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N In the first poem of the cycle “Poety” (1923),

Cvetaevas redefinition of the poetic role implies a
perturbation of traditional cosmological models and a
polemic perversion of the axes of cognitive perception.
The rejection of Kantian and Platonic Logos, subverted
by the demiurgic power of poetic logos, points to the
ontological interdependence of textual (word) and ex-
tratextual (world) reality, whose ordering mechanisms
rely on the dynamics of creative production.

The communion of textual (stich) and extratextual
(stichija) logos entails also the radical rewriting of the
Kantian cognitive frame of phenomenical being, 7.e. the
a priori of time and space, polemically substituted with
systematic transcendence of categorial borders.

Cvetaevas chaotic refoundation of both poetic and
philosophical kosmos has its semantic nucleus in the
poet-comet, whose path marks the intersection of hor-
izontal (time and space) and vertical (being) axes and
the establishment of a new, voluntaristic cosmology. In
Cvetaevas rewriting of the poet, disjunction is func-
tional to re-union, as the rejection of analytical accounts
of reality leads to the re-establishment of the Presocratic
wholeness, the apeiron of the sea-logos. Through the
mediation of the poet, reality ceases to be a juxtapo-
sition of discrete entities, isolated within the borders of
their spatio-temporal environment, and becomes a fluid
continuum in which, as in the sea of poetry, every wave
fuses with the next and survives in it.

[loaT — u3maseka 3aBOAUT pPeyUbD.
IlosTa — mameko 3aBoauT pedn.
[Inameramu, npumeTaMu. .. OKOJILHBIX
IIpury porrBuramu. .. Mesxny da uwem
OH, maske pa3sMaXHYBIIUChH C KOJOKOJILHU
Kpiok Boimopount. .. V60 myTs kKomeT —

IlosToB myTs. Pa3Besnunie 3BeHbs
IIpuunanocTH — BOT cBs3L ero! Keepx nbom —

Otuasrecs! I109TOBLI 3aTLMEHLSA
He npeayranannl KajgengapeM.

OH TOT, KTO CMEMUBAET KaPTLL,
OOMaHLIBa€T BEC U CUET,

OH TOT, KTO COPAIIUBAET C HAPTLI,
Kro Kanra maromoBy Gner,

Kro B kamennom rpoby Bactuamit
Kar nmepeso B cBoeil kpace. ..
Tor yLu cimemnl — BCerga MPOCTLLIN,
Tot moe3n, Ha KOTOPLII Bce
Ona3aniBaror. . .
— ub0 IyTL KOMET —
[TosToB myTH: K:KaA, & HE COrpeBasd,
Pgs1, a He B3pammBas — B3PLIB U B3JIOM, —
TBost cress, rpuBacTas KpuBasi,

He npenyraznama xaaennapem!’
A first glimpse of the cosmological (im)balances shaped
by the poetic logos is contained in the first two lines of
the poem, isolated from the remaining stanzas by means
of their structural and iconic organization:

[TosT — uznaneka 3aBOAUT pPEUD.
Iloara — masexko 3aBOAUT pPeyYb.

As the dominant mechanism of intratextual cohesion
is represented by the motif of the path (put’ kometov —
poetov put’), the poem’s intro marks the ideal borders -
izdaleka-daleko, poet-poeta —, the starting and the end-
ing point of the poetic journey. Structural harmony,
imperceptibly violated by two morphological shifts, re-
lies on the intersection of the horizontal axis of time
and space with the vertical line of being: the polysemic
couple izdaleka-daleko condenses both time and space,
while pointing to their deictic indeterminancy, whereas
poet and re¢ account for the ontological stratum of this
transitive exchange.

As space and time coexist in an a-deictic junction,
the creative genesis (izdaleka zavodit re¢’) emerges as

M. Cvetaeva, Socinenija v dvuch tomach, Moskva 1988, 1, p. 219.
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both a diachronic and a diatopic act, defying spatial
and temporal classifications. The semantic borders of
the adverb fluctuate to include between the sources of
the poetic logos both past and future experience and an
ideal otherworld, a dimension separated from that of
empirical experience.

References to a horizontal divide between empiri-
cal (the others) and poetic (izdaleka) reality, to an ideal
dvoemirie, are made explicit in the third poem of the
cycle, “Cto %e mne delat” slepcu i posynku” (1923):

Uro ske MHE IeJaTh, CIENIY U MOCLIHKY
B mupe, rae KaKALIA U OTY U 3psady,
T'ne no anagpemaM, Kak IO HACLIIAM,
Crpactu! — I'ne macmoprom

Haspan — miaul?

The hierarchical reversal enacted by ontological de-
basement may disclose an overt reference to the Pla-
tonic myth of the cave:

Socrates: And now, let me give you a parable to show how far our na-
ture is enlightened or unenlightened. Imagine human beings living
in an underground cave with an opening upwards towards the light,
which filters into the depth of the cave. These human beings have
been here since birth and their legs and necks have been chained so
that they cannot move. They can only see what is directly in front of
them since they are prevented by the chains from turning their heads
to either side. At a distance above and behind them is a raised path.
And if you look closely you will see a low wall built along the path,
like the screen used by marionette players to conceal themselves from
the audience while they show their puppets.

Glaucon: 1 see

Socrates: And do you see men passing behind the wall carrying all
sorts of objects, such as figures of animals, humans made of wood,
stone and various materials which they are holding above the wall?
Glaucon: You have shown me a strange image, and these are strange
prisoners.

Socrates: They are similar to us. For, initially, how could they see
anything but their own shadows, or the shadows of each other, which
the fire projects on the wall of the cave in front of them? [...] And
wouldn’t they see only the shadows of the objects that are being carried by
the men?®

The substitution of the “true forms” (plaé strasti) by
shadows (nasmork, anafemy) generates a sense of dis-
placement which points to the terrestrial existence of
the poet as to an exile. An explicit formulation of poetry
as a condition of spiritual emigration from an ineffable
izdaleka is found in “Est” v mire li$nie, dobavo¢nye”
(1923) and “Poet i vremja” (1932):

2 vi, p. 219.

3 Plato, The Republic, translated by P Shorey, Idem, The Collected Dia-
logues including the Letters, edited by H. Cairns and E. Hamilton, Prince-
ton 1961, pp. 1611-12 [my emphasis].

EcTtn B Mupe numane, noGaBoyHLIE,
He Brucanunie B OKOEM.

(He uncasAmuMcs B BAIIMX COPABOYHUKAX,

Nwm cBanounaa ama — ,IIOM)4

Bcesruit nosT mo cymecrtBy aMu-
OMUrpaHT mapcrBa HeGECHOro
Ha mosTe — ma Bcex mromsx

Ho n Poccun mauo.
rpasT, gaxke B Poccum.
¥ 3eMHOrO pas IPUPOALL.
HNCKyCCTBa — HO Ha IIO9TE OoapIine Bcero — ocobast me-
YaTh HEYIOTa, 0 KOTOPOM Ja:ke B ero COOCTBEHHOM JOMe
— Y3HaelL IIosTa. SMI/IFpaHT n3 6eCCMepTLH B BpeMms,
HeBO3BpallleHeIl B CBOE HeGaS.

