil disobedience—direct, non-violent action—may be relevant to other
political protests, protests that speak to us now.

As part of the situation/strategy design, Burke divides the verbal act
into three components: dream, prayer, and chart. On the level of dream
(“theunconscious or subconscious factors in a [text]” [Burke PLF 1973: 5]),
symbolic action is symptomatic action and plays a compensatory or ther-
apeutic role. It has an author-regarding element and is expressive, either
directly or indirectly, of his or her psyche. The dream component involves
the psychological and expressive elements embedded in a text. On the
level of dream, an obsessive pattern of engrossments and avoidances
expresses itself as a cluster of interrelated images, which in turn implies
a structure of interrelated ideas. Images are thus supersaturated with ideas,
and Burke suggests that we should take Freud's key terms—condensation
and displacement—as overall categories for the analysis of the text as
dream. Events have a tendency to become metaphoric or metonymic
representatives of other events. Condensation, the image as more than
itself—a combining of several images or ideas into one—works along the
metaphoric or vertical axis of meaning, whereas displacement, the image
as other than itself, works along the metonymic or horizontal axis of mean-
ing. For Burke the unconscious is structured like a language, and the critic
is its cryptologist.

As waking dreams, texts express the obsessions and evasions of
their authors, what engrosses or captivates them as well as what they are
at pains to evade or avoid. Writers’ burdens are symbolic of their style,
and their style is symbolic of their burdens. Jonathan Swift, for example,
unveils an excremental vision, a revulsion toward materiality and the flesh.
In Gulliver's Travels, human beings are portrayed as Yahoos, filthy animals
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who throw excrement at each other. With Nathaniel Hawthorne it is his
ancestral guilt, his obsession with the sins of the father, with the racist
persecution of Native Americans and the religious persecution of Quakers
and witches. With Franz Kafka it is his paranoid vision of bureaucracy and
authority, his fear of the father figure, his oedipal burden.

Dream, then, is both thematic and tropological. Metaphor is the
trope of condensation, and metonymy is the trope of displacement. Con-
densation involves a fusion of unconscious desires whereas displacement
substitutes the socially acceptable for the socially unacceptable. Freud
maintains that the manifest content of a dream or text has a smaller
content than the latent dream or text. Condensation is brought about
by fusing latent elements into a single composite image, an image with
multiple meanings. Objectionable and unacceptable thoughts are thereby
disguised. In legal decision making, for example, graphic descriptions of
sexual deviancy allow judges to combine disgust and desire at the same
time, thereby fusing the reprehensible with the titillating and allowing us
voyeuristic and perhaps vicarious pleasure in learning about all the ways
people may deviate from the supposed heterosexual norm of reciprocal,
affectionate sexual behaviour. Displacement replaces a latent element not
by a component part of itself but by something more remote. As Freud
suggests in one of his case histories, the plucking of bright yellow flowers
may disguise and equal the fantasy of deflowering a young girl given to
wearing yellow outfits.

Burke's point is not to endorse uncritically Freudian psychology
but merely to use it a frame of reference for his consideration of the text
as dream. As he proposes in “Freud—And the Analysis of Poetry,” the
problem with psychoanalytic interpretation is that it deploys an essential-
izing rather than a proportional strategy, treating the nucleus of fantasy
as an origin or essence at the centre of the text instead of seeing it as but
one ingredient in the overall motivational recipe. In regarding language
as symbolic action in the multi-levelled Burkean sense, one looks not for
originary causes but for the proportion of grammatical, rhetorical, and
symbolical ingredients. The text as dream—the symbolic—is simply one
of these ingredients; it is not the essence of the literary act. Thus it would
be as great an error to regard dream as the origin or centre of the literary
act as it would be to disregard the rich suggestiveness of psychoanalytic
interpretation.

Freud’s insights, Burke maintains, can be arrived at by tropological
analysis alone, and the question emerges as to whether the psychoanalytic
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machinery is necessary. What language is rhetorically doing on the figura-
tive level can undermine and subvert what it is referentially saying on the
literal level. It is a commonplace of postmodern thought that there is often
a gap between the referential and the rhetorical, between what language
literally says and what language figuratively does. In the depths of their
imagery, Burke avers, writers cannot lie. Where there is eloquence, there
is emotional investment.

Burke posits a terminological compulsion in language that eludes
the conscious control of speakers or writers. There is what our language
says and implies, which is not necessarily what we intend to say or imply.
Our discourse generates implications that go well beyond our conscious
intentions. What we want to say is often overshadowed by what our
language says. In the depths of our imagery and figurative language, we
reveal ourselves. Strange as it may seem, rhetorical language is a more
reliable indicator of truth than referential language precisely because what
language does rhetorically is often at odds with what it says referentially.
Where a person is eloquent, there reside his or her deepest interests, values,
and passions.

Burke’s deconstructive analysis of De Rerum Natura in The Phi-
losophy of Literary Form and A Grammar of Motives reveals the tension
between Lucretius’s literal and figurative motives, between what Lucretius
wants to say philosophically and what his language does poetically. Lucre-
tius talks about atoms and the void, saying everything happens because of
the random collision of atoms and their contingent swerves, but his imagery
evokes awe for the gods. He advocates atheism as a pain reliever but be-
trays an emotional stake in theism. Relief presupposes pain. Even though
Lucretius is “wedded as a materialist...to the aim of analgesia,” Burke
points out that he “nonetheless builds up extremely emotional moments.
For example, in trying to make us feel the great relief that would come
to us from the abolition of the gods, Lucretius exposes himself to the full
rigors of religious awe. He must make us realize awe, in the contemplation
of heavenly distances and storms, in order to makes us realize the full
measure of the relief that would follow from the dissolution of this awe.”
Therefore, he becomes “somewhat an advocate against his own thesis. For
in trying to build up a full realization of the awe, in order to build up a full
realization of the freedom that would come from banishing the awe, he
leaves us with an unforgettable image of the awe itself. We are left with
the suspicion that he has never really freed himself from the awe, but that
he has been fighting to repress it” [Burke PLF 1973: 152-53].
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The referential and the rhetorical are thus “working at cross purpos-
es,” for “something seems to have gone wrong with the direction of the
poem, at least as regards to the philosophic ends of solace. The intention of
showing that calamities are not acts of gods leads not to a medical treatment
of symptoms, but to a poetic one, seeking to make the plague as vivid and
picturesque as possible, and so building in one way the disturbing thoughts
it is designed to remove in another” [Burke GM 1969: 162].

On the level of prayer (“the communicative functions of a [text]”
[Burke PLF 1973: 5]), symbolic action has a rhetorical dimension or audi-
ence-regarding element, and induces attitudes and actions. Rhetoric deals
with the arousal and fulfillment of expectations, and form, Burke argues, is
“the psychology of the audience...the creation of an appetite in the mind of
the auditor, and the adequate satisfying of that appetite” [Burke CS 1968:
31]. Whereas the expressionistic emphasis of dream reveals the ways in
which the writer, with an attitude, embodies it in an appropriate gesture,
the communicative emphasis of prayer deals with the choice of gesture for
the inducement of corresponding attitudes.

Lastly, on the level of chart (“the realistic sizing-up of situations that
is sometimes explicit, sometimes implicit, in poetic strategies” [Burke PLF
1973: 6]), symbolic action has a reality-regarding element. “The Symbol
is the verbal parallel to a pattern of experience” [Burke CS 1968: 152] and
has realistic content insofar as it encompasses the situation it represents.
The encompassment is necessarily imperfect because human beings have
no nonsymbolic or non-linguistic access to the structure of reality.

Grammar and Rhetoric

In A Grammar of Motives (1945) and A Rhetoric of Motives (1950),
Burke elaborates the dream/prayer/chart triad of The Philosophy of Liter-
ary Form into a more sophisticated scheme: grammar (which corresponds
to chart), rhetoric (which corresponds to prayer), and symbolic (which
corresponds to dream).

Burke has a grammar in the Aristotelian sense of a set of verbal
terms or categories by means of which a discourse can be analyzed, or, for
that matter, performed in the first place. His dramatistic grammar centres
on observations of this sort: For there to be an act, there must be an agent.
Similarly, there must be a scene in which the agent acts. To act in a scene,
the agent must employ some means or agency, and there cannot be an
act, in the full sense of the term, unless there is a purpose. These five
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terms—act, agent, scene, agency, purpose—Burke labels the dramatistic
pentad. His aim in 4 Grammar of Motives is to show how the functions
which they designate operate in the imputing of motives.

The grammatical is a series of blanks to be filled out when one
imputes motive to action, and any statement of motives involves the dram-
atistic pentad of act (what was done), agent (who did the act and under
what subjective conditions), scene (the environment in which the act took
place, the extrinsic factors that determined it), agency (how the act was
done, what instruments were used), and purpose (why the act was done,
its ultimate motive or final cause). The grammatical blanks offer oppor-
tunities for “disposition and transposition” [Burke GM 1969: 402], and
dialectic explores the combinatory possibilities. Different philosophical
systems emphasize different parts of the pentad: realism emphasizes act,
idealism emphasizes agent, materialism emphasizes scene, pragmatism
emphasizes agency, and mysticism emphasizes purpose. The combinatory
possibilities, of course, are endless, but Burke's point is that any statement
of motives must deal with the five terms he has isolated even if it would
foreground one and background the others. That is, the grammatical re-
sources are principles and the various philosophies are casuistries in that
they seek to apply these principles in and to the case of some actual and
given sociohistorical situation. Burke attempts an ingenious casuistry of
his own, taking major philosophic systems as cases and developing their
distinctive characters in terms of their variant stress upon one or another of
the terms of his pentad.

What Burke was doing in 1945 has a decidedly structuralist ring,
especially his view of the subject or agent as the function of a system. As
a method of discourse analysis, A Grammar of Motives is protostructuralist
to the extent that structure in all kinds of texts can be accounted for by
the terms of the pentad, which in their combinations, substitutions, and
transformations show forth the gamut of possibilities for verbal action. It
is anti-structuralist, however, to the extent that Burke recognizes that every
grammar of motives implies a rhetoric of motives. Since every dialectic
transposes and disposes the terms of the dramatistic pentad in a uniquely
constitutive fashion and with a uniquely exhortative attitude, every dialec-
tic implies a rhetoric of action. Though Marxists might see the historical
and economic scene as determinative of the acts and attitudes that agents
engage in, their “scenic” grammar implies a program of social change that
urges the strategic deployment of linguistic and political agency for the
purpose of revolution. “The dramatistic view of language, in terms of
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‘symbolic action,”” Burke writes, “is exercised about the necessarily sua-
sive nature of even the most unemotional scientific nomenclatures" [Burke
LASA 1966: 45].

Timothy Crusius points out that in contrast to seeing grammar’s
function as the “exploration of verbal forms, Burke sees rhetoric’s function
as the overcoming of estrangement. Human beings are alienated from each
other by differences of ethnic and social background, level of education,
race, gender, age, economic class, etc. When language is used to overcome
these differences, to foster cooperation and establish community, we are
in the realm of rhetoric—and since all language use to varying degrees
involves this end, all language use has a rhetorical dimension” [Crusius
1986: 24]. Rhetoric, of course, may do exactly the opposite; it may
exacerbate alienation by accentuating differences, fostering competition,
and undermining community. There is an obvious sense in which every
identification rhetoric induces implies a concomitant dissociation, and vice
versa. What Burke calls hierarchic psychosis is endemic to every society,
and every text reflects the embarrassments, tensions, and alienations of
a given socio-political hierarchy.

To the classical notion of rhetoric as persuasion, then, Burke adds
the dramatistic notion of rhetoric as identification, by which he means the
inducement to identify one’s own substance with something larger and
more comprehensive. He also adds unconscious factors of appeal, espe-
cially as they pertain to the subliminal and suasive function of imagery.
For Burke, grammar and rhetoric “are counterparts because to identify
is to share substance with something or someone, the study of substance
(or motivational essence) being the affair of grammar and dialectic, the
study of tactics for achieving identification (or consubstantiality) being
the affair of rhetoric” [Ibid.: 31]. Although rhetoric involves the forma-
tion of identity and the establishment and maintenance of affiliation and
community, it is predicated upon division and difference. If identification
and consubstantiality were really possible, there would be no need to
induce them.

The need for rhetoric as an agent of symbolic identification aris-
es out of the real differences that plague any given social order. Social
malaise and division, Burke argues, are grounded in property structure
and in the differentiation of social role imposed upon individuals in
a complex heterogeneous society. “In any order,” he writes, “there will
be mysteries of hierarchy, since such a principle is grounded in the very
nature of language and reinforced by the resultant diversity of occupational
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classes. . . .Language makes for transcendence, and transcendence imposes
distance” [Burke RM 1969: 279].

Because of such diversity and distance, categorical guilts are implic-
it in any given social order, and human societies cohere because of literal
or symbolic victims which the individual members of the group share in
common. Catharsis, a stylistic cleansing of an audience, is effected by
the tragic imitation of such victimage. Thus, on the level of the body
politic, catharsis is a way of purging and purifying the civic tensions that
are endemic to any order, for tragedy (in its role as a civic ceremony) can
symbolically transcend modes of civic conflict that, in the practical realm
of social relations, are never actually resolved within the conditions of the
given social order (and the conflicts ‘natural’ to it).

Division and difference create the need for identification and consub-
stantiality, giving rise to what Burke calls a rhetoric of courtship between
individuals who occupy different rungs on the social ladder. “‘Hierarchy,””
he writes, “is the old, eulogistic word for ‘bureaucracy,” with each stage em-
ploying a rhetoric of obeisance to the stage above it, and a rhetoric of char-
itable condescension to the stage beneath it, in sum, a rhetoric of courtship
[Ibid.: 118].... By the ‘principle of courtship’ in rhetoric we mean the use
of suasive devices for the transcending of social estrangement” [Ibid.: 208].
The hierarchic motive is all-pervasive, and “the vocabularies of social and
sexual courtship are so readily interchangeable, not because one is a mere
‘substitute’ for the other, but because sexual courtship is intrinsically fused
with the motives of social hierarchy” [Ibid.: 217]. The attempt to extricate
motives of social hierarchy enigmatically concealed in literary representa-
tions Burke calls ‘socioanagogic’ interpretation, for “nature is a linguistically
inspirited thing,” and “what we take as ‘nature’ is largely a social pageant in
disguise” [Burke LASA 1966: 378].

The realm of the socioanagogic involves the ways in which things
of the senses are secretly emblematic of motives in the social order. So-
cioanagogic criticism seeks a neutral approach midway between Marx's
rage against mystification and Carlyle's adulation of mystery. Burke's
elaboration of these ideas in 4 Rhetoric of Motives, his discussion of Marx
and mystification, Carlyle and mystery, Diderot and pantomime, Castigli-
one and courtship, Empson and pastoral, Kafka and bureaucracy, and so
forth are extremely suggestive. In an essay on Shakespeare’s “Venus and
Adonis,” for example, Burke shows how sexual and social courtship inter-
mingle, the equation reading something like this: sexually mature goddess
is to sexually immature mortal as noblewoman is to commoner.
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The symbolic, which Burke associates with poetics per se, is
grounded in the proposition that “a work is composed of implicit or explicit
‘equations’ (assumptions of ‘what equals what’), in any work considered
as one particular structure of terms, or symbol system” [Burke PLF 1973:
8]. Along with identifications or equations (what equals what), as we have
seen, there are also dissociations or agons (what versus what). And this
apposition and opposition of terms unfolds in a certain way, making for
dramatic resolution and dialectical transformation (what leads to what).
The symbolic, then, should take at least three factors in account: associa-
tive clusters, dramatic alignments, and narrative progressions.

All told, then, there is symbolic action as designation (the grammati-
cal), as communication (the rhetorical), and as expression (the symbolical).
For Burke, however, the various levels of symbolic action are interdepend-
ent. “Since the work of art is a synthesis, summing up a myriad of social
and personal factors at once, an analysis of it necessarily radiates in all
directions at once” [Burke ATH 1984: 199]. This is why he admits that his
“general approach to the [work] might be called ‘pragmatic’ in this sense:
It assumes that a [work’s] structure is to be described most accurately by
thinking always of the [work’s] function. It assumes that we can make the
most relevant observations about its design by considering the [work] as
the embodiment of this act” [Burke PLF 1973: 89-90]. For Burke, it is
not a question of confusing what a text is with what a text does, but one of
equating them. Form is function. What a text is is what a text does.

The Rhetoric of Hitler’s Battle

A case in point is Burke's 1939 essay “The Rhetoric of Hitler’s
‘Battle,”” an essay in which he brings his critical arsenal to bear on Mein
Kampf. Burke sees Nazism as the materialization and perversion of a reli-
gious pattern, particularly in regard to its projective device of the scapegoat
(“the ‘curative’ unification by a fictitious devil-function” [Burke PLF
1973: 218]) and its ritual of rebirth (the compensatory doctrine of inborn
superiority whereby Aryans are born again into the purity of their ancestral
blood). He examines Hitler's use of sexual symbolism, of the imagery
of blood, pollution, and disease, and of the rhetoric of identification and
dissociation, focusing on the dialectical relationship between the literary
strategy and the extraliterary situation. Purity and impurity are at the core
of Hitler’s program to cleanse Germany of all manner of contamination.
Through the workings of symbolic action, Hitler is able to convert his own
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psychotic dream into a secular prayer that successfully exhorts others to
follow his chart for political action.

According to Hitler's twisted dream, Germany is a dehorned Sieg-
fried; its masses are feminine and desire to be led by a dominating male;
this male must overcome the rival Jewish male, a seducer who would
poison Aryan blood by intermingling with the folk. An associative cluster
emerges: blood poisoning, venereal disease, prostitution, incest, homosex-
uality, mental illness, bolshevism, and so on are equated materially with the
infection of Jewish blood and spiritually with the infection of Jewish ideas.
Burke's whole point in this essay is to show how imagery and ideation,
rhetoric and grammar, sustain each other in Hitler's sinister and nightmar-
ish text. Put all these ingredients together, and the result is a crude but
devastatingly effective formula for repressive and barbaric political action.
A demoralized and beaten nation now has inborn dignity, an identifiable
enemy, a new sense of identity, and a coherent world view, all of which
suggest that the political will to power of Aryan super-individualism is the
only antidote to Jewish individualism.

Because of Hitler's resistance to a purely environmental account
of socio-economic problems, his grammar of motives systematically ele-
vates agent at the expense of scene. The super-agent is none other than
Hitler himself, the living incarnation of Aryan will to power. Although
it takes a great deal of sophistical ingenuity to distinguish benign Aryan
super-individualism from malign Jewish individualism, these are the only
factors that really matter in Hitler's diagnosis of and remedy for Germany's
woes. The extrinsic causal factors that have in reality shaped and deter-
mined the socio-economic scene are completely disregarded.

This truncated grammar of motives implies a concomitant rhetoric
of motives: a rhetoric of identification—which induces the people to see
themselves as consubstantial with their leader, and a rhetoric of dissocia-
tion—which induces the people to alienate themselves from the Jews and
makes possible the brutal victimization. Hitler's psychotic dream, rife with
its obsessive images and fanatical hatreds, is thereby converted into a gram-
mar of the agent and a rhetoric of persecution. He spontaneously evolves
his cure-all on the grammatical and rhetorical levels in response to inner
necessities and compulsions on the symbolic level. The perverse genius
of Mein Kampfresides in its provision of “a noneconomic interpretation of
economic ills” [Burke PLF 1973: 204]. That Hitler's representations were
ontologically unanchored and obscenely false did not matter at all; their
consequences were invidiously real.
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Rejecting both the formalism of an intrinsic approach, which regards
literature as a self-enclosed universe of discourse, and the determinism
of an extrinsic approach, which regards literature as reducible to some
other frame of reference such as psychoanalysis or dialectical materialism,
Burke demonstrates how the formal unfolding and internal coherence of
a work are part of its rhetorical force. The intrinsic and extrinsic aspects
are mutually dependent.

Antinomies of Definition and the Paradox of Substance

Having presented a rather packed exposition of some of the as-
pects of Burke's dramatistic project, I would now like to qualify, if not
undermine, some of the generalizations I have been making. For all of
this talk about the three levels of symbolic action and their systematic
interrelationships, Burke is about as anti-systematic a systematiser
and as unmethodical a methodologist as one can find. At the core of
dramatism, there is an essential tension, a tension which may in fact be
characteristic of Burke's entire philosophical project. On the one hand,
dramatism seems protostructuralist in its method and theory of discourse
analysis; on the other hand, it seems poststructuralist in its progressive
self-dismantlement. In 4 Grammar of Motives, Burke's recurrent focus
on the antinomies of definition and the paradox of substance infects
his dialectical system with the virus of deconstruction from the very
beginning. Endorsing Spinoza's claim that all determination is negation,
Burke concludes that the concept of substance is thereby endowed with
an irresolvable ambiguity. As he puts it in a key passage from A Gram-
mar of Motives,

Dialectically considered (that is, ‘dramatistically’ considered) [people] are
not only in nature. The cultural accretions made possible by language
become a ‘second nature’ with them. Here again we confront the ambigui-
ties of substance, since symbolic communication is not merely an external
instrument, but also intrinsic to [people] as agents. Its motivational
properties characterize both “the human situation” and what [people] are
‘in themselves.” Whereas there is an implicit irony in other notions of
substance, with dialectic substance the irony is explicit. For it derives its
character from the systematic contemplation of the antinomies attendant
upon the fact that we necessarily define a thing in terms of something else.
[Burke GM 1969: 33]
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For Burke this is “an inevitable paradox of definition.” “To define, or de-
termine a thing,” he writes, “is to mark its boundaries, hence to use terms
that possess, implicitly at least, contextual reference” [Burke GM 1969:
24]. Substance, Burke notes, is etymologically a scenic word. “Literally,
a person's or a thing's sub-stance would be something that stands beneath
or supports the person or thing.” The point is not to banish substance terms
but to be aware of their equivocal and duplicitous nature. “Banishing the
term ‘substance,’” he maintains, “doesn't banish its functions; it merely
conceals them” [Ibid.: 21]. Moreover, the irresolvable ambiguity built
into the concept of substance is precisely that which facilitates linguistic
transformations and makes dialectic possible.

In one of the more famous or perhaps infamous passages from his
Grammar, Burke further explores the issue of linguistic transformation and
how it is embedded in the antinomies of definition.

Distinctions, we might say, arise out of a great central moltenness, where
all is merged. They have been thrown from a liquid center to the surface,
where they have congealed. Let one of these crusted distinctions return to
its source, and in this alchemic center it may be remade, again becoming
molten liquid, and may enter into new combinations, whereat it may be
again thrown forth as a new crust, a different distinction. So that A may
become non-A. But not merely by a leap from one state to another. Rather,
we must take A back into the ground of its existence, that logical substance
that is its causal ancestor, and on to a point where it is consubstantial with
non-A; then we may return, this time emerging with non-A instead. [Burke
GM 19609: xix]

Any demarcation of difference, then, is necessarily duplicitous, and this
duplicitousness is only heightened by the recognition that the “logical
substance” underlying A and non-A must itself dissolve into the antinomies
of its own constitution. In this dissolving substance is grounded the very
possibility of dialectic. “From the central moltenness, where all the ele-
ments are fused into one togetherness, there are thrown forth, in separate
crusts, such distinctions as those between freedom and necessity, activity
and passivity, cooperation and competition, cause and effect, mechanism
and teleology” [Burke GM 1969: xix]. Because of this central antinomy
of definition and the paradox of substance it embraces, one must invoke
difference to constitute a meaning. In the Burkean system, as in the
Derridean, meaning is disseminated: it retreats into the moltenness of the
alembic centre and re-emerges as something else.
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Other interesting parallels could be drawn between dramatism and
deconstruction, especially vis-a-vis Derrida's notions of différance, trace,
margin, supplementarity, and so forth. In fact, there are many ways in
which Burke's critical posture anticipates and resembles Derrida's. The
major difference between the two, however, is that Burke's system attempts
to avoid the progressive deconstruction ad infinitum that Derrida and others
accept with the understanding that there will always be a remainder, a trace,
a living on. Burke grounds his position in what David Cratis Williams
aptly calls “the ontological loop.” As Williams suggests, dramatism
seeks to provide an ontological perspective: “it tells us who we are in
a substantial, constitutive sense. We are the symbol-using animal.” We
inhabit, enact, and dramatize “the problematics of language, the duplicities
of dialectic” [Williams 1989: 216]. The loop emerges from Burke's all-
encompassing and self-authenticating definition of human beings as
symbol-using animals. To possess dialectical substance, as symbol-using
animals necessarily do, is to be at home, literally, in irony: it is to be irony.
Living out the paradox of substance and its attendant ironies, we are what
we are not, and we necessarily define ourselves in terms of something
else. As human beings, we are bodies that learn language, and through the
vagaries of identifications and the various subject positions they afford,
we incorporate various ways of seeing and not seeing our reflections in the
social mirror.

Dialectic substance is at the heart of dramatism. As Williams points
out, such a perspective no doubt privileges the human actor, but it does not
privilege truth or knowledge. It literally defines human beings as animals
characterized by their special aptitude for symbolic action. But this ground-
ing of the human subject in symbolicity is an ontological move only, not
an epistemological one. Indeed, from Burke's standpoint, deconstructive
prowess is one of the most sophisticated forms of symbol using and for that
reason one of the more quintessentially human of human activities. Burke's
ontological claim may be tautological and self-reflexive, but it does explain
why he eventually comes to see dramatism as a literal rather than a meta-
phorical model.

The antinomies and paradoxes that pervade A Grammar of Motives
also pervade Language as Symbolic Action and give rise to the same essen-
tial tension. In the latter book, Burke notes that terministic screens “direct
the attention” [Burke LASA 1966: 45]. “Even if any given terminology is
areflection of reality, by its very nature it must be a selection of reality; and
to this extent it must function also as a deflection of reality” [Ibid.] “Not
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only does the nature of our terms affect the nature of our observations, in
the sense that the terms direct the attention to one field rather than to anoth-
er. Also many of the “observations” are but implications of the particular
terminology in terms of which the observations are made. In brief, much
that we take as observations about ‘reality’ may be but the spinning out of
the possibilities implicit in our particular choice of terms” [Ibid.: 1966:
46]. Behavior “isn't something you need but observe; even something so
‘objectively there’ as behavior must be observed through one or another
kind of terministic screen, that directs the attention in keeping with its
nature” [Ibid.: 1966: 46].

Composition and division are the two basic dialectical resources,
there being but “two kinds of terms: terms that put things together, and
terms that take things apart” [Burke LASA 1966: 49]. As Burke reflects,
“we must use terministic screens, since we can't say anything without the
use of terms; whatever terms we use, they necessarily constitute a cor-
responding kind of screen; and any such screen necessarily directs the
attention to one field rather than another. Within that field there can be
different screens, each with its ways of directing the attention and shaping
the range of observations implicit in the given terminology. All terminolo-
gies must implicitly or explicitly embody choices between the principles of
continuity and discontinuity” [Ibid.: 50]. Whereas many critical theorists
wholeheartedly embrace discontinuity, Burke remains ambivalent.

The lurking danger, as he sees it, is relativism, for if empirical obser-
vations are reduced to terminological implications, then everything is rela-
tive to the terminology of the observer. “Must we merely resign ourselves,”
Burke asks, “to an endless catalogue of terministic screens, each of which can
be valued for the light it throws upon the human animal, yet none of which
can be considered central? In one sense,” he answers, “yes” [Ibid.: 52]. For
every human being is thrown into a unique set of circumstances—biological,
physiological, existential, social, political, historical, etc.—and every human
being undergoes a unique combination of experiences. In this sense, there
are as many terministic screens as there are people. But whatever the differ-
ences between these screens, he writes, “they are all classifiable together in
one critical respect: They all operate by the use of symbol systems” [Ibid.:
57]. The reflexivity of human symbolism entails that we may move from
“the criticism of experience to the criticism of criticism. We not only in-
terpret the character of events. . .we may also interpret our interpretations”
[Burke PC 1984: 6]. This capacity for metalanguage is uniquely human. We
can change the code as well as use it.
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In an obvious sense, dramatism can only be a terministic screen,
a screen that “involves a methodic tracking down of the implications in the
idea of symbolic action, and of man as the kind of being that is particularly
distinguished by an aptitude for such action” [Burke LASA 1966: 54].
Burke, however, is absolutely convinced that there is “more to be learned
from a study of tropes than from a study of tropisms” [Burke PLF 1973:
114], and he is moved to assert that his perspectivism is not simply another
perspective. Such salient inconsistency underscores the problem. The
expression “terministic screen” can refer to either a particular scheme of
interpretation within a general cultural framework or to the general cultural
framework itself. If language itself does as it were think for us, a saying
of Coleridge that Burke is fond of quoting, then, within the cultural scene,
language may be the agent that acts through the agency of human beings
for its own intrinsic purposes.

In my view, Burke's structural subversions of his own dramatistic
enterprise can neither be explained away nor domesticated into some kind
of innocuous perspectivism. His self-reflexive and self-subverting cultiva-
tion of what he calls perspective by incongruity is essential rather than ac-
cidental. The problem revolves around whether one sees the symbol-using
animal as an independent agent performing representative verbal acts or as
a figure occupying the role of agency within the “unending conversation”
of history into which he or she is thrown [Burke PLF 1973: 110], a con-
versation that has neither a discernible originary cause nor an ultimate
teleological endpoint. At various times, Burke holds both positions.

On the one hand, he believes that rational and explanatory taxono-
mies of human motives are possible and necessary, and that the dramatistic
project has a chance, however remote, of being communicatively reliable,
interpretively precise, and socially curative. On the other hand, he believes
or at least suggests or maybe even fears that language pursues its own
logological agendas and transformational games no matter what herme-
neutic precautions we take. In a very basic sense, then, we cannot write
or speak except as an agent of the very verbal structures we may want to
expose and criticize. We must, after all, use and be used by terministic
screens. “Do we simply use words,” Burke asks, “or do they not also use
us?” The next step, of course, is to recognize that what we are as humans
is uniquely identified with this semiotically constructed world, that we are,
as Burke himself asserts, “symbol-made animal[s]” [Burke LASA 1966:
63]. At this point, Burke is very close to structuralism's view of humanity
as a construct of social codes. Burke goes even further and notes that “so

77



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

far as sheerly empirical development is concerned, it might be more accu-
rate to say that language and the negative ‘invented’ man” [Burke LASA
1966: 9]. He also notes that “there is a kind of “unconscious’ that is sheerly
a reflection of whatever terminology one happens to be using” [Ibid.: 71].
This unconscious, then, possesses the resources to complete a terminology,
for what Burke calls the entelechial motive drives a terminology towards
such formal consummation. Human beings and human terminologies,
Burke wryly observes, are rotten with perfection; they are impelled to take
things to the end of the line.

It seems to me that the fertile incongruities in Burke's corpus derive
from his recognizing both the motivational thoroughness of particular ter-
minologies and the structural similarities between all terminologies. Just
as all terminologies embody the hierarchic psychosis of the social pyramid,
all languages function by hierarchizing sets of terms, by idealizing or
essentializing some categories and by debunking or marginalizing others.
Every terminology has its victims and scapegoats.

In one sense, then, Burke's work is radically decentered. The pentad
was never meant to be a fixed taxonomic system, and those who read and
use it as such are insensitive to the perversely anti-systematic nature of
dramatism's systematizing. The agent, as I have suggested, need not be
a person. At a conference three decades ago in Indiana, Burke speculated
that in today's post-industrial scene, it may be a question of the agent of
artificial intelligence using the agency of human beings to perform its
technological acts for the purpose of self-perpetuation. Yet in spite of
his insistence on the flexibility and liquidity of the pentad’s terms, Burke
remains a system-builder and is able to resist everything, it would seem,
except the temptation to seal the system off, to protect it from its own
self-subversion.

Logology, a perspective on language that achieves fruition in The
Rhetoric of Religion (1961), is symptomatic of the essentializing tendency
in his thought. Though Burke himself sees dramatism as subsumed under
the more inclusive category of logology, there is, I think, a perceptible dis-
continuity between the dramatistic idea that literature and language are to
be considered as symbolic action and the logological idea that words about
God bear a strong resemblance to words about words and that “the close
study of theology and its forms will provide us with a good insight into
language itself as a motive” [Burke RR 1970: vi]. Logology—words about
words—discovers in theology—words about God—the perfectionism
implicit in all discourse. The movement in language toward higher and
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higher levels of abstraction Burke calls the entelechial motive, entelechy
being Aristotle's term for the force that impels an entity to strive toward
the kind of perfection appropriate to the kind of thing that it is. Theology
strives toward God; language, toward god-terms.

It seems to me that logology converts methodological priority—the
heuristic method of treating communication as primary to all categories of
experience and of adopting the dramatistic perspective of human beings
as communicants and actors—into ontological priority—the constitutive
method of treating the dramatic model as literal rather than metaphoric
and of inflating this model into an extraperspectival metalanguage. The
complicated relationship between dramatism and logology resists summa-
ry, but even in his most logological moments, Burke is far too canny an
ironist not to be aware that perspectivism itself is just another perspective.
In Burke’s writings, there is a productive tension between a progressive
movement toward an ultimate order—a wholly ample dialectic—and a re-
gressive lapse into unstable irony—an inevitable capitulation to the forces
of aporia that perpetually frustrate what Wittgenstein calls the deplorable
craving for unity that besets the human mind. Burke’s mind is beset by
a deep-seated logological yearning, but his honesty as a critic keeps him
from ever imposing a premature closure on the dialectical process.

Despite his flirtation with linguistic essentialism, Burke never loses
sight of the fact that words are first and foremost agents of power; they are
value-laden, ideologically motivated, and morally and emotionally weight-
ed instruments of persuasion, performance, representation and purpose. As
a form of symbolic action in the world, literature is inextricably linked to
society and history—it is not a privileged form of language that exists in
its own separate and autonomous sphere. This view, Burke's lifelong sine
qua non, became a commonplace of twentieth-century critical theory. An
interdisciplinary maverick caught up in a world of professional specialists,
Burke was for the greater part of his career relegated to the margins of the
academy. Nevertheless, in today's decentered pluriverse of discourses, the
seemingly marginal has an uncanny way of becoming the pivotally im-
portant. Burke's dramatistic theory of literature and language, the bulk of
which was developed from the 1930’s to the 1960’s, still has contemporary
resonance and pertains to a wide range of disciplines.
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“WHAT AM I BUT A WORD MAN?” .
KENNETH BURKE AND THE NEW CRITICS

Abstract: Most scholars of American theorist Kenneth Burke consider him a founder of
the post-war New Rhetoric, a movement to shift rhetorical studies from a historic
focus on persuasion to a more expansive understanding of language, dialogue,
and communally constructed truths. However, Burke throughout the 1930s and
40s thought of himself primarily as a literary critic, albeit one who turned literary
critical techniques to the social scene around him. Without his ongoing, often
contentious dialogue with the literary scholars of the New Criticism, Burke’s
rhetorical theories on the power of language to answer questions of human
motivations may well have never materialized. New Criticism and New Rhetoric,
therefore, forged each other in the crucible of the mid-century years of depression
and war and the intellectual ferment they generated. It was Burke’s attempts to
explain himself to these literary critics and exhort them to turn their critical lens
to the world around them that provided the methodology for his action-analysis
of the socio-political world. In this article I examine three of these contentious
relationships—with Allen Tate prior to World War II, with John Crowe Ransom
during the war, and with René Wellek following it. Their debates and congruences
led Burke to formulate his purposely ambiguous understanding of hierarchies and
norms that constitute what he termed the “wrangle” of parliamentary debate—
a constitutive rhetoric that continues to drive international relations today.
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! “We rotated in the same orbit because our great single-minded preoccupation was

working with words. (‘What am I but a word man?’ Kenneth Burke used to say...).” In
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M. Dnuzaber BAM3EP

«HEM 4 3AHUMAIOCbH, KAK HE CJIOBAMUN?»*:
KEHHET BEPK U «<HOBA KPUTUKA»

Auuomauuﬂ: BoNBIMHCTBO CIIEHAINCTOB 110 KeHHeTy BepKy CYUTAKT 3TOT0 aMepu-

KaHCKOTO MBICIIUTEINSI OCHOBATEIIEM CJIOKUBIIEHCS B TIOCIEBOCHHBIE TOJBI «HOBOH
PHUTOPUKI» — IIKOJIBI, BBICTYMABIIEH 3a TO, YTOOBI B M3yUSHUH PUTOPHKH IIEpeHe-
CTH aKIIEHT C TIPHEMOB YOSKAEHHsI, KOTOPbIe HCTOPUIECKH 3aHUMAIIN [IEHTPalTb-
HOE MECTO B JAaHHOH ANCIUITINHE, HA O0Jiee MHOTOIUTAHOBBIM aHAIN3 S3bIKa, AHa-
JI0Ta ¥ KOJUIEKTHBHO BBIPAaOaThIBaEMBIX MpescTaBieHni. OHaKo HA MPOTHKCHUN
1930-x 1 1940-x romoB bepk cuuran cedst mpex/ie BCETO JINTEPaTyPOBEIIOM, XOTS
1 TaKUM, KOTOPBII IPHIMEHSIT HHCTPYMEHTBI TEOPUH JINTEPATYPHI K OKPYIKAIOIIIM
€ro COIMAIBHEIM peanusiM. BrionHe BeposiTHO, 9To Ge3 muanora — HEpeaKo mepe-
XOZAIIEro B CIOP — CO MIKOJIOH «HOBOI KpUTHKM» bepk Tak u He chopMymmpoBa
ObI CBOM PUTOPHYECKUE TEOPHH O BO3MOXKHOCTH ITOHSATH MOTHUBBI UEJIOBEIECKUX
TIOCTYTIKOB uepe3 si3bIK. [103TOMy «HOBasi KDHTHKA» U «HOBAsI PUTOPUKa» (HOPMH-
poBaJH IpyT ApyTra B CEpPefNHE CTOJETHS B TOPHMIIE KPU3UCA U BOWHEI, KOTOPHIE
TIOCITYKHJIM KaTallM3aTopaMy [l MHOTUX MHTEIIEKTyal bHBIX TeueHn . [1prTascs
JIOHECTH CBOIO TTO3HIIHIO JI0 JINTEPATyPOBENOB M IPHU3bIBast NX 00OPAaTUTh KPUTHUE-
CKHI B3IV HA MHP BOKPYT ceOs1, bepk BhIpaboTal CBOI0O METOMOJIOTHIO aHAIH3a
JeHCTBUI B 00IIeCTBEHHO-TIONMTHUECKOH cepe. B cratbe aHammsmpyrorest Tpu
Takux auanora-criopa Kennera bepka: ¢ Amtenom Teiitom 10 Bropoit mupooit
BoitHEbL, ¢ JIxxoHOM Kpoy PaHcomoMm Bo Bpemst BoWHBI U ¢ Pene Yamiekom B mo-
CIIEBOCHHBIC TO/BI. JINCKyCCHH M TIEPEKIIMIKY ¢ HUMH TTOATONKHYIH bepka chop-
MYJIIPOBATh MPEIHAMEPEHHO JBONCTBEHHOE ITOHUMAHHE HEpapXuil U HOPM, CO-
CTaBJIIOIINX TO, YTO OH Ha3bIBAJ MMapJIaMEHTCKIMH «IIPEHUSIMI», PUTOPAYECKast
CTPYKTypa KOTOPBIX M CETOIHS ONPEAENIeT MEX/IyHapOJHbIE OTHOIICHNSI.

Knrouegwvle cnosa: «HOBasi puTOpHKa», «HOBas Kputuka», Kenner bepk, Amen Teilr,

Jxon Kpoy Pancom, Pene Yamtek, uctopuorpadusi.

© 2020 M. Dnm3aber Baiizep (PhD, mpodeccop, Yausepcurer mrara Oraito, Komamoyc,

2

ObLIa

mt. Oraifo, CIIIA) weiser.23@osu.edu

«MBI OBLTH Ha OJJHOH BOJIHE, IIOTOMY 4TO IIABHBIM IIPEAMETOM HAIIIEro HHTEpeca
pabora co cinoBoM. («HYeMm s 3aHMMAaIOCh, KaK HE CIOBaMHU?» — TFOBOPUI HOPOH

Kenner Bepk...)». Cm. Josephson, M. Life among the Surrealists. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1962: 35.

82



Elizabeth Weiser. Kenneth Burke and the New Critics

“You are, my dear Sir, a constant source of pleasure to my reflec-
tions.” So wrote the literary critic Allen Tate to his friend Kenneth Burke
at the beginning of the 1930s. Tate called Burke “the most philosophical
of my friends,” and Burke excelled himself in witty puns and wordplays to
keep his friend interested. Their correspondence is often a delight to read,
as Ann George and Jack Selzer document in their Kenneth Burke in the
1930s. Perhaps it was the intensity of their long-distance friendship, then,
that caused Tate the poet to care enough about Burke’s philosophy that he
was among those most opposed to Burke’s shift from literary to cultural
critic in the 1930s. Without Burke’s friendship with Tate and other New
Critics in the literary world, Burke may perhaps have turned his encyclo-
pedic attention more purely toward economics, as did his friend Matthew
Josephson; toward politics, as did his nemesis Granville Hicks; or toward
the sort of professional life of his friend Malcolm Cowley. But without his
sometimes rancorous but always engaged dialogue with the New Critics,
Burke’s specific methodology of dramatism may have remained only the
looser philosophy of symbolic action. It was Burke’s relationships with
literary critics that provided the impetus for his critical action-analysis of
the socio-political world.

Unlike most Burke scholars, who consider him the principle theo-
rist of the New Rhetoric, Burke throughout the 1930s and 40s thought of
himself primarily as a literary critic, albeit one who turned literary critical
techniques to the social scene around him. He strove from the beginning to
make his methods understandable to and adoptable by other literary critics.
Indeed, even as he published—in a literary journal—his groundbreaking
“The Study of Symbolic Action,” in which he categorized “poetry as action
... science as preparation for action . . . rhetoric as inducement to action,”
he wrote as a literary critic. His brief article “Questions for Critics” had
put it bluntly: What is criticism for? “Is it intended simply to restate the
imaginative in corresponding conceptual terms? . . . Or is it intended to
make a contribution, to supply a mode of insight, that the works criticized
cannot supply in themselves?” His friend Stanley Edgar Hyman wrote the
following year, “I am afraid ‘rhetoritician’ (or is it ‘rhetorician’?) is not
what you prefer to be called. I could think of no one-word pin to fix you

3 Allen Tate Papers (ATP) (Correspondence Box 61, Folder 13). Department of
Rare Books and Special Collections, Princeton University Library (A. Tate letter copy to
K. Burke, 9 September 1931).

4 Burke, K. “The Study of Symbolic Action.” Chimera 1:1 (1942): 7.
> Burke, K. "Questions for Critics." Direction 2 (1939): 12—13.
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with, and at first had ‘symbolic actionist,” which was silly, so I took it
out and put in ‘rhetoritician’ at Ralph [Ellison]’s suggestion.”® “Rhetoric”
was not a fashionable field of study in the 1930s and 40s, but it was what
Burke—even reluctantly—was undertaking, for while both rhetoric and
poetry used language to stimulate audience attitudes, poetry stirred atti-
tudes as an end in itself while rhetoric did so with the expectation that fur-
ther immediate action would occur external to the text.” It was, however,
precisely this focus on words that stirred real-world action that put him so
often in conflict with his literary friends, from Tate onward.

In the years surrounding the Second World War, Burke wrote reg-
ularly to Malcolm Cowley, John Crowe Ransom, Robert Penn Warren,
R. P. Blackmur, Allen Tate, Austen Warren, Stanley Edgar Hyman, Richard
McKeon, R. S. Crane, S. I. Hayakawa—people we would today call New
Critics, neo-Aristotelians, and general semanticists. He engaged both in
writing and in person with many others, including such towering figures
as I.A. Richards, René Wellek, William Empson, Cleanth Brooks, and
W.K. Wimsatt. Burke and the literary critics had much in common. First,
they agreed wholeheartedly on the importance of form, on how language
was shaped to affect its readers. In “Miss Emily and the Bibliographer,” Tate
cited the difference between the literary scholarship that was then taught
in schools and the literary criticism he was advocating as the difference
between seeing literature as dead or living. For literary criticism, language
and structure were “*how the moral intelligence gets into poetry’—not as
moral abstractions but as form, coherence of image and metaphor, control
of tone and of rhythm, the union of these features.”® Second, both Burke
and the New Critics believed in the importance of linguistic ambiguity.
Empson’s Seven Types of Ambiguity had detailed how, in poetry, “you have
a broad impression of what it is all about, but there are various inciden-
tal impressions wandering about in your mind; these may not be part of
the final meaning arrived at by the judgment, but tend to be fixed in it
as part of its colour.” An article by Warren argued that reducing a poem

6 Kenneth Burke Papers (KBP). Rare Books and Manuscripts, Special Collections
Library, The Pennsylvania State University. (S. Hyman letter to K. Burke, 24 September
1943).

7 Burke, K. “Study of Symbolic Action™: 9.

8 Tate, A. Collected Essays. Denver, CO: Swallow, 1959: 56.

° Empson, W. Seven Types of Ambiguity (1930). New York: New Directions, 1966:
240.
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to an illusory “pure” state would purge poetry from the world of ideas.!?
Burke would likewise regularly argue against the impossibility of purity
(see, for instance, “The Calling of the Tune”'" in the first issue Ransom’s
Kenyon Review), which he saw as impeding action, and the linguistic role
of ambiguity, which was a key component of dramatism. Third, both Burke
and the New Critics saw this poetic language as active communication
with the audience—as Warren insisted, “This is another way of saying that
a good poem involves the participation of the reader; it must, as Coleridge
put it, make the reader into ‘an active creative being’” who could analyze
not any isolated element of a poem but “the set of relationships, the struc-
ture, which we call the poem” as a whole. !> This was for Burke the kind of
attention to the constitutive nature of language (which I discuss later) and
the psychology of the audience (see for instance “Psychology and Form™'?)
that made literature rhetorical.

Yet it was also in debate with these “word men” that Burke worked
out what became his rhetorical theories. As he put it in a letter to Tate after
publishing “Symbolic Action,” “I haggled much” with literary neo-Aristo-
telians like R. S. Crane, David Daiches, and Richard McKeon the summer
he taught at the University of Chicago, “and I worked out my methodology
in part under fire from them.”'* It would be Tate and the other New Critics’
own continued argument with Burke’s ideas throughout the early 1940s
that influenced Burke’s particular brand of cultural criticism: the rhetorical
theory he termed dramatism, his definitive turn to rhetoric.

Much has been written on these relations with the New Critics of the
mid-20™ century, including by me (see in particular my Burke, War, Words:
Rhetoricizing Dramatism," which details these conversations as they de-
veloped into his 4 Grammar of Motives during the Second World War), so
in this short essay I will simply demonstrate Burke’s ongoing engagements

10 Warren, R.P. “Pure and Impure Poetry.” (1943) The New Criticism and

Contemporary Literary Theory: Connections and Continuities, eds. W. Spurlin, and
M. Fischer. New York: Garland, 1995: 38.

I Burke, K. “The Calling of the Tune.” Kenyon Review 1 (1939): 272-82. Reprinted
in The Philosophy of Literary Form: Studies in Symbolic Action (1941). Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press, 1973: 221-33.

12" Warren, R.P. “Pure and Impure Poetry”: 38-39.

13" Burke, K. “Psychology and Form.” Counter-Statement (1931). 3rd rev. ed.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1968: 29—44.

14 ATP (K. Burke letter to A. Tate, 28 April 1942).
15 Weiser, M.E. Burke, War, Words: Rhetoricizing Dramatism. Columbia, SC:
University of South Carolina Press, 2009.
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with literary critics by highlighting three relationships that helped shape
Burke’s thought: His pre-war debate with Allen Tate, the poet, essayist,
and leader of the Southern Agrarians, over the book Proletarian Literature
in the United States; his complex wartime relationship with John Crowe
Ransom, editor of the powerful New Critical journal the Kenyon Review,
during the publications leading to his A Grammar of Motives; and his post-
war squabbles—and possible synchronicity—with René Wellek, critic
and philologist, member of the Prague Linguistic Circle, over intrinsic/
extrinsic criticism.

Burke and Tate: “Symbolic War”

The “literary wars” that hit the US arts community in the early 1930s
marked the delayed Americanization of a 50-year Marxist debate in Europe
over the role of literature in social movements and the role of form in
social theory. The heated debates that followed pitted aesthetic critics and
writers, with their focus on the pure form of a text and the psychological
motivations of characters, against Marxist critics and writers, with their
focus on audience response and socioeconomic motivations. Did art exist
“for art’s sake,” as the modernist aesthetes had it, or as ““ a class weapon,”
as the Marxist John Reed Clubs proclaimed?

Letters from Marx and Engels on literature and propagand
a appeared for the first time in translation in America in 1933, in Inter-
national Literature, the organ of the Soviet-based International Union of
Revolutionary Writers. A year later, Communist Party theorist Granville
Hicks wrote a seven-part essay on “Revolution and the Novel” for the
Party-affiliated New Masses—perhaps the definitive translation of Europe-
an and Soviet theories of proletarian literature to an American setting. In
his essay, Hicks laid out the aesthetic principles of proletarian literature,
specifically that the proletarian novel would be concerned with the present
(written by an author who “faces squarely and seeks to solve the problems
of his generation”),'® with plots that were relevant to the lives of readers,”
with documented scenes that were authentic'® and characters who are
well-rounded but “to a large extent determined by [their] economic situ-

16 Hicks, G. Granville Hicks in the "New Masses”, ed. J. A. Robbins. Port
Washington, NY: Kennikat, 1974: 26.

17 1bid.: 35.
18 Ibid.: 55.
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ation”,'” and, finally, that the proletarian aesthetic would promote a “new
way of looking at and feeling about life”**— a way that, he admitted, might
often be “clumsy” in its newness, but one that led toward the future and
life, not the past and death, as did so much bourgeois literature.”' Hicks
called on literary critics, therefore, to measure the proletarian novel not
just by its achievement of literary techniques, but by its aims: “No critic, in
evaluating a work of art, can afford to disregard the possible significance
for the future of what the author has tried to do unless he thinks his duty is
merely to give out grades.”??

Tate disagreed virulently. To him, bad writing was bad writing, and
until proletarian writers learned to write, they needed to stop publishing.
Further, he grew increasingly convinced that poetry was necessarily uni-
versal, necessarily outside political arguments. As George and Selzer have
written of this time, Burke attempted to straddle the divide, “simultaneous-
ly authorizing and invalidating the work of the aesthetes by designating
art and criticism as fundamental, even transcendent human activities that
are nonetheless inseparable from particular political and rhetorical con-
cerns.”® As I document elsewhere,* he called this “falling on the bias” and
in repeated debates over the course of decades took a position of not simply
finding some common ground between arguments in a weak compromise
but instead cutting across their positions, envisioning an alternative that
was parts of both as well as new, Burkean ideas.

Tate, however, called this “fence-straddling,” and their private
exchanges around the time of Hicks’ essay series makes their positions
clear. “Why deny the utility of literature, in the face of the Areopagitica, or
advertisements for Ivory Soap?” Burke wrote Tate. “There is pure science
and applied science—and similarly the equivalents: pure and applied liter-
ature. And in the ‘pure’ the ‘applied’ is latent...Thus, there is no difference
(in process) between poetry and propaganda.”® Tate disagreed. “It is
perfectly obvious that there are readers and writers, and it seems equally

19" Ibid.: 46.
20 1bid.: 63.
21 1bid.: 65.
22 Tbid.: 63.

23 George, A., Selzer, J. Kenneth Burke in the 1930s. Columbia, SC: University of
South Carolina Press, 2007: 90.

24 See Weiser, M.E. ““As Usual I Fell on the Bias’: Kenneth Burke’s Situated
Dialectic.” Philosophy and Rhetoric 42:2 (2009): 134—-153.

25 ATP (K. Burke letter to A. Tate, 5 June 1932).
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obvious that High Literature is not written for the specific purpose of mov-
ing anybody,” he wrote a year later.?® “What!” Burke responded in draft.
“Does this lad not try to make his verse appealing? Has he not even omitted
things which he considered significant but the significance of which he felt
would not be apparent and moving to others?”?” The rhetorical situation,
in other words, necessarily included an audience—even when the text was
High Literature. Tate was neither convinced nor appeased, and he took
their debate public in his 1933 article “Poetry and Politics”: “We do not
care what truth in poetry is. We . . . care just as little for Mr. Kenneth
Burke, who finds the spring water so full of bacteria that, bitterly, he distills
the water off and, laughing a long mad laugh, devours the bacteria alone.”?

Of course, neither Burke nor Tate were apolitical. As cultural historian
Michael Denning has noted, in 1935 Burke had inadvertently become “the
foremost rhetorical theorist of the Popular Front,”* the Communist-affiliated
coalition of anti-fascist individuals and groups that succeeded (among writ-
ers) the more hard-line John Reed Clubs. And Tate was a leading member
of the Southern Agrarians, a conservative group which called for embracing
traditional, supposedly more humane values and livelihoods. As George and
Selzer argue, “the Agrarians were as radical in their own way as the leftists
who gathered for the Writers’ Congress [that formed the Popular Front]—and
as contemptuous of capitalism.” Tate also co-edited the Southern Agrarian
anthology Who Owns America? A New Declaration of Independence, a doc-
ument seeking to influence the 1936 presidential election with what he called
“a genuine Conservative Revolution.””' But Tate kept his politics far away
from his poetry—at least in his mind.

Their debate came to a head in 1936 over Granville Hicks’s
co-edited collection of fiction, poetry, drama, “reportage,” and criticism
entitled Proletarian Literature in the United States. Burke’s “Symbolic
War,” a review-essay of the massive collection for the New Critical The
Southern Review, was openly lukewarm. As he noted at its end, “As one

26 KBP (A. Tate letter to K. Burke, 30 August 1933).
27 KBP (K. Burke letter draft to A. Tate, 27 September 1933).
28 Tate, A. “Poetry and Politics.” New Republic (2 August 1933): 308—09.

Denning, M. The Cultural Front: The Laboring of American Culture in the
Twentieth Century. New York: Verso, 1996: 124.

30 George, A., Selzer, J. Kenneth Burke in the 1930s: 38.

31" Shapiro, E. S. “Forward: A Forgotten American Classic.” Who Owns America?
A New Declaration of Independence, ed. H. Agar and A. Tate (1936). Wilmington, DE:
ISI Books, 1999: xvi.
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particularly interested in the processes of literary appeal, I have generally
tended to consider the volume from this standpoint. I have been vague
about ‘absolute’ tests of excellence.”* Burke did praise a number of pieces,
but his overall tone was that of a man going out of his way to demonstrate
his generosity—as when, for instance, he described Don West’s poem
“Southern Lullaby” as one “which [Southern Review editor] Mr. Brooks
had condemned for its sentimentality, an unfavorable diagnosis one could
rephrase favorably, or part-favorably, by saying that the author undertakes
the strategic feat of incongruously introducing politics into the least politi-
cal of themes.”** This patronizing tone, quite different from that of most of
Burke’s reviews, was mandated by his sense of the already-skeptical stance
of his Southern Review audience— a mixture of aesthetes, Agrarians like
Tate, and other professional writers, critics, and academics. His introduc-
tion to the review, therefore—fully half the text—explained the importance
of proletarian literature. All poetry, religion, and politics are grounded in
“material necessities” and thus “economic factors,” he wrote, which con-
tain both universal, human contingencies and historical, particular ones.
The misguided failure to accept that both sets of contingencies operate to
determine aesthetic interests had led to the literary wars. As Burke put it,
“we [all] live by the goring of the ox . . . but it also makes a difference whose
ox is gored.”** The privileged can remove themselves from the business of
ox-goring, but if they forget that it occurs, they fall victim to pride. Yes,
proletarian literature was often grim and dogmatic, yes, “their characters
are formed in haphazard fashion, for the specific partisan purpose at hand,
like the distortions of a political cartoonist.”* But “this literature is written
to people, or for people. It is addressed.”® If Hicks in “Revolution and
the Novel” had called for literary critics reviewing proletarian literature
to evaluate “the possible significance for the future of what the author has
tried to do,” Burke in his review was attempting just that. He ended his cri-
tique of the Hicks-edited anthology by noting that it “does represent a way
of life—and in this congregational feature lies the power and the promise
of the ‘proletarian’ movement as a contribution to our culture.”?” With his

32 Burke, K. “Symbolic War.” (Rev. of Proletarian Literature in the United States,
ed. G. Hicks) Southern Review 2 (1936): 147.

3 Ibid.: 144.
3 Tbid.: 136.
35 Tbid.: 139.
36 Tbid.: 140.
37 1bid.: 147.
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careful identification with the expected criticisms of the Southern Review
readership, then, Burke was implicitly modeling the kind of enlightened
openness to the intent of proletarian literature that he hoped would take
hold among literary aesthetes.

Tate was not at all taken in. His long piece for the Review’s next issue
“outed” Burke as a card-carrying proletarian who had abandoned critical
thought to ideology: “Mr. Burke alone of the extreme left-wing critics seems
to me to possess the historical and philosophical learning necessary to the
serious treatment of the literary problems of Marxism: before his ‘conversion’
to Communism he had subjected himself to a rigorous critical discipline.”3*
After his “conversion,” however, Burke could not bring himself to dismiss
literature that he knew was “almost worthless,” and so he had to develop
a theory whereby the role of an artist was to “transcend” or “translate” the
concrete particulars of historical experience (propaganda) into universals of
human experience (imagination).”* Tate attacked this theory aesthetically,
historically, and even syntactically. Tate wanted Burke to demand of the
proletarian writers “some fundamental aesthetic thinking that might eliminate
altogether the need for compromise”*—but Burke did not.

Instead, Burke’s work in the late 1930s and early 1940s, particu-
larly the title essay for The Philosophy of Literary Form describing how
literature is “equipment for living” and his development of dramatism in
A Grammar of Motives, came to focus on the primacy of critical engage-
ment with the world, a real-world “act now,” as he put it in a late 1930s
essay. *! It was engaged action that he found so lacking in Tate’s aesthetic
worldview. “Mr. Tate disturbs me,” Burke wrote in his review of Tate’s
Reactionary Essays. “What I feel the lack of, throughout both essays and
poems, is physicality.” His removed position makes “him say ‘Turn back’
where he might have said ‘Let’s try to go on, and come out on the other
side.””* It was in contrast to Tate’s intransigence in increasingly conflicted
times that Burke’s own rhetorical project would continue to “go on.”

3% Tate, A. “Mr. Burke and the Historical Environment.” Southern Review 3 (1936):
363.

3 Tbid.: 366-67.
40 Tbid.: 368.
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42 Burke, K. “Tentative Proposal.” (Rev. of The Mediterranean, and Other Poems
and Reactionary Essays on Poetry and Ideas, by Allen Tate) Poetry 50 (1937): 98-100.
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Burke and Ransom: “At Every Point Where We Agree, there is
a Margin of Difference”

In 1938, Cleanth Brooks and Robert Penn Warren’s Understanding
Poetry became, quite quickly, the definitive methodology for teaching
what would become known as the New Criticism (the title of John Crowe
Ransom’s 1941 book). Burke’s own methodology was similar but differ-
ent, and he struggled throughout the early 1940s to define that difference
in a way other critics—and students—could understand. With symbolic
action, he thought he had the answer: His was a methodology asserting
that all language was stylized and responded strategically to its situation,
such that “poetry, or any verbal act, is to be considered as ‘symbolic ac-
tion’”—not neutral exposition of reality but “the dancing of an attitude.”*
As symbolic action, it stylistically embodied both exposition and the
attitude necessary to read the exposition appropriately. On the one hand,
symbolic action employed the close textual reading of New Criticism,
paying attention to imagery and form as well as the new psychological
emphasis on puns and slips of tongue. On the other hand, Burke’s method
also employed a close reading of scene and author, such that, for instance,
“the Decameron [would be] read, not as a series of hilarious stories, but as
a series of hilarious stories fold during a plague”** as the Marxists critics
and sociologists might study it, or “The Rime of the Ancient Mariner”
would be read not as a “literary ballad” (as Brooks and Warren treated it in
Understanding Poetry) but as a literary ballad told by an unhappily mar-
ried man with an opium addiction,® as the older philological critics and the
modern psychologists might well both discuss it. It was a methodology, as
William Knickerbocker, editor of the Sewanee Review, would point out,
that moved by a process of inclusion.*

Yet Burke’s depiction of literary texts as stylized responses to
specific situations left a nagging doubt, for it begged not one but two meth-
odological questions: the internal question of how the stylized response
worked—the New Critical question answered by textual and structural
analysis—and the external, epistemological question of what situation the

4 Burke, K. The Philosophy of Literary Form: Studies in Symbolic Action.
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stylized response was pointing toward—the question of most concern to
the proletarian writers. Though he might have focused in The Philosophy
of Literary Form on the internal-textual question, Burke’s underlying
philosophy of literature as symbolic action privileged the situational ques-
tion, and it was this emphasis that continued to concern his critic friends.
They could not see how his method could do the job of science, analyzing
human relations, and still remain aesthetic.

It was Ransom, Tate’s former professor, who led the initial New
Critical charge against Burke, contending in “An Address to Kenneth
Burke,” his review of The Philosophy of Literary Form, that Burke was
“sophistical” and aligned himself with rational and scientific rather than
aesthetic philosophy, between which there could be no bridge. Burke’s
method might work for the dialectical poems in which he was interested,
but, Ransom insisted, it would not work for lyric poetry, the “best poetry”
because its “denser and freer” imagery was untied to the necessity of plot.*’
The Philosophy of Literary Form, Ransom decided, merely demonstrated
“that Burke does not have a philosophy of poetry.”*® His purpose was
too linked to the world. He was a positivist, which for Ransom meant an
espouser of a focus on data from experience rather than the transcendental
(or metaphysical) world described by poetry. “[Positivists] are little boys
dedicated to scientific or analytical process” as Ransom wrote to Tate about
Burke.* Ransom’s dismissal of Burke’s poetics delegitimized Burke and
his project to a New Critical audience, for without a poetic philosophy
Burke could not put forward a “poetic” understanding of the social world
that those critics would accept.

In Burke, War, Words it is my contention, therefore, that Burke’s
pentadic methodology—the act, agent, agency, scene, purpose analysis
that moves the dramatism of 4 Grammar of Motives beyond the cluster
criticism of The Philosophy of Literary Form—became a necessarily
large addition to his theory because, in the conversations in his conver-
sations with the New Ceritics, it became clear by 1942 that his ideas were
not sufficiently understood. Without an explicit, literary methodology to
translate to the world scene, it was not evident to critics like Ransom how
a dramatistic analysis could be anything other than warmed-over science.

47 Ransom, J.C. “An Address to Kenneth Burke.” (Rev. of The Philosophy of
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Yet while it was true that Burke was saying that one could use the sciences
to gain insight into the drama, for him it was poetic insight that was more
valuable: As he turned more and more toward the human drama of social
relations, he conviction grew stronger that one needed the tools of poetic
analysis to gain insight into real-life motivations.

If Burke saw aesthetic language as a counterbalance to scientism,
though, Ransom saw it as an opposition: poetry was not action for Ransom;
it was the atonement for action. “The true poetry” he wrote in The World's
Body, “has no great interest in improving or idealizing the world, which
does well enough. It only wants to realize the world, to see it better...Men
become poets, or at least they read poets, in order to atone for having been
hard practical men and hard theoretical scientists.” It is perhaps unsur-
prising that Burke’s review of The World'’s Body for Poetry in 1939 was
lukewarm.’' Ransom immediately wrote to Burke, “The first thing I find
myself demanding of a poem is a certain innocence, it simply cannot be
both didactic and innocent, and it does not become innocent by claiming
that the moral is awfully important.”>?> Burke welcomed this new literary
contact and drafted an immediate reply, agreeing that they should try to
meet, “for it seems that, at every point where we agree, there is a margin of
difference that may make all the difference.” Like Ransom, he then went
on to declare a key dissimilarity: “No thoroughgoing rationale for the cat-
egorical dissociation of aesthetic and didactic has been offered, [and] . . .
the argument cannot be based upon tradition, since the tradition of the West
is grounded in work embodying the integration of didactic and aesthetic
principles. . . The misfortune here has been, to my mind, your doctrine of
‘innocence.’ That is, most poets have kept themselves 'innocent' of knowl-
edge in the most effective way of all; by remaining stupid.”>*

His differences with Ransom went beyond his and Tate’s disagree-
ments over proletarian literature. Both Burke and Ransom saw poetic
language as less reductive than scientific language, but for Burke, the poem
was a kind of telescope, bringing the vast world into greater focus, while
for Ransom it was a microscope, magnifying the hidden inner world below
the surface of the ordinary. Yet like Tate, Ransom also appeared to greatly

0 Ransom, J.C. The World's Body. New York: Scribner, 1938: viii, x—xi.
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appreciate his philosophical friend, and the two of them engaged in long
and serious correspondence over their critical overlaps and divergences. In
1941, when they both came out with key books (The Philosophy of Liter-
ary Form and The New Criticism) they sent them to each other for review.
Ransom noted that his had been written to counter “two heresies”—one
the positivist assertion that science was the only discourse, and the other
“the heresy of ‘innocent’ and religious-minded and ‘superior’ persons” that
poetry was the only discourse, with science a “naive sort” of poetry. “And
where is Burke in this brutal dichotomy?” he asked. “Not very positive
but a little bit innocent?”** Of course, for Burke there was no dichotomy
but a complementarity, one he was determined to fall on the bias across,
transcending the best of both of them to forge something new—which for
him was symbolic action.

Ransom could see as clearly as Burke that their ideas intersected—
or almost intersected—at many points. Poetry was more true (Ransom) or
it was more encompassing (Burke); it included illogical extra material to
complicate the core values presented (Ransom), or it included an attitude
along with its content and utilized ambiguities (Burke). Burke’s review of
The New Criticism downplayed their differences and praised the book. As
Ransom said, “We have started at opposite poles and are working towards
the middle of the same axis; you are finding identities, and I am finding
distinctions.”* He even suggested that the two of them might collaborate
on a book “to present our mutual points of view, whether comparatively or
in some useful complementary sense.”

And then two days later the war began for the United States, and three
months after that Ransom’s strongly negative review of The Philosophy of
Literary Form was published. Burke was indignant, but as he wrote Tate,
he decided to "go on saying the things I want to say, and dealing with
some of [Ransom's] more extreme misinterpretations en passant, where
the opportunity arises.”” As David Tell has also noted, the Burke-Ransom
dialogue led Burke to define his epistemology as rhetorical inducement®®—
a key step for Burke in falling on the bias of Ransom's poetic/scientific
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dichotomy, but a step that Ransom would never fully comprehend. His
“The Study of Symbolic Action” later that year, the article with his tripar-
tite "poetry as action...science as preparation for action...rhetoric as in-
ducement to action,”’ was his first real opportunity to respond to Ransom's
negative review of his project, and also his first opportunity to write about
it from within the new, changed scene of war. Within such a portentous
scene, he wrote that the project of symbolic action was not an object to
be studied—it was not the science Ransom saw it as, because science was
not a true response to war. Symbolic action, as language + attitude, was
description and exhortation.

As historian Richard Pells has noted,® in a situation of total war
intellectuals faced a dilemma: how could their specialized skills be use-
ful? A month into the war, Ransom wrote Tate to ask his advice, for "I
am feeling pretty patriotic (I'm a great sucker in a crisis), and I have the
uneasy sense of having in my writings recently identified myself with an
anti-topical kind of literature to a degree that doesn't represent me. . . . [ can
scarcely endure to think of my having no part in the war, nor my Review's
having no part. A Frenchman of the noble tradition wouldn't allow such
a thing to happen; Eliot wouldn't.”®! Burke, with his understanding of art
as an aesthetic lens and criticism as rhetorical inducement to see the world
in a different light, was offering a third way between isolationist separation
and propagandistic involvement, but as with all of Burke's third ways,
Ransom could not see it. For Burke true antifascism had always meant the
multifaceted democratic perspective, the non-dogmatic dialectic, and the
aesthetics of ambiguity. Burke’s method would therefore be different from
the kind of patriotic stylizing that was embodied by the recruiting films,
posters, and articles springing from the minds of artists who flocked to
the plentiful government jobs in the Office of War Information. Burke’s
continuing involvement with the New Critics, who were more inclined
to separate art from politics, testified to the importance Burke placed on
aesthetics. Symbolic action, language + action, invoked neither a retreat
from the world into art nor an embrace of monologic propaganda.

Throughout the war years, then, both Burke and the New Critics
struggled on parallel tracks with their ability to respond to the world situa-

59 Burke, K. “The Study of Symbolic Action.” Chimera 1:1 (1942): 7.

0 Pells, R. The Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age: American Intellectuals in the
1940s and 1950s. Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press, 1989.

61 ATP (J.C. Ransom letter to A. Tate, 5 January 1942).
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tion, or as Burke put it in the draft of a letter to Ransom at war's end, “You
write: ‘For several years now I've been trying to get behind the formal
analysis of aestheticism into the problems of the human economy.’ Salute,
old pal, so have 1.”%* For Burke this meant in part highlighting the ongoing
importance of not only literary analysis but also literature to understand
human motivations in 4 Grammar of Motives— his definitive move into
rhetorical analysis of human communicative interactions.

Burke and Wellek: “The Problem of the Intrinsic”

In 1961, in an article on “The Main Trends of Twentieth-Century
Criticism” for the Yale Review, the literary critic René Wellek wrote that
after Burke’s early literary criticism, “his work in recent decades must
rather be described as aiming at a philosophy of meaning, human behavior,
and action whose center is not in literature at all.”®* For Wellek, as it was for
Ransom two decades earlier, this was a critique, a questioning of Burke’s
loyalty to New Criticism. Burke saw it as yet another misunderstanding
of his life’s work, and as with Ransom and Tate, Burke cared that Wellek
portray him accurately to Wellek’s audience of literary critics.

The two men had met a dozen years earlier, as Burke’s A4 Rhetoric of
Motives was nearing publication. Burke was asked informally to come to
Princeton University and help during Wellek’s guest lectures on the Ger-
man literary critics. Burke, who read German well enough to be a regular
translator of Thomas Mann, was considered to be the most knowledgeable
scholar around on Wellek’s specialty, the history of Continental literary
criticism. The prior year, the two of them presented papers at the New
England regional meeting of the College English Association, in what was
originally to have been a joint panel.®* While Wellek discussed the need to
define which documents were literature and which were not in order to more
critically compose a “literary history,” Burke discussed the possibility of
defining literature as “symbolic action.”® Both men, in other words, were
positing a revised definition of literature in order to expand literary theory,
and both were convinced that what Wellek called “formalistic, organistic,
symbolistic aesthetics” tied to ““ a closer collaboration with linguistics and

2 KBP (K. Burke letter copy to J.C. Ransom, 10 March 1946).

9 Wellek, R. “The Main Trends of Twentieth-Century Criticism.” Yale Review 51:1
(1961): 109.

% KBP (M. Goldberg letters to K. Burke, 1 March 1949, 17 Mar. 1949).
65 “New England Meeting.” CEA Critic 11:6 (1949): 6-7.
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stylistics”*—in simple terms, a focus on words—was the true path for the
literary critic. Burke, however, would always add that the purpose for this
analysis was a clearer understanding not only of literature but of the world.

Wellek, then, should have been at least among Burke’s copious
correspondents, if not his friend. And yet, he was not. Burke did not engage
with Wellek’s work, and Wellek, the few times he addressed Burke’s work,
was superficial or openly negative. In his piece for the Yale Review, he
wrote that Burke was a New Critic who combined “Marxism, psychoanaly-
sis, and anthropology with semantics in order to devise a system of human
behavior and motivation which uses literature only as a document or illus-
tration” and whose method was “ a baffling phantasmagoria of bloodless
categories.”® Perhaps unsurprisingly, this generated a vigorous 16-page
response from Burke to the editor of the journal. Wellek replied to him
privately, labelling Burke a philosopher and adding, “Nor do I contradict
myself if I deplore the lack of collaboration between the New Critics and
modern linguistics and still refuse to accept your specific philosophy of
language.”®® Burke’s initial draft of a reply drips with indignation at being
misunderstood:

When critics start attacking one another along [the] lines [of being too
abstract], it’s a good time to recall the proverb of the pot and the kettle....
My slogan is: Better read one book ten times than ten books once. But while
I am stumbling through one book once, your chosen task must require you
to have raced competently through at least half a hundred....Under such
conditions, as you indicate, sixteen pages of ‘painsful’ minutiae may be
needed to correct the false impressions which your efficient generalizing
method can pack into one short paragraph.®

It seems probable that this Christmas Eve response was never sent. Instead,
two days later, Burke sent a short note commenting that he had decided
not to add to his original 16-page response, since he seemed unlikely to
change Wellek’s mind, and instead hoped only that when Wellek wrote of
him again, he would contact Burke, who would be happy to help with his
“bafflement,” as he “dared tell” himself that their problem was simply one

% Wellek, R. “The Main Trends of Twentieth-Century Criticism™: 118.
57 Tbid.: 109.

% KBP (R. Wellek letter to K. Burke, 14 December 1961).

% KBP (K. Burke letter draft to R. Wellek, 24 December 1961).
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of misunderstanding’®—in essence, the same tack he took with his earlier
disagreements with Tate and Ransom. This time, however, rapprochement
would not be the result. Ten years later, Wellek wrote another long “baf-
fled” essay on Burke for the Sewanee Review and Burke responded with
a long piece on Wellek in the Michigan Quarterly Review.”' Both men
wondered whether the other’s method was at all valid and could yield any
true insights. Perhaps, as Burke wrote in that never-sent 1961 letter, “Our
interests are so unlike, I do not dare hope to win your approval.””

But I believe their interests were not so dissimilar; that in fact
Wellek and Burke were pursuing in many ways a similar project—the mar-
riage of formal literary criticism with linguistics, the aesthetics of the New
Criticism with the scientific understanding of general semantics, modern
linguistics, and for Burke even the terministic orientations of the social
sciences.

These similarities were perhaps most evident early in their respec-
tive careers, in Wellek’s first article published in an American journal, the
Southern Review, in 1942, and which I believe may have unconsciously
influenced Burke at a critical juncture in his development of the drama-
tism of 4 Grammar of Motives. In “The Mode of Existence of a Literary
Work of Art,” Wellek took on the prevailing dichotomies of the literary
critics of his day: the New Critical focus on the intrinsic (and therefore
timeless) nature of a poem as opposed to both the biographical focus on
earlier literary scholars and the contextual/message driven focus of Marx-
ist critics. Both scholars and Marxists, in other words, were focused on the
extrinsic, or time bound, nature of the poem. Wellek argued for a third way,
a Burkean “falling on the bias” approach that transcended the two seem-
ingly dichotomous perspectives. “A real poem,” wrote Wellek, “must be
conceived as a system of norms” which it was the reader’s (and critic’s) job
to “extract” from each poem, such that all the norms together would make
up not one but a system of norms, or values, “realized only partially in the
actual experience of its many readers.”” What, Wellek asks, is the “actual
mode of existence” of a poem? Between the “Charybdis of Platonism and

70 KBP (K. Burke letter copy to R. Wellek, 26 December 1961).

71 See Wellek, R. “Kenneth Burke and Literary Criticism.” Sewanee Review 79
(1971): 171-188; Burke, K. “As I Was Saying.” Michigan Quarterly Review 11 (1972):
9-27.

2 KBP (K. Burke letter draft to R. Wellek, 24 December 1961).

3 Wellek, R. “The Mode of Existence of a Literary Work of Art.” Southern Review
7 (1942): 745-46.
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the Scyll a of extreme nominalism” there is a work which is neither “an
empirical fact...of any individual or group,” nor “an ideal changeless
object.” It is “accessible only though individual experience, but it is not
identical with any experience.”’* It is historical: “It was created at a certain
point in time and...is subject to change and even complete destruction.””
Literature was not timeless, as the New Critics asserted, nor was it entire-
ly bound to the time and place of its authorship, as the literary scholars
would have it. Each work was instead “ a system of [implicit] norms...
which have to be extracted from every individual experience of a work
of art and together make up the genuine work of art as a whole.””® Thus,
a poem was both “time-bound”—created at a particular moment and made
concrete each time it was read/enacted—and “timeless”—endowed with
“some fundamental structure of identity since its creation,” such that, for
all its changes through the centuries, we still call the Odyssey, Odyssey.””
As a scholar of literary history, Wellek necessarily believed that literature
does have a history. As he had put it in a book chapter the year before,
it is not eternally, simultaneously present, even if “there is a distinction
between that which is historical and past and that which is historical and
still somehow present....To speak of ‘eternity’ is merely an expression of
the fact that the process of interpretation, criticism, and appreciation [the
subjects of literary history] has never been completely interrupted and is
likely to continue indefinitely.””®

Burke, who read and published in the Southern Review and cor-
responded with Brooks and Warren, its editors, surely would have read
and agreed with Wellek’s points. Literature was timelessly historical, on
the bias between Marxist context and aesthetic form—and here was this
new European critic agreeing with him, stating it in a new way. Although
Wellek is uncredited, Burke seems to have picked up Wellek’s argument
the following year in an article in Accent entitled “The Problem of the
‘Intrinsic,”” in which he noted that his new methodology—what would
become dramatism—examined a poem’s extrinsic qualities as an object
created by an author in a particular historical scene, as well as its intrinsic

™ Tbid.: 752.

> Ibid.: 751.

76 Ibid.: 745-46.

7 Tbid.: 752.

8 Wellek, R. “Literary History.” Literary Scholarship: Its Aims and Methods, ed.
N. Foerster. Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1941: 120.
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qualities as a timeless statement. Neo-Aristotelian critics like R. S. Crane,
he said, give critics the choice of poem as exemplar or poem as object. But
what if poem were considered as act? This would not

slight the nature of the poem as object. For a poem is a constitutive act—
and after the act of its composition by a poet who had acted in a particular
temporal scene, it survives as an objective structure, capable of being
examined in itself, in temporal scenes quite different from the scene of its
composition, and by agents quite different from the agent who originally

enacted it.”’

By considering the poem as an act, not an artifact, a kind of living record,
Burke’s dramatism would enable the examination of a poem’s intrinsic
and extrinsic features, its eternal and temporal elements. A poem was not
a timeless entity that one could study inductively, as R.S. Crane wanted,
“apart from any a priori assumptions about the nature of poetry in gener-
al”® because the “inductions” one came to in such a study were necessarily
deduced from the nature of the language or terminology employed.

Both Burke and Wellek believed that, in Wellek’s terms, a “system
of language” was not a fiction but a real thing, even if empirically im-
measurable.’! For Burke, the reality of words meant that their study could
extend far beyond the understanding of poem. As Robert Wess notes, his
“rhetorical realism” meant that, just as sociologists might study human
social interactions to determine motivation, wordsmiths must study
human verbal interactions.® If they “measured” the words used against
certain norms, as did literary critics like Wellek, then they would better
understand human motivations. The measurement apparatus would have
to be as ambiguous and linguistic as the words themselves—hence his
dramatistic methodology, *“ a synoptic way [for humans] to talk about their
talk-about.”®

The focus on a symbolic action interacting with history—what
Burke would call the act/scene ratio—would become the central tenet of

" Burke, K. “The Problem of the Intrinsic.” Accent 3 (1943): 80-94. Reprinted
in A Grammar of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1969: 165-84.

80 Ibid.: 86.
81 Wellek, R. “The Mode of Existence of a Literary Work of Art”: 751.

82 Wess, R. “Situating Burke’s Thought.” Conversations, KB Journal 1:1 (2005).
Online at https://kbjournal.org/node/79

8 Burke, K. 4 Grammar of Motives. New York: Prentice-Hall, 1945: 56.
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his emerging dramatistic theory over the remainder of the war years and
beyond. It was a more rhetorical, more pragmatic understanding of the act/
scene interaction than the other literary critics were willing to accept—
language as a constitutive act that, as Wess says, developed between the
extremes of Enlightenment science and Romantic aesthetics:

In the old paradigm, subject and object interact, the interaction produces
a discourse, and enlightenment or romantic criteria determine whether to
place trust in the discourse. In the new, trust is placed in the interaction
among discourses more than in single discourses, the basis of the trust be-
ing neither enlightenment certainty nor romantic authenticity but rhetorical
sayability.®

This focus on the interaction among discourses, the ongoing debate,
was what Burke saw as the necessary response to the monologue of author-
itarian fascism. Rather than the certainty of the single voice speaking for
all, he celebrated the “wrangle of the parliament,” where the conflicting
interests of various groups were set one against the other to come to some
as-yet-undetermined plan of action.® In such a “wrangle,” it would be easy
to envision the abandonment of norms for the free-for-all of relativism,
as all interests debated equally—but here again Wellek’s insistence on the
non-universal but still normative “system” of literature may have helped
Burke to concretize his ideas of a non-relativistic celebration of multiple
perspectives. “The system of norms is growing and changing and will re-
main, in some sense, always incompletely and imperfectly realized,” Wellek
wrote. But this did not mean that all readings were equal. “A hierarchy of
viewpoints, a criticism of the grasp of norms is implied in the concept of
the adequacy of interpretation. All relativism is ultimately defeated by the
recognition that the Absolute is in the relative, though not finally and fully
in it.”%” The hierarchy of interacting viewpoints was to become Burke’s
climactic anecdote in A Grammar of Motives, the summing up of his ideas
as he turned his literary analysis most fully toward human motivations.

8 Wess, R. Kenneth Burke: Rhetoric, Subjectivity, Postmodernism. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 1996: 4.

85 Burke, K. The Philosophy of Literary Form: 200.
86 Wellek, R. “The Mode of Existence of a Literary Work of Art”: 753.
87 Thyi
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Conclusion: Burke’s Constitutive Rhetoric

Burke’s sense of the sheer power of language, then, combined with
his lifelong attention to the social scene around him, made it inevitable that
he would move beyond the literary analysis of his academician friends.
At the end of the Grammar, he turned his lens on the U.S. Constitution
as a constitutive act— a document that as written is normative, intrinsic,
eternally timeless, even as it is also historicized through continual extrinsic
reinterpretation in both policy and law. He wrote that debates over the inter-
pretation of the Constitution have historically swung between strict textual
(intrinsic) and broader contextual (extrinsic) interpretations, but to “cut
across this on the bias...would require a more complex procedure, as the
Court would test [ a newly desired] measure by reference to all the wishes
in the Constitution....[with] explicit reference to a hierarchy among the
disjunct wishes.”® The norms of the Constitution remain constant, but their
relative importance shifts depending upon the historical moment, while
this resultant new hierarchy of actions is simultaneously always judged
against the eternal norms of the body as a whole by those who recognize
that “the Absolute is in the relative, though not finally and fully in it.”
The choices one necessarily makes in prioritizing Constitutional “wishes”
are ironic, incongruous, and composed of many sub-certainties—each of
which, even the most seemingly antagonistic, is constituted by language
and contributes something to the ambiguous certainty of the action chosen.

Such an ambiguous understanding of hierarchies and norms, forged in
literary analysis, could in turn be applied to the “wrangle” of parliamentary
debate of any kind. For instance, Jiirgen Habermas’s project of international
relations requires dialogue rather than unilateralism to produce action, and
his project calls for a “constitutional” collaboration in which the enforce-
ment of two global values (or norms)—peace and human rights—at the
supranational level is combined with the laws, treaties, contracts, etc., that
define working relations at the transnational level. The key condition for

94 66

Habermas’s “constitutional” alternative, drawn directly from his language
theories, is that such a constitutionalized system needs “‘indirect ‘backing’
from the kinds of democratic processes of opinion- and will-formation that
can only be fully institutionalized within constitutional states.”® That is,

a constitutional project in international relations needs backing from the

8 Burke, K. 4 Grammar of Motives: 380.

8 Habermas, J. The Divided West, ed. and trans. C. Cronin. Malden, MA: Polity
Press, 2005: 141.
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world community of opinion communicating together in the struggle to
find common ground by hierarchizing norms and values in what Burke
would see as the “wrangle of the parliament.” Habermas believed that this
project of ongoing, action-oriented debate legitimizes global decisions,
while Burke’s dramatism provides the methodology and his falling on the
bias stance (and comic corrective)® provide the attitude necessary for such
eristic debate to occur. As Burke predicted back in 1943, in yet another
literary journal, in a postwar era that “still further intensifies the degree of
interchange among the various cultures and subcultures of the world, this
mediating attitude of mind will be all the more necessary.”!

Burke’s rhetoric, then, his call to look critically at the world around
us and work to understand human motivations through an analysis of
verbal exchanges, was based in his own verbal exchanges with the broad
swath of literary critics who upended criticism in the mid-20" century.
Indeed, his influence continued into the next generation of critics as well:
the postcolonial critic Edward Said was among those who noted that in
Burke’s “huge output, many of the issues and methods currently engaging
the French were first discussed.”®* His attempts to be understood by his
friends, correspondents, and even nemeses make for what often seem to
students of rhetoric today as long and confusing sidetracks from his social
analyses. But for Burke it was the conversations around these literary texts
that led him to continually expand upon the very theories for which he is
known. For this reason, it seems fair to say that without New Criticism
there would be no New Rhetoric, while without the insights of New Rheto-
ric, critical analysis in general—of texts or of the world—would look quite
different.

% See George, A. Kenneth Burke’s Permanence and Change. Columbia, SC:

University of South Carolina Press, 2018.

! Burke, K. “The Tactics of Motivation.” Chimera 2:1 (1943): 39.

%2 Said, E. The World, the Text, and the Critic. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
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Crusen MANY

110 CJIEAAM MBbBICJIU XPUCTUAHCKOI'O
OK3UCTEHIHNAJIU3MA:
CBOBO/IA B JIOI'OJIOI'MN BEPKA 1Y JOCTOEBCKOI'O
B MHTEPITPETALIMN BEP/ISIEBA®

Annomauusn: Jloronorust Kennera bepka — nomnsiTka npuOIN3UTHCS K HOHUMAHUIO TOTO,
KaK JIIOJIM UCIIONB3YIOT si3bIK (Bepk Ha3bIBaeT 3TO «CHMBOJINYECKHM JICHCTBHEM)
1 KaK UCIIONB30BaTh SI3bIK, YTOOBI OCMBICIISATH Pa3JIMYHbIC ACIIEKTHI YeJI0BEUECKOM
JIESITEIBHOCTH, B TOM YMCJIE€ aKT MHTEpIpeTaluy. JTO AUaIEKTUYECKasl MbICIb,
B KOTOPO#l CXOISITCS PUTOPHKA KaK CHOCOO HCIIOIb30BAaHMs SI3bIKAa M MHTEPIIpE-
Talus Kak akT ocMbicieHus. B «Putopuke penurun» bepk ommpaercst Ha cBOIO
TATOTEIOLLYIO K PEJIUTUU JIOTOJIOTUIO IS TOJIKOBAaHUSL CUMBOJIMYECKUX JIeHcTBUI 1
Ha CUMBOJIMYECKHE NEHCTBUS — JUIsl TOJIKOBaHUs Teojoruu. Ty jxe puTopuko-rep-
MEHEBTHUECKYIO CTPATErHio, MPEANOararollyo NepeHoC CI0B [0 aHAJIOTHU U3
OZIHOM cephl B APYTYIO, OT OJHOTO 3HAUCHUsSI K Ipyromy, bepk npoeuupyer u Ha
Jpyrue BU/bI HHTEepIpeTauy. Takas TakTuKa — OfuH U3 croco6oB bepka nqymarsb
BMECTEe C JpYIMMHU aBTOpPaMH U MX TEKCTaMu. B Hacrosiiem 3cce Ha Marepuae
HEKOTOPBIX OIyOJIMKOBAaHHBIX M HEOIyOJIIMKOBAaHHBIX paboT Bepka mokaszaHo, kak
OH CIe[yeT 3a MBIC/IBIO XPUCTHAHCKOIo 3K3ucTeHuuanu3Ma Hukonas bepasesa
u @.M. JlocToeBCKOro, 0COOCHHO 3a UX Pa3MbIIIICHUSIME O cBoOoze. Cremys 3a
Mblcibo beprsesa, bepk comnamaercs ¢ yTBepsKICHUEM PYCCKOTO PEITUIHO3HOIO
¢unocoda o 3HauUMocTH cBoOO0aBI. CaM akT CBOOOIBI, XyI0KECTBEHHO N300pa-
JKeHHBIN JIOCTOCBCKMM M OMHCAaHHbBIN bep/sieBbIM, cOCTaBIIsIET cepLeBUuHy chop-
MYJIUPOBaHHON bepkoM Teopun cUMBOJIMYECKOTO ICHCTBUS, €ro JpaMaTiu3Ma u, B
KOHEYHOM cuete, ero joronorun. CBo6oaa — He0OX0ANMOe yCIIOBUE ACHCTBHS Ue-
JIOBEKA B IPOTHBOBEC MEXaHMYECKOMY JBHIKEHHUIO, @ C80O0OHAs 605 — IOTHIHBIH
BBIBOJI U3 LIMPKYJISILUK TOHSTHIL, KOTOpast 3aJI0JKeHA B HePAPXUH, IPE/ICTABICHHON
Bepkom B «Putopuke peaurum.

Knrouesvie cnosa: Kennet bepk, Hukonaii bepnses, @.M. JlocToeBckuii, cBoOOIA, JI0-
TOJIOTUsl, TEOJIOTHsl/00T0CIIOBHE, PUTOPHIECKAsi TePMEHEBTHKA.

© 2020 Crusen Maity (PhD, nouernsiii npodeccop purtopuku, Yuusepcuter Jloitona
Mbpumaynr, Jloc-AHpKenec; mo4eTHbIi npodeccop aHIINICKOro U CPaBHUTEIb-
HOTO JuTeparypoBeneHus, Yuuepcuter Kammdopuun, Mpsaitn; Kamudopaus,
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Abstract: Kenneth Burke’s logology is a way of thinking about how to understand the use
of language—what he calls “symbolic action”—and how to use language to make
sense of various human practices, including interpretive acts. This is a dialectic in
thought between rhetoric as language-use and interpretation as making-sense. In
The Rhetoric of Religion Burke’s theotropic logology uses theology to interpret
symbolic action and symbolic action to interpret theology. Burke extends to other
interpretive projects this same rhetorical-hermeneutic strategy of analogically
translating words from one domain into another, from one meaning into another.
This strategy is one way Burke thinks with other authors and their texts. The
present essay uses some of Burke’s published and unpublished work to show how
he thinks with the Christian Existentialism of Nicholas Berdyaev and Fyodor
Dostoevsky, especially on the topic of freedom. In his thinking with Berdyaev,
Burke agrees with the Russian theo-philosopher about the importance of freedom.
Indeed, the act of freedom, dramatized in Dostoevsky and described by Berdyaev,
forms the very center of Burke’s theory of symbolic action, his Dramatism and
ultimately his Logology. Freedom is the condition of possibility for human action
as opposed to mere motion, and free will is the necessary product of the cycle of
terms implicit in the idea of hierarchical order presented in Burke’s The Rhetoric
of Religion.
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«Ecnu “reosioruto” Mbl ompenensieM Kak “‘cioBa o bore”, To mon
“nmoroyorueit” cieayeT MOHUMATh “‘CIIOBA O CJIOBaX », — TAK HAYMHACTCS
npenucioBue K kaure bepka «Putopuka penuruu. VccnenoBanus mo jo-
ronorun» (The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology), HanucaHHOW UM
B 1961 rony. 3areM bepk poBOJUT €l1ie HECKOJIBKO HaXOAUUBBIX Iapajuie-
Tel MeXay JBYMs 3TUM 00JacTsIMH, pa3padarbiBasi CBOEro poaa pUTopuye-
CKYIO T€pPMEHEBTHUKY MBILUICHUA. [ 0BOps 0 pumopuueckoii 2epmenesmuxe,
s IMEI0 B BUJYy TUAJIEKTHUYECKYIO MBICIb, B KOTOPOW CXOISTCS pUTOpPHUKA
KaK CII0Cco0 UCTIOIb30BaHUS SI3bIKA M MHTSPIIPETAIMS KaK aKT OCMBICTICHHUS .
Jloronorust bepka — nomeITKa MPUOIU3UTHCS K TOHUMAHUIO TOTO, KaK JIFOIH
UCTONB3YyIOT s13bIK (Bepk, Kak M3BECTHO, HA3bIBAET 3TO «CUMBOJIUYECKUM
JIEHCTBUEMY), U KaK UCIOJIb30BaTh PUTOPUKY, YTOOBI OCMBICIATH pas3iny-
HBIE ACIMEKTHl YEJIOBEYECKOW J1eATeNbHOCTH, B TOM YHUCIIE aKT MHTEpIpe-
tauuu. B «Puropuxe penurun» bepk onupaercs Ha CBOI TATOTEIOIIYIO
K PEJINTUU JIOTOJIOTHIO /JIsl TOJKOBAHUSI CUMBOJMYECKUX JAEHCTBUN M Ha
CHMBOJIMYECKHE NEHCTBUS — JUIsl TOJIKOBAHUS TeoJornu. Ecinu roBoputh
Oosee KOHKpPETHO, bepk paccMaTpuBaeT coaep)kaHUE PEIUTUU UCKIIOUU-
TEJbHO KaK IPEeIMET PUTOPUKHU, IIOTOMY YTO «PEJIUTHO3HbIE KOCMOTOHUU
YCTPOECHBI... KaK BCECTOPOHHE MPOlyMaHHbIE PUTOPUUECKUE MOACIIID IS
00BSICHEHHS BCEJICHHON, U TBOPYECKU HCIOIB3YET PEIMTHO3HBIC TE3HCHI
o mpupoae bora kak «4MCTO CBETCKME HAOIIONEHHUS KacaTelIbHO IPUpPO-
Ibl c106»’. Bepk, aenas akeHT Ha MOCIEIHEW CTPAaTerHd TOJKOBAHHS,
YTBEPIKIACT, UTO «B TOH Mepe, B KaKOH pPeIUTHO3Has TOKTPHUHA BepOasibHa,
ee IpUpo/Ia He MOKET He ONIPE/IeIIAThCS BepOanu3aIuei, a B Tl Mepe, B Ka-
KOU peNMruo3Hasi JOKTPUHA MPETCHIyeT Ha MOJHOTY, BCEOOBEMITIOIINMU

' Cwm. Mailloux, Steven. Rhetoric s Pragmatism: Essays in Rhetorical Hermeneutics.

University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2017. [Ipyrue mpumepst
U MOSICHEHUs1 CM. B pabotax: Reconceptualizing American Literary/Cultural Studies:
Rhetoric, History, and Politics in the Humanities, ed. William E. Cain. New York: Garland,
1996; Reception Study: From Literary Theory to Cultural Studies, eds. James L. Machor
and Philip Goldstein. New York: Routledge, 2001; Mauy C. CpaBHeHHe: TiepBasi BCTpeya,
STHOLEHTPU3M U MEXKyJIbTypHas kommyHukanust / Ilep. ¢ anrmi. [I. XapuroHoBa //
LleHHOCTH, KaHOHBI, IIEHBI: TEKCT KaK CPEICTBO MEKKYIBTYpHOr0 oOMeHa. Marepuais
VII ©ynbpaiitoBckoii rymanuTapHoi stetHel mxonsl / [Tox pexn. T.J1. BenexnkroBoii. M.
WznarensctBo MI'Y, 2005. C. 14-29; Drong, Leszek. Disciplining the New Pragmatism:
Theory, Rhetoric, and the Ends of Literary Study. Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2007; and
Mailloux, Steven. “Rhetoric.” The Bloomsbury Handbook of Literary and Cultural
Theory, ed. Jeffrey R. Di Leo. London: Bloomsbury, 2019: 102—-111.

2 Burke, Kenneth. The Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology [1961]. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1970: v, 1.
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JIOJDKHBI OBITh U €€ CIIOCOOBI WILTIOCTPUPOBATh BEpOaIbHbIE MPUHIIUIIBIN?,
WupiMu cioBamMu, u3yvasi cioBa o bore, Mbl OTKpoeM 117151 ce0s1 MHOXKECTBO
CJIOB O CJIOBaXx.

[TpoBoast mapamienn Mexay Teoloruei u joromoruei, bepk B Bo-
npoce 00 UCTUHHOCTH PEITUTHO3HOTO YUYCHHUS OCTACTCsl arHOCTUKOM: «BHe
3aBUCHMOCTH OT TOTO, peajbHa JH CYLIHOCTh, UMeHyeMas “‘borom”, nmm
9TO JIMLIB KJIIOUeBask KaTeropus B CUCTEME MOHATHH, cloBa “0 HeM” J0JIK-
HBI 0OHAPYKUTH CBOIO MPHPOIY Kak cOOCTBEHHO cioBay. [1o mpiciu bepka,
«IMHTBUCTHYCCKYIO aHAIOTHIO» HJIen bora MOKHO yCMOTPETh «B MPUPOJIE
m000T0 MMEHH WM HAa3BaHUS», KOTOPOE «OOBEAMHSCT MHOrooOpasme
KOHKPETHBIX XapaKTePUCTHK B OJHOM CJIOBE (Kak B cilyyae C 3arjlaBueM
KHUTM, UMEHEM YeJIOBeKa WJIM Ha3BaHMEM HOJUTHYECKOTO IBUIKEHHSA).
Jroboe obobmaromniee MOHATHE TAKOTO POJA BBITIOJIHICT T€ ke (QYHKIIHH,
410 cioBo “Bor”»*. B apyrom MecTte OH pa3BHBAaeT 3Ty aHAJIOTHIO, 0000-
uieHHo (opmynupys cBoi moaxon: «Ecmu AucensM [KenTepOepuiickuid]
roBopui 00 “OHTOJOrHYecKoil HeoOxoaumocTu ObiTus bora”, Mbl cTpouM
CBOIO apryMEHTALMI0O Ha TaKOM jkK€ JIMHIBUCTUYECKOH HEOOXOAMMOCTHU
CyIEeCTBOBaHUS 0000MAONINX “00KECTBEHHBIX” UMEH. [...] A KOJIb CKOPO
YEIIOBEK, XKMBOTHOE, HCIOJNB3YIOIMIEE CIIOBA, MEPEBOAUT OECCIOBECHYIO
MIPUPOJYy HA CBOHM YesoBe4YeCKUI BepOalbHBIN S3bIK, pa3Be HE CIEIyeT U3
3TOrO, YTO ecmecmeo sl HEro OKMBAET 3a CUET sI3bIKa B TOM ke Mepe, YT
U HEUTO C8EPXbeCmecmeennoe?»’.

B mannOM cirygae bepk omupaeTcst Ha 00IIyI0 CTPYKTYPY JOTOIOTHH
Y TIOHSITHIHBIE MEXaHU3MBI, B CHJTy KOTOPBIX JIFOJIA UCTIONB3YIOT CHMBOJIBI
no ananoruu. Kak nosicusier bepk, «cymectByer deTbipe chepbl, K KOTO-

3 Ibid.: 1.

* Ibid.: 2-3.

5 Burke, Kenneth. “What Are the Signs of What? A Theory of ‘Entitlement’.”
Language as Symbolic Action: Essays on Life, Literature, and Method. Berkeley,
CA: University of California Press, 1966: 378. Xots bepk mponomkaer MBICIHTH 110
QHAJIOTUH, PaHEee OH OIPe/IeNNII «O0KEeCTBEHHbIE UMEHaY (god-terms) HECKOIbKO HHAYe —
KaK «cJ0Ba, 0003HAYAIOINIHe TEPBONPHYNHBI MOTHBOBY» U MPHUBEN B KadeCTBE IPUMeEpa
«IByX TJIABHBIX 0000IIAOMMX HACH, KOTOpPBIE ONPECISIOT KaueCTBO MOTHBOBY,
«cBOOOIY» M «HEOOXOMUMOCTB». HeCKONbKMMH CTpaHWIAMK II03KE OH OTMEJaerT,
YTO WHTEPHpETalysi JCHCTBUS MOXET MEHSTHCS B 3aBHCHMOCTH OT IPOH3BOJIBHOTO
BBIOOpA KOHTEKCTA, B KOTOPBIN MBI €T0 IIOMEIIAeM, B CChIIaeTCs Ha Snu30/ n3 «bparsen
Kapama30BbIX», B KOTOPOM CKJIOHHBIM K MUCTHKE AJemia «“0TpULIaeT” NpeIoKeHHOe
Mureli TOJIKOBaHHE MPOUCXOIAIIEro». AJeia CMOTPHUT Ha JIIOOOBHBIC MEPEKUBAHUS
cBOEro Opara CKBO3b PU3MY «BBICLIEI0 CHHTE3a» TPAHCLEHJCHTHOU penuru. [Burke,
Kenneth. 4 Grammar of Motives [1945]. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1969: 74, 84-85.]
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PBIM MOTYT OTHOCHUTKCS CIIOBa»: IPUPOHAs, BepOabHasl, COLUATBHO-TIO-
JIUTUYECKAsl U CBEPXbeCTECTBEHHAA. JII0IM TOCTOSHHO IEPEHOCAT CJIOBA U3
OIHOM c(epsl B APYTyI0, HAIPUMEp, U3 COLNAIBHO-ITOTUTHIECKOH B MIPHU-
ponmHyI0 (TbBa HA3BIBAIOT «I[AapeM 3Bepeil») M HaoOOpOT, U3 MPHPORHOU
B corranbHO-onuTHaeckyto (I'enpux 11 [ImantareneT npeacTaeT Kak «JieB
3uMoii»). OgHako bepk yaenser oco6oe BHUMaHME 3aMMCTBOBAHUIO CIIOB
JUIs 0003HAUEHUsI CBEPXbECTECTBEHHBIX (PeHOMEHOB: «Eciu gaxe npeamno-
JI0KHTh, 4YTO 00JIACTh CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOTO ACHCTBUTEIBHO Cyuecmayent,
BCE PaBHO €106d, K KOTOPBIM MBI ITpHOETaeM, 9TOOB TOBOPUTH O HEH, MBI
HEH30€XKHO 3aUMCTBYEM U3 TeX, KOTOPBIMU MOIb3yeMCs /ISl OIIUCAHUS TPEX
JIpyrux cdep: NpUPOJHOH, COLUANBHO-NIOIUTUYECKOH U BepOanbHOil (1,
roBOpsI IIUPE, CHMBOJIUYECKON, IOTOMY 4TO Ha CUMBOJIMYECKHX CHCTEMaX
TaK¥kKe MIOCTPOECHBI My3bIKa, TAHEL], 5)KUBOIIUCH, APXUTEKTYPA, CHIELIUATbHbIN
TEPMHHOJIOTMYECKHUIl anmapar pa3in4HbIX HayK U Tak panee»®. CBoii Te3uc
0 TePMUHOJIOTHYECKOIl 3aBHCUMOCTH bepk oToOpakaeT Ha MPUBEACHHON
HIDKE cxeMe’' BepTUKaJIbHON JIMHHEH, OTJeNsIonel CBepXbecTeCTBEHHOEe
OT TpeX Apyrux o0nacTei:

natural
order

supernatural
order

sociopolitical
order

Cnesa Hanpago: obnacmv npupooHo20 — 001ACmb 8epOATLHO2O —
061acmsb COYyuanbHO-NOTUMULECKO20 — 00ACTb C8EPXbECMECTMEEHHO20.

B «Putopuke penurum» bepk oOpammaercss K «aHAJIOTHH MEXIY
“cioBamu” (¢ ManeHbKoi OyKkBbI) 1 Ci10BOM (JIorocom) ¢ 60IbII0M OYKBBI»®.
[lepenoc Mo aHanOTWH, OIMSTH KE, MPOUCXOAUT B 00OMX HANPABICHUAX:
CBETCKUE MOHSITHUS U3 O0NACTH COIMATbHO-TIOIMTHYECKOTO HCIIOIB3YIOTCS

¢ Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 15.

7 Bocnponssogures no: Burke, Kenneth. “What Are the Signs of What?” Language
as Symbolic Action. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1966: 374. braronapto
OnTtoHM U Maiikna bepkoB, KOTOpbIE pa3pellmii MHE BOCIIPOM3BECTU HAPHCOBAHHYIO
bepkoMm cxeMy TEpMHHOJIOTHYECKHX NUPAMUA M TPUBECTH IMTAThl U3 HEW3TAHHBIX
counHennii bepka. Kpome toro, st xoren Obl modmarogapute ux u Jxynu Yutakep 3a
Cep/IeYHOe TOCTENPHHUMCTBO, C KAKUM OHM BCTPEYAINM MEHS BO BPEMsI MOHMX BH3UTOB
B jeTHUN KoTTemxk bepka B Annosepe, mtar Hpro-/Ixepcu, a takxe Ixeka u Jlungy
3emnbiep, Omarogapsi KOTOPBIM 3TH BU3UTHI COCTOSUIHCH.

8 Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 7.
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10 OTHOLIEHUIO K CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOMY, a 3aT€M CHOBA 3aMMCTBYIOTCS U3
cepbl CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOTO Ul 0003HAYCHUS 3CTETHUECKUX SBICHUN
B c(hepe COIMAIBHOTO (KaK gratis — «0e3BO3ME3THO» U grace — «Onaronars,
MUJIOCTb, TOTOBHOCTb, U3SIIECTBOY).

Bepk npoenupyer cBO pUTOPUKO-TrepMEHEBTUUECKUNM METO Iepe-
HOCa CJIOB TI0 aHAJIOTUU U3 OHOH 001aCTH B IPYTYI0, U3 OJHOTO KOHTEKCTa
B Jpyroil U Ha MHbIE NPOLECCHl UHTepHnpeTannu. Takas TakTHKa — OAMH
u3 crnoco6oB bepka 1ymars BMecTe ¢ JpyTMMH aBTOpPAaMH U UX TEKCTaMH.
B nacrosmeM scce Ha Marepuane HEKOTOPBIX OMyOJMKOBAaHHBIX U HEOITY-
O1MKOBaHHBIX paboT bepka moka3zaHo, Kak OH CIIEAYET 3a MBICTIBIO XPUCTH-
aHcKoro sk3ucrenuuanusma Hukonas bepasesa u @.M. Jlocroesckoro,
0COOEHHO 32 UX Pa3MBIIUIEHUSIMH O CBOOOIE.

* ok %k

B utome 1956 roma 6orocnoB Crannm Xommep W3 YHHUBEPCHUTETA
Hpro nmpurnacun bepka B cienyromeM yueOHOM oy MpOYUTaTh JEKINIO
Ha BBIIYCKHOM KOJUIOKBHYME, a KPOME TOrO, MOMPOCHJI €ro Hammcarb
PEIeH3HIO Ha KHUTY « XpUCTHAHCTBO U dK3UCTeHIUanucTe (Christianity
and the Existentialists) nns xxypHana Drew Gateway. bepk npuHsin o0a
npemtoxkenus’. Temy CBOEH JIEKI[MH, KOTOPYIO OH MPOYHTAN B Jekabpe
1956 roma, on chopmynupoBan kak «Cnoa u Cnoo» (Words and the
Word), BIOCIEICTBHY HAIMCaB Ha €€ OCHOBE IEPBYIO NaBy «Putopuku
penuruny. C peneH3neil Ha KHUTY BCE CIOKWIOCH, TI0-BUANMOMY, HE TaK
ynauHo. B nmuuHol OuOimoreke bepka B jomMe ero cembu B AHIOBEpE,
mrar Hero-/I)xepcu, 10 cuX MOp XpaHUTCS IK3EMIULIP «XPUCTHAHCTBA
U DK3UCTEHIIUAIUCTOBY U €ro MOMEeTaMH, a Cpelu ero Oymar oOHapyKu-
JIOCh HECKOJIBKO OTIIEYaTAHHBIX CTPAHUI] TEKCTA M PYKOIUCHBIX HAOPOCKOB
K pereH3uu'’, KOTOPYH OH, BEPOSTHO, Tak M He Hamucan. [lo kpaiiHeit
Mepe, B CIeAytolue stk et B Drew Gateway HaredaraHa oHa He Obuia''.

% Stanley Hopper to Kenneth Burke. 16 July 1956; Burke to Hopper, 27 July 1956.
Kenneth Burke Papers, Special Collections Library, Pennsylvania State University

Libraries, State College.

10 I[GBSITL CTpaHull TEKCTa, OTIICYAaTAaHHOIO0 Ha MAUIMHKE, W PYKOIHCHBLIC

YEpHOBUKH XPaHATCS B AHIOBEpE B KOHBEpTE ¢ HOMEpoM «N19» 1 moanuceio «3aMeTKu
0 “XpHUCTUAHCTBE U IKZUCTEHLHUAIUCTaX ». Huke nuTarbl U3 MalIMHOMKMCHOTO TEKCTa

JIaHbI B CTaThE C HpPIHPICKOﬁ «M. T.» U YKa3aHUEM HOMEpPaA CTPAHULIBI.

" Takoii penensun mer u B pasgene «Pmnocodus» B kuure: Burke, Kenneth.

Equipment for Living: The Literary Reviews of Kenneth Burke, eds. Nathaniel A. Rivers
and Ryan P. Weber. West Lafayette, IN: Parlor Press, 2010.
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CBou MalllMHOMHCHBIE 3aMeTKU bepk HaunHaeT ¢ moxsajbl MeTadu-
3MKE U TEOJIOTUHU — HEe KaK MPaBAMBBIM KapTHHAM NEPBUYHOM peantbHOCTH,
a KaKk «000CHOBAaHHBIM BBICKA3BIBAHUSIM, KOTOPBIMH MOYKHO BOCXHIIATHCS
3a CKPYNYJIE3HOCTh M IMAPOTY MBICIH, 32 UX HAJICKTHYECKYIO OTTOYCH-
HOCTb, 332 BIIyMYHUBOCTh, C KAKOH OHHM ydaT HAC OTHOCUTKCS K MpodiieMam
OBITHS», a TJIABHOE — 334 «CMENOCTh, C KAKOH OHU JEMOHCTPHUPYIOT, YTO
MPOU3OUICT, ECIIH B3STh HA0OP KIIIOYEBBIX MOHSITHH U MOCIEIOBATEIHEHO
JBUTATHCS TYIA, KyJla OHH BeAyT». bepk moiaraet, 9To Jroau Kak )XUBOTHEIE,
HCTIONB3YIOIINE CUMBOJIBI, KHUKOTIIA HE JOCTUTHYT COBEPIICHCTBA» B U3-
YYCHHH COOCTBEHHBIX 3HAKOBBIX CHUCTEM, «KOTOPBIC UTPAIOT Ba’KHEHIIYIO
POIIb, HAPaBIIsisl HAC U cOMBast ¢ MyTH». UMEHHO TAKUMU UCCIIEJOBAHUSAMHU
3aHUMAETCs JIOTOJIOTHS — METaAUCIUILINHA, CIIOBa O ciioBax. «Paccyxnas
“JIOTOJIOTHYECKHU’, caMO CJIOBO “JIOTOJIOTHSA ’» O3HAYaeT «JJIs MBIIIJICHUS
0 SI3BIKE TO K€, YTO “MBIIIJICHUE O MBIIUICHUH M ‘“‘caMOCO3HaHHe” O3Ha-
YaroT I MeTaQu3nKu ApUcToTels U lereniss COOTBETCTBEHHO» (M. T. 1).

Jns bepka kHura «XpUCTHAHCTBO M JK3UCTCHIMAIUCTBD» MOJIHA
«dgyzec JIOTOJIOTUW», KOTOPBIE OH W OIMCHIBACT B OCTAaBIICHCS YacTh
MAIIPHOMUCHOTO YepHOBUKA. Cpenu THX «Jyldec» — W TPsSIMBbIE BBICKA-
3BIBAHUS SK3UCTCHIIMAIUCTOB O SI3BIKE M YEJIOBEUECKOM OBITHH, U HESBHO
MPUCYTCTBYIOLIUE B AUCKYPCE SK3UCTECHIIMAIN3MA TE3UCHI, KOTOphie bepk
«HU3BJIEKAET» C MOMOIIBIO CBOEH PUTOPHKO-TEPMEHEBTUYECKON CTpaTeruu
nepeHoca (QUIOCOPCKUX MOHITHH U yTBEP)KICHHH B COOCTBEHHBIH CIIO-
Bapb U «JIOTOJOTHYECKYIO» apryMEHTaluio. bepk NMPUBOAWNT IUTATYy U3
npenucioBus Kapna Mukancona: «Duocoduro, He MPUACPKUBAIOILYOCS
CO3HATENBHO B CBOCH METOAOJIOTHH Pa3rpaHUYCHHS MEXKAY PEabHOCTBIO,
MepeKMBaeMOY HaMHU Ha MPOTSHKCHUU BCEH KHU3HH, U PEATbHOCTBIO MBIC-
JIM, MEXITy OTHOIIECHHEM K PEaNbHOCTH U PAa3MBIIUICHUSIME O HEW, HENTb3s
Jajiee paccMarpuBaTh Kak 3K3HCTCHLHUAIbHYIO puiocopuion'?. Bepk 3a-
JTAETCSl BOIPOCOM: «HE CTAJIIKMBAEMCSI I MBI 3/I6Ch C OCHOBOIIOJIAraroIIeH
METOJI0JIOTHYECKOH MpoOiIeMoii», ¢ KOTOPOH HEMHHYEMO CTaJIKHUBAIOTCS
JOAM KaK >KUBOTHBIE, HMCHOJb3ytomue 3Haku? «Jlobas “dunocodus”
[0 ONPEACTICHHUIO TPENCTABIsAET cO00H BepOaNbHyI0 CTPYKTYpy. OmHaKo
Halle SMIUPHYECKOE CYIIeCTBOBaHUE OOJBIIEH YacThi0 HEBEpOAIBbHO —
WK BHEBepOaIbHO» (M. T. 2). 3aTteM bepk pa3BuBaeT 3Ty MbICIb, OTMeUas,
YTO, «IOJ ‘“‘CylIeCTBOBAaHMEM ™ SK3UCTEHLHUAIHUCT, MO BCEH BUAMMOCTH,
MOAPA3yMEBACT IHCIPONOPIHIO MEXKIY HEBEpOATbHBIM H BEpOAIBHBIM

12 Michalson, Carl. “What Is Existentialism?” Christianity and the Existentialists,
ed. Carl Michalson. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1956: 5.
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(B omMume OT “cymiecTBOBaHUS’, BepOaIbHOE CBA3AHO C “CYIIHOCTHIO”,
MOCKOJIBKY 9TO O0JIACTh ONPENEeNEeHUI, CO BCEMHU BBITCKAIOIIUMHE OTCIO/IA
OTMaCHOCTSIMHU)» (M. T. 3).

bepk omo0putensHO OT3bIBacTCst O (parMeHTax, B KOTOPhIX Mu-
KaJICOH IMUIICT O ((CHCHPIaHBHOfI TCPMHUHOJOTUHU, BEPOATHO, HCO6XOJII/IMOﬁ
¢bunocodhun», U B CBOMX YCPHOBUKAX MEPEUUCISICT MOHITHS dK3HUCTCHIIH-
AIHMCTCKOTO JHCKypca: «“YHH3HTENbHOEC CO3HAHUE HEBEIKECTBA... BHHA
U CMEpThb... OpeMs MOpajH... YyAO... JIOOOIMBITCTBO... COMHCHHE...
OTYasHUE. .. HAJICKA Ha CITACCHHUE. .. BHYTPEHHsA Ooph0Oa... TpeBora...”»
(M. T. 4, mpornycku B opuruHaine). 3arem bepk B 1yXe JIOTOJIOTHH OTMEYaeT,
9TO «IOMO0OHBIC MOHSTHUS MTOIBOIST K Pa3rOBOPY O “MUPHAIaX CMBICTIOB ),
TSHYIOIUXCS OT TEPMHUHA «CyIIeCTBOBaHWE». llepexoas K OTHOIICHHSIM
MEXIy SK3UCTCHIIMATU3MOM W XPHCTHAHCTBOM, bepk Hemoymemaet, He
o omuOKe v B KHUTE HeT raBbl 0 JKan-Ilone Caprpe, a motom OBICTPO
MEePEeXOANUT K IpeanocieaneMy ad3aiy NpearcioBusi, B KOTOPOM, B 4acT-

HOCTH, TOBOPHUTCA:

Ecnu xakas-nu6o ¢unocodus BooOIie crnocoOHa caenaTh HEUTO, YTOOBI
IPUTOTOBUTh MYTh XPUCTY B HAIEH CETrOAHAIIHEH KyJIbType, TO HEe Ta
I, KOTOpasi He IpPEeTeHIyeT Ha ero Mecro? DK3UCTCHIHAIU3M JIeleeT
MYUYHUTEJIbHOE 3USIHUE, HE JIaeT 3aKpPhIThCS YEJIOBEUECKUM paHaM, I10Ka Ha
HUX HE MPOJIEETCS MOUIMHHO IIEeTUTENbHBIN 0anb3aM. JK3UCTCHIHATN3M
ONaronpusTCTBYET TOMY, YTO TOAT ['€nbaepiarH Ha3Ball TOH «CBALICHHOM
IIyCTOTOI», UTO IpeBpaIlaeT cCOOCTBEHHBIH aTeu3M B ropsiuee CTpeMIICHUE
IIPUKOCHYTHCS K pealbHOCTU, HOYMEHAIbHBIN I0JI0]1, IBUXKEHHE yXa, Oa-
rojiapsi YeMy 4YeJIOBEK OCTAeTCA UyTKUM U OTKPBITHIM /s bora, KoTopslit
nomxen sBuTh Cebsl, eciu Xo4eT, 9To6b! moau Ero nosnamn',

B cBoem komMmeHTapum bepk «mepeBoaMT» «IEepeBOi», CHCTaH-
HBIi MHKaJICOHOM: MBI TPUXOAUM 3]1€Ch «K TOCIEKAaHTHAHCKOMY SI3BIKY,
B pe3yibTare 4Yero “CesleHHas myctora’ ['€mpmepiuHa mpeBpamiaercs
B “HOyMEHaJbHBIM TOJOJ’, YTO, BEPOSATHO, JIydIle BCEro IMEePEeBECTH
noronoruvecku: “Kak BuzeTh, He mpuOeras K 3pEHHUI0, U CJBIIATh, HE
npuberas K ciayxy, 4 T. 1.”? Wau, eciu 0000IUTh, KaK CyIIeCTBO, ONEpUpPY-
olliee TePMUHAMH, MOXKET 3arIIHYTh 3@ MPEJENbl CBOSH TEPMUHOIOTHH ?»
(M. T. 5). Jlorojgoruyeckue «IepeBOAB» TAKOTO pOIa BCTPEUAIOTCS B Ma-
IIMHOTIICHOM TeKcTe bepka m nmanee: sK3UCTEHIHATN3M Kak (riocoduio

13" Michalson, Carl. “What Is Existentialism?”; 21-22.
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MOKHO MHTEPIIPETHPOBATH KaK XPUCTHAHCKOE OOTOCIIOBUE C TOUYKH 3PEHUS
AQHAJOTMYHBIX BBICKa3bIBAHUN 00 YIOTPEOIEHUH CIIOB U 37I0yNOTpeOIeHNN
UMH.