The poet’s alienation from the world® implies, of ne-
cessity, a binary opposition between terrestrial byz, the
domesticity of the cave, and a non-terrestrial home, the
“upper world of the things in themselves”, the ideal
“seventh heaven” transfiguring the warmth of &y# into
the perfection of bytie’. This displaced home synthesiz-
ing self-assertion and ascension is the diatopic izdaleka,
the distant cradle of the poetic logos, whose separation
in space justifies the description of poetry as a process
of translation, a transterring ¢asomur) of words between
worlds: “ITossua — yxe mepeBom, ¢ POXHOrO A3LIKA
Ha YyKOM — OyIob TO (PPAaHIY3CKUi, WIM HEMEIKUN —

na mosTa HET pomHOTrO s3biKa. llumcartn

CTUXY U 3HAUUT nepeﬂaraTb”S.

HEBAKHO.

In the process of symbolic translation between
worlds-texts, the poet, after experiencing the light
of the upper world (izdaleka, the symbolic source-
text, Cvetaeva’s “sam jazyk”)9, cannot accept the shad-
ows projected in the cave, an empirical fragmenta-
tion of the wholeness of the idea: “Ilousenmocrs, ma-

OUOHAJIBHOCTEH, HAPOIHOCTH, PACOBOCTDL, KJIACCOBOCTD,

4 M. Cvetaeva, Soinenija, op. cit., I, p. 221.
® Ivi, p. 364.
6 See also Gumilev’s “Ja i vy’:  “Ila, a 3HaW0, A BaM He mapa, /
S1 mpumen u3 npyroit crpams” (N. Gumilev, Sobranie solinenij v
trech tomach, Moskva 1991, 1, p. 213) and Majakovskij’s Misterija buff’
(1920-"21): “Kro s? §I me u3 kITacca, He W3 HAUU, HE U3 TIIe-
meru. I Bumen rtpmamareiii, coporosoit Bex”, V.V. Majakovskij,
Sobranie solinenij v dvenadcati tomach, Moskva 1978, IX, p. 142. Note
that, as in Cvetaeva’s poem, the poet’s spiritual orphanhood (“uro xe
MHE menaTn... mnocoiaky”) coincides with his otherworldiness (“s
BuIea TpuAnaTHil, copokosoii Bex” ). The image will be brought to
its extreme ideological consequences in Poema konca with the metaphor
of the poet-jew: “Iloarnr — wuae”, M. Cvetaeva, Solinenija, op. cit.,
L p. 412.
7 See also Cvetaeva’s “Provoda” cycle (1923): “U nomoii: / B mezemuoit
— / Ha wmoit”, Ivi, p. 217.
8 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie solinenij v semi tomach, Moskva 1994, VII, p. 66.
9 See Cvetaeva’s sixth letter to Rilke, Ibidem.
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caMasi COBPEMEHHOCTL, KOTOPDYIO TBOPAT — BCE€ 32TO

TOJLKO IMMOBEPXHOCTDL, IIEPBLINA WJIN CEALMOM CIIOU KO,

13 KOTOPOU MOST TOJBKO U IEJIAET, YTO JIe3eT’ 10,

In a world made of appearances (spectres) — the multi-
tude of zarget-texts generated by the physical declination
of the ideal language — his acquired sighr is marked as

blindness, thus generating the reversed dialectics slepec-

zrjact!:

Socrates: Indeed, imagine what it would be like for him to come
suddenly out of the sun and to return to his old place in the cave.
Would he not be certain to have his eyes full of darkness?

Glaucon: Most assuredly.

Socrates: And while his eyes were filled with darkness and his sight
still weak, if there were a contest in which he had to compete in
measuring the shadows with the prisoners who had never been out
of the cave, would he not be ridiculous? Men would say of him that
his ascent and descent had destroyed his eyesight'?.

The poet’s izdaleka is the Presocratic whole defying
categorial distinctions, it is being as opposed to enti-
ties (shadows), time as opposed to instants, language

as opposed to languages, “ror cser, / Ham [..
2 13

.] =me
6e3-, a BCe-f3LIYeH It is “sam jazy/e”, the primor-
dial, synesthetical bundle of language condensing sight,
acoustics and odors in a trans-sensorial union. For the
poet to reconquer that union, de-finitions have to be-
come open and borders between worlds-texts have to be
transcended.

Thus, the poet is both a mediator and an icono-
clast, a recomposer of time and space and a decomposer

4 reconnected, like

of temporal and spatial divisions'
Orpheus’ pieces, in the embrace of Sapho’s hands. The
hand of the poet stretches over distances, shuttles be-
tween temporal and spatial beyonds (izdaleka-daleko) to

grab the essence, the embryo, of language and lead it

10 “Poet i yremja”. M. Cvetaeva, So&nenija, op. cit., 11, p. 364.

" In “Poema vozducha” (1927), transcendence of terrestrial sight signals
the beginning of the poet-flyer’s ascension:  “B nonmyio mesman-

moctn / Ilaske He Tenu. [...] Pacuenus cerdarkono / Mup na
ceii u TBOUI
440.

12 Plato, The Republic. The Collected Dialogues, op. cit., pp. 1611-12 [my
emphasis].

13 “Novogodnee” (1927). M. Cvetaeva, Sodinenija, op. cit., I, p. 261.

4 For the oxymoronic nature of the prototypal poet, Orpheus, see Vij.

Orfej” (1912):

[Ipopok tex oboux [Dyonisus and Apollus], n Gonpmuit

Boavpme ve 3anaukaio / Oka — kpacaroir”, Ivi, p.

>«

Ivanov’s
Geir?

IPOPOKA:

“Ho kTo ke masa »aauaos Obra Op-

WX UIOCTAChL Ha 3eMJe, ABYJIUKUil, TAWHCTBEHHDBIH
Opoeit
3aKJMHATENL Xa0ca u ero ocsobomurenn B crpoe”, V.V. Ivanov,

Sobranie solinenij v trech tomach, Bruxelles 1973, 11, pp. 66-67.

pomaoruTenas oboux |.. .| Hayajo CTPOA B Xaoce;

(zavodir), like a child. The poet is movement: ascension
and descension in space, from the hyperuranic izdaleka
to the cave, regression and progression in time.

In this respect, a temporal reading of izdaleka has
its distanced subtext in Cvetaeva’s correspondence with
Rilke (1926):

Paitrep Mapusa Punnke! Cwmero nau s tak massBatn, Bac?
Bean Bol — BomsiomeHHas 093Usl, JOJBKHLI 3HATD, UTO yiKe
camo Bame umsa — cruxorBopenme. Paiimep Mapus —
3TO 3BYUUT IMO-IIEPKOBHOMY — IO-AETCKU — MO-PLINAPCKA.

Bame mvsa me pupmMyeTr ¢ COBPEMEHHOCTBHIO, — OHO — U3

MPONJIIOr0 UK € OyAyImEro — uzdanexa®.

The identification of the genesis of the poetic word
with a diachronic point on the temporal axis (the past
or future 7zdaleka) transforms the creative act into the
simultaneous recollection of synchronic and diachronic
fragments, an acmeist “eternal return” of the words of
the past renewed and transfigured into the present!®.
Within this symbolic exchange condensing different
temporal levels, the synchrony of the poet-recollector
and the diachrony of the word coexist in a transtempo-
ral continuum which allows for functional shifts.

In this respect, the dynamics of Cvetaeva’s word
closely resembles the circular mechanism governing
the courses and recourses of Mandel Stamian /Jogos:
“ITo®3usi — mayr, B3pLIBAIOMUI BpeMsa TaK, UTO TUIy-
OUHHLIE CJIOM BPEMEHU, €r0 UepPHO3€eM, OKAa3LIBAIOTCH
ceepxy” V.

The words of the past (the deeper layers of the solil,
the diachronic izdaleka), by resurfacing in the present
(“sverchu”, the synchronic layer of the poer) through
the mediation of the poet-recollector, defy the linear-
ity of Christian time as a dry succession of separated
instants. Temporal syncretism substitutes for literary
evolutionism, the Darwinistic illusion of a smooth, in-
eluctable progression of the word towards the ephemer-
ality of se¢j-¢as. The limitations of aesthetic mechani-
cism, erasing the a-temporal (panchronic) izdaleka from
the cognitive frame of creation and imprisoning poetic

15 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit., VII, p. 55 [author’s emphasis].

16 This specifically Mandel $tamian approach to the poetic material is con-
firmed by the latent subtext of these lines, a passage from “Pis’mo o
russkoj poezii” (1922): “Mrax, He ognoro nosta 6e3 pomy u Imie-
MEHW, Bce TPUINJIN u3gagera u uayT xanxexo”, O. Mandel $tam,
Stichotvorenija. Proza, Moskva 2001, p. 527 [my empbhasis].

17 Ivi, p. 429.
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movement into the synchrony of sej-¢as, have been out-
lined by Mandel’$tam in “O prirode slova” (1921):

Ilnss  spwmreparypbl  9BOJIYIUOHHAS TEOPUs OCODEHHO
OIlacHa, a TeOpHUs Iporpecca MPAMO-Taku yOuiicTBEHHA.
Ecnu nmocnymars mcTOpPUMKOB nuTEpaTypLl, CTOANUX HA
TOYKE 3PEHUs DBOJIONMOHM3MA, TO IOJIYYAETCH,
MICATEIN TOJIBKO U yMAOT, KAK Obl PACUUCTUTEL AOPOTY
UOyImUM BIepenu ce0s, a BOBCE He O TOM, KakK BBIIOJI-
HUTL CBOe ku3HeHHoe neino [...] Teopus mporpecca B
JUTEPATYPE — CAMBIM I'PyOBI, CAMBI OTBPATUTEILHBIN
BUJ IIKOJLHOTO HeBexecTBa. JlureparypHble (GOpPMEBI
CMEHAIOTCsA, OTHU (POPMBI YCTYHIAT MecTo apyrum. Ho
KKIAs CMEHA, KaykIoe IPUOOPEeTeHre COMPOBOXKAAETCH
yTpaToii, norepeii. Hwukakoro myume, HuKaxKoro mpo-
rpecca B guTeparype OLITh HE MOXKET, XOTS ObI IPOCTO
MMOTOMY, UTO HET HUKAKOW JIMTEPATYPHOU MAIIWHLI U HET

1
crapTa, KyJa HyXKHO CKOPee IPYTUX HOCKAKATL'S.

qTo

The poets regression in time — his transtemporal
journey towards the embryonic izdaleka of language —
represents a radical rejection of evolutionary accounts
of literature, of the disappearance of the past in the tri-
umphant march towards a multitude of ever-changing
(and ever-dying) sej-éas. Renewed and reborn in the
embrace of the poet, the past, as in Bergson’s “dura-
tion”, is preserved within the flow of time and coexists
simultaneously with the present:

For our duration is not merely one instant replacing another [...]
Duration is the continuous progress of the past which gnaws into the
future and which swells as it advances. And as the past grows without
ceasing, so also there is no limit to its preservation. In reality, the past
is preserved by itself, automatically. In is entirety, probably, it follows
us at every instant; all that we have felt, thought and willed from our
carliest infancy is there, leaning over the present which is about to
join it, pressing against the portals of consciousness that would fain
leave it outside'.

Bergsonian “duration” imbues Cveateva’s rewriting of
her subtexts, as the reintegration of literary (Hamlet),
historical (Marina Mniszek) and biblical (Mary Mag-
dalene) sources always implies a polyphonic dialogue
between the present and the past which results in the
dynamic intersection of different temporal levels and
different dramatis personae. The Hamlet of the present,

20 in reenacting

“TaMmaeToM — MEPETAHYTHIM — HATYTO
through the fictional instrumental case the Hamlet of

the past, is penetrated by its original counterpart, which

18 Tvi, p. 445.

¥y, Bergson, The Creative Evolution, New York 1911, p. 407. Cvetaeva
may have got acquainted with Bergson’s theories through Volosin, who
saw the French philosopher lecturing in Paris in 1906; for this last as-
pect, see also L. Sevelenko, Literaturnyj put’ Mariny Cvetaevoj, Moskva
2004, p. 317.

20 “Ofelija — Gamletu” (1923). M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit., II, p. 123.

grows, like a wave, to embrace him. Similarly, the first
verse of the “Magdalina” cycle, “Mesxny mamu mecars

LEab

samoseneit”, marks the intersection of two, apparently
separate, temporal levels — Magdalene’s and Cveateva’s
— and their subsequent fusion within the cycle. Thus,
in re-emerging through the word, the past ceases to be
a discrete unit within the temporal spectrum: as it un-
dergoes synchronization through the mediation of the
poet-recollector, it “gnaws” into the present while em-
bracing it to form a homogeneous flow.*!.

Cvetaeva’s model is clearly panchronic, as the pene-
trating force of her /ogos transcends both past and future
constraints by renewing and perpetuating itself in the
flow of time. Through the multiple temporal stratifica-
tions of the word, the univocity of so-vremennost” is de-
finetely erased and transfigured into a wse-vremennost:
“BesAkas COBPEMEHHOCTL B HACTOSAMEM — COCYIIECTBO-
BaHUE BpEeMEH, KOHIILI 1 HAYAJIa, YKUBOU y3€Jl — KOTOPLIA
TOJIBKO pa3pyomrTs”’ 2,

Transcendence of temporal borders through the 77-
tertemporal mediation of the poetic word informs also
the second adverb, daleko; the future resurfacing of the
poet through the word-vector (as opposed to the recol-
lection of the first line) implies the existence of Man-
del’$tam’s “distant addressee”, the diachronic interlocu-
tor of “O sobesednike” (1913): “Ilossua wax memoe
BCera HalIpaBJIAETCA K OoJiee UIM MeHee AAJIIEKOMY,
HEM3BECTHOMY aJpecarTy,

B CymI€CTBOBaHUM KOTOPOT'O

IO®T HE MOKET COMHEBATLCA,
’723

HE YCOMHUBIIUCL B
cebe

On the other hand, the moving force of the word and
its ability for diachronic projections through the medi-
ation of a reader-interlocutor have been investigated by
Cvetaeva in “Poet 1 vremja” (1932):

e HﬂeﬁHO U KU3HEHHO MOry oOTCTamBaTh,
yoienmee — 3a EKpaeM

OTCTOIO,

TaM 3€eMJ1 OocCTaBmieecsa —

2! An explicit rejection of linear time as a dry succession of separated in-
stants is contained in “Chvala vremeni” and “Minuta”, both written a
few months after “Poety”:  “M60 mumo poamnach / Bpemenu!
Boorme n Bcy e/ Paryems! Kanud na uac: / Bpemsa! fI re6a
munyto”, “Chvala vremeni” (1923), M. Cvetaeva, Sodinenija, op. cit.,
L, p. 226; “O, kak s pByCb TOT MUp OCTaBUTL, / ['e MaATHUKI
nymu pByT / I'me Beunocrnio Moero npasur / Pasmunosenue
muryT”, “Minuta” (1923), Ivi, p. 238.