IIpoananmusupoBaB mpeaucioBue MuxkancoHa, bepk mnepexoaut
K acce XenbpmyTa Puuapna HubOypa o mpenrede sx3uctennmanuzma Ceépe-
HEC KbCpKCFOpC, «OOHOM U3 CaMbIX APOCTHBIX aHTUPECIUTHUO3HBIX aBTOPOB
XIX cromnerust ¥ CaMbiX IUIAMEHHBIX XPHUCTHAH TOTO BpeMeHm»'*. 3mech
Bbepx cHoBa mpuberaer K CBO€l pUTOPUKO-TEPMEHEBTHICCKOHN CTPATETHH,
9TOOBI TTOKA3aTh «BEIMYANIIEe ANATEKTHICCKOE HCKYCCTBO ATOTO TMOCe-
JTIOBATEJILHOTO MIATEKHUKA» Ha IPUMEpE TOro, Kak KbepKkerop TpakTyeT de-
JIOBEYECKOE CyIIECTBOBAaHUE U pa3pabaThiBaeT COOCTBEHHBIN OHATUHHBIN
ammapar, 9To0bsl C(OPMYIHpPOBATH 3Ty TPaKTOBKY. HuOyp B cBOEeM acce
JeNlaeT aKIEHT Ha IapaJoKcallbHOM XapakTepe mojieMukn Kbepkeropa
¢ dunocodueii ['erens, u bepk aHANM3UPYyeET ITH MAPAOKCHI C TOYKHU 3pe-
Hus norojoruu. bepk nutupyet cioa Hubypa o Keepkerope: «Ha Te3uc
rerejeBCKON CUCTEMHOCTH OH OTO3BAJICS aHTUTE3HCOM HECHUCTeMaThye-
CKOH MBICIIH; TPOTUB TE3HCa, COTIACHO KOTOPOMY BCE BEIET K CHHTE3Y,
OH BBIIBUHYJ aHTHUTE3HC, COITACHO KOTOPOMY BCE BEIET K aHTHTE3HCY;
MIPOTUB TE3HMCA O TOM, YTO UJesi OOBEKTHBUPYET ce0sl, — AHTUTE3UC O TOM,
4TO OHa ce0s CyOBEKTUBHPYET, U Tak aajee»' . bepk Tak KOMMEHTHpPYyeT
MIPUBEIEHHBINH OTPBHIBOK: «OTMETUB C TOYKU 3PEHUS JIOTOJIOTMH MEXaHU3-
MBI, B CHJIYy KOTOPBIX HOHSTHSI TE3WCa, aHTUTE3HCa U CHHTE3a IpeaIoa-
raroT APYT IpyTa, HE JOJDKHEI JTH MBI TIOJTHOCTHIO MOJIararbes Ha JTr00yIo
WX TIOCJIEIOBAaTENbHOCTh B JaHHOM ciyyae [?]. [...] Korna onun tepmun
noApa3yMeBaeT APYroi, Tak 4TO MPUCYTCTBUE JUIIb OAHOTO U3 HUX YiKE
HaMEKaeT Ha OCTaJbHbBIC, HE JOOBEMCS JIM Mbl HAUOOJNBIIETO ycIexa, Ha-
MEpPEeHHO HCIpPOOOBaB pa3HbIe MapUIPYTHI, & HE MBITASICh pacCMaTPUBATh
KaKOM-TM00 M3 HUX KaK CaMOJIOCTATOYHYI0 eauHHIY?» (M. T. 6). [Toatomy
JIOTOJIOTUYECKUI METOJ| «U3BJIEUEHMS» [10Pa3yMEBAEMbIX IIOHATUH, IIPU-
MEHSIEMBIHN BCpKOM, MO>XXHO Ha3BaTb OAHOBPEMEHHO I'€Tr€JICBCKUM U KbEP-
KETOPOBCKHM: I'€TeIICBCKUM, IOTOMY YTO OH HCXOIHT U3 JUAICKTUYICCKOTO
Pa3BUTHS TEPMUHOIOTHH, ¥ KbEPKETOPOBCKUM — H3-33a HE TOAYHHSIONIE-
rocsa CUCTEME CKCIICHCA MO OTHOIICHUIO K JUAJIEKTUYICCKOMY MBINUJICHUIO
B Toii (hopme, B Kakoit UM omnepupyet lerens.

OOpamasich K 3THUYECKUM IpobiemMaM, KOTOpble 3aHHUMAalOT IEeH-
TpanpHOe MecTo B punocopuu Keepkeropa, bepk mprBOIUT BhICKa3bIBa-

14 Niebuhr, H. Richard. “Séren Kierkegaard.” Christianity and the Existentialists: 23.
15 11
Ibid.: 25.
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Hue Hubypa, no Mbeiciu kotoporo Kbepkerop nenaet akleHT Ha «HHIIUBU-
JlyaJlbHOM CYIIECTBOBAaHUHU KaK KIFOYE K OBITHUIO» U «HACTAaWBAET, YTO HE
TOJILKO 3THYECKHE BOMPOCHI 00IaIal0T MPHUOPUTETOM Tepe MeTapu3nde-
CKUMHU, HO TIOCJIETHUM HEJb35 OTJABATh MPEANOUYTEHNUE C STUYECKON TOUKH
3penusin'®. Tlo 3akoHam Jorosiorun bepk mnepedopMyiupyeT MO3HILHUIO
Knepkeropa B TepMuHaX COOCTBEHHOW TEOPUU JIpaMaTU3Ma, YTBEpPIKIas,
4TO 3THKA Puinocoda BEITEKaeT HEMOCPEACTBEHHO U3 €ro B3MVIsJIa HA JII0-
Jiel Kak CyObheKTOB JieiicTBHs: «Benp gesiTens — ToT, KTo AEHUCTBYET (1 cama
ujes IeUCTBUS MpEAroyiaracT dTHUYECKUA CMBICI, TaK KaK CTOSIINE BHE
9TUKW HEOJYIIEBICHHBIE MPEAMEThl CIMOCOOHBI TOJNBKO IBHIaThCs HIIN
OBITH IBMYKUMBIMU M UY>KJIbl BAXKHEHIIICH JpaMaTHueCcKon Auajie JeUCTBH
u crpactu» (M. T. 6). B manHom cimydae bepk omupaeTcsi Ha KIFOYEBYIO
OTITIO3HIIHNIO, OTIPEACIISIONIYI0 BCIO €ro (PHIOCO(UIO SI3bIKA, — ONNOZUYUIO
HeCUMBONIUYECKO20 OBUNCCHUS T CUMBOLUUECKO20 O0elicmeEusl, a TaKKe Ha
MMEBIIIYI0 OOJbIIOEC 3HAYCHUE KOHIEMIUIO JAPAaMaTUYECKON IEeHTAJIbL:
mo0oe deticmaue TIpEAIIoNaraeT HalTMIue desnieist, HAXOASIIEerocs B Onpe-
JIeTIEHHON cpede (OyKBaJIbHO «CIIEHE») HCIIONB3YIOUIETO OIPEACICHHOE
cpedcmao UTsl AOCTHKECHHS yeru. ECITi TepeBeCcTH 3TO Ha S3BIK JIOTOJIOTHH,
MOITYYHUTCS, YTO MOHATHE «JICUCTBUE) MOIPa3yMeBaeT BCE ISITh TEPMHHOB,
COCTABIISIIOIIMX TIEHTAy, U KaXKAbIH U3 YWICHOB TEHTAJIbl MOApa3yMeBaeT
BCE OCTanbHbIe'.

Paccyxmas o6 stmyeckoi ycranoBke Kbepkeropa, bepk cHoBa
npuberaer K MeToaM JIOTOJIOTHH, KoTia nutupyer Hubypa, mo MHEHUIO
KOTOPOTO JIJIi OCHOBOIIOJIOKHHKA DK3UCTEHIIMAIN3MA «BOIPOC HE B TOM,
4TO €CTh OBITHE, a B TOM, Kak s MOry cTarh camum coboii»'®. Ha sro
yTBepxaeHue bepk pearupyer puropudeckum Bonpocom: «Ho B Toit mepe,
B KaKO 4eJIOBEK “CTAaHOBUTCS cOOOM, MBITAsICh CTATh XOPOITUM XPHUCTHA-
HUHOM, pa3Be Mepe HaMu He TPUMED UCIIOJIE30BAHUS CHMBOJIOB KakK OTIpe-
NEJISONIeH 4epThl aeiictBusn?» (M. T. 6)!° — a 3aTtem mosicusiet: «Benb B 1O
Mepe, B KaKOW XPUCTUAHCTBO — JAOKTPHHA, WJesl, IOAPaKaHKUE, B OCHOBE
KOTOPBIX JIGKUT YUEHHUE, pa3Be HE 3aBUCHUT OHO B 3HAYMTEIILHOW CTEIICHU

' Ibid.: 26.
17" Burke, Kenneth. “(Non-Symbolic) Motion/(Symbolic) Action.” Critical Inquiry
4 (Summer 1978): 809-38; Burke, Kenneth. Grammar of Motives: xv—xxiii.

1% Niebuhr, H. Richard. “Séren Kierkegaard”: 26.

19 Heckonmpkumu rogamu paHbLIC EepK IbITAJICA B MHOM KIIKOYC MNPOCICAUTH

pasmbinuieHns Kbepkeropa 0 XpUCTHAHCTBE, PUTOPUKE M JIMANEKTHKE MOHATHIL. CwM.
Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives [1950]. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969: 24456, 265.
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OT CIIOB, 110 KpaiiHel Mepe B BOCIPUATHHU O00JbIIUHCTBA?» (M. T. 6). K co-
JKaJICHHIO0, COXPAHMUBILMICS MAaIIMHONUCHBIN TeKCcT bepka 3axkaHunBaeTcs
JIOTOJIOTHYECKUM TpouTeHneM 3cce Hubypa o Keepkerope. UToOs! nanbie
CIIEINTBD 3a XOJIOM MBICTH bepka, MHE TpHUeTCS OOPATHTHCS K €T0 3aIHCIM
OT PyKHU U [IOMETaM B TEKCTE U Ha noJisix 3cce Marreio Cniuaku o Hukonae
Bepasiee u3 cOopHuka « XpUCTHAHCTBO U DK3UCTEHIIUAIHUCTBDY, & OHH yKe
TpeOyIoT OoJiee aHAUTHYECKOTO ITOIX0IA.

Mpbl MOXEM HauaTh ¢ Ha3BaHWUU pa3liesoB, HA KOTOPbIE NEIUT CBOE
scce Crmnaka: «CymiecTBoBaHHE M OOJIACTh AyXa» (C IOA3aroIOBKAMH
«bory, «Yenoseueckass JTUUHOCTE» U «CB000NA»), «DK3UCTEHIIUATHLHOE
nepeocMbIciieHne O0rociaoBus» M «ITHKa TBOpuecTBa». [lo MHEHHIO
Cnuakn, bepaseB «B cBoeld (uiocodckoit U peMrHO3HON KOHIICTIIINN
BroxHoBisiercs He Kbepkeropom, a JloctoeBckum»®. Yuras, bepk nmen
OOBIKHOBEHHE BBIICISATH OTIENbHBIE (DpAarMEHTHI, BBINMHCHIBATH CJIOBA Ha
TMOJISIX, IEPEHOCUTHh HEKOTOPBIE U3 3THX CJIOB B COCTABJIEHHBIH UM CaMUM
yKazareib B KOHLIE KHUTH, TIEPEIUChIBATH CI0BA U 3aMETKH Ha OTAEJbHbIC
JUCTBI Oymaru, a 3aTeM IedyaTraTh Ha MalIMHKE OTPBIBKU U yke Oojiee pas-
BEpPHYTble KOMMEHTapuu. bepk caenan MHOXKeCTBO noMeT B 3cce CIMHKU
o bepnsieBe, nepeHec Ha MOCIETHUE CTPAHUIIBI HEKOTOPBIE U3 COOCTBEHHBIX
3aMETOK Ha MOJIAX M JUIIb OTJENIbHbIE CJI0Ba CKOMMMPOBAJ Ha OTACIbHBIN
nuct Oymaru. ITo 3TUM KpaTKUM YE€pPHOBBIM 3aIIUCSAM Mbl MOXKEM YBUJAETbD,
Kak bepk HaumHaJ cienoBarh 3a MbICIIbIO bepaseBa, nepeBoast HEKOTOpbIe
TEPMUHBI U neH (prnocoda Ha I3BIK COOCTBEHHBIX TEOPHIL.

Tak, bepk o0Bexn caenyronmii ¢pparMeHT u3 « TBopuecTBa U 00BEK-
TuBanun» bepnsesa, npuseneHHbI CIMHKOMN:

UnauBUAYyYyM pPOXIAaeTcs B POIOBOM MPOIECCe, MPUHAIIEKHT IPUPOJ-
HoMy Mupy. JIMUHOCTH ke ecTh KaTEeropus JyXOBHas U 3THYECKas, OHa
He POkKIAETCs 0T OTHA W MAaTePH, OHA JTyXOBHO TBOPUTCS, OCYIIECTBJIAS
BoskbIo uero o yenoseke. JHYHOCTL ecTh He NPUPOAA, a CBO0OIA, OHA
ecTh IyX. MoxHO 6bI0 6B CKA3aTh, YTO TMYHOCTH €CTh HE YeJIOBEK KaK
deHoMeH, a YeOBeK KaK HyMEH, eCiii Obl 2Ta TEPMHHOJIOTMS HE HMENa
CIIMILIKOM THOCEOJIOTUYECKOTO TIPUBKyca’!,

20" Spinka, Matthew. “Nicholas Berdyaev.” Christianity and the Existentialists: 60.
UYToOBI BBIJEIUTH CJIOBA, HMOTYEPKHYThIE WM 00BeieHHBbIE bepkoM B ero sk3eMIuisipe

«XpUCTHAHCTBA U YK3UCTEHIMAINCTOBY, g Oyy HCIIOIb30BATh ;KHPHbIH IIPHQT.

2l Beposies H.A. TsopuecTBO M oObekTHBAIHS. OIBIT 3CXATONIOrMYECKOI

meradusnku // bepuses H.A. Ilapcteo [lyxa u napctso kecapsi. M.: Pecrrybmnuka, 1995.
C.231-232.
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HerpynHo nmorajarbes, moueMy 3TOT (parMeHT MpHUBICK BHUMaHHE bep-
ka: bepaseB He TONBKO caMm OTYACTH OOpallaeTcs K JOrOJIOrHH, TOBOPS
0 «IPUBKYyCE» M30paHHBIX UM TEPMUHOB, HO U BBOJUT OCHOBOIIOJIAraro-
IIyIO OMIIO3UIHIO — UHOUGUOYYMA W JudHOCMU, — KOTopyto bepky merko
MIEPEBECTH Ha CBON COOCTBEHHBIN JIOTOJIOTHYECKHH SI3BIK. Psmom ¢ mpo-
LUTUPOBAHHBIM OTPBIBKOM bepk numier: «AHIMBUAYYM VS. TUYHOCTBY, —
U IEPEHOCHUT 3Ty $pa3y B CBOM 3aMETKU Ha MOCIEAHUX CTPaHULAX KHUTH.
3areM Ha OT/EJIbHOM JIMCTE OH COCTaBIAeT i ceOs miuaH: «OTMETUTh pas3-
IrpaHUYCHHE MEXIY HHIAMBUIYYMOM | JIMYHOCTBIO Y bepasesa... ykasars,
KaK 3TO MOHUMATh C TOYKH 3PEHUS HAIIETO ONPEACICHHUS ... BO-TIEPBHIX,
MHIMBUAYAIbHOCTh MAaT€pPUH — LIEHTPalbHAs POJb HEPBHOU CUCTEMBI...
3aTeM JUYHOCTh... 3TO “‘cBOOOAA”... “cBOOOAA” B SI3bIKE M MPEXKIE BCETO
B OTPHUIIATEIbHBIX KATETOPHUSX S3bIKAN™.

B stux 3amerkax bepk mpoBoauT mapamiens MEXAY pazindueM,
0 kKoTopoM nutieT bepases, 1 COOCTBEHHON TOUKOM 3pEeHUS: HHAUBUAYYM
OTHOCHUTCS K JIMYHOCTH TaK e, KaKk MHAUBU/yaJbHas HEpBHAs CUCTEMa —
K CBOOOTHOMY JESITEIHHOMY YeJIOBEYECKOMY CyOBeKTy (M, MOXKHO qo0a-
BUTb, KAK HECUMBOJIMYECKOE JBHUKEHNE — K CHUMBOJINYECKOMY JIE€HCTBUIO).
[To mbicin Bepka, cBoOo/1a MPOSIBIIIETCS B TOM, KaK YEJIOBEK UCIIOIb3yeT
SI3BIK, B CHMBOJIMYECKOM JICHCTBUH, a SpYe BCETO — B YNOTPEOIECHUU He-
TaTUBHBIX S3BIKOBBIX ()OPM, B CIIOCOOHOCTH YeNIOBEeKa cKa3aTb «HeT». OH
moApoOHO Pa3BUBACT ITY MBICIh B HECKOJIBKHUX (pparMeHTaxX CBOCH padOoTEHL.
Hanpumep, B KOHTEKCTE Mmapajuienen, Kotopeie bepk mpocnexuBaeT Mex-
Jly JIOTOJIOTHEN W TEOJOTHeH, OTpUIlaHuE, KaK OTMEYAeT OH CaM B IIEPBOU
maBe «Putopuku penurun», «O cnosax u ClioBe», UTPAET «BaKHEUIIYIO
ponby». B 210i raBe bepk mosicHseT cBOIO TPAKTOBKY OTPULIAHUS, CPaB-
HUBas ee ¢ pa3MbIIUIcHUIMUA AHpH beprcona o6 maee HEOBITHS B KHUTE
«TBOpUECKas IBOTOIUSIN S,

«besycnoBHo, 3Ta miaBa [M3 KHuUru beprcona] — BaxkHbIM wmiar
B TEOPHH SA3BIKA, IOCKOJIBKY OHA MMO3BOJIAET IOHATh, YTO OTPUIIAHHUE — YU~
BUTEJIbHBINA U YUCTO S3BIKOBOM (DEHOMEH U YTO B MPUPOJIE HET HEraTUBOB!
n1000€ MPUPOIHOE SIBICHUE MO3UTHBHO B cBoeM ObiTHI»**. OnHako Bepk
B CBOCH TEOpPHU JApaMaTH3Ma MHA4YE PACCTABISIET aKIEHTHI B JIOTOJOTHU-
YECKOM IIaHe. beprcoH «HadMHAeT C OTPUILAHUS HA YPOBHE CYICOCHUs,

22 Briieneno Muoit. Mectamu nouepk bepka HEBO3MOXKHO pa3o0Oparh, 1o KpaifHei
Mepe, aBTOpY CTaThH 3TO HE yAAJIOCh.

2 Bepecon A. Teopueckas ssomouus / Ilep. B. ®nepooit. M.: TEPPA —KuukHbIi
ki1y6; KAHOH-mpecc-11, 2001. C. 267-286.

24 Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 19.
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Kak BO (ppazax Tuma “meno He B TOM, uTo...”. Ho ¢ mo3umumii npamaruzma
(TO ecTh ecnu paccMaTpUBaTh BOIPOC C TOUKH 3peHHs “AeicTBus”) cie-
JyeT Ha4YMHATh C noOyOumenbHo20 OTPULIAHUS, OTPULIAHUA-3aIIPeTa, KakK
B JlecsaTH 3anoBesax». bepk MUMOX0JJOM OTMEYaET, 4TO «TE€HAEHLUA IK3U-
CTEHIMAJIUCTOB, B TOM uucie Xainerrepa u Caprpa, “marepuanu3oBars’
HEraTuB, OTTAJKUBAsACh OT KBAa3UCYLIECTBUTEIBHOIO “HHUYTO”, a HE OT
MOPATHCTHYECKOTO “HET”, — Kyphe3, 3aCITyKUBAIONINN BHUMAaHUsI» . Bepk
nI00aBIISIET, YTO MOOYAMTENBHBIC OTPUIATEIBHBIC MPEIIOKEHIS «JIeKaT
B OCHOBE ATMYECKUX IIPUHIUIIOB», U, KAK Mbl YK€ BUJIEJIH, IOCPEICTBOM
JIOTOJIOTUM YCTaHABIMBAET TECHYIO CBS3b MEKIY JTUKOHM U AEHCTBHUEM,
a 3HAYUT, CBOOOIOM.

S nonararo, 4TO IMEHHO HHTEPEC K OTPULIAHUIO B SI3bIKE U K CBOOO/IE
JercTBus 3actaBuil bepka oOpaTUTh BHUMaHKUE HA MOHATUE MEOHUYECKOH
cBoOonBI y BepasieBa — TepMUH, KOTOPBIH Bepk BeITIHCAT B CBOUX 3aMETKax
U yKaszaTelle, YIOMSHYB U aHaJMU3 2TOM KOHLENLMU Ha IEPBOM CTpaHULE
scce CriuHKU:

[BepasieB] 3aumcTByeT [3TOT TepMuH] y SIko0a Béme, koTOpBI TOBOPHUT
0 TMEepBO3JAaHHOW MeOHHMYeCKOH mycToTe, Ha3BaHHOM um Ungrund.
B Hauasie... KOCMOTOHMYECKOIO U TEOTOHUYECKOIO IPOLEcca CyLIECTBO-
Bajla MeOHHYecKasi cB00OIa, KOTOpas TPAKTOBAJIach KaK jKaxaa ObITb.
[MockonbKy peus muia 0 cBoOo/e, OHA cofepikaia B cebe BOZMOKHOCTh Kak
no0pa, Tak u 31a. CB0601a, TAKUM 00pa3oM, HemeapHa. |...] 3710 ecTh
He YTO0 HHOe, KaK 3J10ynoTpedjeHue cBO0OI0i cO CTOPOHBI Ye10BeKa U3
JKeJIAHUSI CAMOYTBEPAUTLCS U 3rou3Ma’’.

Bepk He TOIBKO OOBOJUT BBIJICICHHBIC (PArMEHTHI, HO W BBIIH-
ChIBaCT Ha TOJAX «‘HETBapHas CBOOOMa» W «‘MEOHHMUYECKas cBOOOIa Y,
a TaKXeE HOMep CTpaHI/IHI)I U3 3CCe CHI/IHKI/I, rac TOT IIUIICT. «BepI[SIGB
YTBEPXKAACT, YTO MUP BO3HUK U3 MEPBUYHOTO0 MEOHHUYECKOTO HEOBITHSI,

# Tbid.: 20.

26 Ibid.: 23. Cm. Takke Burke, Kenneth. “A Dramatistic View of the Origins of
Language and Postscripts on the Negative.” Language as Symbolic Action: 419—444.
B pabote «SI3pIk Kak cuMBoIMYecKoe aeicTBHe» bepk 3asBuser: «Bce, 4TO MOXHO
ckaszarb 0 “bore”, B TOii WK MHOM HopMe MOXKHO CKa3aTh U O s3bike. U, MOMOOHO TOMY,
KaK paccykaeHus 0 bore BenyT K Tak Ha3bIBAEMOMY ‘‘OTPHLATEIBHOMY OOTOCIOBHUIO”,
TaK M PACCyXJICHUS O SI3BIKE YIMHPAIOTCS B MPHHIMIHAIBHYIO 3HAYMMOCTD KaT€ropuu
Otpunanus» (469-470).

27 Spinka, Matthew. “Nicholas Berdyaev™: 65.
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Kak 1 cBo0oxa»>t. Ha aToii crpanuiie Bepk Toxe Jienaet MOMETY Ha MOJISIX:
«HeraruBnas nepBonpuunHa Mupa». Opasza «HeraTuBHas MEPBONPUYNHA
MUpa» He psiMas LUTaTa U3 TeKCTa, a ToJKoBaHue camoro bepka. HasbiBas
MIEPBUYHOE HEOBITHE «HETATHBHOW IMEPBONPUYMHON» MHpPa U CBOOOJBI,
Bepk, mo-BHAMMOMY, YBSA3BIBACT «MCOHMYECKYIO0 cBoOOmy» bepasena
¢ COOCTBEHHBIM TE€3HCOM O MOOYIUTEIHHOM OTPHUIIAHUU KaK HCTOKE.

Kak Ob1 TO HM OBLIO, MHE XOUETCS HECKOJIBKO MOJPOOHEe OCTaHO-
BUTBHCA Ha TOM, Kak bepk ocTopokHO cieyer 3a Mbiciibio bepasesa (u ere
0osiee OCTOPOXKHO MPOCIENUTh XOA MbIciei camoro bepka). [Tomersr
Bepka B npyroii KHHUTE, TO-TIPE)KHEMY XPAHSIICHCS B €T0 JIMYHOH O6nbIu-
OTEKe, 3aCTaBJISAIOT MPEAION0KUTh, YTO 3TU HJIEU MOXKHO CIIPOCLUPOBATH
HE TOJBKO Ha (HIOCO(HUIO0 U TEOJOTHIO, HO W Ha TMOJHTUKY. B kHuUTe
«YeTpIpe 3K3UCTCHIMAIUCTCKUX OorocioBa» (Four Existentialist Theo-
logians) nox penaknueid Yumra XepOepra ObUIH OIMyOJTMKOBAaHBI OTPBIBKH
u3 npousseneHuil bepasesa, Bktoyas «OK3UCTEHIUANBHYIO TUAIEKTUKY
00KEeCTBEHHOTO M 4desoBeyeckoro» U «O pabcTBe M cBOOOAE UeIOBEKay.
S paccmotpio hparMeHTsl, BbaeeHHbIe bepkoM B mipenucinoBun Xepoep-
ra, a o3Xe MOKaXXy UX CBA3b C HEKOTOPBIMU 3aMeyaHUsAMU O Jl0CTOEBCKOM
u cBoOoze. XepOepr NUIIeT: « ITHKA MEOHHYECKOH cB00oabI Hukomas
BepasieBa mpuBOAMT ero K coUUaIbHOW (uiocoduu, KOTopas B HPHUH-
LUIe AUCKPEIUTHPYET BCe CJIOKUBIIHECS HOPMbBI U MHCTHTYThI KakK
MOMBITKH “00beKTUBAIMH AyXa” U B TO XKE BpeMsl MOCTYIUPYET CBOETO
poaa IKOHOMHYECKHIi COMATU3M B HHTEpecax cBOOOABI. B pesymsraTe
bepnsieB BbImenser JBa THUMA coLMANM3Ma: “KOJJJIEKTUBMCTHYECKHId,
OCHOBaHHBII Ha MpuMare oOLIecTBa M TrOCyJapcTBa Haja JUYHOCTBHIO”,
1 “mepcoHATUCTHYECKHUIl, OCHOBAaHHBI Ha a0COIIOTHOM TpPHUMATE JIMY-
HOCTH, Ka)XIOW JINYHOCTH Haj OOMIECTBOM M rocymapctBoM”»?. 3a mpu-
BEJICHHBIM OTPBHIBKOM C IIOMETaMu ClenyeT JIpyroi, B kotopoM bepases
orceutaer k «Jlerenne o Benukom MukBusurope» Jlocroesckoro: «Ilep-
BbIH [KOJIJIEKTMBUCTHYECKHMI comnuanu3M| “mpeamosaraer xJje0, OTHAB
Yy 4ejioBeKa CBOOO/Y, JUIIUB €ro CBOOOIBI COBECTH ’, TOT/Ia KaK BTOPOU
[mepconanucTuyeckuii corumanuzM| “mpensiaraer 'xjaed' BceM JIIOASM,

2 Tbid.: 68.

2 Herberg, Will. “General Introduction.” Four Existentialist Theologians.

Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1958: 14. beposiee H.A. O pabctBe 1 cBOOOE YeTOBEKA.
C. 126. 3nech u narnee s TaKXKe MCHOJIB3YIO ;KUPHBIH MPUQT, 9TOO! BBIIEINUTH CIIOBA,
MOMYEPKHYTHIE WK 00BeeHHBIE caMUM bepkoMm.
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cOXpaHsisi 32 HUMH CBOOOAY, He OTUY:KAasi OT HuX coBectn »*. Kak
HETPYIHO Jorafarbes, bepaseB BrICTyMaeT 3a COLMAIU3M BTOPOTO THIIA.
3arem XepOepr u3maraer (a bepk momuepkuBaeT) MOIUTHYECKHE
NPUYHUHEL, TOoOyXkaaromme bepaseBa 3amuImaTh NEpCOHATHCTHYCCKHUN
conuanusM. [IpuMar OTHENbHON JIHMYHOCTH «O00SI3bIBAET TOCYIAapCTBO
odecreyuTh CBOOOAHOE Te4YCHHE CAMOCTOSITEIbHOM >XU3HW». Takoi
MEePeXol COMUATUCTHICCKON IKOHOMHKH «B CBOOOMY CaMOCTOSTEIBHOU
KU3HM» TO0y)kmaeT Xepbepra 3aMETHTh, UTO « ‘TePCOHATUCTHYECKHU
conuaansM”’ bepaseBa ecTb aHAPXHCTCKOE 110 CBOeil CyTH YueHHe, KaK
u nogodaer ¢puiiocopuu MeoHUUecKoit cBoGoabDY’!. HescHo, cornacen
mu bepk ¢ 3TUM BBIBOJOM, HO, KaK Mbl €llle YBUAMM, €ro INpUMEYaHHe
K 9TOMY BBIJICJICHHOMY UM OTPBIBKY IIOMOXET OOBSCHUTH HE BIIOJHE OJI-
HO3HayHoe oTHouleHue bepka k GorocnoBckoit aHTpononoruu bepasena.

Ho cnauana npuseny eme onuH GpparmMeHT o bepasese u3 npenucio-
Bus Xepbepra:

«ns BepnseBa riiaBHoe 3J10 3akiio4yaeTcss B OOBEKTHUBALIMH,
oBHemHeHnM, oBemecTBiaenun (Verdinglichung) nyxa; cBOOOIHBIN
IyX JUIsl HETO — €IMHCTBEHHAs MOJJIMHHAs PEeaIbHOCTh U €AMHCTBEHHOE
NoJUTMHHOE Onaro». XepOepr moOamiseT, yTo B mia3ax bepaseBa ueno-
BEK «KaK JlyXOBHas CYyIIHOCTb ‘‘O0rodesioBedeH”, 3TO “‘TeoaHApHYe-
cKoe” CyIIeCTBO, BEIb “4EJIOBEYHOCTh M €CTh 0Or04eJIOBEYHOCTH »,
bepk 00BoAHT CIIOBO «OOTrOYEIOBEUHEIH», HAa KOTOpOE, CyAs IO €ro
MOJUCPKUBAHMSIM W 3aMETKaM, OH OOpaTHJI BHUMaHWE W TNPH YTCHHUU
«XpHUCTHAHCTBA U AK3UCTCHIMATIICTOBY. BepHeMCsI HEHAO0ITO K ATOMY
TekcTy: 1o cioBaM CrinHkH, bep/sieB ObUT cornaceH ¢ APYTUMH SK3UCTEH-
LUAJTUCTaMU B TOM, YTO «BbICIIAs 1€J]b, KAKOH MOXHO JOCTHYB IyTEM
HaNpPsDKEHHBIX YCUIIMH BCEH )KU3HU», TyTEM «HPABCTBEHHON U TyXOBHOMH
00pBOBIY, — «cB0OOOAA OT J1I000Tr0 BHENIHEro padcTBa, CONMAIBLHOIO
WU MHIMBHUAYAJIbHOr0». CIMHKA MOSICHSET, 4TO «bepisieB BO3ZBOAMT ATy
KOHIICTIIIHIO JINYHOCTH K APEBHEMY MTPABOCIABHOMY YUEHHUIO O CHACEHUH
KAK MpeBPalleHHH YeJIOBEYeCKOi JUYHOCTH B HOT0Ue/I0BEYeCKY 0™,
ITo bepasieBy, «JIMYHOCTb TOTJAa TOJBKO €CTh JIMYHOCTH 4YesoBeuecKasd,

39 Herberg, Will. “General Introduction”: 14. bepdses H.A. O pabete i cBoGOIC
yenoBeka. C. 126—127. Ha mnonsiX KHUIM NPOBEAEHBI TPU NapaulC/IbHBIC JIHUHUM,
KOTOpBIMH Bepk BbIeseT 9TOT (hparMeHT.

31 Herberg, Will. “General Introduction”: 14-15.

32 Ibid.: 18. Beposes H.A. DK3uCTCHUMAIbHAS IUATICKTHKA GOKECTBEHHOIO

1 genoBedeckoro // O HazHadeHUH yenoBeka. M.: Pecrry6nuka, 1993. C. 311.
33 Spinka, Matthew. “Nicholas Berdyaev™: 64.
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KOIJla OHAa €CTh JIMYHOCThH OorodesioBedeckas. [...] UenoBeueckas nuu-
HOCTh €CTh CYLICCTBO TeOaHIpUUEeCcKoe» . Bepk BBIMHUCHIBACT HA MOJSIX
CJIOBO «DOTOUEIIOBEK» H MOTYCPKUBACT €TO 3HAUNMOCTbD, BEIHOCS B KOHEI
KHUTH (hpa3y, JTAaKOHWUYHO IMEPECKa3bIBAIOIIYIO COJIEPKAHUE YKA3aHHOTO
OTpBIBKa U3 npeaucioBus: «CraceHne Kak npeBpalieHne YeJI0BeYeCcKOro
B TEOAHJIPUYECKOEY.

B kuure «Mupocosepranue JlocroeBckoro» bepsieB BHOBb 00pa-
IIaeTCsl K OTHOUICHUSM 0O0KECTBEHHOTO M YEIOBEYCCKOTO, 3a0CTPSISI BHU-
MaHHE€ Ha TMHAMHYHOM, HAMPSHKEHHOM JIBWKEHNU MBICIH J[0CTOEBCKOTO,
JIBIYKCHHUH, KOTOPOE BKIIIOYAECT B CeO TUATCKTHUYECKOE Pa3BEPTHIBAHHE
antute3sl «borouenoBeka u uemoBexkobora»®’. Mbl yBumuM, Kak bep-
JI1€B TPOCJIEKUBACT 3Ty IAMAJIEKTUKY MbICIH J{0CTOEBCKOro, 0COOEHHO
B «Benmkom MukBu3nuTope» B «bparhsix Kapama3oBwix», a 3areM erie pa3
BepHeMcs K onbITke bepka cienosats 3a Mbicabio bepnsena.

B mpenucnosun k kuure bepases numer: «Maest cBoboas! Beerna
ObUTa OCHOBHOHM [IJIsl MOETr0 PENUTHO3HOIO MHUPOOLIYLIEHUS] U MHPOCO3-
€pLaHus, U B ATOH MEepBUYHON MHTYULUHU CBOOOABI 51 BcTpetmics ¢ Jo-
CTOEBCKHMM, KaK CBOEH yXOBHOM poanHOI». [JocToeBCKU nMen «onpee-
JISIOIIEe 3HaYEHUe» ISl IyXOBHOM KnU3HU bepnsesa, u ¢ camoro geTcTBa
9TOT BEJIMKUH PYCCKUNA POMAHKCT TPOTAJI €ro IyIlly «Oosee, 4eM KTo-Tu00
W3 nucarenel U MeIciuTenei». bepaseB «Bcerna aenni JoAeil Ha Jiroaen
JlocToeBckoro u Jiomei, ayKasix ero ayxy»>®. Jlns BepaseBa Jlocroes-
CKMH «HE TOJBKO BEJIMKHH XYIOKHUK», HO «TaKXKE BEIMKHUI MBICIUTENIb
W BEIUKUH JTYXOBUJCI» W, YTO OCOOCHHO Ba)XHO JUISI HAC, «TCHUATBHBIN
JUATCKTHK, BETNYalIni pycckuit Metadu3uk». bepases spKko onuchiBaeT
TBOpuecTBO nucarens: «Maen y JloctoeBckoro — He 3aCThIBILIUE, CTaTHYE-
CKME€ KaTeropuu, 3T0 — OTHEHHbIe TOKU. Bee nnen JlocToeBCKOro CBA3aHbl
¢ cynp0oii YesoBeka, ¢ cyap00i Mupa, ¢ cyap00i bora. Mnen onpexnenstor
cynp0Oy. Unem JlocToeBCKOro TIyOOKO OHTOJNIOTHYHBI, OBITHHCTBEHHBI,
SHEpPreTUYHbI U JUHAMUYHBL. B Hyee cocpenoToueHa n cKpelTa pa3pyun-
TenbHas >Heprus nuHamuta. M JlocTOeBCKHil MOKa3bIBaeT, KaK B3PbIBBI
uaen paspymarT U HecyT rubenb». Ho bepaser TyT ke mobamisert, 4To

3% Beposes H.A. O paGerse n cobose uenoexa. C. 27. Spinka, Matthew. “Nicholas
Berdyaev”: 64.

35 Beposes H.A. Mupocozepuanne JJoctoesckoro. [masbr u3 kuur // Borra. 1988.
Ne 10. C. 163.

3 Beposies H.A. Mupocosepuanue Jloctoesckoro. IIpara: The YMCA PRESS
Ltd., 1923.C. 3.
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«B HJIEE K€ COCPENOTOUEHA U CKPBITa U BOCKPEILAIOLIAs U BO3POXKAAI0Ias
SHEPTHsD’ .

Lens bepaseBa cocTouT B TOM, YTOOBI PAcKpHITH M INPOAHAIU-
3upoBaTh AyX JlOCTOEBCKOIO, MPOCIEKUBAsl, KAK OH «OTKPHIBAET HOBbIE
MHUPBD»Y, KMHPHL... B COCTOSIHUN OyPHOTO JBIDKEHHS, KOTOPBIC OAHU JIUIIb
CIOCOOHBI IaTh KIII0Y K «Cyb0aM uesioBeka»®, bepasieB mbITaeTcst «BOUTH
B CaMyl0 [TIyOMHY» TOTO, YTO OH Ha3bIBAaeT «MUPOM uzeil JJoctoeBckoroy,
a MHUp 3TOT B BbIcIIeil crenenn quHamuden®. [Io Mepe THaleKTHIeCcKOro
Pa3BUTHA MBICIIH NTUCATEIId BHYTPEHHUE IPOTUBOPEUHS €r0 IPOU3BEACHUN
cioBHO Obl mcuesaroT. CpaBHuBas JloctoeBckoro ¢ Toscteim, Bepasie
YTBEPIKIAET, 4TO «J{0CTOEBCKOrO My4YHT HE CTOIBKO TeMa 0 bore, ckoabko
TeMa O YeJIOBEKEe M €ro cyap0e, ero My4HT 3arajka 4ejoBe4ecKoro ayxa.
Ero MbICITh 3aHsTa aHTPOTIOJIOTHEH, a He Teomoruein*’. JIoCTOeBCKHil 1MbI-
TaJcs pa3penInTh He O0KECTBEHHBIH BOIPOC, a BOMIPOC YEIOBEUCCKHM, TO
€CTh JlyXOBHBIH, BOIPOC CBOOO/BI, B KOHEYHOM CYETE — BOIIPOC, CTOSIIIUI
nepes XpUCTUAHUHOM.

«JlocTOEeBCKUI1 OTKPBIBAET HOBBIK MHpP, OH BO3BpAllaeT YEJIOBEKY
ero JyXOBHYIO TIyOWHY. DTa JyXOBHas TIyOWHA Obla OTHSTA y YeIOBe-
Ka M OTOpOIIeHa B TPAHCIEHACHTHYIO Jajib, B HEIOCSITAEMYIO ISl HETO
BBICH»*!. UemoBeUeCTBO JTHIIMIOCH yXOBHON TTyOHHBI — y HETO OCTAaNach
JUIIb CEKYIIPHOE, MaTePUATUCTHUECKOE, TIOBEPXHOCTHOE. « ITOT Mpoliecce
OTUYXKJCHMSI OT YeJIOBEKa €ro IITyOMHHOIO JYXOBHOTO MHMpa HauWHAETCs
B PEIMTHO3HO-IIEPKOBHOH cdepe, Kak OTHaJeHHE B HCKIIOUYUTEIHHO
TPaHCLEHAECHTHBIA MUpP CBOEH XKU3HU AyXa... KoHuaercs xe 3T0T mpouece
MMO3UTUBU3MOM, arHOCTULU3MOM M MaTepuaju3MOM, TO €CTh COBEpIIECH-
HBIM 00€3yILIMBAaHMEM YeJOBeKa U MHUpay. Jl0CTOeBCKMIA, KaK «sBIIEHUE
nyxa, 00O3HauaeT MOBOPOT BHYTPH», BO3Bpamias JIOACH K JTyXOBHOM
JKU3HU, BHOBB JCJiasd HMX CyHICCTBaAMH OYXOBHBIMH. On KYTBEPIKIACT
663FpaHI/I‘IHOCTI) AYXOBHOI'O OIbITa», U «AYXOBHBIC HaJI OTKPLIBAIOTCH
BO BHYTPEHHEM MMMAaHEHTHOM JBHkKeHUW». Tenepb bora MokxHO mocTuyb
6 YeIIOBEKE U uepe3 YelloBeKa. «ITO U €CTh IyTh CBOOOBI, OTKPbIBAEMbIi
JlocTOeBCKHMY, U B KOHIIE 3TOTO IYTH — XPUCTOC B IITYOMHE YeTI0BEYESCKOM
nymu. bepnses nomaran, uro, Xots JlIoCTOEBCKUN «HUKOIJA HE JOCTUTAET

37 Beposies H.A. Mupocosepuanne Jloctoesckoro. Imapst n3 kunru. C. 147.

38 Tam sxe. C 147-148.
3 Tam xe. C. 148.
40 Tam xe. C. 151.
41 Tam sxe. C. 155.
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OKOHYATEJIbHOU HEIbHOCTH» B CBOUX PEIIUTUO3HBIX yGC)KﬂeHI/IHX, «HHUKOT-
Ila HE MPEOI0JCBaeT MO KOHIIA IPOTUBOPEUYHIT», OH BCE YK€ YTBEPIKIACT
«HEOBIBAYIO PEIUTHI0 CBOOOMBI». PasMmbinuienus /[0cToeBCKOro o cBo-
0oye Hanui Hambollee ITOJHOE BOIUIONIEHUE B «UIACHHON IHAJICKTHKE
“Jlerenpl 0 Benmukom MHKBH3HTOpE »*2.

JoctoeBckoro rimy0oKo BOTHOBAJ BOIPOC, YTO MPOUCXOAUT, KOTAA
oMM, Oymydn CBOOOJHBIMH, OTBEPralOT CBOOOLY paiH «CBOEBOJHA»®.
CBo00sa, 1o MbIcin JI0CTOEBCKOTO, «ECTh BBICIICE OIAroy: JFOIU HE MOTYT
OTKa3aThCsl OT HEe, He OTKA3aBIIUCh OT CaMHUX ce0s W He MepecTaB ObITh
monbMu. Ha mpoTsiKeHHH BCEro TBOPUECKOTO MyTH, 0COOeHHO B «JlereHae
o Benukom MukBH3uTope», JlocToeBckuil «OyeT 10 KOHIIA OTPULATh pa-
[MOHAIU3ALIHIO YETOBEYECKOro 00IecTBa, Oy/IeT JO KOHIA OTPHUIIATh BCS-
KYIO ITOTIBITKY TIOCTaBUTh OJIaromoiydue, oraropazyMmue U 0J1aroIecHCTBUE
BhIlie cBOOOIB*. «OTKpBUICS MyTh KO XPHUCTY 4epe3 OecrpenciibHyo
cB0OOO/Y», HO B TO XK€ BpeMs «U3001IHMUYaeTcsi COONa3HHUTEIbHAS JIOKb
4EJI0BCKOOOXKECTBA HA CAMOM IyTH OechpeieibHON cBoOoab» Y. Bepusies
craBuT JlocToeBckoro B onuH psa ¢ Humime, ykassiBas Ha XapaKTepHOE
JUIST HUX O0OMX HENPHATHE TPAIUIIMOHHOTO €BPOIEHCKOTO TyMaHH3Ma,
HO HOCTOCBCKI/Iﬁ IIpU 3TOM OCTaJICA XPUCTUAHWHOM, XOTS U HOBOI'O THUIIA.
«Y Hune vet Hu bora, Hu 4enoBeka, a JUIb HEBEJIOMBIN CBEPXUEIIOBEK.
VY JlocToeBckoro ecth 1 bor, u yenoBek. bor y Hero HUKOrAa He MOIoIaeT
YeJIoBeKa, YSIIOBEK He Mcue3aeT B bore, 4elmoBeK 0cTaeTcs 10 KOHIA U BO
BekH BekoB». [Tostomy miist bepasieBa JlocToeBckmii — «XpUCTHAHUH B TIIy-
OouaiiiemM cMbICTIE CI0Bayn*.

Just ToctoeBckoro 6e3 cBOOO/BI HET W YEJIOBEKa, U CBOK MBICIH
0 YEJIOBEKE U €ro Cy[Ib0e OH TOJTHOCTHIO CTPOUI KAK JTUATICKTHKY O CYIIb-
6e cBoboup»?’. Ho, kak momaraer bepases, y JIocToeBCKOro MbI 0OHApY-
JKUBaeM He OJ[MH, a JIBa Pojia CBOOOJBI: «CcBOOOIA M30paHus Jo0pa | 3J1a
1 cBoOOa B 100pe, uitu cBoOOIa HppallMOHAIBHAS B CBOOOA B pasyMey.
[MepBas — cBoOoga Anama, BTopas — cBoboaa Bo Xpucre. «Mctuna nenaer
YeJioBeKa CBOOOJHBIM, HO YEJIOBEK JOJDKEH CBOOOMHO MPHUHSATH VCTHHY,
OH HE MOXXET OBITh HACWJIBCTBEHHO, 10 MPHHYKJICHUIO K HEW MPHUBEICH.

42
43
44

Tam xe. C. 155-156.
Tam xe. C. 158.

Tam xe. C. 161.

Tam xe. C. 164.

Tam xe.

Tam xe. C. 165.

45
46
47
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XpHUCTOC [aeT 4YeNOBEKY IMOCIEAHIO CBOOOMY, HO YeJIOBEK JOJIKECH
cB0OOIHO MpHUHATH XpucTay. Benukuit UHkBU3UTOp roBoput: «Tbhl BO3-
JKeJaJ CBOOOIHOM JIIOOBH YeJI0BeKa, YTOObI CBOOOIHO momieln oH 3a To0oid,
MpeNbIIeHHBIN U TuIeHeHHbIH ToOoit». Kak noscHser bepuses, «B 3ToM
CBOOOIHOM TPHHATHM XPHUCTa — BCE JTOCTOMHCTBO XPUCTHAHHMHA, BECh
CMBICIT aKTa BEpbl, KOTOPBIA U eCTh akT cBOOObI»*®. UenoBeueckoe J0-
CTOMHCTBO M JJOCTOMHCTBO BEPHI «IIPEAIOJIAracT MpU3HAHUE IBYX CBOOOI:
cB0OOIBI 0Opa U 371a ¥ CBOOOAKI B 10Ope, CBOOOABI B n30panuu McTuHBI
u cBo0oabl B UcTrHE»?.

CBo0oj1a He TO ke caMoe, 4To A00po nin uctuHa. Ho «cBoOogHOE. ..
00po, KOTOpoe ecTh eIUHCTBEHHOE N00po, Mmpeanonaraer cBoOoy 3ia.
B sTOM Tparenusi cBOOOABI, KOTOPYIO 1O TITyOWHBI UCCIIEIOBAN U ITOCTHUT
JoctoeBckuii. B 3TOoM cKpblTa TallHa XPUCTHAHCTBa». JlOCTOEBCKHIA
packpbiBaeT JHMANEKTUKY 3TOW TalHbl: «CBOOOma moOpa mpenmoaraet
cBoOony 3ma. CBoOona ke 351a BeJeT K MCTPEONeHUI0 caMOil CBOOOBDI,
K MEPEePOXKICHHUIO B 3JIYI0 HEOOXOOUMOCTh. OTpHIIaHUE K€ CBOOOMBI 311a
U YTBEpXKJICHUE HCKIIOUUTEIHHON CBOOOIBI MOOpa TOXKE BEIET K OTPH-
[AaHUIO CBOOOJIBI, K MEPEPOKICHUIO CBOOOBI B JOOPYIO HEOOXOAMMOCTD.
Ho nobpas HeoOXoaMMOCTh He €CTh Yxe 100po, nO0o 100po mpeanoaraet
cBOOOIY»’. BepisicB MpOCIEKUBAET Pa3BUTUE TOM IHATIEKTHKH B HCTO-
puu (ciopsl ABIyCTHHA C TIEJIarHaHCTBOM, J1€0aThl BOKPYT SIHCEHU3MA, JII0-
TEPaHCTBA U KaJbBUHHU3MA) U MPUXOAUT K BEIBOAY: «XPHCTHAHCKAS MBICIb
ObLTa cHaBIeHA ABYMsSI OIIACHOCTSIMH, IBYMS IPU3PaKaMHy — 3710 CBOOOBI
u go6poro npunyxkaeHus. CBoOoga Torudana WM OT pacKpbIBaBIIETOCS
B HEii 371, WK OT MPHUHYKICHUS B 100pe»’!. SIBHO umes B Buay «Jlerenmay
o Bemukom Unksusutope», bepuses nodasiuser: «KocTpbl MHKBU3ULINN
OBUIH CTPAIIHBIMH CBUACTENBCTBAME 00 dTOH Tpareauu cBOOOIH, O TPY-
HOCTH Pa3pelnTh ee Jaxke IS XPUCTHAHCKOTO CO3HAHMSI, IIPOCBEIICHHOTO
cBeToM XpucToBeIM». bepnses u JlocToeBCKHIT B OIMH T0OJIOC YTBEPKAAIOT:
«CymiecTByeT He TOJIbKO cBoOoa B MicTtuHe, HO u McTtuHa o cBobone. 1 He
JIOJDKHO JIM MCKaTh pPa3pelIeHus] BEKOBEYHOH TEMBI 0 CBOOOJE B TOM, YTO

8 Beposes H.A. Mupocosepranne Jlocroesckoro. IIpara: The YMCA PRESS
Ltd., 1923. C. 66.

4 Tawm sxe. C. 66-67.
30 Tam xe. C. 67.
31 Tawm sxe. C. 68.
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Xpuctoc He Toabko McTrHa, KoTOpas naet cBodboay, Ho u MctuHa o cBoOO-
ne, ceoboanas Mctruna, uro XpUCTOC eCTh CBOOOIa, CBOOOIHAS TIO00BBY 2.

Mo muenmro BepmsieBa, «pa3paboTka TeMBI CBOOOABI JTOCTHTACT
BepmnHEI B “bparesax KapamazoBeix”. [...] TyT ¢ HeoObI9aiiHOM reHHAh-
HOCTBIO OOHApy>KMBaeTCs, 9YTO CBOOO/A, KaK CBOCBOJINE M UEIOBEUCCKOE
CaMOyTBEP)KICHHE, TOJDKHA MPUUTH K OTPULAHHIO HEe TOoNbko bora, He
TOJIBKO MHpa M YEJOBEKa, HO TaKKe M caMoil cB0OOab»>. JIoCTOEBCKHA
B CBOCH NHANEKTUKE MPUXOAWT K BBIBOLY, UTO CTpEMIICHHE K CBOOOE
MOXKET YHUYTOXHUTh CaMy CBOOOJy, BEllb «B KOHIIE NMyTH TEMHOH, He-
MIPOCBETICHHON CBOOOMBI ITOJACTEPETacT... 3710¢ NPUHYXKJICHHE M 3Jas
HeoOxomuMocTh. YueHue Benukoro WHKBU3HUTOpA... TOPOXKIEH[O]
cBoeBoNiMeM, OoromportuBieHneM. CBoOoja NEpeXoJuT B CBOEBOJIUE,
CBOEBOITHE MEPEXOIUT B MPUHYXKICHUE. DTO — pOKOBOM mporecc. CBobona
YEIIOBEYECKOTO JyXa, CBOOOAA PEIMIHO3HOM COBECTH OTPHIIACTCS TEMH,
KOTOpbIEC HUIM IyTAMH CBOCBONUS»®. BeplsicB MOCTOSIHHO HAMIOMUHAET
YUTATENI0, YTO «TeMy O cB0Ooje JJ0CTOCBCKUI TPAaKTyeT IMHAMUYECKHU. ..
ero cBo0ojia Bce BpeMs HaXOIUTCS B JUAJIEKTHUYECKOM JBMIKEHUHU, B HEll
pPacKpbIBalOTCA BHYTPEHHHME NIPOTUBOPEUMs], U OHA IEPEXOIUT U3 OJHOTO
¢dasuca B apyroit». Dta «IuanekThka o cBobone mocturaet y Jlocroes-
ckoro csoero 3asepuieHus B “Jlerenge o Benukom WHkBuU3uTOpE”, B KO-
TOPOW KOHLIEHTPUPYIOTCS BCE TEMBbI, COSAMHEHBI Bce HUTH»> . [lo cioBam
Bepnsiea, [locToeBckuii «1Ipu3BaH OBLI... PACKPBITH B YEIIOBEKEe OOPHOY
Hagasr 60T0-4eT0BEYECKIX U YeTOBEKO-00KECKHX, XPUCTOBBIX U aHTUXPH-
CTOBBIX, HEBEIOMYIO MPEKHHUM 3I10XaM, B KOTOPBIX 3JI0 SIBISLIOCH B Ooliee
JJIeMEHTapHON W mpocToii Gopme». B Hamie Bpems «jylia 4ernoBeka...
pasphIXJieHa, Bce CTaJlo 3bI0K0, BCe ABOUTCS JJIS YEJIOBEKA... B MpeJiblie-
HUSX ¥ coOJIa3HAX, BEYHOH OMACHOCTH ITOIMEHBI. 3710 SBISETCS B OOINIHA
nobpa... O6pa3 Xpucra U aHTUXpHUCTA, boro-uejgoBeka U 4enoBekoOoTra
neoutcs»S., OmaHako, 3aBepiias CBO KHUTY, bepases ne Haxomut y Jlo-
CTOEBCKOTO KOHKPETHBIX 3THYECKHX WM MOJUTHYECKUX PELICHUH STON
po0OsieMbl COBpEMEHHOCTH. B 3akitounTenbHO aBe bepases monBoaut
UTOTH CKa3aHHOMY: «SI crapaincs mokas3ark, 94To magoc cBOOOIBI OBLT Ha-
crostiuM nagocom JloctoeBckoro. Ho oH He yuami ToMy, Kak CTsDKaTh cede

2 Tam xe.

Tam xe. C. 80-81.
Tam xe. C. 81.
Tam xe. C. 87.
Tam xe. C. 57.

53
54
55
56
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cB0OOMY JyXa, HPABCTBEHHYIO M JYXOBHYIO aBTOHOMHIO, KaK OCBOOOJIUTH
ce0s1 ¥ HapoJI CBO# OT BiacTu HU3mmx cTuxui»’’. [1o JloctoeBckomy, «Tpa-
reaus, pa3BoeHue, 0e3Ha Kkak Oy1To Obl 0CTAIOTCS €IMHCTBEHHBIM IIyTEM
yenoBeka. [1yTh Kk cBeTy NeXHT yepe3 TbMy. Bennuue /locTtoeBckoro 0b1I10
B TOM, YTO OH IT0Ka3aJj, KaK BO ThME BO3TOPaeTCs CBET» S,
% ok

Kak mb1 Bugenu mo momeraMm, kotopsie bepk caeman B 1956 rogy
B TekcTe 3cce CHUHKU M3 «XPUCTHAHCTBA U HK3UCTEHLHUAIHMCTOBY, €ro
BHHMaHHUE IPUBJIEKIO IPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeHHE denoBekoOora u boroue-
noseka y bepasieBa. Eme panbiue, B 1945 ropy, B peLeH3MH Ha KHUTY
Opuka bentin «Bek noknonenus reposim» (A Century of Hero-Worship)
Bepk orceuian k pabote bepasena, 4uToObl ypaBHOBECUTH «TE€POMUYECKUN
Butanusm» bentiu. [1o cnoBam bepka, «unrarenu KHUrH Muctepa beHtin
MOTYT MHOTOE€ TOYEpPITHYTh I ceOs, eCM 3arfiTHYT 3a0IHO B KHHTY
bepnsiea o JlocToeBckoM, TJe aBTOp JOCTATOYHO MOAPOOHO OCTaHAaB-
JUBAETCSl Ha JUAJNEKTHKE 4YeloBekoOora u borouenoseka. M Haobopor,
YUTATESIM ATOTO YHCTO AYXOBHOTO MCCIeI0BaHUs OyJIeT BeCbhbMa MOJIE3HO
OHOBPEMEHHO 00paTHThCsA K “Beky mokioHeHHs reposM™ ¢ ero Ooiee
MaTepUaTHCTHUSCKUM, TPArMaTHUYECKUM H MTO3UTUBHCTCKUM YKIOHOM»™ .
HeomHo3HauHoe oTHOIICHHE bepka K «4UCTO JYXOBHOMY HCCIICJIOBAHUIOY»
BepasieBa, xpoMe TOT0, OOBSICHSIET, TOYeMY bepk OTMETHI U mpuMedaHue
Xepbepra, kacarolnieecs «IepcoOHATUCTUUECKOTo conanu3may y bepnsesa
U €r0 aHAPXHUCTCKOM MONUTUYECKON ITOJOIIIIEKH, U CAMO CTAHOBUTCS IIOHAT-
HBIM Olraromapsi 3ToMy npuMedaHuio. B cBoem mpuMmeuannn K «UeTsipeM
SK3UCTCHIIMATIUCTCKUM OorocioBaM» XepOepr pa3BHBACT KPUTHYCCKHE
3ameuanusi, chopMmysiupoBaHHbie PeitHronbnaom Hubypom: «YTBepxkacHUE
[BepasieBa] o mpeBOCXOACTBE PYyCCKOM TyXOBHOCTH HaJl 3allaHON OTYACTH
CTPOUTCS] HA WJLIIO3UM, YTO, JOCTUTHYB COBEPIICHHOH JTIOOBH, MOKHO
0TKAa3aThCA OT OXPaHbI MOPSAKA M CBOOOJABI MOCPEICTBOM 3aKOHA.
CoBepilieHHasi TI000Bh HENOCTHAKUMA B 00LIECTBEHHBIX OTHOIIEHHUSX,
U TOAO00HBIC HAACKIbl YTONMUYHBI MU MJII030PHBI. [...] CBoOOKa U enu-
HEHHUE, K KOTOPBIM MPU3bIBAET XPUCTUAHCKAS 3aII0BEAb O JIOOBH, TOJKHBI
X0Tsl ObI 0TYACTH 00ecnednBaThCs 3aK0OHOM» . Ho 10100HBIX OTOBOPOK

3T Tam xe. C. 231-232.
58 Tam xe. C. 232.

59 Burke, Kenneth. “Careers Without Careerism.” Kenyon Review 7 (Winter
1945-46): 162. [lepeusnanue: Equipment for Living: 497.

60" Niebuhr, Reinhold. “The Russian Idea.” Religion in Life 18:2 (Spring 1949):
240. Lur. mo: in Herberg, Will. “General Introduction”: 15, cnocka 38.
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OTHOCHUTCJIbHO «YUCTO AYXOBHOTO UCCIICOBAHUS Bep,[[HCBa, C KOTOPBIMH
Bepk mor 0bl cornmacutbes, ObLIO, O-BUAMMOMY, O4Y€Hb HEMHOTO, YYUTBI-
Basi, YTO B OCHOBHOM OH, aHAJIH3HPYs X0 MbIciu bepusesa n JlocroeBcko-
r0, CKOpee pas3iessil UX TOUKY 3peHHs’!.

Bepk, Ha koTOporo YTeHHE J|0CTOCBCKOTO €ellle B FOHOCTH MTPOU3BEIIO
CHWJIbHOE BIeUaTiieHHe, ObUI, B TEPMHHONOTHHM bepnseBa, «4ellOBEKOM
HocroeBckoroy. CHauana bepka, KOTOpBI caM Kak XyTOKHHK U KPHTHK
eIle TOJBKO pa3BUBAI 0oJiee ACTETHUCCKUH M MOIEPHUCTCKUH MOAXOI
K (opMme, OOJbIIIe MHTEPECOBAN TICHXOJIOTMYECKHI aclIeKT MPOU3BEICHNN
nucarens®. [Tozxe bepk Havasn ynensts Oosplie BHUMaHUs Griiocodekoit
MbIcIH Jl0CTOEBCKOTO U IPYTHX, KTO ellle 0oJiee ITyOO0KO 1 OCIea0BaTelb-
HO aHAJM3UPOBAJ Ty CTOPOHY TBOPYECTBA POMAHUCTA, KaK, HAallpHMeEp,
bepnsieB. Harmcas B 1950-e roasl 4epHOBOW BapuaHT HEOKOHYEHHOU pe-
OCH3UH U JcJiast IOMEThI B KHUI'aX 3K3UCTCHIIMAJIHNCTOB, EepK IIPOAOJIKHUIT
9Ty JJMHHUIO MBICJIU B «PI/ITOpI/IKC peiauruny, ri€ OH C TOUYKH 3pCHUS JIOTOJI0-
UM UHTEPIIPETUPYET COUMHEHUS] ABTyCTHHA U TepBble TpH INaBbl KHUrK
Britns. 3ammimas HaCTOMYMBOCTB, ¢ KakOW ABTyCTHH BO BTOPOW KHHTE
«McnoBenw» TOBOPUT O AETCKOM «HUCIIOPYEHHOCTW», TOJIKABIIEH €ro Ha
KpaKy TPYII U3 IyK0ro caja, bepk obparmaercst kK cBoeil ApamaTiHaeckon
neHrajie (TouHee, rekcajie, Tak Kak 3/1eCh J0OABISICTCS €Ie U OTHOILICHUE)
U 3aMEYaeT, 4TO CYOBEKT NCHCTBUS «MOXET HE NMOHUMATh, KTO OH, YTO
OH JIETIAeT, TI0 OTHOIICHUIO K KOMY WJIM Y€MY OH 3TO JeJIaeT, YeM OH JTO
JIeNIaeT, C KaKkoil Ienbio U Kak. TakuM oOpa3oM, XOTS CyOBEKT AEHCTBHS
0OBIYHO 3HAET O JCUCTBUHU OOJIBIIE YeM KTO ObI TO HU OBLIO, B ONIPE/IEIICH-
HOM CMBICTIE JIEHCTBUE MOXKET MPEACTaTh B MHOM CBETE, KOTJa MOCye ero
COBEPIIEHUS] MPOILIO YXKe MHOro BpeMeHW». [IoNbITKH peTpoCneKTUBHO
MIPOAHATN3UPOBATE «IICUXOJOTHI0O HEMOTHBHUPOBAHHOTO MPECTYIICHUS,
nobapnsieT bepk, BcTpewaroTcst y «(PpaHIy3CKHX 3K3UCTCHIIMAINUCTOB,
B yactHocTH Captpa, u'y Jl0CTOEBCKOTO, IPEIBOCXUTUBIIETO SK3UCTCHIIN-
aU3M», N Y «JIPYToro MpeaTedr dK3UCTeHInanu3Ma, Hurey, Tak kak
BCE OHHU «H300pa)kat0oT MEXaHU3M, IMOCPEACTBOM KOTOPOTO (KaK B CiIydae

o1 BCKOpe IIOCJIC TOI'O KaK BbIlJIa €TI0 PEUCH3UA Ha KHUT'Y BeHT.]'II/I, BepK TOACIUIICS

CBOMM HHTEpecoM K bepaseBy ¢ OyaylinM KOJUIEroi mo BeHHHHITOHCKOMY KOJUISIKY,
nostoM [oBaprom HemepoBoMm, KOTOpOMY OH, BO3MOXKHO, HOCJIQJI 3K3EMILISP KHUTH
Bepnsesa «Mupocosepranue JlocroeBckoro». Cm. Nemerov to Burke, 19 December
[19487?]. Kenneth Burke Papers.

2 Cwm. The Selected Correspondence of Kenneth Burke and Malcolm Cowley,

1915-1981, ed. Paul Jay. New York: Viking, 1988: 47-48; The Long Voyage: Selected
Letters of Malcolm Cowley, 1915-1987, ed. Hans Bak. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2014: 223.
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co CBepx4elnoBEeKOM WM KyIbTOM CaMOyOWHCTBa) udeioBeK (opManbHO
oOpeTaeT HeKoe 1Mogodue 00KeCTBEHHOH Bi1acTh (BCELETIO paclopsKasich
COOCTBEHHOM CyIB00# )»%.

B xone noronorudeckoro tonkoBanus Kaurnu beitus bepk pa3pata-
THIBAET CBOIO CaMYIO CIIOKHYIO TEPMHUHOJIOTHUECKYIO CTPYKTYPY — «KpYT
MOHSTUH, 3aKJIOYEHHBIX B Hjee “mopsaka’». B ero meHtpe HaxoauTcs
«BOJISL KaK CPEJIOTOYUE BhIOOpA... MEXAY “moOpom”™ u “3110M”» B TECHOU
CBSA3M C aKTaMH «IIOBUHOBEHMS» U «HEIIOBUHOBEHUS» U CONPSKEHHBIMU
C HUMU YTBEPXKJICHUAMHU («“71a” B OTBET HA 3aIlOBEb») U OTPULIAHUSIMHU
(«“HET” B OTBET Ha 3amoBe/b»). JIOroJoruvecKkue CIEACTBHS M3 ITOH
CUCTEMBbl TIOHATUN Ha MepMUHONIO2UYeCKOM YPOBHE MPHUBENIM arHOCTUKA
Bepka B Touky, CXOQHYIO € TOH, K Kakoi bepasieB, Bepyromuil XpuCTUAHUH,
TIPUIIEIT HA YPOBHE Me0102Uteckom: XpUCToc, «BTOPOr Axam», TeCTByeT
MIOCPE/ICTBOM «TEPHECHUS (CTpajaHusl) / MOKAsTHUS / KEPTBBI», YTOOBI J10-
CTHYb «U30aBJICHUSI, UCKYHB uyxue rpexu»®. Cam bepk mosicHsieT mapaii-
JieNb, KOTOPYIO A MPOBOXKY 3/1€Ch MEKIY 3TUMHU IBYMs MbIcauTensiMu. OH
numer: «Ecan ¢ OHTOIOrH4eCcKOi MM TEOJIOTHYECKOW TOUKH 3peHus [1o
BepnsieBy] MBI TOBOPHM, UTO UYENOBEK, OyIydn HazueleH CBOOOIOH BOJIM,
Croco0eH MoCTynarh HPaBCTBEHHO, TO Joronoruuecku [mo bepky] ato
YTBEPKICHHE clieAyeT C(hOPMYITHPOBATh TaK: B CAMOM MOHSATHH JCHCTBUA
3aKiroYeHa ujaes cBoOoaHoW Bonu. (pyroil BapuaHT: B CaMOM IOHSATUU
JCUCTBHS 3aKJIFOUCHA Ues CBOOOIBI. )»®.

Ho B pormaruueckoM IUIaHE aHAJIOTHS MEXAY XOAOM MbICIEH
bepnsiea m bepka B JaHHOM cilydae O4eHb MPUOTU3UTENBHA, YIUTHIBAS
npencrasieHus bepraseBa 00 uckymieHud. B 3ameTkax Kk «XpUCTHAHCTBY
U DK3MCTEeHLManucTaMm» bepk ymomsHyn pacxoxiaeHue bepasesa ¢ AH-
CeJIbMOM BO B3IVIAJaX Ha caMy HPUPOJY CHACeHMs depe3 UCKYIUIEHue
B xpuctuasctse. I1o cinoBam Cnunku, «bepases orBepraer TpaiuluoOHHOE
3anagHoe ToiakoBaHue HMckymienusi. Teopuro AHcelbMa OH CUMTAeT
BONMIOIIUM NPHMEpPOM O0bEKTHBHPOBAHHON HIeH, B KOTOpoW de-
ojajIbHAsi Moje/b CIpaBelJUMBOCTH IepeHeceHa Ha Bora». MoxHo
B 1yxe camoro bepka cka3zarb, uTo bepaseB oTBepraer aHaJoruio, KOTOPYIo
AHCeIbM BBICTPAMBACT BOKPYT UCKYIIIICHUS, 3aUMCTBYS M3 00JIACTH COIIU-
aJIbHO-TIOMUTHYECKOTO IOPUINYECKAE TEPMHHBI U OIMIMOOYHO MPUMEHSS

8 Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 96.

% Tbid.: 184.

5 Ibid.: 187. (BcTaBKM B KBAAPAaTHBIX CKOOKAaxX 100aBieHsI MHOIL.) [TogpoGHee

0 cBoboze, HO yxe B (hOopMe Juanora, CM. B MOCICIHEH IiaBe « PUTOPUKH PEITUTHI»,
«IIponor na nedecax» ("Prologue in Heaven"): The Rhetoric of Religion: 280—84, 294.
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UX K CBepxbecTecTBeHHOMY. «(CraceHue He cyleOHbIH, peryjaupyemblii
3aKO0HOM Ipouece, a Npeodpa3oBaHue CaMbIX IIyOMH 4eJ0BE4eCKOro
ecTecTBa, JelicTBue 00kecTBEeHHOH Osarogaru, B KOTOPOM MHHUIIMATHU-
Ba ucxoaut ot bora. Bens “Bor Bo Xpucre npumupmin ¢ Coboro mup”
(2 Kop. 5:19)»%. Bepk mumier Ha MoJsix, oTMe4as HMEPEKINYKA MEKLy
stuMH (parmentamu u apyrumu: «Cracenue 64 (AncensMm) (cm. 70).
Cpenu ¢pparMeHTOB Ha yKa3aHHBIX CTPaHHIIAX, K KOTOPBIM OTChbUIaeT bepk,
€CTh CIIEAYIOLIUE: «yUeHHEe NPEeBHEN MPaBOCIAaBHOM LIEPKBU O CHACEHUH
KaKk Mpeo0pa3oBaHMN 4YeJOBeKa B 00ro4ye10Be4ecKyl0 JHYHOCTH)»
U «1o6eaa Ha/l 3JI0M IPOMCXOAUT B ITyONHAX Ye10Be4eCKoi THUYHOCTH
0Jarogapsi npeodpPa3oBaHHI0 OCHOBHBIX yCTpeMJIeHUI Yel0BeKa I0J
JeiictBueM OOKECTBEHHOH OjarofaTv M BO3BpalllaeT 4yesloBeKa K eAHuHe-
uuto ¢ borom»®’. B «Putopuke penurun» bepk moaBeprai JIOToJ0rHYe-
CKOMY aHann3y chopMynnpoBaHHBIE AHCEIEMOM Ooyiee TPaAWINOHHBIC
npencTaBieHus 00 HCKYIIGHHH, ¢ KOTOPBIME He cornamrancs bepsest.

Tax unu uHa4e, HEYJUBUTEIbHO, UTO bepk MoguepKHyI U BbINUCA
nMs «AHcenbM». AHcenbM KentepOepuiickuii mpuHaIIexan K yuciy 060-
TOCIIOBOB, KOTOPHIX bepk ocobenno nenmn. [IpuBexy aumms oquH npume-
9aTeNbHBIN IPIMEp MONBITKH bepka ciiexoBarth 3a X010M ero MeIciu: bepk
onupaercs Ha AHCeNbMa (BIIEPEMEIIKY ¢ ABTYCTHHOM), OOBSICHSISI OHY U3
KJIIOUEBBIX ISl €70 JIOTOJIOTMU KOHIENIU. [ 0BOPS 0 «TEPMUHUCTUYECKUX
JKpaHax», bepk 3asBisgeT, YTO CIOBaphb YeJOBEKa OTPaKaeT, ONperesiser
U MEHSET PeaJbHOCTh, B KOTOPOH OH kuBeT. Hamm nabmronenns ¢uib-
TPYIOTCSI CKBO3b 3TH TEPMUHUCTHYECKHE dKpaHbl. Ha camom nerne MHOTHE
TaK Ha3bIBAEMbIC «HAOTIOCHUS» NIPEACTABISIOT COOO0M UL «BBIBOJIBI U3
OTIPEeNIEHHOM CUCTEeMBbl NOHATUN, OOJICYeHHbIE B TEPMUHBI, B KOTOPBIX
YeNI0BEK T HaOmoneHus popMynupyeT». bepk mosicHsIeT CBOIO MBICTB Ha
IpUMepe MakCUMBI AHCEIbMa M ABI'YCTHHA O TOM, YTO YEJIOBEK JOJKEH
BEPUTH, YTOOBI TOHUMATh:

BcrioMHEM CTOJIB e O1aro4ecTHBOE, CKOJIb U METOI0JIOTHIECKOE HACTAB-
nenue: «Bepyii, uro0bl nonumare» (Crede, ut intelligas). [...] «Jloromo-
THYECKHMY», «TEPMHUHUCTHYECKUM» aHAJOrOM «BEpyi» B 3TOH (opmyie
ObLT0 OBl «BBIOEPH ONPECICHHYIO CHCTEMY MOHSATHI, KOHKPETHBINA TEPMHU-

6 Spinka, Matthew. “Nicholas Berdyaev™: 69.
57 Tbid.: 64, 70.

8 TIpu 5TOM TpakTOBKY BepKOM JHANEKTHKH MCKYTUICHUS B XPUCTHAHCTBE HUKAK
HeJIb3sI Ha3BaTh pocToi wim Tpagunuonnoit. Cm. Burke, Kenneth. Grammar of Motives:
407; Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 181, 191, 270.
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HUCTHYECKHI 3KpaH». A aHaJIOTOM «4TOObI TOHUMATh» — «YTOOBI Tl MOT
MPOJOJDKATh (GOPMYIUPOBATH HAONIOACHUS, BBITEKAIONINE M3 W30paHHOI
TEPMHUHOJIOTUH, KaKUM ObI HA OBUT TBOW BBIOOP TEPMUHOB — 00 yMaHHBIM
WM CUIOMHUHYTHBIM».

Taxum oOpa3oM, ¢ ToukH 3peHust bepka, OOTOCIOBCKYI0 MAKCHMY
«Bepyii, 4T0OBI MOHUMATB» MOXKHO CIIPOCLUPOBATH HA «aOCOJIIOTHO CBET-
CKYIO TPOOJIEeMy» TEPMHUHUCTHYSCKHUX HKPaHOB®. DTO elie OfuH mpumep
TOTO, KaKk bepk nHTepIpeTHpyeT Teoaornio, ciosa o bore, uTto0s! pa3pada-
THIBaTh CBOIO JIOTOJIOTHIO, CJIOBA O CIIOBAX.

B crarbe 51, onupasch B IEpBYIO ouepeb Ha Pa3pO3HEHHBIE 3aMETKH
bepxka o bepasese, mocrapacs mokasarh, kKak bepk BRICTpanBaeT CXOXKHE
aHAJIOTUM Ha Marepuaie (mIocopuu XPUCTHAHCKOTO SK3MCTCHIINATH3-
Mma. Crenys 3a mbeicnblo bepaseBa, bepk cormamaercs ¢ yTBep KIcHHEM
pycckoro penuruo3Horo ¢uimocoda o 3HAUMMOCTH CcBOOOABI. CaMm akT
CBOOO/IbI, XY/I0’)KECTBEHHO H300pakeHHbIH J[0CTOEBCKUM M ONMUCAHHBIN
bepnsieBeIM, cocTaBisieT CepAleBHHY CpopMmyiarpoBanHoUW bepkom Teo-
PHH CHMBOJIMYECKOTO NEHCTBHS, €r0 IpaMaTh3Ma W, B KOHEYHOM CYETe,
ero moronornu. CBoOoga — HEOOXOMMMOE YCIOBHE ICHCTBUS UEJIOBEKa
B IIPOTUBOBEC MEXAaHUYECKOMY JBMKCHUIO, & C80O0OHAA 80/ — TOTUIHBIN
BBIBOJI M3 LUPKYJSIHUK MMOHITHH, KOTOpasl 3ajJ0KeHa B MEPapXUU, MPe-
craBieHHOH bepkom B «Putopuke penurun». Ecnu nepedpasuposars 3Ha-
MEHHTOE «OTIPECIICHIE YEIOBeKa», JaHHOEe bepkoM, MOJKHO CKa3aTh, 4TO
JIFOOU — KUBOTHBIC, UCITIOJIB3YIOIUE CUMBOJIBI U 3H0yHOTpe6JTHIOH_[I/Ie HMH,
n300peTaTeni OTPULIAHUH, OTAENIEHHbIE OT COOCTBEHHOW €CTECTBEHHOMN
Cpelbl BO3MOXKHOCTBIO CBOOOTHO MPUMEHSITh HMU K€ U3TOTOBJICHHBIC UH-
CTPYMEHTHI M ITOJTOHSIEMBIC TyXOM HEePapXHHu, B KOTOPOM OHU COBEPIIAIOT
CBOM B KOHEYHOM CUETE CBOOOIHBIC NeicTBUS .

Ilepesoo c anen. T.A. Iupyccrotu

% Burke, Kenneth. “Terministic Screens.” Language as Symbolic Action: 46—47.
B nanHoMm ciywae Bepk coeamusieT m3peueHust AHcelbMa M ABryCTHHA, CO37aBast
COOCTBEHHYIO BapHALMIO PUTOPUKO-TepMEHEeBTHUECKOTO Kpyra. Cm. Mailloux, Steven.
“Political Theologies of Sacred Rhetoric.” Responding to the Sacred: An Inquiry into the
Limits of Rhetoric, eds. Michael Bernard-Donals and Kyle Jensen. University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2021: 80.

70 Cm. Burke, Kenneth. Rhetoric of Religion: 40; Burke, Kenneth. “Definition of
Man.” Language as Symbolic Action: 3-24.
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Ouwra [IIAHOBA

B JIEBPSIX PEBOJIIOLIMOHHBIX CUMBOJIOB:
O COBETCKOM PELIENLUU BbICTYIUIEHUS K. BEPKA
HA IIEPBOM KOHI'PECCE JIUTU
AMEPUKAHCKUX IMUCATEJIEM (1935)

Annomayun: OGcrositenscTBa yuactust Kennera bepka B yupeanTensHOM KoHrpecce
Jlury amMepHKaHCKUX NHcaTeled yKe CTaHOBHINCH IPEIMETOM aHalu3a ame-
PHKAHCKUX HCCIlIe[oBaTeel; YIUThIBask 9TOT (aKT, CTaThsl CTABUT 3a7ady noda-
BUTb K YK€ M3BECTHOMY CIOXKETY HEKOTOpBIC JIETalM, Kacaroluecs COBETCKOM
peLienuy 3HaMeHUTON peun bepka «PeBonOLMOHHBIN CUMBOIN3M B AMEpPUKEY,
npousHeceHHol 27 amnpenst 1935 ., Bo BTOpo# JeHb paboThl KoHrpecca. CraTbs
IOCTPOCHA Ha apXUBHOM Marepuaie — xpansueiics B PIAJIU pykonucu nepese-
JICHHOTO Ha PYCCKUH SA3bIK, OTPEAaKTUPOBAHHOTO U MOJTHOCTBIO MOJIOTOBIEHHOIO
K [le4aTd, HO TaK U He BhILIEANIEro ToMa MaTepuanoB [lepsoro konrpecca Jluru.
CoBeTcKuil TOM TOYHO BOCIIPOU3BOAMI aMEPUKAHCKOE M3JJaHUE, BBILIEAIICE MO
penaximeii I. Xapra B 1935 1. B International Publishers, onqHako He BKJIFOYAT TEK-
ctbl BeicTymieHuit M. Onbruna u K. bepka. Ha npuunnsl uckirouenus peun bepka
U3 FOTOBUBILIETOCS COBETCKOIO U3/1aHMs MIPOJIMBAET CBET MPEAUCIIOBUE, HAIICAH-
Hoe C. JIiHaMOBBIM, KOTOPBIH TOTOBMJI TOM K IyOnukanuu. B stom mpenucio-
BUM HEMaJIo MecTa yjeiaeHo peun bepka u KpuTHke ero «omuook». M3 kputukn
JliHamMoOBa SBCTBYET, UTO TIABHOW MPOOIEMOI cTaio oOpalieHe aMepUKaHCKOTO
MBICIUTENIS K HOHATUAM «HApOI», «HAPOAHOCTBY, KOTOPbIE KaK pa3 B 3TO BpeMst
akTuBHO paspadarsBasick B CCCP B cOOTBETCTBHY C HOBBIMU HICOJIOTHIECKUMU
YCTaHOBKaMH B paMKaXx ITOJMTHKH HapoxHOro (poHTa. B KauecTBe MpHIIOKEeHHS
K cTaTbe Iewaraercs pycckuil TekcT BbicTymeHus K. bepka «PeBontonuoHHbIH
cuMBonu3M B AMepuke» Ha [lepBoM koHrpecce Jluru amepukaHCcKUX mucaTenen
B niepesojie T.A. [Tupycckoit.

Knrwouesvie cnoga: Kenner bepk, «PeBonronnonHblil cuMBOIu3M B AMepukey, [lepBsiit
kxoHrpecc Jluru amepukanckux nucareneit, Cepreil [luHamMoB, coBeTCKas U3Ja-
TeJIbCKAsl IOJUTUKA, APXUBHBIC MATEPUAIIBL.
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Olga PANOVA

PASSING THROUGH FORESTS OF REVOLUTIONARY
SYMBOLS: SOVIET RECEPTION OF KENNETH BURKE’S
SPEECH AT THE 1935 AMERICAN WRITERS’ CONGRESS

Abstract: Kenneth Burke’s performance at the First American Writers’ Congress in 1935
has been already considered by American scholars; for this reason the paper aims
to complement the existing research with some facts and details that have to do
with the Soviet reception of Kenneth Burke’s speech “Revolutionary Symbolism in
America” presented on April 27 1935 (the second day of the Congress). The paper
is based on the archival material stored in the Russian State Archive of Literature
and Art (RGALI) — a manuscript of the American Writers” Congress proceedings,
translated into Russian, edited and fully prepared for the press that nevertheless
remained unpublished. The volume was based on the American record of the
Congress edited by Henry Hart (International Publishers, 1935), but two papers
were removed — Moissaye J. Olgin’s report about the Soviet Writers’ Congress
and Kenneth Burke’s speech. The preface to the Russian edition written by the
editor Sergei Dinamov throws light on the reasons for excluding Burke’s paper.
In his introduction Dinamov dwelt at some length on Burke’s text and criticized
his “errors”. Dinamov’s criticism makes it clear that the main problem was the
fact that the American “fellow traveler” used the concepts “people” (narod) and
“national spirit” (narodnost’) which at the moment were on the agenda in the
USSR due to the Popular Front policy. Kenneth Burke’s speech “Revolutionary
Symbolism in America” at the First American Writers’ Congress, translated into
Russian by Tatiana A. Pirusskaia, is published herewith as an addendum to the
essay.

Keywords: Kenneth Burke, “Revolutionary Symbolism in America”, 1935 American
Writers’ Congress, Sergei Dinamov, Soviet publishing policy, archived materials.
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TaM ne6pu cHMBOJIOB CMYIIAIOT YEIIOBEKA. . .
Ulapns Boonep (nep. Dnnuca)

Man passes there through forests of symbols...
Charles Baudelaire (transl. W. Aggeler)

IlepBblit yupenuTenbHbll KoHrpece JIurnm amMmepuKaHCKUX IUcaTe-
neii, cocrossmmiics B Hero-Mopke 26-28 ampens 1935 1., opraHu30BbI-
BaJICS U MPOBOAMIICS II0 MOJENH, cX0xkel ¢ IIepBbIM Che310M COBETCKHUX
niucarenedt (17 aBrycra—1 centsiops 1934) u [lapmkckum KOHTpECccoM IMH-
caresnell B 3amuTy KyabTypsl (21-25 uronst 1935), mockonbKy ObLT 9acThiO
€IMHOTO OONBIIOTO MOJTUTHIECKOTO NMPOEKTA — ABMKCHUS B HAIIPABICHUN
HOBOTO BCEMUPHOTO MHCATEIBCKOTO 00BETUHEHNUS, KOTOPOE JOJIKHO OBLIO
OpUNHTH Ha cMeHY MexayHapoJHOMY 00bEIMHEHUIO IPOJIETAPCKUX MUCa-
tenerd (MOPII) B HOBBIX YCIIOBHUSX, KOTJ]a Ha MOBECTKE JHS COBETCKOTO
u mupoBoro kommyHusMa (KomuHTepHa) ObLa 3ajiada KOHCOJHIAINN
AHTH(AIIMCTCKOTO IBUKEHUS W CO3/IaHISI HAPOIHBIX (PPOHTOB.

AMepHKaHCKasl IMcaTeabCKasl JIMra, B XOA€ MOArOTOBKH K CO3[a-
HUIO KOTOPOH OBLIM JUKBUAUPOBaHBI KiyObl [xoHa Puna (aMmepukaHckas
cekuust MOPII), 3agymbIBanach Kak MIMPOKOe OOBbEIUHEHUE BCEX JIEBBIX
1 aHTH(AIINCTCKH HACTPOSHHBIX mucarenbckux kpyros CIIA mpm He-
[TACHOM W HESIBHOM JIHJICPCTBE KOMMYHHUCTOB. OO0 3TOM CBHJICTECILCTBYIOT,
B YaCTHOCTH, KaK MaTepuallbl 110 IOATOTOBKE IE€PBOIO yYPEAUTEIBHOIO
KOoHrpecca JIuru, Tak 1 OT4eThl 0 ero npoBeaeHnu. CoXpaHWINCh MHChMa
€T0 IIaBHBIX OpraHu3aTopoB — Anekcanapa Tpaxrenbepra («komMuccapa mo
KyabpType 1 nedaru» komnaptuu CIIIA) u uneHa oprkoMurera, perakropa
u nuteparopa Anana Kamvepa B Cekperapuar MOPII (maxoauBimiics
B MockBe): B HUX HOAYEPKUBAIOTCSI 3HAUUMOCTD FOTOBSILEr0OCs COOBITHS,
yCIeXH B €ro NoAroToBKeE, a INIaBHOE — MIOJIHOE €ro COOTBETCTBUE TpeOoBa-
HUSAM K HOBBIM, COBPEMEHHBIM ITHCATEIbCKUM aCCOLUALIUAM:

MbI fenaeM Bce BO3MOXKHOE, YToOb! 3T0T KoHrpecc ObL1 HayaaoM HIMPO-
KOM OpraHu3aliy JIydlInX aMepUKaHCKUX THcaTelel, KOTOpble B TeUEHHE
MOCIIETHUX JIET OYCHB TTOJIEBEIH. .. MBI lyMaeM, 4To Ha OTKpbITHH Che3na
oyner mpucyrctBoBath 1000 dyenmoBek... AKTHBHOE ydacThe B paboTe
Coesna npumyt nucarenu [paiizep, Hoc IMaccoc, @pank, Ixo3edcoH,
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long, ®pumen, ... Konayami, Xpio3... MBI HE TIOJIYyYHUIN HU OJJHOTO OTKa3a
OT TeX, KOTO Mbl Hpuraacuin Ha Chesn’.

Ha coemannn Cexperapuara MOPII 14 aBrycra 1935 . A. Tpax-
TeHOepr, pacckasbiBasi 0 KOHrpecce JIUru, mog4epKHys, 4TO €ro CienyeT
paccmarpuBarh B eIMHCTBE ¢ [lapMKCKUM KOHTPECCOM M JBMKCHHUEM Ha-
ponHoro ¢poHTa:

Mpsr nocnanu B [lapmwx Maitkn T'onga u @psHka, KOTOpBIE MPEACTABISITH
HIMPOKUI Kpyr nucareneil. BoicTyruieHne 3Tux nucareseil Ha KOHrpecce
6bu10 oueHb xopomnM. CTaBUTCS BONPOC: B CBs3U ¢ IlapyKCKUM KOH-
IPeccoM KakK Mbl CMOTPUM Ha Hally OpraHU3allUIo, YTO MOXKET JaTh Hallla
opranmzanus?.. Korma Ham KoHrpecc 3acemal, Mbl OOCYKIalH BOIPOC
o mnpuHATHM yuyacTus B Ilapmkckom KoHrpecce. Mbl paccmarpuBaiu
Ce6$l KaK 49acCTb IMMapHXKCKOI'0 ABMIKCHHs, XOTs Hallla OpraHu3anus uMmeia
MecTo 10 ITapuKcKOoro KOHrpecca, Ho Mbl CTaBUJIM OJHOPOJHBIE BOIPOCHI
U PELIWIIH, YTO Hallla OPraHU3aIUs MOXKET II0TOMY OBITh IIEPBO CeKuuei
IMapuskckoro koHrpecca’.

OpraHu3aTtopsl KOHTpecca M03a00THIIMCh O TOM, YTOOBI MPOEKT
co3nanust Jluru u ee mepBbIil Che3 HE BOCHPUHUMAIHNCH KaK MEpPOINpPH-
arue kommapruu CIIIA. Ha ponp mpeacenaTens HOBOTO MUCATENbCKOTO
oObenuHeHus Obl1 BeIOpaH Yonno @p3HK — mucaTeslb C JEBBIMHU B3IVISA-
namMu, MOKJIOHHUK b. CnuHO3bI, HAaTUBUCT (aMEpPUKAHCKWUN IaTPHUOT),
3HATOK M LIEHUTENb UCHAHOA3bIYHBIX KyabTyp Craporo u Hosoro Caera,
MOyYMBIINI U3BECTHOCTH Onaronaps xypHamiy Seven Arts (1916-1917),
BJOXHOBUTEJIEM M PYKOBOIUTEIEM KOTOPOro oH Obul BMecTe ¢ Ban Bux
Bbpykcom u JIx. Onmenreiimom. B 1935 . @panak Haxoauics B caMoi Jie-
BOW TOUKE CBOEH TPAaeKTOPHH — OH YK€ MOOBIBAT B JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKOM
JEKIIMOHHOM TYPHE M CBEJl 3HAKOMCTBA C JICBBIMH U KOMMYHHCTHYECKUMHU
Kpyramu psifa ctpad ucnanckoid Amepuku, nocetus CCCP (1931) u BbI-
myctuil poMaH «CMepTthb U poxaenue [Ipsuna Mapkanga» (1934), koTopslit
Kak pa3 B 19351936 rT. mosiBIsieTCst Ha PyCCKOM SI3BIKE’.

' A. Tpaxreubepr u A. Kammep — Cexperapuary MOPIL 23 mapra 1935 .
PI'ACIIN. ®. 541. Om. 1. JI. 126.

2 PTAJIN. ®. 631. Om. 11. Ex.xp. 1.

3 @poux V. Cveprs u poxaenue Idsuna Mapkonna. OTpsiBkd 13 pomana / Iep.
¢ aur. E. KanamnukoBoii / MurepHanuonansHas nuteparypa. 1935. Ne 3. C. 3-44;
Dponx V. Cmepts n poxnenne Jpsuna Mapkonaa / Ilep. ¢ anr. E. Kanammukosoii. M.:
I'MXJI, 1936.
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OpranuzaTopaM 0THacTH yaajoch 3anyuuTh u Jona [loc ITacco-
ca, KOTOPBIM BHayaje OTKa3aJcs OT MPUIVIALLIEHUS MOJIUCATh BO33BaHUE
KOHIpecca U NPUHATh B HEM y4acTHe, HO 3aTeM, Y3HaB, UTO 3TO HE «3ares
KOMMYHHCTOB», U JIura cozgaerca Ha MUPOKON AEMOKPATHYECKON aHTHU-
¢dammcTckoit miargopme, COrIacHics y4acTBOBaTh 3209HO M MIPHCIIAN Ha
KOHTPecC CBOU JOKJIaJ, MOCBSIICHHBIN MacTepcTBy mucaresst. Mcropus
¢ Hoc Ilaccocom mociyxuiia JIUIIHUM J10Ka3aTelIbCTBOM TOTO, YTO CTpa-
TErusi OpraHu3aTopoB, OblIa BEPHOW M EIMHCTBEHHO BO3MOXKHOH IUIf
KOHCOJIMJIAIIUN aMEPHUKAHCKOTO JIMTEPATypHOTO «HAPOJIHOTO (poHTay.
Cronp xe BaxXHBIM ydacTHUKOM ObuT 1 Kennet bepk — eme oqHO kpymHOE
WUMsi, M3BECTHBIM M BIMATENbHBIM JIEBBIH HMHTEIEKTyall, MPUCYTCTBUE
KOTOPOTO MPHIABA0 PEaTHCTUYHOCTD JEKOPAIHIM, KaMy(QIHPOBABIINM
IIPOKOMMYHHUCTHUYECKYIO U IPOMOCKOBCKYIO CYyTh HHUIMATHUBBI.

Ob6cTosTenscTBa yuacThs bepka B yupennTensHOM KoHrpecce Jlurn
y’Ke CTaHOBWIKCH npeaMeroM ananuza [Logie 2005; George Selzer 2003;
Williams 1989; Yagoda 1980], Tak uto Hamie#l 3amadeit OyjaeT 100aBUTH
K 3TOMY CIOXKETYy HEKOTOpbI€ JeTalld, KacalolIUecss COBETCKOM pelenuun
€ro 3HaMEHHUTOH peYH O PEBOJIIOIMOHHOM CHUMBOJIM3ME, MPOU3HECEHHOMN
27 ampenst — BO BTOPOH IeHb pabOTHI KOHTpecca.

CoBeTckoe PYyKOBOICTBO, OT KOTOPOTO aMEPHUKAHCKHE KOMMY-
HUCTBI-OpraHu3aropbl JIUrn HampacHO >KJand OOEIIaHHOM MOMOILH,
MPEIIIoOwIo HAIPaBUTh BCE CHIIBI U (pUHAHCH Ha [lapmkckuil KoHTpecc,
a HE Ha 3a0KEaHCKOE MEpOIPUSATHE — OTKPBITAs MOIJEpPIKKA aMEepUKaH-
CKHX JIeBBIX ObUIa BECbMa 3aTPYJHHUTEIbHA MOJIUTUYCCKHA, IKOHOMUYECCKU
u jgoructuyecku. OpHAKO MOCKOIBKY B MOCKBE aMEpUKAaHCKUU ChE3[
paccMaTpuBaiM B CBSI3KE C JBYMsS JAPYTUMH IHCATEIbCKHUMH ChE3AaMH
1934-1935 rr, Benach W eAuHAs W3AaTENbCKas MOJIUTHKA B OTHOIICHHH
9TUX MEPONPHUATHN: HApSAIy C BBITYCKOM CTEHOTPApUYECKOro OTdYeTa
[TepBoro cwesna coBerckux nucarene [Cvezn 1934] u marepuanamu
[Mapmwxkckoro xonrpecca [Konrpecc 1936] roroBuiics aHaJIOTHMYHBIA TOM
marepuanoB [lepBoro che3na mucarenbckoi Jlurn CIIA, koTopsid, Tem
He MeHee, Tak M He Obul onyonukoBad. B PITAJIU B donae 'MXJla co-
XpaHWIACh MOJTHOCTHIO MOATOTOBJICHHAS K U3AHUIO PYKOMHUCK : TOM OBLI
coOpaH, mepeBeicH, Obla cAelaHa peAakTypa. BerymuTenbHast cTaThs
C. lunamoBa, KOTOPBIH PYKOBOJMII TIOJI'OTOBKOW COBETCKOTO IEPEBOIHO-

4 Cwm. PTAJIN. ®. 631. Om. 11. Exxp.1. JI. 3, 13.

5 Kourpecc amMepukaHckux mucareneit / Ilep. ¢ anri. M. Baneckanu, pex., BCTYIL
ct. C. lunamosa. 321 JI. PTAJIU. @. 613. Omn. 1. Ex.xp. 8512.
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ro uzganus marepuainon [lepBoro konrpecca JIuru, ciayXuT emie OgHUM
CBUJETEIIbCTBOM B TOJb3y TOrO, YTO «aMEPUKAHCKHH TOM» TOTOBMJICS
B CIUHOHN «000iiMe» ¢ MaTepHalaMH COBETCKOTO MHCATENECKOTO Che3/ia
u [lapmwkckoro koHrpecca B KOHTEKCTE JBW)KCHHUS HAPOJHBIX (DPOHTOB.
JlunamoB, B yacTHOCTH, ntucai: «I[Ipoucxoausimuii B Hbm—ﬁopxe B KOHIIE
anpens 1935 roga KOHrpecc aMepUKaHCKUX MUcCATeNed UMeeT OoJblloe
MEXIyHapOIHOE 3HAYeHHE M SBJSETCS 3HAYUTEJIbHEHIIMM JTarloM Ha
IYyTH CO3/IaHUS €AMHOTO AHTHUKAIMTAIMCTHUECKOTO W aHTHU(AIIUCTCKOTO
bpoHTa mucareeit BCero Mupan®.

3a 0CHOBY OBLIO B35TO MOArOTOBIEHHOE ['eHpr XapToM aMepuKaH-
ckoe m3nanue MmatepuaioB IlepBoro xonrpecca Jluru [American Writers
Congress 1935], Bwimesniee B U31aTEIbCTBE aMEPUKAHCKON KOMITApTUU
International Publishers, xoTopbiM pykoBonui Tpaxten6epr. OHO ObLIO
BOCITIPOM3BE/ICHO IMOYTH TOJHOCTHIO, 332 HMCKIIOUEHHWEM JIBYX BBICTYILIE-
Hui — poknana M. Onbruna o IlepBoM che3ne COBETCKUX Mucaresei
n peun Kennera bepka «PeBostoIIMOHHBIA CUMBOJIM3M B AMEpHUKE».

Bepk, ynoBUBLIMIA 1yX BpeMEHH, YETKO (GOPMYIUPYET CYTh KiItoye-
BOTO TAKTHYCCKOTO XOAd, KOTOPBHIA OyIeT rapaHTHpOBaTh YCIEX CTpaTe-
TUYECKOM JIMHHMH: OTKa3 OT Y3KO KJIACCOBOWM TEPMHHOJOTHH, oOpalleHue
K MAaKCHMaJIbHO IITUPOKUM CJIOSIM OOIIECTBa YTOOBI «C IPONaraH{uCTCKUMHU
LEJISIMID «BBIUTH CO CBOEH TOKTPUHOMN K IINPOKOM MyOJIHKe U MPOU3BECTH
Ha Hee OylaronpuATHOE BIeyaTiaeHue». bepk oTMeuaeT: MIMEHHO «Hapoa» —
CHUMBOII, 00J1a1al0IIU I OTPOMHOM 0OBETUHSIONICH CHIIOH, YTO OTIIMYHO TI0-
HUMAIOT U (pamucTsl, 1 KOMMYHHUCTBL: «OH codeTaeT B cede JIOCTOMHCTBA
HAIIMOHATUCTUYECKNX YCTAHOBOK M CIIOCOOHOCTH MPOTUBOCTOATH CHIIAM,
CKPBIBAIOIIKUM KJIACCOBBIE MPUBUIIETHHU MTOJ] UICOJIOTHEN eIMHCTBAY.

Bosnukaer Bomnpoc: pa3 peub Kennera bepka mojgHOCTbIO COOTBET-
CTBOBaJIa yXy HMCTOPMYECKOI'O MOMEHTA, €ro MOJIUTHYECKUM U HJE0J0-
THYECKUM 3ajJlayaM, a, IJIaBHOE, CTAJIMHCKON MapTUHHOMN JTMHUH, MOYEMY
MMEHHO 3TOT AOKIAJ, CTOJNb aKTyaJbHbIH U CBOCBPEMEHHBIM, COUIIU HYX-
HBIM UCKJIIOYUTD U3 COBETCKOTO MEPEBOAHOTO MU3AaHUA?

B npenucinoBuu K NOArOTOBIEHHOMY COBETCKOMY TOMY MaTepHajioB
koHrpecca Jluru ero orBeTcTBeHHbIN pegakrop Cepreit luHaMoOB, CyMMH-
POBABIINI CMBICI U JIABIIUN «BEPHYIO UJICOJIOTHYECKYIO OILIEHKY» MPAKTH-
YECKHM Ka)J0TO BBICTYIUICHMS, YIEINUI PacCMOTPEHUIO OTCYTCTBOBABIICH
B KHure peun Kennera bepka ezpa jin He Oouiblie MecTa, 4eM KakoMy Obl TO
HU OBLTO Ipyromy moknany. OtMerns Oiarue Hamepenus bepka, Jlnnamos

% Tam xe. JI. 1-2.
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MOJIBEPT KPUTHUKE €T0 «ITyTAHBIN HCANTU3M» U «Xa0TUIHOCTh MBIIIIJICHHSD,
KOTOpble KBaJU(PUIUPOBAN KaK TUIUYHbIE MPOSBICHUS «MEJIKOOYpXKY-
a3HOHM PEBOJIIOLMOHHOCTUY», CKPBIBAIOIIEH 3a BHELUIHUM paJAMKaIN3MOM
PEaKIOHHOCTh M KOHCEPBAaTH3M. J|HHAMOB OOpYIIHIICS Ha TIOHATHSI MU(a
Y CHUMBOJIa KaK BHEHCTOPUYECKHE, U, TIIABHOE, HA «IIPEBPATHO TOHSATHIC»
BepkoM MOHATHS «HAPOI» U «HAPOIHOCTH:

...n3BeCTHBIN XynokHUK Kennetr bepk BBICTYNHI ¢ COBepIIEHHO Helpa-
BWJIBHBIM NYTAaHHBIM OJOKJIaJOM O IIPOJIETAaPCKOM CHMBOJIHM3ME. Kenner
Bepk — oH M3 Jy4IIUX PEBOJIOLMUOHHBIX XyAOXKHHUKOB, U €ro OMIMOKH,
OYEBHJHO, CBOMCTBEHHBI HE €My OnHOMY. IloATOMy KOHIpecc Ha HHX
1 OCTAaHOBHJICS, MOJBEPTHYI UX 3aCITy)KEHHOW KPUTHKE.

Bepx cunTaer, 4To Halle MBIIUIEHHE COCTOUT U3 KOMILIEKca MU(OB,
KOTOPBIE HENb3sI U3y4aTh KPUTHUECKU — OHU pacraayTces. bepk nzodperaer
KaKOro-To 4eJoBeKa BooOIe, HoBoro PoOMH30Ha, U 3TO Cpa3y TOJIKAET €ro
K OIIMOKaM.

KommyHmI3M — TOke «Mud»? «Kamuram» — Toxe «Mu@», ero HeJib3st
n3y4darh? Croiikuii OonblIeBUK — TOXe «MH(D»? BbixomuT, uto Tak. bepk
nuietT: «Eciu Bel BCTpeTuTe uenoBeKa, yBIEUEHHOTO Kakoi-nubo uaeet,
TO Kak Obl HACTOWYMBO BbI €I0 HU MPOCUJIH, OH HE CyMEET CJIeJIaTh 3TO TaK
’Ke KOHKPETHO, KaK OH IO Ballell mpock0e MOT OBl yKa3aTb CBOH JTOM).

KoneuHo, 10M yKka3aTh MpOILE, Ye€M BBISICHUTH CBOE€ MHPOBO33pe-
HHE, HO HEY)XeJIM PEBOJIOLMOHEP, KOMMYHHCT, TaK yX M HE OOBACHUT
«pupony csoero ymieueHus»?! HauBHocTb bepka, omgHako, Ha 3TOM He
octanaBinuBaercs. Kitacc — 310 Toxke «Mu(}», OH TOIBKO HHOTJIA MOXKET He
Ka3aThCs WILTIO3UEH, MpoIoinkaeT bepk.

CToUT 1M CIOpPUTH, KOrja bepk He MOHUMAaeT mpocTterdmmx Qu-
nocoekux BorpocoB? Habpenast ourynpio Ha TO, YTO B MBILIUICHUH €CTh
obue moHsATHs, adCTpakuuu, HJeH, bepk cpa3y ke OBiIajeBaeT UMHU
¢ TIOMOIIBIO cBoeH «Mudormornu». Bee — obmee — «Mud». Bee koHKpeT-
HOE — peabHOCTh. BOT 1 BCs ero HecnoxHast «hurocodusi».

Wneanusm Kanra, Teopust cumsoios Jlacyania, Maxu3m, SMIUPU3M
Jlxeiimca — Bce BnuTan bepk, yToObl 000CHOBATh CBOIO «TEOPUIO» «pe-
BOJIFOIIMOHHOTO CUMBOJIHM3Ma». CMBICI 3TOr0 CHMBOJIM3Ma 3aKII0YaeTCs
B cienyioneM. Y KOMMYHHCTOB €CTh «CHMBOI» — 3T0 padoumii. HyxHO
€r0 3aMEHHTH JIPYTUM — 9TO KHAPOI.

Joxinan bepka noka3piBaeT BCIO XaOTHYHOCTb MUPOBO33pEHHsI He-
KOTOPBIX PEBOIOLMOHHBIX XY/IOKHUKOB. BricTymas co cBoel «reopueii»,
Bepk wmmen cample Ojarie HaMepeHHs — IIOMOYb PEBOJIOIMOHHOMY
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HCKYCCTBY OXBAaTHTh CBOMM BIIHMSHHEM HE TOJBKO NEPEIOBBIC CIIOH HpOJIe-
TapuaTa, HO U OTCTaIIbIX pabourX M MeNKyto Oypikyasuto. Ho HapomHOCTh
uckyccTBa bepk moHs1 9ucTo GpopMalbHO, a «TEOPHUs» CHMBOJIOB TOJIKHY-
Ja ero K uaeanusMmy. M Onmarue MOXKeNaHWs CBEIHUCh K TOMY, YTO HYXKHO
M300paXkaTh KaKOW-TO «HAPOA-CHMBOID).

B npeHusix, B 4aCTHOCTH B peun T. DprMeHa, 9T BeIcTyIuieHHe bep-
Ka ObLJIO MOABEPrHYTO KpUTHKe. HO HUKAK HEJb3sl COMIACUTBCS U C TEMHU
OIIITOHEHTAaMH, KOTOPbIE BOOOIIE CUUTAIOT HENMPABUILHBIM YHOTpeOIeHne
cioBa «Hapom». Mapke, DHrenbe, JlenuH U CrajauH ynoTpeOsstoT 3TO
CIIOBO, ¥ IMCHHO KOMMYHH3M €CTh 3HaMsi OCBOOOX/ICHHUSI HAPOJIOB BCETO
Mupa.

DammcTel MBITAIOTCS 00ITATH O KHAPOJIEY, KHAPOIHOMY UCKYCCTBE,
HO JeHCTBHUTENFHBIC BOXKAN HApOJa — 9TO KOMMYHHUCTHI. bypikyasus, koraa
oHa Ooposiack ¢ (eopamTu3MoM, MOTJIa ele TOBOPUTh OT MMEHHU Hapoja,
HO 4ac ee nmodebl ObLI 4acOM IIPEAATeNbCTBA €10 UHTEPECOB Hapoaa. |...]

PaboTta koHrpecca B IeJIOM SICHO IIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO ITyTaHHUIIA,
nposiBIeHHas B TakoM oominu Kennetom Bepkom, HUKak He THITUYHA JIIS
OCHOBHBIX TBOPYECKHX M KPUTHYECKHX KaJpOB JIEBOTO KPbIIa aMepPHKaH-
CKOii uTeparypsl’.

HauBHOCTB «MenkoOypiKya3HOTO peBononroHepa» bepka, koropo-
ro pazo6nayaeT JIMHaAMOB, KaK pa3 U COCTOUT B €r0 «IIPEKPACHOAYIIHOI»
Bepe B UICKPEHHOCTh PUTOPUKH yCTPOUTENIEH KOHIpecca, BEPE B TO, UTO I10-
JTUTHYECKasl 3aJlada MOMEHTA — OOBEJIMHUTh BCE aHTU(ANIMCTCKUE JICBBIC
CWJIBI Ha IIUPOKOU JeMoKkparuueckoil (demos (rped.) — Hapox) miatdop-
Me, a 3a/laya MJIe0JIOTHYecKas — «BbIpBaTh MUG» Yy (QamucToB, KOTOpbIE
YCHEIIHO MaHUIIYJIMPOBAJIM MAacCaMH TaK)Ke MPH IOMOILU PUTOPUKH — HO
PUTOPUKH TOMYTUCTCKOM (populus (71at.) — Hapoy).

JlnHaMOB B CBOEH OTMOBENU «ITyTaHUKY» bepky, mpenHazHaueHHON
JUTsl «<BHYTPEHHETO YIOTPeOIeHU», T.€. ISl COBETCKOTO YUTAaTelNs, MPSIMO
TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO BCSYECKM KaMmy(IMPOBaJIOCh 3a0KEaHCKUMH Opra-
HU3aTOpaMH NHUCATeIbCKOr0 KOHIpecca, MPOBOAUBIIMMHU €r0 B YCIOBHAX
aMEepUKaHCKOTro OyprKya3HOI'O CTpOs: «IEeHCTBUTEIbHBIE BOKIU HapoJa —
3TO KOMMYHHUCTBI», «IIPOJIETAPHAT U TPYASAIIAECS — BOT YTO TaKOE HApO/,
Y HaM HeT HUKAKUX OCHOBAHMI HE BUJETh TO PEabHOE, YTO €CTh HAPOI».
A uyToOBI peub bepka HeHapOKOM He cOuJia ¢ TOJIKY COBETCKOTO YMTaTels,

7 Tam xe. JI. 15-17, 20.
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COBETCKO€ KHUTOM3JaHKE IOIIIO0 IPOBEPEHHBIM IIyTEM: KPUTHKA U Pa3b-
SICHEHHsI 3aMEIIAI0T COO0M COOCTBEHHO UCXOIHBIN TEKCT.

Cypossiii ipuroBop Jnaamona («3akmtounTenbHoe ciioBo K. bepka
MTOKA3BIBACT, YTO OH HE TOHSUI CYIIHOCTH CBOMX OIIMOOK M BHIUT JIHIIB
YaCTHBIE HENOCTAaTKU B JIOKJIaAe, HEBEPHOM II0 IJIABHBIM HCXOIHBIM
npuHIHIaM»®) MpeacKasyeM M HeH30ekKeH: pasyMeeTcs, HEBO3MOXKHO
ObUIO TIO3BOJUTH 3a0KEAHCKOMY «TEOPETHKY» IepeXBaTUTh WHUIUATHUBY
U TOJIKOBATH KIFOUEBOE MOHATHE «HAPOMI» / «HAPOIHOCTEY, KOTOPOE OBLIO
B35TO Ha BoopyxeHue B crajuHckoM CCCP B mepuon moauTHKU Hapon-
Horo (ponta. U yx Tem Oomee Henb3s OBUIO pa3pelINTh HEHAACKHOMY
«TIOMYTUUKY» CBOOOJHO PACCYXkJaTh IEpel] COBETCKOM uHTaTeNnbCKOU
ayIUTOpPHEH O TakoW JEeNUKaTHOW MpoOieMe, Kak COOTHOIIEHUE TTOHSITUH
«KJIACCOBOCTbY» U «HAPOJHOCTb»: HaJ 3TUM 3aKOBBIPUCTHIM BOIIPOCOM
KOpIIEIM IPUCSIKHBIE CTAIMHCKUE UJEOJIOTH, JIOMasl KOIlbsl Ha CTpaHMLAX
KypHana «JluteparypHblii KpUTHK» M PUCKYSI TOJIOBOM, KOTOPOH MOKHO
OBUIO MOIJIATUTHCA 32 CIUIIKOM PaCIUIBIBUYATYIO MU, HA00OPOT, Yepecuyp
OJTHO3HAYHYIO (DOPMYIHPOBKY.
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IMPUJIOKEHHUE

Kenner BEPK
PEBOJHOL[HOHHBIVI CUMBOJIN3M B AMEPUKE

Eciti MBI HIOCMOTpPHM, KaK B TY HJIH HHYIO HCTOPHUYECKYIO SIIOXY JIIOAN
00beIMHINCE B Pa3INYHBIC IBIKCHHS, KOHCEPBATHBHBIC WM PEBOJIO-
IIMOHHBIC, MBI BCCTZa OOHAPY)KUM HEKHH OOIIMH MPUHIUI, HA OCHOBAHHH
KOTOPOTO OHH OIIyMIAI0T ce0s 000coOneH oM Ipynmnoii. S umero B BULY HE
HPOCTO CHMBOJIMYECKHE aTpUOyThl, TaKkWe, KaK TPHUKOJIOP, CEpIl U MOJIOT,
CBACTHKa, PACISATHE HIM TOTEMHBIH CTOJO, a CIIOXKHOE ITeperieTCHHE IMOLMIT
M HACTPOCHUH, 110 OTHOIICHUIO K KOTOPBIM MOMOOHEIE aTpUOYTHI SBISIOTCS
He Oosee 4eM 3HaKaMH.

Co cTporo MaTepHaIMCTUYECKON TOUKH 3PEHHS, TAKHE CUMBOJIBI — SIBHAS
Henenocts. [luia, opyaus, KpoB, TEXHOJIOTHH TPOM3BOJICTBA — BOT «Hanbomee
peaJbHBIC» JJIEMEHTHl HALICTO JICKCHKOHA; OHHM OTHOCATCS K IIpeIMETaM,
KOTOPBIC MOXHO YBHUJCTH W MOTPOrarb pykKamMu, K HPOCTBIM U NOHATHBIM
nevictBusiM. Ho cymiecTByronue BHyTpH I'PYIIIbl M CIUIAYUBAIOLINE €€ CBA3U
He 00JIaal0T peanbHOCThI0 MaTepru. Jaxe Oyaydn 3HAYMMBIMU KaTaan3aro-
paMil HCTOPHYECKHX MPOLIECCOB, OHU OCTAIOTCS «MUpaMiy, nog00HO Ooram
y Tomepa. ITombiTKa KPUTHYECKH UX IPOAHAIU3HPOBATH PABHOCHIIBHA HX
pa3BEeHUYaHHIO, B PE3yNIbTaTe KOTOPOTO OHU YCTYIIAIOT MECTO HECKOJIBKUM ITPH-
MUTHUBHBIM «PC€aJIbHBIM» 00BEKTaM. ECJH/I, CTOJIKHYBIIMCH C TIPUBCPIKCHIEM
HEKOH WJIeH, BB IIPUCTaHeTe K HEMY C BOIPOCAMH, OH HE CMOXKET OOBSCHUTh
BaM MPUYHHY CBOCH MPUBEPIKECHHOCTH TAK JKE YETKO, KaK €U ObI CIIPOCHUIIH,
rze ero joM. OJHaKo, XOTs HIPUPOJIA eT0 SHTY3Ha3Ma dheMepHa, MbI 3HAEM, UTO
HUMEHHO 3TOT OHTY3Ua3M MOKET OBITE NOJJIMHHBIM COLIMAJIbHBIM MOTHBOM €TI0
IIOBCIACHUSA.

«MudbD MOTYT OBITh JDKMBBIMH, WM X MOXKHO HCTONBb30BATh B Ayp-
HBIX LIEJAX, HO M30aBHTBCS OT HMX HEBO3MOXKHO. B KOHEUHOM cuere, 3TO
0a30BbIe ICUXONOTMYECKUE HHCTPYMEHTBI, TI03BOJISIONINE HAM COTPYAHNYATS.
Monorok — UHCTPYMCHT IJIOTHUKA, TFaCUHBIN KITHOY — HUHCTPYMCHT MCXaHHUKA,
a «MU(» — COLUATBHBIA HHCTPYMEHT, HYKHBII, YTOOBI IPOTSIHYTh MEXIY JIBYMS
JIOABMH HUTH B3aUMOCBSI3H, OJ1aroqapsi KOTOPOH INIOTHUK M MEXaHUK, Oy1ydn
HPEJCTABUTEISIMU PA3HBIX IPOpECccHii, MOTYT padoTaTh Ha OJIaro OJHUX U TEX
’Ke 00IIECTBEHHBIX MHTEPECOB. B 3TOM 11aHe My BHIIOMHSACT CBOM (DYHKIINH
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HE MEHee YCIEIIHO, YeM MU, opyaus win kpos. Ho, B ommudue ot matepu-
QJIBHBIX 00BEKTOB, MU( CIeAyeT OTHECTH K 8mopuuHoll pealbHOCTH. ToTeM,
paca, 60’kecTBO, HAIMOHAIBHOCTb, KJIACC, MACOHCKAS JIOKA, THITBJINS — BCE 3TO
MH(BI, 00eCTIeInBIIIE Pa3HbIC (POPMBI M BUIBI COITMATBHOTO B3aNMOICHCTBHSL.
Mx Henp3s HA3BATh «MILTIO3USIMHY», MOTOMY YTO OHM BBITIOJHSIOT OYCHB pe-
QIBHYI0 ¥ HEOOXOAUMYIO COLMAIBHYIO (PYHKIIUIO, OpraHu3ys Melienue. Ho,
KOT/Ia OHM IIPHOOPETAIOT XapaKTep NMepexXUTKOB, OTOMY YTO OOCTOSTEIbCTRA,
K KOTOPBIM OHH OBLITH HPHCTIOCOOIEHBI, CMEHIIINCH HHBIMH, K KOTOPBIM OHH HE
HPHUCIOCOOIECHBI, TAKNE MBI MOTYT Ka3aThCsl MILTIO30PHBIMU.

ITo mbicnu Jlaccyanna', peBOJIOLMS MPOMCXOAUT, KOTA JIFOAU OTKa-
3bIBAIOTCS OT NPUBEPIKEHHOCTH OJHOMY MH(Y HIM CHMBOJIY U 3aMEHSIOT €ro
apyrum. [Ipu 3ToM, Korja CHMBOJ ITIOCTENIEHHO TepseT CBOE 3HAYEHHE KAk
MHCTPYMEHT, 00€CTIeYBAIOMINI B3aUMO/ICHCTBHE BHYTPH I'PYIIIIEL, U TIPU3HAK
€¢ OTJINYHS OT APYTHX TPYII, OOBIYHO MOSBISIETCS MHOTO CHMBOJIOB, KOTOPEIC
KOHKYPHPYIOT MEKTy c000i 3a ero Mecto. BeposTHO, CHUMBOI TepSIET aKTyallb-
HOCTb, Korza (hopma B3aUMOJCHCTBUSI, KOTOPYIO OH IMPEANOoIaraeT — 1 ¢ KOTo-
poii Hepa3phIBHO CBSA3aHA €T0 Cy/Ib0a, — yTPauHBaeT CBOIO KU3HECTIOCOOHOCT.
Tak, cumBonm Oyp)Kya3HOTO HAIMOHAIM3Ma CETOMHS TIPUINEN B YAoK,
MOPTOMY KOMMYHHUCTHI TIBITAIOTCSI 3AMCHHUTH €T0 CHMBOJIOM Kiacca. CXOKHM
00pa3oM TEXHOKpAThbl, CTapasch U3BJICUb BBITOAY M3 MPECTHXKA, KOTOPHIM
COBPEMEHHAsl CHCTEMa IEHHOCTEH HajensieT TEXHMYECKHX CHElHalUCTOB,
HPEBPAIIAIOT B 00BSMHAIONIYIO HICI0 CHMBOI HHKeHepa. Y TaKoro MpOeKTa,
KaK COIManmbHBIN Kpemut [lyriaca, BHE 3aBHCHMOCTH OT €r0 SKOHOMHYECKON
OCYIICCTBIMOCTH, AHAJIOTMYHOTO CHMBOJA HET, BOT IOYEMY JABMKCHUS
HOJ00HOTO Pofa MPUOOPETAOT MHOXKECTBO CTOPOHHHKOB, TONIBKO €CIH UX
BO3MIABIIIET KaKas-JIM0O spKas .JiuuHOCHb, BOKPYT KOTOPOH M CIUIOTHTCS
rpymma. K 3To# kareropuu cienyer OTHECTH TakTuKy Xbion JIonra® u Yapis-
3a Kodumua® — u Her HEOOXOIMMOCTH OOBSCHATH HMPOKOMMYHUCTHYECKOIL
AyTUTOPUH, YTO, KOTZa OOBEAUHSIOMUM (DaKTOPOM JUISl TPYIIIEl CTAHOBHUTCS

Tlaponsx dyaiit Jlaccysmr (1902—-1978) — onun U3 oCHOBaTeNCH MOJUTOIOTHH

1 UnKarcKou 1KOJIbl COIIMOIOTHH.

2 Xsion IMupc Jlonr (1893-1935) mo npossumy «Llaps-peibay (Kingfish) —

MOJUTHK, TyOepHaTop mT. Jlynsuana, 3arem ceHatop ot JlyusuaHsl; B 3TOH JOIDKHOCTH
611 3actpenen B Kannronuu Jlynsnansr. B roast Benykoit genpeccun BBICTyIAN IPOTHB
Hogoro kypca Pyssensra. Cran npototunom repoeB pomanoB P. [Ilerna Yoppena («Bes

KopoJieBcKast path») U CuHkiepa Jlpronca («Y Hac 3T0 HEBO3MOKHOY).

> Yapnps Kopmun (1891-1978) — pelnuruosHplii aesTelns U HOIHTHK, B 1930-¢ —

HOIYJISPHBIA  PaJMONPONOBEIHUK, OTIMYABLIMKCS IPABOPAJAUKAIBHBIMU B3I IAMU
(aHTHCEeMUTH3M,  AHTUKOMMYHH3M, CHMIIATH3MPOBAI  HAIMOHAJI-COLMAIU3MY
1 UTAJIbIHCKOMY (harmsmy).
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OTACIIbHAA JUIYHOCTh, €€ CTOPOHHHUKHN HEPEIKO OKa3bIBAIOTCA B 336.Hy)KHGHI/II/I,
HOTOMY UTO OHA 3aCIOHSET OT UX B3IVIAJA KIIIOYEBBIC HEJOCTATKU CHCTEMBI.
[IpenanHOCTD 1 Take TOKJIOHEHHE — OJTarOTBOPHBIE TTO0YKICHHS, HO TOT (DaKT,
9TO MOOYXJIEHUSI OIAaroTBOPHBI, caM 10 ceOe ellle He 03HAYacT, YTO OHU He
HPHHECYT JIIOAAM Bpefa.

KoMMYHHUCTBI OOBIYHO OTOXKAECTBISIOT UACI0, KOTOPOI OHU NPENaHbI,
C CUMBOJIOM pabouyero, 3aMelas UM CKOMIIPOMETHPOBABLIMK ce0s Hauuo-
HaIBHBIA JyX W BO3BOJS TOT CHMBOJ B CTaryc o0BeauHsIONEro gakropa,
BOKPYT KOTOPOI'0 HOJKHO CTPOUTHCA HAMIC COTPYAHHUYCCTBO HA JaHHOM
HCTOPUYECKOM 3Tame. B cBoeM fokiane s MpOaHATM3UPYIO 3TOT CHMBOJ
U HOonpoOyr0 MOHATh, HACKONBKO OH OTBEUAET KPUTEPHUAM OOBbEIUHSIONICH
uzeu. [loguepkHy, 4TO ATOT BONPOC 5 PACCMATPUBALO UCKIIOYUUMENLHO € TOY-
KU 3peHusi nponacanoel. 3aa4u MpoIaraHIncTa MOTYT HE COBITAIATh TOTHO-
CTBIO € 3aJla4aMu opraHuzaropa. B Toii mepe, B kakoi aBTOp A€HCTBUTENBHO
SBJISETCS MPONAraHIUCTOM, NMPUPOJA €r0 PEeMeciIa MOXET MOoTpedoBaTh OT
HEr0 OPUEHTHPOBATHCS HA HEKUE CUMBOIMYECKHUE YCTAHOBKU — HE MPOCTO
4yTOOBl HAKCaTh CBOM IMPOM3BEIEHMSA, KOTOPHIM OyayT pYyKOIUIECKaTb €ro
COPaTHUKH M KOTOPBIE 00paTsAT TeX, KTO yXkKe o0paleH, HO 94TOOBI, TTOJ00HO
MIEPBOMPOXO/ILY, BEIMTH CO CBOCH MOKTPHHON K IIMPOKOH IMyOIMKe M Ipo-
U3BECTH Ha Hee OnarompusTHOE BIewariaeHue. [1osToMy s cocpenorouych
UMEHHO Ha Nponazanoucmckom aclekTe CHUMBOJA, pacCMaTpUBas CHMBOJ
B TIEPBYIO OYepeb Kak CPeICTBO 3aBepOOBATh HOBBIX CTOPOHHHKOB.

[1pexzae Beero, 5 monararo, 9To CHMBOJ JJOJDKEH BOIUIONIATE udeasi. MBI
BOCTIPUHIMAEM CHMBOJ KaK CTHMYJI, TOTOMY 9TO OH aCCOILIMHPYETCS ¢ KaueCTBa-
MU, KOTOPBIMH MbI XOT€JIN OBl O6J'Ial[aT]>. O,HHaKO Ha aeJi€ MaJio KTO CTPEMUTCA
IPUMEPUTH HA ceOsl poib, CKaXeM, OJHOTO U3 BUHTHKOB B MEXaHU3ME aBTOMO-
OUITBHOTO TIPON3BOJICTBA MM PAOOTHHKA KPYITHOH OBOITHOI 6a3bl. CypoBbIe yc-
JIOBUSI TAKOTO POJia ANeIUIAPYIOT K HAILIEMY COYY8CauUI0, HO HE K 4ecmonioouio.
Ham npean 3akmodqaercs B TOM, YTOOBI 10 BOSMOXKHOCTH U30iCliMb TIOROOHBIE
YCIIOBHS TPYJa MU 5Ke MAKCUMAIIBHO 00NETYnTh 3TOT Tpy/. HekoTopsIM mofsm,
BEIYLLIUM MMPEUMYIIECTBEHHO CHISYMI 00pa3 KU3HH, IIOPOH HPABUTCS UNTATh
0 TsDKeNoH (u3myeckoii paboTe (Kak HEKOI[a OHU 3a4UThIBATUCH KHUTaMH 0 J{u-
KoM 3amaze), Ho [ OJITHBY/Ty CITHIIKOM XOPOIIIO H3BECTHO, UTO TEX, KTO 3aHIMACT-
CsI Takoi paboToi, BOOAYIIEBISET NIaBHBIM 00pa3oM MBICHIb, YTO KOTIa-HUOYIb
OHM CMOTyT ee OpocuTsb. «O0pa3oBaHue IS B3POCIBIX) B KAMUTAIHCTUUECKON
AMepuKe cerojiHs 3aKkJIH04aeTcsi B OCHOBHOM B ITOIBITKaX HAEMHBIX PAOOTHUKOB
SKOHOMHUYECKON c(epbl (TeX, KTO 3aHMMAETCsl PEKIaMOi U TOpPTOBIICH) Mak-
CHMaNbHO CTUMYIHPOBATH CIIPOC HA TOBAPHI, MOTpeOICHNEe KOTOPHIX TpedyeT
CepbE3HBIX 3aTpaT, — U [ OJIMBYI MPpUBIIEKAET paboYero MMEHHO H300pakeHnEM
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JKU3HU, B KOTOPOH YEIOBEK MOXKET yIOBIECTBOPUTH MOACTEIUBAEMBIE PEKIIAMOM
JKenaHus. Beraet Bonpoc: MOKHO JIM CKa3aTh, YTO CUMBOJ pabo4Yero OpueHTHPO-
BaH Ha Hac, COPMUPOBAHHBIX PEAKIIMOHHBIMH CUIIAMH, KOTOPBIE KOHTPOIHPYIOT
HAIIIN TIaBHBIE 00pa30BaTeIbHbIC KaHATBI?

Puckny npeanonoxuts, uto HeT. Ho 51 He Xxody cka3aTb, YTO B PEBOJIIO-
LIMOHHO JIUTEpaType He cleqyeT Jenarh yIop Ha mpoieTapuar. JKuzHeHHbIe
TATOTHl PadOYEro Mo-MPeKHEMY JOJKHBI CIIYKUTh OCHOBHBIM MCTOUHUKOM
PCBOJIONUOHHON CHMBONUKH — XOTSI OBI MIOTOMY, YTO MMEHHO B HHUX CKOH-
[ICHTPUPOBAHEI XY/IINE YePTHl KaIUTATHNCTHYECKON dKcIuTyaranuu. U Bee xe
KJIIOUEBOM CHMBOJI, HA MOM B3IVIs, JIydllle HCKaTh B HHOM mitockocTH. K cua-
CTBIO, Y MEHS HET HEOOXOJUMOCTH BBICTYIIATh B 3AIIUTY KAKUX-TO PaJUKalb-
HBIX IIEPEMEH, XOTA IyMalo, YTO MpeAJaraeMoe MHOIO CMELIEHUE aKIeHTOB,
caMo 1o cebe HeCyIIEeCTBEHHOE, MOKET B KOHEYHOM HTOTE CHENaTh HAIIy
nporaranay oonee 3pPpekTuBHON. MHe Npe/IcTaBIsAeTCs MPEIIOYTHTEITbHBIM
Jpyroit cuMBOI — Oojee (yHIAMCHTAIBHBIA M ONU3KUHA K MPEACTaBICHHIO
00 uaeane, yeM cUMBOJ pabouero: «Hapoay. [Ipeyiaras moMecTUTh «HAPOI»
BbILIE «pabodyero» B Halllell nepapXuM CUMBOJIOB, s, KAK MHE Ka)eTcCsl, Bbl-
JBUTal0 TE3UC, YTO HEBO3MOXHO IPOIOBEIOBATh PEBOJIOLMOHHYIO MBICIb
Cpeny HU3IIUX CIOEB CPEIHETO Kiacca, He aleIupys K IHEHHOCTSM 3TOTOo
KJacca, oJ00HO TOMY, KaK IIEPKOBb Paau 0OpaIleHus sI3IYHUKOB JIeJIana U3
MECTHBIX O0roB cBATHIX. KpoMe Toro, X04y 3aMeTUTh, YTO Mbl OUY€Hb OJU3KO
MOAOLUIA K 3TOMY CUMBOJIY «HAapOAa», UCIOJIb3YsS TEPMHUH «Macchbl», KOTO-
phIii Jan Ha3BaHWE [IABHOMY pajiMKaibHOMY n3manuio®. Ho morararo, 4to
TOHATHE «HAPO» OOJBIIE OTBEYACT IyXy Hallel HAIMOHATIBHON TpaJUInH,
4eM CHHOHUMHUYHOE MOHSATHE «MAacChl», KaK B CTUXUHHOM, MOBCEIHEBHOM
YIOTpeONeHny, Tak U B yCTaX HAIIUX MOJUTHYECKUX opaTopoB. Jlobasimio
ele, 4T0 B MHTEPBHIO, HEJABHO OMyOIMKOBaHHOM B razere New York World
Telegram, Knapenc XoToydii® HEOMHOKPATHO OOBEAMHSET STH IOHSTH,
TOBOPS O «HAPOJHBIX Maccaxy.

[To cpaBHEHHUIO ¢ TPOJETAPCKUM CHMBOJOM «HapoI» UMEET M elle
OJIHO CTPATErn4eckoe NPEeUMYILECTBO — OH ¢ OOJIbIIEH 0OJHO3HAYHOCTBIO OT-
ChbUIAeT K €JUHCTBY (UTO caMo 10 cebe pa3yMHO € TOUKH 3pEHUs ICUXOJIOTHH,
YUUTBIBAsI BCE ONIMOKM, CIACTAHHBIC HAI[MOHAINCTAMH, YTOOBI 3aMacKHpPO-

* Wwmeercs B By xypHan The Masses, Berxomummit B CIUA B 1911-1917 T,
U ero «npeeMHUK» — The New Masses (1918—1948).

5 Knapenc «Yapim» Xo1ayaii (1892-1963) — akTHBHCT IPO(COI3HOIO ABUKEHIL,
ynen LK amepukaHckoll KoMIapTHM, pegakTop opraHa xoMmmnaptuu Daily Worker
(1933-1940), B 1930-¢ — omuu u3 muaepos KII CIIIA, nexoropoe Bpemst ObIBIIMiT
BTOPBIM JIMIIOM B IapTun nocie I'eHepanbsHoro cexperapst Opia bpaynepa.
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BaTh pa3o0IIEHHOCTD). B cMMBOIIe Hapoaa 3aKIOUeH udean — 6ecKIaccosoe
o0mecTBO OymayIiero, KOTopoe MpUHECET ¢ cOo0O0M PEeBOMIOLUS, MOITOMY
OH TpencTaBisercs Oonee cUIbHON oObemuHsIOmeld uaeeid. OH coderaer
B ce0e TOCTOMHCTBA HAI[MOHAINCTUYECKUX YCTAHOBOK M CIIOCOOHOCTH IPO-
THUBOCTOATH CUJIaM, CKPBIBAIOIINM KJIACCOBBIC ITPUBUJICTUU T1I0] I/I}ICOHOFHCﬁ
€/INHCTBA.

Kpome ToOTO, ClenaB KIFOYEBBIM CHMBOJIOM «HApPOMI», MBI BBIUTPAEM
U B TOM OTHOIICHHUH, YTO HAIIH MHcaTenn OyayT MEHEee CKIOHHBI K CXeMa-
tu3My. Jlo cux mop, Mo KpaiHell mepe, nporemapckuil POMaH BBITIISIENT
YIPOIEHHO, MOKA3bIBasi OTPHUIATEIBHBIH CHMBOJI (BBI3BIBAIOIINN y HAC CO-
YyBCTBHE), @ HE TOJOKUTEIbHBIN (OTHLETBOPAIOUIMN HAIK uaeansl). CuM-
BOJI «HAPOJA» OIKEH 00ECIEUHUTh MUCATEII0 O0JIee IMPOKUE BOSMOKHOCTH
B BEIpa)KCHHUH cBOEH uyen. OTTANIKUBAsICh B CBOEM TBOPYECTBE MPEKIC BCETO
OT 3TOTO IOJOKHUTEIBHOTO CHMBOJIA, OH, TIOJIarai0, OCO3HACT, 4TO, PHUCYS
KapTHHBI CTPAJAHUA U MATEXKA, I0IT HEAOCTATOYHO MPOCTABIISACT MOIUTHYC-
CKYIO JIOKTPHHY, KOTOPOU OH mpeaaH. [loxanyii, qydriee, 4To MOKET CeNaTh
MOAT, — 3TO MPOSBIATH YYTKOCTh KO BCEM aCIEKTaM COBPEMEHHOH JKU3HH
U MBICIH (B TPOTHBOBEC AHTHUHTEIUICKTYaJIbHOH, OTYACTH PETPOTPaTHON
TEHJCHIIMN CPEAH HEKOTOPBIX TPEIACTABHTEICH CTPOTO npoiemapckozo
HarpaBJICHUA, CKJIOHHBIX YHUYMXKATb ABUIKCHUA MI)ICJ'II/I). S MOTY MOHATH
HCTOKHU TAaKOTO MPOTECTA, YIUTHIBASI, YTO MHOTHE KaHAJIBI MBICITH KOHTPOJIH-
PYIOTCSl peakIHOHEePaMH, HO OTOIYATHCS MO ITON IMPHYWHE MPOTHB MBICIH
KaK TaKOBOH — MPUMEPHO TO XK€ caMoe, YTO 3aIHIIaTh 0e3rpaMOTHOCTh H3-32
Halmux ra3eT U )XYpPHaJI0B, OT KOTOPBIX TPYAHO Or'paAvuTh YUTAIOIIYIO HYGHI/I—
Ky. MHe KaxeTcs, HaCTOSIIMH MpomaranaucT OyAeT HHTEPECOBATHCS BCEMU
JNOCTYIHBIME eMy c(hepaMu BOOOPaKEHUS, ICTETHKH U MBICIIH, U [IIUPUHA E€T0
Kpyro3opa OyIeT IMeperieTaTbes ¢ CUMIIATUEH K YTHETCHHBIM U HeMPUS3HBIO
K HHCTHTYTaM, IOCTPOCHHEIM Ha yTHETCHUH. TakuM 00pa3oM OH 00paTuT Ha
MONB3Y CBOMM YOEXJCHUSIM BCE, YTO €CTh Hambosiee TyOOKOTO M TIONOT-
BOPHOTO B cOBpeMeHHOM Mupe. U oH OyneT oTcTauBaTh CBOM MOJUTHYECKHE
yOexneHus1, Ho He OYKBAIBHO U MPSMOJIUHEITHO, a B35IB B COIO3HUKH ONU3KUE
€My HalpaBJICHHS MBICIIH.

HyXHO M MHOTO OTKPOBEHHOM IpOINAraHjsl, HO 3TO 3aJada Mpexe
Bcero naMmduerucra u arutaropa. Eciy roBOpUTh UCKIIOUUTENIBHO O chepe
BOOOPaKCHUSI, JIyUIlle BCErO, KOTa MHUCATENb MOAICPIKHBACT JICIIO PEBOIIIO-
uu koceéenno. Ha Mol B3misia, oH BHeceT Hambonee d((PEeKTHBHBINA BKIIAJ
B IIpOTAraHiy, eciu OyIeT C JKUBBIM HHTEPECOM OTHOCHTBHCA K JIFOOOMY
TPOSIBIICHUIO PAa3BUTHS HAIICH KyIbTypHl U IPH TOM SICHO 0003HAUUT CBOM
cuMnarud. Benp Torma Gmaromaps emy feno, 3a KOTOPOE OH paryert, Oyner
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KOCBCHHO aCCOLMUPOBATLCA C JABMIKCHUAMU HHTCJIJICKTA W YYBCTBA, KakK
NPaBHJIO, BBI3BIBAIONIMMEU BocxuieHrne. OH BBICTYNAeT B 3aIUTy CBOCH
UJIeH He KaK aJBOKAT C PEYbl0, HO CTUMYJIHPYS aCCOIMANNH, KOTOPBIE UIYT
el Ha ToJb3y. Eciin B34Th NPOCTYI0 aHAJIOTHIO, TO KE CaMO€ JENAr0T CO3/a-
TCJN PEKJIaMbl, KOrja, mpoaABuUrasg KOHKPpETHYIO MapKy CHUIapeT, ITOKa3bIBaOT
4eJIoBeKa, KOTOPBIH ee KypHT, B CaMOM IPHBICKATEILHOM aHTYpaxe; Tak
BENIMYANIINE MPEICTABUTEIN PEIUTHO3HON >KUBOIHMCH MPOILIOTO IIPOIIO-
BEIIOBAJIM WJIM BOCIICBAJIH CBOIO BEPY; JIyUIeH TaKTHKH, [T0-MOEMY, HaM He
HaliTh 1 cerofHs. Ecam cBecTH Bce 3TH pacCyXIeHHs K MPOCTOMY TPABUITY,
OHO IVIACHT: THCATENI0 HAJJIeKUT YCBOMTH KaKk MOXKHO Oosiblie HanboJee
[CHHBIX KA4eCTB HAIIEro KYJIBTYPHOIO HACIEIHs — U CO3JIaTh MPOUYHYIO
ACCOLHUALUI0 MEKITY HAMH U CBOMMH MOJHTHYCCKUMH YOKICHUSIMHU. |...]
W s mymaro, 9TO Takoro pona CBs3b JIeTde YCTAHOBHTH, €CIU MBI OepeM 3a
OCHOBY HE€ OTpHHaTeHBHLIﬁ CHUMBOIJI <<pa60qero>>, a TIOJIOYKUTENILHBIA CUMBOJI
«HApO/ay», KOTOPBIA MO3BOJSIET PACHIMPUTH HAOOP IIEMEHTOB KYIbTYPBI,
COOTHOCSIIIUXCS C TIOTUTHYESCKON TTO3UIUEH aBTopa.

Emie crouT oTMETHTB, 9TO CHMBOJ «HAaponaa» (KOTOPHIH, TIOBTOPIOCH,
yIKe MOTYYHI MOJTYAINBOE 0100peHne B ()OpPME CHHOHUMHUYIHOTO TIOHSATHS —
«MacCh») YKa3bIBACT HA HEKOTOPYIO OHMIMOOYHOCTH OJHO3HAYHOIO MPOTH-
BOIIOCTABJICHUsI IBYX THUIIOB MOPAII — «IPOJETAPCKOI» U «OypiKya3HOI».
Mel yOexmaeM YeloBeKa, ameJumupysl K [EHHOCTSM, KOTOpbIe HAC C HHUM
obveounsirom. [lpomaranna (CTpeMIIeHHE NPUBICYb BCE OONBIIE COPATHIKOB
IO/l CBOM 3HaMEHA) BO3MOKHA JIHIIb B TOH Mepe, B KakOoW IPOTaraHaucT
U Te, K KOMy OH 00paIaercs, pasoendion: OgHy U Ty K€ CHCTEMY ICHHO-
cTel, obnamaroT cxoxcumu opueHTHpamu. Ecin y Hac ¢ BaMM OJMHAKOBOE
IPENCTABICHHE O CIIPABEIINBOCTH, I MOTY HACTPOUThH BAC MPOTHUB OIpeJIe-
JICHHOTO WHCTHUTYTA, HAIPHMeEp, KalnTaIu3Ma, IMOKa3aB, YTO OH MPUBOAUT
K HECIPaBeIINBOMY YCTpoiicTBy obmecTBa. Ho, kak ObI KpaCHOPEYMBEI HA
6I)IJ'II/I MOH AOBOJBI, OHHU 6CCCMLICH€HHBI, €CJIM Halllk C BaMHM B3IJIAAbI Ha
HECIIPaBEUIUBOCTD KaK HEXKEIATEIbHOE SIBJICHHE XOTs OBl OTYACTH HE COBIIA-
naroT. [oBopst 0 mpobiemMax mpomarasjisl, CIeqyeT MOAYePKHYTh, YTO TEH-
ICHIMS K NpOmueonocmasienuto 3a4acTyi0 MEIIAeT ITHCATeIi0 BBITOTHUTD
CBOIO 33739y II0 pacnpocmpaneruio TOKTPUHBI, IIOTOMY YTO OH OY€Hb CKOPO
Ha4YMHACT BBICTYNATh KaK HOCUTCJIb aHTArOHUCTUYCCKUX (bOpM MBIIIJICHUS
U BeipaxkeHus. OH CIHIIKOM HACTaMBaeT HA CBOEM MpaBe nopuyame — W,
CKOJIb YeJIOBEYECKUM HH OBUIO OBI €ro >KeJIaHUe M3IUTh CBOU THEB M CKOJb
OBl ATOT THEB HM OBLT MpaBeaeH, NPUHAMAs BO BHUMaHHE BCE, YTO MBI Ha-
OmroziaeM BOKpYT, (hakT octaeTcs (hakToM: 3ajava mporaraHancTa Tpedyer ot
HETO IIaBHBIM O6p330M JIECTU U BKPAAYUBOCTHU, YMCHUS 3aMCKNBATh. Koaw
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CKOPO OH 3aHMMAaeTcs MpOMaraHjol, eMy HaJo0 He yOequTh TeX, KTO M TaK
YK€ YBEpOBall, a pa3roBapuBaTh C HEBEPYIOLUIMMH, a 3HAYUT, KaK MOXKHO
OoJbIIIe JeNaTh YIOp Ha uX S3bIK, 4X IIEHHOCTH, UX CHMBOIIBI.

He Gynem 3a0bIBaTh, UTO K YHCITY IPOTUBOPEUNH KalMTAIN3Ma OTHO-
CATCSA U IPOTUBOPEHUUS AHTUKAIUTAITMCTHYECKOM TporaraHabl. MachmM -
BOIHA BO UMsI MHpa, OTCTYIIHUYECTBO BO MMS CAMHEHHMS, JUCLUILIMHA BO
uMsi CBOOOJIBI, MIPOCIIABIECHUE TSXKEIOro Tpyla BO MMs M30aBICHHSA OT €ro
OpeMeHn, PeBONIONNS Paan COXpaHEHHs W Tak majiee. Hemp3s B omHOUache
1 HaBC€KU YCTPAHUTH 3THU MPOTUBOPECUUI. OHu — Hala «HOIIa» Ha JaHHOM
UCTOpUYECKOM 3Tane. McKyccTBO, B KOHEUHOM CUeTe, CTPEMHTCS K 0000uje-
Huto. OHO CKJIOHHO OJTHUM PBIBKOM BOOOpaKE€HHS MPEOI0IEeBaTh KIaCCOBbIE
pasnuuus CBOErO BPEMEHM W oOpaliaTbcs K HICSIM, KOTOpbIE NPHCYLIH
00miecTBy, CBOOOJJHOMY OT KIIACCOBBIX paziuuuii. OHO pa3MBIIUIET O ue-
Jl08eKe, a HE O JI00AX KaK NpedCmasumensix KOHKpemnoz2o kiaccd. Mbl Bce
COITTaCHBI B TOM, YTO HBIHCHIHEC ITOJIOKCHHEC Bemeﬁ CONPOTHUBJIACTCA JTOHU
HAKJIOHHOCTH, — TeM OOJbIle y XYIOXKHUKOB NMPHUYUH CBOUM TBOPYECTBOM
IBITaThCSl K3MEHUTD CYNIECTBYIONIHHN MOpsaoK. [lomHoCTRIO YHUDUIIIPOBAH-
HOE HCKYCCTBO, €CIIH ObI OHO MOSIBUJIOCH B AMEPHKE CETOIHS, 0Ka3aI0Ch OBl
TG a0CTPAKTHBIM OTPHUI[AHUEM OYEBHIHOTO YKOHOMHUYECKOTO pacKoia (Ta-
KoBa dcTeTHKa (ammsma). TpaauIIMOHHBINA MPONETAPCKUI CUMBOI 001agaeT
TE€M HEMaJOBa)XHBIM MPEUMYLIECTBOM, YTO MOAYEPKUBAET 3TOT BPEMEHHDIH
AQHTAaroHU3M, HO €ro HeJOCTaToOK B TOM, YTO OH HE 3aKJII04aeT B cede HeoO-
XOJMMOTO CTUMYIJIA K udedany, COCTOSHUIO eMHEHHs, K KOTOPOMY OH B KOHILIE
KOHIIOB JIOJIKEH MTPUBECTH JTIOTCH.

Haiitn ynoBneTBOpHUTENbHOE pelIeHHE 3TOH MpoOieMbl He TNpel-
CTaBnseTca BO3MOXKHBIM. Hanbosee npueMiaeMbiM BapHaHTOM MHE Ka)KeTcs
CTpeMJICHHE XYIOKHHKa OTOOpa)kaThb IIETOCTHYIO CHCTEMY YCTaHOBOK,
KaK IIOJIMTHYCCKUX, TaK U HC CBSJA3aHHBIX C MTOJIMTUKOM. HeKOTOpHe MOTYT
1 JIOJDKHBI YIIENATh 0c000e BHUMaHKE 3a0acTOBKaM, JIoKayTaM, Oe3paboTuiie,
HEeONaronpusATHBIM yCIOBUSAM TPY/a, OPraHU30BaHHBIM CThIYKAM C TONUIHEH
U TOMY MOZOOHOMY, HO IOIBITKA OIPAaHUYHUTH Cepy BOOOPaNKEHUsS UCKIIIO-
YUTEJIBHO TAaKUMH TE€MaMM IOpoAMiIa Obl YNPOLIEHHOE W MPUMHTHBHOE
HCKYCCTBO, KOTOpOe Obl HE CIIPABHJIOCh ¢ COOCTBEHHBIMHU 3aJlauaMH JIaxe
B 06J'IaCTI/I npomnaranabl, IOTOMY 4YTO, JUIICHHOC 3JIEMCHTOB 3HAYUMBIX KYJIb-
TYPHBIX SIBIICHUN, OHO HE BIOXHOBIIAIO ObI MyOJIHKY.

Sl nymaro, CUMBON «Hapoaa» Oojee OpraHW4eH Ajs MpoIaraHfibl,
MOCTPOCHHOW Ha 0OwHOCMU, YeM KIACCHYCCKHHA IMPOJICTAPCKHA CHUMBOI
(Oosee opraHMYHBIH IS POTATraHIbl, TOCTPOSHHON HA npomusonocmasie-
HUu, KOTJIa aBTOP MCKIIOYAaeT M3 CBOETO TBOPUYECTBA BCE, YTO HAMPSAMYIO HE
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CBSI3aHO € U300pPAKEHNEM YTHETAeMbIX Pad0UnX, — a MoJ00Has CTpaTerus, Ha
MOH B3IVISi/I, HE TAPAHTUPYET €My CTOPOHHUKOB JJaXKe CPEAU CaMUX pabovnXx).
A TIOCKOJIBKY CHMBOJI «HapoJa» aCCOLIMUPYETCS OTHOBPEMEHHO C YTHETEHU-
€M U C €IAMHCTBOM, 10 CPAaBHEHHUIO C YHMCTO MPOJIETAPCKUM CHUMBOJIOM OH,
CKOpee BCero, MOCIYXHT 0oyiee HaJIe)KHBIM TCHXOIOTHUYECKUM MOCTHKOM
MEXIY BPAXKAYIOLUIMMHU 3JIEMEHTaMH PEBOJIIOLMOHHOM, MEPEeXOAHON 3MOXH,
KOTOpasi, CJIOBHO JABYIUMKUH SIHYC, CMOTPUT OJHOBPEMEHHO BIEpe U Ha3al.
Sl co3Haro, 4TO MO€ MPEUIOKEHNE BbIJAET MO0 MPHHAIJICKHOCTD K MEJIKOH
Oypkyasun. U s OBl HE OCMENMICS €ro O3BYy4YHTh, €CIH ObI HE MOHHMAT,
HACKOJIBKO Ba)KHO 3apyuYMThCsl TMOAJEPKKON 3TOro Kiacca. B 3akioueHue
g XOTel OBl MOJJYEPKHYTh, YTO B MOEM CETOAHALIHEM JIOKJIale Ha CAaMOM Jeje
JIBa Te3Mca, U, XOTA 4 I0JIarato, yTo MeXAy HUMH HPOCIEKUBAECTCS HeKas
B3aMMOCBSI3b, 3TO HEOOS3aTeIBHO Tak. 1 TOBOPIO 00 9TOM B HAJEKIE, UTO
€CJIM JIaXKe MOM CIyIIaTeNI OTBEPTHYT MOE MEPBOE MPEIoKEHHUE (a st 3HalO,
YTO y HUX JJISl 9TOTO €CTh MHOKECTBO BECKHX IPUYUH), OHH MOTYT Oiaro-
CKJIOHHEE OTHECTHUCH KO BTOpoMmy. IIepBblil Te3uc 3aKioyancs B TOM, YTOOBI
B KauecTBEe MHCTPYMEHTa aruTalid U OObeAMHSIOUIeH naen BeIOpaTh CHUM-
BOJI «HApojay», a He «pabodero». Bropoli — B TOM, UTO MHCATENb, KOTOPbINA
CTPEMHTCS CBOMM TBOPYECTBOM MPOIMAraHIMPOBATh HEKYIO WJICI0, JOJIDKCH
TIIATCIBHO BIJICCTU €€ B TKaHb KYJIbTYPbI, pacCMaTpuBas Mpolara’Hay HE
KaK YIpOILIEHHYI0, OyKBaJIUCTCKYIO, MPAMOJIMHEIHYIO peub aJBOoKaTa, a Kak
IpoLECcC, B X0/1€ KOTOPOTO MEXy €ro MOJUTHYECKON MO3ULKEl U KyJIbTyp-
HBIM HAacJE€IHEeM B LEJIOM BO3HHUKAET IIUPOKHUH CIEeKTp accoumaunui. Ilep-
BBIM TE3HUC NpEeACTABIACTCA MHE BaXXHBIM B IMEPBYIO OYCPECAb MMOTOMY, YTO
OTpaHUYEHHBIN MPOJETAPCKUN CUMBOJ YaCTO MPOTHUBUTCS MOJTHOLEHHOMY
UCIIOJIb30BAHUIO BO3MOKHOCTEH Npomnaranjbl, HOCTPOCHHONW Ha OOLIHOCTH.
OmHako st OBl HE XOTEJ, YTOOBI Ballle OTHOIICHHE KO BTOPOMY TE3UCY BCEIIENO
Onpenciaiiocb TEM, IPUHUMACTE JIN BbI nepm)lﬁ. BOSMO)KHO, €CTh ITUCaTeJIn,
CTMOCOOHBIC MX Pa3leNUTh M COOOMIUTH TPAAUIMOHHOMY MHPOJIETAPCKOMY
CHUMBOITy TIPUBIIEKATENIbHOCTh KYJIBTYPHBIX HIEAJIOB, JOCTATOYHYIO, YTOOBI
CIUIOTUTDH JJa’ke TeX, KTO He BOCHPUHMMAeT ceds Kak 4acTh Iposierapuara.
U Bce xe 1 yBepeH, YTO OHM HE BBIIOJHAT CTOALLYIO Iepell HUMHU 3agady
MIPOTIaraH/bl MOJTHOCTHIO, €CIIN HE OYIyT MCXOJUTh M3 OOIIMX [IEHHOCTEH, He
OrpaHNM4YuBasiCb HECKOJIBKUMU CXEMATUYHBIMU CUTYallUAMHU, a allCJIJIUPYS KO
BCEMY MHOT000pa3uio HAaLlMX WHTEPECOB, B TOM YHCIIE TaKUX, KAKHE MOTYT
OBITH Y HAC B DMIOXY IPOMBIIUICHHOTO IPOU3BOACTBA M MUpA.

Ilepesoo ¢ anen. T.A. Iupyccroii
Ipumeuanus O.10. Ianosou u T.A. ITupycckoii
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unity and celebrates his National Socialist mass meetings, which created the
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challenged throughout his life’s work. Burke’s review critiques Hitler’s strategy
of attempting to unite Germany by dividing it from those who opposed him,
in particular non-German ethnic groups. Burke was engaged in sociopolitical
issues throughout his lifetime, and his work offers theories and principles aimed
at diversity in unity in political culture and offered as a counterforce to Hitler’s
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oxeiime I1. HATIIIEH

AHTUCIIEKTAKJIb KEHHETA BEPKA U ITPOBJIEMA
EJIMHCTBA B IIOJINTUYECKOM KYJIbTYPE

Annomayun: CrieKTaKIIb UTPall BAXKHYIO POJIb B MyOIMYHEIX MIPEICTABICHASIX H MaCcCO-
BEIX coOpanusix B Poccun u I'epmannn cepennnbl XX Beka Kak cpeicTBO (GopMu-
pOBaHMsI OJHOPOJHOH MOIUTHYECKOU KyIbTypsl. B Poccun emy mpoTuBOCTOSIM
TIOHSITUSI POMAHHOTO JIHAJIOTa, ITOTH(OHIH, TeTePONIOCCHU M KapHaBalla, BBEACH-
uele M.M. Baxtuneiv. B T'epmannn Han0osee TpoTeCKHBIM BOILUIOMIEHHEM CIICK-
TaxJis crana «Most 6opsba» Anonbda ['mriepa, B kotopoii ['mmiep nmposo3riamaer
CBOE CTPEMJICHHE K HALIMOHAJIIBHOMY €IMHCTBY I'epMaHuy ¥ BOCXBaJISIET MaCCOBBIE
coOpaHusI HAI[MOHAJI-COLMAINCTOB, CO3/[ABABIINE WILTIO3UIO CINIOYEHHOCTH, HaBsI-
3aHHOM cwioi opyxkwus. Kenner bepk B penensun Ha «Moto 00pb0y» KPHUTHKO-
BaJl OpraHU30BaHHbIN [UTIEpOM CIIEKTaK/b U IOCIENO0BATEIBLHO OCHApUBAIl ATy
YCTaHOBKY Ha IIPOTSDKEHHHM Beell cBoei xus3Hu. B cBoeil penensuu bepk noasep-
raeT KpHTHKE CTpaTeruio [ WTiepa, KOTOPEIH NIbITaeTcsi 00beANHNTH [ epManuro,
MIPOTHBOIIOCTABHB €€ TeM, KTO C HUM HE COINIacEH, 0COOCHHO HETePMaHCKUM JT-
HUYECKHUM TpynnaM. bepka BCio JKH3HB HHTEPECOBaIHM OOIIECTBEHHO-TIOIUTHYC-
CKHE BOIIPOCEL, ¥ B CBOUX paboTax oH c(hOpPMYIHPOBA TEOPUH U IPHHIIHIIBI, Ha-
IIpaBJICHHBIC HA COUYCTAHNE B TIOIMTHUCCKON KyJIBType Pa3HOOOpas3us U eJUHCTBA,
IIPOTUBOINIOCTABNISAA PA3bIIPAHHOMY [WTIEpOM CIIEKTaKII0 MHHMOIO CIUHEHUS
AQHTHUCHEKTAKJIb — WICHTU(UKALUIO, IpaMaTH3M, IIPEOJOJICHUE THATEKTHIeCKIX
U OCTETUYECKUX PAHUI U SI3BUTEIIBbHBIA CAaTUPUYECKUI ITOPTPET JIOXKHOTO EAUH-
CTBA.

Knroueswie cnosa: Kenner bepk, M.M. baxtun, ['u JIe6op, Anonsd ['utiiep, criekrakisb,
AQHTHUCIEKTAaKJIb, TIOJIMTHYECKAs KyNIbTypa, WACHTU(GUKALNS, IpaMaTu3M, JTHajIeK-
TUYECKOE IIPEOJOJICHHE.
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Guy Debord’s concept of the spectacle has recently experienced
a resurgence of interest [Bunyard 2018; Penner 2019], concurrent with the
rise of political cultures that celebrate spectacles of apparent unity even as
they marginalize populations that seem to threaten their hegemony [Blow
2019; In the Hall 2018; Karni Haberman 2019; Kellner 2017; Reevell
2018; Zaretsky 2017]. But the spectacle has deep roots and an ugly place in
twentieth -century history as a political strategy for promoting a false unity.
As such, it has been challenged in both Russia and the United States, most
notably in the works of Mikhail M. Bakhtin and Kenneth Burke, whose
lessons are worth recalling in our own time.! Writing under the shadow of
Stalinist Russia, the spectacle of the Show Trials, and the univocality of
the Soviet propaganda machine, Bakhtin was circumspect and politically
disengaged, but his portraits of multivocality as dialogue, polyphony,
heteroglossia, and carnival are well known as counterpoints to the Soviet
monologue, and his portrait of the carnivalesque spectacle, in particular,

I Burke scholars have noted similarities in Bakhtin’s and Burke’s ideas but note

as well the differences in their discursive styles [Adams 2017; Henderson 2017; Lucke
2017]. Henderson observes that both writers offer similar perspectives on history and
society, as captured in Bakhtin’s various metaphors for the novel’s “multiple voices”
and Burke’s metaphor of the parlor’s “unending conversation” [Henderson 2017]. But,
according to Henderson, their writing styles differ, Bakhtin’s being more “propositional,”
Burke’s more “performative.” Bakhtin is a “traditional intellectual,” whose writing is
“professional, scholarly, and conservative.” Burke is an “organic intellectual,” whose
writing responds to “the exigencies of his historical moment.”

These stylistic differences are grounded in part in Bakhtin’s and Burke’s very
different life histories. Bakhtin lived in Stalinist Russia; had an academic education
through the doctorate but due to political tensions was denied the degree [Clark Holquist
1984: 27-30, 322-25]; had a limited circle of intellectual friends and acquaintances
[Ibid.: 35-62, 95-119, 253-74]; suffered imprisonment and exile in his own country
[Ibid.: 120-45]; eventually taught in various universities but under close political
scrutiny [Ibid.: 253-74, 321-45]; and suffered from lifelong illnesses, which required
amputation of his right leg [Ibid.: 51-53, 142-44, 261, 336-37]. Referencing his works
from the 1930s and early 1940s, Clark and Holquist write: “The major contemporary
implicitly addressed in these writings was not one of his peers among the intelligentsia
but Stalinist culture itself. Bakhtin used his ostensible subject matter as a medium to
convey his critique of Stalinist ideology” [Ibid.: 266, 268]. Burke lived alternately in
New York City and Andover, New Jersey; had a non-traditional, largely self-education
[Selzer 1996: 20-21, 60-63]; had a large circle of intellectual friends and acquaintances,
including many of the major literary figures of his time [Ibid.: 3-60]; and throughout his
life was thoroughly engaged in sociopolitical issues [George Selzer 2007; Weiser 2008:
58-145]. Referencing “The Rhetoric of Hitler’s ‘Battle’,” in particular, Weiser observes:
“Burke seized the opportunity to demonstrate more strongly than ever before that his
exposition/exhortation ‘type of criticism’ could have ramifications beyond the aesthetic
and into the sociopolitical world. It could both expose the truths of language and provide
the attitude necessary to take action” [Weiser 2008: 64].
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stands in direct opposition to the Show Trials and the relentless Stalinist
monologue. Burke, in contrast, was thoroughly engaged in sociopolitical
issues throughout his life. Writing under the shadow of Nazi Germany but
from a greater physical distance, he was direct and explicit in his opposi-
tion to the Nazis’ strategies for promoting a false unity and the spectacle
of their mass meetings, and the entire body of his work not only repudiates
their false unity but offers alternatives that embrace a true unity of multiple
and diverse perspectives.

Burke expresses his opposition to the Nazi spectacle in his review of
the 1939 English translation of Adolf Hitler’s Mein Kampf, “The Rhetoric
of Hitler’s ‘Battle’,” but he also observes the persuasive force of the work
and offers his assessment as a cautionary note against other works of this
kind [Hitler 1939; Burke 1973: 191-220]. Hitler scorns the shameful spec-
tacle of the bourgeois open meetings, with multiple and conflicting voices;
admires the grand spectacle of the Marxist mass meetings, which illustrate
their unity of purpose; and boasts about his own National Socialist mass
meetings, with a false unity imposed by force of arms [Hitler 1939: 715-31,
739-49]. In “Hitler’s ‘Battle’,” Burke assesses Hitler’s unification strate-
gies, not least his ability to identify with the German people by dividing
them from the others that he so despises [Burke 1973: 202-7]. But Burke’s
opposition to the spectacle extends far beyond his rejection of Hitler’s
false strategies of unification and encompasses his fundamental concept
of a unity that embraces diversity and respects the multiplicity of different
and potentially competing perspectives. Indeed the entire body of his work
may be read as a counterpoint to the spectacle of a false and enforced uni-
ty—a counter-spectacle in the form of identification, dramatism, symbolic
bridging, dialectical and aesthetic transcendence, and perhaps even satire
as a mock image of a false unity [Burke 1969a; Burke 1969b; Burke 1971;
Burke 1984; Clark 2014; Crable 2014; Weiser 2008; Wolin 2001; Zappen
2009].

The Society of the Spectacle

Debord’s commentaries on the spectacle emphasize the inescapable
presence of the mass communication of his time, especially television, and
its negative consequences for individuals [Bunyard 2018; Debord 1998;
Debord 1995; Penner 2019]. Bunyard observes that Debord’s The Society
of the Spectacle is not so much about the spectacle itself as it is about his-
tory: “it is a book that describes a society that has become detached from
its capacity to consciously shape and determine its own future” [Bunyard
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2018: 4]. Penner notes in particular the consequences of the spectacle for
the social separation and passivity of individuals and its increasing threat as
an all-controlling and totalizing force [Penner 2019: 22-33]. Penner there-
fore proposes a re-envisioning of the spectacle as a radically democratic
practice in digital spaces and cites Bakhtin’s work as a theoretical basis
for such a revision [Ibid.: 9-14, 45-46, 104-35]. Writing from a Marxist
perspective, Debord asserts that modern industrial society has generated
“an ever-growing mass of image-objects,” with the spectacle as its chief
product [Debord 1995: 15]. As a consequence, individuals have become
isolated and separated since “all contact between people now depends on
the intervention of . . . ‘instant’ communication,” which is “essentially
one-way” [Ibid.: 24]. As they have become separated from each other, they
have also become mere passive recipients of the spectacle as “the ruling
order discourses endlessly upon itself in an uninterrupted monologue of
self-praise” and spectators assume an attitude of “passive acceptance” of
the spectacle’s “monopolization of the realm of appearances” [Ibid.: 12,
24]. Debord’s later Comments on the Society of the Spectacle observes
the increasingly controlling and seemingly inescapable reach of “the inte-
grated spectacle,” which is “simultaneously concentrated and diffuse,” so
that individuals can no longer “lastingly free themselves from the crushing
presence of media discourse and of the various forces organized to relay
it,” mostly notably industry and government [Debord 1998: 4, 7]. The
consequence of these various forces is a seeming “unification” of society
via a spectacle that “unites what is separate, but it unites it only in its sep-
arateness” [Debord 1995: 3, 29]. Penner cites Debord’s insistence on “real
communication” and “real dialogue” as a corrective to the spectacle and
finds in Bakhtin’s works a theoretical grounding for his re-envisioning of
the spectacle as a radically democratic practice [Debord 1998: 187; Penner
2019: 71]. Bakhtin’s theories thus should be read as dialogic practices that
not only oppose the authoritarian and monological discourses that convey
a false unity but also promote a true unity that embraces multiple perspec-
tives and multiple voices.

Novelistic Multivocality

The relentless print and visual propaganda of the Stalinist political
regime has been extensively documented [Bonnell 1997; Brooks 2000;
Groys 2003; Haskins Zappen 2010]. Groys explains this propaganda
machine as a whole when he asserts that the goal of Stalinist painting and
architecture was “the creation of societal homogeneity and the exclusion of
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the other” on the principle of the “law of unity and the battle of opposites’,”
which proclaims a single official ideology and situates political enemies
in a struggle against each other [Groys 2003: 96]. Bakhtin describes this
relentless propaganda as “monologism” and envisions various forms of
opposition in his portrayals of novelistic “multi-voicedness” as dialogic,
polyphonic, heteroglossic, and carnivalesque [Bakhtin 1984a: 8, 16, 20,
285-86, 292-93; Morson Emerson 1990: 49-54, 130-33, 139-49, 231-68,
309-17, 433-70]. Bakhtin’s multivocality is not only a mode of discourse,
however, but also a concept of the world as a unity that preserves and
respects the multiple perspectives and multiple voices within it. In Prob-
lems of Dostoevsky'’s Poetics, Bakhtin captures this unity of multiple
perspectives in his distinction between monologue as the unified truth of
a “single and unified consciousness” and dialogue as a unified truth “that
requires a plurality of consciousnesses” [Bakhtin 1984a: 81]. He provides
an illustration of this dialogic unity in his characterization of Dostoevsky’s
polyphonic novel as “a plurality of independent and unmerged voices and
consciousnesses, a genuine polyphony of fully valid voices . . . , with equal
rights and each with its own world,” which “combine but are not merged
in the unity of the event” [Ibid.: 6]. Referencing Albert Einstein’s theory
of relativity, Bakhtin compares this polyphony to “the complex unity of
an Einsteinian universe” but adds parenthetically that “the juxtaposition
of Dostoevsky’s world with Einstein’s world is, of course, only an artistic
comparison and not a scientific analogy” [Ibid.: 16].

Bakhtin’s concepts of heteroglossia and carnival provide similar
portraits of such a multiplicity of perspectives and discourses within a uni-
fied world. In “Discourse in the Novel,” Bakhtin explains heteroglossia
as the co-existence within any language of “socio-ideological contradic-
tions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the
past, between different socio-ideological groups in the present, between
tendencies, schools, circles and so forth” [Bakhtin 1981: 291]. This het-
eroglot language is dialogized when any one language is viewed from the
perspective of another and thereby enters into “a critical interanimation
of languages” [Bakhtin 1981: 296; Morson Emerson 1990: 143]. As in
the polyphonic novel, heteroglot language is captured in literary language
(and especially novelistic rather than poetic language) as a complex unity,
which “is not a unity of a single, closed language system, but is rather
a highly specific unity of several ‘languages’ that have established contact
and mutual recognition with each other” [Bakhtin 1981: 295]. In Rabelais
and His World, Bakhtin develops a portrait of the carnival as a reversal of
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the traditional medieval spectacle and as such not a spectacle of observers
but of participants: “Footlights would destroy a carnival, as the absence of
footlights would destroy a theatrical performance. Carnival is not a spec-
tacle seen by the people; they live in it, and everyone participates because
its very idea embraces all the people” [Bakhtin 1984b: 7]. The carnival
too is a complex unity, a community of diverse participants formed in
opposition to traditional social structures: “In the framework of class and
feudal political structure this specific character could be realized without
distortion only in the carnival and in similar marketplace festivals. They
were the second life of the people, who for a time entered the utopian realm
of community, freedom, equality, and abundance” [Ibid.: 9].

The Quest for Political Unity

Burke’s work provides a similar counterpoint to authoritarian and
hegemonic discourses—a counter-spectacle to oppose the official discours-
es that promulgate and perpetuate a sense of false unity that marginalizes
and silences diverse perspectives and potentially conflicting voices. Burke
was well aware of both the threat and the persuasive force of these official
discourses, most horrifically and graphically illustrated in Hitler’s Mein
Kampf, which asserts a false unity defined as German racial superiority
and uniformity; marked by contempt and even hatred for other ethic and
political groups; sustained by the State as guardian of the community so
defined; and most prominently displayed in the spectacle of mass meetings,
with unity imposed by force of arms [Hitler 1939]. Hitler deplores the lack
of unity of the German people and imagines what a unified Germany might
have become: “If, in its historical development, the German people had
possessed this group unity as it was enjoyed by other peoples, then the Ger-
man Reich would today probably be the mistress of this globe” [Ibid.: 598].
He believes that such a unity must be pure, however, and uncontaminated
by other racial groups: “Every race-crossing leads necessarily sooner or
later to the decline of the mixed product, as long as the higher part of this
crossing still exists in some racially pure unity” [Ibid.: 604-5]. This drive
toward German unity is motivated by his contempt for other ethnic and
racial groups, especially Jews, and it motivates also his hostility toward
his political opponents, including the bourgeoisie, the Social Democratic
Party, the Austrian Parliament, and Marxist sympathizers. Hitler directs his
most bitter contempt toward other ethnic and racial groups, especially as
represented by Austria and its Jewish population: “I detested the conglom-
erate of races that the realm’s capital manifested; all this racial mixture of
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Czechs, Poles, Hungarians, Ruthenians, Serbs, and Croats, etc., and among
them all, like the eternal fission-fungus . . . of mankind—Jews and more
Jews” [Ibid.: 160]. And the Jews, he asserts, are a race, not a nation: “The
Jews were always a people with definite racial qualities and never a reli-
gion, only their progress made them probably look very early for a means
which could divert disagreeable attention from their person” [Ibid.: 421].

But Hitler is also contemptuous of his political opponents for their
opposition to German national unity. The bourgeoisie, including Hitler’s
own father, arose from the working classes, but the political parties that
represented them resisted attempts to improve their working conditions
and remedy their social abuses [Ibid.: 30-32, 59-60]. As a consequence,
the bourgeois parties drove workers toward the Social Democratic Party,
which Hitler despises for its “very fear of the actual raising of the workers
from the depths of their present cultural and social misery” and for “its
hostile attitude towards the fight for the preservation of the German nation-
ality” [Ibid.: 51, 64]. The Austrian Parliament was both contentious and
also hostile toward German nationalism, as represented by the Pan-Ger-
man movement. It was “a gesticulating mass, shrieking in all keys, wildly
stirred, presided over by a good-natured old uncle who, by the sweat of
his brow, tried to re-establish the dignity of the House by violently ringing
a bell and by alternately kind and earnest remonstrances” [Ibid.: 98]. It op-
posed the Pan-German movement, which did not have the support of either
the masses or the Catholic Church, had to rely on Parliament for support,
and thus lost its future: “As soon as the Pan-German movement, because
of its parliamentary position, began to place the weight of its activity upon
parliament instead of upon the people, it lost its future and won cheap
successes of the moment” [Ibid.: 137]. Marxism had a broad international
agenda and so, too, was aligned against German nationalism: “Therefore
Marxism itself is nothing but the transmission, carried out by the Jew Karl
Marx, of a long existing attitude and conception, conditioned by a view of
life, to the form of a definite political creed: international Marxism” [Ibid.:
578-79]. Its Jewish sympathizers were proponents of the “Marxist doctrine
of irrationality,” practitioners of a twisted form of the Marxist dialectic,
and masters of “international capital” [Ibid.: 81, 331]. As such, they were
not only racially inferior but also politically abhorrent.

To promote his agenda of German national unity in the face of the
forces that he perceived to be aligned against him, Hitler enlisted the State
as his greatest ally and mass meetings as his most powerful weapon. The
State he considered ‘“not an assembly of commercial parties in a certain
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prescribed space for the fulfillment of economic tasks, but the organiza-
tion of a community of physically and mentally equal human beings for
the better possibility of the furtherance of their species as well as for the
fulfillment of the goal of their existence assigned to them by Providence”
[Ibid.: 195]. And the mass meeting he considered more powerful than
the contentiousness and incessant wrangling of the bourgeoisie—both
spectacles but of a very different sort. The mass meeting, he claims, “is
necessary if only for the reason that in it the individual, who in becoming
an adherent of a new movement feels lonely and is easily seized with the
fear of being alone, receives for the first time the pictures of a greater
community, something that has a strengthening and encouraging effect on
most people” [1bid.: 715]. The bourgeois meetings maintained a pretense of
“mutual discussion” as a bridge to “mutual understanding,” lest the world
be offended by “the shameful spectacle of the internal German fratricidal
quarrel . . . ugh!” [Ibid.: 727]. The Marxist mass meetings, in contrast,
projected “a powerful appearance at least outwardly” and thus illustrated
“how easily a man of the people succumbs to the suggestive charm of such
a grand and impressive spectacle” [Ibid.: 731].

Inspired by the Marxist mass meetings, Hitler boasts about his own
National Socialist meetings, with a unity of purpose imposed by force.
The conduct of the meetings was authoritarian: “We did not ask anyone
graciously to tolerate our lecture, and, from the beginning, no one was
guaranteed an endless discussion, but it was simply stated that we were
the masters of the meeting, that consequently we had the authority, and
that everyone who would dare to make only so much as one interrupting
shout, would mercilessly be thrown out” [Ibid.: 728]. It was also ruthless
and brutal, as Hitler openly boasts: “The dance had not yet started when
my Storm Troopers, that was their name from that day on, attacked. Like
wolves, in groups of eight or ten, again and again they pounced upon their
opponents and actually began to beat them out of the hall. Hardly five
minutes had passed that I did not see one of them that was not covered with
blood” [Ibid.: 748]. Such, as Hitler proudly proclaims, is the ugly spectacle
of an intolerant, enforced, and false unity.

The Problem of a False Unity

Burke recognizes Hitler’s quest for unity via German nationalism
as his life’s ambition and the central theme of Mein Kampf. Scholars have
noted Burke’s early formulations of concepts such as identification and
scapegoating in his review of Mein Kampf and his opposition to the false
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unity asserted in times of war in The Philosophy of Literary Form [Burke
1973: 202-7, 448-50; George Selzer 2007: 201-2; Weiser 2008: 60-67;
Wolin 2001: 126]. But the review may serve as well as a preface to the
entire body of Burke’s work—an exploration of the strategies for the im-
position of a false unity for which his own quest for a unity that respects
and encompasses diversity serves as a response—a counter-spectacle and
antidote to Hitler’s toxic life and work.? Burke begins his review of Mein
Kampfwith a cautionary note and then states the central theme of the book
and maps the strategies that, as he cautions, can be so effective, even if
driven by malice and prejudice. The cautionary note is an advisory to guard
against the medicine man’s poison: “Here is the testament of a man who
swung a great people into his wake. Let us watch it carefully . . . to discov-
er what kind of ‘medicine’ this medicine-man has concocted, that we may
know, with greater accuracy, exactly what to guard against” [Burke 1973:
191]. The central theme is the sinister pursuit of a false unity: “Hitler found
a panacea, a ‘cure for what ails you,” a ‘snakeoil,” that made such sinister
unifying possible within his own nation” [Ibid.: 192]. And such a unifying
panacea is so darkly and deeply sinister because it is not just a unity of
like-minded people but also and especially a division from those who are
different: “Men who can unite on nothing else can unite on the basis of
a foe shared by all” [Ibid.: 193]. But for maximum effectiveness such an
enemy must be one, not many, and Hitler selects “an ‘international’ devil,
the ‘international Jew’” as his unified enemy and the primary target of his
vilification: “So, we have, as unifying step No. 1, the international devil
materialized, in the visible, point-to-able form of people with a certain
kind of ‘blood,” a burlesque of contemporary neo-positivism’s ideal of
meaning, which insists upon a material reference” [Ibid.: 194]. And the
Jews are vilified, especially, for their mastery of “Jew finance” and their
twisted version of the Marxist “dialectics” [Ibid.: 197, 204].

The unifying enemy thus identified, the unifying strategies inevita-
bly follow as both divisive and unifying. Hitler’s divisive strategies Burke
characterizes as “inborn dignity,” “projection,” “symbolic rebirth,” and
“commercial use” [Ibid.: 202-4]. Inborn dignity is the natural superiority
of the “Aryan” race and, consistent with Hitler’s strategy of divisiveness,

9

2 Garth Pauley provides a detailed account of the publication history of Burke’s
review, including its relationship to other reviews and essays on Hitler’s book, Burke’s
presentation at the Third American Writers” Congress, and the subsequent publication of
the review in The Southern Review—all further evidence of Burke’s engagement with
other intellectuals in the sociopolitical issues of their time [Pauley 2009].
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a presumption of the natural inferiority of other races, especially Jews
[Ibid.: 202]. Projection is, in essence, scapegoating, the “purification by
disassociation” from others and the loading of evils on the backs of those
others [Ibid.: 202]. Symbolic rebirth is an aspect of the “projective device
of the scapegoat” and the “doctrine of inborn racial superiority” [Ibid.:
203]. It is a “rebirth” in the sense that it provides “a ‘positive’ view of life”
and a feeling of “moving forward, towards a goal” [Ibid.: 203]. Commercial
use is “a noneconomic interpretation of economic ills” with the Jews, as the
masters of international finance, as the chief villain and scapegoat [Ibid.:
204]. These divisive strategies intersect in Hitler’s own twisted version
of the Marxist Jews’ alleged dialectics: “A people in collapse, suffering
under economic frustration and the defeat of nationalistic aspirations, . . .
have little other than some ‘spiritual’ basis to which they could refer their
nationalistic dignity . . . of superior race” [Ibid.: 205].

Hitler’s primary unifying strategy is the spectacle of his speeches
at mass meetings with deliberate provocations and harsh retributions.
Again, Hitler’s strategy of divisiveness helps to explain and (at least in his
own mind) justify his strategy of unification. The problem is the “‘babel’
of voices,” best exemplified by the Viennese parliamentary “wrangle”
[Ibid.: 200]. It is “the many conflicting voices of the spokesmen of the
many political blocs” that had arisen “from the fact that various separatist
movements of a nationalistic sort had arisen within a Catholic imperial
structure formed prior to the nationalistic emphasis and slowly breaking
apart” [Burke 1973: 200]. In contrast to this parliamentary wrangle,
Hitler celebrates his own speeches of unification at his mass meetings.
Against the wrangle, “we get a contrary purifying set; the wrangle of
the parliamentary is to be stilled by the giving of one voice to the whole
people” [Ibid.: 207]. That one voice is the key to the identification of
the leader and the people: “Hitler’s inner voice, equals leader-people
identification, equals unity” [Ibid.: 207]. And that one voice produces the
spectacle of the mass meetings, as Hitler boasts that he “would . . . fill his
speech with provocative remarks, whereat his bouncers would promptly
swoop down in flying formation, with swinging fists, upon anyone whom
these provocative remarks provoked to answer” [Ibid.: 212-13]. Such
was “the power of spectacle” of the mass meetings as “the fundamental
way of giving the individual the sense of being protectively surrounded
by a movement, the sense of ‘community’” [Ibid.: 217]. Against such
a false spectacle, Burke develops strategies for a unity that respects and
embraces difference and diversity.
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The Counter-Spectacle of Diversity in Unity

Burke’s strategies for diversity in unity offer a counterpoint and
a counterforce against the spectacle of a false unity. Burke dismisses
Aristotelian spectacle as mere costuming and Machiavellian spectacle
as a strategy of a manipulative “‘administrative’ rhetoric” [Burke 1969a:
231; Burke 1969b: 158]. Instead, recognizing Hitler’s strategy of identi-
fication with his people via a division from other peoples, he offers his
counter-spectacle—a complex array of theories and principles that accept
the reality of divisions and seek not to exclude but to embrace them in an
overarching unity. Like Bakhtin’s concepts of multivocality, these theories
have various names and develop over time throughout the body of this
work. They are broadly conceptual but also readily applicable to both
political culture and everyday life. Burke scholarship has long recognized
identification as a key concept in his work [Crusius 1999: 120-21; George
Selzer 2007: 156-57, 201-2; Wolin 2001: 177-201], but Burke was well
aware of the problem of identifying with others by aligning them with our
own interests [Burke 1969b: 19-23, 35-39, 43-46]. He therefore turned
increasingly to transcendence as a key concept, and more recent Burke
scholarship has tracked this concept in its several variations as it developed
throughout the course of his work [Clark 2014; Crable 2014: 5-25; Weiser
2008: 106-8, 130-34; Zappen 2009].

As explained in A Rhetoric of Motives, identification can unite
people by promoting their common interests, but it can also divide them by
promoting an individual’s or a group’s own interests—though the distinc-
tion between one’s own and others’ interests and the degree of conscious
deliberation are not always clear. Identification assumes division and an
ambiguous line between the one and the other. It is thus an invitation to
rhetoric—the art of persuasion—and as such it is also an invitation to ma-
nipulation, which can be either partially or wholly conscious and deceitful.
Identification is a joining of one’s interests with those of another: “A is not
identical with his colleague, B. But insofar as their interests are joined,
A is identified with B” [Burke 1969b: 20]. The identification of one with
another does not, however, negate the other: “In being identified with B, A
is ‘substantially one’ with a person other than himself. Yet at the same time
he remains unique, an individual locus of motives. Thus he is both joined
and separate, at once a distinct substance and consubstantial with another”
[Ibid.: 21]. Such a conjoining of interests thus assumes a division: “Iden-
tification is affirmed with earnestness precisely because there is division.
Identification is compensatory to division” [Ibid.: 22]. As such, it is an
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invitation to rhetoric: “If men were not apart from one another, there would
be no need for the rhetorician to proclaim their unity” [Ibid.: 22].

But identification and division have a complex and ambiguous rela-
tionship and thus invite rhetoric but so also manipulation, whether or not
deliberate and deceitful. The ambiguous relationship invites rhetoric: “Put
identification and division ambiguously together, so that you cannot know
for certain just where one ends and the other begins, and you have the char-
acteristic invitation to rhetoric” [Ibid.: 25]. Rhetoric invites cooperation:
it is “the use of language as a symbolic means of inducing cooperation in
beings that by nature respond to symbols” [Ibid.: 43]. But it also invites
manipulation, which might or might not be deliberate. It might be a manipu-
lation that “we impose upon ourselves, in varying degrees of deliberateness
and unawareness, through motives indeterminately self-protective and/or
suicidal” [Ibid.: 35]. Or it can hover at “the edge of cunning”: “A misan-
thropic politician who dealt in mankind-loving imagery could still think of
himself as rhetorically honest, if he meant to do well by his constituents
yet thought that he could get their votes only by such display” [Ibid.: 36].
Or it can be deliberately deceitful: “For if an identification favorable to the
speaker or his cause is made to seem favorable to the audience, there enters
the possibility of such ‘heightened consciousness’ as goes with deliberate
cunning” [Ibid.: 45]. Thus the “wavering line between identification and
division” is “forever bringing rhetoric against the possibility of malice and
the lie” [Ibid.: 45].

Given the tension inherent in the relationship between identification
and division, Burke increasingly turns to transcendence to address the
problem of diversity in unity. But identification nonetheless serves as an
initial step on the path to transcendence. As Burke observes retrospectively,
“if identification includes the realm of transcendence, it has, by the same
token, brought us into the realm of transformation, or dialectic” [Burke
1951: 203]. Like identification, transcendence is compensatory to division,
or difference, but, unlike identification, transcendence seeks to escape
manipulation and deceit by fully engaging, and respecting, multiple and
potentially conflicting perspectives. Bryan Crable captures this difference
in the phrase “transcendence by perspective” [Crable 2014: 4], which
suggests that the perspectives are as much a counterpart to transcendence
as division is to identification.

In A Grammar of Motives, Burke offers an elaborate framework for
the analysis of these multiple perspectives, which he calls “dramatism”
[Burke 1969a: xxii]. Like Bakhtin, Burke was aware of the multiple per-
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spectives of relativity theory [Burke 1984: 310], and, like Bakhtin also,
he seeks to bring these multiple perspectives and their interrelationships
together in a complex unity that he calls transcendence [Burke 1969a:
xv-xxiii, 3-20, 125-320, 420-30, 503-5; Burke 1969b: 53-54, 181-333].
Dramatism tracks human motives “in a perspective that, being developed
from the analysis of drama, treats language and thought primarily as modes
of action” [Burke 1969a: xxii]. Its key terms are act, scene, agent, agency,
and purpose:

In a rounded statement about motives, you must have some word that
names the act (names what took place, in thought or deed), and another
that names the scene (the background of the act, the situation in which it
occurred); also, you must indicate what person or kind of person (agent)
performed the act, what means or instruments he used (agency), and the
purpose. [Ibid.: xv]

A single, simple act can illustrate this complex of motives: “The hero
(agent) with the help of a friend (co-agent) outwits the villain (coun-
ter-agent) by using a file (agency) that enables him to break his bonds (act)
in order to escape (purpose) from the room where he has been confined
(scene)” [Ibid.: xx]. But the individual motives that constitute the act are
also complexly interrelated as, for example, scene-act, scene-agent, etc.
[Ibid.: 3-20].

This complex mix of motives is evident in Burke’s analysis of “the
philosophic schools” and most notably in his appraisal of contemporary
sociopolitical issues [Ibid.: 125-320]. Like Bakhtin’s explanation of dialo-
gized heteroglossia, Burke’s analysis shows how one person’s perspective
on these issues can be viewed from another’s: “And to consider A from
the point of view of B is, of course, to use B as a perspective upon A”
[Ibid.: 504]. The Marxists’ “dialectical materialism,” for example, is
a mix of scene-act motives. On the one hand, it is primarily historical and
material, hence scenic, since Karl Marx derived “the character of human
consciousness in different historical periods from the character of the
material conditions prevailing at the time” [Ibid.: 200]. On the other hand,
The Communist Manifesto’s insistence on revolution is clearly a motive to
act: The Communists “openly declare that their ends can be attained only
by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions,” and the Mani-
festo’s “entire logic is centered about an act, a social or political act, the act
of revolution, an act so critical and momentous as to produce a ‘rupture’
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of cultural traditions” [Ibid.: 207, 209]. Hitler’s promotion of the State as
guardian of the community shows a similar mix of agency-purpose mo-
tives. On the one hand, its agency (pragmatism) can be read as a devious
strategy of inducement to join the cause of German nationalism; on the
other hand, its purpose (a crude form of mysticism) can be read as the
pursuit of the ultimate goal of a quality social life: “Was it crass pragma-
tism (in using the philosophy of the State purely as a rhetoric for inducing
the people to acquiesce in the designs of an elite) or crude mysticism (in
genuinely looking upon the power and domination of the State as the ulti-
mate end of social life)?” [Ibid.: 290]. Analyses of these “mutually related
or interacting perspectives” will produce a “perspective of perspectives”
and will pose a problem since any one person can see another only “from
his particular position, or point of view, or in his particular perspective
(necessarily a restricted perspective, since it represents but one voice in
the dialogue, and not the perspective-of-perspectives that arises from the
codperative competition of all the voices as they modify one another’s
assertions, so that the whole transcends the partiality of its parts)” [Ibid.:
89, 503]. Burke addresses this problem via “the Socratic transcendence” of
the early Platonic dialogues [Ibid.: 420-30], which provide a model for his
own version of dialectical transcendence.

As Crable observes, however, Burke’s concept of transcendence also
has other meanings [Crable 2014: 6-10, 18-25]. In his early formulation
in Attitudes Toward History, transcendence is an individual’s resolution of
differences of perspective within him/herself, such as differences in values,
differences between the self and the community, or differences between the
sleeping and the waking self [Ibid.: 8-9].> Such a resolution is both natural
and curative, as a way of “creating unity from the divisive materials of
human experience” [Ibid.: 9]. It is effected via a conceptual process of
symbolic bridging: “When objects are not in a line, and you would have
them in a line without moving them, you may put them into a line by shifting
your angle of vision” [Burke 1984: 224]. This conceptual shifting permits
an individual to reconcile differences in perspective via transcendence,
the adoption of a new perspective that resolves the differences: “When
approached from a certain point of view, A and B are ‘opposites.” We mean
by ‘transcendence’ the adoption of another point of view from which they

3 As Burke notes, Hitler himself experienced such an internal conflict: “Hitler is said
to have confronted a constant wrangle in his private deliberations, after having imposed
upon his people a flat choice between conformity and silence” [Burke 1969b: 23].
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cease to be opposite” [Ibid.: 336]. In Burke’s late formulation in an essay
on Ralph Waldo Emerson in Language as Symbolic Action, transcendence
is fundamental to the human condition and is “an ever-present feature of
human symbol-use” [Crable 2014: 21]. It is a dialectical process whereby
symbol use is always reaching for something beyond itself: “Whether there
is or is not an ultimate shore towards which we, the unburied, would cross,
transcendence involves dialectical processes whereby something HERE is
interpreted in terms of something THERE, something beyond itself” [Burke
1966: 200]. As such, transcendence as symbol-use is always open-ended
and, as Bakhtin might say, “unfinalized” [Bakhtin 1984a: 12].

Given these limitations, Burke’s solution to the problem of diversity
in unity lies in neither of these early or late formulations but in his concept
of dialectical transcendence as previewed in 4 Grammar of Motives and
developed more fully in 4 Rhetoric of Motives. [Burke 1969a: 420-30,
503-5; Burke 1969b: 53-54, 181-333; Crable 2014: 10-18; Crusius 199:
179-82; Weiser 2008: 106-8, 130-34; Zappen 2009]. Dialectical transcen-
dence is “dialectical” because it derives a complex unity from the interplay
of multiple, potentially competing perspectives. As Crable explains, “the
twin movements of the ‘Upward Way’ and the ‘Downward Way’ . . . trace
the movement from a plurality of competing voices, through increasing
levels of abstraction, to the arrival at a new, unifying principle” [Crable
2014: 14]. In A Rhetoric of Motives, as in the earlier Grammar, these
competing voices are not only individual but also broadly sociopolitical
and ideological. They are the voices of “the Scramble, the Wrangle of the
Market Place, the flurries and flare-ups of the Human Barnyard, the Give
and Take, the wavering line of pressure and counterpressure, the Logo-
machy, the onus of ownership, the Wars of Nerves, the War” [Burke 1969b:
23]. And they are resolved via a dialectical process that leads, or can lead,
to transcendence, as envisioned originally by Plato and proceeding thus:

First, the setting up of several voices, each representing a different
‘ideology,” and each aiming rhetorically to unmask the opponents;
next, Socrates’ dialectical attempt to build a set of generalizations that
transcended the bias of the competing rhetorical partisans; next, his vision
of the ideal end in such a project; and finally, his rounding out the purely
intellectual abstractions by a myth, in this case the chiliastic vision. The
myth would be a reduction of the ‘pure idea’ to terms of image and fable.
By the nature of the case, it would be very limited in its range and above
all, if judged literally, it would be ‘scientifically’ questionable. [Ibid.: 200]
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This scientifically questionable myth would not necessarily represent
a point of closure, however, since it “might then be said to represent a for-
ward-looking partisanship, in contrast with the backward-looking parti-
sanship of the ‘ideologies’” and thus might serve as a point of departure
that seeks “a new dialectic by a method that transcended the partiality of
both the ideologies and the myth” [Ibid.: 200].

This forward/backward-looking partisanship is significant because
it illustrates the transformative quality of the dialectical process of tran-
scendence, a process that is both upward and downward. On the one hand,
the upward journey produces, or can produce, a momentary unity of the
competing ideologies; on the other hand, the downward journey shows
how those competing ideologies have been transformed by the upward
journey:

Here are the resources of the Upward Way, by the via negativa, with the
possible reversal of direction, a returning to the flatlands in a Downward
Way. (On the return the system will contain a principle of transcendent
unity which was reached at the culmination of the way up, and henceforth
pervades all the world’s disparate particulars, causing them to partake of
a common universal substance.) [Ibid.: 311]

The competing ideologies themselves may thus be transformed by the
dialectical process of transcendence, and the individual perspectives may
be revisited from the broader point of view of the “perspective-of-perspec-
tives” [Burke 1969a: 89]. Thus is achieved an “ultimate identification” that
avoids the potential for manipulation and deceit in identification conceived
as merely a joining of interests via persuasion [Burke 1969b: 328, 333].
But dialectical transcendence as an ultimate identification is an
ideal. The reality is that dialectic is a recursive and iterative process that
may but does not necessarily always lead to a transcendent unity of diverse
perspectives, a diversity in unity. In the Rhetoric, Burke explains how dia-
lectic may build an attitude of openness toward a transcendent unity even
if not always an immediate and positive outcome. In the context of the
parliamentary wrangle, a ““dialectical” order” may lead to mere concession
and compromise and so may “leave the competing voices in a jangling
relation with one another” [Ibid.: 187-88]. But an “‘ultimate’ order” might
place these competing voices “in a hierarchy, or sequence, or evaluative
series” so that the voices might be motivated by a “guiding idea” or “unitary
principle,” and thus the “somewhat formless parliamentary wrangle” might
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be “creatively endowed with design” [Ibid.: 187-88]. The voices might
not accept this design, but it might nonetheless have the “contemplative
effect” of reorienting the voices toward the struggles of politics and more
open to the possibility of compromise [Ibid.: 188]. In a similar vein, in the
later “Linguistic Approach to Problems of Education,” Burke proposes “an
educational ladder” whereby students might be led from indoctrination to
exposure to others’ views for the purpose of combatting them to genuine
appreciation for those views to engagement with those views as voices
in a dialogue [Burke 1955: 283]. At this fourth stage in the process, all
voices deemed to be relevant to discussion of an issue would need to be
represented as ably as possible, not merely for the purpose of “fair play”
but so that “the various voices, in mutually correcting one another, will
lead toward a position better than any one singly” [Ibid.: 283-84]. At the
least, at this stage, the voices in the dialogue would be affected by the other
voices, would learn from them, and might thereby correct or enrich their
own beliefs.

Beyond these ongoing and thus incomplete dialectical processes,
transcendence as an aesthetic experience may also be possible but may
be only momentary and fleeting. Gregory Clark provides an instance of
“aesthetic transcendence” that succeeds, if only momentarily, where dia-
logue fails [Clark 2014: 180]. This instance is a conflict that he observed
in workshop with a jazz sextet wherein a saxophonist and a trumpeter
were at odds in their approach to jazz music. The saxophonist was a jazz
historian, the trumpeter a proponent of innovation and experimentation.
The two were at odds throughout the workshop until a public performance,
the two successively improvising and then accompanying each other, with
a momentarily satisfying result that nonetheless left them as much as ever
at odds with each other. Such a process of aesthetic transcendence, Clark
argues, might not be as permanent as a transcendence achieved dialogical-
ly, but it might succeed, at least momentarily, where dialogue fails.

Transcendence as diversity in unity is also merely illusory when it
is the product of a forced and false unity, as Burke illustrates in “Towards
Helhaven: Three Stages of a Vision,” a mock, satiric portrait of an Earth
colony on the moon [Burke 1971]. Burke remained committed and engaged
in sociopolitical issues throughout his life and, not least, in his later years,
in problems of technology and the natural environment.* Burke perceived

* Jan Hill explores Burke’s philosophy of technology and argues that his concern
with Big Technology persisted throughout his lifetime: “Kenneth Burke spent copious
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technology and nature as almost entirely, though not inescapably, at odds
with each other since technology is both in nature and at odds with it: “The
various toxic waste dumps are in nature; all Counter-Nature (much of it
advantageous) is in nature. It is “‘unnatural’ only in the sense that, thanks
to the symbol-guided ‘labors’ of Technology, we have altered the nature
of our environment as no other animal’s mere ‘presence’ in the world has
been remotely able to do” [Burke 1984: 426-27]. But technology per se
is not the villain. The problem is rather “Technologism” and the mutual
entanglements between technology and social, political, and economic
structures [Burke 1972: 53]. Technologism is the use of technology to solve
the problems created by technology: “As distinct from mere technology,
‘Technologism’ would be built upon the assumption that the remedy for
the problems arising from technology is to be sought in the development
of ever more and more technology” [Ibid.: 53]. And technology, moreover,
is situated within a complex sociopolitical environment, “as all of us in the
United States today share, however variously, the situation characterized
by the present conditions of technology, finance, and sociopolitical unrest”
[Burke 2016: 263].

Burke responds to this technology-nature split with satire, by en-
gaging “the entelechial principle” but doing so “perversely, by tracking
down the possibilities or implications to the point where the result is a kind
of Utopia-in-reverse” [Burke 1974: 315]. In “Towards Helhaven,” he
envisions this Utopia-in-reverse in the form of an imaginary community
that brings technology and nature together in a false unity—false because
it is merely asserted and not developed via the dialectical process that leads
both upward and downward to a true transcendence and a diversity in unity.
“Towards Helhaven” portrays an Earth that is consumed with “Hypertech-
nologism,” industrial progress, massive energy consumption, depletion of
natural resources, and global pollution to the point that a radical revolution
would be required before “the adventurous ideals of exploitation that are
associated with modern industrial, financial, and political ambitions could
be transformed into modes of restraint, piety, gratitude, and fear proper
to man’s awareness of his necessary place in the entire scheme of nature”

time grappling with the meanings and ramifications of technological behavior. He
recognized the waste and destruction that technologies entailed, and these problems
constituted one of the central themes that Burke confronted throughout his writings: ‘Big
Technology’” [Hill 2009]. According to Hill, Burke’s self-assigned role “in response to
Big Technology was that of world-transforming critic aiming to counter the problems
derived from ‘Counter-Nature.””
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[Burke 1971: 19]. As an escape from this ravaged Earth, Helhaven offers
a visionary lunar community that unites technology and nature in an idyllic
paradise:

HELHAVEN, the Mighty Paradisal Culture-Bubble on the Moon. Safer
than any Sea Meadows venture (even under the Arctic ice). More nearly
attainable than a Martian project, HELHAVEN, the Ultimate Colony,
merging in one enterprise, both Edenic Garden and Babylonic, Technologic
Tower. And paradox of paradoxes: This Final Flight will have been made
possible by the very conditions which made it necessary. [Ibid.: 21].

But this technology -nature unity is the product of Burke’s satiric imagina-
tion and mere assertion and thus provides only a mock image of a true tran-
scendence. Moreover, this imagined unity is evidently also a satiric mock
imitation of the dialectic’s Upward and Downward Ways—a mockery be-
cause it leads ever outward and upward and thus forecloses the downward
way that revisits diverse perspectives from the perspective-of-perspectives
of a transcendent unity:

But in any case, let there be no turning back of the clock. Or no
turning inward. Our Vice-President has rightly cautioned: No negativism.
We want AFFIRMATION—TOWARDS HELHAVEN.

ONWARD, OUTWARD, and UP! [Ibid.: 25]

This satiric portrait of a Utopia-in-reverse nonetheless suggests a path
to a true transcendence: a dialectical process that engages and respects
multiple perspectives with hope that the competition among conflicting
perspectives might lead to a broader perspective-of-perspectives and
thereby a true diversity in unity.

Dialectical transcendence is not a simple solution to the problem of
unity in political culture. It is a process that sometimes yields only limited
positive outcomes, is sometimes momentary and fleeting, and may also be
a false image of a true unity. These limitations notwithstanding, dialectical
and perhaps also aesthetic transcendence offer promise of a true diversity
in unity—a counter-spectacle to challenge the spectacle of false unities
imposed by force or effected by partially or wholly deliberate deceit and
manipulation. Political unity born of nationalism and partisanship is a false
unity that promotes marginalization, stokes the flames of hatred of ethnic
and gendered minorities, and produces spectacles as appearances of unity
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that veil an underlying refusal to respect difference and diversity and en-
gage others in meaningful political discourse and mutual accommodation.
Bakhtin’s portraits of multivocality are fundamental dialogic principles
disguised as literary criticism, and Burke’s counter-spectacle is an aggre-
gation of principles and procedures that may seem remote and abstract
but nonetheless provides some basic and essential lessons for a political
discourse that embraces differences in the interest of a more genuine and
lasting unity that preserves and respects but transcends individual and
partisan interests.
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Anpgpeii TOPHBIX

CUMBOJIMYECKOE JIENCTBUE Y KOMMYHUKAIIMA:
META®OPA 1 IEHBI' Y KEHHETA BEPKA

Annomayus: B cratbe paccMaTpuBaeTcs TO, KaK M3 KIIFOUEBBIX NMOHATUH KOHLETIIHN
«cuMBoOIIYecKoro neiicTBus» Kennera Bepka BbITekaeT COLMAIbHO-KPHTHYECKOE
BHJICHHE COBPEMEHHOro obmiecTBa. CBA3YIONMM 3BEHOM MEXY JIMTepaTypoBee-
HHMEM M COLIMaJIbHO-aHTPOHOJIOIMYECKIMH TTOCTPOCHUsIMH bepka BbIcTymaeT mnoHs-
THE MOTHBA. AyTEHTHYHBIM MCTOYHHKOM MOTHBOB YEJIOBEYECKOTO NEHCTBHSA CIly-
XKUT MeTadopa, 1atolias B BUE CBOCTO «TPEThEro TEPMUHA» TaKoii 00pas3, KOTOpHIit
OIHOBPEMEHHO SIBIIICTCS TTOTHYECKUM, BOOOPa)KaeMbIM M IMHAMUYECKUM, JBHKY-
muM. Metadopa packpbiBaeT OOILIHOCTh HECXOIHBIX BElleH — HEOKHAAHHYIO0, HO
DIyOOKYIO, ¥ CITyXKHT MOJIE/IBIO MHTEPCYOBbEKTHBHBIX OTHOIICHUH. [ pynnoBas cBs3-
HOCTb MOXET ObITh IIOHATA KaK «PAacIpOCTpaHeHHAst MeTadopa», B KOTOPOH y Beex
4JICHOB IPYIIbI €CTh o0mMil «TpeTnil Tepmun». Takum obpasom Bepk cOmmkaer
T0JIs1 AHTPOIOJIOTHH U NMO3THKH. OOILIHOCTb INIEMEHH He SBJIsAeTCs a0CTpaKiueH,
(bopmupyroLIelics U3 MHAUBUIOB, a CyLIECTBYET B BUJIC POIIOBOH cyOCTaHIMN B ca-
MHX MHIUBHAaX. Metadopa — 3TO OTHOLICHHE, B KOTOPOM 3JIEMEHTHI HE TOIIIONIa-
10T OZIMH JIPYTOii, HO OOHA&XAIOT CYTh APYT APYra, B3aUMO-CHUMAIOT YaCTUYHOCTb,
CIIy4alfHOCTb — TO €CTh KOJUIEKTHBHAS (popMma. B 3ToM cocTout «mapajoke cyocTan-
uuy». JluanekTika naeHTHOHKALUU ONPENENIeTCsS TeM, YTO MHIMBHJL COBIA/AeT
¢ coboif mocpeacTBOM He-cedst (HEKOEro BHEIIHErO «IIepCOHaXKay, Ha KOTOPOTo OH
XoueT ObITh «OX0xk»). ITapagokc cyOcTaHIMM MOMEIaeT CUMBOJIMYECKHE AeH-
CTBHS B 0011Ie€ MOJIe «CHUMBOJIIMYECKOH KOMMYHHKAIMI, B KOTOPOH CIIOBO SBIISETCS
HE TOJILKO BHEITHUM HHCTPYMEHTOM, HO BHYTPEHHUM Ka4eCTBOM MHAMBUIOB. [103-
THYeCcKasi 00pa3HOCTh sBIsieTCs cyOcTaHImel connaibHoro. Metagopa B 9TOM Ka-
4ecTBE NPOTUBOIIOCTABISACTCS JIGHbraM, KOTOpbIE, BRITECHSA MeTadopy B KauecTBe
MPUHIMIA COLUAIBHOI CBS3HOCTH, TOAPBIBAIOT TOMHHO YEJIOBEYECKHE MOTHBBI
(YyTUIUTapu3M BMECTO KOMMYHAJIbHON MMOITHUKH).

Knroueswie cnosa: Kenner bepk, cumBoi, MOTHB, MeTadopa, IEHbI'H, YTOIHS, KOMMYHH-
Kallusi, COLMalIbHas CBA3HOCTb.
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Andrei GORNYKH

SYMBOLIC ACTION AND COMMUNICATION:
METAPHOR AND MONEY
IN KENNETH BURKE

Abstract: The article examines how the social-critical vision of modern society stems
from the key notions of Kenneth Burke's conception of “symbolic action”. The
bridge between literary criticism and Burke's socio-anthropological constructions
is the concept of motive. An authentic source of motives for human action is
a metaphor that gives an image that is simultaneously poetic, imaginary and
dynamic, moving (in the form of “third term” of the metaphor). The metaphor
reveals unexpected, but essential unity of dissimilar things. And in this sense it
serves as a model of inter-subjective relations. Group cohesion can be understood
as an “extended metaphor” in which all group members have a common “third
term”. Thus, Burke brings the fields of anthropology and poetics closer together.
A metaphor is a relationship in which the elements do not absorb each other, but
reveal the essence of each other, sublate their partiality, contingency, that is make
up a collective form. This is the “paradox of substance”. The commonality of
a tribe is not an abstraction that arises “after” individuals, but exists in the form
of a generic substance in the individuals themselves. This defines the dialectic of
identification: the individual coincides with himself by mediation of not-himself
(some external “character”). The paradox of substance places symbolic actions in
the general field of “symbolic communication,” in which the word is not only an
external instrument, but an internal quality of individuals. Poetic imagery is the
substance of the social. Metaphor in this capacity is contrasted with money, which,
displacing metaphor as a principle of social coherence, undermines truly human
motives (utilitarianism instead of communal poetics).

Keywords: Kenneth Burke, symbol, motive, metaphor, money, utopia, communication,
social cohesion.
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CumMBoIMYECKOe Z[eﬁCTBHe H MOTHUB

[TonsiTHe «CHMBOJIMYECKOTO JIEHCTBUS» 3aHUMAET LEHTPAJIbHOE
Mecto B koHuenuuu Kennera bepka. C o1HOM CTOPOHBI, OHO NpeacTaeT
BEChMa JBYCMBICICHHBIM, MOPOXKAas OOIIMPHYIO IMOJEMHKY, C JAPYTOi,
B 3HAUUTEIHHON CTETICHN B CHIIY 3TOTO CBOIMCTBA, BECbMa 3BPUCTUICCKIM,
JAIOLIMM Hayaio HOBBIM KOHIIETITAM M TEOPHSIM, ITOMOTAIOLINM OCMBICIUTD
COBPEMEHHOE COOTHOIICHHE COIIMATBHOTO U KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO'.

UYro ke Takoe «CUMBOJIMYECKOE AeHCTBUE» B OTIMYME OT AeHCTBUS
o0pryHOTO? Paszmmume, Kaxercs, ISKAT Ha TOBepxHOCTH. Korma Mer cpy-
Owmin 1epeBo, 9TO MpakTHUECKHit akT. Korma Mbl omuchIBaeM TO, KaK MBI
cpyOunu 1epeBo, — 3TO akT cuMBonndeckuil. OgHako 00IacTy MpaKTHye-
CKOT'O U CUMBOJIMYECKOTO MOTYT I€PECEKaThCs: CII0Ba MOTYT CTAHOBUTHCS
3JIEMEHTAaMU IPAKTUYECKOI0 MHCTPYMEHTapHsi, KOOPAUHUPYS, HAllpUMep,
JIEHCTBUS TPU MPOW3BOACTBEHHOH NEATENFHOCTH (HauMHAsI C MPUMHUTHB-
HOW OXOTBHI), HO MOTYT HCIIOJIb30BAaThCs U JUIS YHCTOTO YAOBOJBCTBHSL.
OTo mnpeABapUTENIbHOE OMNHCAHUE OEpKOBCKOro KoHIenta Pobeprom
XWU30M MOXET OJHOBPEMEHHO CIY)KUTh ONHCAaHHEM Ouorpadudeckoi
HCCIIEIOBATENIBCKOM TPAEKTOPUM caMoro bepka, KOTOpbIi HauMHaJl CBOU
HCCIIEJOBAHUS C U3YUEHMsI SCTETUKU JTUTEPATypHOro cioBa: «B 1920-x on
BeJl OE3MATEKHYIO XHM3Hb 3CTETa, €AUHCTBEHHBIM HHTEPECOM KOTOPOTO
OBLJIO MOHUMaHKHE M UCIOJIb30BaHHUE [B CBOEM TBOpUECTBE| YHUBEpCAJb-
HBIX KaTeropuii, 00pa3yronmx dapsl Juteparypbin’. B 1930-e rogsl B ar-
Mocdepy MaJCHBKHX PagoCTeii CMaKOBaHHS CTHIMCTHYCCKHX IPUEMOB
U TIOSTHYECKUX (HUTYp, BO MHOTOM XapaKTEPHYIO IS aMEPUKAHCKOTO JIH-
TEpaTypOBEICHUS, BPBIBACTCS BETEp UCTOpHUECKUX epeMeH. [1ox Bo3neit-
cTBUEM Benukoil fenpeccun CKIaAbIBalOTCsS OCHOBBHI KoHIenuuu bepka,

NEPCOCMBICIIMBAIOIICTIO COOTHOIICHUE CJIOB, HIO,Z[eﬁ H PCaJIbHOCTH. Camo

! Pocc BonuH yka3biBaeT Ha OTCYTCTBHE SICHOTO OIIPEIENICHUsS] KOHIIENTa
«CHMBOJIMYECKOTO neifcTBus» y bBepka, HO cuuraer 5T0 He cnaboOCThIO, a CKopee
MPOAYKTUBHOU OTKpBITOCThIO NOHATHA (cM: Wolin, Ross. The Rhetorical Imagination of
Kenneth Burke. Studies in Rhetoric/Communication. Columbia, SC: University of South
Carolina Press, 2001).

WuTepnperatuBHast MoJenb tutepatypbl @penpuka J[xeliMucoHa ¢ ee KIII0YEeBbIM
KOHIIENITOM «CHMBOJIMYECKOTO aKTa» pa3padaTeiBaeTcsi B MPsIMOW TosieMuke ¢ bepkom
(cm. Jameson, Fredric. The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act.
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1981; Jameson, Fredric. “Symbolic Inference; or,
Kenneth Burke and Ideological Analysis.” The Ideologies of Theory. London, New York:
Verso, 2008: 144—-161).

2 Heath, Robert L. Realism and Relativism: A Perspective on Kenneth Burke.
Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1986: 1.
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CJIOBO CTAHOBHUTCA CHMBOJIIMYCCKHUM HCﬁCTBHeM. Omno nepecract 61)IT])
TEM, YTO MOYKET HHOTJIA UCIIOJIb30BAThCSl KAK MOMEHT HETIOCPEACTBEHHOTO,
«HACTOSIIETO» NEHCTBUS, HO IO OONBIICH YaCTH BBHICTYHAET KaK MpeaMEeT
TeJIOHUCTHICCKOTO CO3EPIaHHs.

JlaHHOE TIEPEOCMBICICHHE B CaMOM OOIIEM IUIaHE pa3BOpayu-
BaeTCs B pyclie TPAAUIMH KAaHTHAHCKUX amnpHOpPHBIX (OpM IMO3HAHUS
U KYJIBTYPHBIX «cuMBoimdeckux (opm» Kaccupepa. CioBa B kauecTse
CHMBOJIOB CIyXKaT HE MPOCTO JHHIBHCTHYCCKHIMH 3HAKaMHU peajbHBIX
BeIIel, KOTOphIe OOJIeryaroT JIOsIM oOpamieHne ¢ mocieaHnMu. Ciosa
TBOPAT peasbHOCTh. ClIOBa HACTONBKO K€ peanbHbl, KaK U (PU3NIECCKUE
00beKThl. YeJI0BeK MMEET JIeNI0 C BEUIAMHU «4Yepe3 TyMaH CIOB (WM, €CIU
XOTHUTE, OH BUJIUT BEIIN 6 ceme CIOB). B 3TOM cMmBbIciie cioBa “‘cuMBOIN”
000 A3BIK. .. MOXKET CIMTATHCS (POPMOH “CHMBOIUYECKOTO AeiCTBUSA ».?
CHMBOJBI — 3TO HPOCKIMS Ha MHUpP YEIOBCUCCKUX HMHTEPECOB, 3aJaHHE
«TIEPCIIEKTUBY, B KOTOPBIX TOIBKO U BO3MOKHO OCMBICTICHHOE II€JIeTIoNIara-
HUE, a CIeI0BaTeIbHO, U NeiicTBue. CHMBOJIBI 3a1AI0T «IIEPCICKTUBHBICY
HaIpaBIICHU, ONITUMAIIEHBIC IS 1ESTEIFHOCTH.

B oTOM KOHTEKCTE pOKIAaeTcs OOMH M3 CaMBIX HAMOMATHICCKUX
TepMuHOB bepka — «pacmonoxeHHOCTE) (an attitude). bepk 3ameiicTByeT
o0a cmbIcna cioBa “attitude” — «OTHOIIECHHE» K UeMy-JIHOO U TelecHas
«mmo3ay. [Ipuuem u mpsMON, U IEPEHOCHBIN CMBICI ATOTO CJI0BA MPEIoia-
raeT TeCHYIO CBSI3b C IMPAKTUKOH — OBICTPBIA M OTHO3HAYHBIN MEpeXoi OT
MOTEHIMAIBHOTO K aKTyaIbHOMY (KaK, HallpUMep, B BEIPAKEHISIX THITA «OH
MPUHSIT YTPOXKAIOIIYI0 Mo3y»). TepmuH “attitude” OTHOCHTENIBHO ITOJIHO
MEepeaaeTcs, Ha HAlll B3NS, CIIOBOM «PACIIOIIOKECHHOCTDY, YICPKUBAIO-
IIMM H €T0 TEJICCHBIN acleKT (TOJIOKEHHS, TIO3UIUH ), H TICHXOJIOTHYECKHUI
(OBITH «PaCTOIOKEHHBIMY WM «HE PACIIOIOKEHHBIM» K YEMY-TO U KO-
My-TO). Bepk pannkanusyer AByCMBICICHHOCTH ATOTO CIIOBA, IPAKTHUECKU
ciBas 00a CMBICTIA BOEINHO.

PacronokeHHOCTh — ATO Takas MpeaHaYepPTaHHAs «CXEeMa» peajlb-
HOCTH, KOTOpasi MPENOINpeNeNsieT NBUKECHUE B HEH IO OIpeIeICHHBIM
TpaeKkTopusM. DTO 00pa3 peasbHOCTH, KOTOPBIH NEpeXoauT B 00pas
JIEHCTBUS B 3TOM PEeallbHOCTH. DTO MOCT, repedpachiBaeMbIil OT 3aMbICiia
K €T0 UCIONHEHUI0. BepHee, caMu MOHSATHS 3aMBICHIA U MTOCTYTKA €CTh HE
HCXOJHBIC PEallud, KOTOPBIC CBS3BIBAIOTCS, aKTYaJIU3UPYIOTCS PACIIONO-
JKEHHOCTBIO (KaK 4eM-TO BPOIE JACKAPTOBCKOH «IIMIIKOBUIHOM KEIC3bD»,
OTIOCpenyIoIeH nearbHOe U MaTeprualibHOE B UelIoBeKe). B uenmoBeueckoit

3 Burke, Kenneth. “Symbol and Association.” Hudson Review 9 (1956): 213.
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pealbHOCTU MEPBUYHA CKOPEE PACIONIOKEHHOCTh, a 3aMBICET U IMOCTY-
MOK — €€ «I0CIe00pa3bl», pa3iaeiCHHbIe aOCTPAKTHBIC MOMEHTHI )KHBOTO
€IMHCTBA PACIIONOKEHHOCTH.

Pacroyio)KeHHOCTD CITY)KUT «MOTHBOMY HYEJIOBEUECKOTO JICHCTBHSL.
[ToHsATHE MOTHBA, AaKICHTUPYIOIIEE AKTHBHYIO POJb PACIIOJIOKCHHOCTH,
TaK)Ke HMEET HPOAYKTUBHYIO JIBYCMBICICHHOCTh — ICHXOJIOTHYECKOM
MOTHUBAIIMH U TOTO, YTO IBM)KET HAMHU OYKBAJIbHO, «TOJKACT» HA YTO-TO,
«OpocaeT» Kyaa-To — Kak «0pocaeT» Ha pebChbl MOJIIOIYI0 TOMOCEKCYalh-
HYIO JIEBYIIKY M3 KJIACCHIECKOTO (PPEHTOBCKOTO CITydasi KOPOTKOE 3aMbIKa-
HHUE CJIOB: OHa «IO3BOIIsIET cede ymacTh» (niedercommen lassen), moromy
YTO CTAJKUBAETCS C HEOCYIIECTBUMOCTBIO CBOCTO JKEIAHUS KITOHECTU» OT
otna (niedercommen).

Takoif MOTHUB — 3TO HE OTAEJIbHBIM AMOILIMOHAJIBHBIM TOJYOK, HO TO,
YTO BCTPOCHO B CHCTEMY, MTOPOIKAAOIIYIO B3aUMOITOICPIKUBAIOIIUE MO-
TUBUPOBKHU, B PACIIOJIOKCHHOCTD. (DyHKIlI/ISI, KOTOPYIO 3JIECMCHT BBITIOJIHSACT
B PaMKax CHCTEMBbI, — «BOT YTO Bepk Ha3pIBaeT MOTHBOM»®,

Jlnama3oH pUTOPHYECKOH CHIJIBI MOTHBAa — OT YOEXKICHHS [0
noOy»xaeHus, «uaaynupoBanus» (inducement) meiictus®. Ilpeapacrio-
JIO’)KEHHOCTh K JICUCTBUIO, poKJaeMas yoexJaeHrneM, — OoJiee maccuBHas
KaTeropusi, YeM «PacroiI0KEHHOCThY, MPEAIOararolnas nepexon K aeii-
CTBUIO. MOKHO CKa3arh, 4TO PACIOJI0KEHHOCTh, HIUTFOCTPUPYS MBICIb
bepka ¢ momomIpio He JTUTEPATyPHBIX TPHUMEPOB, — 3TO TO, KaK MPBITYH
B CIIOPTE TOTOBUTCS K NMPBDKKY. OH HE MPOCTO MPOKPYIUBACT IIPEACTOSI-
IIUH MPBDKOK B TosioBe. OH ero NHCIEHNUPYET, aKTyaJu3upyeT MOTOPHYIO
CXeMy MpPBIXKKA, BCEM TEJIOM COBEPINAET «MUKPOMPBIKOK», TAK YTO CaM
IPBDKOK CTAHOBHUTCS IMOBTOPOM YIXKE COBEPILEHHOTO IpBIXKKa. B cmopre
CYIIECTBYET H APYroi (eHOMEH — «3apsDKeHHOCTHY Ha ymap (y Ooxcepa
i gyrdonncta). Ha MHOTOUMCICHHBIX TPEHUPOBKAX, HA Pa3MHUHKE TIe-
pen MaTdeM HOKayTHPYIOIIN MIIN TOJeBOU ynap GOpMUPYIOTCS B Kade-
CTBE «PACIIOIIOKEHHOCTI) B XOpoLIeM cioprecMene. OHU pe3yIbTaTUBHBI,
MOTOMY YTO SIBIISIFOTCSI IIOBTOPOM YK€ COBEPILIEHHOTO aKTa, & HE YACTBIM,
CIIOHTAHHBIM aKTOM per se.

DTO ypOBEHb «IHTEIIEXUU» Tea, Kak Obl ckasan bepk, akTHBHOTO
(dhopMoOOpasyroIero NPUHIHUIA, MOPOKIAIOMIMNA JKECT, CIETUISIOUINA
OJIH JKECT C OPYTUM. «APHCTOTEIEBCKOE MOHSITHE “IHTEICXUH” [OTCHI-

* Bygrave, Stephen. Kenneth Burke: Rhetoric and ldeology. London; New York:
Routledge, 1993: 19.

5 Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, 1969: 50.
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JIAeT K TOMY, YTO| KaXKJI0€ CyIIee UMEET I[eJIbI0 COBEPILIEHCTBO, IPUCYIIIEe
CBOEMY poAy (MU, STUMOJIOTUYECKH, OHO XapaKTepu3yercs “BHYTPEHHUM
oOnamanueM Teioca”). ...ApPUCTOTENb, CYIs IO BCEMY, Pa3MBIIUIIET
0 BCEX Bellax B TEPMHUHAX SHTEJEXUU (COXpaHsisl JBYCMBICICHHOCTh 3TOTO
TePMHUHA, kinesis, KOTOPbBIN 3aKII0UaeT B ceOe Kak “AeiicTBue”, TaK U “‘IBH-
xenune” (“action” and “motion”)), MbI ke OIpaHUYHBAEM ITOT IMPHUHLIHUII
cepoil CUMBOJIMYECKOTO JEUCTBHSN®.

MoOTHUBBI TOPOXKIAIOTCS CIIOBaMH, CIEJIaHbl U3 CJIOB — BOT Camoe
CYLIECTBEHHOE JUIs IOHUMaHUs 3TOTo TepMuHa y bepka. IIponomxkas ciop-
THBHBIE aHAJIOTUHU, MOJKHO CKa3aTh, YTO MIMEHHO S3BIK TPEHEpa MOPOXKaaeT
CIIOPTUBHBIE PACIIONIOKEHHOCTH, a HE OJHH IMOKa3bl HEOOXOAUMBIX JABHKE-
HUI Ha JIUYHOM IpuMepe. SI3bIK TpeHepa — MIOTHBIN, mapa-no3TUHYECKUn
SI3BIK TTOBTOPOB, «3ayMb)» M3 HAIUTACTOBAaHHS MPO(PECCHOHAIBHOTO JKap-
rOHAa, WJIMOMATHYECKUX OOOpPOTOB, WIMOCHHKPATHYECKHX HEOJIOTH3MOB
Y OHOMATOIIOATUYECKUX KOHCTPYKIMI. OH JeNnaeT «HAIISIHO» MOHATHBIM
KaK UMEHHO HY)XHO OCYILIECTBIISITh TO MJIM MHOE JBM)KEHHE — OCOOCHHO
B TaKUX JpaMaTHYECKUX BHUAAX CHOpPTa KaK CHUJIOBBbIE MPOTHUBOOOPCTBA.
Tak, B O0Kce 0003HAYAIOT HIOAHCHI BIKCHHUS B TEPMHHAX «HBIPHYTHY,
«pa3opBaTh JUCTAHIIMIO», «JIBUTATHCS HA HOTaX», «KHAOPOCHUTHY» | T.II.

CuMBOIN3M cJI0Ba OOHAXKAETCS B 0OCIIEHHOM JIEKCHKE, MaTe — KOTO-
PBIii ITepeiaeT CMBICT HE CTOJIBKO CEMaHTHYECKH, CKOJIbKO MHTOHALIMOHHO
1 BapuaTHBHO. «OOCIEHHAsI TPUAIay — TP KUTA JII0OOU MaTEePIIUHEI, €CIIN
HE s13bIKa BOOOIIEe (KEHCKUH U MYKCKOH TOJIOBBIC OPTaHbl U CaM MOJOBON
aKT) — SIBIIAIOTCS CBOCOOPA3HBIMHM KaHTHAHCKUMH «ITyCTBIMH (opMamm»,
KOTOpble MOXXHO HAIOJHUTH JIOOBIM CEMaHTHYECKHM COJEPIKaHUEM.
U ¢ nomonipio MmopdemHoit komOMHaTopuKku (peduKkcesl, appukcol, cyd-
(uKCchl, MOCTHUKCH) KOHCTPYUPOBATh OTKPBHITOE MHOMKECTBO 3HAu€HUIl
U BBICKa3bIBaHUM, IJIOTHO NPUBA3AHHBIX K KOHTEKCTY IPOU3HECEHUs
(KOHKpPETHOW CUTYyallly, MHTOHAI[UH, YMOIIMK), & CaM aKT MMPOU3HECCHUS,
TeMOpanbHBIi OKpac U (HOHETHUYECKH PUCYHOK (pa3 BBICTYNAIOT OpraHH-
YeCKOW 4acThIO MOABMKHOTO 3HaueHus. OOcueHHas peub neppopmMaruBHa
B CBOMX CaMBIX KpalHHX (opMax, NpennojaracT He3aMeTUTEIHHYIO
pEakIuio B BHUJE NEHCTBUS — SBISACTCS CIIOCOOOM «HHIIYITHPOBAHUSI
(inducement) jxecra, mpuyYeM CHJIa MHIYKIUU 3aBUCUT OT KOJIWYECTBA
noBTOpeHUU ¢pas3bl. [lOBTOPHOCTH OOCHEHHOW JIEKCHUKH Ha TOPSIOK
BBIIIE TI0 CPABHEHUIO C OOBIYHBIM SI3BIKOM. JII000€e ci10BO, MOBTOpsieMOe

® Burke, Kenneth. Language as Symbolic Action: Essays on Life, Literature, and
Method. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1966: 17.
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U BapbUPYMOE, SMOIIMOHATIHLHO HHTOHUPYEMOE, HATMBACTCS JICHCTBEHHBIM
MIPOTO-CEMAHTUYECKUM CMBICIIOM. OHO CTAHOBHUTCS «OLIyTHMBIMY, «BE-
IECTBCHHBIMY, INTIOTCKUM.

DTOT BaXHEUIIMA MOMEHT OEpPKOBCKOTO «CHMBOJIMYECKOTO JICH-
CTBUS» HE TO3BOJISICT HAM OCTAaHABIMBATHCS HA YPOBHE TPAIUIIMOHHO
noHuMaeMoil puropuku. Hampumep, ecnu B CIIIA oObsiBisercs BolHa
¢ OETHOCTHIO, TO MBI, OCTaBasCh HA YPOBHE TPAJUIIMOHHON PUTOPUKH, MO-
JKEM CKa3arh, 4TO 3TO MPOUCXOIUT HE BCIEACTBHE TOTO, YTO OOraTeroas
CTpaHa MOXKeT ce0e ITO MO3BOIHTE. J[e710 He B KOTMYeCTBE JICHET, HO B TOM,
YTO TIEPBBIM CPAKEHHUEM DTON BOWHBI BHICTYIIAET CHMBOJIMYECKAsi OMTBA»
OTHOCHUTEJIbHO MMEHOBAaHUS OSTHBIX. XapaKTep BOWHBI OyJET 3aBUCETh OT
TOTO, KaK MBIl UX Ha30BEM — JICHHBBIC, JIET€HEPATUBHbBIC, OOJLHEIE, 31bIC,
WH(paHTWIBHBIC, XUTPbIE, HEBE)KECTBCHHBIC, TOpJ/ble, CMUpPEHHBIC, CTaB-
e HeBUHHBIMU JkepTBaMu uiu HecuacTHbIe (lazy, degenerate, sick, evil,
childlike, cunning, ignorant, proud, humble, victimized, or unfortunate)’.

Ho ecnu MBI BbIXOIUM, Belieq 3a bepkoM, Ha ypoBEHb aHTPOIIO-
JIOTHYECKOTO TEePEOCMBICICHUSI PUTOPUKH, TOT/Ia MBI JIOJDKHBI MTPU3HATH,
YTO NIENI0 HE TPOCTO B OTMAEIBHBIX CHIBHBIX JIHUTETAaX, KOTOPHIE MOTYT
3¢ (deKTUBHO BO3JICHCTBOBATh HAa pa3yM Ojarojaps 3MOLHUOHAILHOMY
ycuieHuto. OOpa3HOCTh CJIOB 3aBHCHUT HE CTOJNBKO OT MOAOOpa BbIpasu-
TEIILHOTO «UMEHM» (KOTOpOe MepecTaeT ObITh HEUTPAIbHBIM 3HAKOM, HO
npuoOpeTaeT MOTUBUPYIONIYIO CHITY), CKOJIBKO OT IPUHIIUIIA TIOBTOPEHHUS,
KOTOPBIM MPUBOJUT HAC K TEOPUU METaPOPHI.

Meragopa

«Het uHOTO CMBICITa KpOME MeTadopHuecKoroy» — 31a (pasa Jlakana
MOXET CIIYKHTh SNUrpad)oM K Pa3MBIILICHHUIO O si3bike bepka. MbliuieHne
COLIMAJIBHOTO CYIIECTBa HauynHaercsi ¢ Meradopbl. AOCTpakius — 3TO
cTepTast, ocnabiaennas meragopa. [lonstue, mo muenuto bepka, puxcupy-
eT o0Iee Mex/y CXOIHBIMH 110 KaKOMY-JIHOO CyIIeCTBEHHOMY HPU3HAKY
BemamMu. AGCTPaKTHOE TIOHSITHE OCHOBAHO Ha OJHM3KOW aHATOTHH MEKITY
OJIHOTUIHBIMHU siBIeHUsIMH. OCHOBO#l ke MeTadopbl CIy)KaT aHAJOTUH
CKOJIb YTOJIHO JIaJIeKue («CXOJCTBA HECXOIHOIOY», 0 BhIpakeHUI0 BukTopa
[knoBckoro). Metadopa — 3To 03apeHue, B CBETE KOTOPOro OOHApPYyKUBa-
eTcs CXOJCTBO Jlaieknx Bemiel. Uem nanblie cpaBHUBaeMble B MeTadope

7 “An Introduction by Hugh Dalziel Duncan.” Burke, Kenneth. Permanence and

Change: An Anatomy of Purpose. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1984: XV.
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TEPMHUHBI, YEM GOHLIHC, TaK CKa3aTbhb, pa3HHlla NOTECHIMAJIOB, TEM HHTCH-
CUBHEE (TOK» MeTa(opu3Ma MEXIy HUMHU, TeM sipue o0pas.