22 «“Poet ivremja’ (1932). M. Cvetaeva, Sodinenija, op. cit., II, p. 360 [my
empbhasis].

23 0. Mandel’$tam, Stichotvorenia, op. cit., p. 443.
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OTCTAaMBAIO, a CTUXU caMu 0e3 MOero BeaoMa U BOJM
BLIHOCAT MEHs Ha mepenosole guaun. |...| Cruxu namwn
meru. Hamu metwm crapime HAC, IOTOMY YTO UM JOJLIIE,
nmaspmie xuthb. Crapme nac u3 6yaymero. [osromy nam

WHOTIa U qymnm“.

This complex dialectics between poet and /logos,
their mutual transitivity through time and space, is
condensed in the double morpho-semantic shift poez-
poetalrec-ret. Morpho-semantic inversion points to the
interconnection — the communion — between the two
axes of the creative act and to their functional inter-
changeability: both emerge as either creators or cre-
ata. This reversal of fixed roles, which relies on the
panchrony of the word — a child older than its parents —,
discloses a hint to the misterious dynamics of the writ-
ing process. In fact, as Cvetaeva observes in “Iskusstvo
pri svete sovesti” (1932):

PobGoctn xynosxkuuka mepen Bempio. OH 3abbIBAeT UTO
muer ke ok. CioBo mue Bsuecnasa Vsanosa (Mocksa,
1920 r., yGesman MeHa mmcath poman) — “Tonbko
nayaure! Yike ¢ TpeTbe#l cTpaHUULI Bbl yOequTech, YTO
HUKAKON CBOGOILI HET’, TO eCTh:
Beleli, TO eCTh BO BIACTU AEMOHA, TO €CTh TOJILKO MOKO-
pHOI cayroii [...] Henmapom Kaskiulii u3 HAC IO OKOH-
vanun: “Kak 910 y MeHns gy nso Boimio!” — mekorga “Kak
510 A uymHo cupenaua!”. He uynauo Boimio, a 4ygoMm —
BBIILIO, BCErJa YyJOM BLINIJIO, BCEerma 0OJaroJaThb, masKe

2!
ec/Ii ee MOCLLJIaeT He Oor 5.

OKayKyChL BO BJIaCTHU

The paradoxical panchrony of the logos is embodied
in its trans-temporal ambivalence: it is both a child,
the product of a creative act, and “older than its par-
ents’, a potential, ever-existing demiurge. In synthe-
sizing different temporal levels and annihilating conse-
quentiality, the word emerges as the arché which preex-
ists (izdaleka), embraces and survives (daleko) phenom-
enal being. The word is the embryo eradicated from

24 M. Cvetaeva, So&nenija, op. cit., II, p. 366 [my emphasis]. For an
analogous conception of the written word as of a creature indipendent
from its demiurge, see also Plato’s Phaedrus: “Socrates: 1 cannot help
feeling, Phaedrus, that writing is unfortunately like painting; for the
creations of the painter have the attitude of life, and yet if you ask them
a question they preserve a solemn silence. And the same may be said of
speeches. You would imagine that they had intelligence, but if you want
to know anything and put a question to one of them, the speaker always
gives one unvarying answer. And when they have been once written
down they are tumbled about anywhere among those who may or may
not understand them, and know not to whom they should reply, to
whom not: and, if they are maltreated or abused, they have no parent to
protect them; and they cannot protect or defend themselves”, translated
by R. Hackforth. The Collected Dialogues, op. cit., p. 1514.

25 M. Cvetaeva, Socinenija, op. cit., II, p. 401.

the distant uterus of 7zdaleka and led by the hand (za-
vodit) into the world-text, a child who grows to take its
parents gently by the hand and lead them through the
infinite succession of worlds-texts to come. Za ruku:
like Puskin with the young Cvetaeva down the moun-
tains of Crimea®®, like Cvetaeva with the dead Rilke,
through the river Styx, towards that third entity tran-
scending life and death. In the incessant conjoinments
of hands (zavodir), bridging the gaps between time and
space, nothing can disappear or be swallowed by the vo-
racious “machine of literature™: every poet, every word
resurrects and transcends distances, carried in the gentle
hands of other poets, other words.

Ham ocraerca Tonbko mms:
UynecHbIil 3ByK, Ha NOJTUI CPOK,
[Ipumu sxe aamK0HAM MOUM
TepecnimaeMniit mecok? .

The functional transition poer-poeta — from agent to
object, from possessor to possessed (piset, ne on) — can-
not be disjuncted from the onzological implications sym-
bolized by linguistic flection: in modifying its form
through declination (poet-poeta), the poers being is
marked as transient, phenomenical - morzal — as op-
posed to the immutability of 7ef, which undergoes a
functional metamorphosis without altering its essence.
A corollary to its panchrony, the immortality of the po-
etic Jogos contaminates its mortal counterpart — the poet
— through the dynamics of their symbolic exchange.
Thus, in the flow of hands, the eternal cycle of the sea-
logos®®, the poet survives — surfaces — through the word,
which, like a wave, #rans-ports (za-vodit) him beyond
the temporal borders of his empirical existence. The
metaphoric ranslation, marking the (eternal) return of

“Mur [Cvetaeva and Puskin]
paccMmesnuch 0nl u mobeskanu / 3a pyky BHuM3 mo rope”, M.
Cvetaeva, Moj Puskin, Sankt Peterburg 2001, p. 119.

2T 0. Mandel’$tam, “Ne verja voskresenija cudu” (1916). Stichorvorenija,

26 See “Vstreta s Puskinym (1913):

op. cit., p. 64. Ironically enough, Mandel’$tam, in denying the resur-
rection of the body, re-asserts that of the word.

28 Equivalences between the word and natural elements clearly refer to the
communion between poetic logos (stich) and pre-Socratic Logos (stichija);
the latter is made explicit in “Iskusstvo pri svete sovesti” (1932): “B
YeM jKe OTJIMYUE XY LO0KECTBEHHOIO IPOU3BEACHUS OT IPOU3Be-

Kaxnmn

OeHUs TPUpPOALI, modMbl OoT gepesa? Hwu B uem.

OyTAMU TpyAa W dyma, HO oHO ecTh. KEcmp!”, M. Cvetaeva,
Sodinenija, op. cit., I, p. 375; “Vskryla zili: neostanovimo” (1934)
re-states the aquatic essence of Cvetaeva’s logos: “HeBO3BpaTHO,

Heocranosumo, / HeBoccranosumo xmemer crux”, Ivi, p. 299.
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the poet in the flow of the word, is made explicit in
Cvetaeva’s correspondence with Rilke:

CMmeprs mosTa — BoobOmee He3akOHHa. HacuancrBen-nas
CMepTL modTa — vymoBumHa. llymkun (cobuparennroe)
OyIeT yMUPATL CTOJLKO pa3, CKOJILKO ero Oy ayT JIt0OUTL.
B gaxznoMm mobameM — 3aHOBO. Y B Ka:KIOM JIOOAIEM —
BEYHO.