Meradopa TPUCYTCTBYET M B HAayIHBIX TEKCTaX B BUIC «TepIie-
JMBOTO TIOBTOPEHHUS BO BCEX €€ PA3BETBICHUSIX HEKOH «IIJIOOTBOPHOM
metadops» (a fertile metaphor)®. Tem Gosiee oHa ompeenseT CMBICIOBOE
€IUHCTBO JIUTEPATypHOTO TEKCTA.

Camo KJTacCHUYECKOe Ompe/eieHrue MeTadopbl KaK «TPEThEro Tep-
MHUHa», B KOTOPOM CpaBHHBaeMas I1apa TPEICTABICHUH HAaXOIUT CBOIO
YHHUKaJIBHYIO OOIIHOCTD, ISl bepka sBIseTcs JOCTaTOYHO aOCTPaKTHBIM.
KonkpetHoil siBisiercss Metaopa «pa3BepHyTas» HIH, B €T0 TCPMHHAX,
«TelecKonrupoBaHHas». [1apajokcalbHbIM 00pa30M, HCXOAHBIM JUIsl CMBIC-
71000pa30BaHusl, CITY’)KUT IMEHHO 3TOT «TPETHUH TEPMHUH» 10 ABYX HECPBBIX.
TouHee Bcero 3TOT (hEHOMEH ONMHMCAaH DW3CHINTEHHOM B Ka4eCTBE MOHTaX-
HOTO 00pa3a. MOHTaXHBIH 00pa3 — ITO HEKUI HEBUIUMBIIT 00pa3, KOTOPBIH
BU3yaJIU3UPYyETCs IOCPEICTBOM MOHTAKHBIX CTOJIKHOBEHUH KaapoB. Ho
MO3TUYECKUN MOHTaX Di3eHIITelHA — 3TO HE CTONBKO HA0OP OTAEIbHBIX
(buUryp KUHOS3bIKA, HA KOTOPBIA MOKET PaCCHIIAThCS PHIBM (KaK 3TO IIPO-
HCXONT MECTaMHt, Hanpumep, B «OKTsi0pey», 1927), Ho 0011Mii MOHTaKHBIN
«Xom», HpOXO}ISIHII/Iﬁ CKBO3b MHOT'MC KaJpbl 1 co3z[a}omm71 CJIBbHOCTH KH-
Hemarorpagudeckoil popmsel. Takos, HampUMeEp, KIIACCUYECKUH 3MTN30/] Ha-
yasia 6uTBBI Ha YyackoMm o3zepe u3 ¢punbma «Anexkcanap Hesckuii» (1938),
MIPOaHATN3UPOBAHHBIA CAMUM pPEKHCCEPOM. Beck AMmH301 MOCTPOCH Kak
«paMHU(PUKAIND) WIH TEIeCKOMPOBAHIE», BEIpaXkKasch S3bIKOM bepka,
B psAJie KaapoB 00pa3a O’KUAAHUS BO BCCH er0 KOHKPETHOCTH — 3JI0BEIIETO,
C/IaBIIEHHOTO OXKHMJIAaHMS «HEYEJIOBEYECKOro» Bpara (KJIMHA TEBTOHCKHX
peitapeit). M aTor oOpa3 3axBaTbIBaeT 3pUTENs, KOTOPBIH «3apa)kaeTcsy
OXKHUJIaHUEM, TBIXaHWE KOTOPOTO CTAHOBHTCS TAKHM K€ CIaBICHHBIM, OJ-
HHUM CIIOBOM, 3PUTENb 0OPETACT TY JKE PACTIONOKECHHOCTH 10 OTHOIICHHIO
K COOBITHIO.

OTcrofa UCKyCCTBO UTCHUS 3aKJIIOYAETCSl HE B MHTEPIPETALUN JIH-
TEpaTypPHOTO MPOU3BEACHUS (IIEPEIUCHIBAHUS €r0 B HHOM KOJIE — MOPaJlhb-
HOM, TOJUTHYECKOM, PEIUTHO3HOM), HO B YMEHHUH CTYCTUTH Pa3IHIHBIC
9JIEMEHTHI TEKCTA TaK, YTOOBI OHM KaK DIIEMEHTHI OJHOW MeTa(opsl Aalin
o0muit coBOKYMHBIH 00pa3. PaboTa ke aBTOpa SIBISETCS MO CyTH PHUTO-
pHYECKOH — MOBTOPUTH MCXOAHBIA HEBHIMMBIH 00pa3, HaXons Ui HEro
BCE HOBBIC CJIOBA, «Pa3IBUHYTHY («TEIECKOMUPOBATEY) META(POPY, YTOOBI

8 Burke, Kenneth. Permanence and Change: An Anatomy of Purpose. New York:
New Republic, 1935: 127.
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HCXO/IHOE aBTOPCKOE BuJICHHE MOTJIO OBITh PEKOHCTPYHUPOBAHO ITYOIHKOM.
Nwmenno torga metadopuueckuii ob6paz GopMHpyeT pacroIOKEHHOCTb.
Meradopa moposkaaeT MOTHB.

Tax, Hanpumep, y T'orons B «Tapace bynb0e», BeCTHUK, paccKasbl-
BaIOIIMK KazakaMm 3anopokckoil Ceun 0 MpUTECHEHUSX M0 BCe YKpauHe,
CTPOUT CBOIO PeUb, ApaMaTHUECKH HAHU3bIBAs OJIUH MPUMED YTHETSHHS Ha
IPYTOi, — TaK 4TO B KOHIIE KOHIIOB TPAaBMAaTHYECKHUN CMBICI CJIOB JIOCTHTa-
©T UHTEHCUBHOCTH 00pa3a M IPEBPaIIaeTcsl B OOLIYIO BOIIO K JEHCTBHUIO:
«TyT yxe He OBUIO BOJHEHHUH JIETKOMBICICHHOTO Hapoia: BOJIHOBAJWChH
BC& XapakTepbl TSHKETIBIC M KPEMKHE, KOTOpPBIE HE CKOPO HAKaNSJIHCh,
HO, HAKAJIMBIIUCH, YIIOPHO U JIOJTO XpaHWIN B ceOe BHYTPEHHUU Kapy.
YHOpCcTBO 3TOr0 «BHYTPEHHETO JKapay, HEIMOCPEACTBEHHO IEPEXOAsIIce
B JOJITOCPOYHOE, KOJJICKTHBHOE JIEHCTBHE, H €CTh MOTHB.

Mertadopa ecTh «OTKpPHITHE HEOKHIAHHBIX JOCEIE CBS30K
(connectives)... OTHOLIEHWH, MEPEXOAOB MEXAY OOBEKTaMH, KOTOpBIE
UTHOPHUPYIOTCS B PAIIMOHAILHOM CIIOBape»’.

Korna DnauoT npu BU3HTE B KOJUIEIDK OTMEUYACT MCHEE «ICKaJCHT-
CKHUH aTineTu3M» o0pa3a JKU3HU aMePHUKAHCKHUX CTYACHTOB, OH H300peTaeT
Mmetadopy. Humime npeBpamiaeT cBOM TEKCTH B «MapUIMPYIOIIHHA CTPO
MeTahop», MOCTOSHHO COMOJIarasi HECOM3MEPUMBIC B IPUBBIYHOM CMBICIIE
ciosa. [Ipumepsl bepk MHOXHUT 10 OECKOHEYHOCTH, MOAYEPKUBAsA, YTO
B KOHEYHOM CYETE XYJO)KECTBCHHOC MOBECTBOBaHUE OOJNAaeT JBOWHBIM
JTHOM: TIOMHMO IIOCJIEZIOBATEIHLHOTO pa3BOPAUNBAHMS CIOKETA, OHO COZIEp-
KUT MTOBTOPEHHE ONHOW TeMBI, 00pa3a, KOTOPHIH, MOCIEe TOTO KaK aBTOP
OpraHu3yeT BapHATUBHOE MOJIE €ro MOBTOPEHHsI, 00pPETAET CyTTeCTUBHYIO,
PUTOPHUECKYIO, MOMUSUPYIOUWYIO TTIOTHOCTD.

Bepx omuceiBaeT yCTPOMCTBO 3TOH IUTOJOTBOPHOI» MIIH «Paclpo-
CTpaHEHHOI» MeTadopbl B TepMUHAX psijia cpaBHeHUH (set of equations)
WM ACCOIMATUBHOTO KJIacTepa, (GOPMUPYIOIIETo OOIIyI0 CEMaHTHIECKYIO
cxemy (the over-all semantic chart), koropas u ectb IBHKEHHE MeTa(QOPBI
(the riding of a metaphor): «1103T MOeT MPOBOAUTH HEKOTOPYIO MOJIJIEHKA-
IIYIO TEKCTY MeTa(opy B KA4eCTBE TEMBI C BapHALIUSIMH CKBO3b BECh CBOU
Texe 'O,

B stom psany cpaBHeHHit Hekoe oOIee KauecTBO MepeaacTcs OT
CJIOBa K CIIOBY, CBA3BIBas camble JAJeKUe U3 HUX. bepk Hcmonb3yeT gaxe

? Burke, Kenneth. Permanence and Change: 20.

19 Burke, Kenneth. The Philosophy of Literary Form: Studies in Symbolic Action.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1973: 152.
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«MH(EKITNOHHBIE» 00pa3bl — CII0OBA CTAHOBITCS «3apa3uUTEIbHBIMU» B OT-
HOIICHHU JAPYT IpyTa.

3neck bepk nmemaer pemaromuii mepexos OT MCKYCCTBa K COIHANb-
HOM ku3HU. Metadopa WMeeT MecTo, KOrjia B CTOJIKHOBCHHH CITydaii-
HOCTEH TpOCTymaeT HEOOXOAMMOCTh — Ta HEOOXOIMMOCTH, O KOTOpOH
[TacTepHak TOBOPUT Kak 00 0COOOH «HACTOATENBHOCTH», PEATbHOCTH
mod3uu, a Xaugerrep — Kak O MPOCBETE OBITHA B MOITHYCCKOM CIIOBE.
Meradopa mMOpoKAaeT HACTOSIINE «BEIIM», KOTOPBIE IPENCTAIOT Ooiee
00BEKTUBHBIMH, TTOJTHOBECHBIMH, YeM camH Benu. Meradopa mopoxmaer
«KaMEHHOCTh KaMHs», «BOCKpEIIAeTy MPUPOIY BelIeH, B TepMUHAX Buk-
topa IIIkmoBckoro.

Bepk mpemmaraeT HaM aHTPONOJOTHYCCKYIO BEPCHIO TOTOOHOM
MO3TUKHU (hopmanmu3ma. McTokoM 0co00l OHTOJIOTHH ITOAITHIESCKOTO CIIOBA
BBICTYIIA€T TO, YTO MeTadopa MOXKET paccMaTpPUBATHCA KaK HCXOIHOE
conmanbHoe oTHomeHue. «O0IIee KaYeCcTBO», «TPETHH TEPMUH MeTado-
pBI», B KOTOPOM 3JIEMEHTHI HE MOIIOUIAIOT OJAWH JPYTroro, HO OOHAXAIOT
CYTh JPYr Apyra, B3aUMO-CHHUMAIOT YaCTHYHOCTH, CIy4alHOCTh, — €CTh
KOJUTEKTHBHAS (popma. bepk pazBopaumBaeT 3TOT TE€3HC B BHJE «I1apagoKca
cyOctanim». CpeHEeBEKOBYIO KOHTPOBEP3y HOMHHAIM3Ma U pealii3Ma
BOKPYT' BOIPOCOB, CYLIECTBYIOT JIM YHHUBEPCAIHH «IIOCIE Belel» (Kak
OTBJICYCHHBIC OT HHUX KAaTErOPHUH), «B CaMHX BEIIaX» WIH «JI0 BeLIeh»,
Bepx mepenmuchIBacT B COUANBEHO-aHTPOIIONIOTHUECKUX TepMHUHaX: «/laer
JIM TUIeMsl )KM3Hb CBOMM WiieHaMm (universal ante rem), IpHCYyTCTBYET JIH
OHO B cBOMX wieHax (universal in re), WM ke TUIEMsI — 3TO BCErO JIHIIb
YCIOBHOE 0003HAUCHHUE CYMMBI €ro WieHOB (universal post rem)»!!?

B obmem pasmenss ¢peigoBckoe BUACHUE sApa TOTEMH3Ma Kak
eBXapHCTHYECKOW Tpare3bl — MOIVIONMIeHNne 00mmel pogoBoi cyOcTaHINN
(mepBoOBITHOTO OTIa) OpaThsiMu, Bepk CKIOHSIETCS K IMO3HUIUN «peaTu3-
May: YHUBEpCallus TUIEMEHHU B BUJIe o011ei pogoBoii cydcrannuu (familial
consubstantiality) cymecTByeT 10 UHAUBHAA U B uHIUBHIe. OTCIOA — TN~
AJIeKTUKA WICHTUIM(DHUKALNN: UHIUBUI COBIIAJAET C COOOU MOCPEICTBOM
He-ce0s (HEKOero BHEITHETO «IIepCOHakay, Ha KOTOPOTO OH XO4YeT OBITh
«T0X0%»). MOTHUBBI HHIUBHU/IA — HACTOJBKO e BHYTPH, HACKOIBLKO M CHa-
pyxu (cynep-3ro).

[Mapanokc cyOcTaHIIMU MOMEIIAeT CUMBOJIMYECKHUE AEHCTBUS B 00-
IIee T0JIe KCUMBOJIHYCCKONH KOMMYHHKAIIUIY, B KOTOPOU CIIOBO «SIBJISIETCS

' Burke, Kenneth. 4 Grammar of Motives. Berkeley, CA: University of California

Press, 1969: 27.
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HE [IPOCTO BHEIIHUM MHCTPYMEHTOM, HO BHYTPEHHUM [KauecTBOM | Jitojei
Kak jiesTesneit (agents)»!2,

B oToM mone WHAMBHI B KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIX aKTaX MOCTOSHHO
uaeHTHGHUIUPYET ceds ¢ KOJUIEKTUBHBIM MOTHBOM, BCTYIas B MpaKTHYe-
CKHE B3aMMOJICHCTBHS C JPyTUMHU. bazoBasi CTpyKTypa JINYHOCTH — penpe-
3€HTalUs KOJJIEKTUBHOTO MOTHBA B IUIaHE MHIWBUIYaJIbHOIO NEHCTBUS.
B »>TOoM KoHTekcTe MOXHO paccMmarpuBaTh «BoitHy u mup» Toiscrtoro,
¢mrocohckuM JTEHTMOTHBOM KOTOPOH BBICTYIMAIOT PAa3MBIIUICHUS O POIU
JUYHOCTH B HCTOPUH, KaK OTPOMHYIO WJUTIOCTPAIIMIO ITOTO Te3Hca.
B uactHOCTH, MIaBHBIM repoi BolHBI — KyTy30B ciayxut Tem, uro bepk
OTHCHIBAET KaK COBEPILIEHHOro mpeiacTaBuTens cBoeil rpynmsl (a fully
representative member of the tribe), Boromias, mo TonctoMy, riyOUHHBIC
YastHUS PyCCKOTO Hapoja.

Bepk moguepkuBaeT AMaNEKTUYHOCTH CHMBOJMYECKOH KOMMYHH-
Karuy. Pa3BuBas ee JIOTHKY, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO HA MECTO T€reJIeBCKOTO
JlyXa, CaMOOTYYXAAIOIIErocs B ONPEIMEUCHHOE HMHOOBITHE, YTOOBI Bep-
HYTBCS K ceOe 000TameHHBIM JIs1-Ce0s-0bITHEM, TTOICTABISICTCS YeTIOBEK.
Berymas B KOMMYHHKAIIMIO C APYTHM, YEIIOBEK CHMMAaeT aOCTPaKTHYIO
BCEOOIIHOCTh CBOCH POJOBON CYOCTAaHIIMM W «OMpeaMeunBacT? cels
B JIPYTOM, ABIISIACH U, OJHOBPEMEHHO, HE SIBJISSICH MM. A 3aTeM, Ha CTaJluu
OTpULIAHUS OTPULIAHUS, BO3BpallaeTcs K cede Kak K KOHKPETHOH yHHUBep-
canpHOCTH. TakuM 00pa3oM, B KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX aKTax WHIUBHUJ I10-
CPEICTBOM JIPYTOTO MHIMUBHU/IA KaK HOCHUTEIIS TOH XKe caMoil «cyOcTaHInm
POMOBON CYIIHOCTH HPUXOIUT KO BCe Oojee TIyOOKOMY IOCTHKCHHIO
ce0s1, Kk camopeanusayuu (greater self-realization).

®dopMyraa TOro TUANEKTHYECKOrO IPOLEecca — WHBEPCHPOBAHHOE
JBOMICTBEHHOE (opmupoBanue wuHauUBUAA (the reversed ambiguous
derivation) B mporecce kommyHuKanun'®, Kakapii ydacTHHK KOMMYHH-
KallMd CXBaThIBACT B JPYIrOM «CaMoOro ceOs» (Kak pernpe3eHTaIHio, Kak
KOHKPETHOCTbh OOIIHOCTH). Jpyroil Ciy>KUT BOIUIOLICHHEM, «3EPKaIOM»
(xax cka3an 061 Mapkc) poJ0BOii CYITHOCTH WHAMBHIA IS HETO CaMOTO.

B aToM cmpIcie MeTadopa ecTh CHOHTAaHHOE BHYTPEHHEE POJICTBO
JIBYX, OTKPBIBAIOIIEECS] UM Yepe3 JAPyT JAPYTa, UiTH, TI0 CIIOBaM YacTo IUTH-
pyemoro bepkom Dnnota, mo3THYECKHIA aKT €CTh «aKT ciustHus (fusion).
A tpynna (yHKIMOHUPYET Kak pacrpocTpaHeHHas meradopa ¢ oOmum
«TPETBHM TEPMHHOM» KOJUICKTHBHOHW (opMbl  (PpopMooOpasyromero

12 Ibid.: 33.
3 Ibid.: 38.
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MoTuBa). Y Torga mMOATUYECKUH TEKCT — HE MPOCTO PUTMHU3UPOBAHHAS
Ipo3a, KOTOpasi COAEP>KUT MOBBIIIEHHYIO MIOTHOCTh MO3TUYECKUX (DUTyp
peun, kak Oyika u3ioM. [1lodTHueckn TeKCT 00HaKaeT caM HCXOIHBIH TPHH-
LIUI COLMAIbHON CBA3HOCTH.

HoBbrlil cBeT Ha 3TH B3MISAABI, IOKUPOBABIINE MHOTUX COBPEMCH-
HUKOB bepka cBoel MeXIUCHMILIMHAPHOCTBIO, MPOIMBAET KOHIETILHUS
MoA3MKM Kak cuMBoindeckoro obMena JXana boxppwuiispa. ®paHiry3ckuit
¢mrocodh paguKamIbHEIM 00pa30M MEPEOCMBICIHBACT COCCIOPOBCKOE «OT-
KPBITHE S3BIKa» B KaYeCTBE aBTOHOMHOW CTPYKTyphl. OH CMeIIaeT mEeHTp
TSDKECTH 3TOTO OTKPBITHA ¢ Tu(epeHINATbHBIX MPU3HAKOB (OMHAPHBIX
OMNIO3UINIA) Ha (peHOMEH aHarpaMMbl KaK OPraHU3YIOLIETO A3bIK MPUHIIU-
na. AHarpamMmma — 3TO HEKO€ cakpayibHOoe nMsi (Oora wim reposi), KOTopoe
Kak OBl «3aIIu(ppOBaHO» B APEBHEH MO33MH (OT PUTYATHHBIX THMHOB 10
CaTypHHUIICKHX CTHXOB), Pa3HECEHO B MOITHYECKOM TEKCTE IO OyKBam,
MOCTOSIHHO NTOBTOPSICTCSI B BUJC CJIOTOB M MX MHBEPCHH M 3TUMH IOBTO-
paMH CBS3bIBAET CTHUX B equHOE 1enoe. DeHoMeH aHarpaMMbl, MUIIET caM
Coccrop, COCTOHT «B TOM, YTOOBI HOTYEPKHYTHh HEKOTOPOE MMsI, HEKOTOPOE
CJI0BO, CTapasch IOBTOPAThH €ro CJIOI'M M IpHUIaBas eMy TEM CaMbIM Kak
Obl BTOpOE OBITHE WCKYCCTBEHHOE, KaK Obl MPUOABOYHOE IO OTHOIIE-
HHUIO K CIOBy-opuruHamy»'*. Hampumep, umst Agamemnon sBCTBEHHO
CIBIIIUTCS] B OIHOM aHTUYHOM CTUXOTBOPEHHHM B CIOBax aasen, argaleon,
anemon, amergatos, autme. DTH cII0OBa 00pa3yIoT CBOCOOPa3HBIN CTEPKECHB
II03TUYECKOr0 TEKCTa, Ha KOTOPBIH HAaHU3BIBAIOTCS OCTAJIbHBIE ClIOBA. DTO
HANJITHO IEMOHCTPUPYET, B KAKOM CMBICIIC MOXXHO IIOHUMAaTh OCPKOBCKOE
«TEJIEeCKONUPOBAHUE» — PA3ABIKCHHUE CIOBAa HA MOSTHUECKUN PsI CIOB,
KOTOpble 00pa3yloT pa3BepHyTy10 MeTadopy ¢ 0OLIUM CaKpaIbHBIM «Tpe-
TbUM TEPMHHOM.

Crux He «BOCIIPOU3BOAUT» UM AraMeHOHa, noguepkuBaet bonpuii-
Sp, HO TIPUIACT eMy «BTOpoe ObITrey. M6o mMst 6ora, ero CHMBOINYECKOE
TEJO B HOITHUECKOM TEKCTE MOBEPracTCs «PacICHEHUIO), «PACCESTHUION
U «YHUYTOXKEHHUIO»: «3/1eCh MIMEET MECTO KBUBAJICHT yMEPIIBICHHUs Oora
WM Tepost MpU KEPTBOINPUHOLIEHUH — B IIJJaHE O3HAUYAIOLIEro, B IUIaHE
HMMEHH, KOTOPOE €T0 BOIuTomaeT. ToapKo Oyaydn pacuieHeH, Ae3HHTETPH-
pOBaH XepPTBEHHOU Ir'HOeIbIo (2 MHOTAA B (PU3HUECKU PacTep3aH U Che/IeH),
TOTEMHBIII 3Bepb, 00T UM Tepoil HUPKYIUPYET Jajee KaKk cUMBONUYECKUll
Mamepuain 0Jisi unmezpayuu 2pynnuvl [KypcuB Moit. — A. I ]».

4 1lur. mo: Boopuiisp JK. CumBommdecknii o6Men u cMepTh. M.: JloGpocser,
2000. C. 328.
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B aTOM oOpamienun cakpanbHOro MIMEHH B HUYTO U 3aKIIOYACTCS
CyTh CHUMBOJHUYECKOTO akTa. B cTUXoTBOpeHuH, roBopuT bonpuiisp,
KaXKIBIH dJIeMeHT (Kakaas (oHeMa, CJIOT, CJIOBO, CTPOKAa) HAXOJUTCS B OT-
HOIICHUH CTPOTOW B3aMMHOCTH CO CBOMM JABOMHUKOM — BTOPHT-B3aWMO-
roramraeT ouH Jpyroro. Ha aToM mpuHIHIIE OCHOBaHA BCS NIEPBOOBITHAS
SKOHOMHKa oOMeHa-aapa. [loaTuueckuii s3bIK orepupyer He Oosiee Wiu
MeHee (UKCHUPOBAHHBIMHU 3HAYEHHUSIMH CJIOB, HO PACKPBIBAET «OCCKOHEU-
HYIO MPOJAYKTHBHOCTBY» CJIOBa KaK METa(QOpBI: 033U BOCCO3JACT CUTY-
aIMI0 TMEPBOOBITHBIX OOIIECTB B O0JIACTH sI3bIKA: UMEETCS OTPAHWUYCHHBIN
Ha0Op MpEeIMEeTOB, HEMPEPBIBHOW IHMPKYISAIUEH KOTOPBIX B TIpolecce
obmeHa/mapa obecrieunBaeTcsl HewcueprnaeMoe OOrarcTBO, MPa3aHECTBO
obmenay.!> Takoii oOMeH M 00pa3yeT CHMBOJIHMYECKYIO KOMMYHHKAIIMIO,
B KOTOPYIO BKIJIFOUEHBI U CJIOBA, W JIIO/IA, U MaTepHAIbHbIC IIEHHOCTH.

Yr1onus u AeHbIru

MeTadopuUHOCTh KaK CO3AaHHBII YEIOBEKOM «MEINyM KOMMYHH-
Karm» o0pa3yeT yTONMMYEeCKHH TOpH30HT TeKCcToB bepka: «llockombky
conpanbHas JKU3Hb, KaK M UCKYCCTBO, SIBIISICTCS MMPOOJIEMOI oOpaIeHus,
npusbiBa (appeal), mosTuueckas Meradopa Moria Obl JaTh HAM HEOLICHU-
MbI€ KJIIOYM K MOHUMAHUIO MPAKTUYCCKUX ACUCTBHUIA, KOTOPHIC CIUIIKOM
9acTO OICHUBAIOTCS MPOCTHIMH TECTAMH Ha YTHIHTAPHOCTH U CIIUIIKOM
PEIKO — ¢ MOMOIIBI0 KPUTCPUEB OOMUTEIFHOCTH, COTYBCTBHS, IIPUMHPE-
HUSI, KOTOpbIC SIBCTBEHHO TPUCYTCTBYIOT B (POPMAIBHBIX OCOOECHHOCTSIX
HCKYCCTBAa M JIOJDKHBI TaK K€ NMPUCYTCTBOBaTh M B Te€X He(OpPMalbHBIX
HCKYCCTBaX >KM3HHM, KOTOpble HaM He CIy4YaeTcsi Ha3blBaTh HCKYCCTBa-
Mu»'®. IcKyCcCcTBO — B TOM 4YHcCIie TO HehopMaabHOE HCKYCCTBO, KOTOPBIM
U SIBIISICTCS HAIlla KHU3Hb, — 9TO UCKYCCTBO OOpaIIeHUs K cede momo0HoMYy.
KoMMyHUITPOBATh — 3HAYUT CTAHOBUTHLCS HA MO3UIIUIO JAPYT APYyra, HaXo-
JIUTH OOIIYIO IOYBY, CIlydallHOE, HEOXKUIAHHOE, HO TITyOOKO€ POJCTBO, Ye-
CTBOBATh MPUYACTHOCTH K BBICIIEH oOmIHOCTU. Takoro poaa ujaeu 3a1arT
MEPCIEKTHBY CBOCOOPA3HOTO XPUCTHAHW3UPOBAHHOTO MapKCH3Ma — BCE
0oee XpUCTHAHU3UPYEMOTO C TIEPEXOIOM OT TypOyJICHTHOTO IPEIBOCHHO-
IO IECATHUIICTHS K OJIArOMOIyYHOMY ITOCJICBOCHHOMY OOIIECTBY MOTpedIIe-
HUS, HO B KpusucHble 1930-e oOpasyronme mpoeKT KOMMYHHUCTHYECKON
MOJTUKH JKU3HU.

5 Tawm xe. C. 338.
16" Burke, Kenneth. Permanence and Change: 339.

186



A. TOprlX. CHUMBOIYECKOE JIeNICTBHE U KOMMYHUKaLUs: MeTad)opa U 1IeHbIU 'y Kennera Bepka

Cam bepk xapakTepusyeT HCTOPUUYECKHUN KOHTEKCT (POpMUPOBAHUS
CBOCH KOHLICHIIMH KaK IEPHOJ «3aTATHBAHUS MOSCOB IMOCIE JOJNTOro Ka-
nuranucTuyeckoro 3aryiaa» (long capitalist debauch)!’. M ero uncrounuk
OH ycMaTpHuBaJ ropasno ryoke, Hexxenu npesuneHt CHIA Tepbepr ['yBep
C ero KphUIaThM BBICKa3bIBaHHEM O kpusuce: «EquHcTBeHHas mpolieMa
KaluTajlu3Ma — 3TO KallUTaJIMCThl; OHM YePTOBCKH >KaaHbl». [Ipobnemy
HY)XHO HCKaTh HE B IICHXOJOTHYECKUX OCOOCHHOCTSIX OTACIBHBIX IIONCH,
HO Ha YPOBHE TOTO «CEKYISIPHO-CIIMEHTHCTKOTO KOMMEPUECKOTO KO/Ia»,
KOTOPBIH 3aMeIIaeT HEHHOCTh MeTa(ophl HOBOW IIEHHOCTHIO — JIMYHOTO
ycrexa Kak MOTHUBa JIesITeIbHOCTH.

Co0TBETCTBEHHO CTpaTernuyeckas NepcreKkTuBa BhIXoJa U3 Kpu3uca
omuckIBaeTCs bepkoM kak KoMMyHI3M: « KOMMYHH3M — 3TO KOOTIepaTHBHAS
panMOHAIN3AIIHSI, TEPCIICKTHBA, OTBEYAIONIast TPEOOBAHHSIM ITOITHIECKOH
MeTadopsl. OH B OCHOBE CBOEH I'YMAaHUCTHUYCH KaK 1mMo33usl. ... [Ipu kamu-
TaJU3Me YEIOBEK JOJKEH MPHUCIOCcaOInBaTh CBOM YCHIIUS K AyXy Mallu-
HBI — IPX KOMMYHHU3ME OH MOXKET MPUCTIOCOOUTH MAIIMHBI K IyXy CBOMX
(byHIaMEHTAIBHBIX TMOTPEOHOCTEH B paMKax aKTHBHOTO KOMMYHHUKATHB-
HOro opranu3max»'®. 3nech peub UAET He 0 BO3BPAICHUH K HCTOPHYECKOMY
TUIY COJHIAPHOCTH, CYIIECTBOBABIIEMY B TPaJUIMOHHOM OOIIECTBE
U OCHOBAaHHOMY Ha JKECTKOW TOMOTeHHM3allMH Tpynmbl. bepk TroBopuT
0 HEO0OXOIUMOCTH HOBOTO MOCTTPAAMIMOHHOIO €IWHCTBA, OCHOBAaHHOIO
HE Ha PEIUTHUO3HBIX JOTMATaX MM TOTAIHTAPHBIX HICSX, HO Ha MeTado-
pHYECKOM MHOTOOOpa3nu OOIINX MOTHBOB — YTO BO3MOYKHO TTOCPEICTBOM
HOBOW MO3TU3AIMH S3bIKA, IPEBPAIICHUS OOIIECTBA B IIOATUICCKUN «KOM-
MYHHUKATUBHBI MEIUYM», YCIOBUEM M KOHEYHOW IENbI0 KOTOpOro Oyner
CIIy’)KUTh TOUCK CITy4ailHBIX, NaJCKUX, HO DIIyOWHHBIX CXOJCTB, TOHKas
HacTpoiiKa Apyr Ha apyra. Het Hudero Gojee HajJekoro OT 3TOTO HIeana
bepka, yem coBpeMeHHas OOMOApAMPOBKA OJHOTHITHBIMH COOOIIEHUSIMU
M30JIMPOBAHHBIX MHIIMBUJIOB, IO UPOHUH CYIbOBI Ha3bIBaEMast «MaCCOBBI-
MU KOMMYHHUKAIHSIMI», B KOTOPOH HET HU MOUIMHHON KOMMYHUKAIMH, HU
KOJUICKTHBHOCTH.

B aTOM CMBICITE HYKHO TOHUMATh KPEA0 aMEPUKAHCKOTO TEOPETHKA:
«I3 Bcex Belel s3bIK SBISCTCSA CaMOl MMyOIUYHON, caMOl KOJUIGKTHBHON
B cBoel cyOcTaHIuu [Beubio]»'?. COOTBETCTBEHHO colManbHast GpyHKIUSI
SI3bIKA, MOATHYECKOrO s3bIKa MOHMMAETCS MPENEeIbHO IIUPOKO — HE Kak

17 Tbid.: 340.
'8 Ibid.: 344.
19 Burke, Kenneth. The Philosophy of Literary Form: 44.
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OTpa)KeHHe, BCErJa YacTUYHOE, COIMAIbHON >KM3HH (OMpeIeeHHbIX
HUCTOPUYECKUX THIaXel, 00IIeCTBeHHbIX KOH(IIUKTOB), HO KaK MaTpuua
COLMAIBHBIX OTHOLIEHHN KaK TaKOBBIX. VMCKycCTBO — 3TO BaKHEHIIMU
MOJTyC POU3BOJICTBA, TIPOU3BOJICTBO MOTHBOB. Wi mpou3BOACTBO camoit
«(popMbI 00IICHUS» (COIHANBHON CBA3HOCTH) B KQUCCTBE KOHCUHOU LIEIH
HSKOHOMHMKH (B YTOIIMYECKUX TepMUHax Mapkca).

[ToaTnueckuii koMMyHH3M bepka MokeT moka3aThCsl MPEKpacHO-
JyIIHBIM POMAaHTUYECKUM BHUJleHueM. Ho B Haliem yxe, Kaxercsd, rnepma-
HEHTHOM COCTOSIHUHU KPU3HCa, B KOTOPOM yTHIIUTAPHU3M, HHIIMBUYaTTU3M,
yTpara BKyca K MCKYCCTBY W JKM3HHM M TpPOYHME ONHUChIBaeMble bepkom
peanruu TONBKO YCYryONsIOTCSA, KPUTHYECKas TEOpHUS «CHUMBOJIMYECKOTO
IEHCTBU», HA HAIl B3IVIA, oOpeTacT ocoOyI0 aKTYalbHOCTH IPEkKIe
BCEr0 B KPUTHKE MOHETAPUCTCKOTO K0Ja*’, KpaTKy CyTh KOTOPOil MOXKHO
chopMynupoBaTh CIETYOINUM 00pazoM: MUp 6e3 MeTadopbl — 3TO MUp 6e3
ey, Mup 0e3 MOTHBA.

[MognuHHBIE MOTHBBI Jie)KaT B HM3MEPEHUM «TaHLA DPACIOJIOKEH-
HOCTE», KOTOpO€ OTChUIAET K FapMOHM3AMH WHAMBHUAYAJIbHOTO OIBITA
B COIIMAJBHOM MHpPE KaK TOPU3OHTY UCHONb306aHUs METAPOPHI, OTCHITAET
K 00pa3y pUTyalbHOTO Kpyra, B KOTOPOM BCE€ YJICHBI TPYIIBI 00pa3yroT
CBOEOOPa3HYIO 3aKOJIBIIOBAHHYIO paclpocTpaHeHHYI0 MeTadopy, 0OMEeHHU-
BasCh OOLIMM «TPETHUM TEPMHHOM» U BOCIPOU3BOJIS TEM CaMbIM >KMBOMN
IUHAMUYecKui 00pa3 counansHoro Enuncrea. MHpIME cioBamu, MeTado-
pa 34€Ch CIIy’)KUT CPEIACTBOM IIPOU3BO/CTBA KOJUIEKTUBHBIX MOTHBOB.

«Taner pactog0KEeHHOCTEN» — 3TO TAPMOHU3AIMUS «IYIIN U Telay,
YCTpaHEHHUE pa3pbiBa MEXK/Y 3aMBICIIOM M IOCTYIIKOM — pa3pbiBa, KOTOPBIi
B KpailHeM cilydae 00ECCMBICIMBAET U ONOKUPYET HeATeIbHOCTh BOOO-
me. OTO TakKe HaXOXKJIEHHUE CBOETO MECTa B XOopeorpapuueckoM LEeIoM
KOJUIEKTUBHON IMHAMHUKHU, CBOEH TOUKHU PaBHOBECUS MEXKIY Pa3InYHbIMU
(pa3snu4arIUMHUCs, KOHOIUKTYIOUIMME) CUIIAMH B COITMAIIEHOM TIOJIE.

NHauBUABl S5KOHOMUKHU >KEPTBOMPHUHOMICHUS, UCTIONb3Ysl OTCHUIKH
k @peiiny u boapuiispy, mormue TMMHBI BO BpeMs 00IIeTo pa3aHuka (1
MPOU3HOCAIINE MarmdecKue (GOpMyiIsl BO BpeMs KOJJICKTHBHOTO TPYyZa),
«TOEJIA0T OTIA» B KadyecTBe OO0INEeH MM BCeM «CyOCTaHIMHM» — SI3BIKA.

20 TIpoGnema GepkoBckoro Mapkcmsma oOcyxmaercst Takke B: Abbott, Don.

“Marxist Influences on the Rhetorical Theory of Kenneth Burke.” Philosophy & Rhetoric
7:4 (Fall 1974): 217-233; Burke in the Archives: Using the Past to Transform the Future
of Burkean Studies, eds. Dana Anderson, Jessica Enoch. Columbia, SC: University of
South Carolina Press, 2013; Wolin, Ross. The Rhetorical Imagination of Kenneth Burke.
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N camm Takum 00pazoM CTaHOBSTCS pacHpOCTPaHEHHOH MeTadopou,
pacnonaras (attitudinizing) ce0st 10 OTHOLIEHUIO K APYTUM U MUPY.

Onoxa Peneccanca ¢ ee mepBeIMH (hOpMaMU KalUTATHCTHYECKON
(PMHAHCOBO-TOPTOBON AKTHBHOCTH CIYXHT i1 bepka Toukoil orcuera
MPOLIECCOB TpaHC(HOPMAIIUU KOJIJIEKTUBHO-Marnieckux MoTuBoB. «HoBo-
WCIIEYCHHBIE» MOTUBBI — MOTHUBBI MEPCHEKTUBHBIC, OPUEHTUPYIOIINE HE
OeckoHEUHOE JBIKEHNUE B onpesienieHHoM Hanpasienuu (fresh ‘directional’
motives). [IpuanHamu Takoil TpaHchopManuy BEICTYNAIOT «OOJbIIAs CO-
uajgbHas MOOMJIBHOCTB, MEPEX0J] OT CTaTyca K KOHTPAKTY, OTUYXKJICHUE
COOCTBEHHOCTH, PAaCHPOCTPAHCHUE MOHETAPUCTCKON JIOTHKH, PEBOJIOIH-
OHHBIC HHHOBAIIUH B CPEJICTBAX TPAHCIIOPTHPOBKU M KOMMYHHUKAIUU»?!,

To, uto Bepk Ha3bIBacT «KMOHETAPUCTCKOM JTOTHKOM» (the monetary
rationale) mepeducnseTcs cpemd NPOYHMX ITYHKTOB, HO BIIOCJICIACTBHU
Bepk ¢dopmynupyer cBoro mosuiuio Oosee detko. CoO3 TEXHOJIOTHUH
W KamuTana — IeHTPaJIbHBINA (akTop TIIyOMHHOU TpaHchopManuu Mo-
TUBOB. [Ipy 3TOM TEXHOJOTHUSl TPAKTyeTCs HE TOJIBKO B JIOKTPHUHAIBLHOM
MapKCHUCTCKOM CMBICIIE CHCTEMBI pasfeieHHus Tpyaa («000coOIeHUs,
«(pparmeHTapH3anum) MHpa), 3aKPEIUIIEMOH YaCTHOM COOCTBEHHOCTHIO
Ha CpEeJIICTBA MPOU3BOACTBA («OTUYXKICHUEM COOCTBEHHOCTH»), HO M KaK
CHUCTEMa MPOCTPAHCTBEHHON M COLMAIbHOW MOOMJIBHOCTH, PACIIUPEHHO
BOCIIPOHM3BOIMMAsI HOBBIMHU CPEICTBAMH KOMMYHUKAIIHH.

JIeHbI'M HAYMHAIOT UTPATh B ATOM COI03€ BEIYIIYIO POJb, XOTS Ka-
KETCsI, 9TO OHU — JIUITh TOOOYHBIN 3(H(HEKT HOBBIX TEXHOJOTHIA MPOMBIIII-
JICHHOTO TIPOM3BO/ICTBA U KyNEUECKOH TOPTOBIH, HOO AETIO HE B TOM, KaK
nogyepkuBaeT bepk, 4To B KaKOH-TO MOMEHT MCTOPUU JIFOJM CTaHOBSITCS
Ooutee JKaJIHBIME IO MAaTepPHaIbHBIX Onar. JleHbru npruodpeTaroT caMocTo-
SATEIBHYI0 AaKTHBHOCTh, MOTHBAIIMOHHYIO «OCTpOTY» (the money motive
itself gained poignancy) BciencTBre TOro, 4TO «BO3PACTAIONIEE UCIIOIB30-
BaHHE MOHETApHOTO CHMBOJHM3MAa B KaueCTBE HEOTHEMIIEMOIl COCTaBIISIO-
e 5KOHOMUYECKOTO MpoLecca MOATAaIKUBAJIO HALIUU K Pa3BUTHIO CBOMX
CHUCTEM IPOU3BOJCTBA M PACIPEICICHUS B COOTBETCTBUH C JICHEKHBIM
MOTHBOM (money motive)»*2. DTo BelleT K MPEBPAIICHUIO JICHEr U3 KO-
HOMHYECKOTO CpEJCTBa, «ImocpenHuka» (medium), crmocoOCTBYOIIETO
MIPOU3BOCTBY U OOMEHY, B OCHOBaHHE U I1€JIb BCEH SKOHOMHYECKOH aKTHB-
HOCTH. TakoBa «COIMOJIOTUS MOTHBOBY» B KAIMTATUCTUYECKOM OOIIECTBE.

21 Burke, Kenneth. 4 Grammar of Motives: 32.
# TIbid.: 92.
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JleHexHbIN «cCUMBOIU3M» paboTaeT Ha pa3HbIX YpoBH:IX. B moBcen-
HEBHOH HU3HU 3TO HATypau3alus JeHeT KaKk eCTeCTBEHHOT0, CTUXUITHOTO
daxTopa xu3HH. [IpuMepoM Takoi MOHETapUCTCKOW WAMOMBI CITYXKHT IS
Bbepka cooOnieHre B ra3eTe O MaJicHuU OUPKEBBIX KypCOB, COMPOBOXKIae-
MO€ KOMMEHTapHEM O TOM, YTO OIPOMHBIN yIiepd OT HelaBHEro yparaHa
HE UIET HM B KAaKO€ CpaBHEHHE C yIepOOM OT OOeCleHUBAHHUS aKUWl
B TE€UYEHHE OJHOW OMpKeBoil ceccuu. TeM caMbIM (PMHAHCOBBIE CIIEKYJIIsi-
LMK IPUPABHUBAIOTCA K IPUPOAHOMY SIBIICHHUIO, Pa3pyLIMTEIbLHOMY, HO
«EeCTECTBEHHOMY».

Ha BBICIINX HJCONIOTHYECKHX dTaXKaxX JTUOepaabHas aroIorHsl JeHET
MOCTYJIMPYET UX HE MPOCTO B KAaueCTBE CYTH SKOHOMUYECKOHM KHU3HH, HO
1 MCTOYHHKA CBOOOJIbI MHJIMBHU/IA KaK TaKOBOI. PUTOpHKa JieHer cTaHOBUTCS
CaMOCTOSATENFHBIM HIICOIIOTHYECKIM (PaKTOPOM, 3aKPETUISIONINM, (BOC)ITPO-
W3BOJISIIIAM SKOHOMHUYECKYI0 cucTeMy. 3iechk bepk, mo mbiciin Pobepra Bec-
ca, BBICTYIIAET MPeNTeyYeH I0CTMAPKCUCTCKOTO TOBOPOTA B KPUTHKE UICOIIO-
TUH, TIPEACTABICHHOTO0, IPeX/e Bcero, KHUro Jpuecro Jlakmno u LllanTtans
My «'eremonus u cormanuctuyeckas crparerus» (1985).

Korna Bepk mumet: «Mgeomorust He MOXKeT OBITH BBIBEICHA TOJIBKO
13 DKOHOMHUYECKHUX cOO0pakeHWi. OHa JBMKMMA TaKkKe MPUPOJION Yeso-
BEKa KaK ‘“KUBOTHOTO, MCIOJIB3YIONIEr0 CUMBOJIBI " »?*, — OH BIIEPBHIE, 110
MbIcniu Becca, ckiloHseT yamry BecoB OT 9KOHOMHYECKOTO eTePMUHU3MA
K PUTOPHUKE: «HJCONOTHS CTAHOBUTCSI PUTOPHICCKONN .

C neHpramu cBsi3aHa U TpaHchopManys Tpyaa. AHTHYHAS KYIbTypa
pabcTBa OTKPBITO MPUHYXK/IAIIA YEITOBEKA K BHIMIOJIHEHUIO PabOThI, KOTOpast
HE MPUHOCHJIA HUKAKOTO YOBIETBOPEHUs. B cpeHeBEKOBbE MOTHUBBI IS
BBINIOJHEHMSI TAKOTO POAA TPYyAa MOIJIN OBITh 00Jiee BO3BBIILIEHHBIMU — CITY-
>kenue bory, nonr nepex crapiiuMu H T.11. B 11000M ciiyyae cMbICI TaKOro
TpYy/a, COTIIACHO T'eTeNIeBCKOM nuanekTuke pabda-I'ocronuna, odperancs Ha
cropone [ocronrHa, HaCIaXIAIOMIETOCs ero IMI0aMHU.

Bepk nmopaxkaercs ToMy (hakTy, 4TO Ha COBPEMEHHOM PBIHKE Tpyaa
KallUTAJIUCTy KaK MOKYIaTesto padoyeil CHiIbl JOCTaTOYHO MPEeIJIOKUTh!
«Kro cnmemaer 3Ty paboTy 3a IATH ZOIIApOB?» — M YCIOBEK «BBICTYITHT
BIIEpEN U ““HE3aBUCUMO”, 1O “cOOCTBEHHOM Boje”, 6€3 UbHX-JIN00 MpUKa-
30B BO3BMETCS 3a Heen?,

2 Ibid.: 117.
24 Burke, Kenneth. 4 Rhetoric of Motives: 146.

2 Wess, Robert. Kenneth Burke. Rhetoric, Subjectivity, Postmodernism. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 1996: 7.

26 Burke, Kenneth. 4 Grammar of Motives: 93.
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[IpoGnema Takum 06pa3oM, B TOM, YTO CHCTEMHOE MPUHYKICHHE
KanuTajiu3Ma (IpoJaBaTh CBOIO pabouyro CHIIy HEe MMEIOIIUM COOCTBEH-
HOCTH Ha OpyAusl NPOM3BOJACTBA) B (OpME JI€HEr BOCIPUHUMAETCS Kak
cB000/1a, KaK CBOOOJHBIN BHIOOP TOTO, YTO paHEe HABA3BIBAJIOCH TOJIBHKO
MIPUHYKICHUEM.

Jenbru, nonaraet bepk, 310 OoJee «HEUTPaTBbHBINY», 4EM BOOPYIKEH-
Has CWJIa WIK PEIUTHO3HbIE TOTMbI, MOTUB. OHU MOTHUBUPYIOT HE CTPAXOM
WJIM CBALIEHHBIM JI0JIFOM, HO IIPOCTO MIPEIOCTaBIEHUEM «BO3MOKHOCTEM.
CoBpeMeHHBIN TPyl HE NMPUHOCHUT YIAOBIETBOPEHUS, OH MOTHBUPYETCS
COBEPIIECHHO BHEIIHUM €My (aKTOpOM — IMOJNy4YeHHbIMH JeHbramu. Kak
MOYKHO BBIHECTH TaKOH TpylH, AJS ONMUCAHUS KOTOporo bepk He xaieer
KPacoK — «HYJSTHHA», «Iaxota», «Myka» (drudgery, toil, anguish) — naxe
€CJIM JOIOJHUTENIBHOM €ro KOMIIEHCAIMell CIIy)KUT pa3BopayuBarouiasics
WHJYCTPHS MacCOBBIX pa3BiedcHmii? OOpa3ioM Tpyaa, KOTOPbIA UMeeTCs
B BHUJY, BBICTyNIaeT TPyJ KOHBEHEPHOTro pabodero, KOTOPBIA coOHMpaer,
Hanmpumep, aBToMoOmIM Ha 3aBoje Popaa, a moTom, Bo Bpems Benukoit
JICTIPECCUN  CTAHOBUTCSI JKEPTBOM COOCTBEHHOH IPOHM3BOAUTEIHEHOCTH
(mepenpon3BoiCcTBa) M, OyIydd YBOJCHHBIM, TOTOB BBIIOJIHATH CaAMYIO
IPA3HYIO paboTy 32 MU3EPHYIO OILIATY.

KoneuHo, B UCTOpUHU JIIOAU TPYAUIUCH U OoJiee TSHKEIBIM 00pa3oM.
Ho cmemuguka coBpeMEeHHOTO Tpyha, ero ocobasi TSHKECTh — B MEXaHU-
YeCcKOW OAHOOOPa3HOCTH (TeMIle M CHEIHaJU3UPOBAHHOCTU TPYHOBBIX
orieparuii) ¥ HeoOXOJUMOCTH €ro «CBOOOJHOTO BHIOOpa», TO €CTh B ca-
Monpunyxxaenuu. [locnennee npuHnunuanbHo. TpyKeHUK, HAXOASILUNCS
B IMYHOHM 3aBUCHMOCTH, MOT BBIHECTH 3€MHBIE TATOTHI, Bepsl B [ocnoanHa
(cynpOy, O0ToB), B IJ1a3ax KOTOPOTO €ro >KM3Hb UMEET CBOIO IIEHHOCTD,
U KOTOPOMY OHa NPUHOCHUT HacjaxJeHue. B kpailHem ciydyae oH MOXeT
B30yHTOBAThCsl — U TOTAAa [OCIONUH CTAHOBUTCS «KO3JIOM OTITYIICHHSD,
MMOBUHHBIM BO BCEX O€1aX CBOUX IMOJIaHHBIX.

CoBpeMeHHbIN pabounii caM HeceT Bce OpeMsi OECCMBICTICHHOCTH
u 0e30TPagHOCTH CBOEro TpyJa: HOBbIM [OCIOJUH — JEHBI'W — CHUMAET
¢ cebs 3a 3TO BCSKYHO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh (BEIb 3TO CBOOOJIHBIA BBIOOP
camoro pabodero). I HeT HMKOTO, MPOTHUB KOTO BO3MOXKEH OyHT. B To
kKe BpeMs, MPHUHYKJIEHHEe HOBOTO ['0CIOMHA CTaHOBUTCS Topaszno Oonee
YTOHYEHHBIM U BE3/I€CYLIUM — TPYKEHUK 00513aH caM HaCIaXX1aTbCsl CBOMM
TPyIOM B (popMe JICHET U CBSI3aHHBIX C HX CEKYJSIPHBIM KYJIETOM PHTYaJIOB
notpebnenus. Takoe pazBuThe MpoodIieM, MOCTaBICHHBIX bepkoM, BBIBOIUT
K TOpaszio 0oJee MUPOKOMY KOHTEKCTY COBPEMEHHOTO (hpeiio-Mapkcu3Ma
(C. Kuxek u ap.).
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JleHbrH BBICTYTAIOT «TEXHUYECKUM CyOCTUTyTOM» Bora — oHu omo-
cpenytoT (mediate) pa3nIu4HbIE YACTHBIE HHTEPECHI, COITIACYs UX B CUCTEME
pas3zeNeHus Tpyaa, U BEICTYMAIOT TAKUM 00pa3oM «Tpa’kIaHCKAM MEANY-
MOMY, HOBOH cyOcTaHIMeH colalbHOCTH. Ho rmaBHas nmpeTeH3us amepu-
KaHCKOTO MBICJIUTEINSI K MOHETApUCTCKOM JIOTHKE — 3TO HE-MO3THYHOCTD
JICHET B 9TOM KauyeCTBE «TEXHHUYECKOTo 00kecTBa». JIeHbI'M MOTUBHPYIOT
«HM3BHE», HE CO3J1AI0T pacioiokeHHocTU. 160 nenbru — 6e3-o0pas3Has mMe-
taopa. OHN HE MOTYT OBITH MEPEKUTHI H3HYTPU KaK ITOUIMHHBIA MOTHB.
1 OHM «TEXHWYECKW» CBSA3BIBAIOT W30JIMPOBAHHBIX WHIWUBUIOB, pa3pymias
caMy TKaHb COIMATBHOCTH (INTyOMHHOTO POACTBA, CXOJCTBA HECXOAHOTO).

[Moatomy, korma CILIA Beixomunu u3 BTopoil MUpPOBOIl BOWHBI,
HE IPOCTO BOCCTAHOBHUBIIMCH OT Benukoil nenpeccuu, HO U COBEPLIUB
SKOHOMMUYECKHM PBIBOK K CTaTycy cBepxJepkaBbl, bepk HacrauBai, 4To
«KOJUIEKTUBU3M» PY3BEIBTOBCKOTO 00IIIECTBa BCEOOIIETO OJIaroCoCTOSHUS
OBLT CKOpee «IPOJOKCHUEM MHAMBHIYAIN3Ma», U YTO «MbI HYXKIaeMCs
B KOJIJIEKTUBUCTCKOM MOTHUBE, KOTOPBIiA OBl pa3/iesisiics BCEMH, 3a UCKITIoUe-
HUEM TeX, KTO HAKUBAETCS Ha BOWHE U CTPOUT HOBYIO UMIIEPHUIO OOJIBIIOTO
ousneca (the war profiteers and the empire-builders of big business)»?’.

VYnymeHue u3 BUAY STOW TTyOWHHOW aHTPOTIOJIOTHYECKOH CBS3H
PUTOPHUKHU U HJICOIOTUU MOXKET MIPUBECTH, KaK yxkKe ObLITIO 3aMEUeHO BBIIIIE,
K MOBEPXHOCTHOMY NMOHUMAHHIO MOTHUBOB KakK 3()()EeKTOB pUTOPUUECKOTO
IIPUMEHEHHUs CJIoBa. B KOHEYHOM cueTe pe3ynbTaToOM TaKoi JJOTMKU OKa3bl-
BaeTCs TPAKTOBKA JAEHET IPOCTO Kak €Ile OJHOI0 MOTHBA CPEAH IPOUMX.
Kak u mpoune riryO0OKo YKOPEHHMBIINECS MOTHBEI, TToslaraeT Xpio JlyHKaH,
JIEHBI'M CUMBOJIU3UPYIOTCS PUTOPUUECKH, «KPACHBIM CJIOBIIOM» MYAPOCTH,
3paBOro CMbICTa, HAIPUMEp, IIOTOBOPKAMHU:

IToroBopka «xapakTepu3yeT» CHUTYalHI0 W TaKUM 00pa3oM CO3-
JlaeT pasiU4YHbIC pacroyiokeHHocTH (attitudes) k oOmMM JeHCTBHAM.
B Amepuke, HanpuMep, BO MHOTHX CHTYAIUSX MbI JICHCTBYEM COBMECTHO
MOCPEICTBOM HCIIOIB30BaHMsI ACHET. AMEPUKAHIbI JOJKHO OBITH HPOIHU-
TaHbl TeM, 4To Makc BeOep Ha3bIBall «JlyXOM KalUTaIN3May... [OBOPHUTS,
4TO ACHBI'U CJIy’KaT UMITYJIbBCOM prHO‘{HOﬁ AKTHUBHOCTH, BI)ICBO60)KI[3IOT
conuanpHyto sHepruro (“releases” social energy) — 3HauMT yryckarb u3
BUAY TOT (aKT, 4yTO JeHbrd (QYHKIHOHUPYIOT B AMEpHKE TaK, KaK OHHU
(GYHKIHOHHUPYIOT, TOIBKO MOTOMY, YTO y HAaC €CTh ONpEIeNIeHHOEe K HUM

27 Ibid.: 394-395.
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otHoueHue (attitudes) u yOexx1eHHs HACUET HaJIeKAIUX TyTeH UX JOOBI-

BAHUS ¥ PACXOJOBAHUS,

AHnTpononorudeckas Jioruka bepka 3agaer, Ha Hall B3MIAM, IPSAMO
MIPOTHBOTIONIOKHBIC OPUEHTHPHI. FIMCHHO CHMBOJ KaK ITyOWHHAsI MaTpHIa
UHTEpIpEeTalluy MUpPA U COLUANBHOTO CBA3bIBaHUS (MeTaopa UiIn JEHbIH)
SIBIISIETCS TEM «OPYAHEM», IPU MOMOIIH KOTOPOTO BBICBOOOXKIAIOTCSI COLU-
aJbHbIE BHEPTUU. B 3TOM U COCTOUT CMBICT «CUMBOJIINYECKOTO ACUCTBUSY.

B cBoem omoxampHOM pomane «Jlensrm» (1891) Dwmwmns 3oms
MTOKA3BIBACT, HAIIPUMEpP, KaK JCHBIM (YHKIHMOHUPYIOT B KauecTBE (yH-
JTAMEHTATBHOTO MOTHBA, 3aCTaBIsIsT repoeB ((pUHAHCOBBIX CHEKYNISHTOB
BCEX MacTei) pa3BUBaTh OCIIEHYI0 AKTUBHOCTb IO BBICBOOOXKJCHUIO
U CyMMHUPOBAHHIO «3HEPrUil» MHOXKECTBA JIOACH (CHJI, TAIaHTOB, HAJEK],
KOHBEPTHPYEMBIX B IeHHbIE Oymarn). [Ipobnema, KOTOpyIO B MONHBINH POCT
CTaBUT (PPAHITY3CKUH POMAHICT, 3aKII0YAETCS B TOM, YTO 3T SKOHOMHUKA
SBIISICTCS IIJI0XON CHMBOJINYECKOHM SKOHOMUKOH. Jla, OHa ocTaBisgeT mocie
ce0s MpoIIOKEHHbIE aKIIMOHEPHBIM KaIllUTAJIOM JIOPOTH, OCBOCHHbIE HOBBIS
3eMJIM U T.J., HO B pe3ysbTaTe OMP)KEeBOH UTPHI B TPOUTPHINIE OCTACTCS
MoJaBIsIoNIee OOJIBITMHCTBO TEX, KTO B HEE OKA3BIBACTCS BOBJICUCH; OHU
OKAa3BIBAIOTCSI HE MPOCTO B YOBITKAX, HO «00ECTOUCHHBIMMY, MIOJIHOCTBIO
UCTOILEHHBIMH, HE CIIOCOOHBIMU HE TOJIBKO OOPOThCS 3a Jlyullee Oynyuiee,
HO J]a’Ke pa3Inyarh €ro.

Eciamn B putyansHOW KynmbType Meradopa — 3TO MaTpHIla KOJUICK-
TUBHOW (DOPMBI, «TPETHH TEPMHUH» OOIIHOCTH, IUPKYITHPYIOMHNN B CHM-
BOJIMYECKOM KOHTYpE TPYHIBI OT OJHOTO K JIPyTOMY, CBSI3BIBAIOIIMH HX
[TyOUHHBIM POJCTBOM, «CyOCTaHLUEil», TO B U3MEPEHUH JICHEKHON 3KO-
HOMHUKHU 3TOT «TPETUIl TEPMUH» CTUPAETCs, CTAHOBUTCSI 0e3-00pa3HbIM,
YHCTO KOJIMYECTBEHHBIM — BCEOOIINM SKBHBaJIeHTOM. IIpH momomu Takoro
«TPEThETO TEPMHHA» JIIOOBIC /1BA TOBapa MOTYT OBITH B ONpENEIeHHON
IPONOPLUUU MPHUPABHEHBI APYT K APYry. A MOCPEICTBOM 3TOTO, 3aTHUM
YHCIOM, B «OTHOIIECHHUS», JIUIIEHHBIE KAKOTO Obl TO HU OBLIO JIMYHOCT-
HOTO MOMEHTa, BCTYNAIOT M CaMU TOBAPOINPOU3BOJUTENH, CyOCTaHIMEH
KOTOPBIX OKa3bIBae€TCS HE UTO MHOE, KaK aOCTpakTHBIA Tpyx (dpopmyna
ToBapHOTO (ernmmsma). TakuMm oOpa3oMm, HE HAIIN CIOCOOBI TOBOPCHHUS
0 JIeHbrax, a CaMM JACHBIH, TOAPBIBAIOIINE AHTPONOIOTUYECKUI CcTaTyc
KOMMYHUKAIUH, CUMBOIMUYECKYIO 3(P(PEKTUBHOCTb peuu, MPeACTaBISIOT
OCHOBHYIO KDUTHYECKYIO MUILIEHb.

28 «An Introduction by Hugh Dalziel Duncan™: XVIII.
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Clarke ROUNTREE

THE ORIGINS OF THE KENNETH BURKE SOCIETY

Abstract: The Kenneth Burke Society was founded during Burke’s lifetime by scholars
in communication, literature, sociology, and other fields to promote the study and
application of Burke’s copious works and fertile ideas. Burke had become the
leading writer on rhetorical theory in the twentieth century, as well as a notable
literary critic, fiction writer, poet, and translator. His century of scholarly
publication—including posthumous works twenty-five years after his death in
1993—have provided plenty for members of the Society to analyze, debate, and
elaborate upon. The Society has sponsored triennial conferences in the United
States since 1990, featuring notable keynote speakers, seminars in various topics
led by Burke scholars, and social events, including music performances by Burke’s
talented family. The Society also has supported an online journal, a number of
edited books drawn from its conferences, a listserv, and a newsletter (now
discontinued). It is affiliated with a half-dozen other scholarly organizations. Most
members of the Society are in the United States and Canada, where the study of
rhetoric has grown in importance particularly during the latter part of the twentieth
century (with Burke’s help) and up until the present. Recently, interest in rhetoric
and in Burke has returned to Europe, which developed rhetorical theory and made
it a central art in public education for more than 2000 years. The first “Burke”
conference in Europe was held in 2013. The Kenneth Burke Society has made
outreach to Europe a central goal in its future development.
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Knapk PYHTPU

NCTOPHA OBUIECTBA KEHHETA BEPKA

Annomayun: O6mectBo Kennera bepka 6bu10 co3naHo erie npu xu3Hu camoro bepka
cnenuajucTaMu 110 TCOpUM KOMMYHUKAIUH, JIUTEPAType, COLUOJIOIUM U JApYy-
'dM HayKaM Uil U3YYE€HUsT U MPUMCHCHHS Ha IPAKTUKE MHOTIOYHMCJIICHHBIX TPY-
JIOB ¥ IJIOJOTBOPHBIX uael bepka. bepk ObuT BeoyIIUM TEOPETUKOM PUTOPHKH
XX Beka, paBHO KaK W BBIAAIOIIMMCS JIUTEPATYPOBEIOM, IHCATEIEM, MOITOM
U niepeBoadrKoM. Ero HayuHble paboThI, OXBATHIBAIOIINE 1IEJIO€ CTOJIETHE — CUH-
Tas n3gaHHble B 1993 rony, yepes ABaAuaTh MATH JIET MIOCIE €r0 CMEPTH, — AAJH
yuactHrkaM OO1ecTBa 60raThlii MaTepual JJisl aHann3a, 00CYKISHUS U Pa3MBbIII-
aennid. C 1990 rona B Coenunennsix lItarax npu nognepxke Obmiecta Kenne-
Ta bepka kax/iple TpH rojia mpoxosT KOH(GEPEHINH, Ha KOTOPBIX BHICTYIIAIOT BH/I-
HBbI€ YY€HBIC, CEMUHAPbI HAa PasHbIC TEMBI 110 PYKOBOACTBOM CIICHHAJIUCTOB I10
Beplcy U pa3INYHbIC MEPOTIPUATHUSA, B TOM YHCJIE MY3bIKAJIbHBIC IPEACTABJICHUS,
TMOCTABJICHHBIC TaJIaHTIIMBBIMU YYaCTHUKAMH 3TOr0 COAPYIKECTBA. KpOMe TOro,
OO11eCcTBO M3/IaeT EKTPOHHBIN XKypHAJ, OMyOIHKOBAJIO Psi/i KHUT 10 MaTepua-
JaM KoH(epeHIHii, pacchlIaeT MOAMUCYNKAM COOOIIEHUSI O HOBOCTSX, a PaHbIIIe
OPraHU30BBIBAJIO M PACCBUIKY MH(GOPMALMOHHBIX OroyutereHeil. OHO TeCHO co-
TPYAHUYACT C HECKOJIBKUMU APYIUMU HAYYHBIMU YUPCIKACHUSAMU. BonbmmHCTBO
uneHoB O6mectsa xuByT B CIIIA u Kanane, rie u3y4eHHIO PUTOPHKU CO BTOPOI
nosnoBuHbl XX Beka (O1aronaps bepky) U BIUIOTh 1O CETORHSIIHErO JHS yAems-
ercsi ocoboe BHMMaHue. HenaBHO MHTepec K puTOpuke M K bepky Bozpommics
u B EBporie, riie Gosee AByX ThICSAY JIeT pa3padaThiBajiach TEOPHsI PUTOPUKH, KO-
TOpasi CYNTAIACH KIIFOYeBOU AMCUUIUINHOM. [TepBast koHpepeHIHs, MOCBsIeHHAas
Bepky, npouta B EBponie B 2013 roay. O6mectso Kennera bepka onpenennio
HaJla)KMBaHHUE KOHTAaKTOB ¢ EBpOMoii kak OfHy M3 MPUOPUTETHBIX 334 CBOETO
JaJIbHENIIEro pa3BUTHUS.

Knrouesvie cnosa: Kenner bepk, O6mectBo Kennera bepka, putopuka.
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Clarke Rountree. The Origins of the Kenneth Burke Society

Kenneth Burke’s publications span more than a century, from his
first poem published in 1916 to the posthumous publication of his most
recent book, The War of Words, in 2018.% He has published as a poet, a short
fiction writer, a novelist, and a translator; but that work has been greatly
overshadowed by his work as a critic and theorist.> He spent the 1920s
and 1930s as a music, theatre, and book critic for a number of magazines
including The Dial, The Nation, and The New Republic. His literary and
aesthetic writings began to draw the attention of academics in literature de-
partments, primarily through reviews of his early books, CounterStatement
(1931), Permanence and Change (1935), Attitudes Toward History (1937),
and The Philosophy of Literary Form (1941).* From the 1950s forward,
he would become a notable figure in literary studies, attracting essays by
writers in over one hundred different literature journals.’

The interest of literary scholars would soon be eclipsed by that
of scholars of rhetoric. Although Burke wrote about rhetoric in his first
scholarly book, CounterStatement, in 1935, it was his 1950 publication
of A Rhetoric of Motives that garnered a book review in The Quarter-
ly Journal of Speech, the flagship journal of the Speech Association of
America (now the National Communication Association [NCA]).® That
association was formed in 1914 by teachers of public speaking whose
scholarly interests diverged from their colleagues in literature departments
who were less interested in the pragmatic communication that is the focus
of what is broadly referred to as “rhetorical studies.” Burke first published
in The Quarterly Journal of Speech in 1952, leading to a four-decade
engagement with this community that would become the leading champion
of his ideas. Within the past few decades “English” departments, which
had long housed freshmen writing programs, turned to rhetoric to inform

! Burke, Kenneth. “Adam’s Song and Mine.” Others 2 (March 1916): 184.

2 Burke, Kenneth. The War of Words, eds. Anthony Burke, Kyle Jensen, Jack Selzer.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2018.

A comprehensive bibliography of Burke’s publications is available on the
KB Journal website, “Works by Kenneth Burke,” at http://kbjournal.org.

4 See Rountree, Clarke. “Burke by the Numbers: Observations on Nine Decades of
Scholarship on Burke.” KB Journal 3:2 (Spring 2007). Online at http://www.kbjournal.
org/node/177.

> Ibid.

® Ehninger, Douglas. “Review of A Rhetoric of Motives.” The Quarterly Journal of
Speech 36 (1950): 557-558.

7 Burke, Kenneth. “A Dramatistic View of the Origins of Language.” The Quarterly
Journal of Speech 38 (October 1952): 251-264.
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their pedagogy and scholarship in an area broadly called “rhetoric and
composition” studies. They also turned to Burke for insights, increasing
their departments’ interest in this eclectic scholar.

Although there were scattered publications on Burke from the speech
community starting from the 1950s, a new generation of scholars began
exploring his works in the 1960s and 1970s; by the 1980s, works about him
skyrocketed and continued to climb into the 2000s. It is unsurprising, then,
that in 1984 some speech faculty at Temple University in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania decided it was time to host a conference on Burke. Their fifth
annual conference on Discourse Analysis, held on 6-8 March of that year,
was billed as “The Burke Conference” and co-sponsored by the Speech
Communication Association (later NCA). Kenneth Burke and scholars
from a dozen disciplines participated.®

My participation in this conference informs the story of the Kenneth
Burke Society’s origins that follows. I attended “The Burke Conference”
as a first year graduate student in Rhetorical Studies from the University
of Towa, one of the oldest programs in rhetoric in the United States. Three
years earlier I had been a Political Science major who was introduced to
Burke in an undergraduate Persuasion class. I talked one of my professors
into a directed studies and produced a fifty-page paper on Burke’s theories
of rhetoric. A year passed and I found myself on a Student Government
Association committee that brought folk singer and political activist Tom
Chapin to campus. Tom is the brother of the more-famous recording artist,
the late Harry Chapin, and both are Kenneth Burke’s grandsons. I had din-
ner with Tom and told him about my paper. Tom insisted that “KB”—the
name friends and family have for Kenneth Burke—would love to read my
paper. I quickly made a copy of it and handed it to him. Six months later
while in my first semester at the University of lowa, I got a note from Don
Jennerman, a Classics professor at Indiana State University, who reported
that Burke had read my paper, liked it, and wanted to invite me to the Burke
Conference! (The fact that such an eminent scholar would take time to read
the writings of an undergraduate says a great deal about the generosity of
KB.) Burke’s note would be the first of what would become a decade of
correspondence between me and KB, especially after I helped to run three

8 Some background on this conference is provided in the preface to a book produced
from the conference: The Legacy of Kenneth Burke, eds. Herbert W. Simons, Trevor
Melia. Madison, WI: University of Wisconsin Press, 1989.
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weeks of videotaped interviews with him when he was a Visiting Professor
at the University of Towa in the Spring of 1986.°

The Kenneth Burke Society was formed on 7 March 1984 at a late
meeting at The Burke Conference. Don Burks from the Department of
Communication at Purdue University (Indiana) chaired a steering commit-
tee that included three literature faculty: William Rueckert, the “Dean” of
Burke studies from the State University of New York at Geneseo; Rosalind
J. Gabin from the State University of New York in Binghamton, and Mary
Stoffel, along with Jennerman, from Indiana State University. Five faculty
from “Communication” departments included Burks, James Chesebro
from Queens College of the City of New York, Jane Blankenship from the
University of Massachusetts, Mary Evelyn Collins from Winthrop College
(South Carolina), and Sharon Dailey from Indiana State University. [ was
the only graduate student represented on the committee.

James Chesebro offered a model for the new Society: The Jean Piag-
et Society, established fourteen years earlier, that not only recognized the
eponymous founder’s contributions, but sought to study the issues explored
by him. Following this suggestion, the meeting established the purpose of
the Kenneth Burke Society “to promote the study, understanding, dissem-
ination of, research on, critical analysis of, and preservation of the works
of and about Kenneth Burke.”!® Chesebro also took the lead in securing
the nonprofit’s registration in New York State. Don Burks was the first to
follow the committee’s recommendation that we create affiliations with
other organizations, inaugurating the Kenneth Burke Interest Group in the
Speech Communication Association. Other regional and national associa-
tion affiliations followed, including the Southern Speech Communication
Association, the Western Speech Communication Association, the Eastern
Speech Communication Association, the Central States Communication
Association, the Modern Language Association, and the Conference on
College Composition and Communication (CCCC)."

° These are collected in a published videotape series: Conversations with Kenneth
Burke. Towa City, IA: University of lowa Department of Communication Studies, 1986.
I'served a director of research for all the questions asked in the interviews, an editor of the
videotape, and even a stage manager. [ also wrote a guide to the interviews included with
the four-videotape set, Rountree, Clarke. An Introduction to Conversations with Kenneth
Burke. Iowa City, IA: University of lowa Department of Communication Studies, 1986.

19 Burks, Don. Newsletter of the Kenneth Burke Society 1:1 (October 1984): 9.

"' The third issue of the Kenneth Burke Society Newsletter included notes about

some of these affiliations, as well as minutes from some of their meetings (October 1987).
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When Don Burks published the first newsletter for the Kenneth
Burke Society in October 1984, Kenneth Burke weighed in on the new
association, as its “eponymous founder,” with “A Plea to Join the Fray and
Make It Worth Our While,” invoking a biblical development:

The Genesis of the enterprise was the “Burke” conference in
Philadelphia, March 6-8 under the joint auspices of Temple University
and the Speech Communication Association. Its Exodus took place when
a “Kenneth Burke Society” was inaugurated. Its Leviticus was in the
seventy-plus papers anent doctrine that were contributed for discussion at
the meetings.

This APPEAL FOR MEMBERSHIP is obviously analogous to the
census-taking that engages the book of Numbers. In fact, it was such a
correspondence that suggested this way of presenting the whole issue.

Then what a pay-off! Next comes Deuteronomy which, besides
adding up to a Pentateuch, has as its key word “thou shalt.” On the
assumption that LOGOLOGY IS OUR LOGO," 1 assume that all
mandates will be in the line of the herewith enclosed paragraphs; and that
members’ comments, whether in-agreement-with or as-departure-from
such speculations, will be written with reference to them. I hope later to
list some further considerations which other persons might care to develop.

To round out things completely by making the design a Hexateuch,
analogizing from the book of Joshua we might wonder what kind of
promised land our Joshuas will have brought this project, what kind of
Jericho will they have “fit de battle ob,”—and when “de I am’ ram sheep
horns begin to blow;/trumpets begin to sound’,” what kind of walls will

“come tumblin’ down.”"?

For the next few years, this newsletter became an outlet for news on
Burke-related happenings, a channel for our eponymous founder to send
missives to members, and a forum for contending over Burke-inspired
ideas. Mary Evelyn Collins from the University of Houston, Downtown
(Texas) took over newsletter editing duties. Her 1986 newsletter featured
a brief, but noteworthy essay by Herb Simons on whether Burke’s system,
which encouraged the view that those to whom we are opposed should be

12 Logology is discussed as the focus of Burke’s late work in Burke, Kenneth. The
Rhetoric of Religion: Studies in Logology. Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1961.

13 Burks, Don. Newsletter of the Kenneth Burke Society: 1.
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seen “fools” rather than as evil, allowed for “warrantable outrage” where
such a comic response seemed inappropriate.'*

Dale A. Bertelson of Bloomsburg University (Pennsylvania) took
over as newsletter editor in 1989 in time to announce the first triennial
Kenneth Burke Conference would be in a quaint little 19" Century religious
colony in New Harmony, Indiana in 1990. Burke attended that conference
and announced in a plenary session a project for the Society which he
called “Operation Benchmark.”'> He uses the metaphor “benchmark” as a
method of proceeding in our discussions, so that “we start with what you
say, but we only ask that you say ‘Burke says it this way, I say this,” with
some reasons.” I chimed in with a problem, telling Burke, “the problem
is difference in opinion about what you’re saying.”'® Burke responded,
“That’s fair enough.” Don Burks noted that the exchange meant that Burke
required us to start with a shared text—his writings—to ensure Burke
scholars do not engage in a dialectic over Burke like “ships passing in the
night.”

Burke would be too weak to join the second triennial at a pastoral
lodge in Airlie, Virginia in 1993 and would die by the end of that year at
the age of 96. Richard Thames from Duquesne University would take over
as newsletter editor and dedicate a 24-page issue to memorialize Burke.

The triennials continued, providing a time for a reunion of friends
and scholars over all issues Burkean: Duquesne University in Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania in 1996; my alma mater at the University of lowa in lowa City
in 1999; Tulane University in New Orleans, Louisiana in 2002; Pennsyl-
vania State University in University Park in 2005; Villanova University in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania in 2008; Clemson University in Clemson, South

4" Simons, Herb. “On the Issue of Warrantable Outrage.” Kenneth Burke Society
Newsletter 2:1 (July 1986): 1-2.

15" The details that follow are from Burks, Don M. “KB and Burke: A Remembrance.”
The Kenneth Burke Society Newsletter 9:1 (December 1993): 5.

16" T must admit that I had a particular complaint in mind when I said this. A few years
earlier, some “leading Burkeans” had disagreed with Burke about whether his theory of
dramatism was literal or metaphorical. Burke argued vociferously that to say that “people
act while things but move” is a literal statement undergirding dramatism. Two of his
interlocutors claimed he was wrong and that dramatism was metaphorical. I believe they
misunderstood Burke, hence my particular complaint. The original exchange between
Burke and these scholars is in “Dramatism as Ontology or Epistemology: A Symposium’.”
Communication Quarterly 33 (1985): 17-33. My position on this argument was published
years later in Rountree, Clarke. “Revisiting the Controversy over Dramatism as Literal.”
KB Journal 6:2 (Spring 2010). Online at http://www.kbjournal.org/content/revisiting-
controversy-over-dramatism-literal.
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Carolina in 2011; St. Louis University in Missouri in 2014; East Stroudsburg
University in East Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania in 2017; and the University of
Maryland in Baltimore in 2020 (now postponed because of the coronavirus
epidemic). In 2013 many American Burke scholars traveled to Belgium for
the first Burke conference in Europe: “Rhetoric as Equipment for Living:
Kenneth Burke, Culture and Education” at Ghent University.

One of my favorite features of the triennials is the seminars, which
meet each day of the conference and include intensive discussions run by
leading Burke scholars on issues involving pedagogy, postmodernism,
ecology, visual rhetoric, technology, and feminism, among many others.
I have led or co-led three such seminars involving pentadic criticism,
Burke and law, and the problem of substance.

The triennials also have featured keynote addresses by a variety of
notable scholars, including William H. Rueckert, Celeste Condit, Richard
Harvey Brown, Denis Donoghue, Joseph R. Gusfield, Jack Selzer, Ann
George, James Klumpp, and Debra Hawhee. Members of the Burke family
have attended frequently, especially Michael Burke and his wife Julie
Whitaker, as well as the Chapins who have provided music and stories for
many of the conferences. The 2017 triennial in East Stroudsburg, Pennsyl-
vania ended with a visit to Kenneth Burke’s home in Andover, New Jersey,
where he settled in 1922 and lived until his death.

Selected papers from the several triennials are available in edited
volumes. Jim Chesebro edited the volume from the New Harmony confer-
ence, Extensions of the Burkeian System."” Bernie Brock, who was the first
to introduce Burke’s pentadic method in a rhetorical criticism textbook,'®
edited the volume from the Airlie, Virginia conference, Kenneth Burke
and the 21°" Century." Greig Henderson and David Cratis Williams edited
the volume from the Duquesne conference, Unending Conversations:
New Writings by and about Kenneth Burke, which included unpublished
work by Burke.” Kenneth Burke and His Circles, from the Pennsylva-

7" Extensions of the Burkeian System, ed. James W. Chesebro. Tuscaloosa, AL:
University of Alabama Press, 1993.

18 Brock, Bernard L.; Robert L. Scott. Methods of Rhetorical Criticism:
A Twentieth-Century Perspective. 2" ed. Detroit, MI: Wayne State University Press,
1980.

19 Kenneth Burke and the 21" Century, ed. Bernard L. Brock. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1999.

2 Unending Conversations: New Writings by and about Kenneth Burke, eds. Greig R.
Henderson, David Cratis Williams. Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois University Press, 2001.
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nia State conference, was edited by Jack Selzer and Bob Wess, putting
Burke in conversation with other writers of the twentieth century.?! Bryan
Crable edited a book from the Villanova conference, Transcendence by
Perspective: Meditations on and with Kenneth Burke, which considered
the relationship between human symbolicity and social change.”? A new
generation of Burke scholars, Chris Mays, Nathaniel A. Rivers, and Kellie
Sharp-Hoskins, edited the volume from the St. Louis conference, Kenneth
Burke + the Posthuman.”

Between triennials in 2004, David Blakesley, Mark Huglen, and
I decided on our own to establish a venue for disseminating Burke essays
by launching KB Journal—an online journal dedicated to Burke studies.
We got the Burke family’s agreement to let us use “KB’s” signature on the
masthead. Mark and I were co-editors for the first four years, while David
ran the website. Robert L. Ivie from Indiana University, who had used
Burke extensively in analyzing the rhetoric of war, wrote our inaugural
essay in fall 2004.%* In our editors’ introduction to the journal we invoked
Burke’s 1990 call to action:

Through “operation benchmark,” this journal will follow Burke’s lead
in encouraging a thorough understanding of our starting points through
the explication and clarification of ideas, but we will not shy away from
disagreements with those ideas—there are no sacred texts here. Indeed, it
would be quite unBurkean and ultimately unproductive for an enterprise
of this sort to devolve into hero worship. Nietzsche notwithstanding, we
are reminded of a similar challenge faced by the magazines that sprang
up to support users of Macintosh computers, which praised heavily the
fledgling platform, and its various incarnations, lest criticisms undermine
their raison d'etre. But eighty years of challenges to Burke’s ideas have not
dislodged a core of basic assumptions that have guided his work and have
led to their more robust elaboration and extension, giving birth to a well-

21 Qelzer, Jack; Wess, Robert. Kenneth Burke and His Circles. Anderson, SC:

Parlor Press, 2008.

22 Transcendence by Perspective: Meditations on and with Kenneth Burke,

ed. Bryan Crable. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2014.

2 Kenneth Burke + the Posthuman, eds. Chris Mays, Nathaniel A. Rivers, Kellie
Sharp-Hoskins. University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2017.

24 Ivie, Robert L. “The Rhetoric of Bush’s War on Evil.” KB Journal 1:1 (Fall
2004). Online at http://www.kbjournal.org/ivie Bush.
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developed, resilient, and productive paradigm. We will see what develops

as we move “toward the next phase.”?

This last phrase, “toward the next phase” was the inscription Burke added
when he autographed my personal copy of Permanence and Change. At
the 2005 triennial the Society adopted the journal as its official publication,
appointing Mark and me as the first Publication Editors of the Society. The
journal includes essays from some of the leading Burke scholars, as well
as fledgling graduate students just delving into Burke and newly-minted
assistant professors. Notable contributors to the journal include William
Rueckert (State University of New York at Geneseo), Robert Wess (Uni-
versity of Oregon), Herbert Simons (Temple University), James Klumpp
(University of Maryland), Clarke Rountree (University of Alabama in
Huntsville), Mark Huglen (University of Minnesota, Crookston), Ed Appel
(independent scholar), Richard Thames (Duquesne University), Greig
Henderson (University of Toronto), Elizabeth Weiser (Ohio State Univer-
sity), Barry Brummett (University of Texas, Austin), David Cratis Wil-
liams (Florida Atlantic University), Timothy Crusius (Southern Methodist
University [Texas]), James Kuypers (Virginia Polytechnical Institute and
State University), Camille Lewis (Furman University), James Chesebro
(Indiana State University), Chris Carter (University of Cincinnati), Greg
Clark (Brigham Young University), Stan Lindsay (Florida State Univer-
sity), Michael Feehan (independent scholar), and Robert Wade Kenney
(University of Dayton).

As co-editor I published the first essay by a European scholar in
KB Journal in 2008, from Hans Lindquist (Lund University [Sweden]),
who wrote “Composing a Gourmet Experience: Using Kenneth Burke’s
Theory of Rhetorical Form.”?® He has since been joined in the journal by
more than a dozen international scholars, including Stefanie Hennig, Eber-
hard-Karls-Universitét Tiibingen (Germany), Kris Rutten (Ghent Universi-
ty), Dries Vrijders (Ghent University), Ronald Soetaert (Ghent University),
Ivo Strecker (Johannes Gutenberh University Mainz [Germany]), Hanne
Roer (University of Copenhagen), Waldemar Petermann (Lund University
[Sweden]), Derek Pigrum (University of Bath), Odile Heynders (Tilburg
University), Marco Hamam (University of Sassari [Italy]), Marco Hamam

25 Rountree, Clarke; Huglen, Mark. “Editors’ Essay: Toward the Next Phase.” KB
Journal 1:1 (Fall 2004). Online at http://www.kbjournal.org/rountree_huglen.

26 KB Journal 4:2 (Spring 2008). Online at http://www.kbjournal.org/lindquist.
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(University of Sassari [Italy]), Pierre Smolarski (University of Applied
Sciences Bielefeld [Germany]), Laura Herrman, Eberhard-Karls Univer-
sity of Tiibingen (Germany), Anneli Bowie (University of Pretoria [South
Africa]), Duncan Reyburn (University of Pretoria [South Africa]), and
Yakut Oktay (Bogazici University [Turkey]). The journal has been used
as a venue to publish select papers from conferences as well, including the
2013 Ghent Conference.”’

David Blakeley, who currently edits KB Journal, also began an im-
portant outlet for Burke scholarship when he founded Parlor Press in 2002.
Among the Burke-related books Parlor Press has published are a collection
of Burke’s literary reviews,? his letter exchanges with William Rueckert,”
his Shakespeare criticism,* and a version of his previously unpublished
Symbolic of Motives.’' Additionally, there is a new work on Burke and
myth by British scholar Laurence Coupe* and two of the conference vol-
umes noted earlier.

I served as President of the Kenneth Burke Society in 2013 when the
first European Burke conference was held at Ghent University in Belgium.
I attended, along with several other North American Burke scholars, spe-
cifically so I could reach out to Europeans who have a growing interest in
rhetoric generally, and in Burke particularly. The recently-founded Rhetoric
Society of Europe hopefully will succeed in growing interest in rhetorical
studies. (Or should I say regrow since rhetoric was born in Europe and
thrived there for 2300 years.) Given Kenneth Burke’s seminal contribu-
tions to our understanding of rhetoric, no doubt Europeans will be drawn
to works by and about him. And the Kenneth Burke Society stands ready to
support those efforts, extending invitations to Russian and other European
scholars to come to our triennial conferences, to read and publish in KB

27 These were published in KB Journal 10:1 (Summer 2014) and 11:1 (Summer
2015).

28 Burke, Kenneth. Equipment for Living: The Literary Review of Kenneth Burke,
eds. Nathaniel A. Rivers, Ryan Weber. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2010.

2 Burke, Kenneth. Letters from Kenneth Burke to William H. Rueckert, 1959—
1987, ed. William H. Rueckert. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2003.

30 Burke, Kenneth. Kenneth Burke on Shakespeare, ed. Scott L. Newstok. Anderson,
SC: Parlor Press, 2007.

31 Burke, Kenneth. Essays Toward a Symbolic of Motives, 1950-1955, ed. William
H. Rueckert. Anderson, SC: Parlor Press, 2007.

32 Coupe, Laurence. Kenneth Burke: From Myth to Ecology. Anderson, SC: Parlor
Press, 2013.
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Journal, to engage with our members when we come to your shores, and to
reach out and contact us with projects, requests, and queries.

This work is mutually beneficial. American rhetoric scholars long
have encouraged their colleagues to internationalize their rhetorical stud-
ies.*® European scholars bring their own academic and cultural traditions,
a variety of old and new rhetorical texts inflected by various languages
and histories, and the excitement that comes from embarking on a new
area of study. I am, as we Americans say, “putting my money where my
mouth is” in this endeavor. I just published a coedited book with Jouni Tilli
of the University of Jyvéskyld in Finland—an excellent Burke scholar—
that included a dozen European scholars investigating national political
discourses responding to the Syrian immigration crisis.** Working on this
book was enlightening and satisfying, offering a channel for dialogue
across the “pond.” I look forward to the next phase in what Burke calls our
“unending conversation.”
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«JTIOJIA HEOTIPEJIEJIEHHOTO BBITH SI»: [TEPBBIE
COBETCKUE TTIOCTAHOBKH TTLECHI V. CAPOSIHA
«B TOPAX MOE CEPILIE...»

Annomayus: Tlepy ogHOTO M3 KpyNHEWIIMX aMEPMKAHCKUX IUCATEIeH MEepBOM MOJOBUHbI
XX B. V. CaposiHa IpUHAIEKAT HECKOIBKO JECATKOB IbEC, CO3/1aBaTh KOTOPHIE OH HAvall
emie B cepeaune 1930-x rr. CoBeTCKOM CIIEHBI OHH JIOCTUIIIH JIUIIb B IEPHOJ «OTTETICIN»,
B Havyase 1960-x. B nentpe HacTosiieil craTbi — NepBbIe COBETCKUE MOCTAHOBKHU TTHECHI
Caposina «B ropax Moe cepare...» — crnepsa Ha apMsHCKoM s3bike B Epesane (1961), 3a-
TEeM Ha pycckoM — B MockoBckoM Tearpe nMenn B.B. Maskosckoro (1962). B crarbe ana-
TIU3UPYEOTCS IPHYMHBI CTONb MO3AHETO TOSBICHUS paMaTyprui aMepHKaHCKOTO THca-
TeJIsl Ha OTEYECTBEHHOM ClLieHe, npociexuBaeTcs, kak npuesn Caposua B 1960 . B CCCP
€1ocoOCTBOBAJI OCTAHOBKE €0 MPOM3BEACHHUS B CTOJIMIE APMEHHH, YTO B CBOIO 0UEpE/b
BBI3BAJIO K KM3HHU MOSABJICHHE CIIEKTAKJIs M Ha MOCKOBCKOH cuieHe. Cyap0a caposHOBCKOM
MbECHI Ha OTEYECTBEHHBIX TTOMOCTKAX HCCIIETYeTCs B PAMKaX COUATBHO-IIOTUTHIECKO-
IO U KYJIBTYpPHOTO COBETCKO-aMEPHKAHCKOI0 MaKpOKOHTEKCTa XOJIOqHOM BoiiHbl. Ha oc-
HOBE PEJIKMX MaTepHasioB, HAXOAAIMXCS B My3ee MOCKOBCKOTO aKkaJIeMUUECKOro Tearpa
nmenn B.B. MasikoBckoro, 1aetcs aHau3 CLUEHUYECKOTO BOIUIOIIEHUS TIPOU3BEIEHUS
aMEePUKAHCKOTO THCATENS U €ro PEleNIny COBETCKOM KPUTHKOM U 3puterneM. Pexmccep
S1.C. LuuuHOBCKHMIM CTpeMUICs NepeaTh BO3BBILIEHHbIN, TIOITHYECKHUI 1yX CapOsHOB-
CKOTO MPOU3BE/CHUS U HAUTH SPKYIO BBIPA3UTEIBHYIO (POPMY, UTO OBLIO HETHIUYHBIM
st «MasikoBkuy H.IT. OxmonkoBa. [TocTaHOBKa MbeChl Ha CTOJMYHBIX MOAMOCTKAX B
1962 r. 3HaMeHOBAIA HAYANI0 CIICHHYECCKOH UCTOPHH ApaMaTyprid aMepUKaHCKOTO aB-
TOpa B Hamiel ctpaHe. [JaHHOE MCCIIeIOBAaHUE TTO3BOJISCT PACHIMPUTH MPEACTABICHUS O
TeaTpaibHOM cynb0e Imbec 3aokeaHckoro apropa B Coserckom Corose.

Kniwoueswvie cnosa: Y. CaposiH, aMepuKaHCKast IpaMaTyprus, CoBeTCkuii tearp, 1960-e rr., «oT-
Temnesnby», MockoBckuii Tearp uMenu B.B. MasikoBckoro, nbeca «B ropax moe cepare. .. ».

© 2020 Makcum Muxaitnosud ['ynros (Cankt-IletepOyprekuit rocyiapcTBeHHBIH YHHBEPCH-
TeT, cTapinii nmpenogasarens) m.gudkov@spbu.ru

* ABTOp CTaTbd BBIpaXaeT DIyOOKYI0 NPH3HATEIBHOCT IHPEKTOpY My3es MOCKOBCKOTO
akazieMuyeckoro rearpa umenu B.B. Maskosckoro Hune AnexceeBre CTapuueHKo 3a Iepo oAapeHHbIe
Marepuabl HCCleayeMoil mocTaHoBKU «B ropax moe cepre...» (npembepa: uoHb 1962 1.) — aduiy,
MPOTrPaMMKY, pelieH31H 1 (OTo, a TakKe OECIIeHHbIE BOCTIOMUHAHNMS 00 3TOM crekTakie. Kpome toro,
HacToAMas padoTa He cocTosurach ObI Oe3 IMOMOIM BEYIIEro caposHoBena Haramimy AnexcaHnpoBHbI
Tonuap (EpeBan, ApMeHust), a Takke IUPEKTOpa APMSAHCKOTO HALMOHATIBHOIO aKaJIeMHYECKOTO Tearpa
umenn . Cynayksna Bapnana Mxprusina (Epesan).
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SAROYAN’S PLAY
MY HEART’S IN THE HIGHLANDS

Abstract: Several plays by William Saroyan written in the mid-1930s reached the Soviet stage
only during the Khrushchev Thaw, in the early 1960s. The paper focuses on the first
Soviet productions of Saroyan’s play My Hearts in the Highlands, premiered in Armenian
(Yerevan) in 1961, and in 1962 staged in Russian by the Mayakovsky Moscow Theatre.
The paper analyses the reasons for such a late appearance of Saroyan’s dramas on the
Russian stage, traces how Saroyan’s trip to the USSR in 1960 prompted the staging of his
work in Armenia’s capital, which thereon paved the way for its Moscow production. The
theatrical history of Saroyan’s work in the USSR is viewed in a wide social, political and
cultural Soviet-American macro-context during the Cold War. The paper based on the rare
materials from the museum of the Mayakovsky Moscow Theatre, focuses on the reception
of the play and its production in the Soviet Union. The director Ya.S. Tsitsinovski strove
to transmit the elevated, poetic spirit of Saroyan’s work and find a vivid expressive form,
which was not typical for the Mayakovsky Theatre of N.P. Okhlopkov’s time. Its appearance
on the Moscow stage in 1962 marked the beginning of the scene history of the American
author’s drama in our country. The paper is aimed at reconstructing the theatrical history of
Saroyan’s plays in the USSR.

Keywords: William Saroyan, American drama, Soviet theatre, 1960s, Thaw, Mayakovsky Moscow
Theatre, My Heart's in the Highlands.
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* The author expresses his sincere gratitude to Nina Starichenko, the Head of the Museum of the
Mayakovsky Moscow Theatre for her kind help and attention to detail. She generously donated materials
about the 1962 production of My Heart's in the Highlands — its poster, program, reviews and photos, as
well as invaluable memories of this performance. Furthermore, this work would not have been possible
without the assistance of Natalia Gonchar (Yerevan, Armenia), a leading expert in Saroyan, and Vardan
Mkrtchyan, the Head of the Sundukyan State Academic Theatre (Yerevan).
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AMepUKaHCKUI mHcaTellb apMSHCKOTO MPOUCXOXKACHUS YWIbsIM
Caposn (William Saroyan, 1908—1981) co3nain cBoro nbecy «B ropax moe
cepane...» B 1939 . U xots 370 OblIa yKe YeTBepTas ero padboTa B JpaMa-
Typruu (nocine ogHoakToBOK «llupk B MeTpoy», «I[Ipobui yac» n «Hoswie
MIEPECENICHIIBI» ), UMCHHO C HEE HAauanach CICHUYECKasi HCTOPHS IIPOU3BE-
nennii Caposina. JeGiot cocrosuics B ToM xe 1939-m B Heio-Mopke B 1e-
rengapaoM Oposseiickom tearpe «[pym» (Group Theatre, 1931-1941)!,

B Coserckom Coroze «B ropax moe cepaue...» BIEpBbI€ MOSIBU-
JIach Ha CIIEHE CITyCTS JIMIIb JIBA JCCSATHIICTHS, — B 3IMOXY XPYIIECBCKOM
«ottenenn» (1956-1964), — xorna B atMocepe BceoOmero 0OHOBICHUS
MepEeMEHbI IPOUCXOAUIIN TAKXKE U HAa OTEUECTBEHHOM ClLIeHe.

MOCKOBCKWMH TEATP

wmenn BAMAAKOBCKOID

Yunsm CAPOAH
(il

BIOPAX -
MOE CEPILE

MAOSTAHOBHA ~

A C. UNMHOBCROrD
Eypmens - L, H, MAHHE
HowroosTop —

A ——
A A GALAOHAHAH

SRCL A W OXADNKD B

1

Hapsany c¢ Takumu
kopudesimu, kak H. Ox-
nonkoB, lO. 3aBajckuid,
A. Tlomos, P. CumoHOB,
AKTUBHO TBOPHWIU  pe-
JKUCCEPBI HOBOTO TTOKO-
nenus — I. ToBCTOHOrOB,
b. PaBenckux, B. [Tnyuek,
A. Ddpoc, B Mockse ObLI
co3nan teatp «CoBpeMeH-
HUK», a B JICHUHTPAJICKUI
Teatp xomenuu BEpHYIICS
H. Axumo. C oreye-
CTBCHHBIX IIOAMOCTKOB
HAaKOHEII-TO YXOIIUITH
B TIPOMUIOE ITOMITE3HBIMH,

Aduia cieKTakJIst

«B ropax moe cepaie...»
MockoBCKOTro TeaTpa UMEHH
B.B. Masikockoro (1962).

Myseii Mockosckozo axade-
Muueckoeo meampa umeHu
B.B. Maskosckozo.

[TonpoGwueii 00 310i1 mocTaHoBKe cM.: [ yoxos M.M. My3bika rop Ha MaHxaTTeHe:

npamaryprudeckuit ne6ror Y. Caposina // Jluteparypa nsyx Amepuk. 2018. Ne 5.
C. 283-309; I'yorkoe M.M. Ipamatyprudeckuii ne6rot V. Caposina: mocranoBka «B ropax
Moe cepae...» B Hpio-Mopkckom Tearpe «Ipym» (1939) // AkryanbHble IpoGieMbl
JIUTEpaTyphl U KyabTypbl. Bein. 9. Epesan: Jlunrsa, 2018. C. 3345.
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BLIXOHOHIGHHBIﬁ MOHYMCHTAJIM3M W HATypaJIuCTUYCCKOC <«HACTBIPHOC
)KI/ISHCHOI[O6I/IC)>2.

CKBO3b LIETH B XKEJIE3HOM 3aHaBeCE CTAIM MPOCAYUBATHCS 3apyOesKHBIC
TeaTpalibHbIe KOJIJICKTHBHI... V1 OTEYeCTBEHHBINH TeaTp MOCTENECHHO CTall
JIeJIaThCsl Pa3HbIM — U C perepTyapHOi TOYKHM 3pEHUs, U B IUIAHE XyH0XKe-

CTBCHHO-IIOCTaAaHOBOYHBIX peIHeHI/II\/'Is.

Ha coBeTckyto ClieHy HE POCTO BO3Bpallallach, a «XJIbIHYJA 3apy-
Oexuas qpamaryprusi»*. B ognoit Tonsko Mockse B ce30H 1962/63 rr. 6bu1n
nocrasienbl «Ceiiemckue BeabMb»® A. Mumiepa u «Tpexrpomiosas
onepa» b. bpexra B Tearpe nmenu Cranucnasckoro, «Cyb0oTa, Bockpece-
Hbe, moHenenpbHuK» 3. Jle Ommnmno u «CorBopuBiuas uyno» Y. ['mbcona
y «epmoiioBLEB», «Pomanbona» JI. Ckypauuna B Tearpe umenu [lymkuna,
«Dusuxn» O. Jroppenmarra B LHATCA, «Munsiii mxeny [x. Kuitu Bo
MXATe u «/IBoe Ha kauemnsix» Y. [nocona B «CoBpeMEHHUKEY.

EctecTBeHHO, 4TO cpenu 3apyO0eKHOM ApaMaTypruu npeanoyTeHue
0TJaBajJ0Ch Ib€CAaM U3 CTPaH COLUAIUCTUUECKOTO JIarepsl, a JUIIb 3aTeM —
KAl TATUCTUYECKOTO, TIPUYEM B TIOCIEAHUX HEOOXO0IUMO OBIJIO OTPa3uTh
UJIC0JOTHYeCKUe HEAOCTaTKU Oyp)Kya3HOTO MHpa, MPOJEMOHCTPHUPOBAB
nporpeccuBHOcTh CCCP. OniHako LeH3ypa U MPECciIOBYThIE «XYACOBETHD»
MIPOIOJDKATIH CIIe JKECTKO KOHTPOJIMPOBATH aUIIy TeaTpoB, W IMOMAcCTb
B Hee aBropy u3 CIUIA ObII0 MOYTH HEBO3MOXKHO. OTEUeCTBEHHBIN aMe-
pukanuct P.JI[. OpnoBa, u3BecTHast CBOMMHU pabOTaMH, IOCBSIIECHHBIMH,
B yactHocTH, U CaposiHy, BCHOMHMHAJIA:

[Tocne nmonrux €T OTPE3aHHOCTH K HAM CTaJld BO3BPAIIATHCS CTapble
1 HOSIBJIATHCS] HOBBIC MPOM3BEACHNUS 3apyOS)KHBIX Mucareneid. DTo npouc-
XOIIWJIO C TPYAOM, KaXJI0€ MUCATEIbCKOE MMs IMPUXOJMIOCH MTPOOUBATH,
JTOKa3bIBaTh, YaCTO HE 0€3 XUTPOCTEH U BCAKUX AUIIIOMATHYECKUX YIOBOK,

Conosvesa 1. H. «3enenas ynuna» // MockoBckuii XynoxecTBeHHbII TeaTp. CTo
ner: B2 1. T. 1. M.: MXT, 1998. C. 175.

3 JKuoxos B.C. KynsrypHas monmutika u tearp. M.: MU31AT, 1995. C. 211.

4 Jlobumos B.H. <Mutepsbio ¢ B.SI. Bymbdom>. Tearpambubii moct: OG

aMEepHUKAaHCKOH JpaMe Ha MOCKOBCKOi1 cueHe // JluteparypHoe obo3penue. 1988. Ne 10.
C.79.

5 B maweii crpane mbeca A. Musnepa The Crucible (1952) u3BecTHA TaKKe 110
npyrumMu HazBaHusAMH: «CaneMckue BenbMbl), «CaneMcKue KOIayHbH», «CaaeMCKui
npouecey, «Tskkoe ucneitanuey», «Kpecrusiil nmyts Jlxona Ilpokropa» n «Cyposoe
HCTIBITAHUE».
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YTO 3TH MUCATENH «IIPOTPECCUBHED», & TO U OIU3KH COBETCKOM HIEONOTHH.
Haxomuiu Heckosibko (pas, cKakeM, B 3aIUUTy MUPA — 3HAUMT, MOXKHO
u3jaBath. K TOMy e Mbl JIOKa3blBAIM, UTO Kak/as Takas MyOIuKaius
ykperser npectix CCCPS,

CoBeTCKMM pexHccepaM, pPEIIUBIIMMCS B TO BpeMs BOIUIOTUTH Ha
CIICHE IIPOM3BEICHHE TOTO WM HHOTO «IIPOOHTOT0» aMEpUKaHCKOTO
JpaMatypra, MPUXOAHIOCh BCEBO3MOXHBIMU CIOCOOAMH IOJTYSPKHBATH
€ro «IPOrPECCUBHOCTBY HENMOCPEACTBEHHO B IIOCTAHOBKE:

JI7st MHOTHIX COBETCKHX JesiTeleil McKyccTBa w jurepaTypsl CaposH...
OBLJI, TIPEXkJe BCEro, aMEepUKAHIIEM, M, CCTCCTBCHHO, MPH PACKPBITUH
WIEHHON HampaBlIeHHOCTH U aHalM3€ XyJ0’KECTBEHHON IIEHHOCTH TBO-
peHuil rpa)iaaHUMHa CTPAHBI-«OIUIOTAa MMIIEPHUATN3Ma» HEPEIKO aBTOPHI
CIIEKTAKJICH U B OCOOCHHOCTH HEKOTOPble KPUTHUKHU PYKOBOJICTBOBAJIUCH
«PEBOJIOIMOHHBIMY JyXOM COL[peanusma’.

Ecmm TOBOPUTH O COBCTCKO-aMEPHUKAHCKHUX OTHOIICHUAX BPEMCH
«OTTEIECIN», TO U 3€Ch HAJINIO IMMO3UTUBHBIC ICPEMEHBI, a TAKIKE KCJIaHNEC
HaJlaguTb KOHCprKTI/IBHHﬁ AUaJior MEXAY CynepacprKaBaMu:

B 1956 rogy naxe 3akopeHeNbIe TIECCUMUCTHI MPU3HABAIH, YTO MEXKTyHa-
poaHas MOJIUTUYCCKas CUTyallus Havdaja MpOABJIATE IPU3HAKH, ITO3BOJISAIO-
[I1E HAJIEATHCS Ha XOTS ObI HEKOTOPYIO HOPMaJIM3aIMI0 B3aUMOOTHOIICHU I
CCCP u CLIA®,

B 1959 r. mepesrii cekperapp [IK KIICC H.C. Xpymier ¢ odunuaibHbIM
BusutoMm nocetun CIIIA, a B 1960-m on mpuieren B HL}O—ﬁOpK Ha
XV ceccuro ['enepanbHoit Accambiien OOH. Tlognucanue coBeTcko-ame-
PUKAHCKOTO COMIALIEHHsI O KyJIbTYpHOM OOMEHE OTKPBUIO JOPOrY, B TOM
qucie, © OOMEHHBIM TeaTpallbHBIM TacTpOJsiM (HAmpuMep, okaz B Mo-
ckBe, Jlenmnrpane u Kuese Oponseiickoro Mro3ukia «Mosi TipekpacHas
nenn» B anpene — uroHe 1960 r.).

Opnosa-Konenesa PJ{. JlBepu OTKpbIBaloTcs MemneHHo. M.: HesaBucumas
razera, 1994. C. 8.

" Canosn P. 3arazxa Benmxoro 6utincia, ypoxenna dpesuo, mrar Kamnpopmus,

CHIA. Epesan: 3anrak-97, 1998. C. 127.

8 Heansm D.A. Korma roBopaT My3sl. MCTOpHS pOCCHHCKO-aMEPHKAHCKHX

KyJbTYPHBIX cBsi3eil. M.: Mexaynapoansie otHomenus, 2007. C. 323.
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[ToTeneno oTHOIIEHUE COBETCKUX YHHOBHUKOB U K Y. CaposiHy.

Uewm ke Tak HE YroJuil aMepUKaHell, YTO MyTh €ro ApaMaTypruu Ha
COBETCKYIO CLIEHY OKa3ajcsi TAKUM JIOJITUM?

VcTopust OTEUeCTBEHHOIo TeaTpa 3HAeT HeMaJlo CllydaeB, Korzaa
IIb€Ca aMEPUKAHCKOI'0 JpaMarypra cTaBUIach Ha COBETCKMX IIOAMOCTKAX
MIOYTH Cpasy XKe IMOociie CBOEro HallucaHus, — Hanpumep, apamsl FO. O’Huia
n «Mammnaney C. Tpemaysmn B MockoBckoM KamepHowm Tearpe. ABTOpu-
TETHBINH HccienoBareib coBeTckoro Tearpa u3 CIIA mpodeccop I'. Jlana
B Hayasne 1940-x IT. pe30HHO OTMeual:

B Coserckom Coro3e Ha CErofHsAUIHUN JIEHb MIOCTABICHO TOpa3/o 0obIe
aMEPHUKAHCKHX IhEC, YeM MbI, aMCPHUKAHIIbI, CTABUM COBETCKHX Y ceOsl.
Hauunas ¢ «laitaBaTel» U «XWKUHBI 1911 ToMa» B 3aKaHYMBAs MTbECaMH
0. O’Huna, K. Onerca u JI. Xemnman, — BOT HACKOJIBKO HIUPOK CIHCOK
COBETCKHUX CHEKTaKJIeH Mo aMepUKaHCKUM aBTopam’.

OnHako, Kak HH OOLIMPEH 3TOT CIUCOK, mbec CaposiHa B HEM MBI HE Haii-
neMm. W make TOT (akT, 4TO €ro oJHOaKTOBKa «B ropax moe cepaie...»
ObUTa co3JlaHa BO MHOTOM Oiarojiapsi BIIEYATIICHUSIM OT TIEPBON MOE3/IKH
Momnozoro nucarenst B 1935 . B CCCP u, npex/ie Bcero, Ha ero UCTOpHU-
yeckyto poauny — Coserckywo (Boctounyro) Apmenuo'’, Ha cuTyanuro
HUKaK He MOBJIMsI. BrpodeM, kak ¥ TO, 4To B ToM ke 1935-M B Harei
cTpaHe y)ke ObUTH HalleuaTaHbl IEPEBOJ] €r0 HAIlyMeBIIEro pacckasa «OT-
BaXHBIW IOHOIIA Ha yeTsauleit Tpaneuun» (The Daring Young Man on the
Flying Trapeze)"' n HaniicaHHasi UM CIIEIUATBHO IS COBETCKOTO YUTATEIIS

® Dana, HW.L. Drama in Wartime Russia. New York: National Council of

American-Soviet Friendship, 1943: 45-46.

10 Caposn Briepsbie TOGBIBAN B Hamieil crpane B Bospacte 28 ner. Bcero om

npuezxan B CCCP msath pas: kpome 1935-ro, eme u B 1958, 1960, 1976 u 1978 rr.

' Caposn V. Beccrpawmmnslii rouen Ha Tpameumu / Ilep. M. Pomanosuua //

WntepnanmonansHas aureparypa. 1935. Ne 8. C. 110-113. VcnpaBum HeBepHYIO
nH(OpManNIo 0 BTOPOM M3IAHUU ITOTO pacckasa B raszere «Hemems» siko6s! B 1935
B ciepyromux ucrtouHukax: Menuxceman JI.C. Y. CaposH B COBETCKOH KpPUTHKE
(19351975 rongr) // Kanrex (Epesan). 2006. Ne 1. C. 34; Menuxkcemsan JI.C., Ionuap-
Xanooican H.K. Yunesim CaposiH B aMEpMKaHCKOH KPHUTHKE, B PYCCKUX IepeBojax
n kputuke. bubmmorpadus. Epesan: M3narensctBo EpeBaHCKOTO rocymnapCTBEHHOTO
yauBepcurera, 2008. C. 47. Ha camoMm zese 3TOT BTOpoii mepeBox pacckasa CaposiHa
OBLT OIyOIMKOBaH HAMHOTO 1o3ke — B 1961 1.: Caposin V. Tyna, rae cBoOOICH Tparenun
BaseT... / [ep. FO. XKyxosoii // Henens. 1961. Ne 17. C. 8. ABTOp cTarbd yTOYHUI ITY
nHpopMarmio B KapToTeke mepeBoioB XyIoKECTBEHHOU smTeparypbl Poccuiickoid
HannoHanbHOU Oubmoreku (r. Cankr-IleTepOypr).
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«ABtobuorpadus» 2. IIpUUUHON 0JATOr0 HEMPHUATHUS Y HAC AMEPUKAHCKO-
ro aBropa ObUI Apyroi pesyinsrar ero nepsoro Busuta B CCCP — kuura
«Bnox-BeLnox» (Inhale & Exhale, 1940). CoBeTCKO€ PYKOBOACTBO MOCYH-
TaJo ee MOSBICHNE BEPOJIOMHBIM IIPEIATENbCTBOM (KaK 3TO HEPEIKO CITy-
qasiock ¢ nyonukanusamMu 00 CCCP 3anajHbIX nucaresiei, BRIXOAUBIIUMHA
MoCJIe MX BO3BPAILEHUS U3 HAlleH CTpaHbl K cede Ha POJUHY), — U 3TO MPO-
uspenenue Caposia «B Ctpane CoBeToB npenanyT anademe, a UM aBTopa
Oyzaer mox 3amperoM 10 60-X TomoB» '3, — 10 XPYIIEBCKOM «OTTEmem» 4,

Ilepemene otHomenus k mucaremo B CCCP cmocoOGcTBOBaATO
B HEMAJIOH CTEIEHN TO 00CTOSITENLCTBO, uTO B 1959 1. OH cO cKaHmaIoM
SMUTpUpoBai U3 AMmepuku B EBpomy, 3asBuB, uto «xu3Hp B CLIA emy
crana HeBMOroty»'>. Beip Bpar Haiero Bpara — eCTECTBEHHO, HAIIl JIPYT,
U y Hac HaJajJH aKTHUBHO Ie9aTaTh npousBeneHus CaposHa, B TOM YHCIIE
u ero nmbeckl. Tak, B 1961 1. B MockBe BIiepBbIe ObLITH OITyOJIUKOBaHbI OJTHO-
akToBKH «B ropax moe cepaite...» u «Dii, kro-HHOYab!»'® (00e B epeBoje
FO.M. AGsizoBal”). Cryctst misith JieT — B 1966 1. — «B ropax mMoe cep/te. .. »,
TaKkKe B nepeBoje AObI30Ba, BoIIa B cOOpHUK mbec CaposiHa's, KoTophbrii
U TIOHBIHE HamOoJIee TOHO MPECTABIIET ApaMaTyprui0 aMepHUKaHCKOTO
MUCATEIsl HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

CaposiHy, YbM MHOTI'OYHCIIEHHBIE Mpou3BeAeHUs K 1960-m rr. mm
kak B CIIA, tax u EBpone (Hanpumep, MUpOBas MpeMbepa €ro JIpambl
«30uenne muaaeHneB» cocrosuiack B 1957 r. B Hunepnannax, B 'aare),
OBIJIO OTHIOL HE Oe3pa3indHo, mosBstcs i oHu B CCCP.

12 Caposm V. AroGuorpadus // UnTepHanmoHambHas tuteparypa. 1935. Ne 10.
C. 175-176.

3" Hlaxnasapsu B. «Bee monn apmsiae» // Jlpyx6a raponos. 2001. Ne 3. C. 218.

4" 0 Bcex mepuretnsix B Bocpustiy Y. Caposiua i ero TBopuecTBa B COBETCKOM
Coroze cMm.: Menuxcemsn JI.C.'Y. Caposin B coBerckoi kputnke (1935—-1975 roxer).

15 [4peyc]. Cnyxu u daxrsi // Hosoe pycckoe cioso (Heio-Mopk). 1960. 4 anpens.

C.2.

16 Amepuxanckue TearpaibHble MuHMatiophl. M.; JL: Hckycerso, 1961,

C. 117-151; 152—165. 3ametum, 4To MyOIMKALUA ITUX MBEC COCTOSUIACh TOTNA, KOTAa
yoKe IIUIa epeBaHCKask IOCTAHOBKA, @ 0 MOCKOBCKOTO CIIEKTAKJISI OCTABAJICS TOJI.

17" IOpuit Banosua AGb308 (1921-2006) — coBeTCKHit 1 TaTBHICKMIA ITHCATEID,
6ubnmorpad, nepeBoUNK, JINTEPATYPOBE, CIICHUAIMCT [0 HCTOPHU PYCCKOI KyJIBTYPBI
[MpubanTukyu. AKTHBHO 3aHUMAJCS KaK TII€AarOTHYECKOH, Tak W MEepeBOAYCCKOU
JIeSITeNIbHOCTBIO (C JIATBIICKOTO, ITOJIBCKOT0, YEIIICKOT0, CEpOOXOPBATCKOr0, aHIIIMHCKOTO
SI3BIKOB).