A cerommsa MHe XO04YeTCs, 4YTOOLI Puibke rosopus —
yepe3 MEHA. 9DTO, B MPOCTOPEYM, HA3LIBAETCA MEPEBOL.
(Hackombko y memues myume — Nachdichten! U xsa mo caeny
mOo®Ta, 3aHOBO MPOKJIAALIBATL BCIO AOPOrY, KOTOPYIO
npoknanniBai od. V160, mycts — nach (Beaen), Ho — dichten!
— TO uTO Becerma 3anoBo. Nachdichten — 3am0BO MpoKIaILI-
BATL AOPOry IO MTHOBEHHO 3apacraiomuM ciaenam.) Ho
€CTL y MepeBoJa eme APyroe 3HaueHue.
TOJBLKO HA (PYCCKUH s3BIK, HAIPUMED) HO 1 uepes3 (PeKy).
S Punpke mepeBoky Ha DYCCKYIO PeUb, Kak OH KOTJa-
HUOYIL TepeBeseT MEeHs Ha TOT CBET. 3a PEeKy — 4depes
pexy?.

IlepeBectu HE

The identification of poetry with the sea, whose
cyclicity is opposed to the ever-changing Eraclitean
river, is found in “Poety s istoriej i poety bez istoriej”

(1932):

Korma wumemn ® MOpPIO M K JIUPUKY,
HEBO3BPATHOCTLIO TEUEHUs, & 32 BO3BPATHOCTLIO BOJIH; HE
3a HEIIOBTOPMMOCTLIO MTHOBEHDLSA U He 33 HENPEeXOIANINM,
a MMEHHO 3a IOBTOPSAEMOCTbHIO MOPCKUX U JIMPUUIECKUX
HENIPUIBUIEHHOCTEN, 32 HEM3MEHHOCTLIO CMEH U IIEPEMEH,

3a HEMUHYEMOCTLIO COBCTBEHHOTO M3YMJIIEHUA I/Il\/H/I30.

nIemp He 3a

In the Homeric sea of poetry, the owvona novtog
stained with the blood of Orpheus, the place of the poet
is on the seashore: writing poetry is waiting for the wave
that, coming izdaleka, will bring the mourning head
and lyre, being docilely submerged by that wave and
then re-emerge, rejuvenated, reborn in the word:

Pomurnes (mesn —
h{HomnTCﬂ!) — CeCThb Ha MeJb.

[O” gbm. .. Opoeit... Apducr...
OTMenn — Ham HOTHLL auct!’!

In the liquid realm of poetry, mel” (shallows) be-
comes mel (chalk): the liminal space between the ma-
rine izdaleka and the solid — terrestrial — world of the
others is Cvetaeva’s grifel ‘naja doska, the slate tablet im-
bued with the salt water of world culture. As opposed

2 Ivi, p. 350.
30 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit., IV, p. 406.
31 «g morja” (1926), Ivi, p. 112.

to the acmeist yearning for culture, Mandel $tam’s res-
urrectional (yet monodirectional) manifesto “sI cmoso

732 Cvetaeva aban-

xouy Rarynna, Osunun, [lymrnna
dons the verticality of remembrance and descends in the
baptismal font of poetry; fused with the /ogos, she ac-
quires the primordial unity of Venus and becomes both
an instrument and an object of resurrection, the trans-
lator and the text.

The assertion of the permanence of both the poet
and the poetic word within a non-linear spatio-
temporal model is reinforced by the parallel with the

latent subtext of these lines, Derzavin’s “Reka vremen”

Pexa Bpemen B cBOEM CTpEMIIEHLU
YHOCUT Bce meJa JIonei,

W Tonur B mpomacTty 3a0BeHLS
Haponwr nmapcrsa n napeﬁ53.

As opposed to the irretrievability of Derzavin’s river
of linear time, Cvetaevas panchronic sea-logos is an in-
strument of permanence in transience; its symbolic flow
does not erase (#-nosit) beings, but invests them with
transhistorical (za-vodit) permanence. As in Rilke’s fifth
sonnet, quoted by Cvetaeva in their correspondence,
the poet — Orpheus — resurrects 7z and #hrough the word
in the diachronic daleko:

... Ham me3zauem uckarn

npyrux uMmeH. Korma pas3macTCs meHLe

pa3 Hascerga Mol Oynem 3HaThL — Opdeii.

(I/IMeHHO 310 — Opdeil OIEero 1 yMUPAIOMIEro B KayKI0OM
mooTe — 51 UMEeJa B BULY HA IPEILLIY e CTpaHI/ILIe)34.

On the other hand, as an instrument of potential
separation, taking the poet daleko, language emerges
as a diabolic force that Slofahhet, “throws across” and
brings fracture within unity. Poetic language threatens
the unity of signifier and signified and searches for devi-
ations within fixed meanings. Like the devil, poetic lan-
guage is a traducer: it violates words, forcing them into
new forms and meanings, and brings far way (zrans-
ducere) from traditional truths. Those who follow it
are doomed to walk a tortuous path, the curved line of
the comet.

32 0. Mandel'$tam, Stichotvorenija, op. cit., p. 409.
33 G.R. Derfavin, Stichotvorenija, Moskva 1957, p. 114.
34 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit.,, VII, p. 60.
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Thus, the poem’s polysemic intro marks the emer-
gence of Cvetaeva’s logos as an entity defying tradi-
tional definitions of time and space. Christian linear
time is polemically substituted by Bergsonian “dura-
tion”, whose constant flow erases binary oppositions
between phenomenal (the #ansient poet) and noume-
nal being (the permanent word), while re-unifying them
within an active dialectic relationship.

Similarly, subversion of traditional cosmology
through the destabilizing power of the poetic logos im-
bues all the stanzas of the poem. As it will emerge from
my analysis, the semantic pattern unifying the six stan-
zas relies upon the interrelation between vertical move-
ments, marking the subversion of fixed patterns, and
the deconstruction of the Kantian « priori, the horizon-
tal axis of time and space. The Kantian cognitive frame
of being, annihilated through the rejection of causal
links and of homogeneous space, is substituted by a
Bergsonian (voluntaristic) spatio-temporal model. The
force marking the intersection of vertical and horizon-
tal axes is represented by the comet, whose rebellious
path is an extreme expression of the Bergsonian élan vi-
tal. This apparently disharmonic model, dominated by
disjunctions, generates its inner balances.

The second stanza starts with a brisk, upwards move-
ment, signaled by the instrumental planetami, which
marks the passage from the marine horizontality (pros-
tornost”) of daleko to “sidereal” verticality. The estab-
lishment of a vertical axis informs the marginal lines
of the stanza, as the initial planetami creates a thematic
link with komet, whereas the noun kolokol 'nja functions
as a “terrestrial” indicator of the ascensional orientation
of the stanza.

Refusal of causal links dominates the first two lines,
as the juxtaposition of planetami and primetami and the
reiterated use of ellipses defy logical consequentiality,
while pointing to the existence of arbitrary, voluntaris-
tic links between phenomena.

As a corollary to temporal non linearity, spatial frag-
mentation is introduced by the preposition mezdu,
shifting the emphasis from arrival (da i net) to devi-
ation, from the static ineluctability of linear paths to
the tortuous mutability of the inbetween, the perdi-
tion of the diabolic word. Defiance of traditional space
and time culminates in the subversion of physical laws,

condensed in the anti-Galilean “Omn, naxe pasmaxmy-
BIIICL C KOJIOKOJILHU/KPIOK BeIMOpoumt”; in the vol-
untaristic reshaping of time and space, deviated in the
act of falling, the irreversible geometry of the Kantian

35, a pre-existing condition of our perceptions, is

priori
subverted by the poet’s impetus of life.

In the anti-Galilean rebellion of the poet-weight,
time is reconceptualized through spatial images: the in-
clined axis is a response to the straightforward progres-
sion of traditional time, annihilating the past as it ad-
vances towards its end?°.

The inescapability of the descensional path (for
Mandel stam a symbol of the being-for-death) is vio-
lated by Cvetaeva’s logos, whose realm is not the univo-
cal linearity of da i net, the beginning and the end of
Christian time, but the tortuous vse-vremennost” of the
in-between, the endless possibilities of the panchronic
word. Led far away by the diabolic word, the poet za-
bluzdaetsja and chooses the perdition of polisemy over
the laws of salvation.

The reversal of Mandel Stamian spatiality is made
even more radical by the semantic equivalence between
falling and birth as it is established in the Sybill cycle:

K rpynou moeit,

Munanenern, JLHU:

Poxnenne — manenne B oM.

C 3a00JIaUHDIX HUTJEITHUX CKAJI,
Munanener Moii,

Kak musko naa!

Tl yX0oM OBLT, THI IPAXOM CTAJ .

35 Compare Bergson’s polemic account of Kantian fixed spatiality as op-
posed to Cvetaeva’s flexible frame: “With Kant, space is given as a ready-
made form of our perceptive quality — a veritable deus ex-machina, of
which we see neither how it arises, nor why it is what it is rather than
anything else”, H. Bergson, The Creative Evolution, op. cit., p. 205.

36 On the other hand, besides rewriting Kantian cognitive theory, the joy-
ful bezzakonnost’ of Cvetaevas poet defies the tragic irretrievability of
Mandel’$tam’s falling bodies: “f wyscTBy10 HemoGenumulit cTpax
/ B npucyrCreumn tamncrsennnix soicor”, “Pefechod” (1912), O.
Mandel’$tam, Stichotvorenija, op. cit., p. 35; “IlaneHve — HeusMeH-
HEIF coyTHUE cTpaxa, / W caMbiii cTpaxX eCThb UyBCTBO TycC-
rorsl. / Kro kamum mam 6pocaer ¢ Boicornl — / U kameHb oTpu-
naer uro npaxa?”, “Paden’e neizmennyj sputnik stracha” (1912), Ivi,
p. 130.

37 “Sivilla — mladencu” (1923), M. Cvetaeva, So&nenija, op. cit., I, p.
191. Nonetheless, in “Bez zova, bes slova” (1921), the death of Blok is
described as a falling from a roof; on the other hand, death is dialectically
overcome by a hint to rebirth:  “Bes sosa, Ges cmosa, — /Kaxk

KPOBEJLIUK MagaeT ¢ Kpuimt./A Mosxker 6biTh, cHoBa/IIpumtert,

— B Konpbenu nexumsn?”, Ivi, p. 72.
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Thus, not only does the deviation of falling subvert
physical laws: it reverts both symbolic spatial balances
and temporal cyclicity. In prolonging his path, the poet
refuses to precipitate into #his life, i.e. to re-descend into
the blindness of the cave.

The spatio-temporal voluntarism of the first lines be-
comes embodied in the comet, whose appearance in the
poetic space deconstructs causal and scriptorial links,
as the enjambment 7bo put’ komet//poetov put’ erases
the natural consequentiality of the causal preposition
at both the logical and the iconic level®.

The structural and iconic organization of the second

38 Besides subverting linear time and space, the comet is itself a diachronic
product, as different subtexts intersect in this motif. Puskin’s “Portret”
(1828) may represent one of the sources of Cvetaeva’s rebellious star: “C
cBoeit muinaomeit gymoit, / C cBouMu GypPHLIMU CTPACTAMU,
/ O xenn Cepepa, mex Bamu / Ona sapusgerCsa mopoin / U
MuMO Becex ycaoBuit ceera / CrpemmTCa no yrpatu cui, /
Kak 6essaxonnas xomema / B kpyry pacumcieHHbiX cBeTunia’,
Puskin, Sobranie solinenij v cetyrech tomach, Moskva-Leningrad 1936, 11,
p- 509 [my empbhasis]. It is worth noting that, in Cvetaeva’s appropria-
tion of the Puskinian bezzakonnost’, defiance of conventions (mimo vsech
uslovij sveta) is stripped of its romantic aura (see s svoimi burnymi strast-
jami) and transfigured into overt subversion of physical laws; the rewrit-
ing of the Kantian # priori dilates the semantic and physical borders of
svet while investing them with the cosmological allure of vselennost’. In
this respect, a subtext coherent with Cvetaeva’s cosmological urgency is
Apollon Grigor’ev’s “Kometa” (1843): “Korna cpenn conma 3Be3n,
pasMepenHo u cTpoitro, / Kak 3BykoB mepesaus, omma Bocien
npyroit, / OmnpeneneHHBI NOyTbh CBEPKAKIMUX CIHOKOWHO, /
Komera monerurts mempasuabHO#t uepToit, / Hemocosmanuas,
BCA mosHAas pasmopa, / HeB3Hy3maHHLIX CTUXUH HEMCTOBOTO
cmopa, / ops eme cama u Ha myTu cBoeM / ['po3s WHLIM 3Be3-
naM cTpeMmienneM u oraeM, / UTo Hys Il eit Toraa mo obuero
cmymenus, / Ilo paszpymenus rapmonun?.. Omna / U3 nona
OTuYero, 3 pOAHMUKA TBODEHLA / B co3maHbs CTPOMHEIA Kpyr
6opn6oo mocnama, / Ila coBepmuT myTeM GOPLOLI U MCILI-
ranbs, / Hean ounmenus n nenn camocosnanns”, A. Grigor’ev,
Stichotvorenija. Poemy. Dramy, Sankt Peterburg 2001, p. 54. The
morpho-semantic texture of the poem encloses the main semantic clus-
ters of Cvetaeva’s “Poety”: spatial displacement is clearly expressed in
“kometa poletit nepravil 'noj ¢ertoj” which synthesizes both the images
of deviation at the beginning of the poem (okol 'nych prité, krjuk vy-
morocit) and the “poetics of crookedeness” at the end of the last stanza
(tvoja stezja, grivastaja, krivaja). Disharmonic tensions, which in Cve-
taevas poem represent a cohesive lexico-semantic element, are made
explicit in the spatial and moral friction between the straightforward
axis of the fixed stars, “opredelennyj put” sverkajus¢ich spokojno”, and
the inclined axis represented by “nepravil’noj Eertoj-nedosozdannaja-
nevznuzdannych”; the destructive potential of the comet, expressed in
the lines “T'ops eme cama u ma myTu csoem / ['po3s WHBIM 3Be3-
nam crpemiaensem u oruem” is clearly echoed in Cvetaeva’s “77a, a
ne sogrevaja, / rvja, a ne vzrai¢ivaja — vzryv i vzlom”, whose acoustic
texture relies on the same z/gr alliteration. The cathartic implications
of the comet’s path, made explicit by the acensional orientation of vzryv
and vzlom and by the prosody of fire in the context of Cvetaeva’s ouvre
(see below), are clearly stated also in the final lines of Grigor’ev’s poem,
the purifying cupio dissolvi marking the diachronic intersection of the

stanza is mirrored in the fifth: intratextual cohesion is
achieved through the transitional clause 760 put” komet,
occupying the same slot, and the reiterated use of el-
lipses; as in the second stanza, the spatial axis is dom-
inated by the passage from the chthonian horizontality
of v kamennom grobu to the verticality of kak derevo v
svoej krase. The ascensional, resurrectional movement
is followed by a refusal of causality, the non-sequitur of
organic life (derevo) within inorganic death (kamennyj
grob).