8 Caposn V. B ropax moe cepaue. .. / Iep. 10. AGsizosa // Capost Y. IlyTh Bammeit
sxm3uH ([Tseckr). M.: MckycetrBo, 1966. C. 5-55. Jlanee npeca OyeT HUTHPOBATHCS HAMU
UMEHHO M0 3TOMY U3JaHUIO.
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B xonne aBrycra 1960 r. naTunecaTuByXJeTHUN UCaTENb B Tpe-
THUI pa3 mpuexaj B Hally CTpaHy, IOCETUB, B TOM 4HCIe, U APMEHHIO.
B EpeBane oH 0011acs CO MHOTMMH NHUCATENIMU, TOATAMU, XyAOKHUKa-
MU (B YaCTHOCTH, OOBIBAN B rocTax y Maptupoca CapssiHa, IOKEIaB-
LIET0 HAllUCATh €r0 IOPTPET, KOTOPBII HbIHE BRICTaBlIEH B My3ee CapbsaHa
B cronuie ApMmenun). OcoOCHHO BasKHBI JJI1 aMeprKaHIla ObUTH BCTpeua
U 0o0ILeHHE — CIYCTS JBaJUaTh MATH JIET — C BBIAAIOLUIMMCS MUcaTeeM
n nostom l'yprenom Maapu (oH xe ['ypren AmxemsH; 1903-1969),
C KOTOPBIM OH TOAPYXHWJICS B MEpBBIA cBOW mpues3n B 1935-m m xoro-
peiit ¢ 1936-ro mo 1954-it (¢ HeOonpmuM mepepbiBom: 1947-1949 rr.)
nposen B ['VJIATe. IlpeactaBnsercs, uto umMeHHo [ypren Maapu
B MHTEpecax TeaTpajibHOr0 COTPYJHHUYECTBA MHULIMHPOBAJ 3HAKOMCTBO
aMEpUKaHCKOIo JIpamaTypra co CBOMM POJCTBEHHMKOM I10 OTLIOBCKOI
nuauHn — Bapnanom Amxemsaom (1905-1977), Xyn0KeCTBEHHBIM PYKO-
BOAMTENIEM APMSHCKOIO ApaMaTudeckoro rearpa umenu I. CynayksHa,
BBIIAIOLIUMCS] PEXKHUCCEPOM IO CaMbIM BBICOKHM BCECOIO3HBIM MEpKaM
ero BpeMeHu. OTMETHM, UTO 3TOT TeaTp SBJISAETCA CTapeWIIuM U Kpyn-
HEHIIMM TeaTpajbHbIM KOJUIEKTUBOM ApPMEHHH, Ha3BaHHBIM B 4YECThb
la6pusna CynayksiHa (1825-1912) — apMsiHCKOro mucareis U Jpama-
Typra, OJHOIO U3 OCHOBaTeleill KPUTUYECKOIO peajnu3Ma B apMSIHCKOH
HallMOHAJBHOM JHUTepaType, a TakKe aKTUBHEWIero opraHu3aropa
TeaTpajbHOHN ACATENbHOCTH.

Urax, Oynyum B EpeBane B cepenune ceHtsa0ps 1960-ro, Caposin
BeuepaMM CIELIUJI Ha CIEKTaKJIM CYHAYKSHOBCKOIO Tearpa, ILIAE eMy
0c0o0eHHO MOHpaBmiIach mocraHoBka mbechl A. Ilaponsna «barmacap
axnap» B pexxuccype B. Amxemsana: «JlomkeH ckazarb, YTO 3TOT CIEK-
TaKJIb — OJIMH M3 JIYYIIHX ClIeKTakiel B Mupe»'’. He Mora He MoKy narh
JIipaMatypra B epeBaHCKOM Tearpe (BrmpodeMm, kak u BoobOme B CCCP)
coBepmieHHO otnuuHas oT CIUIA opranmzanmmoHHO-TBOpUEcKas ¢popma
CLIEHUYECKOH JIeATEIbHOCTU — HATMUKE PErepTyapa, IOCTOSHHOMN TpyII-
Ibl, TOCYIapCTBEHHOW MOJAEPKKH, NMPUOPUTETA XYyJ0KECTBEHHOCTHU
U OTCYTCTBHE KOMMEPUECKOro JUKTaTa (Tak pa3Jpa)kaBIIero MmucaTess
B OpoxBeiickux Tearpax). Y «CYHIYKSHOBIIEB» aMEpHKaHEI[ YBHUICI
CUTBHEHIINHM aKTepCKUi aHCaMOyb, BO IJIaBE KOTOPOTO HAXOMMIICS
TaJlaHTIAUBEUIINN pexuccep.

Y Iur. no: Pusaes C.A. Bapnan Amxemsn (cepus «MacTepa COBETCKOTO Tearpa
u kuHO»). M.: Uckyccerso, 1978. C. 211.
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Pabora Han cnekrakiem «B ropax Moe cepjie...» Hadajach emie
BecHO# 1960-r0*. OH nomKeH ObUT YKPACHTh FOOHMICHHBIN Ast ApMsiH-
ckoit CCP rox — copokanietne co JHS yCTAaHOBIICHHsI Ha DTOW JpeBHEH
3emyie CoBerckoi BracTu. CaposiH aKTUBHO IOAKIIOYWICA K IOATOTOBKE
MOCTAaHOBKHU: MO YTpPaMm B CBOEM TOCTHHHYHOM HOMEpE OH OOCYXmal
C «CYHJYKSTHOBIIAMM» CBOE Ipou3BeneHne. CripaBeasinBo yTBEPKAATh, YTO
€peBaHCKUI CIIEKTaKJIb ObLI aMEPUKAHCKUM IPaMaTyproM B OINpeieIeHHON
CTENEeHU aBTOpU30BaH. Tak, Oeceays ¢ MOCTaHOBIIMKOM B. AjxemsHoM,
OH ToBOpUI: «BapTaH, yuTH, 4TO CIIEKTaKiIb JIOJDKCH UATH 0€3 aHTPaKTa,
cpasy. Kak mecHsi, kak ctuxoTBopenue»’'. U, neiictBurensho, B Epeane
OH OyJeT UrpaThCs B OIHOM JEHCTBUM 0€3 IIepephiBa, CTaB «CaMbIM KOPOT-
KUM B UCTOpHH TeaTpa uMeHn CyHIyKsIHa»?.

HNmenno CaposiH moskenai, 9TOOBl POJb MPECTAPENIOT0 «IYUIIero
HIeKCIUPOBCKOro aprucrta» Mak-I'peropa ucnonuun Pauns Hepcecsn
(1895-1961), c KOTOpBIM OH
KPEMNKO MOAPYKUIICS:

UX 4YacT0 MOXHO OBUIO BHIETH
BMECCTC HpOFyﬂl/IBa}OH_lI/IMI/ICH 10
npocrnekTaM M ckBepam EpesaHa
WIH CHAAIIMMH 33 BECENBIM Opy-
JKECKUM CTOJIOM ¢ OOKallaMu COJl-
HEYHOTO apPMAHCKOTO KOHbAKa,

PoBHO depes rom mocne
Hauaja perneTuuuil (mo mMepkam
CLIEHUYECKOH NPaKTUKU Ha pPo-
nunae Caposna, B CIHIA — cpok
HEBEPOATHO  OTPOMHBIH!)  —
15 ampens 1961-ro — cocro-
A5ach  COBETCKash — Ipembepa

Crnekrakib «B ropax moe cepame...».
ApMsHCKU JpaMaTHuecKuil TeaTp UMEHH
I'. Cynnyxsmna (1961). JIxxacnep Mak-I'perop — «B ropax Mo€ cepane...» (aBTOp

P. Hepcecsn, [Ixonnu — B. BapaepecsH.
Myseil ApManCKO20 HAYUOHATLHO2O AKAOEMUYECKO20
meampa umenu I. Cynoyksana (Epesan) X. HaH_ITCHH).

TepeBo/ia Ha apMSHCKUHN SI3BIK

20 Cwm.: Camsensin JI. Ceson B Apmennn // Tearp. 1960. Ne 6. C. 146.
ur. no: Puzaes C.A. Pauns Hepcecsin. M.: UckyccrBo, 1968. C. 169.
Axeepoan JI. «B ropax moe cepane» // Tearp. 1961. Ne. 11. C. 118.
Pusaes C.A. Pauns Hepcecsn. C. 167.
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Kak mo3ke mpusHaBaycsi pexuccep AKeMsH, eMy ObLIO «O4eHb
TPYIHO paboTaTh HAJ IMOCTAHOBKON ITOW MBECHI», a EIIe TPYAHEE «II0CTa-
BuTh Caposina kak Caposina!»*. Tem He MeHee, CIIEKTaKIIb CTall «OO0IbIINM
noctmwxenueMm Tearpa um. CyHAyKsHA Ha MYTH CTAHOBJICHUS pPOMAHMU-
yeckoeo cmuii [KypcuB MO#. — M.I"] ¢ pealucTHIeCKUM H300pakeHuEM
KU3HI»®. B 9TOM ONMpefeNeHuH 3aCIyr «CYHIYKSHOBLEB» BaKHOE IS
HAC CJIOBO — «POMAHTHYCCKHIT», BEIb PEIIANach CapOsSHOBCKAs UCTOPHUS
KaK TpyCTHasl IECHS O XOPOUIMX M JOOPBIX JIIOASX, KOTOPBIE HE MOTYT
HalTH CBOE MECTO B MUpe. B IeHTpaibHOM 00pase CreKTakis — Tpybaue
Mak-I'perope — akrep P. Hepcecsan nepenaBai Tparenuio TaJlaHTIMBOIO
4eJoBeKa, HO He ITOKa3bIBall €ro OIYCTOLICHHBIM, 03J100JE€HHBIM; HAIpPO-
TUB, MEUTA U Bepa B XOPOIIee HE MOKHUIAIH €ro CTapuKa:

Hectu monsam 106po, 0cBOOOANTH UeloBeKa OT TAXKENOTo Ipy3a KU3HEH-
HBIX HEB3TO[], BO3BBICUTD €T0 AYIY — BOT INIaBHbII MOTHB HEPCECSHOBCKO-

IO UCTIOTHEHHAC.

PomaHnTHYEeCKH 00001IeHHO OBLT pelleH W (GuHaJ CreKTakis. bymy-
YU HE B COCTOSTHUH OIUIaYMBATh apeH]ly IOMUKa, ceMbs bena Anekcannepa
BBIHYKJIEHa CHOBa cKuTarbes. ClieHa Bpallajiack; 1Mo MPUIOIHATON BBEPX
IJIOLIa/IKE CeMbs IUIa MEIJIEHHO, TOYHO B30HMpasch B TOPBI: BIEpenn
Manpuuk J[xounnu (Bapaym Bapnepecsin), 3a Hum orenr ben Anekcanuep
(babken HepcecsiH) 1 Ha HEKOTOPOM PACCTOSHUU OT HUX — CTapylika,
CHUMBOJI IT€YaJIN U I'PYCTU J'IIOI[Cﬁ, BBIHYKACHHBIX XKUTH BJAaJIU OT POJAUHBI
(Apyc Acpsn).

EpeBaHckast mocTaHOBKa BOCXHMTHJIA AK€ CAMBIX MCKYLIEHHBIX
3pureneit. Tak, P.J[. OpnoBa Beicoko onenmia ee: «He mpocro nepenannast,
HO U 060FaH_[eHHa$I TCAaTpOM BbBICHIAA IIpaBaa, BbIpAXKCHHAA CPEACTBAMU
JUPUYECKON MO033UH, MpaBaa A00pa M KPacoThl YEIOBEUCCKOM AyIin»?’,
B uctopun apMsHCKOH CIIeHBI CIEKTaKIb «B ropax Moe cepjie...» ocTai-
Cs KaK 3HaYuTelIbHas BeXa, HAallMOHAJIBHOE JIOCTH)KEHHE!

24 Ilut. no: Pusaes C.A. Bapnaun Amxemsin. C. 207.

2 Apymionsm B. ApmsHckuii Teatp // VICTOPHS COBETCKOIO JpPaMAaTHUECKOIO

tearpa: B 6 T. T. 6. 1953-1967. M.: Hayka, 1971. C. 304.

26 Pusaes C.A. Pauns Hepcecsin. C. 173—174.

27 Opnosa PJJ. Tlotromxu IexinbOeppu @unna (OuepKi COBPeMEHHOI aMepUKAHCKOM

nureparypsl). M.: Coerckuii nucarens, 1964. C. 130.
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...Kak mposiBnenue Gblomero yepes Kpaif TamaHTa MOCTAHOBIIMKA, HA
TeaTpaJbHOM MONpHINE [CHEKTaKIb] CTal Kak Obl «BOJIOPAa3AEIOM»
ME3KIy TPONITEIMH M TOCIETYIONIMH TTOCTAHOBKAMH. JTO GBITO TaKUM
aBienueM. ..

K coxanenuto, cam CapossH He YBHMJEN 3Ty IEPBOHAYAIbHYIO
BEpCHUIO0 €PEBAHCKON TTOCTAHOBKH — MOKUHYI APMEHUIO J10 peMbepbl. OJ1-
HAaKO CITYCTsI TOJIbI — B 1976-M — OH CMOT IIOCMOTPETH €€ BO30OHOBJICHUE
M OCTaJICS UM OYEHB JOBOJICH:

[TTocTanoBKa] MOKa3alack MHE TaKOW HEOXKUJAHHON M TaKOW BOJHYIOLICH,
CJIOBHO 3TO0 ObllIa HE MHOI COUMHEHHas Mbeca, U g UCIbITal NryOoyaiiiee
VIOBOJBCTBUE, €CIIM HE HEYTO OoJbliee, CHIS B NMEPEIIONHEHHOM Tearpe,
CIIBIIIA BMECTO aHTIIMMCKON apMSIHCKYIO PEeYb U BMECTO apaH:KUpPOBaHHOM
ITonom boym3om anrnocakcoHckoit My3bikn Y.b. KoprHu HamucanHyro
ApHno Baba5KaHIHOM apMAHCKYIO MY3BIKY>.

He mpomnuio m momyroja ¢ MOMEHTa €peBaHCKOW MPEeMbEpbI, Kak
«B ropax moe ceparie...» Hadanu perneTupoBaTsh B Mockse. CoBepuieHHO
OUYEBH/IHO, YTO MMEHHO YCIEUIHBIM CIEKTaKIb «CYHIyKSHOBIIEBY», KOTO-
pBIii BriepBble ObLT chirpaH B anpene 1961-ro, mociyxui MoYBoM A Ha-
YaThIX YK€ JIETOM TOTO K€ ToJla perneTuiinii B MOCKOBCKOM TeaTpe UMEHU
B.B. MaskoBckoro.

Cuennueckuii ae0rwT apamarypruu CapossiHa Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE
coctosics 28 utoHs 1962 .

C ofHOIi CTOPOHBI, TIOSIBIICHUE CIIEKTaKIIsA «B ropax moe cepaie...»
B perepryape «MasKOBKH» UMEHHO B 3TO BpEeMsl OBLIO €CTECTBEHHBIM
Y OTIPAB/IaHHBIM:

Jlronu HeompeeNeHHOro ObITUs [3TOT SIPKUIM U TOYHBIA 00pa3 BbIHECEH
HaMU B Ha3BaHUE HACTOALIEH cTaTbu. — M.[ ], He MOTYIIME IIyCTUTh KOPHU

Qphgnpyui 4. Thjjud Uwpnjuip hwy punpnunod (huybpkl, whg bpk,
pmubipkt). Bphwt: dwh Upjwui, 2010. ke 135 (Ipueopsan B. CaposH Ha cleHe
apMSHCKOTO TPaJMUIMOHHOIO Tearpa (Ha apMSHCKOM, aHIIIMICKOM U PYCCKOM SI3BIKAX).
Epesan: Ban Apsa, 2010. C. 135; nepeBon Ha pycck. M. barmacapsia). ABTop cTraTbu
OraromapuT 3a 9TOT peaKuid MCTOYHMK Aprema [epacumoBuua AHIpeacsiHa, BUIle-
npesnzieHTa MexayHapogHoro ¢onaa mnamatd ApHo babamkaHsHa 1O Hay4HO-
uccienosarensckoit padore (Epesan, Apmenus).

2 Caposn V. Hexponoru (Oparments u3 kuuru) / Iep. H.A. Tonuap // Caposin V.
ApMsHUH U ApMSHHUH: PaccKasbl, IOBECTb, Iibeca, 3cce. EpeBan: Haupu, 1994. C. 302.
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TaM, KyZa 3aHeclia uX Cyap0a, — MOCTOSIHHAsI TeMa M PAaHHETO0, U MO3THETO
CaposiHa, OKa3alachb HEOKHIAHHO aKTyaJIbHOW B Halleil peasbHOCTH
60-x rr. Ho He 1mo BHemiHEMy MNPH3HAKY, [0 BHYTPEHHEMY, IOIIHHHO
¢dunocodckomy ormyuieHuto cedbs B mupe. [...] OAMH U3 NPU3HAHHBIX
MPOBO3BECTHHUKOB TeaTpa abcypaa, CaposH 0CTaBasICs CTAPOMOIHO BEpPEeH
TaKUM MOHSATHUSIM, KaK «4EJIOBEUHOCTBY, KHAEKA», KONTHUMHU3MY, MTOTO-
My, BeposITHO, B 50—60-¢ IT. 1o CBOE# IyXOBHOIT arMocdepe IpamaTyprus
ero ObUIa TOYTH YHHKanbHA. M mpuBieKana HE B IOCICIHION OdYepelIhb
UMeHHO 3THM >,

A ¢ Japyroil cTOpOHBI, BEIOOP CapOSHOBCKOW MbECHI ObLT HECKOJIBKO HEO-
KUJIAHHBIM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHA Pa3uTEeNIbHO OTIMYANIACh OT TOrO, YTO CTABHII
Ha CIICHE TeaTpa ero MIaBHBIN pexuccep Huxonait [TaBmoBuy OxIitonkoB
(1900-1967). Yuenux B.D. Meiiepxonbaa, OH «BOIIET B UCTOPHUIO COBET-
CKOT'O TeaTpa Kak OJIIMH M3 OCHOBHBIX HJICOJIOTOB U CO3JaTelNei... “00Ib-
moro ctuis”. [...] CTaBUT CHEKTaKJIM, TaK WIM MHA4Y€ TMPOAOKAIOIIHE. ..
MOHYMEHTAJIbHO-3ITUYCCKYIO JTHHUIO B TeaTpe»’!: cpenu Hux — « Momomas
reapaus» (o pomany A.A. @aneesa, 1947), «I'poza» A.H. OctpoBckoro
(1953), «l'amnet» V. lllekcrimpa (1954) u «Menesi» Eppunuma (1961).
ITosToMy J5erko MOXXHO MOHSATH PELEH3EHTa, KOTOpOro BBIOOp «Mas-
KOBKOI» mbechl CaposiHa HECKOJBKO 03aJauuil: «...TeaTp, TSArOTEIOLIUN
K JMHUYECKOM MaclITaOHOCTH, K OPOCKOMY, SPKOMY, MOUYTH IUIAKATHOMY
HUCKYCCTBY, — U BApYT CaposiH, ¢ €ro JUPU3MOM U MITKHUM IOMOPOM, C TO-
MUTEIHHO-HAUBHBIM [TOUCKOM IIPEKPACHOTO!»*2,

[TocTaHOBIIMKOM BBICTYIIHJI COPOKAJIETHUN U COBCEM HE3HAKOMBIN
TearpanbHOil MockBe pexuccep SH CranucnaBoBud LIMnMHOBCKHIA
(1922-1998)%, sgBasBIIMICS K TOMY BPEMEHH YXK€ 3aciy>XKEHHBIM ap-

30 H.C. [Haranbst JlaBblnoBHA Crapocenbckas]. CapostH Y. // DHIMKIOTETUS

Tearpa MasikoBckoro. Becy Tearp 3a 75 ner (DHUMKIONEAMYESCKUNA CIOBaph). M.:

WuKobyk, 1999. C. 539-540.

31 Cusenxo E.E. Tearp 1940-x — mauama 1950-x romoB // VicTopus pycckoro

JpaMaTUYECKOro Tearpa: oT ero UCTokoB A0 koHua XX Beka. M.: PATU-TUUTUC, 2009.

C. 575-576.

32 Mameees A. «Iloosust B MoeM cepiue...» // 3a MexuuMHCKHE Kaapbl. 1962.

18 ceHTsI0ps.

33 4.C. LIMuMHOBCKHMIT — COBETCKHI TeaTpaibHbIA JesTenb. OCHOBHbIE 3Tallbl €ro
TBOpYecKoil Onorpaduu nocie padorel Hax mbecolt CaposHa B MOCKOBCKOM TeaTpe
nmenu B.B. MasikoBckoro: ¢ 1962 r. — miaBHbI pexuccep XabapoBCKOro Tearpa IpaMbl;
1967 r. — 3aciyxennslil gesrens uckyccts PCOCP; ¢ 1969 r. — maBHBII pexuccep
PocroBckoro obnactaoro gpamarudeckoro Tearpa umM. M. ['opbkoro. B PoctoBe-na-/lony
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—w tuctoM Apmsackor CCP. Kak cooOran
_ | MOCKOBCKHH pEIIEH3€EHT, 9Ta IOCTaHOBKa
«OTKpBIJIa HOBOTO U HAC Ipamarypra
u pexwuccepar®*. Ha MomeHT pabOTHI
HaJ[ CapoOsSIHOBCKOM NbeCcOM 3a IJIedyaMu
HuuuHoBcKOro OBUIO yKe TSATh JIEeT
(c 1957 r.) akTepcKoil U peIKUCCEPCKOUN
JEeSTETPHOCTH B EpeBaHCKOM pyCCKOM
tearpe umenu K.C. CranucnaBcko-
IO — OTCIOAA €r0 «apPMSHCKOE» 3BaHHE
u unrepec k Caposny. B 1960 r. Luuu-
HOBCKHMU CTall YYaCTHUKOM PEXKHCCEP-
CKOW J1abopaTopuu, OpPraHU30BAHHOMN
B MockBe Bcecoro3HbIM TearpallbHbIM
obmecteoM (BTO) u pykoBomumoit
SIn LMumHOBCKHI. H.IT. OxnonkoBeiM. Te U3 pexuccepos,
®oto 1970-x TT. KOMY IOCYACTIMBHJIOCH IONACTh B Ja-
6oparopuro OXJIONIKOBa, €KEMECTIHO
MIpUJIETAIN HAa HECKOJbKO JTHEW B MoCKBY co Bcex KOHIIOB COBETCKOTO
Coro3a (UuuuHOBCKUE — U3 APMEHUH): «3aHITHS MPOXOAUIIH 1O yTpam,
00s13aTeNIbHO B CyOOOTY HITH BOCKPECCHBEN ™,

Kak yTBepxnmaer oguH m3 apysedl u koiuter l{ummHOoBcKorO, «OX-
J01KOB cunTa ero [[{uiuHoBcKoro. — M.1 ] IyYIIuM CBOMM YICHHKOM»,
ITosToMy MacTep JOBEpHI CBOEMY YUCHHKY IOCTaBUTH Yy ceds B Tearpe
CapOsSHOBCKYIO Mbecy. PUCKHEM NIPEANOI0KHUTh, 4YTO BEIOOP MPOU3BEICHUS
M3HAYAIBHO UCXOIUI HIMEHHO OT [[MIIMHOBCKOT0, HEOMHOKPATHO BUACBIIIC-
ro y ceds B EpeBane ero cruenmueckoe Boriomenue. OT OKa3aHHOW 4ecTH
«nmmHOBCKM# mpuren B BocTopr. OH HE BBIIE3aT M3 Tearpa, MOKa He
J00mIICs TOro, 4TOOBI Mbeca MPHOOpENa POMAHTHUCCKUN CTUIIb, YTOOBI

nocrasu « Tuxuit JJom» M. Lllonoxosa, 3a koTopsiii B 1976 1. momywmi [ocynapcTBeHHYIO
npemuto PCOCP umenu K.C. Cranucnasckoro. Paboran rtakke B KummneBckom
pycckoM Tearpe npamsl (Cm. 00 atom: [llopuna JI.B. Mup 1m1a3aMu TeaTpa: UCTOPHS
TocynapctBenHoro pycckoro apamarudeckoro tearpa um. A.Il. Yexosa. Kummnes:
Hnecca, 2001. C. 110-113).

3% Anacmacwves A. PagoctHas npumera cesona // Mssects. 1962. 10 HosOpst.

35 H.IL. Oxuonkos: crarby, BocrioMuHanus. M.: BTO, 1986. C. 243.

36 Beuikos-3abatikansckuii B.C. OpToJoKcalbHble 3aMETKU IPOBUHIUAIBHOTO

pexuccepa. PocroB-na-/lony: Poctuznar, 2004. C. 16.
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U COLMANBHBIM CMBICI OBUI NMPOYEpPUCH YETKO, & IEPOU B HCIOIHCHUU
AKTEPOB, KaK IOJIAraeTcs, 00peiu qpaMaTuIecKyto Gopmy»®’.

Penerunnu Hayanuck B JICHMHTpajae BO BpeMs racTposeii*® nerom
1961 r. (1. e. KOT/Ia epeBaHCKas MOCTAHOBKA IIIJIA YK€ B TECYCHHUE HECKOJIb-
KHX MECAIEB, M OBbLIa BIIEPBBIC Y)K€ M3/1aHa Mbeca — COOPHUK MOIICAH
B nevars 17 mapra Toro xe roga). [lo Tpaguumu ractponu «MasKOBKH»
MPOXO/IMJIK Ha ciieHe J[Bopia KynbTypsl «BeiOoprckuiin®’: Beuepom urpa-
JIUCh CIIEKTaKJIM, a JTHEM U HOYBIO PENeTUPOBAJIN HOBYIO Ibecy. Hakanyne
nepes npeMbepoil B MOCKBE COCTOSUICS CIELMANIBHBIN NTOKa3 171 peacTa-
BUTEJIEH Ipecchl, Ha KOTOPOoM OXJIONKOB B CBOMCTBEHHOU eMy CAepaKaHHON
MaHepe MOXBAJINI CBOETO yUCHHUKA, 0OPAaTUBIIUCH K 3aITy:

[TocTanoBIIHMK ATOTO criekTakiis SIH [[MIMHOBCKUI 1 paHbIle ObUT pEXHC-
cepoM. Ho ceroznst OH OKOHYMII BBICIIHNE pexuccepckue Kypebl. [1o3Boib-
Te, C Balllero pa3peleHus, C pa3pelieHnss MOCKBUYEH, BbIAATh €My 00 3TOM
COOTBETCTBYIOMIYIO CHIpaBKy ™.

Ha 3710 3a;1 oTBeTHS1 OOOPUTENBHBIMM amjaogucMeHTaMu. KoHeuHo, He
0 «CTIpaBKe» TOBOPWJI TOTJa MacTep, a O CBOCH BHICOKOH OICHKE PadOTHI
YUCHHKA U TOPAOCTH UM.

He noppakareneMm, a mociefoBareleM CBOETO yUUTENs, CTpeMs-
LIMMCS Pa3BUTh €0 MPUHIMIIBI, POsABUI ceOs LIMIIMHOBCKUIA B TOCTaHOB-
ke CaposiHa, XapaKTepU3yIOLIeNHcsl BBICOKOW IO3TUYHOCTHIO U MaCTEPCKUM
YMEHUEM COCIHHUTH Pa3HBIC IEMEHTHI CIEKTAKISA (UTPY aKTEpoB, CIie-
HOTpaduio, My3bIKaIbHOE 0OPMIICHHE U JIP.) B €IUHOE XyI0KECTBCHHOE
LeJoe.

ABTOpBl MOCKOBCKOI'O CIEKTAaKJsl HCIOJB30BAIN Ty K€ MY3BIKY,
KOTOpasi 3Bydyalla B €peBAaHCKOH MOCTaHOBKe'!, — ee Hamucal OIUH U3
KPYITHEHIIINX COBETCKUX KOMITO3UTOPOB ApHO babamkamnsu (1921-1983)
31 aBrycra 1960 r. amepruKkaHCKHAN MUcAaTENb OTMEYAT CBOM JIEHb pOXKIe-

37 HB. [Huna Benexosa]. Lluumnosckuii $1.C. // DHuumkionemus Teatpa

MasikoBckoro. C. 629.

B M3 nuunoit Gecerst aBTOpa CTAaThbU C JUPEKTOPOM My3ess MOCKOBCKOTO

akajieMuueckoro Tearpa umenu B.B. Maskosckoro H.A. Crapuuenko (4 nexadps 2019).
3 Cuw.: HIL Oxy0mKos: crareu, BoctiomuHanws. C. 206.

40 Ilur. no: Bozeun 5. Kanounam Borpexs // Mocksa. 1962. Ne 12. C. 191.

41O myssike A. BaGamkamsama k meece V. CaposiHa «B ropax moe cepiie...»

noppobueit cM.: [yokoe M.M., Anopeacan A.I. «Ilbeca-iecus»: Apuo babamkansu
u Yunbsam Caposin // Tearpon. 2020. Ne 2 (32). C. 25-40.
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HUsS y KOMIIO3UTOpa B MOCKBe.
Ha onnoil U3 coXpaHUBIIUXCS
¢dotorpaduii  Takux BCTped
uMeeTcss Haanuch: «Sl Bcerna
Oyay MOMHUTH Uy/IECHYIO HOYb
MY3bIKH, CM€Xa, TAHIEB, [IECEH
U BOOXYIIEBJISIOUINE YYyBCTBa
B MOCKOBCKOM Jiome ApHo ba-
OamkansHa. 1 ceHTs0ps 1960 1.
Bunbsm Capostan®,

Kak mpaBuino, My3bIKy
K TIOCTaHOBKaM CapOsSHOBCKUX
[beC MHUCAJM  BblAAIOLIHECS
KOMITO3UTOPBI. Tak, mpembep-
HBIA crnekTakib «B ropax moe
cepaue...» B Hero-Mopke men
CO CIeUUalbHO HAalUCaHHOU
s Hero my3bikoit I1. Boymsa,

Yuabsam Caposin u ApHo badaxkaHsin. 0
®oro | centsops 1960 r. Mocksa. ydeHnKa A. Kommanzma®.

MesxayHapoasslit ponn namsta ApHo babakansuna My3LIKaJ'ILHOCTL 3TOW THECHI

(Mockza). CaposiHa, Kak ¥ BCEH €ro apa-

MaTypruu, JaBHO OTMeYaiach
uccienoBarensimu. MyssikoBex M.M. Teporansu HaXonnI yHUKaTbHOCTD CO-
YUHCHUA Ba6azm<aHsIHa B HapaJIOKcaJII)HOM COCANHCHUU pa3me HAIlMOHAJIb-
HBIX MY3bIKQJIbHBIX TPAJIUIHUN U B TO K€ BPEeMs B €r0 YHUBEPCAIbHOCTH:

PasroBop o my3bIke... criekTakis «B ropax moe cepaue» cieayeT CBeCTH
K OJJHOM-eMHCTBeHHOI Menoaun* — r1y6okoil 1 HeXHON OAHOBPEMEHHO.
Ee MOXHO Ha3BaTh J1a)Ke UYBCTBUTEIBHOM. [...] JIerko yn1oBUTh €€ HCTOKH:
310 mecHu, My3bika Ilornanmuu [Bens 3to y bepHca «3ammcTBOBam»
V. CaposiH cTpoKH, AaBIIME Ha3BaHHe ero meece: «B ropax moe cepu-
ue». — Ipumeuanue M.U. Tepoeansna). 3areM, He Tepss CBOMX KOPHEH,

42 Ilut. no: Ipucopsan A. Apuo Babapkausm. M.: Coerckuii kommosutop, 1961,
C.57.

43 Cwm. 06 sToM 1puM. 1.

4 TaBHyi0 My3bIKaIBHYIO TEMy K CIICKTAKIIO «B TOpax MOe CepiLe. ..» MOKHO
npociymarh 3aeck: Oduiuanbubiil cadt u Goun namsitu A. babamkansua: http://www.
babajanyan.ru/klassicheskaya_muzyka babadzhanyana.html (paszmen «Kmaccuueckas
My3bIKa», Tpek Ne 18).
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moTiaHackas menonusi babamkansHa npuoOperaeT HHTEPHALMOHAIBHBIN
XapakTep, TaKk KaKk OOpUCOBBIBACT U CEMbIO apMSHCKHX JIpy3el repost (He
Oella, 4TO HOCST OHM aHIIHiiCKHe uMeHa: beH-Anekcanaep, >KOHHH).
U B 3TOM elie o1HO ee BakHOE NpeaHa3HadeHue... (He moromy nu, ecin
o0paruThcsl K BocrmoMuHaHusAM 1nosta B. JlaprsHa, Y. CaposiH HE TOJIBKO
C HAaCJIX/ICHUEM CITyIIal My3bIKY KOMIIO3UTOPa K CBOEH Ibece, HO M HaX0-
JUIT ee GITM3KOM MO JyXy K apMSHCKOH?)*,

Hpyroii apMsiHUH, U3BECTHBIN akTep Tearpa u kuHo A.b. [xurap-
XaHSH, JINYHO 3HABIIMH KOMIIO3UTOpPA, Al €ro padoTe caMmyio BBICOKYIO
OLICHKY:

OH Hamucan My3bIKy K Tibece YuibsimMa CapostHa «B ropax moe cepmme».
51 3HAI0 B Halleil CTpaHe JBE €€ CLEHMYECKHE PENAKINU*®, H3 HUX Ty, 4TO
Obu1a ocymectsieHa B Tearpe umenu I. Cynayksna B EpeBane [a 3Hauur,
n B «MaskoBke», rne (xcraru) JlxurapxaHsH OyneT IO3XKe CIYXXKUTb
¢ 1969 . — M.I’], cumrato BeLAromieiics. MHE KaXeTCs, 4TO MY3bIKa
MMEHHO 3TOTO CIEKTakKsl poAmiack W3 TpyOosl Mak-Iperopa, kotoporo
UIpajy BeJIMKHE MacTepa Halleil HallMoHanbHO ciiensl — Barpawm [lanaszsx
u I'paubs Hepcecsu®’.

MockoBckue T€aTpajJbHbIC KPUTHUKHU OBLIN TaKXKe CAUHOAYUIHBI
B OIICHKEC MY3BIKaJIbHOTO 0(1)0pMJ'IeHI/I}I CIICKTAKJIA:

I[IpexpacHa My3blka Kak paBHONPaBHEI, ecu He GOoblle, y4aCTHUK CIEK-
Takis, HanucanHas A. BaGamkaHsaHoMm. B conbHOM 3By4aHuMH TPYOBI Tak
MHOTO HPU3BIBHOM CHJIBI U B TO K€ BPEMS 2JIETHYeCKOi MOITHYHOCTH. DTO
BEChbMa CO3BYYHO BCEMY 3aMbICily crieKTaksa*s,

My3blka K CHEKTakIlo, HanucaHHas A. baOamxaHsHoM, ...NpocTast
U «EeCTEeCTBEHHas, Kak 3eMis» [3To cioBa camoro CaposHa o cBoeil

S Tepoeansn M.M. Apno BaGamkauss (Mounorpadus). M.: Kommosurop, 2001.

C. 251-252.

46 Bropas ee pegakius GBUIA HCIIOTB30BAHA TO3KE B OJHOMMEHHOM KHHO(DHIEME
(pexuccep JI. I'puropsiH, XymoxecTBeHHbI pykoBonuteib 0. Ep3uHKsIH, KHHOCTYIHS
«Apmenouiabsmy, 1977).

4T 1lur. no: Tepoeansn M.M. Apuo Babampkanss. C. 301.

*® Baneccxuii B. Tanantmusoe pemenne (IIbeca V. CaposiHa Ha cuene Tearpa

nmeHn MasikoBckoro) // Beuepusist Mocksa. 1962. 2 okTs0psi.
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nbece?. — M.I], opraHM4ecKH CIMBAETCSA C PEKUCCEPCKUM 3aMBICIIOM,

C TepeKUBAHUAMHU U TOCTYNKaMH repoes’’.

I'my6oxo 3anmoMuHaroieiics Mmysbike A. babapkaHsHa IPUHAJICKUT B ITON
pabore Tearpa Bepyiee MecTo. OHa oIpeaessieT KOJIIOPUT IPEeACTaBICHHUS,
HPOXOJUT Yepe3 HEro SPKUM JeHTMOTUBOM® .

Bomomas Ha ciene nbecy «B ropax moe cepaiie. ..», IOCTaHOBIIUK
S.C. LIMIMHOBCKUM CTOJIKHYJCS ¢ HempocTod 3amadeil: «CTuiab Apamsl
noTpeboBai... 0co00OT0 CIEHUYECKOTO PEIICHUs, MMOUCKOB IMyTel — “no-
amuueckoeo meampa” [KypcuB moi. — M.I7], u pexuccep crajl Ha 3TOT
nyTe»>2. Ero nmoguepskan cuenorpad E. MaHKke, TOYHO 1OYyBCTBOBABIIHI
CJIOKHYIO IIPUPOJLY NbECHI:

XylOKHUK [CTIEKTaKd]... HACTaHBAET HA TOM, YTO B Mbece TIaBHOE — Pa-
JIOCTh KHUTh, 4yBCTBOBATH €051 YEIOBEKOM M Ta TOpPEYb, KOTOpask BO3HHKA-
€T OT CO3HAHHUA NeHCTBUTENHLHOTO MOjoiKeHus Bemeit. OTciona mpocTop,
Jy4€e3apHOCTh 3PUTENLHOTO 00IMKA CHEKTAKIIS .

[{unuHOBCKUH 100MBaJICS OT AKTEPOB 0COO0I — HE OBITOBOI — UTPHI.
KpHuTUKH yTOBUIN 3Ty OCOOEHHOCTD:

Pesxuccep... HaXOMUT OYEHb TOYHBIA CTHJbL IbECHI-HOBEIUIBI, NbECHI-TO-
TUYECKOTO Pa3AyMbs. DTOT CTHJIb CKJIAAbIBACTCS M U3 PUTMUKU peueit
HEepCOHaXKeH, U3 4yTh IPUIIOJHATON HHTOHALUH, OCBOOOXKICHHUS OT BCAKUX
nozpo6HOCTEH GBITa’,

MockoBcKasi MOCTaHOBKAa OTKPBIBAJIACh IPOJOTOM: B TEMHOTE
BHaJIeKe (Ha 3aJHHUKE) BEICBEUMBAJIICH OTHU BEUepHEH AMEpPHUKHU, — a TOU-

49 Cw.: «Ilepen BAMH ThECa CTONIB XKE PEaTbHAS, KAK YIHUHbIA mepekpectok. CTomb
K€ €CTeCTBEHHas, KaK 3eMJIS WM TPOTyap I10Jl HOraMu, Kak HeOO Haj TOJIOBOMH, CTONb
JKe TIPaBAWBasi, Kak Jr00ast mpuTda B MHPOBOH smteparype» (Caposn V. Ot aBropa.
[Ipenucnosue k nbece «B ropax moe cepaue...» / Ilep. 5. bepesuuukoro // Caposia V.
[TyTte Bameit sxuznu. C. 9).

5% Mopasex H. [ipama ua Can-Benuto // TearpansHas sxu3sb. 1963. Ne 2. C. 13.
51 Boneun B. Kanownam sorpexu. C. 191.
52 Anacmacves A. PajocTHas IPEMETa Ce30HA.

33 Kyouna B. Ecnu ocraHOBHTb conHIe... // Komcomombckas mpasia. 1962.
16 okTs0psL.

3% Banecckuii B. TaMaHTIHBOE PeLICHHE.
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Hee ToU ee uactu, kortopas B CoBerckom Coro3e Obuia 00s3aTelIbHBIM
UJC0JOTMUYECKUM KIIEHMOM «Oe3IyIIHOrO U YPOAJIUBOTO KallUTAIU3May,
OJTHUM W3 yCTOWYIHBBIX MapKepoB o0pasa «Bpara Ne 1» B mepro XomoqHon
BOMHBI® — HEOOCKPeObl MaHXITTEeHA. DTOT «HBIO-HOPKCKHUiD» MPOJIOT OBLT
MIPU3BaH OTTCHUTH OCICTBUSA M OTYASIHHOE MOJIOKEHUE «OOBIYHBIX aMepH-
KaHIeB» Ha JApyrom nobdepexne CIIA — MecTo JeiCTBUS TTHECHI TPEIeiib-
HO koHKpeTHO: «Can-Benunto-aBento B ropone ®pecuo (Kanubopuus)».
ABTOpPOB ITOCTAHOBKH HE CMYTHIIO, UTO HA MOMEHT ITPOMCXOISIINX B ITbECe
coOBITHI — aBryCcT-HOA0PE 1914 1, pasrap [1epBoif MupoBoii BOIHEI — HEOO-
CKpeObl eme He ObLTH MOCTpoeHBI. [10100HBIH Mpoior 0BT HEOOXOAMMON
«JIaHBIO» JUIA TMOAYEPKUBAHUS «MPABUIBHONW» COLMAIBHO-MOIUTHYECKON
HaIpaBICHHOCTH Marepuaia. B odpunuanpHoi nHGOpMAIMU O CHIEKTaKIIe
(TO, 94TO CETOJIHS HA3bIBACTCS IIPECC-PEeTU30M»), onyonnkoBanHoM TACC
BO MHOTHX COBETCKHUX Tra3eTax, CIOKeT mbechl CaposiHa CBOAMIICS K Oe3Jn-
KO aHTMBOEHHOMW M aHTHUKANHUTAIMCTUYECKON KPUTHKE, IIe MeAanrupoBa-
J1ach KJaccoBas MpUpoa KOH(IUKTA:

JleficTBHE TbECHI OTHOCUTCS K TOJIaM MEPBOM UMIIEPUATUCTUIECKOM BOWHBI.
I'epou ee — npoctele moau u3 mrara Kanudopuus. B nmbece 3By4uT rHes-
HBII IPOTECT IPOTUB BOUHBI, IPUHOCALIEH JHOAAM OE/bI U CTPAJaHUs .

CrieHn4eckuil KOHTpacT O1ecka HeOOCKPeOOB M HUILETHI «OJXHOITAXKHOM
AMepuKm» JODKEH OBbLI ABIATH COO00H ITyOOKHE «SI3BBD» KalUTaIH3Ma.
B nyxe purtopuku XOJOJHOW BONHBI COBETCKas Ie€daTh [ucajla IIpo
[IOCTAaHOBKY:

Hcrtopust 0 ToM, Kak TpyaHa >KM3Hb OCTHSKOB B Ooraroil Amepuke,
KaK Majo pajocTeil M Kak MHOTO 3a00T BBINAgacT Ha JOJIO AeTed ITHX

55 Cm. 06 srom, Hanp.: Pabosa T.5. KuHOOGpPa3sl aMepUKAHCKUX HeGOCKPeOOB

B COBETCKOM MOJIMTHKE MPOCTPAHCTBA Ieproa XoaoaHo# Boiusl (1946—1963) // Topon.
Cpena. ITomutnka. 2018 (CO0opHHK MaTepuanoB HAayYHO-MPAKTUICCKOW KOH(EPECHIHUN.
IMox pen. JIA. TaitnytaunoBoit 1 M.B. Hes3oposa). CII6.: PI'TIY um. A.W. I'epuena,
2019. C. 90-93.

56 Caposn V. B ropax moe ceparte... C. 13. ®dpecHo — 5T0 HeGOMBIION TOPOJIOK,
rae HaxonuTces camas 6ombmast B CIHIA nuacnopa apmsia u riae pomuiics cam Y. CaposiH.

57 Cwm., manp.: [«B ropax moe cepaue...»] // Opnosckuii xomcomorner. 1962.

16 centsa6pst; [«B ropax moe cepate...»] / Bedepuue noBoctu (BunbHioc, JIutoBckas
CCP). 1962. 19 centsa6ps; [«B ropax moe cepaue...»] // 3nams 1oHoctn (MUHCK,
Benopycckas CCP). 1962. 16 centsops.
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GeNHAKOB, KAK, HAKOHEI, JIETKO CTaTh OE3J0OMHBIM B CTPaHE BEIMYAMIINX
He60CcKpe6oB™,

[Tocne mposiora cueHa BHOBb IOTPYXkajlach B TEMHOTY, U BIpPYT
B «HE0E» MOSBIISIICS, TIbIIIAs, OTPOMHBIH OTHEHHBIH 1ap: « CoHIIe OJM3UTCS
K 3aKaty»*’, — TAKOBa aBTOPCKAasi peMapKa B 9KCIIO3UIIMHU MTbeChI. J{UCK COTH-
12 MEJJICHHO YXOJIWJ 32 TOPU30HT, IOCTEIIEHHO BHICBEUMBAs yXOMSIIIUMU
Jy4aMH CHaJalsia KpBIIy JI0Ma, a 3aTeM Ha ero (poHe MOsBIsIIach Gurypka
MaJIbdiKa, 3aCTHIBIIETO B HEMOM IIPUBETCTBHH COJHILYy. DTOT 00pa3s
MHOTOCJIO’)KEH: B HEM M JIETCKas Bepa B TO, YTO COJHIIC )KUBOE U C HUM
MOKHO MTOTOBOPHTH; U OTHIONb HE JIETCKOE, SK3UCTCHIIMAIIbHOE OIyIEHUE
3a0pOLIEHHOCTH MaJIeHbKOro (HO He [0 BO3PACTy) YeIOBEKa B OTPOMHOM
U PaBHOAYIIHOM KOCMOCE-OBITHH (a HE TONBKO JHIIb B «KAITUTAIHCTH-
YecCKOM» MHpeE). A 3aTeM Ha CIIEHE CIIy4Jajoch Hacrosimiee gyno — «Kak
TOIILKO MEJJINTENIPHOE CBETHIIO OKa3alloCh Yy Hero [Mampumka JIKOH-
HU. — M.I] Hax TOIOBOM, OH CXBAaTWUJI COJHIIE 3a Kpail, 10 KOTOPOro MOT
JOTSHYTBCS, — K OCTAHOBHIIN®,

Ha mHorux 3pureseii ata cueHa npoussesa O0JbLIoe BlIeYaTIeHHE:
«2TO HACTONBKO TOYHBIH, HACTOIHKO CAPOSTHOBCKHUI 00pa3, 9To MOYTH (pH-
3MYCCKHU OIyIIaclib, KaK B3AParuBacT U 3aMupacT 3am»°®!. JlelicTBUTEb-
HO, 37IECh PEXUCCEPY BMECTE CO CIeHOrpad)oM yAMBHTEIBHBIM 00pa3oM
YIAI0Ch CXBaTUTh W BOIUIOTHTH JETCKYIO MPOCTOTY, HAUBHOCTb U I03-
THIHOCTh CaposiHa. TONBKO B CapOSTHOBCKOM MHPE Y COITHIIA MOJKET OBITH
Kpaii (T. €. OHO HE 1Iap, a Kpyr), 10 HEr0 MOXKHO JIETKO JOTAHYTHCS U JaKe
KOCHYTBCH, U IPU 3TOM HUYYTb HC O6>KC‘ILCH, XOTsI OHO M H3J1y4acT CBET.
Bonee toro, no CaposiHy, COJIHIE Ja)ke MO)KHO CIIOKOHHO OCTaHOBUTH, HE
oracasch 3a OCJIEACTBH IIaHeTapHOro MaciuTada. Beab naxe B 1eTckoM
ckazouHoM ctuxorBopennn K.M. Uykosckoro «Kpanenoe comnie» (1927)
MOXUIIEHNE KPOKOJIMUIIOM CBETHIIA TPO3UT Katactpodoii. Ho B mupe Capo-
sTHa BCE€ MO-J[PYTOMY.

JIKOHHU, «IEeBATUIIETHETO0 MajbuMKa (XOTsS MO BHIY TPYAHO CKa-
3aTh, CKOJIKO €My Ha CAMOM JIeJie), IIOJIBUKHOTO 1 JIOBKOTO»®?, Hrpaj ero
CBEPCTHHK CBIH akTpuchl Tearpa A.P. Tepéxunoit Aunpeit Tepéxun, BIIO-

8 Mopasex 1. lpama ua Cau-Benuro.

Caposn V. B ropax moe cepaue... C. 13.
Kyouna B. Ecnn 0CTaHOBHUTH COJHIIE. ..

59
60
61
62

Mameees A. «I1033ust B MOEM cepliLie. .. ».
Caposn V. B ropax moe cepaue... C. 13.
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- /
Cnexrakib «B ropax moe cepaue...». MOCKOBCKUI TeaTp
umenu B.B. Masikockoro (1962). [lxonnu — A. TepéxuH.

Myszeu Mockosckoeo axkademuiecko2o meampa
umenu B.B. Masikoeckozo.

CJICJCTBUM  CBSI3aBIIMI
CBOIO CyIBOY CO CIICHOM:
okonuuB [MUTUC, on
c 1974 1. mo ceroa-
HSIIITHUH JI€Hb CITYXKHUT
akTepoM B MOCKOBCKOM
JIpaMaTUYEeCKOM TeaTrpe
nmenn A.C. IlymkuHa.
Takoe pemieHue OgHOTO
U3 T[IaBHBIX T'epoeB
CapOSIHOBCKOM  MhEeChI
OBUIO  TTOAKYITAIOIINM,
XOTSI W HECIO0 B cede
HU3BECTHEIC W3bSHEL,

CBSI3aHHBIC C HETPO(PECCHOHAIN3MOM IOHOTO HCTOTHUTENSI. OOBIUHO POITb
JI>KOHHH JTOBEPSIOT COCTOSIBIIUMCS aKTpPHCAM aMIUlya «TPaBeCTH» (Tak
OBLJI0, HAIIPUMeED, B epeBaHCcKol mocTaHoBke 1961 1., rae J[»oHHM urpana
B. BapuepecsiH) win pexe — HAYMHAIONINM aKkTepaM-ctyauiinam (15-irer-
Huii C. JlromeT B HpIO-MOPKCKOM CIEeKTakiie Tearpa «I pym»; 3a okeaHoM
MPHUBJICUCHUE JeTel B MOCTAaHOBKY OBLIO HEJEraJbHO). MOCKOBCKHE
KPUTHKHU UCIIOJHEHHUE POJIH IIKOJIBbHUKOM MPUYHCISUIA K aKTEPCKUM y/a-

Cnekrakiib «B ropax moe cepaue...». MOCKOBCKUIA TeaTp
umenu B.B. Masikosckoro (1962).
Jxacniep Mak-I'perop — M.JI. Opiios.
Myszeii Mockoeckozo axkademuueckozo meampa
umenu B. B. Maskosckozo.

9 Anacmacves A. PajocTHast IpEMeTa Ce30Ha.
% 3anecckuii B. TaNTaHTINBOE PELICHNE.

227

gyaMm: «OcoOeHHO XO-
pour MaJsYuK J[>KOHHH
B Ha PEIKOCTh KUBOM
U HENOCPEJICTBEHHOM
ucnonHennn A. Tepé-
XUHa»®; «urpaet, Tod-
Hee KUBET B 3TOW PO
TaK, 4TO JUBY JIACIIbCS
MJIACTHYECKOH 3aKOH-
YEHHOCTH 00paza»®.
IIpecrapenoro
MIEKCTTUPOBCKOTO aKTe-
pa ¢ TpyOoi [Ixxacmepa
Mak-I'peropa  urpan
Muxaun JuoMugoBUY
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OpinoB (1900-1992), «enBa
JU HE CAUHCTBCHHBIN
UCTIONIHUTENb  BO3PACTHBIX
poneit [B ‘“MaskoBke”. —
M.I'], B KOTOpBIX OH BCeEraa
ObUT JOCTOBEpeH U yOenu-
tener»®. CoxpaHUBIIHECS
(dotorpaduu akrtepa B dTOMH
pomu CBUICTEIILCTBYIOT
O TOM, 4YTO TOT TIIATCIIb-
HBIM 00pa3oM  MOJOMIET
K BOIUIOIICHHIO  OOJHKa
CBOETO  Tepos: J100aBwII
cebe  «apMsHCKHIl» HOC
U HOCHI [UIMHHOBOJIOCHII
celoil mapuk  («IbBHHYIO
eBenopy»®®). PeneH3eHThI
pa3meNIINCh B OLEHKE HC-
MOJTHEHUSI TJIaBHOTO TEpOost
cnekrakiss. OmHU Ha3BaIu
€ro HECOMHEHHOW yaauew:
«M. OpnoB BechbMa TOYHO
copa3Mepmsl B o0pasze 103y

Cnekrakib «B ropax moe cepue...».
MockoBckwuii Teatp nmern B.B. Masikockoro (1962). NAaTCTUKH, POMAHTHUKH, Kpac-

Jracnep Mai-Tperop —M.J1. Opaos. K¥ O1aropoIcTBa, IPOCTOTHI

Myseii Mocko6cko2o akademuyeckozo meampa umenu M YeNoBeYHOCTH»; Jpyrue

B.B. Maskosckozo. )K€ TOCYMTAdd HaIpOTHB,

YTO YJIAJOCh JIAJICKO HE BCE:

«AKTep... XOTen “HOAHATE” 00pa3 HaJ KHU3HBIO, 0OHAPYKUTH €TO POMaH-

THYECKOE CymecTBO. Ho cienan oH 3TO MPSIMOTHUHEHHO, CXeMaTHIHO»®,

«mpuberaeT U K U3IHUIIHEH NeKiIaManun, U K 3Q(QekTHOW KPaCHBOCTH 1103
1 5KecToB»®.

5 B JI. [Bukrop Sxoenesuu Jly6posckuii]. Opnos M.JI. // Duumkmnonemus Teatpa
Maskoscxkoro. C. 454.

Anacmacweg A. PanoctHas mpuMeTa ce30Ha.

3anecckuii B. TananTIMBOE pelICHNE.

Anacmacwes A. PanocTHas npuMera ce30Ha.

FOpacosa I He Bemyckars scraderst! / Tearpanpnas xu3nb. 1963. Ne 10
(maii). C. 8.

228



M. Iydxos. «Jlioft HeompeieNieHHOTO BbITHs»: TiepBble COBETCKIe OCTAHOBKH mbeckl Y. CaposiHa «B ropax Moe ceppue...»

«ApMSHCKHHA HOC» ObT W y akTpuchl 3uHauabl CaMOMIOBHBI
JIubepuyx (1916—?), ucnonusapueil snu3oandeckyo poiab balymiku, ko-
TOpas TOBOPUT B IbeCe HUCKIIOYUTENBHO apMsiHCKHE cioBa. B cBou 46 ser
aKTpHUca co3/1aJia 3alIOMUHAIOIIUKCS M BBIPA3UTEIbHBINA 00pa3: «Tocka mo
poAuHE, KOTOpas JbETCsS CO AHA ITyOOKHX, MPEKPACHBIX IIa3 e¢ TepOnHH,
npuodperaeT 0000IIEHHOE 3By4aHHE OTPOMHOrO cMmbicia. “Marb-Apme-
HUs” — BOT KaKoi 0o0pas cosmana akrpuca»’’.

Cronp HempuBbluHas i Ttearpa OXJIONKOBa pPOMaHTHYECKas
MIPUITOHATOCTh CTHJISI, C KAKUM OBbLIa IMOCTaBJICHA 37iech nbeca CaposiHa,
BbI3BaJla HENPUATHE HEKOTOPBIX mouurtareneil «MaskoBkuy. To, uero tak
cTapareibHO 100uBaics B cBoedl pabore L{MMHOBCKUI, OBLIIO BMEHEHO
€My OTJEJIbHBIMU KPUTHKAMM KaK pa3 B HEJJOCTATOK:

IMouemy-To ITyOOKO MOITHYHAS, 3ayMUYHBasi, KaK MECHs, ApaMa-HOBeIUIa
npuodpesna Ha CIEHE Tearpa He CBOWCTBEHHYIO i IOJYCPKHYTYIO Tea-
TPAJIbHOCTh, POMAHTUYECKYIO [IPUMOJHIATOCTD .

OpHako MpaBHIBHEH OBLIO OBl 3aMCHHTH B 3TOM KPHTHYCCKOM BBICKA-
3bIBAaHUU MECTOMMEHHS — He «ei» (mbece), a emy (tearpy OXJIONKOBa).
Tem He MeHee, Oosiee MPOHMIIATENBHBIE 3PUTENIN BCE KE HAXOAMIU, YTO
S, LIMMHOBCKUM 1TOKa3a «ce0s B 3TOM CIEKTaKjIe I03TOM CIIEHbI, TO3TOM
0X10NK06CK020 [KypcuB Mo, — M.T.] myxa»’.

XoTsi cyap0a MOCKOBCKOW TIOCTAHOBKHM OKa3allaCh JIOBOJILHO KO-
POTKOM — OHA MCUYHUCISETCS BCErO0 HECKOJIbKMMHU TONAMH (B OTIMYUE OT
€PEeBaHCKOM, HeNe Ha MPOTSHDKEHUU TPeX NECATUIIETHH), — BCE JKe HEeT
OCHOBAaHHUW COMHEBATHCS, YTO «B IIEJIOM ATO Oblila cepbe3Hast u 1006poco-
BecTHasl paboTa OHOTO U3 “IabopaHTOB”, HE TOCPAMUBIIAS TOTO, KTO €€
BbIHEC Ha cueHy Tearpa uMm. MasikoBCKOTO» .

Ecnu B EpeBane x padore Hax meecoit CaposiHa ObUTH MPUBICYCHBI
Ny4dlIne CWIbl TeaTpalbHOH ApPMEHUH, €€ CilaBa W TOPAOCTb (Tpexiae
BCEro, Takue macrtepa, kak B. AmkemsH, P. Hepcecsa u B. [1anazsin), To
B MOCKOBCKOM CIIEKTaKJI€ OKa3aluCh 3aJ1€iICTBOBAaHbI XOTh U TaJIaHTIUBBIN,
HO BCE XK€ PEXHCCEp-YUCHHK M HE CaMbIe SPKHE aKTEPhl OXJOMKOBCKON
«MasikoBku». [Ipuxoaurcst mpu3HaTh, 4TO ClieKTakiIu «B ropax moe cepj-

Mameees A. «I1o33us B MOeM cepatie. .. ».
fOpacosa I He Bemyckarts actagerst! C. 8.
Boneun b. Kanonam Bompeku. C. 192.

H.B. [Huna Benexosa]. Luunnosckuii 5.C.
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1e...» HE BOILTH B «3010TOH (hOHI» 3TOro Tearpa’® U COCTOSIUCH Oiaro-
Japsi MPUYYUIMBOMY COEIMHEHHUIO OOCTOSATENBCTB COBEPIIEHHO Pa3HOTO
Mopsiika — OOMIECTBEHHO-MOJIUTHIECKUX (OCTalblIeHne HAe0IOTHIeCKON
IICH3YPHI BO BPEMsI XPYIIEBCKOH «OTTEHENIN») U BHYTPUTEATPAIBHBIX (T10-
craHoBka B Epesane, «apmsanun» f1.C. IlunnHoBcKuil U Bepa BblAAOIIE-
rocs pexxuccepa H.IT. OxonkoBa B cBOEro yueHUKa), a TAKIKE SMUTPALIUN
V. Caposna u3 CIIA B EBpony u ero tpersemy npuesnay B CCCP.

ABTOpPBI MOCKOBCKOI'O CIIEKTaKJIS IIOIBITAJINCh BOIUIOTUTD HA CLICHE
BO3BBIIICHHBIN, TO3THIYECKUN TyX CAPOSTHOBCKOTO TPOM3BEICHHS, OTONTH
0T OBITOBOTO CYIIECTBOBAaHMSA M HAMTH SPKYIO BBIPA3UTEIBHYIO (hopmy.
A camoe rmaBHOe, BbIXOA Ibechl CaposiHa Ha CTOJUYHYIO clieHy B 1962 1.
3HaMEHOBaJ HayaJjo JOJITON U JOBOJIBHO CYHACTIMBOM TeaTpajabHON Cy1bObI
JIpaMaTypruyd aMepuKaHCKOIo aBTOpa B Hallel cTpaHe.
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Amnacracus [JTAJIOI[YK

TEATP B IIOMCKAX MU®A:
AHTOHEH APTO 1 MUI'EJIb AHXEJIb ACTYPUAC

Annomayua: ORHO U3 MAaruCTPaIbHBIX HANPABICHUH B TeaTpalbHOM HCKyccTBe XX
BeKa CBSI3aHO C BO3POXKIEHUEM PUTYaIbHBIX TPAKTUK U ITIONCKAMH KHOBOTO MU(a»,
YTO B MOJNHOH Mepe MPOSBUIOCH B KOHLEMIMN «TeaTpa >KeCTOKoCTH» A. ApTo.
Mud nms ApTo — OZHOBPEMEHHO LIEb M CPEACTBO HEBEPOATbHONH KOMMYHHUKALIUI
CO 3pUTENeM: CO3/1aBasi HOBbIM Mu(, TeaTp oOHaXKaeT 1 MOOSKACT HEAYTH COBpE-
MEHHOCTH; BOCKpEIIasi APEBHUI, CTAHOBUTCSI MPOBOAHMKOM IEPBUYHBIX, METa-
(U3UIECKUX «CHID» «BENUKHUX KydbTyp». Hanbomnee Onu3kuMu cBoei KOHIENIMN
APpTO HaXOAMN KyJIbTyphl ME30aMEPUKAHCKHE: TOKa3aTeNbHO, YTO MEPBBIM CIIEK-
TaKJIEM «Tearpa >KeCTOKOCTH» JOJKHA Oblla CTaTh YEThIPEXaKTHas Apama «3a-
BoeBanue Mekcukm» (1933). B a70il mepcnexTuBe 0C00yI0 IEHHOCTH 0OpeTaeT
TOT akt, uto B HOsOpe 1930 r. M.A. AcTypuac meyaraet mo-QppaHIy3CKH CTa-
ThIO-MaHH(peCT «Pa3MbIIUIEHNS 0 BO3MOKHOCTH CO3AaHMS aMEPUKAHCKOTO TeaTpa
B MHJCHCKOM IyXe», B KOTOPOW HPEIBOCXHIIACT HICI0 APTO O HEOOXOAUMOCTH
Tearpanusanuy Muda. M3noxenHas B MaHH(peCTe POrpaMMa pPeann3yercs B 3a-
KIIFOYUTETBHOM TEKCTE BTOPOTO, pacIIMpeHHoro usnanus «Jlerenn I'Baremamby
(1948) — npame «Kyxynpkan». O6ocHoBaBmmch B [lapmwke ¢ 1924 1., Actypuac
BOCIIPUHMMAT T€ K€ ICTETHUECKHUE UMITYIIBCHI, YTO U APTO: CIOppEaIn3M, aBaH-
rapaHoe kuHo, «Pycckue GaneTs», MPUMUTHBU3M BO BCEX €r0 (hopMmax, — HO X
OLICHKU M OPHEHTHPHI He Bceraa coBmagany. [lapamnensHoe urenne MaHugecra
1 HApWKCKUX XPOHUK MO3BOJNSAET OMPEAEINTh, KaKyl0 PONb CBHITPal KOHTEKCT
B (OPMHPOBAHUN TEaTPAIBHON TEOPUH ACTypHaca, OCHOBHBIE TOJIOKEHHUS KO-
TOpOi M30MOP(HBI MPUHIUNAM APTO: AKIEHTHPOBAHUE IIBETA U JUCIIPOIOPIIUIA
B JIEKOpALUSIX, YIPa3THEHHE CIEHBI, HCIIONB30BAaHNE MACOK, (hopManusamus se-
CTOB, CTPEMJIEHHE OCBOOOIUTH CIIEHUIECKYIO PEUb OT PUTOPUKH M COOOIIUTH CII0-
BY penuruosHyto cuiny. OfHaKo K oOIeH HemH OHn UAYT Pa3HbIMU My TAMH: MHQ)
B TeaTpe ACTypuaca aKkTyalH3HupyeTcs HE B TParmdeCKU-pUTYyaTbHOM, a B UTPO-
BOM MOJYC€ M HE TOJIbKO MU3aHCLIEHNYECKHUMH cpefcTBaMu. Mu¢ amst Actypua-
ca — IPeKAe BCEro yHACTIEAOBAHHBIN SI3BIK, MOATOMY X071 AeHicTBus B «KyKynbka-
HE» OIpeenseT peub, «cuina CioBa», B COOTBETCTBUU € HHACHCKOH prmocodueii.

Knrwoueswie cnosa: Antonen Apro, Murens Auxens Actypuac, Tearp, Mud, MaHudect,
aBaHTapAHBI TPHUMHUTUBH3M, (DPAHKO-TATHHOAMEPUKAHCKHIE JTUTEPATYPHBIE CBS-
31, PELEnIHs.
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Anastasia GLADOSHCHUK

THEATRE IN SEARCH OF THE MYTH:
ANTONIN ARTAUD AND MIGUEL ANGEL ASTURIAS

Abstract: Two tendencies define one of the “master-currents” (Ch. Innes) in the XXth
century drama, epitomized by Antonin Artaud’s “theatre of cruelty”: revival of
ritual practices and search for a “new myth”. Artaud perceives the Myth both as
the end and the means: by creating a new myth, theatre reveals and heals illnesses
of modernity; by reviving the ancient, theatre conducts the primitive, metaphys-
ical “forces” of the “great cultures”. Particularly attracted to the Mesoamerican
world, Artaud intended to stage “The Conquest of Mexico” (1933), a drama in four
acts, to inaugurate his new theatre. Considering this, a special relevance should
be given to the fact that M.A. Asturias’s article—manifesto “Reflections on the
Possibility of an American Theatre in Indian spirit” was published in November
1930, anticipating Artaud’s conception of theatre based on myth. The ideas stated
in the manifesto will be put into practice in “Cuculcan” play, the last piece of the
“Legends of Guatemala”, second edition (1948). Settled in Paris since 1924, As-
turias received the same aesthetic impulses as Artaud did: surrealism, avant-gar-
de cinematography, “Ballets russes”, primitivism in all its forms. However, their
preferences were not thoroughly the same. A parallel reading of the manifesto and
the chronicles reveals how Asturias’s ideas on theatre correspond to the cultur-
al context. It can be affirmed that many of Asturias’s and Artaud’s principles are
isomorphic: accentuation of colour and disproportion in decorations, abolition of
stage, use of masks, formalized movements, rejection of rhetoric and declamation,
revelation of word’s religious force. Yet the ways Asturias and Artaud work with
myth differ: it is in a playful, not tragic and ritualistic mode that myths are being
actualized in Asturias’s theatre, and not only by means of “mise en scéne”. Asturias
considers the Myth as an inherited language, that is why the action in “Cuculcan”
is determined by speech and what he calls “the Word’s value”, in accordance with
indigenous philosophy.

Keywords: Antonin Artaud, Miguel Angel Asturias, theatre, myth, manifesto, avant-garde
primitivism, French—Latin American literary contacts, reception.

© 2020 Anastasia V. Gladoshchuk (PhD; National Research University “Higher School
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Anastasia GLADOSHCHUK

EL TEATRO EN BUSCA DEL MITO:
ANTONIN ARTAUD Y MIGUEL ANGEL ASTURIAS

Resumen: Una de las corrientes magistrales del arte dramatico del siglo XX se define
por la reanimacion de practicas rituales y la busqueda del “nuevo mito: las dos
tendencias plasmadas en la concepcion del “teatro de la crueldad” de Antonin
Artaud. Artaud considera el mito a la vez como el objetivo y el medio de la
comunicacion no verbal con el espectador: por la creacion del mito nuevo el teatro
descubre y cura las enfermedades de la modernidad; por la reanimacion del mito
antiguo el teatro conduce las “fuerzas” metafisicas primitivas de las “grandes
culturas”. Particularmente atraido por la cultura mesoamericana, Artaud pensaba
en inaugurar su “teatro de la crueldad” por “La Conquista de México” (1933), el
drama en cuatro actos. En ese contexto cobra especial significacion el hecho de que
en noviembre de 1930 Miguel Angel Asturias publica la traduccién francesa del
articulo—manifiesto “Reflexiones sobre las posibilidades del teatro americano en
espiritu indigena”, donde se anticipa a Artaud en exigir la teatralizacion del mito.
Las ideas formuladas en el manifiesto se realizaran en el Gltimo texto de la segunda
edicion de “Las Leyendas de Guatemala” (1948), el drama “Cuculcan”. Instalado
en Paris desde 1924, Asturias recibia los mismos impulsos estéticos que Artaud:
el surrealismo, el cine de vanguardia, los Ballets rusos, el primitivismo en todas
sus formas. Sin embargo, sus opiniones y preferencias no coincidian por completo.
Una lectura paralela del manifiesto y de las cronicas parisinas de Asturias permite
determinar el papel del contexto en la formacion de su teoria teatral, que se revela
isomorfa en gran parte con los principios de Artaud: acentuacion del color y
desproporcion en el decorado, abolicion del tablado, uso de mascaras, formalizacion
de gestos, supresion de la retdrica por la fuerza religiosa de la palabra. A pesar de
tener objetivos comunes, Asturias y Artaud seguian vias diferentes: el mito en el
teatro de Asturias se actualiza no de modo tragico-ritual, sino como juego y no solo
por medio de la puesta en escena. El mito para Asturias es sobre todo el lenguaje
heredado. Asi que el desarrollo de la accion en “Cuculcan” esta determinado por el
dialogo, el “valor de la Palabra”, de acuerdo con la filosofia indigena.

Palabras clave: Antonin Artaud, Miguel Angel Asturias, teatro, mito, manifiesto,
primitivismo vanguardista, contactos franco-latinoamericanos, recepcion.
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B ucropun ¢paHKo-TaTHHOAMEPUKAHCKUX JINTEPATYPHBIX KOHTaK-
TOB HE TaK MHOTO «TeaTPaIbHBIX» 3MN30/0B: Kak orMedaeT O. OOperoH,
MIPEONOJICHNE dTara IOoApakaHHs IIJI0 TOPa3J0 MEIJICHHEee, YeM B Mpo3e
1 TI0D3UH, «B3aMMHOM» PEIICTIIINS CTAHOBHUTCS JIUIIb CO BTOPOH MOJTOBHUHBI
XX B.! B 9T0i1 nepcriektuBe 0co0yr LEHHOCTh 00peTaeT TOT (akT, YyTo
B HOosiOpe 1930 r. B mapumxkckoM xypHaie Revue de |[’Amérique Latine
neyaraercsi cTarbsi-mMaHudpect Murens Amnxens Actypuaca «Pasmbli-
JICHUS O BO3MOXKHOCTH CO3/IaHHs aMEPHKAHCKOTO TeaTpa B HMHAEHCKOM
nyxe» (“Réflexions sur la possibilité d’un théatre américain d’inspiration
indigéne”)* B nepeone JKopxka ITunbmana’. Orpaxas MarucTpalibHble
MPUEMBl U TOHATHS DIOXH M B DTOM CMBICJIE C HEH CHHXPOHHM3HPYACH,
AcTypHuac TNpeABOCXHINAET OAHY M3 IIAaBHBIX Mued A. Apro Ha drare
CO3JaHUS «Tearpa ’KEeCTOKOCTH»: HEOOXOANMOCTh BO3POXKICHUS B TeaTpe
MmudoB, B TOM UYHCIIE W IPEXKJIC BCETO ME30aMEpPHKAHCKHX. MMeno mn
MECTO BIHSIHHE, TyCTh HEOCO3HAHHOE, WK TUMOJIOTHYECKOEe CXOXKAeHHE?
HecomHeHHO oziHO: y 00eux Teopuil ecTb OOIMMI MCTOYHHMK — KYJIbTypa
JIOKOJTYyMOOBO# AMEpHUKH.

O 3makoMcTBe ApPTO C TAMSTHUKAaMU HWHICHCKOW CIIOBECHOCTH
CBUJICTENBCTBYCT YEPHOBHUK ITMChMA TCHEPAIEHOMY cekpeTapio dpaHirys-
CKOTo ambsiHca OT 14 gexadps 1935 1., B KOTOpOM NpenCTaBlIeH MIaH €To
MEKCHKaHCKUX JIEKIMH. ApPTO coOMpalcs OTAeIbHO TOBOPUTH O «IOITH-
4ecKOM M MarudeckoM ayxe Ilomons-Byxa» B cpaBHEHUH ¢ IPYTHMU CBS-
IIEHHBIMU TEKCTaMH, a TaK)Ke IT0Ka3aTh, KaK 9TOT AyX — «BBICOKAs MOJ3N,

' Obregodn, O. “Apuntes sobre el teatro latinoamericano en Francia.” Caravelle:

Cahiers du monde hispanique et luso-brésilien 40 (1983): 19, 33.

Asturias, M.A. “Réflexions sur la possibilité d’un théatre américain d’inspiration
indigéne.” Revue de ['Amérique Latine 107:XX (Nov. 1930): 434-439. XKypnan
rpocyiuectBoBai ¢ ssHBaps 1922 o 1932 rr. ¥ BEIXOAMIT KaXK/bIH MECsILI, BCE MaTepHalIbl
myOnuKoBaINCh MOo-(ppaHiy3ckun. Ha pomwHe mucarens cTaThs YBHUIWT CBET JIMIIb
IBa Toja CiycTs B JkypHaie Nosotras, 3atem OyneT mepenedarana B El Imparcial
mox 3amtaBueM «Bo3MoxHOCTH amepukaHckoro tearpa» (“Las posibilidades de un
teatro americano”, 18 wuroHs 1932 r). Bo BCTymiieHHHM OT pPEIaKIUH TOBOPHIOCH:
«IIpencraBisieM WHTEPECHEHIIYIO CTAaThIO HAIIEro JOPOTOro 3eMIIsKa M MOCTOSHHOTO
asropa El Imparcial, Murenst Anxenst Actypuaca, 0 BO3MOKHOCTSIX aMEPHUKaHCKOTO
Tearpa [...] Ota cTares AcTypraca, HECCOMHEHHO, OTKPOET MHTEPECHYIO TUCKYCCHIO IO

BOIIpOCaM, 3aHUMAIOIIUM YMBbI B IUBUJIN30BAHHBIX CTPAHAX).

3 )KOp)K [IuneMaH cTaHET OHUM U3 TPEX INIaBHBIX q)paHL[y?)CKI/IX IIEPEBOAYUKOB

Actypuaca, cpeau ero pabor — nepesox pomana «Cenwsop IIpesunent». UnTepecHo,
4TO NepeBoj OJHOH U3 yacTeld kHuru «TeaTp u ero JBOMHUK» APTO TakXkKe ONEpenul
opuruHai: rno nuaunmaruse JKromng CronepBbens oceHblo 1932 1. B 3HAMEHHTOM XKypHae
Sur medaraercs scce «Anxumudaeckuit Tearp» [Artaud, A. “El teatro alquimico.” Sur 11
(1932): 179-184].
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Mmarust 1 Metadusuka [lonons-Byxa, Pabunans-auu, Onbsuras, [Tupamun
Uuuen-Unsl, Uepornudo Maiist U T.A.» — OPOHUKAET B COBPEMEHHOE
uckycctBo («Croppeanmusm, Ky6usm, Ilukacco, Kupuko, Bambsriocy)*.
[IpencraBnsiercs BeposiTHBIM, 4To Apto untan «llomons-Byx» B HOBOM
nepesoje, n3ganHoM B 1925 1. mpodeccopom XKopxem Peiino, — kpynHeit-
LIMM €BPOMEHCKUM CHEIMAIMCTOM 10 SI3bIKaM U JINTEPaType LHEHTPATbHON
AMEpHUKH, YYEHHKOM KOTOPOIO CTAHOBUTCS ACTypHac BCKOpe IOCIe
nepeesna B Ilapmx. Bmecte ¢ Xoce Mapueii ['oncanecom ne Mengoca
Actypuac Oyznet paboTaTh Haj HCTIaHCKUM nepeBoaoM «Ilomomns -Byxa» Ha
ocHOBe (paHIly3cKoil Bepcuu PeitHo’.

XoTs B TEKCTaX, COCTAaBUBIIMX KHHUTy «Tearp W ero IBOHHHUK»
(1931-1935 rr,; my6m. 1938 1) HET TPSIMBIX OTCBHUIOK K HHJICHCKOMY
HCKYCCTBY, OUYEBHIHO, 4TO Hesi 0coboit «KpacHoit Kyabrypsi»®, mociemo-
BaTEJILHO pa3BUBaeMasi APTO B JICKIIUSX M CTAThIX «MEKCUKAHCKOTO TIepH-
ona»’ (1935-1936 rr.), popmupoBanach napauieibHO HOBOM TeaTpaibHOM
JCTETHKE W B HEW y4yacTBOBaJla, MOCKOJBKY CLIEHAPHH YeThIPEXaKTHON
npambl «3aBoeBanue Mexkcukn» (La Conquéte du Mexique), xotopas
JOJDKHA OBLTA CTAaTh TIEPBBIM CIIEKTAKIIEM «TeaTpa JKECTOKOCTH», KaK O TOM
3asBJICHO BO BTOpoM MaHudecTte, OblT HanucaH K Hadany 1933 rf

UYem oOycnosneH BeI00p cioxkera Konkucter? [Touemy Mepycanumy
Apto npeanouen Tenoututnan? «B3stue Uepycanuma» — OUH U3 AE€BITH
HaMEUEHHBIX B MEpBOM MaHHU(ecTe CIeKTakiel pernepryapa: «5. B3sarue
Uepycanuma, cormacao bubmmu u Mcropun; oTciona — KpoBaBo -KpacHBIN
[[BET, YyBCTBO MOTEPSIHHOCTH, CMATECHHUE IIyIll, KOTOPBIM 3aTPOHYTO BCE,
JIa)Ke CBET; BMECTE C TeM — MeTahu3ndecKue MpeHust IpOpPOKOB, TO )KYTKOE

4 Artaud, A. Euvres completes. T.VIIL P.: Gallimard, 1973: 351. 3necw u nanee

MepeBojl Becex uuTar Haut. — 4.7

5 Ilepesox Gyner omyGmukoBan B Hauane 1927 T. B msnarensctse Paris-América

nof 3araBueM «boru, repou u moau ApesHel ['Baremansl, niu Knura coBera nnjeines
kude [lonons-Byx» (Los dioses, los héroes y los hombres de Guatemala antigua, o el
libro del consejo Popol-Vuh de los indios quichés).

6 Artaud, A. México y Viaje al pais de los tarahumaras. México: Fondo de Cultura
Econdmica, 1984: 177.

7 O moesnke Apro B Mexkcuky cM. moapobuee: [adowyk A.B. Mekcnka B mone
croppeanicTideckoil pesomounu // Jlureparypa u peBomonums. Bek nBaguarsrii.
M.: Jlurdaxt, 2018. C.436-462; [maoowyx A.B. IlanomMHUKH KpacHOU 3emim //
Wnocrpannas sureparypa. 2019. Ne6. C.229-233; Apmo A. Beunas kyasrypa Mekcuku /
[lep. A.B. I'mapomyk // Unoctpannas aureparypa. 2019. Ne6. C.234-237.

8 Cm. mucema Apro k JKany ITonany u Anape Ponany ne PereBuiuio ot 22 sHBaps
1933 1. [Artaud, A. Euvres completes. T.V. P.: Gallimard, 1964: 197-200]. ITepas
YHUTKa COCTOSATACH CITycTs rof, 6 sHBaps 1934 r., Ha kBaptupe JIuz [leapm.
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YMCTBEHHOE BO30YKICHHE, YTO OHU MOPOXKAAIOT U UTO ObET — B (PHU3U-
geckoM cmbicie — mo Iapro, Xpamy, Tomme u CoObiTHsiM»’. 3aMeTuM,
9TO0 00a CIOKeTa, MYJACHCKUH W MEKCHKaHCKUH, BOCXOIAT K JApEBHEH
TPAJAMIIMK TIPEJICTABICHHS Pa3HOOOPa3HbIX 3aBocBaHMil. B Mcnanun onn
0(pOPMIIIKCH B TaK HA3BIBAEMBIX «TAHIIAX MAaBPOB M XPUCTHAH», TIOJ BIIU-
ssHueM KoTopbiX B X VI B. B HoBoM CBeTe BOZHHKAIOT COOCTBEHHO «TaHIIBI
Konkucte»'C. TTo cBuaerenscTBy enuckona FOkarana Kpecencuo Kappu-
B0 -M-AHKOHA, TTOMOOHOTO poa JAEHCTBAa pa3bIrPhIBAINCH H B CEPEIUHE
XIX B." Eciit ApTO CTAaHOBHUTCS [IPOJIOIKATEIEM ITOM TPAIUIINH, TO JIUIb
(opManbHO, MOCKONBKY PEHIMTENBHO HE MPUEMIICT €€ HACOJOTHYECKON
OCHOBBI: YTBEpXKJACHHE MPEBOCXOACTBA HYIEO-XPUCTUAHCKON IUBUIIN-
3auuu. CrnegoBarebHO, «IPEUMYIIECTBO» MEKCUKAHCKOW TeMbI JOJKHO
OBITh CBSI3aHO C TEM, YTO AHTArOHW3M PEJIUTHHA U MUPOBO33PEHUN B HEll
SIBJICH ¢ OOJIBIIEeH KOHTPACTHOCTHIO M APAMaTH3MOM.

Cam ApTo 00BACHSIET CBOM BBIOOpP «UPE3BBIUANHONY» aKTyalb-
HOCTBIO COLIMAJbHO-AYXOBHBIX NpoOJeM, BBI3BAHHBIX Te€reMOHHUEH
3araJHOEBPONECHCKON KyJIbTYphl B MUPE, U HEOOXOIUMOCTBIO PACCYIUTh
110 CIPABEMINBOCTH «XPUCTHAHCKHE» U «I3bIYECKHE pace». B mepsoi,
o01meTeopeTHIeCcKoil, YacTn MaHU(peCcTa TOBOPUTCSI:

Teatp XKecTokocTH N30EPET T€ CIOKETHI U TEMBI, YTO OTBEUYAIOT TPe-
BOTaM U BOJHEHHUSM HAIIETO BPEMEHH. [...] DT0 OyayT KOCMHYECKHe, BCe-
00BEMITIONINE TEMBI, HHTEPIPETALMH CTAPUHHBIX TEKCTOB, TPEBHUX KOC-
MOTOHMI: MEKCUKAHCKOM, MHJIMHCKOH, NyAEHCKOM, MPAaHCKOH U mpod. |[...]
Benukue conuanbHble IEPEeBOPOTHI, 00ph0a HAPOJOB U pac, MPUPOTHBIE
CTUXHUH, UTpa ciydas, NPUTDHKCHHE HEOTBPATHMOTO OOHapyxar cels
MO0 KOCBEHHO, B BO30YK/JCHHBIX JKECTaxX MEPCOHAXKEH MoJ cTaTh Ooram,
reposiM WK 4yZOBHUIAM MUBHUIECKOTO MacuITada, 1ubo npsamo, B hopmax
MaTepUaIbHBIX, MOJYYCHHBIX HOBBIMH HAyYHBIMH METOJAMH. JTH OOTH
WM T€POH, STH YyJOBHUIIA, 3TH IPUPOJHBIC U KOCMHUECKUE CTUXUH OYIyT

° Artaud, A. Guvres complétes. T.IV. P.: Gallimard, 1964: 119. Apto roBopHT 06
anu30/e OHONEHCKOM, a He CPEJHEBEKOBON HCTOPHH: CKOpEE BCEro, OH MMEN B BUIY
npuxon k Binactu naps Mpona Benukoro.

10 Ramos Smith, M. La danza en México durante la época colonial. La Habana:
Ediciones Casa de las Américas, 1979: 17,21-25. B 1539 r. B Tnamkase 05110 pa3bIrpaHo

«Basatue Uepycanumay, B Mexuko — «B3satue Porocay.

" Literatura maya. Caracas: Biblioteca Ayacucho; Editorial Galaxis, 1980:

292, 349.
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MpPeACTaBJICHbBI B COOTBETCTBHUU C 06pa3aMH CTapUHHBIX CBAUICHHBIX TCK-

CTOB U JIPEBHUX KOCMOTOHMIT'%,

OO0paraer Ha ce0st BHUMaHUe HACTOHYMBAs aleJIAUs K TEKCTaM, MOTH-
BHpyeMas JKeJIaHHEeM BCKPBITh MH(HUYECKOe M3MEpPEHUE COBPEMEHHOCTH
(“...dégager les Mythes de I’homme et de la vie moderne™'?), ee meradu-
3MYECKHE OCHOBBI, YUTO HHMCKOJIbKO HE MPOTHUBOPEUUT CTPEMIICHUIO APTO
MPEOJOJICTh 3aBUCUMOCTh COBPEMEHHOTO TeaTpa OT CIOBa, ITOCKOJIBKY
paboTa ¢ HICTOYHUKAMH, TI0 €T0 MBICIH, OTPAaHHINBACTCS IUTAHOM COJlepIKa-
HUs. B miaHe BeIpaKeHUsI ke BeIyIas poib MEPEXOIUT K HEBepOaTbHBIM
COCTABIISIFOIIMM CIIEKTAKJIA: KOTJa TeaTp MPOHUKHETCS TO33HeH «IepBO-
HauaJdbHbIX Mudos» (“Mythes primitifs™), cnocoOHON 3aXBaTUTh caMOro
PaCCesIHHOTO 3PHUTEINS, «MBI OTPeOyeM, YTOOBI ATH APEBHUEC KOH(MIUKTHI
BOIUIOTIJINCH W, TJIABHOE, aKTyalU3UPOBAINCH HE B TEKCTE, a HA CIICHE,
TO €CTh OBLIHM TIepeaHbl JBUKCHUIMH H J)KECTaMH, HE OTIOCPET0BAHHBIMHA
peublo.

«¥YcraB ot onbiToB Komo, Jltonnena, baru, 3aHATHIX ClE@HUYECKOM
TJIACTHKOM, MOJIOION (DpaHIy3CKHA TeaTp HIIET MU}, H OH TOYTH Y ICIIH.
IIpecnoByTroe “yBaxeHnue k Tekcry”’, npuaymanHoe JKakom Komno, Huuero,
KpOME CTapbIX TEKCTOB, HE MPUHECIO, TOTAa KaK COBPEMEHHOMY TeaTpy
HY>KHBI HE TEKCTHI, a “S3BIK”, U ATOT “A3BIK” — HE B TOM, YTO TOBOPHUT XOP,
OH — B MPOCTpaHCTBe»'¥, — Tak HauMHAeT APTO HAMUCAHHYI0 B MeKcuke
crathio «DpaHiry3ckuii TeaTp B mouckax Muday» (1936). Coobitus Konku-
CThI — MOMEHT rubenu «MugoB, 4bsi CHIa NPOAOIKATIA PACTH»'® — OTKPBI-
BaJM JUIsl TAKOTO MOMCKA MUPOKOe Tmojie. IMEHHO MO3TOMY y JpaMbl HET
OJTHO3HAYHOMW pa3Bsi3ku. OcTaHaBIMBas ACHCTBHE B MOMEHT MorpeOeHus
MoHTecyMBbl, TO €CTh TOYTH 32 TOA 0 Havaja ocaabl TeHouTHTiiana, ApTo
OynTo HameeTcs 3amedarierb Mudbl B KaHYH KaTacTpogbl, o0OpaTHUTh

12 Artaud, A. GEuvres complétes. T.IV: 147-148.
3 Tbid.: 147.

14 «E] teatro francés busca un mito”, ony6r. 28 nionst 1936 1. B razere El Nacional.
[Artaud, A. México y Viaje al pais de los tarahumaras: 154]. DTa u uenblid psi APYTUX
crareii, coopanubix JIyncom Kapmocoii-n-AparoHom, H3BECTHBI HaM TOJIBKO B IIEPEBOAC
Ha WCNAHCKUH, QpaHiy3ckue opuruHaisl yrpadeHsl. B Cobpanun counmHeHuit Apto
JaHHBIE TEKCTBHI MpeACTaBIeHH! B oOparHOM mepeBoge Mapu Jle3on (mox >TuM
TICEBJIOHUMOM OblIa BEIHY)XZIeHa cKpbiBarhest [loma TeBeHeH, koTopoil ApTo MOBEepHIT
n3gaHue Bcero uM HamucanHoro) n ®umunma Connepca [Artaud, A. Euvres complétes.
T.VIIL: 254; Bradu, F. Artaud, todavia. México: Fondo de Cultura Econdémica, 2008: 106].

15 Artaud, A. BEuvres complétes. T.VIIL: 162. U3 m0ArOTOBUTEIbHBIX MATEPHAIIOB
K MEKCHKAaHCKUM JIEKIHsAM («MEKCHKa U [IMBUITU3ALMS ).
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uctoputo BemsATh. (DuHambHAS ClieHa MOXET OBITh HHTEPIpPETHPOBaHA
B CBETE UYJOBHILHOTO MOPAXKEHHs HCMaHLEeB B HOUb ¢ 30 uroHs Ha 1 urons
1520 r. — Tak Ha3piBaeMoi «Houn nevanu» (La noche triste):

IToBcrony — OyATO TIIyXo€ LBETEHHE, PACIyCKAIOTCs 3BYKH, CIOBA,
SIOBUTBIC IIBETHI, B3PBIBAIOIINECS y caMoOil 3eMin. B3MeTHYICs peruru-
O3HBII IyX — W CKIOHHJIHACH TOJOBHI, IO CIlyXa JOHOCHTCS PEB, TPO3HEIE,
OTPBIBUCTHIE 3BYyKH BTOPAT MPHUXOTJIMBBIM HAIeBaM MOpS, HAaOETaromero
Ha IIUPOKUH mecyaHslil Oeper, BTOPAT ckaiaM, ApoosimuM yTec. [Torpe-
6enne Montecymsl. Tonot, menot. Toima WHICHIEB, YbH IIArH 3BEHST,
KaK KJICIIHH CKOPIHOHA. 3aTeM — CMATCHUE, TICHUE, OTPOMHBIC TOJOBBI
C pa3myBIIMMICSA OT 3alIaXOB HOCaMH, Be3Je, BCIOAY — TPOMaIHbIC HCHaH-
16l -Kaseku. Kak ruranTckas BoiHa, BHE3aIHast TPpo3a, 0K, 3aXJIeCThIBa-
IOIMI MOpE, — BOCCTAaHHE, YBIIEKaoIIee 3a COOO0H TOJIITy CO BCEX KOHIIOB,
BMECTE C MEPTBBIM TeJIOM MOHTECYMBI, pAaCKaYNBAIOIINMCS HaJl TOJIOBaMH,
Kak kopabnb. Cymoporu CXBaTKHM, TOJIOBBI 3aTHAHHBIX MCHAHIEB IIEHATCH,
pazOuUThIe B KPOBb, 110 3aMLIEIbLIM cTeHaM '°,

[Ipencrasmnss cBoe BujeHre KOHKUCTBI KaK OOPHOBI €BPOTIEHCKOTO
Xa0ca U aHapXHUH C «IIIyOOKOW AYXOBHOM rapMOHHEH» MHACHCKOW LUBU-
JU3alud, APTO JaeT MPOSBUTHCA aApPXETHINHYECKOMY KOH(IUKTY CYAbOBI
W YeJOBeYeCKOM BOJIH, cTainkuBas MoHrecymy!’ ¢ camum coboii, ¢ Kop-
TECOM M C BOCCTABIIMM HApOIOM, YTOOBI B KOHCYHOM HTOTE BHIBECTH Ha
TTOBEPXHOCTH «JIOKHOM ITUBUIIM30BAHHOCTHY 3apPsKEHHbIE KOJUIEKTUBHON
sHeprueil Mudsl, TOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX MOKHO OOPECTH «CUiIy» (OZHO
13 KIIIOUEBBIX B ACTETUKE APTO MOHATUN) U TY «MUCTUHHYIO KYIBTYPY», YTO
MIPETBOPSIETCS B €T0 BOOOpaskeHNH B 0Opase [lepHaroro 3mesi, OTKpHIBarO-
niem KHUTY «Tearp u ero ABOWHUK»: «B OeckoHeuHBIX H3rubax teia 3mes
Kernanbkoatss ectb rapMOHUSI, TOTOMY KaK B HUX, H3BUBAsICh U 3aCThIBAs,
BBIpaXKaeT ce0s JpeMiItonias cuila; HanpsbKeHHOCTh (hOpM MpU3BaHa Iuie-
HUTB U IPOOYIUTH CUITY IPOH3UTEIbHBIX MY3bIKAIbHBIX CO3BYyuniin'® («Te-
atp u Kynbrypa»). Umenno IlepHarsiit 3Meil CTAaHOBUTCS T€POEM TTHECHI
Actypuaca «Kykynbkau'’», Ha OCHOBE KOTOpPOW u ObUT co3maH MaHupecT

16 Artaud, A. Euvres complétes. T.V: 28-29.

7" Vimst maercs e B unzeiickoii, a €BPOIICHCKOl OIMacoBKe, B TOi (opme, B Kakoit
€ro UCIOoJIb3yeT ApTo.

18 Artaud, A. Euvres complétes. TIV: 15.
19" Tak Maiist HMCHOBAITH JIETEHIAPHOTO PEIBOIUTENS TONBTEKOB KeTHanpKoamis.
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«B03MOXHOCTH aMEpPUKAaHCKOTO TeaTpa», HO ero o0pa3 OTBeYaeT MHON
KoHIenuu Muda.

[To MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIM XPOHUKAM, CTAaThsIM U pEIOpTaXkaM, HallUCaH-
HBbIM ACTypHacoM JIiJisi TBaTeMalibCKol razetsl E/ Imparcial 3a neBaTh JieT
xu3Hu B [lapmxke (1924—1933), MBI MOXKEM YCTAHOBHTb, YTO HaJ NIEPBOH
Bepcueii «Kykynpkana» oH padboran B 1928—1932 rr., TO ecTh napamieib-
HO ¢ «Jlerengamu I'BateManbi»®’: «...M0 JOTOBOPEHHOCTH C THUPEKTOPOM
OJTHOTO M3BECTHOTO MAIPHJICKOTO TeaTpa 51 TOTOBIIIO HEOOJBIIYIO OTHOAKT-
HYIO TTbeCYy Ha MaMsICKyI0 TEMY, C TPEMSI IEPCOHAKaMHU M OY€Hb MPOCTHIMU
nexoparusimu»?! (23 asrycra 1930); «B oxnoit crarbe [«Bo3moxknoCTH
aMEPHUKAHCKOTo TeaTpa» — A./], KOTOPYIO B MIPOLIIOM IOy OITyOIHKOBaIO
HECKOJIBKO I0KHOAMEPUKAHCKUX Tra3eT, s OTCTAuBaJ MbICIb, YTO TeaTpy
B AMepuKe ciieyeT Ipek]e BCEro BEpHYThCS K MackaM, U HaMeTHJI KOH-
Typsl nbechl “Kykynbkan”: ¢ Tex mop s yclell ee Halnucarb, a MEKCUKaH-
ckuii cKymbpnTop Xepman Kyato — usroroButs macku»?? (1 saBaps 1932).
I'eneTnyeckast cBA3b nbechl ¢ «JlereHgamMm» MOATBEPKAAETCS TEM, YTO
B apxuBe nucatess ObUI0 OOHApYXKEHO YeThIpe BapHaHTa MPO3andecKoi
«Jlerenapl 0 Kykyne», TEKCTya bHO OYEeHb ONM3KHX K HEPBBIM CHEHAM?.
OxoHuatenbHyr0 (HopMy Ibeca MPUMET TOIBKO B COCTaBE BTOPOTO, pac-
HIMPEHHOTO U3/laHus «JIereH1», YBUAEBIIEr0 CBET B TOJ cMepTH ApTo,

20 Tlepoe m3nanme «Jlerenn I'Batemansy Boinio B ampene 1930 . B Magpuae
ManbIM THpaxoM (Bcero 200 sk3emiuripo). Bekope, crapanmsimu npyseit mucarens,
BO (hpaHIy3cKuX XypHallax CTaJlM MOSBIATHCS NepeBoibl GpparmMeHTOB kHuru. Toraa
ke «JlereH/b» MPUBIEKAIOT BHIMAaHUE aBTOPUTETHOTO MEPEBOAYHKA MCIAHOSM3BITHOM
muteparypsl ®Opancuca ne MuomaHapa: OH ObLT HAaCTONBKO 3aXBAaU€H TEKCTOM, UYTO
o0partuics K aBTopy ¢ IPOCKOO0H MPEeI0CTaBUTh €My IpaBa Ha IIePEBOJI, YK€ HAIIOJIOBUHY
3aBepmMB padoty. B cienyromem ke rogy Actypuac O0bul ymoctoeH mpemun Cunbs
MoHcertop, MpUCyK1aeMoH JIyqiieil KHATe HCIaHO -aMEePHKAaHCKOTO aBTOpa B IIEPEBOJIE
Ha (pany3ckuil sa3vk. [lo mpocsbe Muomannpa, Ilons Banepn nmumer neGombiioe
MUCHMO—TIPEANCIIOBUE JUISL TIEPBOTO  (DPAHIy3CKOTO W3IAHUS, YBHAEBIIETO CBET
B Mapcene B konne 1932 r. BnocnenctBuu 310oT TekeT Banepu BoCHpou3BOIUICS BO
BCEX MCIIAHOS3BIYHBIX U3/IaHUSIX AcTypuaca.

21 Asturias, M.A. Paris, 1924—1933: Periodismo y creacion literaria. Madrid:
ALLCA XX, 1988: 440. 3nech 1 janee yKa3bIBArOTCS JAaThl MyOIUKAIIMHA XPOHUK, TAThI
HAITICaHMs JKE€ OCTAIOTCSI HAM HEH3BECTHBI.

22 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 465.

23 Asturias, M.A. Cuentos y leyendas. Madrid: ALLCA XX, 2000: 333-347.
Onnako cam AcTypHac noguepkuBai, uTo «Kykyabpkam», B ommane ot «Jlerenmy — mmox
paboTsl cuit «Beccosnarensroro» [Lopez Alvarez, L. Conversaciones con Miguel Angel
Asturias. Madrid: Editorial Magisterio Espaiiol, 1974: 80].

24 Asturias, M.A. Leyendas de Guatemala. Buenos Aires: Pleamar, 1948. Bo
BTOpOE M3IaHMe Takke Bomula sereHna «Kommynsl Becenneit 6ypm» (Los brujos de la
tormenta primaveral).
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3a 370 Bpemst AcTypuac, KOHEYHO, MOT TIPOYUTATh €r0 padOThl U B OPUTHU-
Haje, U B IePeBo/Ie>, OHAKO OCHOBHBIC TTOJIOKECHHS TeaTpaibHOI TeOpHH,
HaleAmel Boruromenue B «KykynpkaHe», I3MEHEHHUH He TIpeTepIen, Kak
0 TOM CBHJETEIBCTBYET PELCH3US Ha CHEKTaKJIb IBaTeMaibla Kapioca
Xwupona CepHsl, onmyonukoBanHas 27 aBrycta 1947 r. 8 El Imparcial:

MHoro Jer Ha3aJl Ha CTpaHHIAX TI'a3eThl, KOTOPYIO BBI ACPKUTE B PyKax,
B TOW XK€ caMoil pyOpuke, s Hamedarajg 3CCe O BO3MOXKHOCTSX I'Bare-
MaJIbCKOTO TeaTpa B WHACHCKOM JyXe U C TEX IOp, YBICKIIHNCh POMAaHOM
U 1O33HUeH, K 3TOMY BOIpocy He Bo3Bpamaics. Ho mo cuactiuBomy cre-
YEHHUIO 00CTOSTENILCTB HEJJaBHO 5 OoOkIBaJl Ha ipame -Oanere «Kuue -aum»
Kapnoca Xuponsr CepHsl [...] 1 BCe MOM HHTYUIIUU OTHOCHUTEIHHO TOTO,
YTO MOXKET J1aTh Tearp, BIUTABIINH [[BETa T'BaTEMaILCKON — M, IINUpPE, aMe-
PUKAHCKOMH — IIPUPOJIBI U JIETEH I, TIONYYHJIU TOATBEPIKAEHUE?,

Hepexo,u;l K aHaJIM3y KOHICIIIUH ACTypI/Iaca, HeO6XOHI/IMO npeacra-
BUTH CaM TCKCT MaHI/I(l)eCTaZ

BO3MOXKHOCTHU AMEPUKAHCKOI'O TEATPA”

Ilbeca Ha ocHoBe Muda Mails-kuue — IUTEpaTypHas
aBaHTIOPA, HA KOTOPYIO HAC YIOBOPUJI OJUH O30PHUK, — 3aCTaBUIIA
HAC 33TyMaThCsl O TOM, 9YTO MOXET JaTh AMEpHKa — aMepPHKaHCKas
cenbBa — COBpEMEHHOH creHe. Hmkecneayronme 3aMeTKU — TUIOA

9TUX PA3MBbIIIICHUH.

1. UcTOYHHKH.

3a1yMaBIINCh O TOM, KAKMMH CPEICTBAMH MBI pacroia-
raeM, U OOpaTHBIIMCH K MCTOYHHKAM (2 UX B OOLIeM U IeJIOM
OTPOMHOE MHOXKECTBO), MBI JOJIKHBI CKa3aThb, YTO B AMEpUKE €CTh
TOJIBKO JIBE IIOJJIMHHO aBTOXTOHHBIE IpaMbl: «Boun u3 Pabunamus»
(matis-xnue) n «OnpstHTal» (MHKH), — TIpaBaa, MOCIEIHSSI HECeT
Ha cebe clle MCIAHCKOTO BIMSHHS, TaK 4YTO HEKOTOPBIE dake

25 3a geBsTh MecseB npeGbiBanms B Mexcuke, ¢ 7 epans mo 31 okrsGps 1936 T,
Apro omy0nMKoBaa TOpsIKa ABAJIATH CTaTel, a BCKOpE MOCJIE ero oTbe3na, 23 mas
1937 r, B rasere El Nacional nedaraercsi COKpaICHHBIH epeBo/| epBoro Manudecra
«Tearpa )KECTOKOCTI.

26 Asturias, M.A. Teatro. Madrid: ALLCA XX; Université Paris X, 2003: 917.
27 IMepeBox BeinonHeH o Asturias, M.A. Paris: 476-479.
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JlyMaroT, 4yTO OHa ObUla HamucaHa B KOJOHHUAIBHBIM IEpHO/,
B XVIII B. HecomHeHHO, TpoU3BEIEHUI TAaKOTO poAa CyLIECTBO-
BaJIO ropas3io 0oJbIle; HO OHH OB YHHUYTOXKEHBI — B TOM CIIydae,
ecau OBUIM 3allMCaHbl, — KOHKUCTaJA0PaMH, HIIH XK€ yTpadeHbl CO
CMEpTHIO TeX, KTO MOJAJEpPKUBaJ YCTHYIO Tpanunuuio. To ke, 4yTo
MHCaN0Ch AJIs TeaTpa M0 -UCHaHCKHU B KOJIOHUAJIBHYIO 310Xy U I0-
cje, HaC He MHTEpeCyerT.

2. Jloa, peturuo3uble AeiicTsa, TAHIbI MABPOB M T.J.

Bce o9t TearpanbHble (QOpPMBI, CIOCOOHBIE COWTH
¢ myTH, eciii oOpamarbcs ¢ HUMU 0e3 JOJDKHONW OCTOPOXKHOCTH,
MPEICTABISIOT AJII HAC OOJIBIIYI0 LEHHOCTH B BBIPA3UTEIHLHOM
wrane. OOpa3oM Takoro poja Tearpa, rie MepBUYHbIE TEXHUKH
COCAUHHUIIUCH C HUCIIAHCKUMH PCIUTHUO3HBIMU TCMaMH, SBJISACTCSA
«Mamumon»?®. T'saremanbckuii «Mamumon» nanek ot «Crpa-
creit XpucroBeix» B OOGepammepray, XOTh M pa3bIIpbIBacTCs Ha
CrpactHoii Henene. CroxeT ero npoct. B ocHoBe «MamumoHa,
BEPOSITHO, JISKUT MU — HHACHCKOE IepesiokeHne netopuu Uyner,
Ho Wyna »Tor HanomuHaer He eBaHrenbckoro Wyny Hckapuora,
a koHkucrtanopa noHa Ileapo ne AnbBapano. IIpocrora croxera
HHUCKOJIBKO HE YMaJIsieT BEJIUKOJIE s XopeorpaduuecKkoro ucmo-
HEHUs: 2TOT HEe3aMyTHEHHBIH MCTOYHUK U JOJDKEH MUTATh OyIy-
mMe aMepHuKaHCKHe «OaneTsD. « MamuMoH» — caMoe 3HAYUMOoe
U3 MPEACTABICHUI MOJIYPEIUTHO3HOTO XapaKTepa, KOTOPhIE elle
CTaBSIT COBPEMEHHBIC WHJCHIBI — HACICIHUKHA BEIUKHUX Maiis.
PockomrHbie KOCTIOMBI M apaH)KMPOBKA TAHIEBAJIbHBIX HOMEPOB
OTJIMYAeT MOJUIMHHO aMEpPHKaHCKOe cBoeoOpasme, a MOTOMY HaM
CTOMUT B35Th MX Ha BOOpY)KeHHe. Penuruosnsie aeiicTBa, TaHIbI
MaBpOB H T.JI. TAK)KE 3aCIy’)KUBAIOT HAIIETO BHUMaHUs, TIOCKOJIBKY
HecyT Ha cebe >KMBOW clie]] HaryaiumsMa, TIyOOKO yKOpEHEeH-
HOro B co3HaHuM uHaeineB Hosoro Csera. Haryamusm — Bepa
B JKHBOTHOE€-3aIllUTHHKA, CBOETO pOJAa aHIeJla-XpaHUTENS; BCe
YYaCTHUKH TaHIECB MaBpOB M PCIMUTHUO3HBIX I[CﬁCTB, HECMOTpPA
Ha UX KaTOJMYECKUH XapaKTep, HaJACBalOT KOCTIOMbI KUBOTHBIX,
Macku OBIKOB, ATyapoB, JIbBOB, 3M€H — JbSIBOJBCKHE, Ha B3IVISLL
HEIOCBALIECHHBIX, 00muubsa. M3-3a HexocTaTka CpeAcTB U He-

2 Tlo6eaB B Arumiane Ha CTpacTHOH Hemerne, B 1946 T. AcTypuac Hamumer
0 MammmMone otaensHyto cTaTbio: Asturias, M.A. “Maximon, divinidad de agua dulce.”

Asturias, M.A. Hombres de maiz. Madrid: ALLCA XX, 1992: 423-427.
246



A. I'naoowyx. Tearp B nonckax Mupa: AHTOHeH ApTo 1 Murens AHxelb AcTyprac

PaCTOPOINMHOCTHU TEX, KTO 6€p€TCH caaBaTb U YUMHHUTH KOCTIOMbI
U MaCKH, TaKH€ T€aTpaJIbHbIC Ipa3JHECCTBA CTaJIW IPOBOAUTLCS
ropasao pexe. O 5oa u nmacTopaljsax HaM IIOYTH HEYEro CkKasarhb,
OHH B H3BECTHOM MEpPC JIMIICHBI aMCPUKAHCKOTO 3HAYCHUA,
ITOCKOJIBKY aBTOXTOHHO€ B HUX HMCKa3WJIv, YyMaJWJIU, IMOAIYNHUIINA

Tpe6OBaHI/I${M CTapO3aBCTHLIX NMPUXOACKUX TCATPUKOB.

3. HecBoeBpeMeHHbIE MBICJIH.

Beckpaiinve meinaronme TPONUKY, TEPETOTHEHHAs 3ByKa-
MU CebBa, MaXHYII1e BEYHOCTHIO MOPSL, TOPBI, «CMBIKAIOLINE PYKH
[0/l IOKPOBOM CyMepeK», OypHble PEKHU, BYJKAHbI, YTO B IOHOCTU
BEHYAIOT CTOJIIBI JbIMA, a B CTAPOCTHU CEAUHBI BEUHBIX CHETOB — BCE
9TO U MHOT'0€ JPYIo€, HECKa3aHHOE, JKIET TeaTPalbHOr0 BOILIOLIE-
HUS — HEe B JIEKOPAIMSIX, a KaK IIOPBIB BETPa, CUMBOJ, CIOBECHAs
CTHXUSl, 3aK/IMHATENbHAS CUJIA, YTO CO3/[aCT HOBOE MPOCTPAHCTBO,
IIPOCTPAHCTBO AMEPUKAHCKON CLIEHBI.

OT u30bITKa TAKOIO pOja SIBIEHHH BO3HUKAET OECIyTHOE
BJICYEHUE K MHOCTPAaHHOMY — CaMOMY IIPOCTOMY, @ TOUHEE, IOCPEe-
CTBEHHOMY: CO CBOMCTBEHHOU TPOMMUKAM HEMPUHYKAECHHOCTbIO MBI
XOTUM IPUMEHUTDH eBpoleiickue GopMyibl, B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CBOEM
ycTapeBlIle, K TOMY, YTO BOT-BOT JOJDKHO POAMTBHCS Kak Halle
coOCTBeHHOE BHICHHE HAC CAMHX — AMEPHKH.

CrenoBarenbHO, caMoOe TPYIHOE — OTKPBITh Ha IPOCTOpPax
AMepHuKH Cyrybo aMepHKaHCKYIO TeaTpajbHylo (OpMy, UMEHHO
K 9TOMY JIOJKHBI CTPEMUTBCS BCE T€ ApaMaTypru HallUX 3eMejb,

3 na mamep Baraiis®!, na manep

KTO muieT Ha MaHep beHaBeHTe
Iupangenno. Heckonbko neT Hazaxa B [lapuke s umen HeynoBOIb-
CTBUE MPUCYTCTBOBATh Ha KOMEIUM OJHOIO HKHOAMEPHKAHCKOTO
aBTOpa: S TOBOPIO HEYIOBOJBCTBHE, NMOCKOJBKY KPUTHUKU OBLIH

CAWHOAYIIHBI B TOM, YTO Hall JIATUHOAMCPUKAHECI] 06MaHyﬂ OXKU-

2 B opurmmane — “ambiente”, uto 3HAUMT «cpexa, armocdepay. IT0CKOTBKY

KOHIICHOTYaJIbHO ACTprIaC 34€Cb OYCHb OJIM30K K ApTO, Mbl peHIWIIM NEPEBECTU ITO
CJIOBO KaK «IIPOCTPAHCTBOY.

39 Xacuuto Benasente Maprunec (Jacinto Benavente Martinez, 1866—1954) —
IUIOJIOBUTBIH U OYCHD MOIYJISAPHBINA UCIAHCKHI ApaMarypr, paboThl KOTOPOTO TATOTEIOT
K «XOpOILIO CJeJIaHHBIM» IIbecaM, XXKaHpy cBeTckod xpoHuku. Jlaypear HobeneBckoit
npemun 1o juteparype (1922).

31 Ampu Baraii (Henry Bataille, 1872—1922) — ¢paHIy3cKuii gpamMaTypr, aBrop
CBETCKHUX, MEJIOIPaMaTHYCCKHX [beC. AJAITHPOBAI JUIs CLICHBI poMaH «BockpeceHue»
JLLH. Toncroro. Onun u3 repoes «Bropoit kauru macok» (1898) Pemu ne ['ypmona.
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JaHus ppaHIly3CKUX 3pUTENICH, KK AABIINX IK30TH3Ma, HO BMECTO
CIIEKTAKJIs aMEpPUKAHCKOM 3aKBaCKM WM IPENOJHECIH IbECKY
GbpanIy3ckoro odpasia, 6onee 4eM 3aypsIHyIo.

a). [lexopayuu.

B xuralickom Tearpe AeKOpaluu CO3JAIOTCSI CIIOBaMH. AK-
Tep roBoput: «Hactynuna HOUb», M HACTyNaeT HOYb, TaK YTO HE
HaJI0 TACUTH CBET, 3aTeHATH Ayl WK H300pakaTh HeOO C TyHOH
U 3Be3aMu. B Tearpe Malis-kude, KAKMM Mbl XOTHM €r0 CO3JaTh —
0]l OTKPBITBIM HEOOM, 0€3 MOJAMOCTKOB, BPOBEHb C 3aJ0M, — Jie-
KOpaiuu OyayT MpeaesibHO NPOCTHI: K PUMEpY, LIBETHOH 3aHaBec,
JKENTBI — YTPOM, KpacHbIl — BeYepOoM, YepHbIil — HOub0 2. Marus
MIEPBUYHOTO [[BETA BO3JCHCTBYET Ha 3pUTENs, KaKk (pasa, Bce Bpe-
Ms CTOAIIasl y HEro nepej Ia3aMM M BbI3bIBalOIas acCOLMALIUU.
3anaBec OyJgeT ydacTBOBAaTh B JCHCTBHM, TOBOPHTbH, TEpEHUMAS
JIBUKEHUS BETpa, claboro Ju, CHJIBHOTO, CTAHET aKTHBHBIM 3Jie-
MEHTOM CLEHBl. B TO e Bpems jkenaresibHO, YTOOBI JIeKOpaIuu
OBUIH HENPONOPLUUOHANBHEL. OTrpOMHBIE J1€PEBbsi M KPOLICYHBIE
JKUBOTHBIC, a4 JIFOAU — €1IC TOT'O MCHBIIIC. ﬂepeBbﬂ HaA4YHYT pacxaxu-
BaTh 110 CIIEHE, BBEPX—BHM3 10 TOpaM, OyIlyT CIIOPUTH CO 3BE3/1aMH,
MPU3BIBATh OJaroaTHbIC TOXKIH... Bce 9TO — haHTacTHUecKoe, (aH-
TacTHYECKOe 10 adcypnia, — BOSMOKHO JIMIIB B KPAsiX «COTHEYHOTO
Oe3ymusi». Marus 1Beta W AUCIPOIOPIHS — BOT ABAa NMPHUHLHUIA,
KOTOPBIX HY)KHO IIPUIAEPKUBATLCS B IEKOPALUX.

b). Cyenuueckasn peus.

Vmest menplo BO3BpalleHHE K IMEPBHYHBIM TeaTpPabHBIM
¢dbopmam, MBI TpeOyeM He JeKyaManud, a MOHOTOHHOH uuTku. [le-
KJIAMUPOBATh 3HAYUT MHTEPIPETUPOBATH; MOBTOPSTH — FOBOPHUTH,
u He Oosee. MBI He 3a71aeMcs BOIIPOCOM O MPEUMYIIECTBAX U HE/0-
cTaTkax JeKJIaMallH: MBI XOTUM OCBOOOIUTH T€aTp OT PHUTOPHKH,
a moTomy TpedyeM, 4TOOBI akTephl MPOCTO MOBTOPSUIM TEKCT, Kak
JIETH [IEPECKA3bIBAIOT CBOU IEPBbIC CKA3KH APY3bSIM U POTHBIM, KaK
JIETH IPOU3HOCST YCJIOBHbIE (pas3sl B Urpe, 03 MHTOHALIMHU, KOT/Ia

2 PazBurne I{efICTBHSI B ((KyKyJIBKaHe)) NOAYUHSACTCSA COJIHCYHOMY IHUKITY:

B Ka&XIOM M3 TPEX YCJOBHBIX «aKTOB)» Ppa3bIlPHIBAIOTCSI TPH CLCHBI, OTHECCHHBIE
K OIpE/ICIICHHOMY BPEMEHHU CYTOK, Ha YTO YKa3bIBACT I[BET 3aHABECA — KEITHIHA (YTPO),
KpacHBbIH (I10J1JIeHb), YePHBIH (Bedep).
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CO3HAHUE HUX IOrpy’KaeTcs B IOIYCOH, a AyIIU IpoOyxIaroTcs
cpelu Yapyrouei mpupo/sl, He epecTaBast BCeMY U3YMIISTHCS.

Ham Teatp Oeper Hadaio BO MHOTHX JETCKUX UIpax, Ha
KOTOpble HE oOpamiany BHUMAHHSA, MOCKOJIbKY MEPWIH UX PH-
TOpPUYECKONH MEpKOM M CMOTpEId Ha HUX IVa3aMU BOCMHTATENS,
3aMEYarolllero TOJIBKO TO, YTO IOJYMHSACTCS BBIXOJOUICHHOM
LIKOJIBHOM TUCIUIUIMHE, YKJIa/bIBa€TCSd B PAMKH BOIIPOCOB—OTBE-
TOB Ha YPOKE, CJIelyeT MpaBuiIaM HOAPAKATEIbHON «THMHACTUKI.
V30CTh B3MISII0B HAIIUX YYUTENIEH TakoBa, 4TO MO Bcel Amepuke,
32 UCKJIIOYeHUEeM MEeKCUKH, aMEepUKaHCKOE Ha JETCKUX Ipa3AHUKaxX
BBITECHSETCS TEM, YTO HE IPUCTAIO CMOTPETH AETAM, KaK, HalpH-
Mep, TaHI[bl anamei.