The tree’s acensional qualities disclose a Rilkean sub-
text. In fact, as Cvetaeva writes in her second letter to
the German poet (12" May, 1926)%:

Teoit “Opdeir”. IlepBas cTpouka:

W nepeso cebst mepepacradio. . .

Bot oma, Benukas snenora (Benukosenue). Y kak s 31O
suato! IlepeBo Boime camoro cebs, OepeBo IepepacTaer
cebs1, — moTOMY Takoe BLICOkoe. M3 Tex, o koropnix Bor
— K cuacTbio — He 3aborurcsa (camm o cebe 3aborarcsa!)
¥ KOTOPLIE PACTYT IpaAMO B HeGO, B cemuuecaroe (y HAC,
DYCCKUX, UX — ceMb!).

The analogies between the image of the tree and the
poet, prompted by Cvetaevas self identification with
Rilke’s sonnet, become incarnate in the Sybill’s body,
a tree burning with the word:

Cubuinna: BLIOLLIA, CUBUILIA: 3€B
Homu u rubenu! Ipeso mex nes.

,Z[ep}{{aBHLIl\I JA€epeBOM B JIeCy HAarom —

CHauasa JepeBOM LIyMeJ OTOHL™.

Like the tree, which mediates between aerial and
chthonian space, “between the radiant solar enlighten-
ment of Apollus and the somber subterranean knowl-
edge of Dyonisus™!, the poet is a medium between past
and future (izdaleka and daleko), hypo and hyperura-
nium, the death of the cave and the life of the seventh

heaven®?.

two comets: “Ila coBepmur nyreMm 60pnOnl u ucnoitTaubi,/lenn
0MUULEHUS U TeJNb CAMOCO3HAHLA .

39 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit., VI, p. 59.

40 M. Cvetaeva, Sofinenija, op. cit., I, p. 189.

‘Y O.P. Hasty, Tveevas Orphic Journeys in the Worlds of the Word,
Evanston 1996, p. 148.

42 In “Iskusstvo pri svete sovesti” (1932), on the other hand, the Rilkean
subtext blends with Bergsonian “creative evolution”, as nature and cul-
ture (poetic creation) are fused in an ontological continuum: “B
geM ke OTJIUYNE XyIOKECTBEHHOTO IPOU3BEICHUA OT IPOU3Be-
NeHUs TPUpPOALI, mosMbl oT mepeBa?’ Hwu B uwem. Kakumu
nyTAMU Tpyga U uyna, HO oHO ecTh. KEcmb!”, M. Cvetaeva,

Sodinenija, op. cit., 11, p. 375.
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Temporal deconstruction, expressed by the non-
consequentiality of life (the tree) within death (the
prison), leads to spatial fragmentation and to the rar-
efied space of disappearance: oz, &7 sledy vsegda prostyli
/ tot poezd na kotoryj vse / opazdyvajut. .., with the last
line implying a mutual disharmony, an absence of tem-
poral and spatial coordination.

The poet’s disappearance, far from being a conces-
sion either to Derzavin’s “Reka vremen” or the Lermon-

"43 s a mov-

tovian “fI 6 xoTenm 3a0LITLCA U 3aCHYTD
ing forward**, a necessary corollary to the panchrony of
the word. In anticipating the dynamics of linear move-
ment, the poet is the consequence preceding the cause,
a phenomenon, whose genesis — whose traces — cannot

be tracked, for it does not belong to the realm of logic:

IToat ects otBer [...| OTBer He HA yaap, a Ha KonebaHue
BO3IyXa — Bemu eme He apunymeiica. OTBeT Ha mo-ynap.
U me orseT, a no-orseT. Beerma Ha ABJIEHME, HUKOT A HA
sonpoc. Camo siBieHWE ¥ eCTL Bompoc |[...] Pampme,
ueM Ob110 (BLLIO-TO BCerja, TOILKO A0 BPEMEHU €Ile He
JIOILIIO, — TakK TOT Oeper eme He momes no napoma). OtT-
TOrO pyKa MO3Ta TaK YACTO U TOBUCAET B BO3IMyXe, UTO
YIOp — BO BpeMeHM — eme He cymecTByeT (nicht vorhan-
den)®.

Dis-harmony, dis-connection become manifest in the
third stanza. The line Razvejannye zven ‘ja / pricinnosti
— vot svjaz’ ego!, in re-establishing a paradoxical har-
mony, marks the abandoning of terrestrial burdens and
the beginning of the poet’s ascension. The oxymoronic
quality of these lines, although peculiar to Cvetaeva,

discloses a hint to Bergson’s antideterminism?°.

43 See “Vychozu odin ja na dorogu” (1841). M. Lermontov, Sobranie
socinenij v 4-ch tomach, Moskva 1961, 1, p. 543.

44 See “Poet i vremja’ (1932):  “3amo3gaTh B HCKYCCTBE HENb3,
caMoO MCKYyCCTBO, yse caMo ecTh npodeuxcenue’, M. Cvetaeva,
Sotinenija, op. cit., II, p. 360 [my emphasis]. On the other hand, the
ephemerality of the poet’s traces may point to his non-earthly nature:
in “Ty prochodi§ na zapad solnca” (1916) the disembodied footsteps of
Christ-Blok are suddenly covered by a snowstorm “Tor npoxoanmb
Ha 3anan conuna / Tol yBuaumb Beuepuuit cser. / Tol mpo-
xonumn Ha 3aman connna / VI merenn 3ameraer caen”, Ivi, p.
66. See also “Epos i lirika sovremennoj Rossii” in M. Cvetaeva, So-
branie, op. cit., IV, p. 376: “OrmMu cBomMu OLICTPLIMU HOTAMU
MasKOBCKMil yImaraJ nageKko 3a HAIlY COBPEMEHHOCTDL U TIe-TO
3a KaKUM-TO IOBOPOTOM JOJITO eme Hac Oyner »xkaarh’ .

45 M. Cvetaeva, “Iskusstvo pri svete sovesti” (1932), Idem, Sodinesja, op.
cit., II, p. 395.

46 “A soon as we go out of the encasings in which radical mechanism and
radical finalism confine our thought, reality appears as a ceaseless up-
springing of something new, which has no sooner arisen to make the
present than it has already fallen back into the past; at this exact mo-

Interestingly enough, Mandel’$tam’s account of
Bergson’s works focuses on the same shift from exter-
nal causality to inner unity:

Beprcon paccMarprBaeT SIBICHUSIHE 8 NOPTOKE UL N0OHU-
HENUT 304KOHY 8DPeMEHHOT NOCAE008AMENLHOCTIU, G KAK Obl
6 nopgdke ur npocmparncmeenrol npomsaxcennocmu. FEro
UHTEPECYET UCKIIOUNTEILHO BHYTPEHHSAA CBA3L ABJIEHUN.
DTy CBA3L OH OCBOOOMKIAET OT BPEMEHM U paccMa-
TpUBaET OTHENIbHO. Taxkum oO6pa3zoM, CBA3AHHLIE MEXIY
cobolt siBieHUs 00Opa3yloT Kak OLI Beep, CTBOPKU KO-
TOPOT0 MOYKHO PA3BEPHYTL BO BPEMEHU, HO B TO K€ BPEMsI
OHU TOAJAIOTCS yMOIOCTUTAEMOMY CBEPTLIBAHUIO. Y II-
omobisierne 00LEIUHEHHLIX BO BPEMEHU SIBJICHUA TaKOMY
Beepy MOMUYEePKUABET TOJLKO WX BHYTPEHHIOIO CBf3L U

emecmo npobaemuv, npusurrocmy [.. .| ewdsueaem npob-

NEMY 08ﬂ3’u47.