Urpsl Hammx AeTedl CTaHyT OMOPOM W OPUEHTHUPOM ISt
HAILIEr0 COOCTBEHHOTO TBOPYECTBA, BEAb OHO JOJKHO OBITH JET-
CKUM pa3BJIECUECHUSM, U TOJIbKO. AMEpHKa HE BBIILIA M3 BO3pacra
Urp, 3a4eM JK€ HaM CTapuUTh €€ ICTETHUYECKUMHU 3a00TaMu B3pOC-
JIBIX HapopoB? W ecnu JeTH 30BYT ApYyT JApyra: mourpaeM B 00
OBbIKOB! MOMIPAaEM B KOLIKM—MbILIKU! TOUrpaeM B pydeek>! — He
HHa4Ye XOTHUM MbI TOBOPUTH 00 aMepuKaHCcKoM Tearpe... [lourpaem
B Kykynbpkana! — kak Ha3pIBaeM Mbl TPHIKIBI TPU MaMSICKUX CIICHBI,
KOTOpbIE cefiuac COUNHSAEM.

B kakoif Mepe MEKCHKaHCKasl JXHBOIIHCh 00s13aHa CBOMM 00-
HOBJICHUEM paboTam jierelt (BiusiHue, 0e3yClIOBHO, OJIarOTBOPHOE),
o6yqa}0umxc;1 B IIKOJIaX YKUBOIIUCH IO OTKPBITHIM HC6OM?

Ho »10, pasymeercs, Tosnbko nepselii mar. Ilocrenenno,
B IpoOllecce WUIPhl Mbl HAaYHEM pELIaTh COILHAJIbHBIE MPOOJIEMBbI,
BOJIHYIOIINE HAIll aMEPUKAHCKUH MHUP U TPEOYIOMINE CLIEHHYECKOTO
BOIJIOLICHUS] TOA TEPOM HACTOSIIUX PEBOJIOLHUOHEPOB, YTOOBI
MacCChl BOCIIPUHSAIN AYX aMCPUKAHCKUX MblCJ]l/lTGHGﬁ, KAKAYIUX
IIOJTHOTO OOHOBJICHUS HAIIUX J€MOKPAaTHYECKUX CHCTEM, JIaBHO
ce0st TUCKPEeTUTHPOBABILHUX.

W Tyt yxe mpuaeT uepen AekIamanuu. B commanbHOM Te-
arpe He OyZeT MOHOTOHHOH 4uTKH. PeOeHOK mepecTan mOBTOPAThH
CBOM CKa3KM, KakK IIONyrail, OH JOCTAaTOYHO IOB3POCIEI, YTOOBI
HayaTh BBIpaXKaTh ceOsl.

33 B opurunane: “jugar a andares”. I'Baremansckas urpa “Andares—andares” no

TEXHUKE HAIIOMHUHAET PYCCKUN «pydeek». ACTypuac yIIOMHHAET €€ B IIEPBOM TEKCTE
«Jlerenay — «I'Baremanay.
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¢). Daoyna.

Jnst Hactosiedt palynbl mpaBaonogo0ue HEe MMEET HUKa-
KOro 3HaueHus. [TOBECTBOBaHUE OJIKHO OBITH OPraHW30BaHO MO
NPUHIHMITY cOmonokeHus. [TycTh COOBITHSI HAaKIaIbIBAIOTCS IPYT
Ha JApyra, He meperuietasch. Torga oOHa)KeHHOE, Pe3Koe, ITyJb-
CHUpYIOLIee CIIOBO OOpPEeTeT TO HOBOE B U3BECTHOM Mepe KauecTBo,
YTO OTHUMAET y HEro upe3MepHas putopuka. UTo KacaeTcs s3bIKa,
XOpOIIO OBl ceNaTh ero 0ecnpeAMETHBIM, YTOOBI OH JIETaJ, YTOOBI
OH CTaJl CBOOOTHBIM, PEITUTHO3HBIM.

d). /leiicmeus.

Kopotkue clieHbl, BEepOsSTHO, CTUMYJIHPYIOT MPUTOK KPOBH
K MO3Ty 3puTelied, a MOTOMY MOTYT IepeAarh OIIlyIEeHHE ame-
PUKAHCKUX TPOMHUKOB. Bparasch, Kak 3Be3[pl Ha 0e3001a4HOM
HEOOCKIJIOHE, 3TH KOPOTKHE CLEHBI IBIKYTCS, OCTaBasCh HEIOM-
BUXXHBIMH, U CO3JAIOT TY aTMOC(i)pr PCAJIbHOCTH U BBIMBIC]IA, YTO
Ipucyllla HallUM aMepUKaHCKUM mmporaM. Kunemarorpaduue-
CKHE CIICHBI IOCTABAT yIOBOJBCTBUE BEPHBIM 3PUTEISIM H B30YIO-
pakaT paBHOIYIIHBIX.

e). Macku.

OdeHb BaKHO JIaTh MECTO TPAJUIIMOHHBIM B HAaIlleM aBTOX-
TOHHOM Tearpe MackaM. [lepCOHa)KH-)KMBOTHBIE HAJEHYT MAacKH
KMBOTHBIX M OyAyT KOBBUIATH IO CIICHE, KaK IbSHBIC; ApPYrHe
NEPCOHAXKHU TAKKC HAACHYT MAaCKH )XUBOTHBIX, HO IBUT'aTbCs 6y}]yT,
Kak JIIO/IH, Topasao cBobogHee. HempeMeHHO MOSBUTCS MEPCOHANK
(JeoBeK WM JKMBOTHOE) B YEPHOW Macke, U 3TO 3HAYUT, YTO OH
Y4acTBYeT B JEHCTBUH, HO €TO HET, MJIH e OH CYIIECTBYET BO Mpa-
ke HeObITHs. Konmekcrl u penbedbr xpamoB Maiis (Kupurya, Konan,
ViMane) — KiIaae3b KeCTOB U M03 — CIeNyeT UCMONb30BaTh Kak
PYKOBOJCTBO IO CIIEHUYECKOMW TIIACTHKE.

4. Eute onHa MbICJIb.

Komnb ckopo y Tearpa ecTh TrojoBa, TYJIOBHINE U KOHEUHO-
CTH, POJIb KOHEYHOCTEH (M3BMHUTE 3a BBIpaKEHHE) OepyT Ha celds
3pUTENIH, KOTOpbIe MO0 XJIOMarT, JHOo TomarT. UYTo KacaeTcs
MOYTCHHOM MyOJIMKH, TO S COBETOBaJ OBl €il ciemyroiee: coOu-
pasich Ha 3aJyMaHHbBII HaMU CIIEKTaKJb 10 MUy Maiis-Kude, oHa
JOJKHA 3a6bITb O TOM, 4YTO MJCT B Tean, B HpOTI/IBHOM cnyqae
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€¢ HEMHUHYEeMO HACTHIHET pa304apoBaHUE, KAKOe HCIBITAl Obl
YeNnoBeK, KOTOpoMy BMecTo «®Paycray mMmokazaiu Urpy B (aHTEHL
[epexonst Ha NeNOBOI S3BIK: HAM TPeOyeTCst 3pUTENb, KOTOPBII OBLT
OBl Ha MATHAECAT NPOLEHTOB — BEPYIOIINM Ha Mecce, Ha JBaJIaTh
ISITh MPOILEHTOB — JIIOOUTEIEM MY3€eB BOCKOBBIX (DUTYp M MY3€EB
BOOOIIE, U HA OCTABIINECS ABAJIATH MATh — MOITOM U PEOCHKOM.
Ho mockoJIbKy Takoro UAea bHOTO 3pHUTeIIsl He HAliTh U ¢ hoHapeM
Juorena, Mbl OyneM paabl XOTs OBl TOMY, KTO CMOXKET IToidaca
BaJsITh Nypaka. Takux HaOepeTcss HEeMHOTO. Tearp — pa3BicucHUE
cepbe3Hoe (1 joporocrosiuee!), TymMamT Te, KTO MpEeBpaTUi Tea-
TpaJibHbIe 3aJIbI B MECTO PabOTHI KEITYIKOB. 3aHSIThIH MepeBapuBa-
HUEM CBOETO Y)XHHa (ropox, (acoib, TyIIEHOe MICO U AecepT CO
CTYILIEHKO) OypiKya HHU 3a YTO HE CTAHET BaJATh Aypaka: OH XOUeT,
‘{TOGLI €ro BCEPHE3 — 3TO-TO U TPAarvyHO — IMOTUYCBAJIM IIBECAMH,
KOTOPbIC HU B YeM HE MPOTHBOPEUAT ero yOe:KACHHUSIM, a 3HAUYUT HE
MOMEIIAIOT e20 NHIIeBapeHUIo. B HbHemHel arMocdepe ChIThIX
JKETYIKOB BMECTO T€aTPaIbHBIX MPOU3BEACHIH MBI TIOJTydaeM pary
13 CIIOB Cpeayl IEKOPAIHid, APSXJble BHYyTPEHHOCTH, BHIBAJINBAIO-
IIreCs U3 )XKUBOTOB. OT TaKOro rearpa — TO JIM NUIIEeBapCHUs, TO JIU
HECBapEeHHsI — CTAHOBUTCS TOLIHO, YK JIy4Ille OCTAThCsl Ha YJIHIE
1 JII000BATHCS Ha 3BE3IHI.

W3noxeHHbIH BbIIIE TUIAH PabOThI, KOTOPBIA MPEICTOUT
erie opadbaTeiBaTh U OECKOHEUHO JOTONHATh, — IPUMEP TOTO, KaK
MOXHO OBLITO ObI HAYATh CO3/1aBaTh AMEPUKAHCKHIA TeaTp; HU Ha 4TO
He npuTs3as (MPUTI3aHUs — PUBHUIICTHUS JIOICH Pa3IHBIX), s IPO-
CTO 3amucall CBOM MBICTH M HE CTaBIIO TOYKY B HaJeXIe Ha TO,
410 00JIee ONMBITHBIC JIOAM HAMIYT A ceOs OPHEHTHpP, OTKPOIOT
IpsIMON MyTh K TOMY, YTO CBOHCTBEHHO MMEHHO HaM, 4TO ObeTcs

B HAC U YTO MbI JOJDKHBI 1aTh T€ATPY, — AMepI/IKe.

3aMeTuM, 4TO KaK Ha KOMITO3UIIMOHHOM (TEeMaTHYCCKUE Pa3zieibl),
TaKk U Ha HICHHOM YpOBHE (32 BBIYCTOM JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKON IMpoOIie-
MaTHKH) TEKCT AcTypraca H30MOpP(EH NEepBOMY MaHH]ECTy «Tearpa
KECTOKOCTHY, onyOnnkoBaHHOMY 1 OokTsiOpsi 1932 1. B sxypHane Nouvelle
Revue Frangaise. ApTo n AcTypuac coBIaJaloT B CTPEMJICHUN YIIPOCTUTD
NEKOpallUy, CAENaTh UX MEHEe «IIPaBIOMOIOOHBIMI» (OTCIONA — YCHIIE-
HHUE [IBETa U JUCIPOIOPLUil); BEPHYTh HA CICHY MAacKH; YIOPSIOYHTH
TEJIECHBIH S3BIK (CKOACKCH M PeIbe(bl XpaMOB Maifsl — Kilage3b JKeCTOB
U 103»); OCBOOOIMTH CIEHHYECKYIO PEYb OT PUTOPHKH, a CIIOBO — OT
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pedepennumii (o Meiciu ApTO, CJIOBA JIOJDKHBI IPUOOPECTH TO 3HAYCHUE,
Kakoe OHM MMEIOT B HAIllUX CHAaXx); YHNPa3AHUTh MOAMOCTKH. OCcOOEHHO
cilenyeT OTMETHTh BakKHOE JUIsi APTO CIOBO «CHUMBOJ» B HPUMEHEHUU
K HOBOI! TeaTpanbHON peaTbHOCTH, MPU3BAHHON BRIPA3UTh MEPBO3TaHHYIO
AMEPUKAHCKYIO IPUPOLY.

YuutsiBas, 4To AcTypuac B ONpeAesieHHONW Mepe onepenunt ApTo,
MIPEJICTABIISETCs BaXKHBIM [TOHATH, KAK COOTHOCSITCS €I0 TeaTpaibHbIe HJIen
C KOHLIEIIUAMHU COBPEMEHHHUKOB, KAKME M€HETUUECKIE U TUIIOJIOTHYECKUE
CBSI3M BBISBISIFOTCS MPW MapajUIIbHOM YTEHWH MaHU(pecTa M XPOHHK.
JlomkHBI T1 MBI Belie] 3a ppaHIly3cKUM uccienaoBatesneM Mapkom Yelimo-
JIeM YIUBISITECS OTCYTCTBHIO KAKOTO OBl TO HU OBLIO yIOMUHAHUS ApTo?*
[IpumeuarenbHO, YTO B CTaThAX JKHUBIIETO B 3TO ke BpeMms B Ilapmke
(1928-1939) Anexo Kapnenrsepa, 3HaBIIEro ApTO JTUYHO, MBI TaKXe HE
BCTPETUM €ro UMEHH> . 3HAYUT JIK 3TO, uTO crekrakiu « Tearpa “Anbdpen
XKappu”» He BbI3BaNM y 00OMX JaTHHOAMEPHKAHIEB HHTEpeca (MycTb
3a04HOT0), Jake Takoil rpoMkwuii, kak «CHoBuzueHue» mo mneece «MWrpa
cHoB» A. Ctpunadepra? 3a 3TUM BOIIPOCOM CTOUT JPYTOH, Oonee oOnuii:
MOJKHO JIM YUTaTh MapM)KCKUE XPOHUKHU KaK MUCATEIbCKUE «JIHEBHUKMU»?
K Takoii TpakTroBKE CKioOHseTcs Jkepanba MapTuH: IO €ro MHEHHUIO,
AcTypuac-KypHaJIUCT OTOUpal ISl CTaTeil To, YeMy JacT pa3BUTHE B COO-
CTBEHHOM TBOPYECTBE, OTCIOJ]a — 3HAYMMbIe YMOJIYaHUsl, HAPUMED, B OT-
HOIICHHH «AHJIAIY3CKOro nca»’®. JlaHHOoe CyX/CHUE CHPaBeUIMBO JIUIIb
0TYaCTH, NOCKOJIBKY MapTHH HE y4YMTHIBA€T TOro, 4yTOo AcTypuac mucai
C OIVISIKON HA ayAUTOPHIO JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOHN ITyOMHKH: 3aCITy KHBAJIH
U ee BHUMaHHUS OJHOKpATHBbIE SKCIEPUMEHTaJbHbIE MOCTAHOBKH WM
MIPOBOKALIMOHHBIE KHHOIIOKA3bI, MOKHO JIX OBLJIO Paclo3HaTh B HUX 3a4ar-
KM MarucTpajbHbIX HamnpaBieHui uckyccrBa XX cronetusi? O BaXHOCTH
PELEeNTUBHOIO acleKTa IPYU aHAIU3€ XPOHUK MHCaJl KOOPAUHATOP U3AaHUs
Awmoc Cerana, XxapakTepusysi oTHOIIeHHE ACTypuaca K MapHuKCKoil coBpe-
MEHHOCTH KaK TPE3BOE, OCTOPOXKHOE, JaJIeKOe OT CHOOM3MA U MO3epCTBaA.
ITo ero mbicnu, AcTypuac He peluascs UiId He XOTeJ MPeICTaBIsaATh CBOI
OTIBIT KaK «9K30THYECKUIT», 0OHAPYKUBATh U3JIHIITHIOI0 OCBEIOMICHHOCTD
B BOIIPOCAX aBAHTApAHOTO MCKYCCTBA CO BCEMH €ro KpaHOCTSAMH, IIO-

3% Cheymol, M. Miguel Angel Asturias dans le Paris des années folles. Grenoble:
Presses universitaires, 1987: 179.

35 Cf. Carpentier, A. Crénicas: En 2 vol. La Habana: Editorial Arte y Literatura,
1976.

36 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 573. JlatupoBKa hriibMa B pasHbIX HCTOUHMKAX KONEOIeTCs
Mexay 1928 u 1929 rr.
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CKOJIBKY 3TO OTAAJHMIIO ObI €ro OT MHpa, B KOTOPOM OH XOTEJ MPUHUMATh
nesitenibHOE yuactue’’. IMEGHHO TOATOMY, Hal0 IyMmarh, ACTypuac, B OT-
nuuue ot KaprenTteepa, 4acTo He aHAIU3UPYET, @ BOCCO3/1aeT YBUIECHHOE
U yCIBIaHHOE, JOOUBasCh «3(PPeKTa MPUCYTCTBHUSI», U B HEKOTOPBIX CITy-
9asiX ero PernopTaku CTAHOBATCS CIIMIIKOM HMIIPECCHOHUCTHYHBIMU. XOTs
MBI HE MOXEM OBITh YBEpEHBI B TOM, 4TO ACTypHac roBOpHII 000 BCEM,
YTO CUMTAJ BaXKHBIM, UMEIOLIUXCS B HAILLEM PACIOPSIKEHUH XPOHMK J0-
CTaTOYHO JJISI TOTO, YTOOBI ONPEACTUTH POJIb KOHTEKCTa B (POPMUPOBAHHUI
eTo TeaTparbHON Teopuu. Bo3Bpamascs kK HAMEUCHHO MapajuIeIn MEKIY
Apto u Actypuacom, IpocaeiuM, HACKOJIBKO COBIAJaIH UX OLEHKU.

Cpenu mepBbIX M CaMbIX COJAEPXKATENBHBIX MapHKCKUX XPOHUK
Actypuaca — Hare4ataHuble ¢ HHTEpBajioM B MecsIl (11 uroHs u 6 urons
1927 r.) peuensun Ha GpritbM «Hamoneon» Ades ['anca (mpembepa 7 anpe-
151 1927 1), tne Apro ceirpan Mapata, 1 HeCKOJIBKO CeKTakieit «Pycckoro
6anera» («Kap-ntunay», «Kusa3e Urops», «Mepkypuit», «Komxka», «Llaps
Onumy»). HononHss accouuatuBHbIl koMMeHTapuil Jx. MaprtuHna, orpa-
HUYMBarOIUKca oTchlikod K «Cenbopy Ilpe3uneHTy» B mepBOM cilyyae
u k «Kykynbkany» BO BTOpOM, 0OOpaTHM BHUMaHHE Ha TC JJIEMEHTHI, UTO
MOJTy9aT KOHIETITYyaIbHOE MPOIOJKEHUE B MaHHU(ECTE.

Tak, y 'anca AcTypuac MOT NEpEHSITh MPUHIMUI «COMOJIOKEHUS»
KOPOTKHUX «KHHEMATOTpauUeCcKuX CLEH»:

Hawm xaxercs, OyATO 4eTo-To He XBaTaeT: TaKoe JKe ONIYIICHNE BOSHUKALT,
KOTZIa MBI YHTaeM Mo3ToB XX BeKa MM CMOTPHM KapTHHBI aBaHTAPJHBIX
XYAOKHHKOB [...] CLIEHBI CTPEMUTENBHO CMEHSIOT APYT Apyra. Mbl clieium

3a BCIIbIIIKaAMX MOJIHUH. Ka)KHBIfI 06p213 TOYHO B3PbIB 06'I)eKTI/IBa38.

Brpouewm, y AcTypuaca MOIIM HAHTUCh U PyTHe OPUEHTHPHI, 110-
CKOJIBKY OH peryisipHo 0biBai B «CTyIuH ypCyTHHOK» B JIaTHHCKOM KBap-
TaJe, TAe 3a OIMH CEaHC 0CBANBAII «IOITYBEKOBYIO» («1906—1926—-1956» —
3armaBue XpOHUKH OT 14 nexabpst 1926 1) HCTOpPHIO KMHOMCKYCCTBA!
JBaALATh MUHYT JJOBOGHHOTO CIOXETHOT'O KHHO, JBaAllaTh MUHYT «aBaH-
rapJHOro» KHHO 0e3 CyOTHTPOB, M OCTABIIMECS IBAaIIATh — KHHO «abco-
JIOTHOTO», a0CTPAKTHO -T€OMETPHUECKOTO, HAITOMHHAIOIIETO J1aTauCTCKIE
neHTsl MaH Pes «BosBpamenue x pasymy» (1923) u «Omak bakus»
(1926). Umenno B «CTyauu ypCylnuHOKY COCTOSIIACh IPEMbepa CHSITOTO 110

37 Tbid.: LII-LII.
3 Tbid.: 184.

253



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

cueHaputo Apro ¢punbma «PakoBuHa U cBsiieHHUK» (9 depans 1928 r.).
Tam xxe Actypuac yBuaut ¢puiabM Man Pes «Mopckas 3Be31a» (pembepa
28 ceHtsaopst 1928 r., peniensus ot 28 HOsAOps 1929 T.) MO OJTHOMMEHHOMY
ctuxoTBOpeHnio Pobepa JlecHoca: aberparupyschk oT crokera, AcTypuac
nbITaeTcs nepenaarb dPpGeKT «pUTyaNbHOCTH»® JAEHCTBUS U OOBSCHUTH
OpUTHHAIIbHYIO0 TEXHUKY 3aMyTHEHHOTO Kajpa, IJsl KOTOPOW MPUAYMBI-
BaeT TepMHH ‘“‘picicinema’” (oT “piscina” u “cinema’), 4epe3 cpaBHEHUS
CO «BCEM 3HAKOMOW» M JOCTYNHOH B3IVISAY «COJHEYHOM MmayTHHOW» Ha
CTeHaX OOIIECTBEHHBIX KYIMalleH M «30JI0OTBIMH KPYXKEBami» B COKPO-
BHITHUIIAX HMCIIAHCKUX COOOPOB. 3HaMEHATeNbHO, YTO B TOM ke 1929 1.
AcTypuac OTJaeT B Me4aTh CBOW MEPBBIN TeaTPabHBIM OMBIT B HOBOM30-
OpereHHOM kaHpe «(HaHTOMUMBIN* MO 0OMAHYMBO JETCKUM 3arjiaBHEM
«JIyuuk 3Be31pI»* — ynpakHEeHHE B aBAHI'APIHOM ITHChME, Ha KOTOPOE €ro,
HECOMHEHHO, BIOXHOBUIN JlecHoc m Man Peii. SIBnssice ogHUM H3 TeK-
CTOB-«CIIyTHUKOB» MaHH(ecTa, HaHTOMHUMa OTPaKaeT UTPOBYIO CTOPOHY
TeaTpajJbHON KOHUEenuuu AcTypuaca: NPOCTEHIINN CKa304HBIA CHOKET
(BitoOneHHbIM 10H Wro noikeH BbIAEp)KaTb TPU UppeajbHbIX HCIbITA-
HUSI, 9TOOBI 3aII0yYUTh HEYIOBUMYIO 3BE3[Y: BBITSHYTh HUTH HayTHHBI;
JIOCTaTh PECHUUYKY M3 Ivla3a caMoil ManeHbKoil uroiku Koposessl; mpo-
TOJIKHYTh Y€pe3 TYHHEJb CIIOBO), B KOTOPOM 3aJIeiiCTBOBaHbI 300MOP(HBIE
nepcoHaxu (Jlyuuk 3Be3qbl oxpaHsieT cBUpensblit «0bik» “Torogil”, a Teno
ee COCTOUT U3 PbIOOK; 10H Uro mpespalaeTcsi B paka 1, roOBOps CII0BaMuU
MaHu(pecTa, KKOBBUISET 10 CIIEHE, KaK MbSIHBIN»*?), 00OMEHUBAIOMIHECS a0-
CypAHBIMU perutnkamu B pupmy (“Torogil / comidse una enana / redonda /
como una manazana”*). B octanbHOM ()aHTOMHMA HE OTBEYAET MPOEKTY
«aMEpHUKaHCKOTO Tearpa B MHJCHCKOM JIyXe» Ha OCHOBE MH}a, XOTS MECTO

39 Tbid.: 408.
40 EnmmCTBeHHOE KOCBEHHOE OMpEIENCHHE JKAHPA BCTPEUACTCS B HHTEPBBIO
Actypuaca ¢ Jlyncom ApcoM: «...MOSMBI, MPEACTABISIONME COOOW MOMBITKY IaTh

JKM3HB [IPU3PAKAM MHJICHCKUX JIET€H/I B UTPE CJIOB U CIOPPEATUCTHYECKOIN TAHTOMUMEY.
Bosbiioe 49ucio COmyTCTBYIOIMX —(DaKTHYECKHX OommOoK o «Jlyumke 3Be3b»,
KOTOpBIC, K COXAJICHHIO, MOBTOPSIOT HCCIEIOBATENN, 3aCTaBIsIET YCOMHHTBCS B €rO
nmocroBepHoctu. [Harss, L; Dohmann, B. Into the Mainstream: Conversations with
Latin-American Writers. New York, L.: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1967: 77].

41 Asturias, MLA. Rayito de estrella. P.: Impremerie Frangaise de I’Edition, 1929.
Oty u apyrue (GaHTOMHMBI ACTypHACc BKJIIOYUT B IMOITHYECKHUA COOpHUK «BHCOK
XKaBOpOHKay (Sien de alondra, 1949).

42 “Que anda cual los beodos / que chocan de lado a lado” [Asturias, M.A. Obras
completas. T.1. Madrid: Aguilar, 1969: 819].

4 Ibid.: 817.
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JIEWCTBUSL B INEPBOM peMapke sIBHO COOTHECEHO ¢ ['Baremanoil, Ha 4TO
obparnan BHEMaHue yxe M. Yeiimons™:

Ha neGe nyHa, a Ha 1ML ee — KPOIHK. B3sBIIUCH 3a pyKH, BEPTATCS TOPbI
BOKPYT 3€MJIM. 3aTEPsABLINCH CPEAM UEPHBIX KOPOB, BO3BpalllaeTcs HOUYb
Ha CKOTHBIN 1BOp. JlepeBbs oxBaueHbl cymepkaMu. OT KOpHEH K IUCThsIM
MIOJHUMAIOTCSI COKH U MMaJaroT, oOpalieHHble B TeHb. Ham yxkeil KpyXuT
koMap [“zancudo” — Actypuac ucnonb3yer amepukanusm — A.17]. Her, He
COBCEM TakK, IOMpPaBKa: TO JIy’Ka JIeTaeT 3a KOMapoM, Kak MOHOKJIb KaKo-
ro-Hubyb yueHoro mysxa®.

He cnyuaitno Bropas ¢paza — “Las montanas, agarradas de la
mano” — MEepexXOAUT B TEKCT MaHU(ECcTa MOA BUIAOM HETOYHOH IUTATHI
B OJHOM M3 CaMbIX «aMCPHUKAHCKHX» €ro maccaxkeit: “...las montafias
‘cogidas de la mano a la hora del creptsculo’”.

B penensun Ha <«OKap-mTHIly» OTMETHM OSIHUTETHI, BOCXOMSIIHEC
K UJIee «IIBETOBOTO», HTPOBOTO CHEKTAKIISL: «ITO JazypHas cka3ka. Ckas-
ka Hu o uem» (“Es el cuento azul. Es el cuento de un naday), — a Taxke
oOparienue K JeTsaM: «Cka3ka KOHYAeTCs, KOTra JACTH YXKe YCHYIH. |[...]
I'ne xe netu?»*. B «Kusze Urope» (tounee, Bo ¢pparmente «IlomoBerkux
IUTSICOK») ACTypHac MOT TOYEepIHYTh HE TOJBKO 00pa3 cTpenka, U3 KOTo-
poro BeIpacTeT nepconax YnHunbOuprHa B «Kykynpkane», HO U hopMyITy
Pa3BsA3KM: KyJbMHUHAINCH TaHIIA CTAHOBUTCS XKECT JIYYHHKA, HATATHBATO-
IIeT0 TETUBY TaK, YTO «KaXETCs, OyATO cepllle BBUICTUT y HEro CTPEIon
U3 rpyau...»* — aHaJoru4Ho, B GUHATIBHOU clieHe UMHINOUPHH BHIHUMAET
u3 cobcrBennoit rpynu Jlyny. I[TpumeuarenpHo, 4To AcTypHac aKIICHTH-
PYET IUTaCTHYECKYIO BRIPA3UTEIBHOCTH (CM. paszaen «Macku» MaHudecTa)
1 0eCCOOBITUHHOCTD JICHCTBUS, TIOBTOPSIs CIIOBO “nada’

ITnactuxa Guryp 3acTapiseT Hac 3a0bITh O My3bIKE. [...] Mbl HE CIBIIUM
My3bIkH. l[BeTa He Urpator Gombmoil pomw. IlmacTudeckas BBIpa3HTENb-
HOCTh (DUTYP BOWHOB, KaK MBI YK€ TOBOPHIIH, IPHKOBEIBACT HAII B3ITIA[

4 Cheymol, M. “Les Légendes du Guatemala.” Asturias, M.A. Cuentos y leyendas.
Madrid: ALLCA XX, 2000: 788—789.

45 Asturias, M.A. Obras completas. T.1: 816.
4 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 193-194.
7 Ibid.: 194.
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K MTHOBEHHOMY peinbedy cueHsl. Mx mpeasonuteneM Obu1 Kusass Mrops.
Ho ¢ >tum Kusi3em Hudero He mpon3zormno?s,

B Ganere «Mepkypuit» AcTypuaca OoJbIlie BCEro BICYATINIH Jie-
koparuu [lukacco u ero paboTa ¢ IIBETOM B TapMOHHYHO -PEHECCAHCHOM,
a He HIOKHPYIOIE-aBaHTapJAHON MaHepe: «...BCIIOMHHAIOTCS padasies-
ckue anrensl. M3pickannoe nupiectBo upera! Toabko B Batukane MoxxHo
MOJIYYUTh CTOJIBKO YK€ YIOBOILCTBUSI»®. B 3T0ii mosycephe3Hoil oleHke
IIPOSABIISIETCS.  XapaKTepHbIM Ul JIATUHOAMEPUKAaHCKUX XYAO)KHHUKOB
IKIIEKTU3M. ACTypHac AeHCTBUTEIHLHO HETIOCIIEI0BATEIICH, BE/Ib YKE uepe3
a03art, roBopst o «Kolrkey, oH yBIGUEHHO pazOupaeT CIOXHYIO «i1abopa-
TOPHY10» KOHCTPYKIUIO U3 CTEKIISTHHBIX TPYOOK, 10 KOTOPBIM MTOJHUMAET-
Csl M OIIyCKaeTcsl pacCTBOPEHHAsI B KpAacKax My3bIKa, TOJBUKHbBIE ITY3bIPbKU
VIJIEKHACIOTHl B PTYTH — «AJITaph MEXaHUYECKUX OOTOBY», BHIpaYKAIOIINi,
«6e3ycIoBHO, 60siee HOBBIM U PEBOIOIIMOHHBIN Tyx» ™.

[Mocnenuuit pa3gen peneH3un, NocpsieHHbINA onepe «app Dmumy
(my3sika U. CrpaBunckoro, nuoperro XK. Kokro mo tpareaun Codokia,
nepeBoA Ha JiaTbiHb JKaHa J[aHuai1y), BBIBOAUT HAc K poOieMe BO3poxkie-
HUS MH(Da B TeaTpe U 3aCTaBISICT BCIIOMHUTH pacCyXAeHHEe APTO B CTAaThe
«ITOKOHUUTH C IIEACBPaMU»: €CIIU COBPEMEHHBIM 3pUTENIb HE TOHUMAET
tpareauto Codoxia, To BuHOBaT B 3ToM Codoxi, a He 3puTenb. 3anada
pexuccepa — HalTH HOBBIU, JCHCTBEHHBIN, aJCKBAaTHBI COBPEMEHHOCTH
a3bpIk. [IponsBena i «MepTBas» JIaThIHb OXHUAAE€MbIH MHCTEPHAJIbHBIN
spdexr? Cynst mo ciepkaHHOW peaknuu AcTtypuaca, HeT. Ero koHer-
st Muda B TeaTpe TATOTEET K CKA30YHO-UTPOBOH ICTETHKE OaleToB:
MOKa3aTeNIbHO, YTO B PELEH3UU Ha CleKTakiIb XupoHsl CepHbl AcTypuac
IpeynpexaactT 00 OMacHOCTH pyccKoro BiusHus’ . OTHOIICHUE Ke ApPTO
K «Pycckum Ganeram» OBUIO HEOTHO3HAYHBIM, KaK My MHOTHX CIOppe-
anmuctoB®. B HeokonuenHoMm nmcbMe Pene Jomanto or 14 wmrons 1931
ApTo oOpaiiaeT BHUMaHUe Ha TO, 4TO, B oTinyue oT ®pannuu, ['epmanns

4 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
30 Ibid.: 195.

Sl “Enp este terreno es facil resbalar hacia los otros bailables, el ruso, especialmente,
y el peligro en Quiché-Achi ha sido bastante bien sorteado” [Asturias, M.A. Teatro:
918].

52 BpertoH M AparoH BBICTYIHIIM IPOTHB yuacTis YKoana Mupo u Makca DpHcra
B KOMMEpUECKH YCIeIIHbIX «Pycckmx Oamerax», pacleHHMBas HUX IIOBEICHHE Kak
KOHTPPEBOJIIOLUOHHOE (ncToBKa “Protestation”, 18 mast 1926 o).
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u Poccusi cTpemsaTcs peaOUINTUPOBATh UCKYCCTBO MHU3AHCIEHBI, TPUMe-
POM HYero MOTyT clyKuTh «Pycckue Oanerbl», BO3BpalalOIIME Tearpy
«4yBCTBO 1BeTa»**. Ho 3TOT OMBIT TepsieT B r1a3aX ApTO BCAKYHO IIEHHOCTb
IoCJIe 3HAKOMCTBA ¢ OaTMIICKIM TE€aTpOM, TO €CTh yXKe Uepe3 IoIMecsIa,
MO3TOMY B KHHTE «Tearp u ero ABOWHUK» 00 aHTpEerpu3e TOBOPUTCS C He-
o00OpeHreM U B CKOOKaX: «...a “pycckue 0aneTsl” HUKOTAA, Aaxe B MOpy
paciBera, He BBIXOJMJIM 3a TPAHUIIBI HCKYCCTBa» !, TO €CTh OCTaBAIKCh
3penuieM A Mace («IIoOKOHUHTE ¢ 1IeaeBpaMu»).

Ocenbro 1929 . Acrypuac, kak 1 ApTo, yBEPEHHO KOHCTaTHPYET,
4YTO (PpaHIly3CKUU TeaTp MepeKHUBaeT KPU3UC B YCIOBHIX KOHKYPEHLUH
C KHMHO, MIO3UK-XOJUIAMH W TIpOYeil pa3BlIeKaTeJbHON ceBepoaMepuKaH-
ckoii mpoxykuueit («Tearp 1930 r.» ot 17 oxta0ps 1929 r.). Onnako ux
OPUEHTHUPBI U TPEACTABIECHUS O «HOBU3HE)» COBIIAJAIOT JIMLIb OTYACTH,
MTOCKOJIBKY 3II000THEBHBIC COITHAIBHBIC CIOKETHI ACTypHac, B OTIINYHE OT
ApTO, BOCTIpUHUMAJ HE B METa(h)U3NICCKOM KITIOUE.

Penensus ot 30 okTsi0ps 1929 1. Ha mocTanoBKy «Bomocaroii o0e-
3bsiHBDy FO. O’Huna YKopxxem [TutoeBbIM, B TpyIIe KOTOPOro HEKOTOPOE
BpeMsl uTpas ApTo, CBOIUTCS K MMOAPOOHOMY IEepecKasy CIOKeTa M OIICHKE
HE peKuccepa, a Apamarypra: ACTypruac OTMEUacT HeCOMHCHHBINA TaJaHT
«HEU3BECTHOTO HAM aMEPHKAHCKOTO aBTOpa», 4bs Mbeca, MyCTh MECTaMu
U «TSOKEIOBECHas», MPOHUKHYTAa TEM «HOBBIM JTyXOM, YTO, OCBOOOXKIas
TeaTp OT CTaphs, BEJET €ro K TEMHBIM BOIPOCAaM HalIero BpeMEeHHU: Kiac-
coBasi 6opr0a, B3pbIBEL, bor u Jlapsun»; «He 3HaeMm, uro ckazath o Ilu-
TtoeBe. CIMIIKOM JUTEPATypHBIM cTasl y Hero Ham SlHku. Bmecte ¢ tem
3aCIy’KUBAIOT TIOXBAJIbI 3aMeyaTelIbHbIC 110 BBIPA3UTEIBHOCTU JACKOPALIU-
u»*’. K «mporpeccuBHbIM KoMmenusam»*® (“comedias de avance”) Actypuac
otHOoCcUT «Maito» (Maya, 1924) — UMEBIIyI0O OTPOMHBIM yCHEX MbeCy
C. lanTHifoHa 0 XW3HM IyONWYHOM SKEHIIMHBI B ITOCTaHOBKE [ acrona
barn®’. ITokazarenbHo, 4TO ACTypHac He OTKa3blBaeT €l B HOBU3HE U JiBa

3 Artaud, A. Euvres complétes. TAIL. P.: Gallimard, 1961: 215.
3 Artaud, A. Buvres complétes. TIV: 94.
35 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 399.

36 Tbid.: 390.

57 AcTypuac Takke BBICOKO OLEHHI APYIyio IOCTaHOBKY Barn — «IlpectymuieHue
n HakazaHue» 1o pomany ®.M. Jl0CTOEBCKOTO, KOTOPOM MOCBAIIAET OAHY U3 MOCIEIHUX
cBoux peuensuil (omy6n. 24 mons 1933 1): «...CIEHBI KH3HH CTY[EHTAa — B ITyOJIMYHOM
JIOME M Ha KJIafOullle — OJUH U3 JIyUlIMX CMEKTakjeH, 4To Mbl BUJCIH B MapIKeE, B CHIY
CBOEI! IPOCTOTHI U TOM MCTHHHOM Tpareiny, 4TO PasbIrphIBACTCS HA TTyOUHE, CKphITas OT
HaluX a3 [...] KTo-To roBopuT 00 ynajke Teatpa? ynazake aureparypsi?» (Ilo-Bunumomy,
BCJIE/ICTBHE OMMOKH B HAOOPE BCE MMEHA COOCTBCHHBIC B PELIEH3UN HAIMCAHBI CO CTPOIHBIX
Oyxs [Ibid.: 496].
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C TIONIOBMHOMW roja cmycTs, B XxpoHuke «llpobnemsbl cuensl» (12 mapra
1932 1), npogokasi KpUTUKOBAaTh COBPEMEHHBIH TeaTp kak B Maapuje, Tak
u B [lapmxke. OqHaKo Temeps 3Ta KPUTHKA 00peTaeT HOBOE Ka9eCTBO, UTO
CTAHOBUTCS 3aMETHO HAYMHAasl ¢ XpOHUKU OT | stHBaps 1932 r., mockosbKy
AcTtypuac yxe c(hopMyInpoBa CBOIO TeaTpalIbHyI0 Iporpammy. Pa3suBas
UJIeU Halle4aTaHHOTO K TOMY BpeMeHU MaHU(pecTa (BO3BpallleHHE K MacKaM
U TeaTp Kak «JIeTckas urpa»), Actypuac xpaauT «Tpynmy msaTHaguaTu»
10l pyKOBOJCTBOM yueHHMKa U IuieMsHHuka Koo Mumens Cen-Jlenu 3a
yMEHHE CO3/aTh «Maruueckyto armochepy»™® B 3ane. Emie Gonee «coBpe-
MEHHOII» NPEACTABISIETCS €My ACATEIBHOCTD MSATEPHIX MOJIOJBIX JIFOACH,
JaoImux OanaraHHele mpeacTaBieHus mo Bceil Opaniun®®: «CBexecTh
TeaTpa, N30aBUBLIETOCS OT MBUIBHBIX JAeKopauui [...] 3puTens 4yBCTBYeT
ce0sl MOMOJIOAEBIINUM, OyATO MPOBOJUT BPEMs C AETbMH, €My KayKeTcs,
9TO 32 CJIOBAMU BO3HHKACT (PAaHTACTUUECKHH MHpP CKa30K, M JKH3Hb €T0
CTaHOBUTCSI M033HEH BHE CTUXOTBOPHBIX PA3MEPOB U PUTOPUUECCKUX (H-
ryp»®. B aToi# Touke AcTyprac, MakCuMaiIbHO cOmmkasice ¢ Apro®!, mpea-
pekaet: «TeaTp, KOTOPBIN 1OJIKEH ceiiuac MOSBUTHCS Ha CBET, COCIUHUT
JTUOHUCHUHCKHE BOCTOPIM T'PEUECKHUX MPa3fAHECTB C BEUHBIMH BOIIPOCAMHU
yesoBedeckor Ku3HM»*. Ho MMEHHO 3/1€Ch OH C HUM M PacXOIUTCS, YTO
SBCTBYET U3 cOmocTaBicHus MaHu(pecToB. K 00mieil nenu — Bo3poxaeHue
Mubpa 1 OOHOBIEHHE TeaTpajabHOIl TeXHMKH — AcTypuac U ApTo HAYT
Pa3sHBIMU IIyTSIMH, TOCKONBKY MU( B Tearpe ACTypHaca aKTyalIn3upyeTcs
HEe B TparMuecKu-putyanbHoM®, a B urpoBom moayce. He ciydaiiHo oH
¢ BOOJyIIeBIcHUEM roBOpUT 0 «Xyane Kokto»®: «...mocie “Opdest” [mpe-
Mmbepa 17 utonst 1926 1. — A.17] MBI 3K1€M He TOKIEMCS HOBBIX €r0 paboT»®,

% Ibid.: 465.
Hawm He ynanoch yCTaHOBUTB, O KAKOH MMEHHO TPYIIIe TOBOPUT ACTypuac.
60" Asturias, M.A. Paris: 470.
HuTtepecHO, 9TO TYT ke ACTypHac TOBOPUT O HENPEXOAAIICH COBPEMEHHOCTH
nbec Codoxia, EBpunnaa, CepBanteca, Kanbaepona u lllekciiupa u 0 mosb3e, KOTOPYIo
OHU MOTYT IIPHHECTHU HAIIHOHAIBHOH KYJIBType, B ITOJTHOM COOTBETCTBHU C TEH/ICHITHSIMHI
penepryapa ApTo.

62 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 470. “No hay duda, el teatro que tiene que surgir ahora,
aunara la alegria dionisiaca del espectaculo griego a los eternos problemas capitales del
hombre”.

5 Innes, Ch. Holy Theatre: Ritual and the Avant-Garde. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981: 4—-17.

% Murepecno, uto KaprieHTbep ero MMs He HCIIAHH3HPYET.
65 Asturias, M.A. Paris: 390. [IpumeuarensHo, uTo B iickMe [IutoeBy ot 1 urons
1926 1. KokxTo mocBsIaeT nmpecy ero JeTsiM, BOCXHUIIAACh TeM, KaK OHH, TOBOPS CJIOBaMU
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Bmecte ¢ tem mud mns Actypuaca mpexksie BCEro — yHacieIOBaHHBIN
SI3BIK, MOATOMY XOJ JelcTBus B «KyKylnbkaHe» — CIOBECHbIE MOEIUHKH
MexXy xBactyHoM u Jhkerom ['yakamaiio mo mpo3Banuto Benukas Cirona
Oo6wmannoro 3epkana (“Gran Saliva de Espejo Engafiador”) m nctTuHHBIM
6orom, [Tosenurenem Heba n 3emiu KykynpkaHOM; HCKYIIIEHHE, KOTOPOMY
I'yakamaiio momsepraer YnHunOUprHa U mpekpacHyo Su, «urpas cio-
BamMu»®’, 1abbl HAPYIIUTH YCTAHOBICHHBIH MOPSIOK U CBEPrHyTh KyKyib-
KaHa — OTpe/IesieT He «CHJIa», Kak ee moHuMan Apro, Ho «cuia Ciioay®®
(“el valor de la Palabra”) unnelickoro npenaHus.
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Enena O'HEBA

B IIOMCKAX NTAEHTUYHOCTU:
PABBIHA, ITOJIYKPOBKA, CEHBOPA

Annomayun: CTaTbs OCBAIIEHA HCCIEIOBAHUIO T€HE3HCA TUIA «CUIBHOM KEHIIHBD)
B JJATUHOAMEPUKAHCKON 1po3e. B Hell moka3pIBaeTcs, YTO 3TOT THIL, TPAAULIMOHHO
ACCOLMMPYIOMUIiCA ¢ COBPEMEHHBIM POMAHOM, IMOSIBIISIETCS B JMTEPAType KOH-
tuHeHTa eme B XIX Beke. [IpoBeneHHbIN aHAaMNU3 )KEHCKUX 00pa30B, CO3MAHHBIX
B KyJIBTOBBIX POMaHaX BEAYLIMX JAaTHHOAMEPUKAHCKHX MHUcaTeneil (apreHTHHIA
Xoce Mapmoist, kyounna Cupuno Bunbssasepae u OpasuibueB beprapno ['mva-
pasHca u JKoze e AneHkapa) B mepro] GOpMUPOBAHUS MOJIOABIX HAIWH, TI03BO-
JSIET C/IeNaTh BBIBOA O TOM, YTO OHM HECYT Ha cede MmevyaTh XaOTHIHOM, COTKAHHOH
U3 npoTuBopeunil neficrurenbHocT. [IpocnexnBaeTcs, kKak OTMEUEHHBIE YepTa-
MU COLIMAJIbHOM, TEHIEPHON U pacOBON THOPHIHOCTH, «CHUIIbHBIC» TEPOMHU B TIO-
HCKAX CBOEH HICHTUIHOCTH CaMOYTBEPKAAIOTCS TEM HIIH HHBIM CIIOCOOOM B MHpe
MyX4uH. B cTathe paccMaTpuBaoTCs pa3IndHbIE IyTH OOPETEHNUS IEPCOHAKAMHU
COOCTBEHHON MICHTHYHOCTH, Oy/lb TO OTMEKEBAHUE OT IIMBIIIN3YIONIETO HAYaNa,
HE)KeJaHHe WIH HEyMEHUE YBUAETh COOCTBEHHBIE «KOPHM» WU TTOMBITKH «CaMO-
CO3HMIAHU TANTAHTINBOW THYHOCTH. Tak, Mapus Xoceda Dckyppa B « AManum»
Mapmons u Aypenns B «CeHbope» AleHKapa — Kakaas 10 -CBOEMY — CTAaHOBATCS
«MYKYMHAMH B JKEHCKOM 00IHMYbe»: B 00pa3e MepBOil BOIIIOIIEHA «BapBapCKasH»
CYIIHOCTh MOJOAOWH ApPreHTHHBI, B 00pa3e BTOPOH — «MY>KCKOI» MparMaTH3M
nepexoaHoi smoxu B bpasmmmu. [lep3kas u cBoeBonbHas Cecunus Banpaec us
OZHOMMEHHOTO poMaHa BuibsBepne, «kepTBa» M «majau» OENIOro My>KUHHBI,
MYYHUTETBHO OCO3HAET CBOE MECTO B METHCHOM OOIIecTBe KoloHHanbHOI KyOsr,
CTPacTU U MOPOKH KOTOPOTro OOYCIOBHIHM ee Xapakrep. Ha HIDKHeH Todke 3Tou
«UIKaNbl» OCO3HAHMA ce0sl B MPO3€ 3TOr0 MEPHOAA HAXOAUTCS PAOBIHS, KaK 3TO
CTaHOBHTCS BUIHO Ha puMepe pomana beprapao ['mmapasuca «Padbias Uzaypay.

Kniouesvle cnoea: naTmHOaMepHKaHCKasl IPO3a, POMAHTH3M, JKEHCKHE o0Opassl, Xoce
Mapwmons, Cupuno BunbsiBepae, Kosze ne Anenkap, beprapno ['mmapassce, paco-
Basi NAGHTUYHOCTD, TeHJIepHAs HACHTUIHOCTb.

© 2020 Enena Bmagumuposna OrHeBa (kaHauaar Guiiosn. HayK, BeAyLIIHH HayYHBIA CO-
TpyIHUK, MOCKOBCKHUII TocyapcTBeHHbIH yHUBepcuTeT uM. M.B. Jlomonocosa,
Mocksa, Poccust) ognelen@hotmail.com

261



POETICS. READING AND INTERPRETING

© o

This is an open access article
distributed under the Creative

UDC 82(091) Commons Attribution 4.0
https://doi.org/10.22455/2541-7894-2020-9-261-282 International (CC BY 4.0)

Elena OGNEVA

IN SEARCH OF IDENTITY:
A SLAVE, AHALF-BLOOD, A SENHORA

Abstract: The present article is devoted to the study of the genesis of the “strong wom-
an” type in Latin American prose. It shows that this type, traditionally associated
with the modern novel, has appeared in the literature of the continent as early as
in the XIX century. The analysis of female images created in the cult novels of
leading Latin American writers (an Argentinean José Marmol, a Cuban Cirilo Vil-
laverde and Brazilian Bernardo Guimaraes and José de Alencar) during the period
of formation of young nations, allows to conclude that they bear the imprint of a
chaotic contradiction-based reality. There is a pattern performed by the “strong”
female characters of the analyzed novels, marked by the features of social, gender,
and racial hybridity; in search of their identity they assert themselves in one way
or another in the world of men. The article examines various means via which
the characters manage to acquire their own identity, be it dissociation from the
civilizing principle, unwillingness or inability to recognize their own “roots”, or
“self-actualization” attempts of a talented person. Thus, Maria Josefa Ezcurra in
Amalia by Marmol and Aurelia in Senhora by Alencar — each in her own way —
become “men in women’s guise”: the image of the former embodies the “barbaric”
essence of young Argentina; the image of the latter embodies “masculine” prag-
matism of the transitional era in Brazil. The daring and self-willed Cecilia Valdés
from Villaverde's eponymous novel, the “victim” and “executioner” of a white
man, painfully realizes her place in the mestizo society of colonial Cuba, passions
and vices of which have determined her character. At the bottom of this scale of
self-determination in prose of period there is a slave, as it is illustrated in Bernardo
Guimaraes’s novel Isaura, The Slave Girl.
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B s1aTuHOaMEpUKaHCKOM Xy[dOXKECTBEHHOM CO3HAHMM OTPAa3UIMCh
MIPOLIECChI, CBA3aHHbIE C HCTOPUYECKMMHU M COLMAIBHBIMHM CABUTAMU,
M3MEHSBILIMMH JIMIIO KOHTHMHEHTA Ha MpoTskeHHH XX Beka. JTo, ecre-
CTBCHHO, HE MOTJIO HE 3aTPOHYTh W TAKOH, Ka3aJ0Ch OBI, YACTHBIN acIIeKT
TUTEPaTyphl, Kak HopMUpOBaHKE KEHCKUX 00pa3oB. Yke B 1930-x rogax
nosiBiisieTca GUrypa, crnocobHas MOCTaBUTh M0J] COMHEHUE MU(] O BiacTu
Mayo B JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKOM JKU3HU — mujer hombruna, myocenwuna’ —
JoHbs bapOapa n3 oHOMMEHHOT0 poMaHa BeHecyaJblia Pomyiio ["anberoca.
CBoero pojia JOTHYECKOe 3aBEPIICHIE 3T TEHACHIINS 00pPETET B HOBEIJIaxX
I'abpudnst I'apcua Mapxkeca. Ero bomsmass Mama n Xecroxocepanas
BaOka mo3BoJIAIOT TOBOPUTH O TOM, YTO B JIHMTEparype, TPaIULUOHHO
oOpamiaBieiicst K 1aBHO 0T(HOPMATHPOBAHHOMY 00pa3y JaTHHOAMEpPUKaH-
CKOI0 THpaHa, OTBOEBBIBAET CBOE MECTO THUI JOMHUHAHTHON JKEHIUHBI,
JUKTaTOPIIU — IIyCThb U TPOTECKHBIN, HO OT 3TOTO HE MEHEE 3JIOBELIMM.
«BcTpeunoe TeueHue» B JIATUHOAMEPHUKAHCKON KyJIbType, TaKXKe CBsI3aH-
HOE C MOMCKAaMH KOpHEH, mpolieccaMu CaMOUACHTU()UKALNU, TPUBOIUT
K aKTyaJIM3al[iy apXeTHUIIa «IIpaMaTepm» U odpamaercs K purypam camoro
pasHoro MacmTaba — OT «IpemaTensHuNb Manuade 1o OBUTH [lepon
[bamkosa 2015; bamxkosa 2016].

[Ipu BceM pa3iauyuuu WHAMBUAYATBHBIX MOSTHK M JKaHPOBBIX KOH-
BEHIIMH, cBoMcTBEHHBIX Mpo3e Pomyno I'anmeeroca, I. I'apcua Mapkeca,
MekcukaHku Jlaypsl OckuBens u apreHTuHua Abens Ilocce npeacrasis-
€TCSI BO3MOXKHBIM TOBOPHTH 00 00IIEM MpH3HAKE CO3MAHHOTO MMM THIIA
«CUJIBHOM >KEHIIMHBD), BO3HHUKAIOIIETO HA MPOTUBOIOIOKHOM OT JaTH-
HOAMEepHUKaHIa-Ma4yo IMoJitoce — 0 THOpuaHOCTH. [ MOPUIHOCTH pacOBOH,
TeHJIEPHOH, COLMAIBbHON — UMEHHO OHAa CTaHOBHUTCA OCHOBOHM MX ayTeH-
TUYHOCTH, U B HEH 3aKIIIOYEH UCTOUHUK «CUJIBD) ITUX NIEPCOHAXKEH, TPUHU-
MAIOLIMX Ha CBOU IIJIEYH I'Py3 KyJIbTYPOCTPOUTEIBHON MUCCUU. XapaKTep
Jlonsu bapOapsl cymiecTByeT Ha I'paHHIE PAa3HBIX MHPOB — HHJEHCKOTO
u 6enoro, KEHCKOTO U MyKckoro. «MaTpuapxu» Mapkeca nmpuoOperaroT
YepThl MeYaJbHO M3BECTHBIX JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKUX THpaHOB. ManuHue,
mpaMarepb HOBOH, METHCHOHM OOIIHOCTH — JATHHOAMEPUKAHIICB, CMCEIIIH-
BACT B UX KPOBH JIIOOOBb M HEHABHUCTH, TOPIOCTH M BHOJECHCHIO, — B 3TOM
cxoxu nno3uruu K. dysureca u JI. Sckuens. O6pa3 «maammei »KeHIINHBD),
CTaBIIeH B CO3HAHUN MIJIJTMOHOB «CBSITON DBUTOI», MaTepbIO HALIMU , BOC-
coznaercs X.JI. bopxecom, X.K. Onertu u A. [Tocce Tak, 4TO B OCHOBE €TI0

! Taxoii Bapuant nepesosa noxstis mujer hombruna npeanosxen F0.H. Tupussiv

[Tupus 2004: 14, 79].
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TaK)Ke OKa3bIBAETCS THOPUAHOCTD. [ /1€ MCTOKU 3TOTO «KEHTABPHUYECKOTO»
(popmyna Pomyno lanberoca) Hagana? Hackolbko HOBO 3TO SBJIEHHE —
U €r0 XyIOKECTBCHHOE 0cO3HaHUe? UTOOBI MOMBITaThCSI OTBETHTH HA 3TH
BOTIPOCHI, CTOUT O0PAaTUTHCS K HCTOKAM TPATUIUH JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOTO
pomaHa, 3arsHyTh B XIX Bek.

[TepBriii apreHTUHCKHM poMaH «Amanusa» (Amalia, 1851) npunan-
nexut nepy Xoce Mapmons (1817-1871) — mucarens, moCTaBUBIIETO
nepen cobOi [Be LeIU: CO34aTh KOJJIEKTUBHBIM HOPTPET CTpaxkIyluei
HaIlU¥, U3HBIBAIOIICH MO MTOM TUKTaTypbl Pocaca, W pacckasaTh HUCTO-
puto o ro6Bu. POMaHTHK, TpeACTaBUTENb TaK HA3bIBAEMOTO «ITOKOJICHUS
37 rogay, MapMoJib 1O MIpaBy CUUTAETCS OCHOBOIOJIOKHUKOM aHTUIUKTA-
TOpckoro pomana B Jlarunckoit AmMepuke. Yernex « AManun» (poMaH ObIcTpo
CHUCKaJ TIOKIIOHHHKOB U B Poccuu, e Obu1 niepeBelnieH yxe B 1868 romy)
OBl OrpoMHBIM. PoMaH-(enbeToH BIOCIENCTBUM MHOTOKPATHO IEpPEu3-
JaBaJICs, CTABUMJICS] Ha CLIEHE, SKPAHU3UPOBAJICS, CIOXKET €T0 JIET B OCHOBY
paaMo- U TejecepuanoB. ABTOpP W HE NpEAroiaraji, 4To CEHCAlMOHHas,
MeJIogpaMaTidecKasi COCTABILIONIAs, & HE €ro HCTOPHKO -(hmiIocodekuit
nagoc obecrievar ero ACTHILY JIOJTYIO )KU3HB B HTeparype. DPpPexTHbIN
¢uHaT TF000BHOTO pOMaHa — KPOBH yOHTOTO ’KEHMXa Ha OeoM Hapsie
HEBECTbI OTHBIHE CTAHET CBOETO poja MeTahopoil, KOTOPYIO OyAYT UCIIOIb-
30BaTh U JIPyrHe POMaHUCTHI.

MapmMmoiib cTapaeTcsi BOUCATb MCTOPUIO IOHOW KpacaBMILIbI-BJIOBBI
Amanuu, criacuieil paHeHoro 3arosopiuiyka Jayapao bensrpano, B ucropu-
K0 -(hunocockuii, HICTOPHUKO -COIUATBHBIN KOHTEKCT — M OHA ITPOCTO TOHET
B HeM. Ha mepBbIil T1aH BBIXOJUT MPOIECC MO3HAHUS cesi-ApeenmuHnul,
Hac-apzenmunyes B TO/Ibl, KOTJa HE3aBUCUMOCTh OT VicnaHuu 3aBoeBaHa,
HO rapMOHMs He JocTurayTta. HaoOopot, Bonapsercsa xaoc, cTpaHa BBep-
THyTa B OparoyOuiCTBEHHYO OOITHIO, HET €MHCTBA, CBOOOIa 00epHYIIach
KpoBaBoi Tupanueil Pocaca u ero npucrenHukoB — «IIBAJN», CKOTOBY.

MapMoilb MYYHTEIbHO TOABICKMBAaET (OPMYTy apreHTUHCKOM
cymHocTH. OZHON M3 COCTABIIAIOIIUX 3/1€Ch CTAHOBUTCS «HM30paHHOCTHY»
Hapoja, IEPBEIM 0CBOOOTUBIIETIOCS OT THETa METPOIIOIHH, TI0KA3aB IPH-
Mep BCEM YTHETCHHBIM. By»HOC-AMpec CIIOBHO CyIIECTBYET «Ha TeaTpe
HCTOPUM», HA HETO B3UPAIOT HAPOJABI M CTPAHBI, BOCXUIICHHBIC 3PUTEIIH.
Bropas uepra — He3aypsAIHOCTb, MAacIITad, KOTOPBIH MepeaaeTcs JIOIIM
OeckpaifHell apreHTHHCKOW MMaMIiol, U HEYKPOTUMOCTh JyXa, CBOMCTBEH-
Has ee oburarensMm. U, HakoHel, MH()AHTUIFHOCTh, HAUBHOCTH MOJIOIOTO
Hapojia, ero crnocoOHOCTh TBOPUTh WILIIO3UIO: «EnMHCTBa MHEHUH,
Mopasu, JIOACH, He CYIIECTBOBAJIO CPEAH 3TOr0 HApoja, BEPUBIIETO
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C HAaMBHOCTBIO peOeHKa, 4T0, Xpadpo cpaxkasich Ha 1MOJe OUTBBI, OH HABEKU
cTaj cBOOOJHBIM, BETUKUM U MOTryuum» [Mapmodnb 1961: 119]. ITone 6os
ocMBIcIsieTcs MapMosieM Kak OMTBa BapBapcTBa M IIUBHIIN3ALINH, 3BEPH-
HOTO W "YenoBeyeckoro. Pocac u ero jareps n300pakaroTcsi B KATETOPHIX
0eCTHabHOCTH: 3TO Tay4o, HEerpbl, METHCHI C OTPOMHBIMH CTYIHSIMH,
HAIIOMUHAIOUIMMH 3BEPUHBIE Jarbl. DTOT 00pa3 HACTOWYUBO MOBTOPSETCS
B POMaHe, a ¢ HUM KOHTPacTUpyeT N300pakeHne MaJloCeHbKOU cadbsiHO-
BOH Ty(enpku AManuu.

I'eponast Mapmodst ¢ ee MOOOBHBIMH TEPSKUBAHHUSIMH, BIPOUCM,
HECKOIBKO OTTECHEHA Ha MNEpu(Eepui0 poMaHa, HEMHOTO OCCIIOTHA.
XoTS ee «IIOTh» KaK TakoBas OMUCHIBAETCS BOCTOPKEHHO M MOCTOSHHO
CTAaHOBUTCSI TIOBOJIOM JIJIsl POXKACHHUS «IBETOYHBIX» MeTadop. «Pozay,
«HapLHcC», «TMallMHT» — He cilydaiiHo AManus pomwiachk B Tykymawxe,
TPaIUIOHHO M300pa)XaéMOM B apreHTHHCKOM CIOBECHOCTH Kak DJeM.
[Tepeesn B bysnoc-Aiipec, rae LapuT POCACOBCKUM TEppop, B ITOM
KOHTEKCTE BOCIPMHUMAETCsl Kak M3rHaHue u3 Pasg u comecTBue BO AJl.
DTO aHrenbCcKoe Hayajo B AMayiuu, 10 MapMoJito, CTAHOBUTCS OZHON U3
umocTaceil «IMBHMIM3aIMM», a 3a HadasoM «BapBapckum» (Pocac, ero
CBOSIYCHUIIA, CEKpeTapb, T'OCTH) MPOYHO 3aKPEIUISETCS PAJ SMUTETOB,
TOBOPALIUX 00 WX MPUHAATICKHOCTU K HH(EPHAIBHON CTUXUH.

U BOT B 3TOM TpyIIie NepcoHaXeil Ha NMEPBbIA IIaH BBIIBUTACTCS
TIOJTHASI TIPOTUBOIIONIOKHOCTE AManuu — JoHBsT Mapus Xoceda Dckyppa.
JlerenapHas TMYHOCTH (HE CTOUT 3a0BIBaTh, 4TO MapMoIb BCE Ke MUIIET
HMCTOPUYECKUI pOMaH), JKEHIIMHA, ChIFPABIIAs B HUCTOPUU APTEHTHHBI,
€CIIH BEPUTH MMUCATEITI0?, BEChbMAa OJHO3HYIO POJIb.

Ora ¢durypa B ee nuTepaTypHOM HM3MEPEHHH IOKa HE MpHUBJIEKaa
B TPyIaX OTCUCCTBEHHBIX U 3apyOe)KHBIX JTUTEPATYPOBEIOB TOTO HHTEpECa,
KOTOpOT0, [10 HallleMy MHEHUIO, OHA 3acilykuBaeT. Kak mpaBuiio, oHa pac-
CMaTpUBAETCS JIUIIb KaK 00pa3yrK POMaHTHYECKOTO JIEMOHU3MA, TNO0 KaK

2 B rogsl, H306paKeHHbIE B «AMamin», 1oHe Mapuu Xocede 65110 55 met. Cyms
10 TIOPTPETaM, B MOJIOJIOCTH OHA OblIa YIMBUTEIbHOH KpacaBulel U 00najana Kak pa3
TEMH 4epTaMM, KOTopbIMU Mapmonb Hajenun Amanuio. B 3pesom Bospacte cenbopa
Ockyppa He yrepsna OmarooOpasus, Tak 4to Xoce MapMoib HECKOJIBKO CIyCTHII
Kpacku. bonee Toro, oTkazas 3TOMy NEPCOHAXKY B JKEHCTBEHHOCTH U 4yBCTBUTEILHOCTH,
IHCAaTeNb MOTPEIH IPOTHUB MCTUHBL: B AEHCTBUTENBHOCTH CyabOa ee Oblia BechbMa
POMaHTHYECKOIl M BIIOJIHE MOIVIA CTaTh CIOKETOM JIFOOOBHOTO poMaHa. BosmroOneHHas
IPOCIIABJIEHHOro reHepana Manyans benbrpano (1o MpoHHM CynbObl U aBTOPCKOMY
Kalpu3y 3Ty TPOMKYIO (paMMIIMIO HOCHT TOHHMBIH €10 XEHMX AMalliu), OHa OTAana
CBOEr0 HE3aKOHHOPOKJICHHOIO ChIHA Ha BocnuTaHue Pocacy, a B KOHILE XHU3HU
OT/IJIUIIACh OT AUKTATOpa.
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4yacTh ucropuueckoro gona. Tak, B HeaBHE 0030pHOI paboTe 0 poMaHe
Mapwmors, rie ocBeIalTCs Hanbolee XapaKTepPHBIC PaKypChl U3YUCHUS
«Amanuny, ee 3HAUMMOCTh BoOOIIEe He oTpakeHa [Di Meglio 2006].

HEFTS

Mapus Xocepa Ickyppa
Heuseecmuuuii xyooxcnux XIX eexa

CositueHHIIa THpaHa JOOPOBOJIBHO M C DHTY3Ma3MOM IPHUCBOMIIA
ce0e JOMKHOCTh, YCIIOBHO TOBOPSI, TNIaBbl €0 TAWHOW IMOJIMIINH, «COBET-
HUIIBI TI0 BOIIPOCAM HJEOJIOTHIY, IMUOHKHA. M BOT 371€Ch MBI CTaJIKUBa-
eMcsl C TapaJIoKCaIbHBIM sIBJICHHEM: MapMoJib X0Tel, 4ToOkl 3Ta (urypa
«OTTCHUJIa» CBETIBIA OOIMK WIACaIbHON AMalnM — a OHa €ro 3aTMHIIA.
Co3aHHas M0 POMAHTHUYECKUM KaHOHAM 3JjIoBeliasl (Gurypa, HECMOTpPS
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Ha SIBHYIO TEHJACHIMO3HOCTHh aBTOpa, OKa3blBaeTcs Kyda Oojee KHBOH,
TOJIHOLIGHHOW — Jla 4TO TaM, W Kyaa Ooree «apreHTUHCKoi»! Kpaitnss
YPOMJIMBOCTh 3TOW CTapyXH AOJDKHA BBI3BATh y YHUTATENs acCOLMALUU
¢ 6e300pa3meM «BapBapCcKOTO Hadayay, THOCIBHOCTD U Pa3pyLINTEIbHAS
MOIIlb KOTOPOTO JIEMOHCTPUPYETCS B pOMaHE Ha BCEX YPOBHSX.

[Mocne cmeptu cBoeii cectpsl Mapusi Xoceda CTaHOBUTCS TOYTH
4yTo HeKopoHOBaHHOH [lepBoii CeHbOpOil cTpaHbl, MPaBOM PyKOW THpaHa.
W mpum BceMm cBoeM BEIHYWH HE THYIIAETCS OpaTh B3ATKH KypaMH W WH-
JIIOIITKAaMH, CIyIaTh JOHOCHI HETPUTSHOK B OOHOCKaX, MAYKAIONIMX €€
OeJsible KOBPBI IPSA3HBIMU OOCBIMU CTymHsAMHU!® MapMoib XOUeT mokas3arb,
KaK HHU3KO OHAa OMYyCKaeTcs, HO MO3BOJSET YBUAECTh U TO, YTO OHA CBOS
cpenu 3Toro copona, a cOpox — 4acTh TOro caMoro Hapopja, 3a Oynyiuee
KOTOPOTO TOTOBBI JKM3HBb OTAAThH Jydmine repou «Amamum»! XKuonwucys
«monBurn» Mapun Xoce(sl Ha HUBE CBICKA, MHCATEIh MPU3HACT 3a HEH
HEMaJIyl0 CMETKY M 3BEPHHYIO MHTYHIIMIO. BOT OHa ompammBaer mpadyex
B OKpyre, CTapasich «I10 KPOBaBOMY CJIEy» BBIUTH Ha YKPBITHE PAaHEHOT'O
3aroBopIuuKa... Bot, 3armono3pus B D11yapao Toro camoro 0ernena, oCTpbIM
JIOKTEM OTIMPAETCs Ha TO MECTO, T/IC OA03PEBACT HE3ATSHYBIIYIOCS PaHy...
BoT BrIMCKHBaeT XUIHBIM B3IJISLIOM Ha Oaly B HapsgaxX U MpUYECKax JiaM
HaJU4YMe MIU OTCYTCTBUE KPAaCHOH JIEHTOYKH — 00s3aTeNIbHOM HdMOIeMbl
cTopoHHUKOB Pocaca...

C obpazom Mapuu Xocedsl MPOUCXOANUT Ta ke MeTamopdo3a, u4To
U ¢ Qurypoit jgereHaapHoro xayamibo PakyHII0, CO3aHHOTO B BEITUKON
oaHonMeHHON kHure [lomuHro daycruno CapMbeHTO!, — yMEBIIErO «BHU-
JIeTh BParoB HACKBO3b»: 00pa3 MOHCTpa MU(OJIOTU3UPYETCs, IPHOOpeTas
CBEPXYEJIOBEYECKHUE YEPTHI.

[Mucarens orkaspiBaeT goHe Mapun Xocede B IKCHCTBCHHOCTH,
MOYCPKUBACT CBONUCTBEHHYIO MYKYMHE M IOJIHTHYCCKOMY JICATEIIO
KKy TIOMPUINA — OOMIMPHOTo, OECIOKOMHOT0, OeCKpaiiHero (B OpUTHU-
Haje — “vasto”, “tumultuoso”, “terrible””). To ecTh OMATH-TaKu B ATOU
XapaKTEePUCTUKE MCIIOJIB3YIOTCA COCTaBJSAIONIME 00pas3a, KOTOpbIE JIO-

3 Bnomse BeposiTHO, u4To Xoce MapMomb YMTAal B CIHCKAX OYEPK CBOETO

eAMHOMBIIIICHHIKA Dctebana DueBeppun «boitus» (£/ matadero), onmyOnMKOBaHHOTO
nocmeptHo B 1872 1. Mim 3TO «B3aMMOIIPOHUKHOBEHHE» CTUXHMH OecTHanbHOI
W COLUMANbHOH, MK AapreHTHHCKOTO BapBapCTBa KaK KpOBaBOW OoifHH, 00pa3
THYCHBIX CTapyX, AEPYIIHUXCS B TPs3M H3-3a OIMIMETKOB MsCa, BOOOIIE OBUI YacThIO
MyONMUIMCTUYECKOTO JUCKypca MpoTHBHUKOB Pocaca.

4 Wmeercs B Buay kumra Sarmiento D.F. Civilizacién y Barbarie. Vida de Juan
Facundo Quiroga. Aspecto fisico, costumbres y habitos de la Republica Argentina.
Brunenmas B 1845 rony B Cantesro, oHa yxe 0buia u3BectHa Mapmortio.
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JKaTcs B OCHOBY TBOPHMMOTO B 3TH TOABI «BapBapckoro muday». Mapmons
OTYaCTH caM cebe MPOTHUBOPEUHT: CO3JaBas MOPTPET CYIIECTBA, SKOOBI
(JIMIIIEHHOTO KpacoThl, TallaHTa U JyXOBHOH >xu3HW» [Mapmons 1961:
118], o TyT ke mpu3HaeT, 4To Mapus Xoceda Obla spUaillinM BOIUIO-
IIEHUEM CBOEH KpOBAaBOW 3IMOXH — AIMOXH, KOTOPYIO OH BOCCO3/AaET HE
TOJBKO C IPUCTPACTHOCTHIO, HO M C HOCTANbIUEH MO HaKaly TepoOrYeCKUX
cTpacTel, mo MacmTady xapakrepoB. Ero nemonndeckast Mapust Xoceda
C €€ HeIIONKUHHBIMU CTPacTSIMM, MHIIOLIKAMHU, KPACHBIMM JIEHTOUYKAMU
U XUTPOYMHBIMH JIOBYIIKaMH HEOXXHJAHHO CTAHOBUTCS B poMaHe Ooiece
«CBOEN», «MeCTHON» — “portefia”, yeM H3bICKAHHBIN IIBETOK — AMaiusl.
B nome Amanuu peuu, UCIIOJIHEHHbIE TATPUOTUYECKONH PUTOPHUKH, 3BydaT
Ha (oOHE MTANbIHCKUX KOBPOB M (hIaMaHICKHUX KpY>KeB, OOBSCHEHUS
B IIOOBU — ¢ TOMHKOM baiipoHa B pykax, a cyJb0bl CTpaHbl 00CYKIAIOTCS
¢ 3KCKypcaMmu B uctopuio Benernuu nnu ®@panuuu.

Mapus Xoceda — nepsas, noxainyid, mujer hombruna — myorcen-
WuHa B UCTOPUH JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOTO POMaHa, Ybs «KEHTaBpHUYECKAsD»
CYLIHOCTb OKa3blBaeTCsl CPOAHU Oypiidlieil, B mpolecce CTAaHOBICHUS
HaxXxoAAIIencsT 1eHCTBUTEIbHOCTH.

Boiaaromuecs oreuectBeHHble JarnHoamepukanuctel B.H. Kyreii-
mukoBa U M.A. TeprepsiH B cBOEM HCCIEN0BaHUM, IIOCBSIIEHHOM HalMO-
HaJbHOMY CBOE0Opa3uIo TUTEpaTyp KOHTHHEHTA, CIPAaBEeIMBO OTMEYaIH,
9TO JIy4YIINe, JIOOMMBIC TIEPCOHAXKH MapMoJisi, «IBET HaIm» He Ooiee
YeM «CTaTHYHBIC W3BASHUS, CHMBOJIHM3HPYIONINE KPacoTy, OIaropoicTBO
nobpozaerensy [Kyreitmmkosa Teprepsta 1970: 27]. lelicTtBuTeabHO, OHA
CTaHOBSITCSI YEM-TO BPOAE WIUIIOCTPALUU B pOMaHE, KOTOPBIA HCHOIHEH
AHTUAMKTATOpCKOro nadoca v MOpoil HAOMHUHAET TO XPOHHUKY, TO MOJIU-
TUYeCKUH Tpakrtat, To namduer. Ecinu pa3BuTh Janee UX MbICIb U MPH-
CMOTPEThCS K JIPYroil «CoCTaBAOLICH» HAlMM — «YE€IO0BEKO-3BEPSIM,
CITy’KaIllM, TIO0 MBICTH MapMois, «CHiaM 37a», TO OHH-TO, Ha00O0poT,
U CTaJXd TOJHOKPOBHBIMH OOpa3zaMu. BbhIXBau€HHBIE W3 KUBOW KU3ZHU
U yXKe Ha Ia3ax NpeBpallalolliecs B HALMOHAJbHBIA MU(, OHU CTOAT
Y HCTOKOB «H300pETacMOH TpaJnIIimy.

B cynpbe xyOuHCKOTO XypHanucTa u nucarens Cupnino Bunbssep-
ne (1812—-1894) ects Hemano obmiero ¢ ydacteio Xoce Mapmons. U emy
MPUIUIOCH UCIIBITATh U3THAHKUE U CIEIUTH 32 MPOUCXOISIIUM Ha POJIUHE
u3JaneKa, KAms oT HeroJoBaHus. BRIHY)XI€HHBIH 4acTh KU3HU IMPOBECTU
B CIIA, cTpacTHBIIl CTOPOHHUK He3aBHCHUMOCTH KyObl, oH, kKak 1 Map-
MOJIb, IPUBHOCHT B CBOM JIUTEPATYPHBIC MPOM3BEICHIS YepThHI aMpiera
U KOCTyMOPHUCTCKOTO OuepKa, KYPHAIUCTCKUN HAKaJ KUBOTO OOpalieHus

268



E. Ozresa. B mouckax uleHTUYHOCTU: pa6bIHﬂ, IIOJIYyKpPOBKa, CEHbOpa

K yntarento. CoBpemeHHuk Mapmouts, Cupuno BunbsiBepae, onHako, cy-
LIECTBYET B MHOM HCTOPUYECKON PeaslbHOCTH — €ro CTpaHa elle He 100u-
Jach HE3aBUCUMOCTH. bojee Toro, B Hell enie He OTMEHEHO paboBlIaACHNUE.
OrpaHu4uTENbHbIE 3aKOHBI XOTS U PUHUMAIOTCS 0] JaBJIEHUEM HU3BHE,
HO He cobmomaroTcs. M «paOCcTBO TomIEe» PSAOM C «OapCTBOM KM
MPOCYIIECTBYET MOYTH A0 KoHIa XIX Beka.

AbonumoHNCTCKas nuTeparypa nosmsisiercss Ha Kybe yxe B 30-¢
roasl XIX Beka. DTO «IJIAaHTATOPCKUN pOMaH», >KaHp, MepBbie 00pasIbl
KoToporo paspaboransl AucensMo Cyapecom u Pomepo (Anselmo Suarez
y Romero, 1818-1878) u ®enuxcom Tanko (Félix Tanco, 1787-1871).
BriBezennbie B AHTINIO TorganrHuM KoHcyinoMm P.P. MannonoMm, yoexeH-
HBIM NIPOTUBHUKOM pabCTBa, U BIEPBbIE HaleyaTaHHbIE B IEPEBOJIE HA aH-
DIMACKHUNA®, OHM MOTITH OBI [10/ICKa3aTh BHiibsiBEp/ie BO3MOYKHbBIC BAPHAHTHI
CIOXKeTa, KOTOPBIM OH OyzneT pa3pabarbiBaTh B pa3HbIX BapHanusx... Ho ta-
KO CIOXKET, Kak caMOyOHIICTBO 3aTPpaBICHHOTO paba MK KPOBOCMEIIICHHE,
CTaBlee Pe3ylIbTaTOM BJICUEHHS XO351€B Pa3HbIX MOKOJICHUH K paOBIHAM,
OBUIN SIBJICHUEM PACIIPOCTPAHEHHBIM, U OTTOJIOCKH TEMBI OYKBAJIBHO «HO-
CUJIMCH B BO3JLyXE».

Tak WU WHaYe, K DJIEMEHTaM CHOKETOB, OCBOCHHBIX IEPBBIMH
abonmuuuonuctamu, Bunbasepae Oyner oOpamaTbcsi HEOTHOKPATHO.
B 1839 roay on co3naer HoBemny «Cecunust Banbnec» (Cecilia Valdés),
a B 1882 — ee mepepaboTaHHYIO M TOTIOJHEHHYIO BepcHio — poMaH «Cecu-
nus Bansaec, ninn Xoam Anrena» (Cecilia Valdés, o La Loma del Angel).
Kak m Mapmons, BIUCAaBIINH POMAHTHYECKYIO JTIOOOBHYIO KOJUIM3HIO
B HCTOPUYECKYIO XPOHUKY, BunbsBepae nemaer cyab0y KBapTEpOHKH
Cecunuu Banpaec yacTbio «KapTUHBI KyOMHCKHUX HpaBoB» 30-X TojoB
XIX Beka (MMEHHO TaKOB TMOA3arojoBoK pomana). [loBecTBoBaHUE O TYy-
OWUTENbHON CTPACTH, BCEMEPHO YCIOKHSSICH HA IMYTH OT «IIPOTOPOMaHa»
K pOMaHy, JIeHCTBUTEIBHO 00pacTaeT OrpOMHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM KKapTHHY —
OTHMCaHMi 00bIYaeB M HPaBOB TorjaliHel ['aBaHbI, SKCKYpPCOB B 00JIacTh
IpaBa U yCTPOMCTBA IJIAHTALMN, OBITOBBIX 3apPUCOBOK JOMAlIHEH KU3HU
pasHBIX cl0eB obmiecTBa. B meHTpe BHUMaHUS MUcATeNs — KyOHMHCKOE
0011ecTBO U €ro MiIajmIee MOKOJICHNE, yKE IBCTBEHHO OCO3HAroImee ceos
KaK «KpeOoJIbCKOoe». AHTHHCIIAHCKHE HACTPOCHHS paslenseT Tae OJIWH

5 Mosects ®. Tanko «Ilerpona u Pocamusy (Petrona y Rosalia) Gbina onyOnukoBaHa
Ha Kybe tonbko B 1925 rony, a poman A. Cyapeca u Pomepo «®pancucko. CaxapHslid
3aBoxt, wm Cenbckue pagocti» (Francisco. Ingenio o Delicia del campo) Bbimen
B CLIA B 1880 roxy.
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13 IJIaBHBIX T'€pOEeB, MOJIOJIOM CBETCKMM mierosib JIeoHapaAuTo, Kpeos 1o
JIMHUW MaTepH, UCTIIaHEI] 110 OTILY.

i

'
13

!L.
bl

Pasrosop Ha ynnue
Buxmop Iampucuo oe Jlandanyce (Kyoa, 1889)

OJTHAKO OTIITO3UIUS KKPEOJIbCKOE — UCITAHCKOe», BeChMa aKTyabHast
JUTS TIOJIMTAYECKOM KM3HU KOJIOHUH TOU AIIOXH, OTXOAUT y BunbsiBepae Ha
BTOPOIi IJIaH, a Ha MEPBBIA BBLABUTACTCS JpyTas — «OeJbIi — [BETHOWY.
Mup, n300paXeHHBIH THcaTeJIeM, HaXOAUTCA B MPOIECCe METHCAIUH,
9TO «MYJIATCKUW» MHP, MPU ITOM yHPSIMO TPHICPKUBAIOIIUNCS TAPSIIIIX
B 00IIIECTBE PACOBBIX IIPEAPACCYAKOB M 3arpeToB’. J[Ba yKiiaaa, 1Be CTUXHU

® 3a gBa moCHexHME JECATWICTHA IOABMICS Pl HHTEPECHBIX pabor,
3aTparvBaroLIMX Pa3InyHbIe aclekThl 3Toi Tembl [Camara 1999; Alvarez-Amell 2000].
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CYWIECTBYIOT 0OK 0 O0K: paboBia/ieHue, IOMyCKalIlee caMble KeCTOKHe
KpaifHOCTH B 0OpallleHUH € «OKUBOM BELIbI0» — U MUP CBOOOIHBIX LIBETHBIX,
OyiHBIN, KpacouHbIH. JIFOMU 3TOTO MHpa CTPEMATCS BCEMH CPEICTBAMHU
AanTUPOBATHCA, BIIMCATHCA B )KU3Hb TaBaHCKOT'O COMyMa, OTBOCBATH ce6e
B HEM MECTO IMOJydlle — U MAKCUMAIILHO TUCTAHIIMPOBATHCS OT paboB.
Ha ckpemeHnn »>TUX MHUPOB, paOOBIAJEIBUYECKOTO U BOJIBHOTO
MHUpa raBaHCKUX LBETHBIX, U pa3BUBaeTCs apama noixuisia Cecuiinn
Banpjec’, Mo HeBEJACHHUIO MOMIOOUBINEH CBOCrO CBOJHOTO Opara, 6enoro
«CeHbOpUTO» JIeOHAp0, M M3 PEBHOCTH MOTyOUBIIEH ero. [loa3aromnoBok
poMaHa, OTCHUJIAIOIIMKA HAC K TaBaHCKOMY ypOaHOHHMY, XoiaMmy AHrena,
CBSI3aH CO CTPAILIHOM TOpPOJCKOM JIETEHJOW O HEMOCIYyLIHOW MYyJaTO4Ke,
KOTOpas 3aurpajiach Ha yJIMIE 10 TEMHOTHI U Obljla yHeceHa Ha XOJIM He-
quCTHIM. [Ipruem IpsIBOI HE CIy9aliHO SBISIETCS IEBOYKE B 00pase Oeroro
KpacaBlia, KaBajepa-uCKyCHUTENs: )KUTeHCKass MyIpPOCTh U JIMYHBIN OIBIT
6a0ymku u noApyr npopovar Cecuiinu, NOTOOUBIIEH Oe0ro rocnoauHa,
neJanbHbld KoHel. Bce B poMaHe, rie yuTareabCKUe OXXKHMIAHUS «IOZ0-
IpeBaloTCa» HaMeKaMM Ha npolsioe Mmarepu Cecuiium, TOBOPUT O TOM, YTO
IIpeKpacHas KBapTEPOHKa U €€ HEe3aKOHHOPOXKAECHHOE JUTS BCTYIAT B IO-
POYHBIN KPYT, YTOTOBAaHHBIN B KPEOIHCKOM O0IIECTBE «HE BIIOJTHE JIFOJSIMY.
PacoBas wapentuduxanus wu camoupeHtudukanus Cecunuu
B pOMaHe BakHee coluajibHOW. TouHee, OlHA «IOANPABISET» IPYTYIO.
BunbsiBepie MOCTOSHHO 3a0CTpse€T BHUMAHUE Ha TOM «IIKaje LIBETOB
W OTTEHKOBY», KOTOpasl MoJapuiia si3bIKy KyOHHIIEB OoraTelmuil psj 000-
3HAYCHMI, T03BOMsBIINK B XIX Beke coziaBark CBOCOOPa3HYIO HEpapXUI0
IIBCTHBIX. HeXHprIﬁ CMBICII €€ B TOM, YTO MAaKCUMYM OCBCTJICHHUA JdaBall
U MaKCHMyM ILIaHCOB IpeycneTb. Cecuius 0 MOphl 10 BpEMEHH, HE 3Has
TalHbI CBOET0 MPOUCXOKIEHU, CUUTAET ceOs OeHOMN, HE3aKOHHOPOXKIECH-
HOM CHPOTOM, HO — «IIOYTH COBCeM Oenoi». OIHAKO MOJICKa3KH, pacCuu-
TaHHBIC Ha I~II/ITElTeJ'I$I—Ky6I/IH]_IZ':l, COBpEMCHHHKaA mucareis, TO TyT, TO TaM
BBICBEUMBAIOT TaKUE YEPTHI MOPTPETA KPACABHULIBI, KaK «TEMHBIA 000T0K»
BOKpPYT I'y0, TYCTOTa KyIpSIBBIX BOJIOC, JIMJIOBAaTble TEHU Ha Bekax. s ee
CaMOOIICHKH OTPOMHOE 3HAaueHHE MMEET 3Ta TAWHCTBEHHAs APOOB, JOIS
HerI/ITHHCKOﬁ KpPOBHU: Ha PA3HBIX MOJIOCaX MIKAJIbl HAXOAATCSA OKTOPOHKU
1 KBApTCPOHKU — U MYJIaThl (OT CBETIIbIX K TEMHBIM, U «9yMa3bIC» — ICTU
ot Opaka myinaroB u HerpoB). [Tostomy Cecunusi oTBepraer npeiaHHylo

7 T'epouHs HOCHT rOBOPALLYI0 HAMHIMIO: TAK HAPEKAIH BCEX HE3AKOHHBIX JIeTeil,
OT/IaHHBIX B IIPUIOT, OCHOBAHHBIN enuckornoM BambaecoM. UenoBek ¢ Takoi pamumeit
He 3a0y’Kmancsi HacueT CBOETO COIHMANBHOTO CTAaTyca M CTAapTOBBIX BO3MOMKHOCTEI
B raBanckoM obmectse XIX Bexa.
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m000Bb Myiara, MOATOMY Yepe3 CHIy, MO OOS3aHHOCTH COTJAIIaeTcs
TaHLEBaTh C TEMHOKOXKUMH Ha Oany mBeTHbIX. OuryuieHue ceds «camoi
0enoil U3 LBETHBIX», C OJHONH CTOPOHBI, BHI3bIBAET IMPUJIUB TILECIABUS,
C IPYro¥ — KellaHWe OTMEKEBATHCSI OT TOTO, UYTO TSHET €€ «BHU3». JTa
Pa3ZIBOCHHOCTh CO3HAHMS MEIIAET €i MOHSATh TOPHKYIO MpaBay, OpOIICH-
HYIO i B JIUI[0 OCKOPOJIEHHBIM €€ 3aHOCUYMBOCTHIO HerpoM Mruacuo. Tor,
3Hasg ee MPOMCXOXKJEHHUE, 3amajbduBO Ha3biBaeT CecHsInio MYJIaTKOu!
[IpumeuarenbHO, YTO JEBYLIKA HE BCIyLIMBAETCs B HOAPOOHOCTH, 3HAHUE
KOTOPBIX CITacjio ObI €€, BOSBMOXKHO, OT MHIIECTA U CTPaJIaHuii: ee yKacaeT
OCKOpPOMTETBbHBIN «IEepeBO B Kilacc 001ee TEMHOKOKHUX !

To, uto He xenaer BuAeTh B cebe Cecunus — cien Apyroil pacel,
0COOBIIT TEMIIEpaMEHT, TEM HEe MeHee 00YCIIaBIMBACT APaMaTHUECKOE pa3-
BUTHE €€ OTHOLIeHUH ¢ JIeoHapao. XapakTep, CTpyKTypHUPOBAaHHBIN IO -PO-
MaHTHYECKH («OJIHA, HO TUIAMEHHAS CTPACThH)) 10 X0y MPEBPAIICHHUS TTep-
BOTO HaOpocKa B poMaH Bce NOApOoOHEee, BCECTOPOHHEE IeTEPMUHUPYETCS
MEXPpacoBBIM cTaTycoM repounu. «bemencrso» Cecununu, ee cBOEBOIUE
MO3UILMOHUPYETCS UMEHHO KaK pe3yJbTaT METHCALUH, CKPELIEHHUsS JBYX
TUIIOB «IIPUPOABD, TapOBaBILIECH €€ OTIly-HCHaHIly YIPSIMCTBO M JKE€CTO-
KOCTh, a MaTepH-MyJlaTKeE — TOMHOCTb M YyBCTBEHHOCTb. I BOT 3mech
MUCaTeNlb BHOCUT KOPPEKTUBBI B TIOITUYECKUI 00pa3 «OpOH30BON MaJIOH-
HBI», BOCIEBaeMoii moatamu®. Bimobnennas Cecuinsi, HCKYCHTEIbHUIIA,
3aKa3plBaeT yOMHCTBO HEHABUCTHON O€JOH CONEpHULbI — M HEBOJIBHO
npoBonupyet cmepth Jleonapo. Tak oOpeTaet HOBBIM, IPSIMO MPOTHBOTIO-
JIOKHBIH CMBICH JiereHaa o XonMme Anrena. Jla, 1r000Bb 06€10T0 MY>KUHHBI
noMaeT xku3Hb Cecuiny, HO MMEHHO OHA, MOJTYKpPOBKA, JKHUBYIIAs OIU3
XonMa, CTaHOBUTCS «JIEMOHUYECKOI» ryourenbuuieit Jleonapno. Kposs
JKCHHXa Ha OeJToM Hapsijie HeBeCTHI B (PMHAaNIe poMaHa BHOBB, Kak U y Xoce
Mapmossi, CHMBOJIM3UPYET HEBO3MOXHOCTh TAPMOHHUH B KUIISIIEH, «HEO-
dbopMIiIeHHOI» NTaTHHOaMepuKaHcKoi ku3Hu XIX Beka. HeykpoTuMocTs,
CBEPXHOPMATHUBHOCTb CTpacTeid, o BunbsBep/e (Ipu BceM ero caMmoMm uc-
KpeHHeM a0OoIMIMOHMU3MeE!) 1eJIaeT ero reporHIO -MIOJYKPOBKY CYIIECTBOM
onacHbIM. JKepTBa 1 TUpaH, )KUBYILKE B €€ AyLIe, B €€ KKPOBU», IIOPOXKIa-
10T Xa0C, KOTOPBIH O/l CTaTh XaoCy Ha M3JIET€ KOJOHHAIBHOW 3TOXH, KaK

TToptpet u Xapakrep kpacaBuiibl CECHINM OYepUYCH TakK, YTO B HUX HACTOHYHMBO
HPOCKAJIB3BIBAIOT YEPThI, HECOBMECTHMBIE C «AHIEIBCKUM» OOJIMKOM XXEPTBBI: B JIMIIE
ee MeJIbKaeT YTO-TO «3JI0e», OHa pajau 3a0aBbl cOMBAET C IyTH cobaky ciiemnia, eiie
HOJPOCTKOM BOpYeT (PYKTBl — KaK HOTOM YKpaJeT y Oesoil CONepHHUIBI >KEHHXa.
U BusbsiBepze CIIOBHO KojeOnercsi, OalaHCHpysl Ha TOH IPaHHU, YTO OTIENSAECT «MHJIbIC
IIAJIOCTH TEPOMHH OT TIPECTYTHOTO CBOCBOJIHS.
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OBl JIMLIEMEPHO TOT HU MpsTaNCcA 3a (pacagoM COLMAIBHO YIOPSA0YCHHOTO
CyILLIECTBOBaHUS.

O6pa3 Cecninn Banmpiec, kKak HEOTHOKPATHO TIOBTOPSIII €TO CO37a-
TeNbh B MHTEPBBIO M MPEIHMCIOBUAXK, CIIe MPH JKU3HU IMHCATENs MpeBpa-
tuscs B Mug (una leyenda, un mito). [IpumedarenbHo, 4TO B T€ e TOJBI
B IPYTOi HAIMOHAJIBHOM TUTEpaType — Opa3miIbCKON — CO3/1aBasCsl CXOKUN
00pa3, HO MH(OIOTU3UPOBAJICS OH IO APYTHM 3aKoHaM. Pedub muer o po-
MaHe beprapao ['mmapasuca (Bernardo Guimaraes, 1825—1884) «Pa0Obins
Uzaypa» (4 escrava Isaura, 1875). Ilonutndeckas cutyanus B bpaswimu,
HUMIIEPHH, TIIe IO OTMEHBI padCTBa OCTABAJIOCH elle HECKOIBKO JIeT (TaK Ha-
3bIBaE€MBbIii «30JI0TOI 3aKOH» OBLI MPUHAT JuIb B 1888), cnocoOcTBOBaAIA
MOPOXKIICHHUIO Ka3yCOB, MOAOOHBIX OMUCHIBACMOMY B POMaHE: OCIOKOKast
KBapTEpPOHKA, BOCITUTAHHAS KaK CEHHOPHTA, IT0 KalpH3y CBOCTO XO3SMHA
MOTJIa HE TOJIBKO OBITh OTIIPABJICHA Ha IJIAHTAIIMIO, HO PHCKOBAIA U BCTATh
K MMO30PHOMY CTOJI0Y, TIOJ] TJIETh HAJACMOTPIIUKA.

Haka3zanue paéa
JKan bamucm [ebpe (1839)

Ho B ToM-T0 1 omtnuue M3aype! ot Cecunuu Banbiec, uto u «uep-
Thl pachkl», U CaMOCO3HAHUE Yy repouHu l'nMapasHca «ctepTel». M3aypa
MHTEpecHa eMy KaK «My4eHHIa», C OJHON CTOPOHBI, M KaK «7eBa B Oeme».
Heunb3st He IPEATONOKHUTE, YTO CYIICCTBEHHOE BIMSIHNE HA BEIOOP CIOXKETa
okazana u «XwmxuHa na1u Tomay I'. buuep-Croy, u «KBapreponkay Maiin
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Puna. YBnekaTenbHOCTh pOMaHa, MEPUIETHH KOTOPOTO CBS3aHBI C Tpe-
cienoBaHMEeM Oernoil paObIHM, MpHU3BaHa BOCIOJIHUTH IYCTOTY TaMm, IJe
OKpJaellb HaTH AMANEKTUKY CAMOINO3HAHMs JMYHOCTH, OKazaBILUEHCS
MeX AByX MHUpoB. HecuactHas M3aypa He omrymaer cebs HH Oenol, HU
[BETHOM — TONBKO pabbIHeil. OHa ¢ TOTOBHOCTHIO MOJXBATHIBAET (hOPMYIY,
MPEJIOKEHHYI0 MY)KYMHAMHM -TOCIIOJIAMU — «IIPEIMET POCKOIIN», TO €CTh
BCE-TaKH «BelIby.’

JanbHeiime noBOpOTHl CyAbOBI Mpeaaraercs yBUIETb B paMKax
HCXOIHOM MeTaophl: OHA — BEHEI[MAHCKOE 3epKajio, KOTOPOE HEyMECTHO
Ha KyXHe, HO YKpacwio Obl criaibHio. OHa Ba3a, B KOTOPYIO XO35UH BOJICH
MOCTaBUTH JIOOBIE LIBETHl. XO34UH BIpPaBe M pa30OUTh CBOIO Basy, BOJICH
U YHHU3UThb €€ «IOCTBIIHBIM Hcrosib3oBanueM»! Llenomynpennas Mzaypa
BTSITUBACTCS B THAJIOT CO CBOUM MYYHTEJIEM, TIOHUMAs BCIO OCKOPOUTEIh-
HOCTh ITUX IPOTHUECKHUX U pabiIe3naHCKUX aJuTFO3uid. Benb uMeHHO Takoi
oHa cebs u cunrtaet. [laxke CKphIBasCh B JPYTOM IITATE, BEJs BIOJIHE 00e-
CIIEUCHHYIO U CBETCKYIO KHU3Hb, BCEH KOXKEil OHa YyBCTBYET CBOE pabCcKoe
nonoxkenue. M moHumaer, 4to oHa JKEHIIMHA, AOCTOMHAs JIOOBH, JIHIIb
yBHUIEB ce0s TITa3aMy IOMIOOMBINETO ee uenoBeka. beprapno ['mmapasuc
omucall JIOOONBITHBIA TICUXOJOTUYCCKUN (PEHOMEH, clieJicTBHe padcTBa:
pab «repsieT» cels Kak MHAMBHUI, OH HE CIIOCOOCH Ha caMOUJACHTHU(HUKA-
LU0, OH KJET, YTOOBI APYrue ero Npu3Hail U Ha3BaJIU YEJIOBEKOM.

B ron Beixona «Pabsiau M3aypsr» B bpaszunuu Obuia omy0OiaukoBaHa
elle OJJHa KHUIAa C CEHCALIMOHHBIM CIOKETOM, KOTOpasi CMOIJIa ITOCIOPUTh
3a YUTATENIbCKOE BHUMaHKUE ¢ pomaHoM ['mmapasHca. Oto poman «CeHbo-
pa» (Senhora) ero coOTEUYECTBEHHMKA, JKUBOTO KJIACCHKA Opa3mIIbCKOU
nuteparypsl XKosze e Anenkapa (José de Alencar, 1817-1877).!° FOpucr
U TONUTHK, 3HATOK POTHON WCTOPHH, SPYAUT M YBICUCHHBIH ATHOTpad,
BCC CBOM 3HAHUS WM TAJAHTHI OH OTJAJl HA CITy>KOy JHUTEpaTyphl. AJeHKap
MIPUHAJJISKAT K IEPBOMY MMOKOJICHHIO Opa3uiIbCKUX POMaHTHUKOB, KOTOPOE
MIPOCIAaBUIOCh CBOMMHU NOUCKAMH HallMOHAIBbHON camoObITHOCTH. [lnca-
TeJb CO3JaJl MOMCTUHE BIEUATIIAIONUIYIO MaJUTPY 00pa3oB COOTEUECTBEH-

% JhiobomsrtHo, uTo M3aypa, BOCHpHHEMAaeMas KAK «yTBAPH» MyKIMHAMH H3

CeMBH XO035€B, MPETEHIYIOINMH Ha €€ 0JaroCKJIOHHOCTb, LICHUTCS UMM HMEHHO Kak
bpasunvckas yTBapb. CpaBHHBas €€ KpacoTy C HPENEeCThIO €BPOMEHCKHUX IKEHIIHH,
o0a CONepHHUKA OTAAIOT MaJbMy [EPBEHCTBA HAIMOHAJIBHOMY THITy KPAcOTBI, KOTOPBIi

chopmupoBacs OyKBaJbHO Ha HX IJIa3ax.

10 OcnoBy ¢pparmenta HacTosmmeii crathi, mocssamenHoro «Cenbope» JKoze ne

AJIeHKapa, COCTaBISICT MaTepHall IPEAUCIOBHS K HEIaBHO OCYIICCTBICHHOMY MIEPEBOLY
storo pomana [Oruesa 2020].
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HUKOB: TIEPBONPOXO/IICB M BOMHOB, UHJCUIIEB U MUCCHOHEPOB, CIABHBIX
MIPEJIKOB U CBOMX COBPEMEHHMKOB. [TOMCK «KOpHEi», OCHOB «HaLMOHAJIb-
HOM IyIlIn» OCYILECTBISIICS UM U B OOpALeHUH K «TOPOACKOMY POMaHy»,
K TOPU30HTAIILHOMY cpe3y smnoxu. Tak, B 1860—1870-¢ roapl oH myOIHKy-
€T cBOeOOpa3HbIid IIMKJI POMAHOB O Opa3sHIIbLCKOW >KeHIIMHE: «Jlycrnonay
(Luciola, 1862), «[1uBa» (Diva, 1864) u «Cenbopa» (Senhora, 1975).

Eme B 1850-e¢ rogel OH ocBamBaeT jaHp poMaHa-(enbeToHa.
HMMeHHO B 3TH TOIBI M MMEHHO TakK NyOimukoBal Xoce MapMoilb CBOIO
«Amanuioy». Bripodewm, unrareneid « AMaIum» OTACISIIO OT H300paKaeMbIX
B poMaHe COOBITHII MOYTH 15 JIeT W CIOM 3I0X, YTO, Ha B3MIAJ aBTOpa
TpebOBajJO0 NPOCTPAHHBIX MOACHEHUH. AJIEHKap e OKa3ajcsi B HHOM
cuTyaluu. YeTBepThBEKOBOM MyTh HE MPOILE AapOM Ul OIBITHOTO XKYyp-
Hajucra: B 1875 r. aBrop numaer «CeHbOPY» BCETO, UYTO «YTSIKEIATIO»
Obl ero noBecTBoBaHue. [10JpoOHBIE UCTOPUUECKIE IKCKYPCHI, BBIICPKKH
U3 TOKYMEHTOB, CCBUIKH M CHOCKH, KOTOPBIMH yCHACTHJI CBOM TEKCT €ro
apreHTUHCKUH coOpaT 1o nepy, AJeHKap B CBOW HOBBII pOMaH HE BKIIIO-
gaet. Jla, KOrga-To OHHM Ka3aJuch HEOOXOMUMBIME H eMY: HHICHCKHIA MUD
ero pomanoB «['yapaum» (O Guarani, 1857) n «pacemay (Iracema, 1865)
TpeboBan pacmudpoBKH, MOICHCHUH, TonkoBaHui. Temeps ke oH 00pa-
mjaeTcst K YMTaTeNI0, KOTOPBIH JOIDKEH YIOBUTH MYJIbC COBPEMEHHOCTH
U y3HaTh B pOMaHe «CBOI» MHUP.

XKanp HaknazbiBajg Ha aBTOpa OCOOble 00s3aTesIbCTBA: 3allyTaH-

HOCTHb HWHTPHTH, YBJIEKATEIbHOCTH, 3araiKd, OOPHIB MOBECTBOBAHUS Ha
caMOM WHTEPECHOM MeECTe, — BCE ATO JIOJDKHO OBUIO JIepP)KaTh YUTATEIs
B HANpPSDKCHUU. DTUMHU JUTEPATYPHBIMU U KYPHAUIUCTCKUMH HaBBIKAMU,
OTTOYCHHBIMHU B TakuX M3MaHusax, kak Correio Mercantil u Didrio do Rio
de Janeiro, AneHkap BiaJieN B COBEPILEHCTBE, YTO U MPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAI
B «CeHbope».

[To «ropoackum» MOBECTSAM M pOMaHaM MUCATENsi MOYXKHO COCTa-
BUTH cebe MpeAcTaBlIeHUE O Pa3HBIX CTOPOHAX TOTAAIIHEH KU3HHU, O ee
MIOBCEIHEBHBIX MEJIOYaX, U ’TUM OHH CXOXKHU C MPOU3BeAeHUIMU Mapmois
u Bunbssepae. BoT HaunHaeTcs yTpo B ceMbe HEO0raroro YMHOBHUKA, BOT
BO3Bpamiaercs ¢ 0aja cymnpyxeckas 4era, a BOT KaKOBO yOpaHCTBO KaOu-
HETa CBETCKOTO IIETOJisl... ITH 3apUCOBKHU JOTOJIHSAIOTCS JIIOOOMBITHBIMU
KapTHHAMH HallMOHAJIbHBIX HPaBOB. Tak, HApUMeEp, YNTATENb TOJUBUTCS
rapajioKcadbHOW, Ha HAIl B3I, HO TUMUYHOU ans bpasmmum 1870-x
TO/I0OB CUTYyallMU: pabOB UMEIOT Aake MajoobecnedeHHble xkutenu Puo u,
YTOOBI CBECTH KOHIIBI C KOHIIAMH, CJIAIOT MX B apCHIy — WM JIaXKe TPYAAT-
csl HaJ| BBIITOJIHEHUEM TIOPTHOBCKHX 3aKa30B 00K 0 OOK ¢ HUMH, KaK ATO
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npoucxoquT B ceMbe @epHanno Ceiimnaca, maBHOro repos «CeHbophI».
Poman nanucan 3a 13 net 10 moAnmucaHus UMIEPATOpPoM «30J0TOTO 3aKO-
Hay, 3HaMEHYIOIIEeTo co00i oTMeHy pabctBa B bpasunuu... Unu eme ogna
KOJIOpUTHAS JIeTajlb: ICBYIIKH U3 HEOOTaThIX ceMel, KOTOPBIX HEKOMY HITH
HE Ha YTO OBLJIO «BBIBO3UTHY» B CBET JUIA 3HAKOMCTBA C KCHHXaMH, Tpa-
JIMIIUOHHO «BBICAXHUBAJIUCHY» K OKHY, U HanboJiee y/lau/IuBble U IPUTOKUE
TaKUM ITyTEM HaXOAMIIN ce0e KEHUXOB.

Bnpouem, AneHkap He CTpEMUIICS TOCTPOUTH HCTOPHUIO K CEHbOPBI»
Ha OCHOBE HPaBOOIMCAHHUS, 3TO — (DOH, Ha KOTOPOM Pa3BOpavYUBaeTCs Jpa-
Ma CTPacTH, «BOCIIUTAHUs YyBCTBY», OCIEIIeHUs U po3penus. B «Jlycuo-
ney, «IuBe» n «CeHbope» mucaTeNb 3aMbICITHII HA0pOCaTh TPH «OKEHCKHUX
PO, TPH 3aPUCOBKH K IMIOPTPETY, I/I€ OTPA3HINCH OBl BO BCEM Pa3HO-
00pa3uu 4epThl COBPEMEHHOTO €My HAIIMOHAJIBHOTO XapakTepa. [opnocTth
1 CIIOCOOHOCTB K CaMOIIOXKEPTBOBAHHIO Opa3niIbCKOW «TpaBuaTh» Jlycuw,
Jlycnonsi-Ceetnsiuka («Jlycnona»); peBHOCTh M HEXKHOCTh OBIBIIEH TMa-
LIUEHTKU K CIaclieMy ee B JIeTCTBe Bpauy («JluBay); U30IIpEHHAsS MECTh
OTBEPTHYTOH BO30ONEHHON («CeHbopa») — Auama3oH OTTEHKOB W Iepe-
XOZIOB UYBCTB, HHTEPECYIOIINX MTUCATENsI, BECbMa IHUPOK.

OnHako HENb3sl HE 3aMETHTh, YTO TBopueckue moucku Koze e
AneHKkapa, 3HaTOKa W ILIEHUTENE BCEMHUPHOM JUTEpaTypbl, MPOXOAST HE
B HEKOEM BaKyyMe€ — OHU HaXOJSTCS B TOYKE MEPECEUCHUS HECKOIbKUX
JTUTEpaTypHBIX KoopawHar. Kak MBI BUAMM, OHH CO3BYYHBI TOMY, YTO
B JIPyTUX JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKHUX JINTEpaTrypax B T€ K€ TOJbI JCNIAl0T €ro
coOparbs 1Mo mepy — KaXKJIblii Ha CBOEM HAIIMOHAIBHOM MarepHale.

N «ypoku» banb3aka, Hay4uBIIEro JIUTEpPaTypy TOBOPUTH HE
TOJIBKO O YyBCTBaxX, HO M O BJAcCTH (DPaHKOB, Cy W JIYHIOPOB, HE IpPO-
xomaT Oeccrenuo st aBropa «CeHbopbl». JloOutenn Oanb3aKOBCKOU
MPO3BI Cpa3y 3aMETST Mapaiesin, aJUTI03UU U OTCHUIKH K MTPOU3BEACHUIM
(GpaHIy3CKOTO MATpa: JKEPTBEHHOE CIIY)KEHHUE JOMAlIHUX MOJIOJAOMY
neungu @epuango Ceiinracy HANOMHUT UCTOPUIO PacTuHbsika M €ro
cembu u3 pomana «Otery ['opro». YHU3HTENbHAS CIlEHA B OIepe, TIe
repost 3aCTABISIOT CTBIIUTHCSI MAaT€PU U CECTPhI, BO MHOTOM IMOBTOPSIET
3MU30 M3 «YTpaueHHBIX WILTIO3UN», a Metamopdosa, mpousonieamas
¢ Aypenueii mocie noay4eHus HacJleICTBa — IIePEeMEHBI B CyJb0e CKPOM-
Hu1el Monectsl MUHBOH U3 OTHOMMEHHOM nmoBecTu banp3aka. Bripouew,
HUKTO W3 COBPEMEHHUKOB, Y3HaBas dTH PEMUHHUCIICHIIUH, HE YIPEKHYI
OBl AJleHKapa B 3aMMCTBOBAHHUSX: OH TMEPEBOJUT (PaHIy3CKHI MpuMep
B 00J1aCTh O0IEYEIIOBEYECKIX JIpaM M MPOCIS)KUBACT MX MPEIOMIICHUE
Ha OpasmibckoM marepuaje. Bmecto ¢y u ¢paHKOB y HEr0 MUIPEHCHI
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U KOHTO, Opa3uiIbCKHUE MPEeIpacCyJKU U YCIOBHOCTH, BO3MOXXHOCTHU Ha-
LHOHAJIBHOMN KU3HH, CPEIbl, BOCIUTAHMS, TpaAuLUi. BHyTpeHHUI Mup
ero mepcoHaked cGopMHpPOBaH MMEHHO HAIMOHATHHOU MEHCTBUTEINb-
HOCTBIO, U aBTOP BBICTYIIAET KaK MCCIIEJ0BaTelb IPOTUBOPEUNI HMEHHO
Opa3smIIbCKOM JTyIIIH.

AneHKapa MHTEpeCyeT He OPUTMHAJIBbHBIN «Ka3yc», HE YAUBHUTEIb-
Has M3Jep)KKa CEMEIHOro mpaBa — HO BepCHUsl HallMOHAJIBHOTO XapakTepa,
KOTOpas MoIjla «OTIMTHCS» MMEHHO B 3TH roasl. [lo MHeHuio uccieno-
BaTeJel, Aypenus — AUTS UMEHHO JTOTO Neproaa OpasmiIbCKON KU3HH,
KOTJla B TPUYYAJIUBOM CMEIICHHH COCYIICCTBOBAIM «IATEPHATHCTCKUE
YepThl» PpadOBIAAENBUECKON AMOXH U «JIubepain3M (HOPMUPYIOLIUXCS
KallMTaJIUCTUYECKUX OTHOLIeHUI». Ee Xxapakrep oTpaxaeT Xxapakrep nepe-
MeH B cTpaHe (Oyks.: alegoria desta mudanga) [Granja Tigre Lima 2019].
HezaBucumocTs Aypennn — HE3aBUCHMOCTh BUEpaITHEN HUIIEH JEBUYOH-
KM, KOTOPOH HEYETro TepATh, & CBOCOOPA3HBINA BOMIOHTAPU3M — CBOCBOJIHE
«HOBOH 00OTaukm», A1 KOTOPOil HET aBTOPUTETOB.

Puo-ne-Xanelipo Bpemen Bropoit IMnepuu npencrtaer B poMaHe
«CeHboOpay NPOLBETAIOIIUM TOPOJOM, CTOJULEH HOBBIX IKOHOMUYECKUX
BO3MOXKHOCTEH, MECTOM, T/IC JIOBKHI 4eCTOII00CI] MOXET OTHOCHTEIIEHO
OBICTPO HAXUTH COCTOSHUE. 3aiiMbl, KOHIIECCHH, ACHBIU IMOJ MPOICHTHI
U, KOHEYHO, YMEHHUE CcJieaTh XOPOILIYI0 MapTUIO MOTYT MO3BOJUTH IMOJ-
HATBHCSI HA OYepeIHBIC CTYNEHBKU OOIIeCTBEHHOH JECTHHUIBI, oOecmeyar
BO3MOKHOCTb CTaTh yUaCTHUKOM «IIPA3IHUKA )KU3HU», O KOTOPOM MEUTaeT
®epuanno Ceitmmac. )Kose ne AneHkap, co3gaBasi B poMaHe CBOEro poja
MOMEHTAIIbHBI CHUMOK SIOXH, C TOPEYbI0 U MPE3PEHUEM TO TYT, TO TaM
poHsieT cioBa 00 3TOH 3pe «IlIapiaTaHOB», AJYHBIX KOPBICTONIOOLEB,
BceoOIIero yrapa oT «OBICTPBIX IeHer». B aToit armocdepe Gpopmupyercs
YHUKaJIBHBIN Xapakrep Aypenuu. Eif camoif cynp00ii Bpoze ObI mpeHa3Ha-
YCHA PONIb XKEPTBHI, 3ATOKHHUIIBI MaTEPUATBHBIX 00CTOSATEIHCTB. OTHAKO
B OTJIMYHME OT FrepOMHU poMaHa [ mmapastuca, Aypenus y AneHkapa — CHIIb-
Hasg W BOJIEBas JIMYHOCTb, CHOCOOHAS TPE3BO M PaCUETIMBO MOCTABUTH
JIeP3KUI SKCIIEPUMEHT: «KYIHB» ce0e B MYy’Kbsl OTBEPIHYBILIEIO €€ B T'OJIbl
OeqHOCTH U 0€3BECTHOCTH MY)KYHMHY, YHU3HUTB €r0 M IIPEBPATUTH MIOYTH Ha
TOJI B CBOETO «0esoro paday.

Yactu pomana o3zarnaBiessl: «Llena», «Cnenka», «Bnanenue»
u «Bpikym». ITocTosHHBIE amemisuuu K MUpPY (UHAHCOB B pOMaHe He
MIPOCTO JaHb OpOCKoi MeTadope — Ha S3BIK «MATePHAIBHBIX IIEHHOCTEH
MIEPEBOUTCS BCS HCTOPHSI Opaka, OCHOBAHHOTO HAa MECTH OCKOpOIeHHON
KeHIIUHBL. [lucarens HaeIseT CBOI TePOUHIO HE TOIBKO HCKYCHUTEIbHON
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Jilﬁit?

Iliioxue HoBOCTH
Pooongpo Amosdo (Bpazuaus, 1895)
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KpacoToi, HO ¥ YHUCTO MY)XCKHMH CIIOCOOHOCTSIMHU OINEpHpoBaTh (puHaH-
camu. Hembicnumas 1iisl KEHIIUHBI TOM 3MOXM OBICTPOTA cueTa, yMEHHe
BBIYHCIIATH NPOLIEHTHI U JUBUACH b, HOMHUTh KypChl U KOTUPOBKH, BECTU
OyXTaJITepHIO COCTABISCT PA3UTEIBHBIM KOHTPACT C MIOPTPETOM MOJIOION
HE)KHOM KPacaBHUIIBI, B AyIIe KOTOPOH OYITYIOT HCHCTOBBIC CTPACTH. AJICH-
Kap, CyMEBIINI MacTEPCKH OBJaleTh TOHKOCTSAMH JKaHpa poMaHa-Qelbe-
TOHA, BBICTPAMBAET 110 €ro KaHOHaM (P PEKTHBINA MU30/1 MepBOi OpayHoii
HOYHM TEpOCB, MOATOTOBUB OOMaH YHTATCIbCKUX OXHUITAHWH. Aypenns
B COOJA3HUTEIHHOM J1€3a0MIIbe OTIIHPAET CEKPETep M HAYMHAET XOIOIHO
BECTH C OIICIOMJICHHBIM JKCHUXOM Pa3rOBOp O JACHbrax u pacmuckax. OH
KYIUICH, MOpaloIleH, YHIKEH (UKTHUBHBIM OpakoMm, 0OpeueH HCIOIHATH
POJIb KPAaCHBOM UIPYIIKH B pyKax cBoeil CeHbOpbl — HEe MPOCTO CYNPYTIH,
HO BJIQJbIYUIIBL.

VicrionHeHHast CTPACTH «AydJIb» MEXKAY MOJIOJOKEHAMH pPa3BH-
BAaeTCsl MO 3aKOHaM JIO0BM-HEHAaBUCTH. [lucarensp mpociexuBaeT Bce
CTaJNH Pa3pyLIMTEIHLHOrO, U3HYPSAIOLIEro 000MX CYNpPYyroB NPUTBOPCTBA.
OH 3acTaBiseT UX MOYYBCTBOBATh M TEATPAIBHOCTh UX HEECTECTBEHHOMN
xu3Hu. U Aypenust, 1 @epHaH0 )KUBYT Kak Ha CLEHE, pa3blpbIBas Ha
MOIMOCTKaX CBETCKOro Pro To koMenuio, To Ipamy CHacTINBON ceMeHHON
KU3HU, KOTOPOW HA CaMOM Jielie HET.

OOcToATeNnbCTBA 3a04HON «IOKYNKNW» Aypeiueil cBoero «6eaoro
pabay, CBaTOBCTBA BCIICMYIO MOTYT IIOKA3aThCSI COBPEMEHHOMY UUTATEITIO
POMaHTHYECKUM IpeyBenuueHneM. OMHaKo, KaK IMOAYepKUBACT MUCATENb,
B Ty NOpYy B Opa3mibcKoM OOIIEecTBE HEKOTOpble Opaku Tak M COBEpIIa-
nuck. B mamatu y Bcex OpasuibleB elle Oblia CBeKa UCTOPHUS KEHUTHOBI
ux cobcrBeHHoro ummnepatopa Ileagpo Broporo. l'omyGormnaseiii kpaca-
BELl-BEJMKaH C BOJEBBIM «rabcOyprckum» MoadOpOIKOM, IMOKPOBHUTEb
HayK ¥ MCKYCCTB, ITOJUIJIOT U CTOPOHHUK OTMEHBI paOCTBa caM Mo cebe
OBUT 3aBUJIHBIM JXCHHXOM, HO KaK HACIEAHHMK Opa3miIbCKOTO TpPOHA HE
0co0OeHHO MpUBJIeKal aBrycTeimumx poaureneii B EBpone. Otaars 3a Hero
comTacuiIKch ik npuHieccy Tepesy Kpuctuny BypOoH -Curmniickyro.
CBaroBCTBO IMPOXOAMJIO 3a0YHO, [0 MOPTPETY, U BHELIHOCTb HEBECTHI
ObUTa CHIIBHO IIPUYKpAIIeHa. YBHJCB €€ BXKHUBYIO, Opa3miIbCKUil HACICTHUK
OyKBaJIbHO OTIIATHYJICS — TaK OHA OblL1a Hexopomra. Ho B34Th Ha3ax cioBo
YEeCTH HE CMOT, ¥ B IaJIbHEHIIIEM 3TO CTaJI0 3aJI0TOM J0JITOro CYaCTIMBOIO
Opaxa... ®epranno Celmac Oka3pIBaeTCs ITOYTH B TOW K€ CHTYalldH —
CHadJasa JaeT CIIOBO, M TOJHKO MOTOM BHANT HEBECTY, IEBYIIKY, JIIOOOBEIO
KOTOpOH Kkorga-To mpeHeOper. OTKa3aThCsl OH YK€ HE MOXKET, TaK Kak
3aJ1aTOK U3 €€ MPUAaHOTO UM UCTpadeH.
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Ho pomannas cutyarusi, 3agyMaHHas B «0anb3aKOBCKHX» KaTe-
ropusix, mox nepom JKoze ne AneHkapa OyaeT pa3BUBaTbCs IO MHBIM —
pOMaHTHYECKMM — KaHOHaM. M mycTe mucaTtens wieapo pasOpachiBacT
YIOMHHAHUS O «Cpefe», «00IMIecTBe» U «BOCIUTAHUI CBOUX I'epOEB, KaK
3TO JieNIaly eBPOINEHCKUE PeaiCThL... [IycTh 0TaeT naHb 1 HapoXKAaroIIe-
Mycs HaTypalu3My, paccykaast 0 pU3HOIOTuU PEBHOCTH UIH O TOM, KaKoe
YyBCTBEHHOE BO3/ICHCTBUE OKA3bIBAET BaJlbC Ha OpasUIbCKUH Temmepa-
MeHT..."! Co3aHHyI0 UM KapTHHY MHpPa 3TO HE MEHseT. XapakTephl ero
TepoeB CO3/IaHbl TI0 POMAHTHYECKUM 3akoHaM. Aypenusi mctut Ceitmacy
HE 32 TO, YTO TOT OTKA3aJICsl OT HEE PaJM CBETCKOTO yCIeXa M OOrarcTaa,
a 3a To, 4TO OH Ipenaj ee mpejacrasieHue o6 MUupeane, 06 Adcomtore. OH
MoT ObI KOTJ]a-TO, ON00UB €€ OECKOPBICTHO, CTaTh UACAIbHBIM TBOPLIOM,
a oHa — ero TeopeHuem. UyBcTBa, KOTOpBIE OHU MUTAIOT IPYT K JIPYTY, HE
Cly4yailHO CpaBHMBAIOTCS C TeMHM, 4To Bieknu Ilurmanuona x Ianaree.
Ho teneps oxuBIsioONIee, OJYXOTBOPSIOLICE HAUANI0 JI00BHU, CBI3YIOLICE
repoeB aHTMYHOro Muga, B KECTOKOM (apce, KOTOPBIA pPas3bIrpbIBAIOT
HNEepCOHaXM AJIeHKapa, BBIBEPHYTO HAWU3HAHKY, CHUXKeHO. llurmamuon
u [amares meHsroTcs Mectamu. ToibpKo B (prHANIE pOMaHa «S3BIK TOPTay
(Berpaxenue T.J[. BeHemuKTOBOM) yCTymaeT MECTO SI3bIKY MOI3UH.

JIroboBs mokazaHa B «CeHbOpe» Kak BeluKas IIpeobOpasyromias
cuna. B XynoxecTBeHHOM apceHane AJICHKapa OHa BBICTYIAET BMECTE CO
CBOMMHU JIByMsl COFO3HHUKAMHM — MHPOM IPUPOJBI U KyldbTypbl. IIbsgHdAIICE
JIBIXaHHUE IOKHOM HOYHM, Yapylollue 3alaxy cajfa, KpacoTa I[BETYIIUX
pacTeHUH UCKYIIAIOT TepOEB, CIOBHO MPU3BIBAsl UX CHAThCA, OTPEULCS OT
HU3MEHHBIX M CUIOMUHYTHBIX pacueTo. MmMenHo Torna u tam B Ceifmnace,
HMITPOBU3HPYIOIIEM Ha TeMbl OaifponoBckoro «Kopcapa» u «Ilapusunsny,
MIPOCHINIAeTCS MCTUHHBIN MOAT, U HCYE3aeT MoJpaxarens, (haT, HOCHBIIHH
JI0 CHIX TIOp JIMIIb MOAHYIO MacKy «OaiipoHudeckoil muunoctu». «Kopcapy
BaiipoHa ¢ ero HeyKpOTUMBIMU CTPACTAMHU, ¢ 00Pa30M POKOBOIl MCTUTEIb-
HUIBI KaK Obl «yABaMBACT» UCTOPUIO Aypennuu, TUIEpOOTU3UPYET ee.

AJneHKap IpoCIexHUBaeT 3BONOLUI0 uyBcTBA CEHbOPHI K ee Oesromy
paOly, MOKa3bIBAET, KAK CKPBIBAETCS PBYLIEECS HAPYXKY «IIPUPOJHOE Haya-
JI0», CTPACTh U TYyBCTBEHHOCTH, KOTOPOH TTO3BOJICHO TOPKECTBOBATH JIUIIIb

1 Taxkas OTKPBITOCTD, HAXKE aMOp(bHOCTI) ACTETUYCCKOU CUCTCMBbI, XapaKTepHoﬁ

JULsl TBOpUECTBA AJIGHKapa ITUX JIET, 10 MHEHUIO COBPEMEHHBIX nccienoBareneii [Granja
Tigre Lima 2019], no3BoisieT BBEICTPOUTH JIOTUUECKYIO IIEIOUYKY: XapaKTep IepOnHH—
XYJIO’KECTBEHHAs KapTHHA MUpa—00pa3 Opa3uibckoro obuiecTa. Bee Tpu KoMmoHeHTa
MapKHPOBAHBI TIPU3HAKAMH «Uy[a/dyAnIna» ¥ Heo(popMIeHHOCTH (OyKB.: monstruo
disforme).
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TOT/a, KoTAa modena oxepykana. ['eponHe AJeHKapa MO CHIIy OKa3bIBa-
€TCS He TOJIbKO TOYYyBCTBOBAaTh ce€0S TOCHOXKOH M XO3SHKOW MY>KUHMHBI,
MIOMEHATHCA ¢ HUM COLMAJIbHBIMU POJISIMH, YCIEIIHO POJEMOHCTPUPOBaB
MIOTEHLUAT MYIHCEHUUHbL, HO U YTBEPIIUTHCS B MHOM KaueCTBE: OHA IIpeBpa-
maercst B TBopia, mepe-co3aBast 1 ce0si, 1 CBOCTO JOOMMOT0, BO3BBIIIAS
€ro U OyXOTBOPSIA.

Tpu HalMOHaAJbHBIE JUTEPATypPbl, TPH MOAEIH, KOHEUHO, elle He
JTAIOT MCYEPIBIBAIOIIETO MPEACTAaBICHUS 000 BCeX MyTIX H CIIOCO0ax Io-
HCKOB HJCHTUYHOCTH M OOPETCHNH MPEICTABICHUS O cebe — apreHTHHKE,
KyOuHKe, Opa3uibsHKe, CBOCH pacoBON M FeHICPHON CYIIHOCTH, COIIUATb-
HOM ponu. Marepuan sl JaJbHEUIINX pa3sMBIIIJIEHUN Ha 3Ty TEMY JaeT
W MEKCHUKaHCKas, U duiuickas nureparypa XIX Beka. O4eBUIHO OIIHO:
TeHEe3HnC 00pa3a «CHIBHOM >KCHIMHBD MPOCMATPHUBACTCS B JATHHOAME-
pukaHckoi npo3e XIX Beka, OH yTBEp)KIaeTCsl B AMHAMUKE, POXKAAETCA
U3 OMIO3ULIUNA «MYKCKOTO» U «KEHCKOTO», «OEIoro» M «IBETHOTOY,
«JIUKOTO» U «IIMBUJIM30BaHHOTO». HeoqHOMepHOCTh, TMOPUAHOCTD, «KEH-
TaBpUYecKas» OCHOBA )KEHCKHUX 00pa30B B pOMaHaX 3TOM 3M1OXHU I103BOJISIET
Jyd4IIe TMOHITH U MPOAOIIKEHUE TPAaTUINH — MPEIOMIICHHE dTHX 00pa30oB
B JIUTEPATypPE MOCIELYIOIIUX BEKOB.

JIMTEPATYPA

[bPamxoBa 2016] — bawxosa E.B. Mupoobpa3 Osursl [lepon B apreHTHHCKON
KkynsType U nuteparype XX—-XXI BB. / BecTHHK BOopoHEKCKOTO rocymnapcTBEHHOTO
yHuBepcutera. 2016. Ne 10. C. 5-9.

[bamkosa 2015] — bawxosa E.B. O6pa3 Ilpamarepu — Jla Manun4ye B Mek-
CHUKaHCKOH JuTeparype Bropoil moinoBuHbl XX Beka // Bectuuk YPAO. 2015. Ne 3.
C.107-112.

[Tupun 2004] — Tupun FO.H. Jluteparypa Benecyansl. Jluteparypa Komym-
oun // Ucropus nureparyp Jlarunckoit Amepuku. T. 4, 4. 2. M.: UMJIN PAH, 2004.
C.5-134.

[KyreiiuukoBa Teprepstn 1970] — Kymeuiwuxoea B.H., Tepmepsan H.A.
dopMupOBaHHE HALMOHANBHBIX JUTEparyp JlaTMHCKOH AMEpUKM M POMaHTHU3M //
dopmupoBaHye HaMOHAIBHBIX JTUTepatryp JlarnHckoit AMepuku / OTB. pexa. B.H. Ky-
teimukoBa. M.: Hayka. 1970. C. 3-35.

[Mapmons 1961] — Mapmone X. Amanus. M.: TUXJI, 1961.

[OrneBa 2020] — Ocnesa E.B. Cennopa u ee 6emnblii pad / Anenkap XK. CeHpo-
pa. M.: Puzepo, 2020. C. 1-19.

281



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

REFERENCES

[Alvarez-Amell 2000] — Alvarez-Amell, D. “Las dos caras de Cecilia Valdés:
entre el romanticismo y el nacionalismo cubano.” Hispania 83:1 (2000): 1-10.

Bashkova, E.V. “Obraz Pramateri — La Malinche v meksikanskoi literature
vtoroy poloviny XX veka.” [“The Image of Foremother — La Malinche in the Mexican
Literature of the Second Half of the 20" Century.”] Vestnik URAO 3 (2015): 107—-112.
(In Russ.)

Bashkova, E.V. “Mifoobraz Evity Peron v argentinskoi kul’ture i literature
XX-XXI vv.” [“The Mythoimage of Evita Peron in Argentine Culture and Literature
of the XX—XXI Centuries.”] Vestnik Voronezhskogo gosudarstvennogo universiteta 10
(2016): 5-9. (In Russ.)

[Camara 1999] — Céamara, M. “La mulata, un cuerpo sin voz en la cultura
cubana.” La Palabra y el Hombre. Revista de la Universidad Veracruzana 109 (1999):
75-81.

[Di Meglio 2006] — Di Meglio, M. “Miradas complementarias: lecturas y
relecturas de Amalia.” Espéculo. Revista de estudios literarios 33 (2006). Online at
http://www.ucm.es/info/especulo/numero33/amalia.html

Girin, Yu.N. “Literatura Venesuely. Literatura Kolumbii.” [“Literature of
Venezuela. Literature of Colombia.”] Istoriia literatur Latinskoi Ameriki [The History
of the Literature of Latin America). Vol. 4, p. 2. Moscow: IMLI RAN Publ., 2004:
5-134. (In Russ.)

[Granja Tigre Lima 2019] — Granja, L.; Tigre Lima, L. “Ideas no lugar: Senhora
de José de Alencar.” Alea 21:3 (sept./dec. 2019): 49-63.

Kuteishchikova, V.N., Terterian, [.A. “Formirovanie natsional'nykh literatur
Latinskoi Ameriki i romantizm” [“Formation of National Literatures of Latin America
and Romanticism.”] Formirovanie natsional'nykh literatur Latinskoi Ameriki [For-
mation of National Literatures of Latin America], ed. V.N. Kuteishchikova. Moscow:
Nauka Publ., 1970: 3-35. (In Russ.)

Marmol, J. Amalia [Amalia]. Moscow: GIHKL Publ., 1961. (In Russ.)

Ogneva, E.V. “Sen’ora i ee belyi rab” [“Senhora and Her Slave.”] Alencar, J.
Sen’ora [Senhora]. Moscow: Ridero Publ., 2020: 11-19. (In Russ.)

Received: 9 Oct. 2020
Date of publication: 30 Nov. 2020

282



NCTOPUA AMEPUKAHUCTUKHA

VIIK 82(091)
https://doi.org/10.22455/2541-7894-2020-9-283-307

Anpapeit KOOMAH

MATPUAPXA
POCCHHCKOM JATUHOAMEPUKAHUCTHKHA
K CTOJIETHIO POXKJIEHM S BEPHI HUKOJIAEBHbBI KY TEMIIIUKOBOM

Annomayua: Crarbsg NOCBSILIEHA M3BECTHOMY POCCHUMCKOMY JIaTUHOAMEPUKAHUCTY
B.H. KyreiimukoBoii (1919-2012), koTopas ctana Bropoii mocne KomtonTaii pycckoit
JKEHIIMHON, HarpakJAeHHOH ToCyAapCTBEHHBIM OPJAEHOM MeKCHKH «ANTeKCKUi
Open» 3a 3acilyr' B U3yYCHUM MEKCUKAHCKOM auTeparypsl. OnHako KyrelimukoBa
3aHMManach JajJeko He TONbKO MEKCHKAHCKOH JUTepaTypoil; B CTaThe ee HaydHas
JeATENBHOCTD TPE/CTABICHa TOpa3/0 MIUpe. ABTOpP MOKa3bIBACT, YTO (HaKTHICCKH
OHA 3aJ0KUJIA OCHOBBl HAYYHOIO U3YYEHMs JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKON JMTEepaTryphbl
U HAMETWIa MyTH ee AajbHelIero pa3Butus. [103ToMy JKU3HEHHBIN U TBOPYECKUI
nyTb B.H. KyTeiiukoBoii paccmaTpuBaeTcs B Hepa3pbIBHOM KOHTEKCTE C Pa3BUTHEM
POCCHICKON JTaTHHOAMEPHKAHNCTHKUA B OOnacTH JureparypoBeneHus. CHHCKH
M3aHHBIX 10 Hadana 60-x . XX B. IPOM3BECHHN TATHHOAMEPUKAHCKIX aBTOPOB
1 KPUTHYCCKUX pa60T SICHO CBUACTEIILCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO JIATHHOAMEPUKAHUCTUKH
B KaUeCTBE CAMOCTOSTEIBLHOH OTPAciIH (PUIIONOTMYECKON HAyKH B POCCHHCKOM
JUTEPaTYPOBECHUH HE CYIIECTBOBAJIO, NMOCKOIbKY HE MMENOCh CKOJBKO-HHOYIb
BHATHBIX IIPEICTABICHUI O JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOH uTeparype. IlepBeiM HaydHBIM
(UITOTOTHYECKIM  HCCIIE/IOBAHUEM JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKOH JIMTEparypsl cTajia
monorpadus B.H. KyreitmmkoBoit «Poman Jlarmackoit Amepuku B XX Beke»
(1964). IToaToMy aBTOp CTaThH yAEIsIeT 0c000€ BHUMAHUE YTOMY ITAITHOMY TPY.Y.
AHam3 3TOi KHUT'HM HaIJISTHO JI0Ka3bIBAET, YTO €€ aBTOp 0003Ha4MiIa M PacKphLIa
pAI HAcyIIHBIX TeM M MHpoOieM, KOTOpble BCTaHYT B IIEHTP HPOOIEeMaTHKH
poccuiickoii narnHoamepukanuctuku. Dakruueckn B.H. Kyrelmmkosa crana
[IPOBO3BECTHUKOM LUBUIN3AIMOHHOIO IOAXOAa K M3Y4YECHHIO JaTHHOAMEpUKAH-
CKOM KyIBTyphl M C YAMBHTEIBHOH IPO30PIMBOCTBIO HAMETHIA MHPOTPaMMy
JIATUHOAMEPUKAHUCTCKUX LLITyLll/Iﬁ Ha IIOJIB€Ka BIEPECI. DT uacu MoJIy4uJin
pasButHe B paborax 70-X IT., B YaCTHOCTH, B KHUTe «HOBBII TaTHHOAMEpHUKAHCKUH
poman» (1976), manucanHoi coBmecTHO ¢ MyxeMm, JI.C. OcmoBarom. B crarse
nokazano yuacrue B.H. KyreiimmkoBoit B co3panuu nsturoMHoW «McTopuun
auteparyp JlatuHckol AMepHKI»; MOIPOOHO IpEe/CTaBIeHa €€ ITOCIIeIHsAS KHUra
«MockBa — Mexuko — Mocksa. [lopora mmHoro B xu3ub» (2000). B dunane
cTaThu Jaercs AyxoBHbl noprper B.H. KyrelmukoBoii.

Knrwoueegvie cnosa: Bepa Hukonaesna Kyreiiiukosa, JaTuHOaMepUKaHUCTUKA, MeKcH-
Ka, JTaTHHOAMEePHKaHCKas TUTePaTypa.
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MATRIARCH OF LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES IN RUSSIA
VERA KUTEISHCHIKOVA’S BIRTH CENTENARY

Abstract: The paper is dedicated to the famous Russian Latin Americanist Vera Nikolaevna
Kuteishchikova (1919-2012), who became the second Russian woman after
A. Kollontai to be awarded with the Mexican Order of the Aztec Eagle for her merits
in the study of Mexican literature. However, V. Kuteishchikova’s specialization was
not limited to the Mexican literature; her academic interests included a wide range of
issues. The paper demonstrates that she laid the foundations for the scientific study of
Latin American literature in Russia and outlined the ways for further research in the
field. Therefore, V. Kuteishchikova’s life and work are considered in an inseparable
context with the development of Latin American literary studies in Russia. The list
of the Russian editions and translations of Latin American writers and the number of
critical works published before the 1960s clearly confirm the fact that until then Latin
American literary studies did not exist as an independent branch of philological science
in Russia, since Russian scholars had a very vague notion of the Latin American
literature. The first research work in philology on the Latin American literature was
the monograph by V.N. Kuteishchikova Latin American Novel in the XX century
(1964). The paper pays special attention to this significant work. An analysis of this
book proves that its author identified and revealed a number of essential topics and
problems that would be center of Latin American studies in Russia. With an amazing
sagacity V.N. Kuteishchikova mapped out a program for Latin American studies for
half a century ahead. These ideas were developed in her work in 1970s, in particular,
in New Latin American Novel (1976), co-written with her husband, L.S. Ospovat. The
paper traces the participation of V.N. Kuteishchikova in the creation of the academic
five-volume History of Latin American Literatures; analyzes her last book Moscow —
Mexico — Moscow. A Lifelong Road (2000), gives a spiritual portrait of the Russian
scholar.

Keywords: Vera Nikolaevna Kuteishchikova, Latin American Studies, Mexico, Latin
American literature.
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Andrey KOFMAN

LA MATRIARCA DE LOS ESTUDIOS
LATINOAMERICANOS EN RUSIA
CENTENARIO DEL NACIMIENTO DE VERA KUTEISHCHIKOVA

Resumen: El articulo esta dedicado a la investigadora rusa de la literatura latinoamericana
Vera Nikolaevna Kutéishchikova (1919 — 2012), que fue la segunda mujer rusa después
de A. Kolontai, condecorada de la Orden Mexicana del Aguila Azteca por los logros
en el campo de la literatura mexicana. Sin embargo, Kutéishchikova estudiaba no
solo la literatura mexicana, en el presente articulo su actividad cientifica se trata muy
ampliamente. El trabajo demuestra que fue ella quien formoé la base de los estudios
cientificos de la literatura latinoamericana en Rusia y traz6 el camino para su desarrollo,
por lo cual la ruta de la vida y de la creacion de Kutéishchikova se analiza en el contexto
de la evolucion de los estudios latinoamericanos en Rusia. La lista de las obras de
los escritores latinoamericanos, traducidas y editadas en Rusia, y de los trabajos de
critica literaria publicados hasta la década de 1960 confirman claramente que hasta
aquel entonces no existian los estudios de la literatura latinoamericana, ya que los
rusos tenian una nocion muy vaga de la literatura latinoamericana como tal. La primera
investigacion cientifica en el pleno sentido de la palabra fue el libro de Kutéishchikova
La novela de América Latina en el siglo XX (1964), por ello, el autor de este articulo
le presta una atencion especial. El analisis de este libro demuestra que Kutéishchikova
destaco y reveld algunos temas y problemas que van a constituir el ntcleo de la
problematica de los futuros estudios literarios latinoamericanos y con una sagacidad
milagrosa proyecto el programa de la investigacion de literatura latinoamericana para
el proximo medio siglo. Estas ideas se desarrollaron en los trabajos de los afios 70, en
particular, en el libro La nueva novela latinoamericana (1976), escrita en colaboracion
con su esposo, Leon Ospovat. El articulo describe la participacion de Kutéishchikova
en la Historia de la literatura Latinoamericana de cinco volumenes, presenta con
detalle su ultimo libro titulado Moscu — México — Moscu. La ruta larga como la vida,
pinta el retrato espiritual de la investigadora rusa.

Palabras clave: Vera Nikolaevna Kutéishchikova, los estudios latinoamericanos, México, la
literatura latinoamericana.
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[Mocnenuss kuura Bepst Hukonaesusr Kyreitmukosoii (1919-2012)
Ha3blBas1ach «MockBa — Mexnko — Mocksa. Jlopora JUIMHOO B KU3HbBY.
006 31011 3aMeuaTeNbHOI KHUTe pa3roBOp MOMIET NO3Ke; MTOKA K€ OTMEUY,
YTO «J0pora JUIMHOIO B JKHM3Hb» aBTOpa IpoJierajia He TOJbKO 110 Mapl-
pyTy «MockBa — Mexnko — MOCKBa»: 3TOT IyTh, KyAa 0ojee IIHPOKHHA
Y 3HAYUMBIN, OKa3aJcs, CKaKeM TakK, [UIMHOIO B LIETYI0 OTpacib (HUI0I0-
TUYECKOM HAayKHM — POCCHUICKON JIaTHHOAMEPUKAHUCTHUKH, CUUTas OT ee
Hayaja. M moTomMy Mbl, IpeACTaBUTENN MJIAAIIETr0 MOKOJIEHHUS POCCUHCKUX
JATUHOAMEPHUKAHUCTOB, MOYTUTENHHO MMeHOBaNu Bepy Hukonaesny «ma-
Tpuapxoit». Cyap0a BbIBesa ee Ha 3Ty JOPOTY [0 HEBEAOMOI HaM IIPUXOTH,
HO BbIBE€Ja JOJHKHOTO JUJISl 3TOTO IOIpHUINA YEJI0BEKa, KOTOPBIM yke He
CBOPAYMBAJI C U30PABIIETO €r0 MyTH.

CKyIIBIM IITPUXOM ouepuy Ouorpaduro Marpuapxu. Bepa Hukona-
eBHa poamiack 29 nexadbps 1919 r. B . Tyma. OTenr 10 peBoNOIAHA ObLT
CIIy’KaIluM OaHKa, B COBETCKOE BpeMs Hamesl cebe MPUMEHEHHE B Kaue-
cTBe OyXrantepa-3KOHOMHUCTa; MaTh Oblia nomoxo3siikoii. B 1937 . Bepa
HuxomnaeBna nmocrynuna Ha uctopudeckuit hakynsrer MI'Y. B 1941 r. o
pewennto MunucrepcTBa [IpocBelieHus 1o OKOHYaHUM YETBEPTOTO Kypca
Oblia HarpaBiieHa 0e3 3alUThl JUIIOMa B Xa0apOBCKHIA Mearorn4ecKuit
WHCTUTYT Ui MpenojaBaHus Kypca BceoOIIeld uCTOpru. JTa moe3aKa uMe-
na cynp0oHOcHOe 3HaueHue. B XabapoBcke oHa mo3HakoMuiach ¢ JIbBom
CamoitnoBuyem OcnoBaroM, OyIyLIMM CIYTHUKOM >KM3HHM, a TIOKa OHHU
BEIHYKICHBI OBITH paccTaThcs Ha HECKONBKO JeT, Koraa JIsBy Camoitno-
BHYY MCIIOJHUAIIOCH 18 sieT u oH ObLT pu3BaH Ha ¢poHT. [Tocie Toro, kak
Jle CamoiinoBUY BepHYJICS C BOWHBI, OHM >keHUNHCH (1947). Ux cembs
OKazajach He IPOCTO CYACTIIMBON M FApMOHMYHOM, OHA CTajla TBOPYECKUM
COIPY>KECTBOM JIBYX JItOJIeH, TOCBIATUBILUX ce0s M3yUEHHUIO U Iponaranje
JTATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOM KynbTyphel. Bepa HuxomaeBHa BoOBIEKIIa MyXka
B KpPYI' CBOMX MHTEPECOB, IOMOIJIA €MY BBIYUHTh UCHAHCKHUH SI3bIK, U OH
CTajJ aBTOPUTETHEHIIMM 3HATOKOM HCIAHCKOH M JIaTHHOAMEPHKaHCKON
JUTEPaTypsl (M HE TONBKO JIUTEPATYypPhl), aBTOPOM psifa ONESCTSAMINX KHUT,
HE YTEpsBLIMX CBOET0 3HAYEHMsI JOHBIHE, TAK YTO €r0 C IIOJHBIM Ha TO 0C-
HOBaHMEM MOKHO Ha3bIBaTh [laTpuapXxoM poCCHUICKOM JJAaTHHOAMEPUKAHU-
ctuku. B 2022 1. HCTIOHUTCS CTO JIET CO JHS €r0 POXKICHUS, U 5 HAJIEIOCh
K I0OUJIeI0 JIOMOJHUTH 3Ty CTaThl0 PabOTOil O TBOpUECTBE U O JUYHOCTHU
JIpBa CamoiilioBuya.

Bepuemcs B Boennsie rogsl. B 1943 1. Bepa HukonaeBna Bo3Bpa-
THJach B MOCKBY, TJIe B TOT Ke TOJ cliydniioch CoOBITHE, ONpeIeTuBIIee
JATbHEUITNI MappyT ee ®Ku3Hu. [1o pekoMeHIanu ee npuriiacuiu pado-
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A. Kodpman. Matpuapxa poccuiickoii JaTnHoamepukanucTuku. K croneruto poxzenus B.H. Kyreiimukosoit

TaTh Bo BececorozHoM olriecTBe KyabTypHOU cBsizu ¢ 3arpanutieit (BOKC),
KypHupoBaTh CcBsi3H ¢ JlarnHckoll Amepukoi. MmeeT cMbIca npegocTaBuTh
citoBo camoii Bepe HukonaeBHe 1 mpuBecTH (hparMeHTHI ee BOCTIOMHHAHHN
W3 YIOMSIHYTOM KHUTH:

BOKC coctostst u3 HECKOJIBKUX TaK Ha3bIBAEMbIX TEPPUTOPHAIILHBIX
OT/EJIOB, [IABHBIMU U3 KOTOPBIX SIBISUIMCH aHIIIMHCKAN U aMepUKAHCKUH.
Kontaktel ¢ okkynupoBaHHOW EBpomoi, ecTeCTBEHHO, OTCYTCTBOBAJH,
a BoT ¢ OOmecTBamMu JpyxObl, BO3HUKIIMMU B BenukoOpuranuu, CIIA
n JlatuHcKOM AMepHKe B OJAEPKKY Bolotomieil Poccun, Oblia HanaxeHa
IIOCTOsIHHAs! CBsi3b. MHOrHe Bbaromuecs aestenu Kyiasrypsl CIIIA BbI-
pakaiy TOT/Ia CONMMAAPHOCTH C HAIlleH CTpaHOW: TOMHIO OOMEH Tellerpam-
mamu ¢ Yapnmu YamnuneiM, Jleomoasaom CTOKOBCKHMM, BOCCTAHOBICHHE
orHomeHuit ¢ Cepreem PaxmanuHoBbIM. s nucatensHunbl Jlmimax
XesuiMaH ObUTa Jlaxke opraHu3oBaHa roesaka Ha ¢poHT. [lokanosana ko
Juro [MoGens! 1 Magam Yepuniuib, TaTpOHUPOBABILAS B KAYECTBE CYNPYTH
npeMbep-MHHUCTpa BennkoOpurannu nomomis Poccun; ee mpues BbI3BaI
HEMaJIbI Mepernonox.

B otnene amepukaHckux cTpaH, kak u B 1iesiomM B BOKCe, paboranu
10 IPEUMYIIECTBY KEHIUHBI (MY>KUYMH HA3HAYa Il HadabHUKaMu). [Toutn
BCE MBI OBUIH MOJIOZBI, @ HEKOTOPBIE YKe YCIIeNU CTaTh BoBaMu. 1 BOT 4To
YOUBHUTEJIBHO: HU paHbI, HAHECEHHbIC BOWHOMN, HM TPEBOTH, HU OECKOHEU-
HbIC OBITOBBIE TPYAHOCTH HE SIBJISUINCH TOMEXO0H B paboTe — MMEHHO 37eCh
Y HaXOJMJIa BBIXOJ HAllla €I1ll¢ He pacTpadyeHHas )KU3HEHHAsl DHEPIHs.

HenaBHMe BBIMYCKHUIBI-TYMaHUTAPUHU, Mbl CTPEMHJIUCH COXpa-
HUTH JyX CTYIEHYECKOr0 TOBApHWINECTBA M OCOOEHHO YYBCTBO IOMOPA,
CTOJIb HEOOXOUMOE JUISl TOTO, YTOOBI IEPEHOCUTD TYIIOCTh HEKOTOPBIX M3
HavYaJIbHUKOB HJIKM UPOHU3UPOBATH HAI CO6CTBCHH]>IM HalllUM Y4YaCTUCM
B MEXIYHApOJIHBIX JellaX, — cpabaTbiBaj 340pPOBbIii HHCTUHKT CaMOCO-
XpaHeHUs OT BHpYyca THIECIaBHOI cyeTHOCTH. Bripouem, 60pOThCs ¢ 3TUM
BHPYCOM IIOMOTaJa 1 001Ias cnapTanckas 00CTaHOBKa, B KOTOPO HameMmy
Oparty, a TouHee Halllel cectTpe, ObUIO TPYIHO 3abanoBarbes. Hayrpo nmocie
KaKoro-HuOy/b BEUEpHEro mpuema, rie, Becelo medeua, Mbl H300paxanu
CBETCKYI0 O€CIEeYHOCTh, NMPUXOJMIOCH IMEPETACKUBATh TSKEIbIe MaKeThl
C MOYTOM, BBICITYIINBATh WANOTCKUE HACTABICHHS MM pa3HOCHL M3pemnka
BBIXOJISl Ha aBaHCIIEHY, MbI BCEI/ia IIOMHWIIN, YTO Ha CaMOM JieJie OCTaBa-
JIICh MPOCTHIMU PaOOUUMHU 32 KYIHUCAMH.

CerozHs, MBITAasACh MPENCTABUTh aTMoc(depy TeX JIEeT, s HepeIKo
3aJyMBIBAIOCh: OTKYyJa Opajich B HAC YyBCTBO MOBBIIICHHOW OTBETCTBEH-
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HOCTH, AMCUUIIIMHUPOBAHHOCTh, CHOCOOHOCTh K camooTaaue? B menom
9TH KayecTBa ObUIM IpUCYIIH OONBIIMHCTBY Jtofeii Toro Bpemenu. Ho co-
tpyaaukoB BOKCa xapakrepu3oBana emie oHa uepTa, a IMEHHO CO3HaHUE
0c000# MPUYACTHOCTH K J€JIaM MOJIUTHYECKUM M OTCIOAA HEOTCTYITHBII
CTpax COBEPIIUTH KaKoi-HUOYIb MpoMax, 0COOEHHO eCiIM peub Ija O ce-
kpetHoii nepenucke. B BOKCe, koHeuHo ke, cylecTBoBalla Tak Ha3blBa-
emasl crenyacTtb, OJINTENFHO OXpaHsBIIas CBOM OyMaru, a 3a0[qHO M Hac,
MOCTOSTHHO paboTaBIINX ¢ HUMH. [1opoii pa3naBaiich TPO3HBIE OKPUKH H3
9TOr0 OTJIeNIa, HO OYEHb YacTO €ro K€ COTPYIAHUKU «CIlacalu» Hac, Korua
MBI 320bIBaJIM BOBPEMSI BEPHYTh CEKPETHBIC JJOKYMEHTHI.

Ha BbicokoM ypoBHe u ¢ OombmuM madocoM NpPOBOAMIIACH
B BOKCe nonutnueckass paboTta: HaM BHYIIANW, YTO, HAXOMIICh Ha Tpa-
HUIIE C 9yKIbIM, BpaXX1€OHBIM MHPOM, MBI TOJDKHBI HE TOJBKO MPOSIBIISTH
uAeHHYI0 OIUTEIBHOCTD, HO U CTpOXKaiiIie coONI0naTh MOPAIbHbEIE HOPMBI.
IMonyuenue pedepeHTOM-NEPEBOJUUKOM I10JJapKa OT HHOCTPAHHOI'O TOCTSI
CUHUTAJIOCh KpUMHUHAJIOM. ITo3ke ObUIO MPUHATO COJIOMOHOBO pEIlIEHHE:
9T00BI HE OOMIETH TOCTS, IPHHATH MOJAPOK U IIepeaTh ero B HeKUi GOHT
(moHsITHE BechbMa pacIUIBIBUATOE), — HO U TOTIA, KAXKETCs, HaAXOIWINChH
COTPYAHUKHU, HE 60$[BH_II/ICC$I OTBCTCTBCHHOCTHU M OCTAaBJIABIIMC ITOAApPKH
B CBOEM JINYHOM I10JIb30BaHUM. DTa TE€Ma BOIJIA B HAII (DOJIBKIIOP: MBI
COYMHWJIN KYIIJIETHI O TIOMYJISIPHOM YK€ B Ty OPY AMCHEEBCKOM MBIIIOHKE
Muxkku-Mayce, KOTOpbIi XOIUJI OOCHKOM, JIMIIL Obl €r0 HE 3aroI03pHIn
B MOJIYYE€HUU UHOCTPAHHBIX UYJOK. [...]

B nameil cpeae neHwINCh NpohecCHOHAIN3M, 00pPa30BaHHOCTD,
HEepeBOAUECKOE MAcTepcTBO. Bee 3T0 MHe elle npejcTosno NpuodpeTarh
U OCBaMBaTh: YPOBEHb MOEH IOJrOTOBKM BEChbMa Mall0 COOTBETCTBOBAI
CTOJIb BBICOKUM TpeboBaHusM. [...] [Ipexe Bcero s B3suiach 3a MCIaH-
CKHH sI3bIK — B MOCKBE Torna Majio KTo ero 3Haj. [...] HaGupas temn
B UTEHUHU, 5 HE yCIeBaJia BHUKHYTh B rpaMMaTHKy. Ha momous npuxozuia
JIep30CTh — s Hadaja CaMOCTOSITENIbHO CKJIaIbiBaTh (paswl, He aymas
0 TIpaBWIax'.

Bckope Bepa HukonaeBHa morna paboTarh NMEpeBOAYUKOM U CO-

npoBoxkAaTh rocred u3 JlatuHckoil Amepuku. Tak oHa Mo3HaKOMHIIach
C MEKCHKaHCKUMU XyaokHukamu CukelipocoM u PuBepoil u ¢ unmuiinem
[Tabno Hepynoii, ¢ KoTopbIM 3aBg3aiachk 10Aras U Kpemnkas apyxoa. C 1949

Kymeuyuroea B.H. MockBa — Mexuko - Mocksa. Jlopora JUIMHOIO B 5KU3Hb. M.

Axanemuueckuii mpoekt, 2000. C. 8-10.
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o 1953 rr. Bepa HukosnaeBHa, kak TOria TOBOPUIIH, «0e3 OTphIBA OT MPO-
M3BOJICTBA» YUWJIaCh B 3a0YHOU aclupaHType Ha kKadeape HOBOM mMcTopun
Hctopuueckoro dakynsrera MI'Y, roe noarorouia u B 1953 1. 3amuTiia
JIMCCEPTAIIO, CTAB KaHAMIaTOM HCTOpUYecKnX HayK. OTHOBpEMEHHO OHA
Jleiana MepBble, HO BIIOJHE PELIUTENIbHbBIE IIard B W3Y4YEHUH JIAaTHHOAME-
PUKAHCKON NUTEepaTypbl M OMyOJMKOBana psiji CTareid Mo ITOH TeMaTHKe
B «JluteparypHoii razere», «W3BecTusix», xypHaiax «HoBwii mup»,
«3Be3nay, «Bompockl HCTOPHUI»; a TaKXKe H3ana aBe opomrrops! — «I1abmo
Hepyna» (1952) u «XKopxu Amany» (1954). C 1953 mo 1955 rr. oHa mo
COBMECTHTENILCTBY INpEMNojaBaja Ha ucTopudeckoM Qaxyasrere MI'Y, rne
yyTaia JEKIMH U BeJla CEMUHAP 110 UCTOPUU MEKCHUKH.

B.H. Kymeuiwuxosa c Ilabno Hepyooii. 1950-e.

OxoHYaTeNbHBII BEIOOP HAYYHOTO ITyTH B HANPABICHUH (IIIOIOTHH
npousoiuen B 1956 r. Tornamuuii nupexrop MucTuTyTa MUPOBOI J1UTEpa-
Typsl AH CCCP ¢ ynuBneHueM 1 HeyI0BOIbCTBUEM OOHAPYXKUI, UTO B €TO
HMHCTUTYTE €CTh CIELHMAIUCTBI 10 CAMBIM MajibIM U DK30THUYECKUM JINTEPA-
Typam, BpOJe 3CKUMOCCKOH, U HET HU OJHOIO CIELUANUCTa 110 JUTEepaTy-
pam JlatmHCKOIT AMepHKH, TOTAa Kak MOCIEAHAs BKIOYaeT B ceds Oombre
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JIBAJLIATH CTPaH, KaXKJaasi co CBOEH, MHOTa BecbMa 00TaToH, TUTepaTypHOii
Tpaauuueil. AOCYpIHYIO CUTYallUIO HaJl0 ObUIO CPOYHO HCIIPABIIATH, U OH
MPUTIIAcHII paboTaTh B MHCTUTYT Cpa3y IBYX UEIOBEK 3aHUMAaThCs JlaTnH-
ckoit Amepuxoii: Bepy HukonaeBny orBewars 3a lcmanckyio AMepuky,
a K Hell B mapy mosonyto TanaHTiauBylo MHeccy ApramecoBHy TeprepsiH
u3yuath aureparypy bpasumuu. ITouemy BbiOOp man Ha B. KyrelimmkoBy?
[MoTomy uTo apyrux npocro He 6bu10. @.B. KenbuH, eIMHCTBEHHBIN HA TOT
MOMEHT (DHJIONOT, YTO-TO 3HABIIUH O JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOW JIUTEparype,
HAXOJMJICS B TIEHCHOHHOM Bo3pacTe (63 roma). Tak 9TO KOHKYpPEHTOB
y Bepbl HuxonaeBHbsl He mmenoch. OHa ke, yCTaBIIas OT OeCKOHEUHOM
HepBoTpernku — oT pabotrel B BOKC, 6e3 0co0bIX pa3aymuil coriiacuiaach
W BCTaJla Ha IyTh JIUTEpaTypoBeaeHus. [lomyumiocs xe Tak, 9To 00a OHH,
nupexkrop UMJIM n Bepa HukomaeBHa, MOXHO CKa3aTh, MPOSIBUIIN SICHO-
Bumuecknit  map. Ilpoiger
Tpu roja, rpsHetr KyOnHckas
peBomtonus, U B30opbl CTpaHsbl
CoBeToB OymyT TPHKOBaHBI
K «IbUIAIOLIEMY KOHTHHEH-
Ty»; TIPOMJAET emie AecsATOK
JIET ¥ TPSIHET «OyM» «HOBOTO»
JIATUHOAMEPUKAHCKOTO POMa-
Ha, U yXe B30pbl BCEro Mupa
OyIyT IPUKOBAHEI K JIATHHOA-
MEpHUKaHCKOH JIUTEparype.
Urak, Bepa Huxkona-
eBHa nonwta B UMJIU toputs
TPOIly HOBOH cIleLuanu3a-
LMY, HOBOH HE TOJIBKO MAJIs
WHCTUTYTa, HO U JJIA OTeye-
CTBEHHOM HAyKd B LIEJIOM.
Uto6bl TipuIaTh 00OCHOBAH-
HOCTh 3TOW (pase, HeoOXo-
IUMO CIeJaTh HEOOJBIIoE
HUCTOPUYECKOE OTCTYIJICHHUE.
B nopeBomnonuonHoOM
Poccun  umenach, mycTh
/ _ CKpOMHasl, ILIKOJIa HCIHa-

J 5 ) )
B.H. Kymetiwuxosa evicmynaem ¢ 00K1a0om { HUCTHKH B CaHKT HeTep6yp
I re. Ee «ormom» cuurancs
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JL.K. IleTpoB; akTuBHO pabOTaIu U BhIMyCKaIu yaeHHKoB B.®. [llummapes,
B.A. Kpxesckuii, A.A. CmupHoB u 11p. Jleno mpoaoypkaioch U MOIKE
(mepBbIii TiepeBoy ¢ ucrnanckoro «Jlon Kuxoray, 1929); u He ciyuaiiHo
B 1937 1. Ha BoiiHy B Mcrianuu BepOOBaJIM UMEHHO CTYJeHTOB JIeHUHTpaI-
CKOTO YHHBEPCHUTETA, IPYTHX, BIAICBIINX S3BIKOM, IIPOCTO HE Ob10. B Co-
BeTckoi Poccun untepec k Mcnmanun npoOyauiics BoO BpeMs IpaxaaHCKON
BoiHbI 1936—-1939 rr.; mociie Hee BMeCTe ¢ IeThbMHU, YBAKYUPOBAHHBIMU K3
Wcnannn, B cTpaHe MOSBUIICS AOBOJIBHO 3HAUNTEIBHBINA CIIOHN JIONEH, BIIa-
JICTOIIUX MUCTIAHCKUM SI3BIKOM. [lepBoe oTmeneHne HCmancKoro sI3bIKa ObITO
OTKPBITO Ha (utongorudeckoM ¢axynsrere MI'Y B 1948 1.

Yro xe KacaeTcst JaTHHOAMEPUKAHUCTUKH, TO J0 cepennHbl 50-X ro-
0B XX B. B KaUe€CTBE CAMOCTOSTEILHONW OTpaciy (pUIIOIOrHUECKO HayKH
€€ B POCCUHCKOM JIMTepaTypOBEIEHUH NONPOCTy He cyliecTBoBaio. Ee He
OBLIO, TIOCKOJIbKY HE UMEIIOCh CKOJIbKO-HHOY/Ib BHATHBIX IMPEICTaBICHUI
0 JIaTMHOAMEpPUKAHCKOH suTeparype. Jlo peBomronnu OBUT H3aH BCETO
OJIMH JIATUHOAMEPHUKAHCKHUI pOMaH — « AMallus» apreHTUHCKOTO MucaTess
X. Mapmoss®>. B CTaIMHCKYIO 310Xy KOE-YTO W3 JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOU
JUTEPaTyphl MepeBoamIoch. OMHAKO U3BECTHO, KaKWe MPUHIUITEI 0TOOpa
MPUMCHSIINCh MPU IMyOJIMKAINH 3apyOeKHOH XyHOXKCCTBEHHOH JHTepa-
Typhbl, X IOTOMY [0 cepenunbl 50-X IT. JaTHHOAMEpPHUKAHCKas JUuTeparypa
ObUTa MpelCcTaBleHa Jalleko He JYYIIUMHU MPOU3BEACHUAMU, B OCHOBHOM
BCE — NP0 «HELAJHYIO SKCIUTyaTalUIO» U «aHTUUMIIEPHAIUCTHYECKYIO
00pb0y». IlepeurcneHre 3TUX TPOU3BEIACHUN HE 3aliMET MHOTO MecTa.
OTO0 aHTUIUKTAaTOpcKue BocnoMmMuHaHus BeHecyanbua X.P. Iloxareppsi,
W3JaHHbIE 1T0]] Ha3BaHUeM «Benenyanbckue mydenukm» (M.-J1., 1930, nep.
¢ ¢panu. E.JI. UBanoBoii mox pex. u ¢ npeaucioBuem [.b. Cangomupcko-
T0); HeyAaqHOe YIIPAXHEHUE B METOZE COoI[peatn3Ma — poMaH «Bomsppamy»
Benukoro mepyanckoro mosta C. Bamsexo (M.-JI., 1932, mpeamcnoBue
@. Kenpuna); cOopuuk paccka3oB «lOsxnas m Kapanbckas Amepuka»
(XappkoB, 1934, ¢ npeauciosuem Jx. xepmanerro u @. Kenvuna); «Ily-
YMHa» — 3HAMEHHUTHIH poman komymOuiia X.0. Pusepsl (M., 1935, ¢ npe-
mucnoreM @. Kenmprna); poMaH 00 dKCIUTyaTalldy MHICHIIEB dKBagopIia
X. Ukacel «YacunyHro» («MHTepHAIIMOHATBHAS JTUTEpaTypa», 1935, No 7);
UHJICXUHHUCTCKUI pomaH nepyanna Cupo Anerpuu «B Ooipmom gyxaoM
Mupe» (mep. ¢ anri., M., 1944); conuansHelii poman BeHecyabla P. [luaca

2 IlompobHslii 0630p cM. B HpuiokeHusx «JluTeparypHble CBA3M JIATMHCKOM

Awmepukn u Poccum» B mepsom (1985), Bropom (1989) u tpetbem (1994) Tomax
HWcropun nureparyp Jlarunckoit Amepuku, aBTopoM KoTopbix Obuta B.H. Kyreiimukosa
(cm. monpo6uee [Mpum. 10).
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Canueca «Hedte» (M., 1948, cokp. niep. ¢ uc., npeauciosue H. Kosiopa);
aHTUUMIIEpHANINCTHUECKUI poMaH kocTapukanua JI.K. ®@anssica «Mamura
Onait» (M., 1952, npenucnosue @. KenbrHa); poMaH BEpHOTO a/I€TITa CO-
HHAIIMUCTUYECKOTO peannu3Ma Mekcukania X. Mancucunopa «Po3sa BeTpoB»
(M., 1953, ¢ mpenucioBuem C. BopoObesa,). M, KoHEUHO, U31aHUST CTUXOB
«6onpmoro npyra CCCP» ITabmo Hepynsl. Eciau B »TOM criucke 4To-TO
MPOMYIIEHO, TO 3TUX MPOMYCKOB HEMHOro. BroyiHe oueBUIHO, YTO ITOT,
OYCHb TCHJCHIIMO3HBIH, HAOOp MPOM3BEICHUN HE NACT CKOJIBKO-HHUOYIb
BHATHOIO IIpeAcTaBieHus o jureparype Jlarunckoil Amepuxu. Yrto ke
KacaeTcsi (pUIoIOrHuecKux padoT O JaTHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOH JUTeparype, To
1o cepeaunbl 50-X IT., HE cUMTas pPa3pO3HEHHBIX CTAaTeH B razerax M xKyp-
Hane «MHocTpaHHas JuTEparypa» BCcEe O TEX K€ aBTOpax (B TOM 4YHCIe
B.H. KyreiimukoBoit), cienyer ynoMmsayTts kaury J[.U. Beiroackoro «JIn-
Teparypa Mcmanuu u ucianckoii AmMepuku. 1898—1928» (1929), xotopas,
KaK SIBCTBYET M3 XPOHOJIOTHYECKOTO MOJ3arojioBKa, He JaBaja JOJKHOTO
MPECTABICHUS O JIATHHOAMEPUKAaHCKOU uTepatype XX B.

Bepe HuxonaeBHe mnpencrTosiaa MHOTOTpyIHas 3ajadya H3MEHUTb
yOorue TpeacTaBICHUSI COBETCKOTO YHTATEIsI O JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOM
JTUTEepaType U OCMBICIUTH €€ Ha (DUIIOJIOTHYECKOM YPOBHE, TO €CTh CYIIe-
CTBEHHO TIIyO)Ke M LIMpe, HeXKEIU TOIBKO «00phOy MPOTHB KCILUTyaTalluu
U MEXIYHapOIHOro MMIepHanu3May. K pemeHuio 3THX 3aJa4 OHa HAET
MOCJIEA0BATEIbHO U LEJIEyCTPEMIICHHO: pacllupseT Marepuall, BOBJEKas
B KpYT HCCICIOBAaHMSA, TIOMHMO MEKCHKAHCKOH JHTEpaTyphl, KyOHHCKYIO
U BEHECYdJIbCKYyI0 (mpenucioBue K pomany P. lamberoca «Kanaiimay,
1959); pa3aBuraeT XpOHOJIOTUYECKHE PaMKH, OINSAIBIBAsACH B HAYalo
XIX B. («OCHOBOIOJIO)KHUK MEKCHUKaHCKOU muteparypel @. Jlucapam»
B «M3Bectusix AH CCCPy», 1960).

Hano ormetuts, uto ¢ 1960 1. KOMMUYECTBO M3aHUMN JIATHHOAMEPH-
KaHCKOMW JINTEPaTypbl pE3KO BO3pacTaeT — KOHEUHO e, Omaromaps KyOuH-
CKOW PEBOJIIOLIMK; U OCHOBHBIM >KaHPOM MOHAYaly CTaHOBSTCS COOPHUKHU
paccka3oB: «MekcukaHckue pacckasbl» (1960), «3010T0, KOHb U YETIOBEK»
(To)ke MeKkcuKaHCKHe pacckasbl, 1961), «Uwmnmiickue pacckazen (1961),
«ApreHTuHCKHE pacckasbel» (1962), «Benecyanbckue pacckasb»y (1962)
«OxBaopckue pacckass (1962). DT cOOPHUKM OKA3BIBAIOTCS UPE3BbI-
YaifHO MOJIE3HBIMU B JBYX OTHOLICHMSX: BO-TIEPBBIX, O3BOJISIOT NpEACTa-
BUTb KaKyl0-TO NaHOpaMy TOH WJIM MHOM HALIMOHAIBHOW JIUTEPaTyphl, 4HEr0
HE JacT U3JaHHE OIHOIO MMCATeNsd WM POMaHa; a BO-BTOPHIX, 1O3BOJISIOT
TUXOM camnoil He3aMEYEeHHBIMH ICH3YPOH «IPOTAIIUTE» «B TOJIIE» TeX
mHcaTenei, KoTopsle HUKOrna He ObutH «Jpy3bsiMu CoBeTckoro Corozay,
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U T€ IPOU3BENEHUS, KAKHUE I10 TEMATUKE OUYEHb J1aJI€KO OTCTOSIU OT BCSAKOIO
pona «60pbObI».

B cBs3u ¢ myOnuKaTOpCKoil NESATETHHOCTIO X0Uy TOOPBIM CIIOBOM
BCIIOMHUTB €Ille ONHY Marpuapxy pOCCHICKON JATHHOAMEPUKAHUCTHKH,
TOJIBKO B m3jarenbckoM geine: Cremty Anexcanaposry HImuar, xotopas
yIIJIa U3 )KU3HU B OKTAOpe 3Toro roxa. OHa padorana B U3IATEIbCTBE «Xy-
JIOKECTBEHHAs JIUTEPaTypa» B peaaKMi NOepoaMepHKaHCKOH JTUTepaTyphl
co nmHA ee ocHoBaHM. OOnanaBmas 6e3yIpeuHBIM JINTEPaTypPHBIM BKYCOM
OHa K TOMY k€ ObIJIa BEICOKOKJIACCHBIM PEIaKTOPOM, M B OOJIBIION CTENeHN
UMEHHO Onarofaps ee mpo(hecCHOHATN3MY U3AaHUs JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON
JUTEpaTypbl, BEIXOAUBIINE HA NPOTsKeHUH 60—80-X IT., OTIUYAINCH BBICO-
YalIIuM ypOBHEM MEePEBOJOB U U3ATENbCKOHN TOATOTOBKH.

Bepnemcs k Marpuapxe pOCCHICKOW JaTMHOAMEPUKAHUCTUKH
B obOnactu jureparypoBeneHus. CoOCTBeHHO, TakoBoi Bepa HukomaeBHa
ctana B 1964 r., xorna BeimIa ee MoHorpadus «Poman JlatnHckoi Ame-
puku B XX Beke» (M., Hayka). DTy KHUTY C MOJIHBIM Ha TO OCHOBaHHEM
MOXXHO CUHTAaTh IEPBBIM (DIIIOJIOTUICCKHM HCCIEIOBAaHUEM, TAE MacTCs
LIMPOKUH B3I Ha JIATUHOAMEPUKAHCKYIO JINTEPATYPY U IMOJHUMAETCS BO-
IIPOC O €e THITOJIOTHIECKOM cBoeoOpa3un. KHura crana mpoBO3BECTHHKOM
TOTO LWBUJIM3AIIMOHHOTO TOAXO/a, KOTOPBIA OyAeT pa3paldoTaH MOITOpa
necatuwietus cnycts. [loaToMy s Xouy yIenuTh 0co00e BHUMaHHE ITOMY
JTAHOMY TPYAY.

B mecTtu maBax KHUTM aHAJIW3UPYIOTCS ILECTh JIATUHOAMEPUKAH-
CKHUX POMaHOB, HO paCCMaTPUBAIOTCS OHU B IIMPOKOM HAllMOHAJIbHOM, HHO-
IJja pETHOHAIBHOM JINTEPATYPHOM KOHTEKCTE, Ha YTO YKa3bIBalOT HAa3BaHUs
raB. ViMeeT cMbICI IPUBECTHU OTJIaBJIEHUE KHUTU:

Brenenwne; [1asa 1. «Te, xTo BHU3Y» Mapuano Acysibl B pOMaHBI
0 MeKcuKaHCKo# peBostouuy; [ 1asa 11, «Ilyunna» Xoce Dycracuo Pusepsl
U JIUTEpaTypa «3eineHoro ana»; Inaea I1I. TeopuectBo Pomyno I'anberoca
W KOHLENIHS «BapBapcTBO — UuBMiIn3auus»; [nasa IV. «[lon Cerynuo
ComOpa» Pukapno I'yupanbaeca u aBosonus o0pasa raydo B JIUTepaType
Jla-ITnarer; I'maBa V. UnananucTckuil pomaH aHJICKHX CTpaH. («YacumyH-
ro»; X. Ukacel u «B Oonbiiom uyxaom mupe» C. Anerpun); [nasa VI
AHTHEMIEpHATNCTHYECKNI poMaH B cTpaHax Kapubckoro 6acceitna («Ma-
muta FOnait» JI.K. @anwsca); Iasa VII. Hexotopble 0cOOEHHOCTH poMaHa
Jlatuackort Amepuku; 3axaoyenue. O MyTSX pa3BUTHS poMaHa JIaTHHCKON
AMepUKH B ITOCJIIEBOCHHBIHN IEPUOA.

Ora MeToAMKa — paccMaTpuUBaTh IIPOM3BEACHUE B JIMTEPATyPHOM,
KyJIbTYpPHOM, HJCHHOM KOHTEKCTe — OyIeT MpHUHATa Kak 00s3aTelbHas
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B JanbHeimeil padore nmarnHoamepukanucroB UMIJIU; daxtuuecku sxe
KHHTa Topuiia myTh Oynymieit «Mcropun nutepatyp JIaTHHCKOH AMEpPHKU».
Bo BBeznenun, ceqpMoii iaBe U B 3aKJIIOYEHUM BOIPOCH! CTABUIINCH €lle
IIMpe: 0 CBOCOOPa3HH M THIIOIOTHIECKUX 0COOCHHOCTSX JTaTHHOAMEPHUKAH-
CKOH JHTEpaTyphl KaKk OONIIHOCTH. 37eCh TOBOIBHO MHOTO TOBOPUIOCH 00
SKCIITyaTanuu, 00pp0e, aHTUUMIIEPUATU3ME U O IIPOUEM B 3TOM POJE, a B
3aKII04eHUH TPUCYTCTBOBAJ COLIMATUCTUYECKUN peaiu3M; HO HaJ0 MOHHU-
Marh, 9TO B TO BpeMs 0€3 ITHX PUTYAIbHBIX KaMIIAaHUH TPy HE TPOIIET OBl
YTBEp:KJICHHUE K ITeyaTtn Ha yueHoM coseTe MMIJIN. JlocTaro4HO HAalIOMHUTH
B OTOH CBS3M I€YaJbHYIO Y4acTh IEPBOIO IIPOEKTa UCTOPUU JIUTEPATYPbL
CIHIA®. OnuHako yBueTh B kKHUre Bepbl HUKOIAEBHBI TOIBKO 9TO — 3HAYUT
HUYETO B HEM HE YBUIETH.

Bo Benenuu aBrop Briepsble 0003HauMIIa MPoOIEMY COOTHOLIEHHUS
PErHOHAIBHOIO U HallMOHAJIBHOIO Hauail B jureparype Jlatunckoil Ame-
PHKH, TaM JXK€ OHa MOJHsIA MPOOJIeMy EBpPOMEHCKHX BIUSHHUH, TO €CTb
COOTHOIICHUS 3aMMCTBOBAHHOTO U CaMOOBITHOTO B KynbType JlaTuHCKOM
AMepHKH, U ONpeAesuia MEXaHU3M YCBOEHHMS 3aUMCTBOBAaHUI Kak HX
npeoOpa3oBaHNe B HOBOE XyHOKECTBEHHOE KadecTBO. Bcee T mpoliemMsl
CTaHyT B LIEHTP IUCKYCCUH U PasMBIUUICHUM B IOCIENYIOIIUE TPU JECs-
tunerus. MoxxHO cka3aTh, B cBoeil kHure Bepa HukonaeBHa ykasana ImyTb
Pa3sBUTUSL POCCUICKOM JNaTMHOAMEPUKAHUCTHKH. A B 3aKIIOYEHUU aBTOP
BIIEPBBIC HAMETWJIA «TUIOJOTUYECKHM IMOPTPET» JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON
JIUTEPATYPHI.

B xadecTBe ee I71aBHON XapaKTEepUCTUKH OHA BbIJIEJIMIIA OPraHUUECKH
IPUCYIIUH €l TEJIypU3M, XOTs CJI0Ba 3TOr0 HE UCIOJb30Balla, IOCKOJIBKY
OHO OBUIO HE B XOAy, M ymnorpeOmsia GopMyly «pOMaH O 3emiie» — HO
BCE, 4TO O HEM TOBOPUIIOCH, COOTHOCUTCS C IOHATHEM «TEILITypPHUUYCCKHI».
3emiisi BO MHOXKECTBEHHBIX €€ HITOCTacsiX — 00pa3, MecTo JeHCTBHSI, TepOH,
oOperaromuil 4epTel repos MHGOTOTUYECKOTO, MPUTATATeNbHAsl CHIa,
cobeceJHUK U MCTUTEIb — TAKOBA OCHOBA, KAK MbI HbIHUE FOBOPHUM, Xy/I0-
JKECTBEHHOT'0 KOJIa WJIM KApTUHBI MHUpPA JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKON JTUTEPATYPBI.
OTa XapaKTepUCTHKA TOPOXKIALT IpyTyio: «Peus nuer 00 HCKITIOIUTENEHON
PO IPUPOIBI B OOTBIIMHCTBE JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKAX POMaHOB, KOTOpasi BO
MHOTUX Cly4dasiX OIpPEAEIAeT BECh XyN0KECTBEHHBIN CTPON IIPOU3BEACHUS.
Maro cka3arb, YTO PUPOAA UTPAET OONBILIYIO POIb B POMAHAX; €€ CTUXMUS,

3 Cwm. Ianos C.H., Ilanosa O.FO. «VcTOpus aMepHKAHCKOH IHTEpATypbD

B COBETCKOH Akanemun Hayk. Crarhs nepsas // Jluteparypa nsyx Amepuk. 2016. Ne 1.
C. 194-242; Crarsbs BrOpas // Jluteparypa asyx Amepux. 2017. Ne 2. C. 252-372.
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HaTIOJNHSSE COO0M YKM3HB JIIO/IeH, CO3/IaeT COBEPLIEHHO OCOOBIH 00pa3HbIi
MUp, KOTOPBI MOT BO3HHKHYTbH JIUIIb HA dTOM OFPOMHOM HEOCBOCHHOM
KkoHTHHEHTe»*. Bepa HukonaeBHa yBujena u Takyr 0COOCHHOCTh 0Opasa
MIPUPOJIBI, KaK €T0 HEBMECTUMOCTH B €BPOIICHCKIE MEPKH — TO, YTO aBTOP
9THX CTPOK IMO3/IHEE 0003HAYHUT CIOBOM «CBEPXHOPMATUBHOCTHY: «B mpu-
pone AMEpPHUKH BCE TPAHIAMO3HO: €€ JieCa HEMPOXOAUMBI; €€ TOPbI — CaMbIe
BBICOKHE B MHUPE; €€ PEKH OrPOMHBI, Kak Mopsi»’. He yCKOIb3HYJIO OT ee
BHUMAaHUS €IIIe OHO CBOIMCTBO JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOTO 00pa3a MpUpOIbl —
€ro aMOMBAJICHTHOCTH (CJIOBAa 3TOTO OHA OIATh-TAKU HE ymnorpelsia,
MOCKOJIbKY ellle He unTasa baxTuHa, W roBOpmiIa O MPOTHBOPEUUBOCTU
U IBOWCTBEHHOCTH): MPUPOJA MOXKET OBITh OIOPOIl U MOKPOBUTEIBHUIICH
repolo, HO TaKXKe CIIOCOOHA OKOJIOBATH €0, CBECTH C YMa, IIOTJIOTUTD H IT0-
I'yOUTB €T0; COOTBETCTBCHHO M T€POH OTHOCHTCS K HEHW C BOCXHIIECHHEM
M C y)KacoM OjiHOBpeMeHHO. Eie onHa BakHas OCOOCHHOCTH JIATHHOA-
MEPUKAHCKOTO pOMaHa — OIIyTUMasi B HEM «s3bIYecKass MU(OIOTHICCKast
CTPYSI», <CKH3HEHHOCTH IIEPBOOBITHOTO TyBCTBCHHOTO BOCIIPHUSITUSI MUPay»®.
Tak OTKpHITA elIe OfHA TPoIa B OyAyllee — K Pa3MbIIUICHHUSIM U TUCKYC-
CHSIM TI0 TIOBOJY JIATHHOAMEPHKAHCKOTO «MarMueckoro peanniMa». Bepa
HuxosaeBua TOBOPUT TAKIKEC O JOMHUHAHTE B XYyHOXKCCTBCHHOM CO3HAaHUU
JIJAaTUHOAMEPHKaHIICB CTUXUHHOTO OMOIMOHAJIBHOTO HavdaJla B IPOTUBOBEC
palMOHATHM3MY, YTO CKa3bIBACTCS B HEYIOPSIOYCHHOH (parMeHTapHOM
KOMTIO3UIIH POMaHOB; 00 JKIIEKTH3ME, MPHUCYIIEM JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON
KYyJIBTYpPE, BCICACTBUE YEr0 B JINTEPATYPHOM IPOU3BEACHUH HAOIIOMaeTCs
B3aUMOHAJIOKEHHE TEUCHUH 1 BIUSHUH, CMEIICHUE CPEJICTB U IPUEMOBY .
Bce aTu XapakTepucTUKH, MPUBEICHHBIC 10 HEOOXOAUMOCTH OUYEHb KPATKO
U B YCEUCHHOM BHUJZE, B IIEJIOM SICHO IMOKa3bIBaloT, uTo Bepa Hukomaepua
C YIUBUTEIHHOM MPO30PINBOCTHIO0 HAMETHIIA TIPOTPAaMMY JIATHHOAMEpHKa-
HUCTCKHX IITYANH Ha TOJIBEKA BIIEPE].

A B 3akio4eHUH ¢ moa3aroiioBkoM «O MyTsX pa3BUTHS pomaHa
JlatuHckoli AMEpUKH B TIOCIEBOCHHBIN MEPHUOI» aBTOP, MOKHO CKa3aTh,
HaMETHUJIa U3IATeIbCKYIO IPOrpaMMy Ha TPU AECATUICTHS Biepea. B atom
paszene yIMOMUHAIOTCS M KPAaTKO XapaKTepU3YIOTCS IPOU3BEACHUS TEX
JIaTUHOAMEPHUKAHCKUX HHC&TCHeﬁ, 0 KOTOPBIX pYCCKI/Iﬁ quTareib TOrga e

Kymeiiyurosa B.H. Poman Jlatuackoit Amepuku B XX Beke. M.: Hayka, 1964.
C. 246.

5 Tam xe.
 Tam xe. C. 250, 251.
7 Tam xe. C. 254.
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CIIBIXOM He cibixuBall: apreHTuHIlbl X.JI. bopxec u 3. Manbea, nmaparsaen
A. Poa bactoc, xyounen A. Kapnenrsep, Benecyaien M. Orepo Cuinbba,
MekcukaHIpl A. Slapec n K. @ysnrec u mHorme apyrue. [poiiaer coBcem
HEMHOT'O BPEMEHH, M KHUTH UX OYyIyT NepeBe/icHbl Ha PYCCKUU.

Ha cnenyrommnii ron kaury Bepst HukonaeBHbI ynauyHo JOMOIHUTIA
MoHorpadus «bpazunbsckuii poman XX Beka» (M., 1965) OaucrarenbHol
Wneccer ApramecoBusr TeprepsH. Ona Oblila, MOKHO CKa3aTh, MacTep
Ha BCE PYKH: CTOJIb K€ TIIyOOKO M YCIIENTHO 3aHMMAajach Opa3wiIbCKON
JIUTEpaTypoM, CKOJIb UCIIAHCKOM M MCIIaHOaMepHUKaHCKoM; a B «VcTopuu
BCEMHUPHOH JUTepaTypbl» ObUla OTBETCTBEHHBIM PEAaKTOPOM TOMa,
MOCBSIIEHHOTO dMoxe pomaHTu3Ma. OHa crana Ommxaimeidl moapyroi
Bepst HukomraeBHBI, COaBTOPOM psfia HAYIHBIX padoT, 1 ee Oe3BpeMeHHAs
cMepTh B 1986 I. cTana A Hallell FepOMHU CTpPaAIIHbIM yaapoM. Mexny
TeM 3By4YaHHE JJATMHOAMEPHKAHCKOW JIUTEpaTypbl IO OT Tojia CTAHOBH-
J0Ch BCE rpoMue, MOTOK H3/1aBaeMOM JUTEpaTypbl BMECTE C HHTEPECOM
PYCCKOSI3BIYHOI'O YHTATENsI BCe BO3pacTall, M JiBa YeJIOBEKa Ha 3TOM «XO-
3sTUCTBE» YK€ HE crpaBisuinch. Tormamanii nupexrop UMIIN, o3aboTtus-
IIMCh 3TOH MPOOJIEMOH, IPUCMOTPEINl U «IIEpeMaHWDy K cede Ha paboTy
MOJIOZIOTO MEPCIEKTUBHOTO COTPYIHMKA U3 XypHana «JlaTuHCKass Ame-
puka». Banepuii bopucosuu 3emckoB, npuienmuii B UMJIN B 1974 1.,
ObLJT 4EeIOBEKOM HEYKPOTHUMOI 3HEprud M OYEeHb IIHPOKUX HHTEPECOB.
[Tonauany oH cnenuaIM3upOBAJICA Ha APreHTHHCKOHM M033UM raydo, HO
HEYKJIOHHO PacIIUpsII CBOE HCCIIEI0BAaTEIbCKOE MMoJie Kak BIMpsh ('apcua
Mapkec, Kapnenrbep, HerpusM AHTUIIBCKHX CTPaH, JUTepaTypa KyOuH-
CKasl, BEHECYy3JIbCKasl, KOJlyMOuiickas), Tak U BIIIyOb BEKOB (JIUTEpaTypHbIE
namsaTHUKE X VI-XVIII BB.). OmgHaKo mpexae BCero OH ObLIT TEOPETHUKOM,
KyJIBTYypOJIOTOM, BBICTpaMBasi TCOPHIO ITMBIIIN3AMOHHOIN ocoboctn Jla-
TUHCKOI AMepuKHU.

Tak 8 UMJIN BO3HUKIIO COAPYKECTBO JIFOJIEH, KOTOPOE BCKOPE CTAJIO0
LEHTPOM PacHpOCTPAHEHUS UACH U NPUTSHKEHUS MoJoAbIX cuil. B 70-e rr.
3Ta «MOTYyYasi TPOUIIA» BBITYCTHIIA Psi COOPHUKOB CTATeH W MOHOTpapHid,
KOTOpBIE, TOMHIO, ITOPA3MIIH MEHS, TOT/Ia HAYWHAIOIIETO JJATHHOAMEPHKAHH-
CTa, TeM, Ha KAKOM BBICOKOM KOHIICTITyaJIbHOM TEOPETUICCKOM YPOBHE IIEIT
pasroBop. HeT, oHM BOBCE HE TOBOPHIIN HA «IITUYBEM SI3bIKE», BXOTUBIIEM
B MOJY M HOHSATHOM JIMIIb MOCBSILEHHBIM, OHU MHUCAJIH MPOCTO, BHATHO,
JIOCTYIIHO, IPOHUKAs IPU 3TOM B CaMbl€ INIyOUHBI IUTEPATYp U IPOU3BEIE-
Huit. He Oyny mepedncisats nx MoHOTpadwn, COOPHUKH U CTAThH — HAyIHON
MPOAYKIUHU XBaTWIO OBl HA AECATEPHIX.
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Ho xanp roOmieiiHOI cTaTbu OOS3BIBACT YNOMSHYTH Ba)kKHEHIe
nyOnukanuu Bepsl Hukonaesnsl. B konue 60-x rT. ona coBmectHo ¢ . Tep-
TEpsIH NOrPY’KaeTcsi B M3Y4YEHHE JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOIO pPOMaHTH3Ma
U B COABTOPCTBE C MOAPYTOH IMyOINKyeT O4CHb 3HAUNMYIO B TEOPETHIECCKOM
mwiaHe crarblo «DopMupoBaHUE HAllMOHAJIBHBIX JUTeparyp JlaruHckoit
Amepuku u poMaHTU3M»S., JII00MMYI0 MEKCHKY OHAa HE OCTABIISICT CBOMM
BHUMaHHeM, U B 1971 I. BEIXOTUT B CBET ee MOHOTpadus « MeKCUKaHCKUH
poman. ®opmupoBanme. CBoeodpazue. COBpeMEHHEIH dTamm» — eIie OTuH
PELIUTENbHBIN Iar Mo HanpaBieHuio K opaeHy Anrekckoro Opia, KOTO-
peiM Oynet HarpaxaeHa Bepa HukonaeBHa B ceHtsiope 1985 1. 3a 3aciyru
B M3YYEHUH MEKCHKAHCKOW JIUTEparypbl. DTa KHUTA MOCIY)KHUJIa OCHOBOMN
JIOKTOPCKOM JUCCEepTalNM, yCIemHo 3amuiieHHo B 1972 1. JlroOumas
Mekcuka He MEIIaeT CMOTPETh IO CTOpOHaM, OJHOBpeMeHHO Bepa Hu-
KOJIaeBHA 3aHMMAETCsl YHINHCKON U MepyaHCKOil IuTepaTypaMu’; a Takke
WTYAUSIMEA B 00JIaCTH KYJIBTYPOJIOTHH, PE3YIBTATOM KOTOPBIX CTasla O4€Hb
BaXKHAsI AJ1s1 BCei TYMaHUTApPHOH JaTHHOAMEPUKAHUCTUKN KHUTA, HAITUCAH-
Has B coaBTopcTBe ¢ U. Teprepsan, — « KoHUuenuuu UCTOPUKO-KYJIBTYpPHOU
camoObITHOCTH JlarnHCckol AMmepukm» (M., 1978).

KynbMuHnanust aToro nepuoja Hay4HOH A€ATENBHOCTH — CO3JaHHas
coBmectHo ¢ JI.C. OcmnoBatrom kHura «HoBbIH JlaTHHOAMEpUKAHCKUMN
poman» (M.: CoBetrckuil nucatens, 1976). JKanp KHUTH aBTOPBI CKPOMHO
OTIpeIEINIIN KaK «IUTEPaTypPHO-KPUTHUYECKUE OUEPKHU», HO HA CAaMOM JIeJie —
3TO HOJHONEHHOE (PHIIOJIOTHYECKOE HAYTHOE FCCIECI0BAaHNE C TOCTAaHOBKON
psiZa HACYIIHBIX TeopeTudeckux mpodieM. [lepeno MHOW Ha CTONIE JICKUT
9Ta KHUTA — MHOT QKb MHOIO YMTAHHAS-TIEpEUNTaHHASL, OTTOTO CHIIBHO T10-
TpenaHHas, ¢ OECUUCIEHHBIM MHOXKECTBOM IOTYEPKHUBAaHUI KapaHIaIlloM
U ¢ BOCKJIMLATENbHBIMU 3HAaKaMu Ha nosiax. He Mecto 3mech mepeckasbl-
BaTb M Pa30OHpaTh KOHIEHIWK aBTOPOB; XOUY JIUIIb OOpPAaTHUTH BHUMaHHE
Ha TO HOBOE, YTO OTIMYAET 3Ty KHWUTY OT POJAOHAYAIBHHUIIBI POCCUMCKON
JUTEpaTypoBeAUYECKON JaTuHOaMepukaHucTuky, kauru B.H. Kyreiinuko-
Boli «Poman Jlarunckoit Amepukn B XX Beke». Kak roopmiiock, Ta pabora
B OONBIION CTENEHU OIpeNeNiiia «UACHHBIN KapKac» W IyTH Pa3BUTHS

8 B.H. Kymetyurosa, U.A. Tepmepsn. ®opMupOBaHNE HAIMOHAIBHBIX JHTEPATYD
Jlaruackolt Amepukn u pomaHTH3M // DopMmHpOBaHHE HAIMOHAIBHBIX JATEPATYP

Jlarunckoit Amepuku / OtB. pen. B.H. Kyreiimukosa. M.: Hayka, 1970. C. 3-35.

®  B.H. Kymeiiwuxosa. Ponb HHIEHCKOro (OIBKIOPA B PA3sBUTHU IIEPYaHCKOH

nmuteparypsl; O crermbuke GpopMupOBaHMS YHIMHACKOW Mpo3bl // XyooKeCTBEHHOE
cBoeobpasue nmreparyp Jlarunckoit Amepuxu / OtB. pen. M.A. TeprepsiH. M.: Hayka,
1976. C. 49-76; C. 281-306.

297



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

Hamield o0nacTu Hayk, U B KHUTe 1976 roga 3Ta MpeeMCTBEHHOCTH SICHO
OIYIIAETCs; HO €CTh U NPUHIHUIIMAIBLHO HOBbIE MOMEHTHI. [loHATHO, YTO
3/1ech MpeIcTaBleH HHOW HaOop aBTopoB: M.A. Actypuac, A. Kaprieatsep,
X. Pymedo, K. dysnrec, A. Poa bacroc, X. Kopracap, M. Baprac Jlsoca,
I Tapcua Mapxkec. IToHATHO, 4TO BCSIKOTO poja «OOpBOBI» 37€Ch CTalo
CYILIIECTBEHHO MEHBIIIE, a CIIOBOCOUETAHHE «COIIMATTUCTHUYECKUN peann3m»
1 BOBCE MCYE3JI0 U3 JICKCUKOHA. AHAIN3 IPOU3BEICHUN MTOJHSIICA HAa MHON
YpOBEHB: cTal 0ojiee TOHKHM, TIYOOKHM, HCKYCHBIM, ITPOHHKAIOIIIM
CKBO3b BHENIHIOK CHOKETHO-TEMATHYECKYH) OOOJIOUKY IPOM3BENCHUS
K MUPOBHJICHUIO aBTOpa. Eciu ke roBOpUTh 0 MpodieMaTuke U HHTepIpe-
TalusAX, TO HY>KHO BBIJICIUTH CIENYIOIINe MOMEHTHI. [lepBblIii: B 1aTuHOA-
MEPHUKAHCKOM JIUTEepaType «IOSBUIICA» «POMaH O FOPOAE», KOTOPOTO BOBCE
He ObuTo B KHHre 1964 roma, rie 0e3pas3leNibHO apHil «POMaH O 3eMJIey.
Pedb uaeT He 0 TOpPOACKOI TeMaTHKe KaK TaKOBOM, a 00 MHIUBUIyaIIM3ME,
TICUXOJIOTU3ME, SK3UCTECHIIMAIN3ME, BOTUIOTUBIIMXCS B IPOU3BEICHHIX
X. Kopracapa, K. ®ysnreca, M. Bapraca JIrocsl, X.K. OHertu u apyrux
nucareneil. Tem caMbIM JlaTHHOAMEpHKAaHCKas JUTeparypa Hpuodpeina
MHOTOMEPHOCTb, O YEM OTKPBITO U HEOJAHOKPATHO TOBOpUTCA BO BBeaeHuu.
Henp3s, yTBepK1al0T aBTOPBI, OMPEILIIATh KA4eCTBO JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON
JTUTEepaTypbl Ha OCHOBE BBIJECIICHUS M T'€HEPAIN3allUU KaKoro-TO OIHOTO
MpU3HaKa; ¥ IOTOMY OHa HECBOJUMA HU K TEJUIYPU3MY, HU K MH(OIOTU3MY
U MAaru4eckoMy peanusMmy. Bmecte ¢ TeM — M 3TO BTOPON HOBAaTOPCKUU
MOMEHT — Pa3roBop o Mude BeAeTCs COBCEM C JPYTHX TO3HMIUN, ropasio
0osiee MIMPOKKX, BHIXOIANIMX 32 PAMKH HapOJHOW KylbTyphl. BuaHo, 4TO
ABTOPBI IPOYUTAIH PAJ PAOOT MO MU(OIOTHH OTEYECTBEHHBIX U 3apyOesx-
HBIX y4YE€HBIX, KOTOpbIe B Hauyaje 60-X IT. TuOOo erie He MOABMIUCH, THO0
HaXOIWJINCH IO/ CITYZIOM, ¥ CTaJIH MMOHUMATh MU} B pycie KOJUICKTHBHOTO
Oecco3HaTenbHOr0, (haHTACTHYECKOTO BUJCHHS JICHCTBUTEIHLHOCTH, CBOM-
CTBEHHOTO OTHIONb HE TOJBKO (DOIBKIOPHBIM CJIOSIM. A TPEThEe HOBIIECTBO
CBSI3aHO C IPUCTANBHBIM 1 YBJICYEHHBIM UTeHUEM pa0boT baxTrHa, B epByto
ouepeb ero KHUrM o Pabne. BeneacTBue 3Toro Ha cTpaHULax KHUTH, OCO-
O6eHHO B 1aBe o ['apcua Mapkece, 4acTo BO3HUKAIOT PacCyXJIEHHUs O cMe-
XOBOW KyJIbType U O KapHaBaJIbHOM MHPOBHJICHUH JJATHHOAMEPHUKAHIIA.
Kak roBopuiioch, Bce MpeICTABUTENN «MOTYYEH TPOMIIBI) OTIHYA-
JIUCh HEBEPOSITHON PabOTOCIOCOOHOCTHIO W HAYYHOU MPOAYKTUBHOCTBIO.
N Bce ke oroponb OepeT OT UX CyAbOOHOCHOIO pELIeHHs, HMPUHATOrO
B koHne 70-X TT., mucarh ucroputo nureparyp Jlarmackoit Amepuku. He
KakKhe-HUOY/Ib TaM «OYePKH TI0 UCTOPHH JIUTEPaTyp», KHHUTY, KyJa KaXKIbIi
MIpHIIEN OBl C TPEMS-UETHIPbMSI TEMaMH, a TIOJTHOLICHHYIO aKaJeMHUYECKYIO0
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uctopuro B matH TtoMax! Tpyma momoOHoro macmraba He UMENOCh HU
B Jlatunckoit Amepuke, Hu B Mcnanuu, Hu B CIHA. «be3ymcTBO XpaOpbIx»
JOIDKHO OBUTO OBl YCMUPSTHCS 3APAaBBIM IIOICUYCTOM HMMEIOIMIUXCS CHII
W cpellcTB. BHEMITaTHBIX aBTOPOB MOYKHO OBLIO MPUBIICYH TOJBKO MO TeMe
uHpeiickoit Mugonornu u aureparype (P.B. Kumxkanos, 0.A. 3y6purkuii,
A.J1. Apuna3o); 4To ke KacaeTcs HCIIaHO- U TOPTYTalos3bIYHOM TUTEPaTyphbl,
TO MX IONPOCTY He ObLIO: ClIeAyIolIee MOKOJICHNE JaTHHOAMEPUKAHUCTOB,
HBIHE IIOCEJEBIIIEE, TOIAA €1l1e TOIBKO HaYMHAJIO0 CBOM IyTh B Hayke. Ctano
OBITh, PACCYUTHIBATH MTPUXOINUIOCH JIWIIL HA CBOU CHJIBI.

ClOXHOCTP ¥ OJHOBPEMEHHO BelMYaiiliee HOBATOPCTBO MPOCKTa
COCTOsUIU B cienyromeM. Kak B HCIIaHCKOM, TaKk M B JIATHHOAMEPHUKAHCKOM
JIUTEePaTypOBEIEHUN TPAJULIUOHHO JOMHUHHUPOBAJIO CHUCXOIUTEIBLHO-IIPE-
HEOPEKUTEITHHOE OTHOIICHHUE K JINTEPAType KOJIOHHAIBEHOTO ITEPHoa:; CUu-
TaJoCh, YTO B IEJIOM OHA MPEACTABIUIA COOOI0 MOAPa’KaHWE HCTIAHCKUM
oOpasuam, ¥ MOTOMY B psje padOT UCTOPHUIO JATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOH TuTepa-
Typbl HAYMHAJH C 3110X1 BOIHBI 32 HE3aBUCUMOCTh. BeplinHHbIe SBICHUS
KOJIOHHAJIbHOHM JIUTEepaTypbl — SMUYECKYI0 NI09MY «ApaykaHa» AJIOHCO Jie
Opcunbsa-u-CyHpUTH W TBOPYECTBO BEIIMKON To3Tecchl XyaHsl WMuec ne
na Kpyc ucnasisl oOBSIBISUIN MPUHAUIEKHOCTHIO CBOCH JHTEPaTypHOU
TpaJMLIMH, B YeM JIATHHOAMEPUKAHIbl ¢ HUIMH OXOTHO COMJIaIlaiuch. YTo
JKe KacaeTcsl oOLIMpHeHIero miacta XpoHUK U JOKYMEHTOB 3moxu Kon-
KHMCTBI, TO UX HE TO YTO K JIATUHOAMEPUKAHCKOH, a BOOOILIE K JUTeparype
HE OTHOCWJIM: MOJ, YNCTast HcToprorpadus. 13 pycckoro naneka CUTyamnus
BHJIENIach coBceM MHade. B.b. 3eMckoB ¢ onoOpeHus koier paszpadoran
KOHLICTIIIUIO, COIIACHO KOTOPOil (QopMHUpOBaHME JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON
JUTEepaTypbl U KyJIbTypbl Ha4aJloCh B CaMbIX PaHHUX MaMATHUKAX CIIO-
BECHOCTH, co3naHHbix B HoBom Csete mnu o HoBom Caete, OykBajbHO
Cc JAHEBHHWKa mepBoro mytemecTtBus Komymba. JleWcTBHTENbHO, €T0
JTHEBHUKHU M TTUChbMa COACPIKAT 3apOJIBIIIN TEX XyI0KECTBEHHBIX 00pa30B,
OTIIO3ULIUHI, TeM B MU(DOJIOTEM, KOTOPBIE BIIOCIEACTBUHN OIYy4aT pa3BUTHE
B JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKON KyJbType: 3TO, MpeXkIe BCero, oopas udyaecHOn
3eMJu U KopHeBas onmosunus Crapeiii Cet / HoBblit CBeT, yTBepKaaBias
Ty HJICI0, YTO HOBOOTKPBITHIC 3€MJIM — HHOH MHUD, B KOPHE OTIMYHBIA OT
€BPOIEHCKOT0; 3TO 00pa3bl «ECTECTBEHHOTO YEIOBEKA», «I0OPOTO JUKAPSD)
U «3JI0T0 JUKaps» — OyIylluX TepoeB JAaTMHOAMEPUKAHCKOTO MCKYCCTBA;
HaKoHeI, ATO 00pa3 3eMHOro pas («OoTkpeiToro» KomymbGom B membre
OpHHOKO BO BpeMsI TPETBErO IMyTEHISCTBUS) — eMy TOXe OyleT CyKJIeHa
Jlonrasi )KM3Hb B JJATHHOAMEPUKAHCKOM KynbType. MIMeHHO B nuTeparype
PaHHEKOJIIOHUATILHON TI0XH 0003HAUYMINCh U 3aKPEIUINCh T€ YCTONUUBBIC
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XyJI0’)KECTBEHHBIE 3JIEMEHTHI, KOTOPbIE BOIIJIU «B IUIOTh M KPOBbY» JIaTH-
HOAMEPHUKAHCKOH UTepaTypbl 1 BO MHOTOM ONpEIEININ CBOeoOpasue ee
XyIOXKECTBEHHOTO KOJa.

Komn Tak, TO mcTopwio JIaTHHOAMEPWKAHCKOW JUTEPaTyphl HAIO
OBLJI0 HAaUMHATB ab OVO, TO €CTh C XPOHUK U JJOKYMEHTOB KOHKHCTBI, 1 3aTeM
MIPENCTABIATh U AHAJIN3UPOBATH JIUTEPATYPY KOJIOHUAIBHON 3TIOXH UMEHHO
KaK COCTAaBHYIO YacCTh JIATMHOAMEPHKAHCKOM nureparypsl. [lockoibky 3a
TpucTa et B JlarmHCcKOl AMepuKe OBUTO CO3MaHO MHOXKECTBO JINTEPATYp-
HBIX MAMSITHUKOB, OBUIO PEIIEHO BECh MIEPBBIN TOM MTOCBSTHUTH CIIOBECHOCTH
XVI-XVIII BB. Mexay T€M HU OJUH U3 «MOTYUYEH TPOULBI» 0 TOIO KOJIO-
HUAJBHOW JINTEpaTypo HE 3aHUMaJICS, TaK YTO UM IIPEACTOSIIO OCBAaNBATh
COBEpIICHHO HOBBIN 151 ce0s MaTepHall.

HpaBbl B coBeTckoii Hayke Lapuiu ctporue. Ecnm kHura BCTaB-
JieHa B HAyYHBIH IJIaH, TO MYTH K OTCTYIJICHHIO OBLIM OTpPE3aHbl. DTO HE
BOJILIOTHBIE 90-¢ U HyJIEeBbIE T'O/IbI, KOTAa CIa4y KHUTH 110 00BEKTHBHBIM
00CTOATENBCTBAMY MOXKHO OBLIO 3a/1epKaTh HA FOA-APYTOid, 8 MOKHO OBLIO
1 He c1aTh BoBce. Tak tatnHoameprkanucTsl MMIIN Hamm B )KU3HU MECTO
noaBsury. M moxBur 66T coBepineH: B 1985 1. BbImen mepswiid ToM «ctopun
nuteparyp JlaruHckoil AMepuKkny, aHajiora KOTOpOMy HE UMEJNOCh B MUPE.
Kuury sty B ocHOBHOM BhITalmi Ha cede B.b. 3eMckoB — oHa mocmyxuna
OCHOBOI1 €ro JOKTOPCKOM AMcCepTaluy — HO U JABE NOAPYTU NPUHSIIN B HEl
OTHIOAb HE cHUMBoJindeckoe ydactue. Bepa HuxonaeBHa Hamucana psjn
OUYEHb BKHBIX M CIOKHBIX IJIaB: O TBOPYECTBE 3HAMEHUTOTO MEPyaHCKOTO
xponucra Muku apcunaco ne na Beru; o030pHbBIe TIaBbl O JUTEparype
XVII u XVIII BB., a KpoMe TOTO, B3sJIa HA ce0sl MHTEPECHEUIINN pa3zen
0 JIUTeparypHbIX cBs3sax Jlarnnckoit Amepuku u Poccun, npeacraBieHHbIN
B ATOM M B MOCJEAYIONHMX JBYX ToMax'’. Pasmen e 3ToT TpebGoBas Komoc-
CaNBLHOTO TPyZa MO cOOpPY B OHO IEJI0C MENKHUX B Pa3pO3HCHHBIX (PAKTOB.
A BoT BTOpOii ToM «Mctopun...» (1810-e —1870-¢ roxsr) BeITATHBANIA HA
cebe Bepa HukonaeBna, Oyayuu €ro OTBETCTBEHHBIM DPEIaKTOPOM: OHa,
noMuMo BBeneHus, Hamucala B HEro OJMHHAALATh Ba)KHEHIIMX IJIaB.

10 Kymeiiwuxosa B.H. Jluteparypusie cBssu MGepniickoii Amepukn i Poccnn
B XVI-XVIII BB. // Uctopus nmreparyp Jlarmnckoir Amepuxm: B 5 . T. 1. Ot
JpeBHEMIIMX BpeMeH [0 Hadana BoiliHel 3a HesaBucumocth. M.: Hayka, 1985.
C. 632-657; Kymeuwuxoea B.H., @atinwumeiin M.I1I. Jluteparypusle cBa3u Jlatunckoi
Awmepuku u Poccun // Tam xe. T. 2. Ot BoiiHbl 32 HE3aBUCHMOCTbH [0 3aBEpIICHHUS
HaIMOHAJIBHOU rocyaapcTBeHHol koHcomunarmu (1810—1870-e roxnsr). M.: Hayka, 1989.
C. 583-636; Kymeuwurxosa B.H. Jlutepatypusie cBsi3u JlaTnHckoit AMeprku u Poccnu /
Tam xe. T. 3. Koneny XIX —nagano XX Beka. (1880—-1910-e romer). M.: Hacrienue, 1994.
C. 629-640.
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B Tperbem TOME €€ IPUCYTCTBUE OTMEUEHO CKPOMHEE, HO JOCTOMHO: IV1aBbl
o nuteparypax Mekcuku u [laparsas u HemameHHble «JluTeparypHbie cBs-
3u». B uerBepTsiil Tom (20-e—80-e rT. XX Beka) mucarhb IiaBy o JUTeparype
Mexkcuky OHa Ha0Tpe3 0TKa3ajlach, OSICHUB, MOJI, BCE, YTO MOT'Y CKa3aTh 110
3TOM TeMe, 5 YK€ CKazalia, U TOBTOPATHCS HE XOUY, U ITyCTh KTO-TO HAIHUILIET
YTO-TNO0 HOBOE; U 3TUM «KEM-TO» Ha3zHauuia MeHd. Ha camom nene, xak
MHE JyMaeTcs, OHa HECKOJIbKO ycTaja OT akaJeMHYEeCKOro )aHpa, 1 Jylla
€€ CKJIOHSUIaCh K JIPyroMy IHUCbMY. 3aTO OHAa OY€Hb PETUBO MU YBJIEUEHHO
B3sU1ach paborarh Hax «JIUTepaTypHBIMH CBS3SIMHY, HONTONA, & TO W TOX
coOupasa MaTepHual, a IOTOM OITyCTHIIA PYKH: MaTepuaa 0Ka3anoch TaKoe
IrpoMaJHOe U300UIIHE, YTO OH HUKAK HE MOT BMECTHTBCS B «IIPUIIOKEHHUEY.
Ha 3acenmannm penkoiuieruyi ToMa OBIIO PEMIEHO OT 3TOTO MPUIIOKCHHUS
0TKa3aThbCs, ClIEIaB COOTBETCTBYIOIIEE pa3bsicHEHUE BO BBeaeHun.

Ha, ¢ xonua 90-x Bepy HukonaeBHy npuBiek coBceM ApPYyroi xaHp,
B KOTOPOM OHa HaIlMcaja CBOIO MOCIEIHIO KHUTY, YIIOMSHYTYIO B Hayale
crarbu: «MockBa — Mexuko — Mocksa. Jlopora IIHMHOK B JKHU3HB»!.
C oO0JIOKKM 3TOM KHMIM Ha YWTATENs CMOTPUT PENpPONYKLUs KapTHHbI
M3BECTHOTO MEKCHUKAHCKOIo XynoxHuka Kapnoca Macuans oz Ha3BaHHEM
«Pyccxas xxeHmuHa ¢ Meatamu 0 Mekcuke B iryOnHe aymmny. Kaptuna Osta
CIeNUaNbHO cO3/1aHa sl o(OPMIICHUS! KHUTU M, CTano ObITh, MpU3BaHa
MIPECTABIIATh COOON AYXOBHBIN OPTPET aBTOpa U €ro Npou3BeAeHus. Ma-
cuaiIb (OyIydyu HE TOJIBKO 0(OPMUTENIEM, HO M OJHHM U3 MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX
repoeB KHUI'H) C IMPUCYILUM €MY XyIOXKECTBEHHBIM UyThbEM OUYEHb BEPHO
BBIpa3UII €€ collepKaHue, U HoToMy ciioBa Beprl HukonaeBHBI 0 cBoeM Tpy-
Jie 3By4ar B YHHCOH Ha3BaHUIO KapTuHbL: «MTak, mepen BaMu — CTPaHUIIBI
ouorpadun poOCCUHCKOr0 MEKCHKAHUCTA, a KOHKPETHEe — IKECHLIUHBI,
KOTOpasi, Ooiee MONyBeKa Ha3all BIIOOMBIINCH B MEKCHKYy M C TOJaMu
BITIOOJISISICH B HEE BCE CHIIBHEE, MTOCBATHIA ceOsl M3YUCHHUIO 3TOH CTpaHEI,
MPUOOIICHHIO COOTEUECTBCHHUKOB K €€ KYJIBTYpe»!2.

Ho »ta xHura — BOBce HE HAay4yHBIH TPYH, U, XOTs OHa, Oeccrop-
HO, MMeeT WH(POPMATUBHYIO LEHHOCTb, HE CTOJBKO 3TUM IPHUBIIECYET
yurarend. Jpy3bs U KoJlern aBTopa €AMHOLYIIHO COLIIMCh BO MHEHMH,

""" O xmure B.H. KyreitumkoBoii «Mocka — Mexuko — Mocksa. Jlopora

JUTMHOIO B )KHU3HBY CM. Takxke: Kopmarn A.D. MapmpyT KynsTypsl (Bepa KyTelimukosa.
MockBa — Mexuko — Mocksa. Jlopora JUIMHOIO B )kHU3Hb. M.: AKaJIeMUYECKHI TIPOEKT,
2000) // Unoctpannas murepatypa. 2001. Ne7. URL: https://magazines.gorky.media/
inostran/2001/7/marshrut-kultury.html

2 Kymeryurosa B.H. Mocksa — Mexuxo — Mocksa. JJopora JUIMHOIO B XH3Hb.
C.3.
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yro Bepa HuxonaeBHa wu300pena HOBBIA JKaHp, ONPENEIUTb KOTOPBIA
B CHUCTEME YCTOSIBIIMXCSA KAaTeropuil He Tak-To mpocto. Bpsa mu To Obuia
CO3HaTesbHasg yCTaHOBKA aBTOpa, CKOPEE BCETO, 3TOT CUHTETUYECKUH KaHp
POIMIICS CIIOHTaHHO, W3 COBMEIIEHHSI JTUYHOCTH TBOPIA — <OKEHIIWHBI,
BIIIOOJICHHOH B MeKcHKy» — ¢ 00BEKTOM cBoei BitobiaeHHOCTH. C TepBOTO
B3IUIsJ]a XOUETCA OTHECTH ATY KHUTY K MEMYapHOU uTeparype, Tem boiee
YTO OCHOBAHUS JIJIsl 3TOTO JAIOT M I0/3ar0j0BOK, U BCTYIUICHUE, U O0MIIne
JIMYHBIX BOCIIOMUHaHUH. BMecTe ¢ TeM B KilacCHY€CKOM MEMYapHOM JKaHpe
0o0pa3 aBTOpa HaXOJUTCS B IICHTPE IOBECTBOBAHMSA, W, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
ONHCHIBAIOTCS TPEUMYILIECTBEHHO T€ COOBITUS W TEPCOHAXKH, KOTOPHIE
MMEJNH HEeMOCPEACTBEHHOE OTHOIICHNE K )KU3HU aBTOPa. 311eCh 3TO HE TaK:
aBTOP BOBCE HE MPETEHIyeT Ha LIEHTPAJIbHOE MECTO B KHUTE, OCBSILIEHHON
IJIaBHBIM 00pa30M HCTOPHUH JUTUIOMATHYCCKUX M KYJIBTYPHBIX OTHOIICHUN
Mexkcuku ¢ coBerckoi u nocrcoserckoi Poccueil. Poccuiickas mMekcuka-
HUCTKAa HE CKJIOHHA II€PEOLEHUBATh CBOIO POjb B 3TOM IIPOLECCE, XOTS
n crana nocie A. KomtoHTall BTOpoH pycCKoil KEHIMHOM, MOIy4YuBIIEH
OT MEKCHKAHCKOIO IPAaBUTENIbCTBA MOYETHBIH OpJEeH «ALTEKCKUH Opem.
B camoit 00beMHOI, BTOPOH 9acTH KHHATH OMUCAHO MHOXECTBO COOBITHIH
Y TIEpCOHAXKEH, C KOTOPBIMH aBTOP HAMPSIMYIO HE COTPUKACAIICS, K TOMY JKe
3[1€Ch MPEJCTABIEH PSJl LEHHBIX 1 MaJIOM3BECTHBIX (PAKTOB, MOYEPITHYTHIX
u3 apxuBoB. OJJHAKO MEHbIIIE BCEr0 KHUTE B LIEJIOM T0/10111e] OBl B KaueCTBE
Ha3BaHUs BIIOJIHE aKaIEMUYHBIH 3ar0JIOBOK U [10/13ar0JI0BOK €€ BTOPOi yacTu
(«IToyBexoBoit auasnor. 113 HCTOPHH COBETCKO-MEKCHKAHCKUX KYJIBTYPHBIX
OTHOILICHUI»), MOCKOJIbKY HCTOPUYECKHE (DAaKThI, M3JI0KEHHBIE BOJBHO,
JIaHbl B OY€Hb JJMYHOM SMOLIMOHAILHOM BOCIPUATUU U — €CJIH HE MPSAMO,
TO KOCBEHHO — B COIPSDKCHUH C Cyap00il aBropa. OcoOCHHOCTH KaHpa
KHUTHY BOIUTOIIEHBI M B €€ KOMITO3UIINHU: OOIIHPHBIN HCTOPHICCKIH pa3aes
00paMIISIOT YUCTO MEMyapHbIC INIaBbl. Tak 4TO B KAHPOBOM OTHOIICHUH
KHHATa TIOJIY4YHJIaCh OYEHb JIATHHOAMEPUKAHCKas, B pycje XapaKTepHOro
JUTSL JTAaTUHOAMEPUKAHCKOW CIIOBECHOCTH IKJIEKTH3Ma, O YeM aBTOp Mucaia
ellle B HayaJle CBOEro TBOPUECKOro MyTH.

Kuaura naumnaercsi ¢ BocnmomuHanuii B.H. KyreitmmkoBoit o ee
pabotre B BOKCe — yacTH4HO OHUM MPUBENEHBI B HAaYasIe 3TON MyOIHKaIHH.

Bropas yacTe KHUTH, KaK TOBOPHJIOCH, OYEHb NAJIEKO OTCTOMT OT
HayYHOH HCTOpHOrpadyu: OHA HAIMCaHA B TAaKOW MaHEpE, YTO HUCKOIBKO
HE KOHTPACTHPYET C MEMYyapHBIMH UYacTsSMH, a CKOpee oOpasyeT ¢ HHUMHU
BHYTPEHHEE HEPacTOPKUMOE EJAMHCTBO. W B 3TOM BUAMTCA OJHA U3
IIaBHBIX ynad KHuTH. Bepa HuxonaeBHa n30Opania BEpHYIO CTPATETHIO: HE
cTajla COCTAaBIITH peecTp (HAKTOB M COOBITHH, pacroyaras ux B CTPOrOM

302



A. Kogman. Marpuapxa poceuiickoit atuHoamepukasuctiki. K croneruto pokzenus B.H. KyreitmkoBoit

XPOHOJIOTUYECKOM TOPSIIKE, a U3JI0KUIa UCTOPUIO OTHOILIEHUH JBYX CTpaH
(parmeHTapHo, Kak Obl B cepun ouepkoB. [Ipuuem B 3THX ouepkax Ha mep-
BOM IlJIaHE BCErJa CTOSAT HE COOBITHS, a JIMYHOCTU. HanncaHHble KUBBIM
SI3BIKOM, COIPOBOXIEHHbIE SMOLIMOHAIILHBIMU aBTOPCKUMU KOMMEHTapHsI-
MU, a TI€ BOBMOKHO, U BOCTIOMUHAHUSIMHU, 3TU TICUXOJIOTUYECKHUE TOPTPETHI
Hepeako Omu3ku pacckazam. C 3aXBaThIBAIOIIUM HHTEPECOM YHUTAIOTCS
I71aBbl 0 pedbIBaHuK B Mekcuke MasikoBckoro v Di3eHITeiHa, 0 HoJIUTH-
yeckux Bupaxkax Pusepsl u Cukeiipoca, 00 oxore Ha Tpoukoro, o npeacra-
BHTEIISIX MEKCUKAHCKON «HMCKBbEPAbD» (JIEBBIX MOJIMTUYECKHUX cril). [ TaBHOE,
YTO yAaJloCh IEpeJaTb aBTOpY, — JAyX 3I0XHU, CTU/Ib MBIIIJIEHUS JIIOAEH,
YBIIGUEHHBIX HJEei MOCTPOEHUS KOMMYHHCTHYECKOro oOmiectBa. Bens
MIPaKTHUYECKU BCe MEKCHKAHIIbI, C KeM JJoBeJIoCch ob1aThest Bepe Hukonaes-
HE, CNI He ObUTH SPBIMH MPUBEPKEHIIAMHA KOMMYHHUCTHYECKUX HIICAIOB,
TaK WIK MHAYe UCTIBITAIN Ha ceOe uX Bo3leicTBre. IMEHHO 31iech, B cdepe
UJEO0JIOTUH, PAa3BOPAUUBACTCS MATUCTPAIbHBIN, XOTS U CKPBITHIA CIOXKET
BCEW KHUTH, U COCTOMT OH B MOCTENEHHOM, a JJIsl MHOTMX MYYHUTEIbHOM
MIPEOI0JIEHUH YTONMMYECKUX WILTI03Ui. Pazymeercs, ajeko He BCEM IeposiM
9TOM KHUTHU OBIJIO TaHO «BBI3IOPOBETH», HO MHOTHE U3 TEX, KOMY JI0OBEJIOCH
nepemaruyTs 80-¢ IT., HAILUIM B ceOe MY)KECTBO MEPECMOTPETh MPEKHHE
Bo33peHus. Cka3zaHHOE KacaeTcs 1 camoil Bepsl HukonaeBHBI ¢ ee pekocT-
HOM CIIOCOOHOCTBIO OYEHb TPE3BO CYIUTH O cebe.

B Tperbeil yacTM KHUTHM aBTOpP paccKa3blBaeT NMPEUMYILIECTBEHHO
0 cBoeil Bropoi moesake B Mekcuky B 1978 . B 1956 1., xorna momonas
corpynauiia BOKCa mepBwiif pa3 mocermsia Mekcuky, OHa elie O4YeHb
HEMHOroe 3Hajia 00 ATOH CTpaHe W BOCIPUHUMAJIA YBUAEHHOE JTOBOJIBHHO
MOBEPXHOCTHBIM, TYPUCTHYECKMM B3DIsLIOM. JlBaguarh Jer coycrts
B MeKcHKy NpUOBUT APYrol 4ejoBeK — NIyOOKWI 3HATOK HaIlMOHAIHHOU
KYJIBTYPbI, IMEBIIHHA K TOMY K€ OOIIUPHBIN KPYT 3HAKOMCTB H JIPYKECKHX
cBsizeil. HoBoe yryOneHHOe BHJIEHHE MEKCHKAHCKOH JIeHCTBUTEIHHOCTH
Bepa HukonaeBHa B OJIHOM Mepe cyMena JOHECTH 10 YUTaTels, KOTOPOMY
BMECTE C aBTOPOM IPEICTOUT COBEPLIUTH YBJIEKATEIbHYIO MPOIYIKY I10
yaunam Mexuko, moOsBaTh B HanmoHansHOM My3ee aHTPOTIONIOTHH U BO
nBope YamyabTenek, BOCXUTUTHCS y30pOubeM 0apOdHBIX anTapeil, mosro-
OoBaThCs HA MHACHCKUE MUPaMUIBL, TOOBIBaTh HA OKarane u B Tabacko. ..
W cHoBa mopTpeTsl — Heza0bIBaeMble MOPTPETHI MPOCTHIX MEKCHKAHIEB
U feqTesell KyJabTyphl.

Bepa Hukonaerna nooOeiBasia B Mekcuke ere Jiga paza. B 1986 r. et npu-
cymi 3Banue nouetHoro npodeccopa UNAM (HanmoHanbHbIi ABTOHOMHBIN
VuuBepcuteT MEKCHKH) U ee NPUIIACHI PEKTOp YHUBepcHuTeTa. B mocnequmit
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pa3 oHa npuObTa B Mekcuky B 1990 1. B cBsi3u ¢ npe3eHTanueil kuuru JIpBa
Camoiinosuua «/luero Pusepa», u3gaHHOi Ha HcmaHckoM si3bike. OO0 sToM
MO€3/IKe aBTOP KHUTM MOMHUHAET OYE€Hb KPaTKO, IIOYTH BCKOIb3b. MOXKHO I10-
HATh, II0YeMY: He MeKkcuKa, a poAHasl CTpaHa 3aHMMaja B Ty IOpPY €€ MbICIH.

Joma ¢ JI.C. Ocnosamom. 1970-e.
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OO0 »TOM OHa MOYTH NPSAMO TOBOPHUT Ha cTpaHUNax KHHUTH: «Ilo oxoHYa-
HHUM Beuepa'’ 3aroBOpuiid 0 COOBITHSX, TPOUCXOASIINX B HAIICH CTpaHe,
0 JIOCTaTOYHO HAaNpPsUKEHHOH MOJUTHYECKOW CHUTyallMH. YXKe pyxHysa
bepnuHckas cTeHa, BCe CHIIbHEE OIIYNIAINCh MOJ3EMHBIC TOTYKH B (yH-
namenre Coserckoro Coro3a, 10 pacnaja KOTOPOro OCTaBaJOCh IOJITOpa
roga»'4. Mapus DieHa, BIoBa MeKCHKaHCKoro ¢uiocoda Jleomnonsao Cea
u 6nu3kas noapyra Bepsl HukonaeBHbl, paccka3biBajlia MHE, KaK B JIEHb €€
IpuJieTa OHM 3alllVId B KOHIUTEPCKYIO KyIHUTh YTO-HUOYAb K a0 (IIOMHIO
sl 3Ty KOHJIUTEPCKYI0, HAOUTYIO0 HEBOOOPA3HUMBIMH IMUPOTAMH U CIIACTSIMHU),
Y YBUJIEB 3TY POCKOIIb U BCIIOMHUB MOCKOBCKHE Mara3uHbl TOTO BPEMEHHU,
Bepa HuxonaeBHa pa3peiianacs. ..

B 3aBepmatomieii yactu kuuru («Ha mmopore HOBOM A1OXU») 3Bydar
roJIoca JIByX HOOCIIEBCKUX JlaypeatoB: 3To cTuxu Mocuda bpoackoro o Mek-
cuke n mpicnin Okrasuo [laca o Poccun. bponckwuit n [lac Heomgnokparno
BCTPEYAINCH U ObUIN JAPYNKHBI: B3AUMOTIOHUMAaHHE BEJIUKUX M03TOB XX B.,
PYCCKOTO U MEKCHKaHCKOIO, aBTOP BOCIIPUHUMAET KaK CUMBOJI TyXOBHOU
CBSI3M JIBYX CTOJIb OTJAJIEHHBIX APYT OT Apyra CTPaH U, Kak IIOKa3bIBaeT ee
KHUTA, CTOJb OJIM3KUX KYJIBTYP.

VY Bepsl HuxomaeBHBI ObUI, KaK TOBOPHUTCS, CYACTIMBBIN XapakTep.
DTO KOorzna CBOMM IOBEJEHHEM M MHPOOTHOIIEHMEM YEJIOBEK YKpallaeT
CBOIO JKH3Hb, a He yclokHseT ee. C JI0AbMH e aHTUIIAaTUYHBIMU OHA HE
BCTynaja B KOH(IUKTH U BBISICHEHHE OTHOLICHHWH — OHA MPOCTO MAaKCH-
MaJIHO OTJAJIsIa UX OT cebsl, 00Iasch ¢ HIMH JIMIIH IO Mepe HEOoOXOIH-
Moctu. K ObITy OBITa COBEpPIICHHO PaBHOAYIIHA: MeOeb, TTOCYIa U IIpodee
JUUIs HE€ HU CaMOCTOSITENIbHON IIEHHOCTH, HU OT/AEJIbHON 3HAYUMOCTH HE
HMeJH, 3TO ObUI JIUIIb BCIOMOTaTeIbHBIA MaTepual AJs KU3HU. A KU3Hb
3aKIIoYasiach B TBOPYECTBE M B OOIICHHWH C APY3bsSIMH, pa30poCaHHBIMU
Mo BceMy MHpY. Ee oM OBIIT OTKPBIT IS TOCTEH, 3/1eCh 9acTo codupanachk
TeCHasi KOMIaHMs, Ky/la ¥ MHE [TOCYACTIMBUIOCH BOMTH, U HAIIM BCTPEUH
BCIIOMUHAIO KaK Mpa3aHuku nymu. Bepa HukonaeBHa Obliia 04eHb CTOHKUM
U JKM3HEPAJOCTHBIM YEIOBEKOM, IalIaTh TyXOM, IUIAKaThCs OBLIO COBCEM
He B ee oObrvae. [locmennue roxsl oHa MpoBea MPUKOBAHHAS K MTOCTENN
IocJie nepernoMa Imeiky 0epa, HO HAIlK BCTPEUH U ITOCHICIIKH PETYIISIpPHO
npopoikanuck. Hu pasy st He ycnbilial OT Hee )KalioObl Ha CBO€ COCTOSIHUE;
HaNpOTHUB TOTO, KaK-TO pa3 OHA CKazaja: «5l OYeHb CHACTIIMBBIN YEJIOBEK.

13 Peus nzer o npesentanuu kauru JI.C. OcmoBara, COCTOSBIICHCS B JOMe-My3ee
Jluero Pusepsl B paitone CaH-AHXellb.

Y Kymeiyurosa B.H. Mocksa — Mexuxo — Mocksa. JJopora JUIMHOI B ¥H3Hb.
C. 344.
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Benp 10 cux mop s TOJIBKO OJMH pa3 Jiexana B OONbHUIE — KOTJIa poXkKala
celHa». Ho M B «J1exxaueM MOJIOKEHUN» OHAa OCTaBajach CYACTIMBBIM 4e-
JIOBEKOM: ObUIM KHUTU U Pajuo (IOJUTHYECKHUE COOBITHS SABISUIMCH TEMOH
MTOCTOSTHHBIX OOCYKJICHUH B JIoMe), ObUTH OOIIEHUE C POJHBIMHU U JIPY3bsi-
MH, a [TIABHOE, PSJIOM HAXOIMIICS JTIFOOUMBIN «JIeBYMKY, HEU3MEHHO Yy TKUH
1 3a00TIUBBINA. YBBI, M €70 YXO/ U3 )KU3HH € MPUILIOCH EPEKUTh.

Ceiiuac, 4eCTHO CKaXKy, Hallla OTPacJib HAyKH HAXOAUTCS HE B JTyUIIeM
cocrtossanu. [Tocne konunusl B.b. 3eMckoBa, KOTOPBI aKTUBHO 3aHUMAJICS
OG’LC}II/IHGHI/ICM JIaTUHOAMEPUKAHUCTOB, BBINIYCKasA KOJUJICKTUBHBIC CGOpHI/I—
KH 11071 Ha3BaHueM «Iberica Americansy, Halie cOOOIIECTBO Pa3BAIMIOCH,
CHEIHUATUCTOB B 00acTH auTeparyp JIaTHHCKOM AMEPUKH OCTaJIOCh Kpai-
HE MaJlo, a MPUTOK MOJIOJBIX OYeHb He3HauuTedeH. OJHAaKO He XOTEeJIOCh
OBI Ha ATOW HOTE 3aBepiIaTh CTaThio 0 Bepe HukonaeBHe — 3TO cOBceM He
B ee ayxe. C HaJIe)K 101 MOCMOTPHUM B OY/IyIIiee; U MOXKHO C YBEPEHHOCTHIO
CKa3aTh, YTO BCAKHUH, KTO PEUIMT 3aHUMATHCS TAaTHHOAMEPUKAHCKOM JUTe-
parypoii, ¢ GrnaromapHocThio BcrioMHUT Bepy Hukomnaesny KyteiinukoBy
U JIByX €€ MJIaALINX KOJUIEr.
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Nobel Prize in
Literature-2020:
Louise Glick

HobeneBckas mpeMus
no yimreparype-2020:
Jlyuza I'mux

In 2020 the Nobel Prize in Literature was awarded to the American poet and essayist
Louise Gliick. Gliick was recognized “for her unmistakable poetic voice that with
austere beauty makes individual existence universal”. Born in 1943 in New York,
Louise Gliick belongs to the poetic generation of the late 1960s — 1970s with their
balancing between describing personal experience and an exact reproduction of
the external world. The paper includes the analysis of the imagery in Gliick’s
poetry: it considers the ways mythological characters and archetypes transmit
‘universal’ through ‘individual’. The paper mentions the most representative
poems and essays by Louise Gliick, outlines the peculiarities of her work and her
creative evolution, demonstrates the connection of her poetry with the language of
psychoanalysis. Louise Gliick’s most notable poetry collections are The Triumph
of Achilles (1985), The Wild Iris (1992), Averno (2006), she is the author of
two books of essays (Proofs and Theories: Essays on Poetry, 1994; American
Originality: Essays on Poetry, 2017). Louise Gliick is also Professor (Adjunct) of
English, Rosenkranz Writer-in-Residence at Yale University and has previously
won the Pulitzer prize (1993), Bollingen Prize (2001), National Book Award
(2014) and National Humanities Medal (2015), among others. The essay presents
the new Nobel laureate to the readers and traces the poetic manner of the author.
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Kupunn KOPUAT'MTH

TPUYM®D AXUIIIA: O IIO23UN JIYU3BI TJTINK*

Kirill KORCHAGIN

THE TRIUMPH OF ACHILLES: LOUISE GLUCK’S POETRY **

Jlynza I'muk NpuUHAUICKUT K [03TaM, POAUBIIMMCS B COpPOKOBBIE
TOIBl — K OJHOMY M3 Hamboliee MpOAyKTHBHBIX MOKOJECHHI B aMEpHKAHCKOH
MO33MH, CIEAYIOUIEMY IIOCle OMTHHUKOB, MOATOB MIKONBI «biak-MayHTHH»
U «UCIIOBENAIBHOM MIKOMbD». O MOKOJIEHUH 3A€Ch MOXXHO TOBOPUTH HE TOJIBKO
B CHJIY XPOHOJIOTUUECKOM OJIM30CTH, HO U B CUITY OOIIHOCTH IIO3THUK U, TTIaBHOE,
croco0a CyIIeCTBOBAHUS B IHTEpaType. [103Tl mpeapayieil murepaTypHoi
STIOXH, BBIIEANME Ha crueHy B 1950-e ToapI, HEpPEOKO CTPEMHIIHCH
K TPAHCTPECCHH, IEPECEUEHUIO IPAHUI] IPUBBIYHOTO U IPUCTOMHOTO: IO CYTH,
MUMEHHO B 9TH TOJbl aMEPUKAHCKUI IMO3ITHYECKUI aBaHrapi chopMHUpOBaICs
KaK MaccoBO€ SIBJICHUE. Y ITUX [T0ITOB IPAHULIBI MEXKTY KU3HBIO U HCKYCCTBOM
CTaJM YCWJIEHHO M MaccOBO pas3pyllaTbCs, a JUTepaTypa IpeBpallajach
B (hopMy TyXOBHOTO ITOHCKA.

[okonenue ITMUK BO MHOTOM JBUTaJlOCh HPOTHBOIOJOXKHBIM ITyTEM:
MO3Thl HOBOM TeHepauud B OOJIBIIMHCTBE CBOEM JOJIrO U MPOLYKTHBHO
paboTarT, H30eralT SKCTPEMYMOB B COOCTBEHHBIX Ouorpadusx, HO
JOCTATOYHO CMEJbI B MUCBME (XOTS 3/1eCh €CTh M 3HAYUMbIC HCKITFOYCHUS
Bpoge Katu Axep, npousBeneHHs KOTOPOH CTONb K€ TPAaHCIPECCHBHBI, Kak
U ee KMU3HEHHBI myTb). OIUH U3 LEHTPAIbHBIX MOTHBOB AJISL BCErO 3TOTO
MOKOJICHUS! — MOBCEJHEBHAas XM3Hb. KOHEUHO, y 3TOro MoTuBa OojblLias
UCTOpHsL B NPEIBOCHHOW aMEPUKAHCKOW JIMTEpaType — OT YHTMEHa [0
Vunesmca, 3Hamenurtas ¢pasza koroporo “No ideas but in things” moxer
cunTarbes MaHudecToM Beel amoxu. s mos3un pydexka MmecTuaecThIXx—
CEeMUJECATHIX 3TO O3HAYaeT, CKOpee, MOCTOSHHOE OaJaHCHUPOBAHUE MEXIY
IPHUCTAIHHBIM aHAJIH30M COOCTBCHHBIX OIIYIICHUH M KHHEMATOTPa(pUICCKH
TOYHBIM BOCITPOU3BE/ICHUEM BHEIITHETO MUPA.

BHyTpu 3TOro mpeaenbHO 0o0IIEro HampaBlIeHHUs, MOTYT OBITh OYEHb
pa3Hble BapuUaHTBl padOThHI C MOITHYECKUM CIIOBOM M COOCTBEHHBIM OIIBITOM,

" CTaThst HaMMCAHA IIPU MOIEPKKE TpaHTa POCCHIACKOTo HaydHOTO (hOH/IA, POCKT
Ne 19-18-00205 «I1oaT 1 103315 B IOCTUCTOPUUECKYIO DIIOXY».

" Acknowledgements: The publication was financially supported by the Russian
Science Foundation, grant no 19-18-00205 (“Poet and Poetry in the Post-Historical Era”).
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CTaHOBsSIIIMECS elle Ooyiee pa3HOOOPa3HBIMU OTTOTO, YTO MO3THI ATOH IMOXU
UIIYT crnoco0 BBIUTH 3a mHpenensl MOCTYUTMEHOBCKOTO CTHXa, HAXOIATCS
B HETIPEPHIBHOM MOKMCKE HOBBIX (h)OPM M HHTOHAIMH. ECITH BCIOMUHATE TOJIBKO
No3TeCcC TOKOJeHUs [MnK, To MOXkHO HaszBath Cro3eH Xay, oOpalarouryrocs
K JOKyMeHTanbHOH mod3uu, Jlun Xemxunsn u Mei-Meit bepcenoOprorre,
JUIL KOTOPBIX CTPYKTypa (pasbl CTaHOBUTCS PaBHOH CTPYKType OIbITa,
xopu I'paM, TpanchOpMUPYIOLIYI0 TOBCEAHEBHOCTh B 3ajbIXaoliuiics, He
MIOCTICBAIONIMI 32 caMUM CO00W TOTOK pedr, DHH KapcoH ¢ ee XOJOTHBIM
KOJUT&)KUPOBAaHUEM MOBCETHEBHOCTH M KIIACCHYECKOM aHTHYHOCTH.

Xots Jlymsa I'mMk — yacTh 3TOM IUIes/bl, €€ MO3THYECKas MaHepa
BHELIHE KakeTcsl Oosee yMEpeHHOH, 4eM y OONBIIMHCTBA NEePEeUUCICHHBIX
nosrecc. CoBpeMEHHas KpPUTHKAa BHANUT €€ CKOpee IpOoAo/DKaTesbHULEeH
UCIIOBEIAILHOM M033WH, MpaBjia B cMbIcie camoro Podepra Jloyamna, a He ero
yuenut] CunbBun [lnar u Duu Cekcron'. JlefictBurensho, ¢ Jloyamiom [muk
POIHHUT METAHXONUYECKHH TOH M AHAIUTHYECKUH MOAX0J K COOCTBEHHBIM
YyBCTBAM M OIIYLICHHAM, HHMKOTAA HE JOXOINAIIMHA 10 PE3KUX IKECTOB
(B ominume ot To# ke Ilnar), Bcerna cocpeOTOUEHHbIH U caMOyTTyOJeHHbIH,
HEMHOT'O JUIAaKTUYHBII. B ee cTuxax NMOBCEIHEBHBI MUP CKIIAJBIBACTCH U3
4epeibl COOBITHI, KOTOpBIE JIPYroil MO3T MOT Obl M300pa3uTh CTPAIIHBIMU
U TParuyeckumu, Ho y [TIMK OHM KaKyTCsi MOHOTOHHBIMH U YTOMUTEIbHBIMH,
JlaXKe €CIM CIOKET JNEeHCTBUTENbHO ApaMaTHYeH — KakK B CTUXOTBOPEHUH
«YTonyBumit pedeHok» (“Drowned Child”):

Bujuib, OHU HENOJACYIHBL.

W ecTecTBEHHO, YTO OHU YTOHYT:

CHayajla uX IPUHUMAET JeJ,

a 3aTeM, BCIO 3UMY, — HX LIEPCTSIHbIC mapdbl,
IJIBIBYLIME BCIEN, C TEX 0P KaK OHU

YTOHYJIH U BOT, HAKOHEL, yCIIOKOMWIUCH.

U MOIHUMAeT UX TPy MHOKECTBOM TEMHBIX PYK-.

[Moa3uss Tmmk wm3beraer s0OOro HaMeka Ha TO, 4YTO 4YYBCTBA
U TIEPEIKUBAHUS OJIHOTO YETOBEKA MOXKET Pas3JeNUTh JPYrod, 4TO BO3MOXKHO
Kakoe-m0o0 eIMHEeHHe, YyBCTBO KOJUIEKTHBHOTO BOCTOPTa, KOTOPOE BCIEH 3a
Bukropom TépHepoMm 0O0BIYHO HA3BIBAKOT communitas W KOTOpoe OBLIO Tak
BaXXHO JIJIs1 YUTMEHA U BCcex ero mocienoareneit ot Xapra Kpeitna no Annena

Gargaillo, Florian. “Sounding Lowell: Louise Gliick and Derek Walcott.” Literary
Matters 10:1 (Oct. 2017). Online at https://www.literarymatters.org/10-1-sounding-
lowell-louise-gluck-and-derek-walcott/

2 Gliick, Louise. Poems 1962—2012. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2012:
101. 3neck u nanee nepeon Moii — K.K.
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Tuuz6epra’. 910 0c060€ YYBCTBO, BOKPYT KOTOPOTO MOXKET 00pa30BaThCst HOBOE
coo0miecTBo. Takoil OMBIT JIEKUT M B OCHOBE «JIMCThEB TPaBBI», MpHITIAIIAS
YUTATEINs CTATh YACTHI0 YUTMEHOBCKOH AMEPHKH, 0ECKOHETHO pa3zHOOOpa3HOH
W BCE BpeMs PACIIUPSIONICHCS, U B OCHOBE TMH30eproBckoro «Boruisy, rie
OTBEPIKCHHbBIC MPECTABUTENN MOKOICHHS, PA3HOTO poja «OpOAATH JXapMbD»
Ha I71a3aX BBIPACTAIOT B HOBYIO OOLIHOCTh. Bce 310 HeBO3MOXKHO st [HK:
YEIIOBEK y Hee 00peUeH Ha OJMHOYECTBO, B KOTOPOM HET MECTa IS TaKOTO
poIa BOCTOPTOB. JTO MHp, KOTOPHIH HENB3sI Pa3AeNuTh HUA C KaKUM JIPYTUM
YeJIOBEKOM: B HEM HET MecTa JJIsl MePeKUBaHHUsl OONIHOCTH MOTOMY, YTO HET
MecTa JUisl IEPeKUBAHUS TPAHCICHAECHTHOTO, 00KECTBEHHOTO.

Mup [mux crnoBHO OBl OJEPHYT CEPOBATOM BYalbioO, JIUIIECH TTyOHHbI,
a y HaIOJNHSIOMNX €r0 MPEeIMETOB ¥ JIONSH HET BTOPOTO JHA. 3aTO KaXIoe
JIBIDKCHHE BHY TPEHHEH )KUZHH TUITYIIETO CIIOBHO ObI OTPaXKaeTCsl BOMHOKECTBE
3epKaJl, TIIATEeIbHO aHAJIU3UPYETCs, BILIOTH JO TOTO, YTO HEPEIAKO CBOAUTCS
K (opmyne unu Makcume. [Ipu 3ToM aHTHYHBIE U OUOIeiicKue repou, HePeaKo
HOSIBIIIONINECS B CTHXaX [MHK, TEHCTBYIOT B HHX HAmopoOWe IOHTHaHCKHX
apXETHUIIOB — KaK CPEICTBO I caMoaHaiun3a W camoujaeHTHukanun. Co
BpPEMCHEM K TaKMM apxeTuraMm oHa OymeT oOpammarhcs Bce Hame: B Oonee
MO3JHUX CTUXaX aBTOOMOrpaduuecKhe MOMEHTHI YCTYMaroT MecTo Mudam,
Kak Obl 0000MIAIOMIMM JUYHBIA ONBIT, MPEACTABISIONIAM ero B Ooiee
YHUBEpCcaNbHOM Kitode. OIHO W3 OTHOCHUTENBHO PaHHUX MH(OIOTHYIECKHX
CTUXOTBOpEHMH [MuK, Hameuaromee 3Ty Oyayuryio TeHaeHmo, — «Tpuymd
Axumnay (1985), kopoTkas moBecTh 0 oOeuTeNe, MOTePsBLIEM BCE:

B ucropuu o Ilarpokine

HUKTO HE BBDKUBAET, ake AXHILI

MyCTh Ja’ke OH ObUT NOYTH O0KECTBOM.
[TaTpokia GBI MOX0K Ha HETO; OHU HAAEBANN
OIIHY U Ty k€ OpPOHIO.

B monoGHoti apyx0e Bcerna

OJIMH MIPUCITYKUBACT APYTOMY,
OJIMH MEHBIIIE JPYTOro:

nepapxus

BCer/ia HaJMIO, XOTS HEBO3MOXKHO
MIPOBEPHUTBH JICTCHIBI —

UX PacCKa3bIBAIOT BBDKUBIIIKE,

T€, KOTO TIOKMHYIIH.

3 Turner, Victor. The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-Structure. Chicago,

IL: Aldine Publishing, 1969: 132.
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COnoCcTaBUMBI JIH C €T0 yTPaToil
ropsuiie Kopabmu rpekos?*

XapakTepHo, 4To [JIMK B 3TOM CTUXOTBOPEHUM HE IICHUXOJOIU3UPYET
CBOETO I'epos, He MBITAETCS CAENaTh U3 HETO Y4elI0BEKa BTOPOH MonoBUHBI XX
BEKa U CIPOELHUPOBATh HA HErO COBPEMEHHBIE MepekuBaHus. HampoTus, oHa
0CTaeTcsl B paMKax rOMEpPOBCKOI0 TEKCTa, He 100aBIseT HUYEro oT ceds B To,
KaK M300paxkaeTcsi Tepoi, HO U3 3THX CKYIBIX ONMUCAHUN TTO3THUSCKHN CMBICIT
poxaaeTcss Kak Obl cam co00i Bompekn ackeTnuHod Qopme. Bropas gacts
CTUXOTBOPEHUs] — paccyxJeHue o cynboe Axunna u [latpokna, o ToM, uTo
Ipyx0a 1 11000Bb 3HaYaT AJI uesoBeKka. Takue paccykIeHus, XOTd Ha NepBbIi
B3IV UM HE MECTO B 10331 U, OUEHb YACTO BCTpeUatoTcs y [ 11K, BIUIOTH 110 TOTO,
4TO IOYTH KaXXJ0C €€ CTUXOTBOPCHUEC MOXKCT OBITH CBCICHO K HUM. HanpOTI/IB,
I/I306paSI/ITeJ'II>HI>Ie QJIEMCHTBI B €€ CTHUXaX 4Yalle MPUITTYIICHbI, BO3SHUKAIOT
TOJILKO KaK KOHTPAITyHKThI UM KaK HEMOCPEACTBEHHOE MPOLOIKEHUE MBICIIH.
Ho wuHorma onu mnposBistorcs Oosee OTUETIMBO — B CTHXOTBOPEHHMSX,
HAaIIOMMHAKIINX 3allMCh CHOBUIACHUSA (eme OAWH HAMEK Ha HCI/IXOEIHaHI/B),
HATOJHCHHBIX IPUIYAINBOH OHCHPHUUCCKOH TOTUKON 1 00pa3HOCThI0. B Taknx
CTHXaX MEHBIIE AHAIUTUYECKOTO, BEPHEE, MBICIb 3/€Ch ILUIABHO IIE€PETEKAET
B 00pa3s:

Kora BO3M0GIeHHBII MpHKacaeTcs Ko MHE, S 9yBCTBYIO BHYTPH
KaK JeJHUK, MOKPBIBAIOIIMIT 3eMJII0, IPHXOJUT B IBUKEHIE,
KaK CMelIaeTcs JieHl, HepeKaThiBask OrPOMHBIE BATYHBI, XOIMBI
OrPOMHOI1 CKallbl, a B JIECaX BLIBOPOUEHHBIE JEPEBbS
MPEBPANIAIOTCS B MOPE Pa3beIMHEHHBIX PYK —

W TaM, TJIe paHblIe OBLTH TOPOJA, TEreph PACTIABIIHECS,
B3/IBIXAIOIIUE CAJIbl, BCE JCBOYKH C LIOKOIAJKAMH

BO JIBOpE, METIEHHO Pa30packIBaloNIue IBETHYIO

(OTBTY: HO BOT, T/I€ CTOSIT TOPOJ, —

py/aa, pacKOTIaHHBIE TAWHBI: U 5 BHKY, UTO Te]T

CHITbHEE CKAJBl U OFHOTO JHIIb COTPOTHBICHUS —

U JUIS HAC HA 3TOM MYTH BpeMs He BUKETCH,

HU Ha 4ac’.

4 Gliick, Louise. Poems 1962—2012: 159.
> 1Ibid.: 169.

312



K. Kopuaeun. Tpuym¢ Axunna: o noasuu Jlyussl I'nux

MoxHO mpoCHeuTh MCTOKM TakoW MaHephl Ha INpPHUMEpEe paHHUX
CTUXOB [TIMK IIECTHECATHIX TOJOB, KOTJla OHA €Il BO MHOIOM HAaXOAMJIACh
B IIOMCKaX COOCTBEHHOIO TIO0J0CA, HO, BO3MOXHO, II0O3TOMY T€ YEpThl,
KOTOPBIE IO3HEE CTAHOBSITCSA ONPEICHSIIONIMMH, B ATUX CTHXaX 3aMETHBI

Oonee oTueTINBO. XOPOIIO M3BECTHO, YTO OT AMEPHKAHCKOH MO33UH KAYT
CcBOOOJHOrO CTHXa — 3TO Kak Obl caMo co00i pasymeroleecs OXKUIAHUE, HO
B cilyyae paHHed 1mossuu [nuk oHO TpebyeT KoMMeHTapus. [JIMK, KOHE4HO,
He WCToNb3yeT pupMy Kak Pobepr ®Ppoct, OpHTAaHCKHE MOATH WIH JaKe
kak CunbeBus Ilnar (pexko, HO Bce-Taku mpuOerasIast K Heif), HO PUTMHUKA
JpaMaTU4ecKoro MATHCTOMHOro AMO0a, ITaBHOTO pa3Mepa aHMIOA3bIYHOIL
M033HUH, BIIOJIHE SBCTBEHHO OIIYIIAETCS B €€ PaHHUX CTHXaX, a B IO3/HEM
TBOPUYECTBE COXPAHSIETCS KaK OTIEYaTOK — B CIEIM(UIECKONH MOHOIOTHIECKOI
uHTOHAUH. [Topoit 3T MOYTH NpaBHIBHBIN pa3Mep, MOPOii OH OoJiee paciiarTaH,
4acTO OH BO3HHUKAET B IOTOKE HEYMOPSJOUEHHOH peul, 4TOOBI 3aTeM B HEM
PacTBOPUTHCSL.

OT0 HEMaJlOBR)XHO: pa3Mep BCErJa BO3BpAaIaeT Ty OBCEJHEBHYIO
pedb, KOTOPOH MHOTO B 033U [MHK, B cepy MOITHIECKOTO, CIOBHO OB
OHa MOCTOSHHO MTPAET HA TOM, YTO C(hepbl MOBCETHEBHOTO M BO3BBILICHHOTO
HepeTeKaoT APYT B Apyra, 4yTo OBITOBAs MeNOApaMa MpU MPaBUILHOM B3IMI/E
U IIPOUYTEHUH CIOCOOHA 0TO3BATHCS B MOHOJIOTE U3 LIEKCIIMPOBCKOM TpareauH.
OT 3TOM pUTMHYECKOH MHEPIMHU [ TTHK N30aBIIsSeTCs TONBKO K BOCBMHICCATHIM,
KOT/[a TPOUCXOAUT 3HAYUTEIBHAS IEPECTPOIKA €¢ MAaHEPHI B CTOPOHY O0JbIIeH
AQHAIUTUYHOCTH ¥ a)OPUCTUUHOCTH, XOTS CTPYKTYPHO €€ O3AHHUE CTUXHU TaKKe
MOTYT OBITh MPEACTABIEHbl KaK MOHOJOI NEPCOHa)XKa M3 HECYIECTBYIOIIEH
Tpareud, OHU COXPAHSIIOT MHOTHE MapKepsl MyOmM4HOH pedn — pedn,
HAaIIPaBJICHHON BOBHE U aJIpECOBAHHOH ayAUTOPUH.

Ortcrozia 1 Tra K MapagoKcalbHOMY 3a0CTPEHHUIO, TyaHTaM, TUJaKTHKE,
bon mots, n HENMOOOBB K TOMY, UTOObI KAK-TO JOIOJHUTEIHO CTPYKTYPUPOBATH
TEKCTBl, YTO XapakTEpPHO, HAmpuMep, U1 MO3TOB S3BIKOBOM ILIKOJBI HIIH
Oun KapcoH, Bcerma Haxofsmuxcs B IMOMCKaxX HOBOTO OPTaHH3AIMOHHOTO
IPHUHINIA CTUXA, YACTO BHEIIHETO — BPOJE YHCIOBBIX 3aKOHOMEPHOCTEH (KaK
B no3Max Pona CuiutnMaHa U Ipyrux MO3TOB A3bIKOBOM IIKOJIBI) MK 0COOO0T0
rpadugeckoro pactpeneneHus (kak y Yapmpza Oncona, 3ateM y DHH Kapcon).
BmecTo cTpykTypbl 3[€Ch HOTOK, CTPEMSIIMNCS YBIE€Yb YHTATENs, MOHTAX
MBICJIEH U OLIYIICHHH.

WHTepecHo, 4To MOMOOHBIM 00pa3oM pa3BHBAJICS OIMH W3 BapHAaHTOB
cBoOoziHOrO cTHXa B Poccun: IpUMEpHO B Ty e 310Xy pyOexka MATUAECAThIX—
IIECTUAECATHIX HaYMHAeT nucath [eHHaaui ANry, TakkKe 4acTo MCIONb3YIOIIUH

313



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

JpaMaTUYECKUi MATUCTOMHBINA sIMO, MOCTENEHHO CABHIasCh OT HEro k Ooiee
CBOOOJIHOMY CTHXY, a JecsTwieTue cmycts — Apkaguil [lparomoruenko,
paHHHE CTUXOTBOPEHUS KOTOPOTO XPAHAT CIHEABl JPaMaTHYECKOr0 MOHOJIOTra.
Tumonornyeckoe CXOACTBO OKA3BIBACTCS 37€Ch HECTyJalHBIM: HECMOTPS Ha
paccTosHHUE, Pa3AC/ISBILICE ITHX OITOB, IO CYTH, OHH PEIIAIN B TO BPEMSI CXOKYIO
3a/]aqy — [EePEOLICHKHU [I0BCETHEBHOCTH, IOMCKA B HEil ICTOYHUKOB MO3TUUYECKOTO.

[Tpumep mo3nHei manepsr [k — kaura «ABepHO» (2006), Ha3BaHHAS
TaK I10 0MHOUMEHHOMY 03€py B OKpeCTHOCTIX Heanouns, rie, mo onHow u3 Bepcuil,
HAXOZMJICS BXOJ B APCTBO MEPTBBIX. 3/1€Ch OHA OTKA3BIBACTCS OT OTACIBHBIX
CTUXOTBOPEHUH paaum 0Oonee MPOCTPAHHBIX, MHOTOYACTHBIX KOMIIO3UIIMIL.
Onna u3 HuX, «Ilepcedona-crpanuunay (“Persephone the Wanderer”), moxer
ObITh Ha3BaHa MPOTrPAaMMHBIM CTHXOTBOpPEHHEM IUIHK: 37ech HOIYJSApPHbINA
MHQPOIOTUUCCKUI CIOKET M CTOSMIMI 32 HUM ICHXOAHATHTHUCCKHUH apXeTHIl
QHAIM3HUPYETCS KaK 3THUECKas 3a/1a4a U KaK poneBast MoJeNb, KoTopas Tpedyer
HepecMoTpa:

CormacHo nepBoii Bepeuu, [lepcedona
OblyIa pa3iIydyeHa c MaTephlo,

1 OOTHHS 3eMITU

HaKa3bIBaeT 3€MITI0 — JTO

HE NPOTHBOPEYUT TOMY, YTO MBI 3HaCM

O YCJIOBCYCCKOM ITIOBCIACHUM

YeJIOBEK HMCIIBITHIBACT INIyOOKOE Y/IOBIETBOPEHNE,
KOTJIa IPUYNHSET BPe, 0COOCHHO

Oecco3HATEeNbHBIN Bpe:

3TO MOXXHO Ha3BaTb

HETaTUBHBIM TBOp‘{eCTBOMé,

Hcropus o Ilepcedone, Kak M MONOKEHO IOHTHAHCKOMY apXETHUILY,
CTAaHOBUTCS  YHUBEpPCAJbHOW  Marpuuedl  YeJOBEYEeCKOro  IOBEAEHHS.
B 9TOM [0CTaToYHO NPOCTpPAaHHOM TEKCTE — TaK e, Kak W B Ooiee
pPaHHEM CTHXOTBOPEHHH O TOPXKECTBYIOIIEM AXWIIe, — HET IOMBITOK
ICUXOJOTHYECKOH HMHTepIpeTaluu mpoucxoasmero. Ilosrecca 3ameuaer,
YTO «IEPCOHAKH — He JoAU. / OHH acIeKThl JUIEMMbI WM KOH(IUKTa),

 Tbid.: 501.
7 Ibid.: 502.
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yHO[[O6.H$I5[ UX TNCHUXOAHATUTUYCCKHUM YPOBHAM CO3HAHUS — 3I0, CyHeparo,
oHo. Takoit panoHAI3HPYIONIHH XKECT, Ka3aJI0Ch Obl, IPOTUBOIIOI0KEH TOMY,
Kak 0OBIYHO TT033HUsI padOTAET C AHTUIHBIM HACIEINEM, OKHBIISS €T0, TOMEIIast
B HOBBIC JICKOpaNiH. 3/1€Ch, HAIPOTHUB, YTBEPKAAETCS, 4TO paboTa TAKOTo posa
JO/DKHA OBITh 3aKOHYEHA, a CTapble JICTEHJBI PACCMOTPEHBI TAKUMH, KaKue
OHM €CTh — KaK PacCTaHOBKHM MHTepecoB U cuil. Ho Tonbko Takum oOpasom
CTUXOTBOPEHHE MOXET JaTh YHTATENI0 PAMKy ISl pabOTHI ¢ COOCTBEHHBIM
OITBITOM — TIPEXkIE BCETO, C OTBITOM YTPATEHL.

B acce «Kymprypa wmcuenenus» (1999) Inuk momguepkuBaeT
TepaneBTUUCCKUE CBOMCTBA IT0I3UH, M ITH CJI0BA MOXKHO YUTATh KAK MaHU(PECT:
IO €€ CJIOBaM, CTUXOTBOPEHUE «CTAHOBUTCS CITYTHHKOM B [ICUAITH, YTEIIUTEICM,
JIOKa3aTeNnbCTBOM TOTO, YTO B CTPAJaHHH MOXET ObITh cMbIC»®. McTopus
o Ilepcedone Tak *xe, kak U ucTopust 0 IlaTpokie, — 3TO MOBECTBOBaHHMS
00 yTpare, 0 TOM, 4TO TTOPOXKJAEMBIN €10 pa3pblB HEBOSMOXKHO BOCIIOJTHHTE,
HO HEOOXOAMMO KAaKMM-TO 00pa3oM cocymecTBoBath ¢ HuM. Crtuxm Imumk
HPOBOIIT CKPYMYJIC3HYIO aHATMTHKY YTPAThl, UCIONB3YS ISl 3TOTO Pa3HbIC
CpelcTBa, HO HUKOTAA HEe COOOMIAIOT HANPsIMYIO, YTO IeiaTh nanbie. OHH,
NEeHCTBUTEIHLHO, MOTYT HAIlOMHUHATDH NICHXOAHATUTHICCKHE CECCHH: MOIBOII
qUTaresid K caMoOMy SApy HpOGJ’I@MLI, OCTaBJIAIOT €0 OAHOI'O B TOT MOMCHT,
KOTJ[a TIPUPOJIa KOH(IUKTA CTAHOBUTCS SICHOI. 1 B 3TOM cMbIcIe mod3us [uk
o0namaet Toi e (QYHKIHEH, 9To T00ast HACTOSMIIAS 03U — OHA YTEIIaeT,
HO JeNaeT 3TO Ha S3bIKE, KOTOPHIA TOHSATEH YEJIOBEKY BTOPOH IOJOBHHBI
XX Beka, — A3bIKe IICHXOaHAIN3a.
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and a careful, subtle analysis of Gliick’s poetry supplemented by Ian Probstein’s
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Jns muorux Harpaxaenue Jlynssl [uk (Louise Gliick, p. 1943; Takas Tpanckpui-
1us ee (paMUIMY 1AeTCsl BO BCEX aHIVIOSA3BIUHBIX U3NAHUAX, BKIoUas Jaxe Bukunenuio)
HobGenesckoif mpemueit o auTepatype SIBUIOCH HEOKHAAHHOCTRIO. TeM HE MeHee, ecln
B3IVIAHYTH Ha l'[OCJ'Iy)KHOﬁ CITMCOK FJ'II/IK, OH BC€CbMa BHYIIUTEJICH, BKJIIOYast HaIlI/IOHaJ'[B-
HyI0 KHUKHY!0, [TynuruepoBckyto 1 bonunrenoBekyro npemuy, HanuonanbHyio npemuto
KPUTHKOB, HECKOJIbKO CTHNeHuil ['yrrenxaiima, n MHOrHe Apyrue MpeMHH M Harpajsl,
a raxxe nomyyeHHyto B 2020-m npemuto Tpanctpémepa, mosra B IlIBennu KysnsroBoro
(4T0 MOINIO HABECTU Ha PA3MBIIUIEHHUS TEX, KTO CTAaBUT CTaBKM Ha Jaypearos). Iuk
Obu1a mostoM-naypearom CIIA, kaHIIepoM aMEPUKAHCKOH aKajieMUH MO3TOB, B T€YEHHE
MHOTHX JIeT ObUIa MHpejce/aTeNieM KIOpH MPecTKHOW mpemun «Monoabie Menbckue
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M03ThD). BO3MOXKHO, e CIPaBeIINBO OTHOCAT K «YHUBEPCHTETCKUM) [0ITaM, HO TO, 4TO
yXKe To KpaifHeil Mepe NeT ABanuarh [MHK «BCTPOEHA» B CHCTEMY H SIBISIETCS YAacThIO
JIUTEPATYPHON UTHI (2 TAKXKE JUTEPATYPHOTO MCTIONHIIMEHTA) — HECOMHEHHO, YTO
He MPeyMEHbINAET JOCTOMHCTB €€ M0I3UH, KOTOPYIO CUMTAIOT CTPOTOi, CAEPKAHHOM, HO
¥ HECOMHEHHO HANpaBlICHHOW Ha MPU3HAHUE. DTO BBIPAKAETCS NPEXKJE BCErO B OTKa3e
OT IPOTECKa U CIOppean3Ma B €e paHHUX CTHXaX, a TaKKe B MOUCKAX, €CIIM TaK MOXKHO
BBIPA3UTHCS, KU3HEYTBEPIKIAIONIETO Havana. B sI36IKOBOM IUTaHE OHA BCETIa CTPEMUIACH
K TOYHOCTH, SICHOCTH, K 3BYKY. DBITH MOXKET, B OTIM4HME OT COBPEMEHHBIX MOTOB — OT
Hero-Mopkckoit mIKombl 10 MO3TOB SI3bIKA, OHA HE CIMIIKOM Oblia 03a004eHa HOBH3HOM,
0OHOBJICHHEM S3bIKA U CPEJICTB BBIPAIKEHHS, TOUCKOB HOBBIX hopm. OHA MacTepCKu mepe-
JlaeT pa3HOOOpa3HbIe MCHUXOIOTUYECKIE COCTOSHHS M TOHKHE YyBCTBA; €€ CTUXU OBIBAIOT
MPOHNYHBI, HEPEIKO CAPKACTHIHBI, HO CAMOMPOHHIO HIIM IOMOD B €€ 093K HAUTH TPYIHO.

B sxusHenHoM nnane Ik kax Obl mepeniaBuia CBOM C1ab0CTH B CHILY, KH3HEH-
Hble Heymaun — B TBopuyecTBo. OHa pommitack B Heio-Mopke, ee mpeaku mo OTHOBCKOH
JMHUM — W3 BEHI€PCKUX €BPEEB, 0 MATEPUHCKON — M3 pyccKuX. Poautenu poxuinch
B Amepuke. Y ee orua ObLT Marasut, a OTOM OH IOJAJ Hielo cBoeMy urypuny Canueny
JloHurepy, KOTOPBIH M300peN 3aMeHsieMoe Je3Bhe IS HOXKa Ha alFOMHHHEBOW OCHOBE
M XOTeJ MOCTABIATH €0 IS MEIUIUHCKON MPOMBIIUICHHOCTH, HO BCTPETHI Maccy mpe-
mATCTBUM. JIPHUAM [TTHK NPeITOKUI paciuputh chepy MPUMEHEHHS U300PETEHHUSI, BKITIO-
Yas XyIO)KHHKOB, TPaBHPOBIIMKOB, & OTOM ¥ TPocTo B ObITy. HOX momydwn Ha3BaHue
«Tounoctby (X-Acto), u pupma paciena. Takoii ke TOYHOCTH B BRIPOXKEHHUH 100MBAIACH
1 Oymyuas mosTecca, HavaBIlasi MUCATh CTHXHM C paHHero jerctBa. OHA yBIeKajach aH-
THYHBIMH MH(aMH, B OCHOBHOM JpeBHerpedeckumu. He ciydaitHo ee mpusiek CToHim
KbtoHHII, KOTOPBIHA Takke M3BECTEH MpucTpactieM K Mudosiornu. OH cTan oJHUM U3 ee
npenozasareneid B KonmymOuiickom yHuBepcuTere. Bo3MoxkHO, 0J1HA CTOPOHA €€ M033UH
BBIPOCITA U3 CTPEMIICHHUS K 00pa3am, T0pacTalomux 10 MU(POJIOTHIECKHX apXETHIIOB, KaK,
Hampumep, B ee mukie o Llupree:

A HUKOTTa HUKOr0 HE IMpEBpaiiajia B CBUHBIO.
Wurpie JIFOAW — CBUHbU, g ACJIA0 UX
[ToxoxuMu BHEIIHE.

MHe TOIIHO OT BamIero Mupa,

KoTopblil 3a Mackoii BHEIIHETO MpsYeT HyTpo. TBOM Jitoau ObuIn
He Tax yx m1oxu; 0ecropsiouHas xKU3Hb

Crenana ux TakuMu. B o0anube cBrHER

[Tox onekoit Moei
W moux nam, oHH
Cpasy cTanu Munew.

3areM s CHsJIa Yapbl, o0Ka3aB Tebe CBOK J00poTy
W morymectso. [Ipensunena,

Yt0 MBI MOTIIH OBITH CYACTINBEI 37E€Ch,

Kak MyX4nHBI ¥ KEHIIUHbI, KOT/Ia

Hx myxzb1 npoctsl. Ho B TO e Bpems

S mpoBusiena TBOH yXof,
Kak TBou 11011 My*keCTBYIOT ¢ MO€ii
ITomo1IbI0 B peByILIEM U ObIOIIEM MOpE.

Jlymaenib, HECKOIBKO Cle3 PaccTPOST MeHs?
Jpyr Moii, 1r00as BoeOHUIA B AyIIIe
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I[TparMaruK; TOT, KTO HE BHUT MPE/IEIIOB,
He Buaut cytu. Eciu Ol st xoTena tebst ynepxars,
Jepxana O B IICHY.

(«Morymectso Llnpren»)'

Mud B 5TOM 1HKIIE OCTPAHEH SIPKO BHIPAKECHHBIMH (PEMUHHCTHIECKUMH MOTHBA-
mu. Eme Gonee SBHO 3TO MPEACTaBIEHO B TaKUX CTUXOTBOPEHMsX, Kak «Mud mpenan-
HOCTH», B KOTOPOM MH() MOMOTaeT CKPBITh aBTOOHOTPaUUHOCTD M HEKUH aHTarOHU3M
¥ JIa)Ke OTYasTHUE MOCTIe KPYIIEHHs BTOPOro Opaxa:

Korza I'anec pemmn, 4To n0OUT 3Ty AEBY,
OH BBICTPOWJI /ISl HEe KOIHIO 3eMIIH,

BCE TOYHO TaKOE e, BILIOTH JI0 JIyTa,

HO 100aBUII KPOBATb.

Bce Takoe e TOYHO, Jjaxke COJTHEUHBIN CBET,
MOTOMY 4TO TPY/IHO Oy/IeT IOHOH JieBe
TaK OBICTPO TMEPEHTH OT SPKOTO CBETA K MOJTHOU ThME.

[TocTenenHo, 1ymMan oH, HOYb OH BBEJIET B 00MXO,

CHayasa Kak TeHb TPETENYLIUX JHCTHEB.

[Tocne nyHy, 3aTeM 3Be3/1bl. A IOTOM — HH JIyHbI, HH 3B€3[1.
[Tycts [TepcedoHa MpUBBIKAET K 3TOMY TTOCTENEHHO.

B koHIe, xyman oH, OHa HAl/IET YTEUIEHUE B 3TOM.

Cremnox 3eMiu,

3a MCKJIIOYEHLEM TOTO, UTO 37€Ch OblIa TI000Bb.
PasBe ne Bce xaxayT 106BU?

OH 1aJ1 MHOTO JIET,

CTpost MUp, HaOMOAst

3a [lepcedoHoit Ha nyry.

[Tepcedona mobuUT 3amax u BKyc,

Ecnu ecTp anmeTut k ogHOMY, OH IoJaral,
OyzeT u Ko Bcemy.

Pa3zBe He Bce XOTAT OLIYTUTH HOYLIO

T00UMOE TeNo, KOMIIac, MyTEBOIHYIO 3BE3NY,
CIyILIATh TUXOE JbIXaHbe, KOTOPOE TOBOPUT:

A orcue, 9TO 03HAYACT TAKKE,

YTO M ThI KUBA, HOTOMY YTO CIIBILIUIIb MEHS,
100 ThI 3]16Ch CO MHOM. A KOIJIa OJMH IIOBEPHETCS,
Jpyras MOBEpPHETCS TOXKE, —

Bort 4T0 4yBCTBOBAI OH, OBEJIUTEND ThMB,
IS HA MUP, KOTOPBIH MOCTPOMIT

st [lepcedonsl. EMy 1 B TOJIOBY HE TIPHIILIO,
4TO 37€Ch HET 3arlaxa,

U, KOHEYHO, 3/1eCh HE eJIAT.

Buna? Yxac? Crpax no0Bu?

DTHUX BeleH OH NPEeICTaBUTh HE MOT,

HH OJIUH TIOOOBHUK HX HE MOXET BOOOPA3HTB.
! 3nieck u manee Bee mepeBoIbl CTHXOTBOPeHHil i possl JIyuser iuk, T.C Dnuora
u D. Jlukuncon mou. — A.11.
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OH MeuTaer, JlyMaeT, Kak Ha3BaTh 3TO MECTO.

Cuauana nymaet: Hoserit Anr. [Torom — Can

A B KOHIIE OH pPELINI HA3BaTh €T0

Jeuuectso [lepcedoHsl.

Msrkuii cBeT BCTAeT HaJ[ TyTOM

3a KpoBaTht0. OH 0OHHUMAET ee.

OH xouer ckazarb: A 1100110 mebds, mede HUKMO He NPULUHUM 31d.

HO OH AYMacT BCC K,

9TO 3TO JIOXKb U ITO3TOMY TOBOPUT B UTOTIC:

mol mepmed, mebe HUKmo He npudunum 3ia,

4TO KaXKCTCA EMY

Ooiee MOAXOIAIIMM HAYaJIOM, Oonee paBANBBIM.

(«Mud nperanHocTI»)

Ee moa3uro cpaBHUBAIOT, HA MO B3I, HEOMPABAAHHO, ¢ o33uei P. dpocra,
M03Ta BHEIIHE OTCTPAHEHHOTO, HO MO CYTH, Tparuyeckoro. BepHo, uTo Tak *ke, Kak
B 1109311 Ppocra, B CTUXOTBOPEHUAX [TIMK ecTh TOHKHE OIMCaHus MPUPOJIbI, paboTa co
3BYKOM H CJIOBOM, HO M033us [JIHK TATOTEET K Oosee CBOOOTHOMY CTHXY, B OTIIHYHE OT
®pocTa, KOTOPLIIT TOBOPHI M MUCAI, YTO AJISl HETO MO93Hs, JUIICHHAs METpa U PUQMBL,
1oJ00Ha UTPE B TEHHUC C OMYIIEHHON CETKOM.

Bcro Houp 3amuB Danmu’ mepeanBaeTcs
CxBO3b MU, KOTOPBIH OXpaHAET
YT00b! BalM CHIHOBBS HE YTOHYIH. S CIIBIITY, KAK OHHU CIIAT.
OHM MOCTaHBIBAIOT, 3aBA3aHHBIC B CBOMX MEIIKAX.
OHM MoJ/IePXKUBAIOT STOT TOHYIINH Opak, MoKa rnajgarka

mataeTcs Ha BETpY, 3aps
IMoxkpeiBaet rstHIIEM MTOIyocTpoB. B Tanmudaxce
Thl UM cKa3a, 4To MyXKUHHbI IByXMETPOBOIO POCTA MOTYT

yBHUJETH Oyayluiee:

Tam Huuero wer. [Ipocto cajok nococei, xecTkas romyou3Ha
ATNaHTHUYECKOTO OKeaHa. ...

(«Koner 3emmny)

B ronoctu Jlynsa [muk Gonena aHopekcueit u He 3akoH4MIa Kypc B KoaymOuii-
CKOM YHHBEpPCHUTETE, OJHAKO BIIOCIEACTBHU ObLIA YIOCTOECHA MOYETHBIX JOKTOPCKHUX
CTeTieHel HECKOMBKUX aMePUKaHCKHX YHUBEPCUTETOB. KTO-TO yKe CpaBHII TBOPYECKUH
nyTh [TMK 1 JocTIReHus Apyroro Hobenuara Mocuda bpoackoro Ha ToM 0CHOBaHHUH, YTO
o0a He monyunn Beicuiero obpasosanus. OnHako Bponckuit ObLT SMUTPAHTOM, CTHUXH
HHcall Ha PYCCKOM, 3aTeM, OBJIaJIeB aHIIMHCKUM, Hayajl MCaTh HAa HEM 3cce, a BHOCIe]-
CTBUH M CTHXU. [TINK e — aMepHKaHCKas modTecca, J00MBaBIIAsCs MPU3HAHUS B CBOCH
COOCTBEHHOIA cTpaHe.

B onnoM 13 cBOMX TydInux dcce «Pa3peis, konedaHue, Morganue» MK paroBaia
3a (parMeHTapHOCTb, HEAOCKA3aHHOCTb, HJUIMIICHC, BBICTYHAs MPOTUB TPaIHLHOHHON
[OBECTBOBATENBHOM, HAPPATHBHOW M033um’. [IpuMepoM MOZ0OHOTO MOAXOHa MOXKET
HOCIYKHUTh CTHXOTBOPEHHE «APXaUYHbBIH OTPBIBOKY:

2 3anuB B ceBepoO-BOCTOUHOI uacTi 3amuBa Mau (Hopas ILoTnanus), H3BeCTeH
CBOMMH BBICOKMMH TPHIIUBAMH, BEICOTOM 10 18 M.

3 Gliick, Louise. “Disruption, Hesitation, Silence.” Proofs and Theories: Essays on
Poetry. New York: Ecco Press, 1994: 74-85.
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1 mbiTanach NOMOOUTH COEPXKAHHUE.
5] mpuKpenua Ha 3epKao MaMsATKY:

Henvss Henagudems cooeporcanue u 10oums gopmy.

bbin gynHEIN NeHb, XOTS U XOTOIHBII.
Jl1st MeHst 3T ObLI KCTPaBaraHTHO 3MOLMOHAJIBHBIH KECT.

......... TBO€ CTUXOTBOPCHHUEC
MIbITAJIOCh, HO HE CyMEJIO.

Sl mpuKIIenIa MamMATKy MOBEpX MEePBO:
IInau, pvioatl, cexu cebs, pazopsu 00excobl —

Crmcok TOTo, 4TO HAO MOMIOOHTE:
Ips3b, NUIIA, PAKYLIKH, BOJIOCHI YEJI0BEKA.

......... CKa3aHo
0e3BKyCHbIE Upe3MepHOCTH. [oToM s
copBaJa 3TH TIOMETKH.

AVATATIAT BCKpHYAIIO
OTOJIEHHOE 3€pKallo.

Tem He menee, B 2001-M ona Hanucana «OKTAOPbY — MOIMY Pa3ZMEPOM C KHHUTY.

Jlanee B yIOMSIHYTOM BBIIIE dcce [JTHK paccykIaeT o TMPUYECKON TI033UH, MPHU-
BOJISl IPHIMEPBI KaK M3 MUPOBOI, TaKk U aMepUKaHCKOW mod3uu. OHa mucana o MycToTax
U npobenax, WIIIOCTPUPYS 3TOT MOTUB CTHUXOTBOPEHHEM Puilbke «ApXaudeckuil Topc
Anomionay (M3BUHSSACH IPU ITOM TIepe]] aHIIOSA3bIYHBIM YHTATENEM 32 TO, YTO HAYMHACT
C TI0931H HEMEIIKOH ), B KOTOPOM PHIIbKe HauMHAET ¢ HEU3BECTHOTO, MycTOTHI (Void), mome-
ILIEHHOM B IPOIIIOE, U 3aKaHUMBAeT Hemo3HaBaeMbIM. Jlanee [THK moueMy-To yTBEpKIAeT,
9TO BENMUYME PHIbKE COCTOMT B TOM, YTO OH OOBEIUHSET «JIMPUYECKYI0 HACHIIIEHHOCTH
C HEPEryIAPHOCTHI0 QOPMBI», XOTA B JaHHOM CIydyae Nepel HaMH — CTPOTHI COHET
(oueBnnHo, [Muk mpuberana K aHMIHIICKHM TEPeBOJAM, B KOTOPBIX €CTh TCH/ICHIHS HE
co0mozars (hopMaNbHEIE NPH3HAKH, OCOOCHHO PH(MY, paad MHepetadn COnep:KaHHs
1 00pazHoctH). [Tnmrer [Muk Taxke 1 0 MPEofoNEeHIN «IHPHIECKOTO 1», Ha IPHMEPE CO-
BPEMEHHOM aMEepUKAHCKOI 110331H, B YacTHOCTH, pa3oupas «llecHu cHoBuaeHU» [xoHa
Bbeppumena (1914-1972), tae TOT WCMONB3yeT «MacKy» modTa [ eHpH, U BBOAUT B CBOM
LUKI TIepcoHakeit Omkdeiic MmuncTpen-moy — Benymero, boynsa u Tadra, roBopsuux Ha
HErpUTSHCKOM juaiekte. CTpeMsch IpeooneTh HeB3roasl, 00b U oTuasHue, beppumen,
KaK B HACTOSIIINX CHOBUJICHUSX, HCCIETYeT MOACO3HATEeNbHOE. [JTHK 0TMEdaeT, 4To B 3TOM
HACBIIIEHHOM, HHTEHCHBHOM JIMPO-OTHYECKOM MPOM3BEACHNH, KOTOPOE OHA TAKKE HA3BI-
BACT KOJUTAKEM M CPAaBHUBAET CO CTETaHBIM JIOCKYTHBIM ofesioM (“quilt”, “patchwork”),
BCE K€ MPeoOIagal0T MOTHBEI OTYASHHUS, U KaK TIONOXKHUTENbHBIH MPUMEp HX IPEOTONCHHUS
pas0upaeT KopoTkoe cTHXoTBOpeHue « Ynuua» [xopmka OmnrmeHa:

AX, 3T0 HHUIIIHKE,
DTO HUIIUE —

bepren-ctpurt.
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VYHmkeHue,
TATOoTHI. ..

U onu HE CULIKOM J00OPbI APYT K APYTY;
OTOro HeT; 4 Xouy,

YroObl He OBLITO OCTHOCTH,
Tak ke CTpacTHo, KaK BCe,

Panu pasyma,
«ITokopeHus CyIecTBOBAaHU», —

Kak TOBOpUJIK, U CIIPABCAJINBO,

W 910 ucTrHHAS 0076,
U Gonee: yxkacHO BUIETD JETEH,

HpaBe,I[HLIX MaJICHBKHUX JICBOYCK,
Taxux Z[O6p0£[eT6HLHLIX; U HaJCKOTCA, YTO BBIPACTYT }106pLIMI/I. .

[MoapoOHO pa3bupas 3TO MaleHbKOE CTHXOTBOpEHHE (ropasao moapoOHee, YeM
«[lecHn CHOBHIEHUII», OIHBIA TEKCT KOTOPHIX cocTouT U3 385 «Ilecen», B kuure 60-
nee 400 crpanun), [uk mumer o mporyckax, dJUIANCHCAX KaK O CIoco0e MpeosoneTh
oT4asHUe M 00JIb, JaBas HAaNEKIy Yepe3 yMONYaHHMs, HEAOTOBOPEHHOCTh. 3aKaHUMBAET
oHa cBoe 3cce paszbopom cruxorBopeHuil T.C. Dnnora. OHa IPUBOAUT B MOATBEPKACHUE
CBOMX apryMEHTOB LUTaTy u3 «YeThpex KBapTeToB —

Peus ymoiKaer, 1 cl0BO

JocrturaeT Morganbst. TOIBKO ¢ MTOMOIIBIO GOPMBI
CroBa 1M My3blka MOTYT JJOCTHYb

[Toxkost GeccMepTHON KUTAKCKOI Ba3bl,

JIBUkKeHHS BEYHOW HEJABUKHOCTH.

(«beput Hopron»)

— a 3areM pazoupaer «Ilecus mo0Bu [Ix. Ansdpena [Ipyppokay, roBops o Tom,
4T0 DIHOT «HAMKCAN MIEEBP YKIOHSHUS, U IUTHPYS KaK CTPOKH M3 ITOTO CTHXOTBOPE-
Hus («Kak pacckaszarb 00 aToM MHe?»), Tak 1 u3 «KBapreros» («ocroitno cmeptu / To,
YTO HE BBIIIE CYIIECTBOBAHBS )",

Cummnaruu [mk, Tem He MeHee, Ha ctopone Ommena. Cama jxe oHa BbIpaboTana
JIOBOJIBHO JKECTKYHO U B3BELICHHYIO MaHepy, IJi¢ PEOI0NCH KaK PAaHHUH CIoppeasn3M U He-
KOTOpasi TPOTECKHOCTh TAKHX OoNee PaHHIX CTHXOTBOPEHHIA, KaK HaIpHMep, «ApXHIIenan:

Ha necsThlii IeHb Mbl HATKHYIIMCh Ha MOIIHBII CONHEYHBII CBET, peibed
OcTpoBOB, 3aMKHYTBIX BOJ0H. OHU CTaIlM HAIIEH LENbIO.

OnuHHALATh MECALEB ILUIBUIN Mbl, HA JBEHA/[ATHII

[Ipuiy kK MOKOWHOMY OKeaHy, B OyXTy. MbI ObLIH TOTOBBI K MOKOIO.
[Iponetenu Henenu. Y motom kanutau

VBHjIeN, KaK 3aKpbIBAETCA [1ACTh, OUEPTUBIIAS HAII TIOPT; MbI

4 Ibid.: 85.
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[Toxpansl. [Ipyrue ronoca mesenbHymuck. Boxa

[mymutes Haj kopalieM, Hallli HOPEeEBIINE PS/Ibl, pa3JeNeHb!

Ha nBe rpymmsr: 6e3yMcTBO 1 camoyOuiicTBO. Ha J1BeHaaIaThIil roj
Kanuran nponsHocuT coOCTBEHHOE MM, OHO JIMIIEHO CMbICIA, 1 KOMaH/a
Busxut B ucctynienuu.

B onxom u3 acce Inuk otBeTHna KputHkam: «IIpOTHB KPUTHKOB Y XyHOXKHHKA
€CTh KO3BIPHBIH Ty3: 3HAHHE TOTO, YTO Oy/ylee COTPET HacTosIIee». B cBeTe 3TOro Clie-
JyeT PacCMaTpHBaTh U ee Oojiee MO3IHUE CTHXOTBOPEHHS, B KOTOPBIX IPOTECK IPEOOICH
IIPH TTOMOIIH CBOEOOPA3HOTO CIOppeatn3Ma, O0bEIHHIONMET0 3HAHNE O KU3HI 1 CMEPTH
H, OBITh MOXET, YBOSIIETO MO TY CTOPOHY OBITHSL:

Thl HacTYNUIA HA OTLA, CKA3aa Martb,

U B CaMOM JIeJie, s CTOsJIa KaK pa3 B LIEHTpe

ra3oHa, Tak akKKypaTHO MOCTPUIKEHHOTO, YTO OH
BITIOJIHE MOT OBITh MOTHJIOH OTIIa, XOTS HE OBLIIO KaMHS.

Tbl HacTynuna Ha OTLA, TOBTOPHIIA OHA,

Ha 3TOT pa3 rpoMue, YTO CTAJIO0 Ka3aTbCs MHE CTPAHHBIM,
MOTOMY YTO OHA CaMa yMepia, 1ae Bpaud HOATBEPAUIHN.
Sl oTomna 9yThH B CTOPOHY, TyAA,

I7Ie KOHYAJCS OTEIl M HAYMHAIACh MaTh.

Knan6ume 6b11o 6e3monBHO. Betep nyn ckBo3b fepeBbs;
Jlo MeHs IOHOCHJIICh CMYTHBIC OT3BYKH ILTa4a

B HECKOJIBKHX PSJIaX OT MEHH,
a HaJ{ 3TNM 3aBBIBAHBE IICA.

[Totom 3BykH yTuXiH. JIo MEHs BIPYT JOLLIO,
9TO S HE TIOMHMIIA, KAK MEHS CFOJIa PHUBE3IIH,
Ty/ia, YTO TOX0XKE Ha KIIAJ0HIIE, XOTS 3TO MOIJIO OBITh
KJIaJI0UIIEM TOJIBKO B MOEM CO3HAHBE; BO3MOXKHO, 3TO ObLI MapK,
a eCIi He TMapK, TO Cajl WK 3arOPOIHBIN YIaCcTOK, IOMLIO 0 MEHS,
C 3amaxoM po3,
douceur de vivre,® HaONHABIIAN BO3IYX, CIIAAOCTh OBITHS,
Kak TOBOpHTCS. B kakoi#-T0 MOMEHT

JI0 MEHS JIOIILIO, YTO 51 ObIIa OHa.
Kyna Bce ymum,

MOM Ky3HHBI U cecTpa, Kelitaun u AGuraitns?

Temeps yxe cMepkanoch. e sxet mMammmHa,
KOTOpast OTBE3ET HAC JOMOi?

S1 Havyasa MCKaTh BBIXOJ U3 MOJOKCHUS. quCTBOBaJ’Ia,

5 Cmagocts xum3nn ($paHiL.).
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KaK BO MHE PAacTeT HETePIIeHbE, HAPACTALT, s ObI CKa3asa, TpeBora.
HakoHel, Biaau pasmisjena MaleHbKHIT T0e3],
KOTOPBIH CTOSUT, CKPBIBIIMCH CPEJIH AEPEBbEB, KOHIYKTOP,
O0JOKOTUBIINCH HA JIBEPD, KYPUII CUTAPETY.
He Gpocaiite MeHs, 3akpuyaB, s mobexana
4epe3 MHOKECTBO YUaCTKOB, 4epe3 MaTepei 1 OTI0B —
He Gpocaiite MeHs, KpHKHYA 51, KO HAKOHEI! Moa0exkaa K Hemy.
Mapnawm, OH cKka3al, yKa3biBasi Ha PeiibChl,
BbI HABEPHSKA TOHUMAETE, YTO 3TO — KOHEYHas,

PEIbCHI ablie He UIyT.
CroBa ero ObLIH KECTOKH, HO I71a3a T00pH;
9TO MPHUJANO0 MHE HACTONYMBOCTH.
Ho oH# uayT B 00paTHYIO CTOPOHY, 51 3aMETHIIA,
KaK OHH TIPOYHBI, CIIOBHO Y HUX MHOTO TAKHX [IOBOPOTOB BIIEPE/IH.

3HaeTe, OH cKa3all, y Hac CIOKHAS padoTa: Mbl BHIUM
MHOTO TOps U Pa304apoBaHHUsL.

OH cMOTpe Ha MEHS, CTAHOBSICh OTKPOBEHHEE.
Korna-1o s ObLT OX0Xk Ha Bac, JT0OUI BOIHOBATHCS.

Teneps 5 ToBOpHIIa C HUM, KaK C APYTOM:

A BBI, 4TO, 51 CKa3ana, TaK Kak OH ObLJ BOJICH yeXaTh,
HE XOTHUTE JIOMOH,

YBHUJIETb TOPOJ OTIATH?

31ecs — MOit I0M, OH CKa3all.

Topon — ropox Tam, rje s ucyes.

(«MecTHBI TIEH3AK»)

B cBoeit HoGenesckoif peun I[mk, roBops 0 BIMAHHUAX, BHOBb OOpargaercs
K «[Ipydppoky» Dnuora, quTupys 3HaMeHUTOE Hauano: «J{aBaii moiiaem ¢ To6010 —Tbl 12
1 // Korna nesxut BeuepHss 3aps // Ha nebe, kak 00J1bHas 01 HAPKO3OM», HHTEPIPETUPYS]
ero Kak o0pasel] JOBEPUTENBHOTO 00pAIICHNS K YHTATEII0, He MyOImdHsIi ronoc. Cpenn
npyrux BnusHui [k HaseiBaet «llecHn HeBUHHOCTH 1 oTIBITay bieiika n — uTo mopasu-
TeNbHO — DM JINKHHCOH, OTPHIABIIYIO HE TOMBKO MyOIMIHOCTh, HO U CIaBY:

Tparuuna Cnasa u sipka —
MorymiecTso cynur

JInmis Ha MrHOBEHBE

U corpesaet OeHsIKa

Kro Connna He Bugan —
Y106 HEXHO NPOBOAUTD
IToroM B 3a0BeHbE

Jlnst [nuik Tonoc JIMKMHCOH — YacTHBIN rooc, HOO OHa YyBCTBOBAJIA OMACHOCTh
¥ YTpo3y B 00paIieHny K yOIMKe U IPEOYHuTaAIa OCTAThCS HUKEM:
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51 — Huxkro! A TbI KTO?
Toxe, xax 51, Hukto?

Torma nac nBoe! He Oonrai,
He To nomazem B pexnamy!

Kak TockimuBo ObITE Kem-To!
Jlarymikoit Bce 11eTo

Tonme nounrareneit UMs cBoe —
KBakatp Ha Bce bonoro!

[IpeBo3HOCS YaCTHBII roJ0C B MPOTHBOBEC TE€M, KTO COOMpaeT cTaanoHsl, Jlynsa
I'muk Gmaromapuna HoGeneBckuii KOMUTET 3 TO, YTO OH W30pa 9acTHBIN roioct, KoTo-
poiii 3Byunt B CILIIA 1 Bo BceM aHIIOA3BIYHOM MUPE Ha MPOTSKEHUHU ISATH ISCATUICTHH.
TeM He MeHee, KaK yxKe TOBOPHIIOCH, emie 10 Hobenesckoit npemun Jlyunsa ['uk cobpaia
BCE HALMOHAJIbHBIE M MEKIyHapOoiHbIe Harpaapl. Tenepb ee Mo33uu NPEACTOUT caMoe
TSDKEJIOE UCTIBITAHUE — UCIIBITAHUE HE TOJIBKO CJIABOM, HO U BPEMEHEM.
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3HameHuTHIN Hemekuii 109T XX Beka ['ordpun benn, roBops o GpeHoTumne
COBPEMCHHOTO YEJIOBEKA, YCOMHHIICS B €r0 CYIICCTBOBAHMH, MO0 «TIpHpOAa JUIs
Hero OOIbIIEe HE UCTOK BJOXHOBEHHS M JMPHYECKOTO MEPEKUBAHHSA, YEM... OHA
sBisiack i uyBctBUTeNbHBIX Hatyp XVIII u XIX Bekos».! Ho, kak 310 yacto
CIly4yaeTcs, B peajbHOI 1eiCTBUTENbHOCTH OBbIBAIOT UCKIIIOUEHHUS, U 9TUM HCKIIIO-
YEHUEM ABIAETCSA XKU3Hb M TBOPUYECTBO HE MEHEE 3HAMEHHTOI0 aMEpUKAHCKOIO

' Benn I'. Poman denoruna // Benn I, JIoitrast xu3ub. [Iposa. Dcce. M3bpanmbie

ctuxu. AyrcOypr — Mocksa: Waldemar Weber Verlag, Jlernuii cax, 2008. C. 82.
325



JIuteparypa AByX AMmepuk N2 9. 2020

nucarens Tomaca Bynda (Thomas Wolfe, 1900—1938), ube
BOCIIPHUATHE PEANbHOM AEHCTBUTENBHOCTU MPOMCXOAMIO
[OCTOSHHO B TECHOM B3aMMOJEHCTBHU C HPUPOIOH, 16O
OHa ObLIa JIJI HETO BEPHBIM MHIMKATOPOM JyXa BPEMECHH
¥ TTIAaBHBIM CBUJICTENIEM B €TO CYXKICHHUAX O BPEMECHH.

B ot0ii cBsi3u Oonblinii MHTEpeC MpeacTaBisieT
HOTBITKA HeMelkoro uccienoBarens Onusepa JlyOmuxa,
M3BECTHOTO CBOMMHE ITyONUKAIIUAME TaKOTO POJIa, CO3IATh
HEKU KOMIICHINYM KOPOTKHX 3alucei, OTKPBITOK, IH-
ceM, THeBHUKOB M paccka3oB Tomaca Bynga o ero mectu
noe3zikax B I'epmannto ¢ 1926 mo 1938 roxel, koTopble
B M3BECTHOM CMBICJIE TIPEJICTABIAIOT COOOM, €CIM MOKHO TaK BBIPA3UThCA, HCTO-
puro mo0BH 1 HeHaBucTH T. Bynda k ['epmanum, pacckazaHHYI0 MM OTKPOBEHHO,
¢ mahocoM U Topeubto, Kak Oy/ITo pedb IITa He O CTPaHe, a 0 KAKOW-TO KEHIIMHE,
HE OTpaB/aBIIeil BRICOKUX HAJeXK T BO3IOOICHHOTO.

[maBHyI0 poNb B 3TOM JIFOOOBHOM BJIEYEHHH CHITPalio TO 0OCTOATENHCTBO,
yto orery Tomaca Bynda Obu1 pogom u3 I'epmanuu, u 31ech nposBi ceds Gpaktop
BHYTPEHHET0 CTPEMIIEHHS ONPENEIUTh CBOE OTHOLIEHHE K MCKOHHBIM MECTaM.
OnHako (akTop TOT OKa3aJcs HE OYEHb HAJEKHBIM, HOO B MPOIECC ONpPEIeICHHUS
ero MPOYHOCTH BMEIIMBAETCS MOJIUTHYECKAs COCTABIAIOMIAS BPEMEHH: MEpBOE
3HAKOMCTBO Bynda ¢ popnHON ero mpeakoB MPOMCXOAUT MOJ BO3AEHCTBUEM IO-
JUTHYECKUX COOBITHH — HelaBHO 3aKoHumMBIIelics [lepBoii MUPOBOI BOWMHBI, KOTIA
o0pa3 I'epmanuu B CIIA, Kak, Bopouem, i BooOmIe B TOTIHANTHEM MHUpe, HOpMH-
pOBAJICS B MOMYEPKHYTO OCKOPOUTENBHOW (hopMe — HEMIIbl MPENCTaBAIH B BHJIC
BapBapoB-ryHHOB. [lepBas 3anuch B qHeBHUKE Bynda riacut: «BriOputhlii Harono
yeper HeKOero ryHHa KaxeTcs CBEpXy CO CTOPOHbI 3aThLIKA OTPE3aHHBIMU M TOYHO
TOJIOKEHHBIMH KYCOUKaMH IIMHKa»”. VI TyT e HPOHUUYECKUE BHICKA3BIBAHHS O He-
MEIKHUX CTYAEHTAX, «TOPASIINXCS CBOUMH IIPaMaMH, CIIOMaHHBIMU Hocammy [13].

Bynd moxa mpucmarpuBaeTcs K CBOCH HCTOPHUECKOH pOAMHE, OTCIOAA
CMEIICHHE HMPOHMYECKMX 3aMEYaHHH MO MOBOAY pPACHPOCTPAHEHHOTO TOra
B CIIA pacxoxero Ha3BaHHS HEMILEB «TYHHaMW», HAyliee OT NadOCHBIX CIOB
kaiizepa Bunbsrensma Il (omoOputensHO 0TO3BaBIIErocs TakkuM 00pa3oM O 3BEp-
cTBax HemileB npu moxasieHuu B 1900 rogy Ookcepckoro BoccTanus B Kurae),
¥ [IePBBIE POCTKH 00peTeHus eciu He Oe3ynepKHOHU T00BH — 9TO BIEPEH, TO, BO
BCAKOM Cly4ae, TIOHUMaHUS MPOSBICHNH HAIIMOHAJIBHON CYIIHOCTH HeMIeB. Peun

2 Wolfe, Thomas. Eine Deutschlandreise in sechs Etappen, Hrsg.v. O. Lubrich.
Miinchen: Manesse Verlag, 2020: 9. ITepeBon ¢ HeM. 31ech u aaiee Moit — E.3. CchUIKH
Ha pelieH3upyeMoe U3JaHNe B JalbHEHIIEeM Jal0TCs B CKOOKAaX B TEKCTE PELICH3UH.
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B JIAHHOM CIIy4ae He UJET O KAKOM-TO TIPO3PEHHH, & BCETO JIMIIb O MOCTCHEHHOM
npolecce MOCTHKEHHS HOBOH PeabHOCTH MPUMEHUTENBHO K THYHBIM KU3HEHHBIM
OCHOBaM TIHCATENS 1 YETOBEKA, KOTOPEII BCE €IIe HAXOIUTCS B 35I0KOM COCTOSTHHH
M WCIOZBOJNG TpeOyeT OCHOBATEIBHOTO TOATBEPKACHHS JTOH MPHBEPKEHHOCTH.
[IpaBna, B 3T0H cuTyaruu 0ONbIIOC 3HAYCHHE MMEET MMITYIbCHBHBIN XapakTep
npo3sl Bynda, MOIIHBINA 3MONUOHANBHBI HAKal €ro MOBECTBOBAHMUS, KOTOPBIM,
B CUJTy IIPHCYILLEH NUCATENI0 MOIUTUYECKOI HANBHOCTH, HE BCEI/1a OTBEYAET Peallb-
HOMY aBTOPCKOMY BOCIIPHATHUIO TOH MM HHOI ipo0iemsl. Ho Tem He MeHee JnyHas
3aMHTEPECOBAHHOCTh B 0OPETCHHUH MPAPOINHBI HE BEI3HIBACT COMHEHHIA.

IIporece 3TOro MOCTIKEHUS TOIKO HAYMHACTCS, HO YKE B IHCHME K CBOEH
BO3ITIO0JIEHHOM, My3e 1 MerieHaTy AnuHe bepHmraitn ot 10 aexabps 1926 r. Bynd
COOO0IIAeT, YTO €My «HPABUTCS TOT OTBPATUTEIbHO-OHEPTUUYHBINA SA3bIK, HOTOMY
YTO HEMIIBI, CTIOBHO JIETH, CTPOST €T0 IMyTEeM CKJIABIBAHUS OOKOB, H TOTOMY UTO
UX TOpPOJa BBRIIIAAAT KaK Mrpymednsie» [17]. B apyrom mmceme ot 14 mexabps
1926 1. Bynd, moObiBaB B My3esx U B TeaTpe, BhIpaxaeT KelaHue MoOIMKe 03Ha-
KoMuThes ¢ I'epmanueil: « S 1omKeH CHOBA yBUAETH TeX JIOJiEil, KOTOPBIX 1 paHbIle
3HaJl, BJOXHYTb BO3yX MO€H poaHOil 3eMii; BO3BpalleHue, Bo3BpareHue» [20].

bonee pa3zBepHyTO€ OmmcaHue BCTpedud ¢ l'epMaHmel HAIUIO OTpa)KEeHHE
B pacckase mucarens « TeMHo B necy, HeoObIdHO, Kak Bpems» (“Dark in the Forest,
Strange as Time”, 1934), Ho 9T0 He BO3BpalleHKE, a IPOIAHKE ¢ Toi [ epmanuei,
koTopyto Bynd Ttak crpemumics obpectu. CocTaBuTenb KHHUTH, TOMEI[as 3TOT
paccka3 B ee MepBoii IaBe, oTHocALIeHcs Kk 1926 roxy, IBHO He yuen TOro, 4To
paccka3 6601 omy6imkoBaH B 1934-M, korna y Bynda yxe getko copmupoBanocs
HETaTHBHOE OTHONICHHE K [epMaHmMM Kak K (DamIMCTCKOMY TOCYIapcTBY, OTUETO
3TOT PaccKa3 10 CBOEMY HACTPOO MPECTABISET COOO0H Ne4aTbHO-TOPKECTBEHHYIO
OTXOJIHYIO MPapoAMHe OTLA U OJHOBPEMEHHO BBIHYXKIEHHOE NPU3HAHKE B JIIOOBH
K Hell co BceMH €€ MOJIOKUTENbHBIMU U OTPULIATENbHBIMU NIpOsIBIEHUAMU. Pacckas
COZICPKHT BECh CIEKTP BOCTIPUATHS ByndoM HEMEIKOTO MPOILTIOro ¥ HACTOSIIETO
U PUCYET TPArH4eCKyl0 KapTHHY HEOTBPATHMOTO BXOXICHHS B 3TOT MUP HOBOSIB-
JICHHOH HaluH.

Byn¢ onwmceiBaer cBoto noesnky u3 ['epmanun B [lIBeiinaputo, u onuca-
HHE 3TO (DHKCHUPYET YK€ CBEPINUBINMIICS (KT BOSHHUKIIHX B3aMMOOTHOIICHUH
TMHCATES C IIPOILTBIM, €T0 TIOTPYKEHHUS B aTMOC(hEpy IPUBEPKEHHOCTH K HEMeTI-
KO CyIIHOCTH, B

TEMHBIC Yapbl HEMEIKHUX JIECOB, TEX JIECOB, KOTOPHIC JUISI MEHS SIBJISFOTCS YEM-TO
OOJIBIIMM, HEKENH TOJBKO JIEPEBhSIMH, MO0 B HUX 3aKIIFOUEHO o0asHue, BOJIIEO-
CTBO M KOJIZIOBCTBO, M TI09TOMY OHH HAIOJHSIOT CEpALla JIFOJICH, U PEXkIE BCEro,
TEeX YYKE3EMIIEB, KOTOPBIX CBA3BIBAET PACOBOE POJICTBO C 3TOW CTPaHOM, HEKOEH
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MpayHON MY3BIKOH, HACTONYMBBIMH BOCTIOMUHAHUAMHU, HUKAK HE MOJIAI0IUMHUCS
BBIPAXKEHHUIO.

3TO 3aXBaTBIBAIOIIEE YYBCTBO KAKOTO-TO HEMOCPEICTBEHHOTO M HEM30eXK-
HOTO OTKPBITHS, KOTOPOE OLIYIIAIOT JIIO/IM, TOCEIAIOINE CTPAHy CBOMX MPAOTLIOB.
[Tonyyaercs Tak, Kak OyATO MPHUE3KACIIb B HEKYI0 HEH3BECTHYIO CTPaHy, O KOTO-
pOH Hall JyX Tak CTPACTHO TOCKOBAJ €Ie B IOHOCTH, U OHA OCTAaeTCs TEMHOIi
CTOPOHOH Hallei ayim, 4yxuMm OpatoM U nmogoOueMm Hauieil cTpaHbl, 3HAKOMOM
HaM ¢ jerctBa. M Ham cpasy ke B KaKO€-TO MTHOBEHHE CTAHOBHTCS SICHO, MbI
BUJUM 3TO — C DHEPTHYHBIM OIIyLIEHHEM TMOJIHEHIIero y3HaBaHUs M HEBEpus,
C HCKUM 1'[0}106H€M CHOBPIZ[GHLICCKO-pCaJ'l])HOf/’I HyKEPOAHOCTH U MEUTATCIIbHOCTH,
KOTJIa MEUTHI U BCE dyJieca 00peTatoT eAMHCTBO ... ]

MBI 0fIHOKHE, TPOCTHIE JIIOJH, MOTEPSHHBIE aMepHKaHIbl. HeoObsaTHOE
M TyCTHIHHOE He0O MPOCTHpAaeTCsl HaJ HaMH, U JSCATKH THICSY JIFOMEH mararot
BMeCTe ¢ Hamu B Hameill kpoBu. OTKy[a OHM B3SUIMCh, 3Ta MOCTOSIHHAs TOCKa
M KIydee CTpeMJICHUE U My3bIKa, MpauHas U Mpa3aHUYHAs, CKa304HAasl, YTO MPoO-
Hu3biBaeT siec? Kak momyyaercs, 4To 3TOT I0HOIIA, aMEPUKaHELl, Y3Ha ¢ HEPBOTO
B3IIIA/IA 9T YYKYIO CTpaHy, KaK TOJIBKO € YBHIEN?

Kax Moxer Takoe CIyduThCs, 9TO OH C EPBOI HOYM CBOETO MpPeObIBAHHS
B 0/LHOM HEMELIKOM TOpOJIe CTaJl IOHUMATh A3bIK, KOTOPBIH OH HUKOI/A 110 9TOTO He
CIIBIXaJI, MTHOBEHHO 3arOBOPHJI HA HEM M CKa3aJl BCE, YTO XOTeJ CKa3aTh, — M 9TO Ha
Yy)KOM 53bIKE, KOTOPBIM OH HE BIajien! — cKa3al Ha cBOeOOpasHOM Kaprose |...]
¥ TaKHUM 00pa30M KaX/Iblif, C KeM OH TOBOPHUII, OBLT TIOHUMaeM?

Her. On He MoOr 3TOr0 J0Ka3aTh, U BCE K€ OH UYBCTBOBAJ, YTO TNTYOOKO
MPOHUK B MO3I' U KPOBb 9THUX J]IO)leﬁ, — HAcCJICIHUKOB APEBHUX 0PI, YTO B COBEP-
IIEHCTBE MOCTHT 3TY CTPaHy U HAPOJ[ cBOero oTua. OH MOHSI 3TO TPAruyecKoe U He-
pa3pbIBHOE CMEIIEHNE, CTPALIHOE CIICTEHHE KECTOKOTO M [yXOBHOTO B 3TOH pace.
OH 3Han HeBBIPA3UMBII CTpax Mepes AUKUM JIECOM, KPYT JKECTOKHMX M BapBapCKUX
00pa3oB, KOTOPBIE OKPYKAIU €ro CBOMM MPAyHbIM M HEUETOBEYECKHM KOJBIOM,
3HaJ OLLYIIEHHUE OTPYKEHHUs B Oe3pacCy/HbIN JIECHOH yKac BapBAPCKOTO BPEMEHH.
OH BoOpain 310 Bce B cels, HACTOMYMBYIO HEBO3JEPKAHHOCTh U ANYHOCTh HEHa-
CHITHOH CBUHBH, KaK U HACTOIYMBYIO, HEOOBIYHYIO U HOJIHYIO CHI My3BIKY JIYILIH.

OH no3HAI HEHABUCTh M OTBpAIICHHE K HEHACBITHOW OecTHH — OecTuu
CO CBMHOHM Xapei, C ee HEHACBHITHOH Ka)KI0H, HEYTOJIUMBIM TOJOJOM, C XKUP-
HBIMH, BOJIOCATBIMH, 3arpeOyIIUMU pyKaMH, KOTOPbIE OILIYIbIBAIOT BCE BOKPYT
cebst ¢ TpyObIM, KaJHBIM W HUKOTZIA HE YTHXAIOUMM BoXaeneHueM. [...] Kakoit
CBHPEIOi, HEOCTHIKMUMOM, HEOOBIYHOW U TOCTOWHON COXKaJeHHs OblTa 3arajika
9TOH pachl: CHJIA U MOTYIIECTBO HEMOAKYITHOTO U BO3BBILIEHHOTO JyXa, KOTOPBIH
BO3HECCS U3 CMEPTOHOCHOW OECTHM C TaKOW CBEpKalolell 4MUCTOTOW, — M 3a-
XBaTBIBAIOLIEE BOJLIECOCTBO BEJIMKONCIIHOM My3bIKM, O1aropOAHON MO33HH, TaK
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TMeYanbHO M HEU3MEHHO, HEPa3PBIBHO CBA3aHHOE C KECTOKON OecTHEl, ¢ ee BEUHO
rosnozHbeIM Oproxom [30-32].

Cromb mpoctpanHo Bynd, demoBek, yke MOCTUIIIHI CyTh CIYYHBIIETOCS
C MPAPOJMHOI OTI[A, H3NOKHII CBOH B3TJISA/BI MHOTO MO3XKE, HO Ceifyac MbI BBIHYX-
JICHBI TI0 BOJIE COCTABUTENS ATOM KHUTH BEPHYTHCSA K HCTOKAM 3HAKOMCTBA MUCATEIS
¢ ['epmanueii, mpocaeauTh UCTOPHUIO €T TIOCTENIEHHOTO U BBIHYKIGHHOTO BPACTaHUs
B 9TOT HEOOBIYHBII IS COBPEMEHHOTO aMePHKaHLa MUP.

Ve cnenyromas moesnka Bynda Bo Opannuio, ABctputo u ['epmanuio,
cocrosaBuascs B 1927 rony, CBUAETENbCTBYET O CIOAKHOM IIPOLECCE BXOKIACHUS
nucarens B 00CTOBAHHYI0 HEMELKYI0 OOIIHOCTb, HECMOTPS Ha €ro HCKpeHHee
CTpeMIICHHE 0CO3HATh CBOK HEMELKYIO CYI[HOCTh. Ha 3TOM MyTH BCTaeT B Kaue-
CTBE TIpUMepa 114 noApaxanus ABcTpus U ocobenno Bena. O0wasch ¢ aBcTpuii-
namu, Bynd B muceme Fomepy Yarry (Homer Watt) mpuxomuT Kk HEOKUIAHHOMY
BBIBOZLY: «DTH JIFOJIH, KAKETCS, MPUHAIIEKAT K COBEPIICHHO IPYTOi IIMBUTH3AIHH,
4yeM HeMIlbl. MecTHOM KU3HHU CBOMCTBEHHA HEKasi BHYTPEHHSIS JIETKOCTh, YyTKOCTh
M Maru4yeckoe BO3/EHCTBUE, KOTOPHIE MEHBIIE BCEro ABIAIOTCA TEBTOHCKHUMU»
[44-45]. U TyT e crneayeT YHUUTOXAMOMas oneHka: «EcTh ouH copT HEMIEB —
3TO MOJIOJBIE TOCTIONA C Ty IbHBIMU IIpaMaMK Ha JIMIe U 0ojiee CTapiine HEMIbI
C BBHIOPUTHIMU JIOTONA KPYTIBIMU TONOBAMHU, CO CBHHSYMMH TIa3KaMH U TpeMms
10aA00pOAKaMH, BUCAIIUMH HaJ BOPOTHUYKOM — MX 5 JIEHCTBUTEIBHO, JEUCTBU-
TEJbHO TepHeTh He Mory!» [46]. OnHako B KOHIE MHUCbMA, OAYEPKHBAs, YTO €ro
Ipe/bIayLee BEICKa3bIBaHHE 0 HEMIIAX HE CBA3aHO CO «3JI0CTHOM BOEHHOM mporna-
ranjoity, Bynd ormedaer: «OHH 04eHb CHIIBHBI M SHEPTHUHBIA HAPOJ], KOTOPBIH,
U 51 B 9TOM YBEPEH, COBCEM HE 0CO3HAET CBOU HEMPHUATHBIEC CBOMCTBA; UX CO3HAI0-
[as ¥ MHTEJUIEKTYaJbHas CHJIa OTPOMHA: MOTYIIECTBEHHAS, TITyOOKOMBICICHHAS,
HeMocTukuMas u norpscaromas Mup (kak Kaut u Baruep), Ho y HUX OTCYTCTBYeT
3Ta BEHCKAsl YyBCTBUTENBHOCTD M CBETCKOCTBY [46].

B 1928 roxy T. Byn, npoxomxkas BOCXHINATECS TPU BHAE KOJIOCCATEHOTO
BBICTABOYHOTO MMaBMUiIbOHA B KelbHe «perMoCTbio U MOIIHOM 3HEpriel HEMIIEB
BO BCEM, YTO OHHU JEJAI0T», TYT JKe 3aMe4aeT BO BpeMs MOE3IKH Ha MapoXoje Mo
Peiiny, uto «mox nmokpoBom BoieOcTBa Jlopeaen BBepX U BHU3 IO peKe JBUTa-
I0TCsl Cy/ia, HArpy>KEHHbIE OTPOMHBIMU, JKUPHBIMH CBUHBSMHU, KOTOPbIE BCE BpeMs
KPYT U ObSHCTBYIOTY [74]. U nanpiue:

OTu 3axMeleBlIMe OT MMBA JOAM co3nainu berxoena u lere, Benuuaiimmii
nyx Hosoro Bpemenu. B naBHue Bpemena onu co3nanu B HiopaOepre u 3mech
qapyrolee cka3ouHoe 1apcTBo. M cerojius 1yist 3Tol cTpaHbl NUIIYT TaKUe T
kak Baccepman u Tomac Maus... MoxHO Ji HOHATB 3Ty cTpany? Korna s moguu-
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Maroch nocie 00ea, To OLLyIIat0, Kak Oy/To s POIIOTUI OKPOBABIEHHBLH KYCOK,
TOJIBKO YTO JIOCTABJIEHHBIH CO CKOTOOOHHU. HeBeposTHOE YHCII0 Msca, MOoTIoma-
eMoe MMH, YyJOBHIIHO, M CPa3y ke JeNaeT MeHs BererapuanieM. 51 coBceM He
3HAJI, YTO HEMELKast 3eMJIsl KOPMHUT TaK MHOTO CBHHEH 1 KOPOB — B BO3J[yXe CHOBA
pazzatoTcst BOIUIM yOUBaeMbIX CBHHEH [95].

HNmenHo B 310 Bpems Byad cosmaer BenauKonenmHbId pacckas
«Oxrsa0peekue ryasHps» (“Oktober Fest”, 1937) o TpaAMIHOHHOM HapOIHOM
npasgHecTBe M0 MIOHXEHOM, H300pakast BAKXaHANHMIO TBSHCTBA M 00XKOpCTBA,
B KOTOPO¥i caM MPHUHSIT caMoe akTHBHOE ydacTue. ['yIsHbs 3aBepIIMInCh HAacTo-
AIMM MOp000€eM, B X07ie KOTOPOTO MHUCATETI0 MPOOMIIH TOJNOBY (4TO BIOCTE-
CTBHMU MPHUOIU3HUIO €ro NPEkAEBPEMEHHYIO CMEPTh) U CIOMAJU HOC.

[lepen HUM OTKpBLIACH HEOOBSTHAS KAPTHHA BCCOOMIETO TTOCNAHMS H TTH-
THS, ¥ OH IIPHHAN €€ KaK JaHHOCTD!

Kaxp1it e, kasx/plil 1. HeBeposTHENINIA ToI107, TOJI071, He 3HABIIHMH YCIIOKOEHH,
KOTOPBIH XOTEJ YXBaTUTh B CBOM KOT'TH BCE OBIYBE MSCO, BCKO K0JI0ACY, BCKO COJICHYO
phIOy MEpa, 00ysT MEHS U Jiepkai B CBoel rioTke. Bo BceM Mupe He ObLI0 HUYero,
KpOMe e/Ibl — IpeKpacHeiiiieii eapl... Bee aymieBHbie MyKn ObUTH 31€ch 3a0bIThL. UTO
3HAJIM 3TH oK 0 KHUrax? Yo 3HamM oHu 0 KapTuHaX? UTo 3HAIM OHU O BONHEHUSX
MWJITHOHOB cepyiell, 0 00pb0e 1 MydeHHSX 1yXa, Ha/IeK/[aX, CTpaxax, BpaxaeOHOCTH,
ommbKax U aMOMIMSIX, O MHOTOYHCIICHHBIX c(pepax COBPEMEHHOM KU3HU? DTH JTHOIH
KHJTH HE VIS 4ero MHOTO, KaK JUTSl eIkl M TTHThsI, ¥ OHU ObUTH TIpaBsl [ 127-128].

371ech, KOHEUHO, JIeTI0 HE B ONpPAaBIaHHH MACCOBOTO MOCHAHHS BCEBO3-
MOXHBIX ACTB U MOTIOIIEHHS pa3iuBaHHOTO Mops muBa. Jns Byada sto cromn-
MOTBOPEHHE € Pa3MaXOM XKYIOIIUX U MbIOIIMX HEMLEB ABISETCS BBIPAKEHUEM UX
MCKOHHOH CYTH, HX KECTOKOTO U 0e3pa3/ieIbHOTO BIaJCHUS BCEM MUAPOM:

TuranTckoe KphIToe MOMEIEHHE COAPOraaoch OT POMKOTO I'yJia HX TOJI0COB, OHO
JPOXAJIO OT X MOIIHBIX TEJl, U KOTJ[a OHU PACKAYUBAIIUCh M3 CTOPOHBI B CTOPOHY,
MHE Ka3aJ0Ch, HAYTO HE MOTIO Ha 3eMIIeé HM MPOTHBOCTOATH, TaK KaKk BCE, UTO
TOMA/IETCSl MM Ha MyTH, OyIeT YHHUTOXKEHO. Teneps 5 MOHsI, TToYeMy Ipyrue Ha-
POJIBI Tak UX OOSITCS; BHE3AMHO MEHS CAMOTO OXBATHJI TAKOW CMEPTEbHBIH CTpax,
4TO CepJlle 3aMepiio B Tpyad. MHe MOKa3anock, YTO MHE CHUTCS COH, U s OYITO
TPOCHYICSA B KAKOM-TO HEW3BECTHOM MHE BapBAPCKOM JIECY, OKPYKEHHBIH JTHKH-
MH, BapBAPCKUMH JIHI[AMH, CKIIOHUBITUMKCS HaJ0 MHOH — CO CBETIBIMH KOCAMH,
CBETJIBIMU OOPOIaMHU, OHH OTHPAIMCH HA JPEBKU KOTHM, HA IIUTHI U3 TBEPIOH
KOXH U cMOoTpenu Ha MeHst [130].
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[TocnenoBaBmias 3a 9TUM MbsAHAs Apaka Obl1a 171 Bynda cBoeoOpasHbIM BEIXOOM
U3 COCTOSIHHMS CTpaxa Iepei THMM BapBapaMy, OHA IPUHECTA HEKOE «YYBCTBO
BO3poCHIero camMmoco3Hanus» [166]. B muceme Anmune beprmrraite ot 1 HOSOps
1928 1. Bynd, cnoBHO mojBoas WTOr CBOe Toesnke 1o EBporme, 3asBiser, 4To
eBporneer] (MMes B BUIY HEMI[A) B THKY aMEPHKAHIy «CIacaeT CBOIO TOPIOCTb
TEM, YTO NPe[CTaBIAET ce0s NoduTeneM 100poro 1 MpeKpacHOro, 3alUTHUKOM
Y TIOKPOBHUTEJIEM HUCKYCCTBA M YEIOBEKOM, NIPE3UPAIOIIUM T'PA3HBIE JIEHBIU, B TO
BpeMs KaKk aMepuKaHell He UHTEpecyeTcs HUYEM, KpOMe JIeHET... 310pOBEHHBIH
TOJCTBI NapeHb B OJHOH M3 OrpoMHbIX NUBHBIX B Mronxene Ha Hoiixoiizep-
IITpacce HAIIIET MHE BCE 3TO OAHAXK/IBI HOUBIO, JIAKasl TUTPAMH MHBO, HAOUB POT
YETBIPHA/IIATBIO PA3MMYHBIMU COPTaMU MsAca M Kombachl. B Mupe HeT HUM omHOM
KHHTHY WIN KapTUHBI, PaJid KOTOPBIX OH OTKa3alcs Obl oT muTpa muBay [169—170].

[Moesnka B ['epmanuto B 1930 rofy, cyas o Becemy, He ipoussena Ha Bynda
0c000T0 BIEYATICHNS, CCIIM HE CUMTATh HANMCAHHUSA MM pacckasa «OKTIOphckue
TYISHUSAY, Ja PACTylledl HAaCTOPOXKEHHOCTH B OTHOIICHWH BCETO HEMEIKOTO
¥ YCUJICHUS COMHEHUI B TIPaBUIIBHOCTH COOCTBEHHBIX MPEACTABICHUH 00 HCKITIO-
YUTEIbHOCTH 3TON Halmu. C OIHON CTOPOHBI, B €r0 3aMMCHON KHUKKE BOSHUKAET
MIOMETKA O TOM, YTO «HEBO3MOJKHO €€ I0-HACTOALIEMY JIOOUTb; B 9TOM COCTOUT
ee BajkHas XUTPocTby» [176], ¢ Apyroil CTOPOHBI, IPOHUKIIUCH MPAa4HOH KPacoToH
neco [lIBapuBanbaa, Byad B oqnom u3 mucem 3asBiuser: «Co BceM, 4TO B HUX
€CTb 3BEPCKOT0, BAPBAPCKOTO U CBEPXbECTECTBEHHOTO, U B TO € BpeMs O0UIbHO-
r0, [TyOOKOMBICIIEHHOTO, IPYKECTBEHHOTO U IPOMKOT0, 3T JIOAH BOJIHYIOT MEHS
OoubIire, 4eM s MOT OBl BBIpazuThy [177].

[Toesnka Tomaca Bynda B pammcrckyro ['epmanuto B 1935 rony Obuna, mo-
KaTyi, caMoil HACBIIEHHOH 1 TpUyM(DaJIbHOI; OHA CTaja MepeIOMHBIM MOMEHTOM
¥ B TBOPYECTBE MHCATENs, U B €0 MPOHEMELKOH MPUBA3aHHOCTH K JTOH CTpaHe
¥ K ee oM. Busut Bynga B [epMannto BocnipuHEMAICS KYJIBTYpPHOU SIUTOH TeX
JIET KaK HEKMH IJIOTOK CBEKETO BO3/yXa:

Byiinbtii, panTacTHueCKUi, HEBEPOATHBI IOTOK IPHEMOB, BEUEPUHOK U 00E0B,
JUIIIIXCSA HOYAMH TIONOEK, Ta3eTHBIX MHTEPBBIO, BHICTYIUICHHI Ha paimo, (o-
Torpaduii ¥ TOMy MOJI00HOE, U MHOKECTBO JIIOIEH — B MEpBYI ovepenr Mapra
u cemeiictBo Jlonnos, Posonet, Jlemur, muccuc Xapuax, Kapna, Dnunopa, Jlena,
Daiincel, «[pronep Lpaiir» u 1.1. BeposTHO, Takoro 6oble He IOBTOPUTCS, HO 3TO
OBLIO MHTEPECHO U JOCTONHO BHUMAHNUS, 1 JIIOAU PACCKA3bIBAIN MHE OLIEIOMIISIO-
II¥e BN — S OJDKEH ITO BCE B MAMSATH PEKOHCTPYHPOBATh — B TouHOCTH [189].

3nech TpeOyloTCs HEKOTOphIe MOSCHEHHS IS TOTO, YTOOBI MOHSATH HEO-
ObruHOCTD cyunmBinerocs. B bepmuue Bynd sxunm B aMepukaHCKOM MOCONBCTBE
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no onekoi mocya CIIA B I'epmanuu Yunbsama Onsapaa Joana (William Edward
Dodd, 1869-1940) u ero no4ep, )KypHaIUCTKH U nucaTenbHuLbl Maptsl Jloan,
KOTOpBIE CIENaNH Bce BO3MOXKHOE JUIS TOTO, YTOOBI OH MOAPOOHO O3HAKOMHIICS
¢ peanbHOH cutyauuei B ['epmanuy nociue npuxoaa k Binactu ' umepa. Ecnn nuanoe
3HaKoMcTBO Bynda ¢ mznarenssvu Pooasrom u Jleaurom HOCKIIO pyKeCKU-IPO-
U3BOJICTBEHHBII Xapaktep, TO o0uieHne ¢ cemeiicTBoM DaiiHCOB ¢ eBpelicKUMHU
KOpHAMH 1 TeM Oonee ¢ Munapen Diuzader @uur-XapHak, yposkeHKoH Munyoku
(mt. Buckoncun), opranuszosasiieii B 1933 rogy rpymiy conpoTHBIEHHUS TPOTHB
(bammcTCKOro pexknMa, K KoTopoi mpuHaiexana u Mapra Jloan, u kKa3HEHHOH
Hanuctamu B 1942-M, Ob1I0 SIBHO POCBETUTEIHCKOTO CBOWCTBA, HEKMM BBEICHHU-
eM Bynda B mpobnemaruky Tornamsei ['epmannm.

HecomHeHHO, IMTaBHBIM ycTpouTeNneM Beex BeTped Byida ¢ npencraBure-
JAMU HEMELKO! MHTEJIMTeHIMHU TeX JieT Obuta HeyroMmonHas Mapra oan, ¢ ko-
TOpPOH MUcaTeNb MHOTO «TOBOPHII, CIIOPHJI, KPUYAT — U TaK TIOYTH KaXK/IbIH TEHD)
[190], XoTst oHa MpeKpacHO MOHMMAJA, YT KyIbTypHbIH GoH bepmuHa 1935 roxa
oCTaBysN kenarh nyuwero. [lo naunuatuse Maptsl Joxa Bynd nocerun 3na-
menutoe «Pomanckoe kadey», ObiBIIee 0 MpUXoAa K BiacTH ['utiepa LeHTPOM
KyJIbTypHOU *13HU bepnanna. Mapra Jlonn BcmioMuHaeT:

Bo BpeMmst cBOETO MepBOro, JTMBLIETOCS IBa-TPH Mecsiiia mpedbiBanus B bepiune,
oH ObLT NereHnoi... EnBa on yexain, snamenutoe «Pomanckoe kade» cHoBa mpe-
BPATHIOCH B 3alyLICHHOE M MYCTHIHHOE 3aBEJCHHE — 0e3 €ro 3BYYHOrO roioca,
0e3 ero OecrieyHOl KecTUKynsud, 0e3 ero japysedl u mounrarenei. Jlo MeHs
JIOLLTH CITYXH, YTO JIFO/H, KOTOPBIE MOCTIE NPHXoza K Bnactu ['uriepa Gonblie He
HOSIBISUTUCH B OONIECTBEHHBIX MECTAX, U3-3a HEro MPUILTH B Kade, a MOToM ellie
MHOTO HeJIelb B 3aBEICHUN MOBCIOY CHICIH MUK TeCTaI0, YTO0b! MOICITyIIIH-
BaTh Pa3rOBOPHI TEX, KTO, I0YyBCTBOBAB ce0s B OE30MACHOCTH M3-3a IPHCYTCTBHS
Tomaca Bynda, cramu Obl BBICKa3bIBaThCS MEHEE OCTOPOIKHO [345].

B nuceme x marepu 16 mas 1935 1. Byng coodmaer, uro B bepiune ero
«HocsT Ha pykax» [192]; B muceme ot 23 mas 1935 1. ceoemy mpustento M. [lep-
KHHCY OH He 03 rOpAOCTH, HO U C OTTEHKOM HPOHUHM, 3aMedaeT: «5I Huuero He
3HAI0 0 MOeM status quo B Hbm-ﬁopKe, HO B ['epManHuy s OB IPU3HAHHEIM JTIO-
OumiieM. Sl He JymMaro, 4TO CMOTY BBIHECTH HEYTO MOJ00HOE eIle JBE HEASIH, HO
BCE )K€ MPOIIEIINE YeTHIPHAALAT JHEH ObLIN caMbIM HEOOBIYHBIM U YYIECHBIM
BpPEMEHEM B MO JKHU3HH...» [194].

OzHako BOCTOPI OT TAaKOrO MPHEMa COYETAETCS Y HEro0 C TPEBOKHBIMH
MPETYYBCTBUSIME HAJIBUTAIOMICHCS O€/bl, MOTOMY 4TO, KaK nuuieT Bynd B much-
M€ K IPHATEN0, «3AeCh S y3Hal O TakuxX (akrax W Bemax... 4To, €cid OHH
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COOTBETCTBYIOT JICHCTBUTENLHOCTH M €CIH J0BEPATh CBOCH MHTYHMIMH M JIOIAM,
C KOTOPBIMH 51 TOBOPHJI, TO UX HY)XXHO MPU3HATH MPECTYIHBIMH... TO, 4TO S Te-
PEXHT ¥ TIOHSUT B 3TH JIBE HEIENH, MOKET MPUHECTH, Yero J00poro, HecuacThsl
U cTpamanus moasmy» [196].

He Tonmbko pa3roBophl ¢ OMIO3UIIMOHEPAMH, HO U COOCTBEHHBIE HAOMIO/Ie-
Hus noeepru Bynda B yxac:

Ota Halus HaXOAUTCS CErofHs 10 Ty CTOPOHY COMHEHHUM, HET HM TEHU UX y Map-
IIMPYIOIMKX B TIOJHOH SKHIUPOBKE MY>KUHH — 5 3TO BUJEN BUepa COOCTBEHHBIMU
[a3aMy Ha NPOTSKEHMH JBYXCOT MHJIb B COTHSX IOpOJax M JIEPEBHAX B CaMoi
MHUPHOH, B CaMOii 04apoBaTelbHOM M B CaMOW pajgylIHOW cTpaHe. Thicaum oT-
pAIOB, OCCUMCIECHHBIX AWBU3MOHOB, I7ie BCE, HAYMHAS C BOCBMMICTHHX JeTeH
1 KOHYAS MATUACCATHICTHIMH MYKYMHAMH, 0€3 KaIllil COMHEHHS HCIONHEHBI
HaJIeK/Ibl, SHTY3Ma3Ma U MoOYyXJaeMbl Bepoil B (aTanbHOE U pa3pyLIHTEILHOE
JeJ10. A CONHIE CUseT BECh JIeHb, U I10JI HEBEPOATHO 3€JIEHBI, JIECA TAK HEBEPO-
ATHO BOCXUTHTENbHBI, MAJIEHbKUE FOPOZIa HEBEPOATHO CBEPKAIOT YUCTOTON U JIMIA
JofieH, ¢ KOTOPBIMY 5l BCTPEeYalcs, CHAI0T J0OPOKENATENbHOCTBIO; YTO MOKHO Ha
970 ckazath? [197-198].

[Tocye TakuX CIOB KaXyTCs CTPAHHBIME paccyxaeHus Bynda o Tom, uto
«Hapox B I'epmanuu obnagaer mpaBoM CBOOOJHO TOBOPHUTb, MHUCATh U AyMaThb
0 TOM, 0 4eM B AMepHKe Hellb3s HU AyMaTh, HU nucaTeb. B ['epmanunu, nanpumep,
CymecTBYeT cB00O/Ia TOBOPUTh M MHCATh O TOM, UTO MOXHO HE JTIOOHTH €BpeeB
¥ CYMTATh MX TJIOXUM, OMYCTHBIIMMCS M OTBPATHTEIbHBIM HapoaoM. B Amepuke
Takoi cB000bI HeT» [236]. CiioBa 3TH POM3HECEHBI TOCIIE TTOCIEAHEH TTOE3KH
Bynda B I'epmanuto — B 1936 rony — 1 HaBesiHb, HECOMHEHHO, BIIEYATICHUAMHU
ot ycmexa 'epmannu Ha Onummnuiickux urpax B bepiune, 3a xotopsiMu Bynd
Ha0Iroan u3 JOXH aMepuKaHckoro mocna Jlogna. menHo mostomy Bynd tak
CTPACTHO 3aIHIIAET «KHEMEIKYIO AUKTATYPY, 0 KOTOPO TPYAHO CKa3aTh 4TO-1100
XOPOILIEE», HO «ECIH MBI IEHCTBUTEIHLHO XOTUM OOPOTHCS MPOTHUB 311a (hamu3ma,
MBI JIOJDKHBI CHAYala MOHSTh €T0 XOPOIIHe CTOPOHBD) [236], — M TYT jKe MPUBOIUT
apTYMEHTHI Pro W contra, MPOTHBOIOCTABIAA «(QH3NIECKON TUCTOTE, 300POBOMY
HapOJLy, HAIMOHAIBHOM JHEPT U «IOIABICHHE CBOOOIBI CIIOBA, KYIBT 3aTE€PTHIX
MBICJIEH U 0TCIONIa — HEOOXOJAUMOCTh €MHOI BIacTU» U AUKTATyphI [238].

Bce ot paccykaeHus CBHAETENbCTBYIOT O NONUTHYECKOH HAMBHOCTU
Bynda, B yem ero HeomHOKpaTHO yrpekaita Mapra Jloan, 4To ¥ MPOBOIKPOBAIO
UX TIOCTOSHHBIC CCOpBI; HO IJIABHBIM 00pa3oM MOMOOHBIC BBIBOIBI IHCATENS
BBI3BAHBl AMEPHKAHCKOH JEHCTBUTENBHOCTHIO, HOO TYT )K€ OH Ha3blBaeT MMEHa
JEBbIX aMEPUKAHCKUX THcarenell 1 )KypHamicToB — Manbkonm Kaymu, Maiik Tomnn,
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B.®. KansBepron, Damynn «Kpomuk» (“Bunny”) Yuiacon, kotopble MoaBepraorcs
TOHEHUAM, U TPeOyeT «I0aBIeHUs CBOOOBI Fa3eTHOM IpA3HM, ra3eTHOH ki [238].
[TonsTHO, yro Bynd He ABIsETCS CTOPOHHUKOM (paln3Ma U ero TmojoKH-
TEJbHBIE BBICKA3bIBAHUS O HALMCTCKOI ['epMaHuUM CBUIETENbCTBYIOT O MOCTOSH-
HOM BHYTPEHHEM KOH(INKTE MEXKTY JIMYHBIM BOCTIPHATHEM TIPUPOJIBI U KYIIBTYPbI
[epMaHuy BKyTIE ¢ YIOMSHYTOM TONUTHYECKO HAMBHOCTBIO U BHEIIIHUM OTIBITOM,
MOJTy4YEHHBIM M3 Pa3rOBOPOB C JIIOAbMHU, KOTOPBIM OH JOBEpSI, BIEYATICHUEM OT
yBUAEHHOT0. OH pa3pbIBAETCS MEXKY PEaIbHOCTbIO U MUPOM HCKYCCTBa, U BCE €TI0
3aMETKH ¥ MIChMa MOJTHBI 0CO3HAHUEM HEOTBPATHMOHU Oellbl, B KOTOPOH MOTHOHET
U foporas eMy ['epManus.
Hesamonro mo cBoeit cmeptun Tomac Bynd B cBoem muceme JlxoHarany
Yopty Jlpruancy (Jonathan Worth Daniels, 1902—1981), aBTopy omHOro U3 nepBbIX
BOCTOPIKEHHbIX OTKJIMKOB Ha €ro poMaH «B3IIsHu Ha 10M CBOM, aHTel», 3aMETUIL:

S moburo T'epmanuio. Jt1o yyaecHas crpana. S 000 HEMIIEB, TAKHE UX BEJIUKO-
JITTHBIE CBOMCTBA KaK YIIOPCTBO, HECTHOAEMOCTh B 00pPH0E 1 CAMOOTBEPIKEHHOCTb.
Ho st oueHs 60toch, 4TO BCE 3TH IPAHINO3HBIC CBOWCTBA — CAMOOTBEPKEHHOCTb,
yCepANe i CaMONOKEPTBOBAHKE — CIIYKAT TEIEPh OAHOI OIIMO0YHOI LeIH, OIHO-
My 00MaHYMBOMY Hjealy. EBpoma STUM JIeTOM HalIOMHUHACT BYJIKaH, HATIOJHEHHbIH
TAKoM STOBUTOH M CTYIICHHOH HEHABHCTBIO, YTO ITOT BYJKAH MOXET B30PBAThCS
B 1M000it MoMeHT. OrpoMHasi BOSHHAs MalliHa TOTOBA, H OHA BCE BPEMs IPO3HUT
ele YBEIHYUTh H YCUIUTh CBOK MOIb. .. OUeHb XOPOIIIO, YTO 5l HAXOXKYCH JOMa —
C YyBCTBOM, YTO HECMOTPS Ha BCE HAIIM HEOCTATKH, MBI CBOOOIHBI OT 3TO0 CKO-
BBIBAIOLICTO HAIMOHAJIBHOTO YYBCTBA HECHABUCTH, YTO Y HAC €CTb MPOCTPAHCTBO
¥ BO3/YX, TJI€ MBI MOJKEM JIBHTaThCS.

S1 1yMaro, ThI YAUBISELIBCS TOMY, UTO ST CTaJl TAKHM HOMUTHKOM. [1epBbIit
pa3 B XKU3HH 5 Pa3BUiI B ceOe MOBBILICHHBIN HHTEPEC K MOMUTHKE, HE TONBKO B EB-
pore, HO axe U y Hac. Bo3HMKIIO 3T0, KaK MHE KakeTcs, H Oonee BCero HMEHHO
371€ech, Ha kopalie «EBpomnay JieToM BO BpeMst MOUX 1oe3/10k [250].

DTOT mpolece NOIUTUYECKOTO 0CO3HAHMS IIPOUCXOAIIMX B [ epMaHuu co-
OBITHI HaIIEN oTpaXkeHne B pacckase Bynda « 1 momken Bam Koe-4To paccka3aThy
(“I Have a Thing to Tell You”), rae pedus umeT 0 MOCTEAHEM JHE TPEOLIBAHMUS
Hucatens B CTpaHe, 0 TATOCTHOM MPOIIAHKY C H3/aTeneM ero Kuur ['enpuxom Jle-
nur-Posonerom (Heinrich Ledig-Rowolt, 1908—-1992), BeiBeneHHbIM B pacckase
TOJl IMEHeM XapTMaHa, |, Ipesk/e Bcero, o pacctaBaHuu Bynda co cTpanoii ero
CIaJI0CTHOM MeuThl. DTO cyry0o aBTroOMoOrpadmyeckuii pacckas, U B M3BECTHOM
CMBICIIE €TO MOJKHO Ha3BaTh PACICTOM C HETaBHUM HAMBHBIM MPOILLIBIM 1 00peTe-
HHEM MY’KECTBA BHCTb PEATbHYIO NCHCTBUTEIBHOCTD.
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ITepBas yacTh paccka3a — 3TO CTPAcTHbIN Auajnor XapTMaHa ¢ pacckas-
YUKOM, B KOTOPOM XapTMaH IbITae€TCSd YTOBOPHUTbH €ro HAMUcaTh OTKPOBEHHYIO
KHUTY, PAaCKpPBIBAIOLIYIO NPECTYNHYIO CYIIHOCTb HAUUCTCKOro pexkuma. [Ipu
3ToM XapTMaH TOBOPUT O COOCTBEHHBIX MPOOIEMax, CBI3aHHBIX C €T0 HE3aKOH-
HOPOKJICHHOCTBIO, €BPEHCKUM IIPOUCXOKIEHHEM, HEBOSMOKHOCTBIO YCTPOUTD
JUYHYIO XU3Hb — B CBSI3U C 0COOBIMH HPABCTBEHHBIMU 3aKOHAMU HAL[UCTCKOM
BJIACTH — M OTKPOBEHHO paccKa3aTb O CUTyalluH B cTpaHe, 100 OH OyneT HCKIIIo-
yeH u3 MMnepckoil maaaTel MMCbMEHHOCTH € JAJEKO HAYIIUMH HOCIEACTBUSIMH.
B cBomx OypHBEIX pacCykIeHMSIX XapTMaH BHYIIAeT paccka3dnky, Tomacy Bym-
by, 9TO OH MOXET HaNKCaTh O peaNbHOM MOJTOXKCHHH JIeT B [ epMaHuU 1 0CTaThCS
B CTpaHe, IOCKOJbKY €My KaK aMEpHKaHIly HUYEro He TPO3UT:

[Toyemy ThI Xouemb yexaTb M TeM CaMbIM HCHOPTHTH Bce jAeno? Thl 37ech Kak
noma. Bee TeOst mOHMMAIOT. A 13-3a KaKOW-TO CMEIIHON MOTUTHKH, TOIBKO H3-3a
9THX HMIMOTOB ThI XOYelllb YeXaTh M BCE MCHOPTUTb... [04eMy ThI JOMKEH TaK
noctynutb? Thl Beb He MOMUTUK. Thl HE 3aHUMACIIBCS KAKOH-TO TOMUTHYECKON
nponaraugoi. Tbl Benb HEe NPHHAMICKUIIb K ITHM IPOKIATHIM MEIKAM HBIO-
HOPKCKUM CalOHHBIM KOMMYHHUCTaM. .. Ecin ObI ThI 0BT MENKMM NPONAraHANCTOM
u3 Hb}o-ﬁopxa, TO ThI MOT OBl BCE CKa3aTh, M 9TO HUYEro Obl HE 3HAYMJIO... HO ThI
Ob1 Bce moTepsii1. Y Te0s ecth ums. Jltonu Bocxumatores Toboit! [...] Hy, xopoo.
ThI BBIHYKIEH JIenaTh TO, YTO BBEIHYX/IEH 1eNath. Thl HECUaCTHBIH IPOCTOMYIIHBINA
napenb. CoOupaiics, Hao exathb [267-268].

Juanor Mexay XapTMaHOM 1 PacCKa3dMKoOM IMPHOOPETAET OO HCTEpH-
4eCKHIl XapakTep, HO OH OTPAKAET JCHCTBUTENLHOE COCTOSHUE OECIOMOIIHOCTH
000uX €ro y4acTHHKOB B CJIOXKHUBIIEHCS TIONUTHYECKOI CUTyalllu, OTYEro TMocie-
JyIoLIKe COOBITHS TOBECTBOBAHMUS NIPECTAIOT KaK MOKa3aTellbHbINA Npumep deccu-
TS paccKa3zunka KakuM-TH00 00pa3oM BBIPA3HTh CBOE MHEHHE O TPOMCXO/IIEM
B HauucTckoil ['epmManum.

JlelicTBUE IepeMEIAETCs B Kylle BarOHa, B KOTOPOM BOJIEIO CIIydas OKa-
3BIBAIOTCSA PACCKA3YMK, MONBCKUN IMHUIpaHT, obocHoBaBwmiica B CILA, Hekas
JlaMa HeOIpeJeIeHHOr0 BO3pacTa, HO C MPETeH3MAMH Ha 3JIEraHTHOCTb, HEMKa
B COIPOBOXKICHHM MOJOZOTO YENOBEKA M IMOXHUIOH eBped, coOmpaBIIMics, KaK
TIOTOM BBISICHIJIOCH, SMUTPHPOBATh BO PpaHINIO, 32 UTO U OBIT BCKOPE apECTOBAH
HOJIMLKUEN HA IPAHULIE O] IIPEJIOTOM HE3aKOHHOIO BbIBO3a BAJLIOTHL.

Bce coObiTust, MpoMCXoAMBIIME B 3TOM BaroHe, YeTKO Pa3lelisioTCs B CBO-
eif coluaabHON U NoNUTUYECKON 00ycnoBieHHOCTH. Eciu Hemelkue naccaxupbl,
KOTOpBIC BeTN Ce0s TOBOIBHO CKOBAHHO, HECKOIBKO OXHBIUIHCH MOCTE apecTa
CTaporo eBpes, pa3pa3UBIINCh BOCKIMIAHUIME «AX, 3TH eBpen! Huuero mono06-
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HOTO HUKOT/Ia Obl HE CITYYHJIOCH, eciu Obl He 0610 uX!» [298], TO HOBOSBICHHBIH
aMepuKaHell MOJbCKOTO MPOUCXOKICHUS 3ayMYMBO YCTABHIICS B OKHO BaroHa,
a paccKa3vyMK HaKOHELl 0CO3HAJ, YTO OH «Hamles cBOi myTb. C 3TUM cTapblM Ma-
cTepoM, reHuaibHbIM QaycToM, IPAoTLEM JPEBHETO 1yXa, KOTOPBIM BOCXUIAETCS
BCE YEJI0BEYECTBO, C 3TOH cTapoil [epmaHueit, co BceM ee HCTUHAMU U BEJNKO-
JIeTIeM, €€ KpacoTo, Mariuen 1 ee majieHueM — ¢ 3TOU MpPa4HON CTPaHOM, ¢ 3TOMI
JIpeBHEHIIEH 3eMJIel, KOTOPYIO 5l TaK J0Jro 0w, — s pactpoctuncs» [301].

PacmipocTnMCst M MBI ¢ HHTEPECHOH M HEOOBIYHON KHUTOM, COOpaHueM Ma-
TEpHaIIOB O KM3HH 1 TBOPUYECTBE BBIIAIOIIETOCS aMEPUKAHCKOTO mucaress Tomaca
Bynda, o ero Heoarom, HO CTPaCTHOM POMaHe CO CTPAHOU ero mpeaKoB — [ep-
manueil 1920-1930-x romos. Kuura o npe6siBanuu Tomaca Bynda B I'epmannu
COJEPKUT MHOTO JJOKYMEHTOB, HEU3BECTHBIX HAIIMM aMEPHKaHHCTaM, OJHAKO
KOMMEHTapHU K HUM HOCAT B OCHOBHOM XapakTep COOOLIEHHIl O MOCEeLIeHUH
nHcaTeNieM PasHbIX PECTOPAHOB, KaOAYKOB M 3a0ETalOBOK C MOTHOM BBIKIAJKOH
UX HCTOPUH, U B MEHbIIEH CTENeHHW KacaroTcs COOCTBEHHO MOCETUTENeH 3THX
3aBefieHuil. [IpuBO/S TaHHBIE O MHOTUX KHUTaX KaKk HEMELKHX, TaK 1 aMepuKaH-
CKHX aBTOpoB 0 moes3akax Tomaca Bynda B I'epmanuto, cocraButeslb 00XOAUT
BHIMAaHHEM €T0 COOCTBEHHO TBOPYECKHE KOHTAKTHI C M3NATENSIMH, THCATEISIMA,
Ipy3bsiMu. Tem He MeHee, KHUTA 3Ta Oblia Obl MOJIE3HON IS HCTOPUKOB aMEpH-
KaHCKOM JIUTepaTyphl, TeM OoJiee A1 3aHMMAIOINXCS M3yYeHHEM TBOPYECTBA ATO-
0 nucaTens, purypa KOTOpOro O4eHb MoKa3aTenbHa I MOHUMAHUS TOJNOKEHUS
3araJHOr0 MHTEIIEKTyasla, a aMepUKaHCKOTO B 0COOEHHOCTH, B TOAMHY COOBITHIA
BCEMHPHOTO Macmitada.
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