The erasure of external links between phenomena
(razvejannye zven ‘ja) allows for the emergence of their
inner cohesion (syjaz” ego), while emancipating them
from the constraints of linear progression. Within a
theoretical frame dominated by indipendent entities,
the ontological quality of single events prevails upon
their function within a logical chain: the past does not
serve as the conditio sine qua non for the irretrievable
march of the present, but acquires an intrinsic, absolute
value that leads to its preservation in the transtemporal
journeys of the poet. As Mandel $tam observes in his
analysis of Bergson:

ment it falls under the glance of the intellect, whose eyes are ever turned
to the rear [...] if our action be one that involves the whole of our per-
son and is truly ours, it could not have been foreseen, even though its
antecedents explain it when once it has been accomplished. And though
it be the realizing of an intention, it differs, as a present and new reality,
from the intention, which can never aim at anything but recommenc-
ing or rearranging the past. Mechanism and finalism are therefore, here,
only external views of our conduct. They extract its intellectuality. But
our conduct slips between them and extends much further. Once again,
this does not mean that free action is capricious, unreasonable action.
To behave according to caprice is to oscillate mechanically between two
or more ready-made alternatives and at length to settle on one of them;
it is no real maturing of an internal state, no real evolution; it is merely
— however paradoxical the assertion may seem — bending the will to imi-
tate the mechanism of the intellect. A conduct that is truly our own, on
the contrary, is that of a will which does not try to counterfeit intellect,
and which, remaining itself — that is to say, evolving — ripens gradu-
ally into acts which the intellect will be able to resolve indefinitely into
intelligible elements without ever reaching its goal”, H. Bergson, The
Creative Evolution, op. cit., p. 358. On the other hand, the philosophic
orientation of these lines is multifaceted, as they may disclose a polemic
reference to Kantian intelligence, defined by Bergson as “preminently a

faculty of
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Hayka, mocrpoennasi Ha TpUHIUIE CBSI3U, a HE MPUUUH-
HOCTH, M30aBJIsieT HAC OT IyPHON OECKOHEUHOCTU DBOJY-
OUOHHOM Teopuu, He TOBOPS Y3Ke O €ro BYJILIApPHOM IIPU-
XBOCTHe — Teopuu mIporpecca. IlBmwxenue OGeCKOHEUHON
nenu sBJIEHUHE Oe3 HaYajIa U KOHIA €CTh MMEHHO NyPHAS
OECKOHEUYHOCTDL, HUYETO0 He FOBOPSMAs yMY, UMEIO-IIEMY

CIVHCTBA 1 CBH:’;I/I48 .

The creative freedom entailed in the Bergsonian
model shapes Cvetaeva’s voluntaristic rewriting of cos-
mic balances: her transtemporal oscillations between
the realms of izdaleka and daleko do represent a di-
rect manifestation of the anti-Darwinistic rejection of
causal links. Within a model devoided of the immo-
bility of causality, i.e. the “oscillation between two or
more ready-made choices” (“mesxny na u ner”), devia-
tion (perdition in the word) is a free choice, the celebra-
tion of intuition over intelligence®.

On the other hand, images of disjunction (razvejan-
nye zven ja) within a stellar context contrast with one
of Mandel $tam’s early post-symbolist poems, “Dusu ot
vne$nich uslovij” (1911):

Ilynry oT BHEIIHUX yCJIOBUM
OcBo6OIUTEL s yMErO:

Ilenne — kumenue KpoBU —
Cupinry — u 6LICTPO XMEJIEIO.

W BemecTBa, MHE POIHOTO,
I'me-to Ha rpanu ToMIIEHLS,
B menn couerarorcs cHOBa

IlepBoHAUANLHLIE 3BEHLA.

Tam, B GecnpucTpancTBoM sdupe,
BaBemenn: cymuocTy Hamm —
Bpomenn 3Be3nunie rupu

Ha 3zanposkaBmue uvamu;

W, B nuroBaHLU mpenena,
Ectn ynoenwe sxu3znu:

8 Ibidem.

49 Similarly, the refusal of Darwinism that informs Mandel’$tam’s late pro-
duction draws on the principles of Bergsonian voluntarism; for this as-
pect, see also M. Gasparov, “Vos’mistisija Mandel $tama”, Smert” 7 bess-
mert’e poeta, Moskva 2001, pp. 47-54. In defying the ineluctabil-
ity of a fixed path, the polemic regression celebrated in “Lamark”
(1932), although entailing a descensional movement, is equivalent,

“Ha

noasuwkHON nectrune Jlamapra / Sl 3aliMy mociemHion cTy-

in its theoretical motivations, to Cvetaeva’s stellar deviations:

nenn. // K koabuenam comymych u k yconoruwm, / IIpomypmas
cpens amepun u 3Medt, / Ilo ynpyrum cXOXHAM, IO M3JI0TOM
/ Coxpamycn, ucuesny, kak I[Iporeii. // Porosymo manTHIO
mangeny, / Or ropsadeil KpoBu oTKakych, OGpacTy npucockamu
u B neny / Oxeana 3aputkoM Bonbiocn”, O. E. Mandel ’$tam, Sti-
chotvorenija, op. cit., p. 183.

Bocnomunanue teaa

O memsMmeHHON oTunzHe.

As opposed to Mandel’$tam’s harmonic anabasis to
the native star, Cvetaeva’s chaothic ascension, prompted
by a voluntaristic violation of fixed balances (“the /aws
of destiny”), and not by natural completion of the lat-
ter (“his appointed time”), does not coincide with the
reestablishing of a primordial harmony, but with its
polemic destabilization. Yet disjunction is functional
to reunion, as the abolishing of causal links allows for
the re-emergence of a temporal continuum (the per-
vonacalnye zven ja of panchrony) and for the recreation
of the Presocratic whole, the sea-logos of poetry.

On the other hand, Cvetaeva’s rereading of stellar im-
agery does not erase the Platonic subtext behind the
equivalence between souls and stars; in particular, the
latter clarifies the vertical orientation of the poem while
confirming the identification of the lower world with
the blindness of the cave.

After the discarding of terrestrial burdens — the links
of causality —, the poem’s ascensional tensions, intro-
duced in the second stanza by planetami, are reinforced
by an imperious upwards movement (kverch lbom!),
which culminates in the refusal of spatio-temporal pre-
dictability (poetovy zatmen’ja ne predugadany kalen-
darem).
spatial divide between mundane and poetic dimension

The vertical deixis of kverch points to the

and, within the extensive dialectics of /igh and low, re-
locates the poet on the non-terrestrial level of vertical-
ity, while anticipating the metaphysical geography of
“Novogodnee” (1927) and “Poema vozducha” (1927)°".

50 Ivi, p. 125. As Ronen (An Approach to Mandel stam, Jerusalem 1983,
p. 144) points out, the subtext of this poem is Plato’s Timaeus, with
its notion of the equivalence between souls and stars (“Animas nostras
partes esse caeli” — Plin, Naz. Hist. ILXXVI): “into the cup in which he
had previously mingled the soul of the universe he [the creator] poured
the remains of the elements and mingled them in much the same man-
ner. .. And having made it he divided the whole mixture into souls equal
in number to the stars, and assigned each soul to a star; and having
there placed them as in a chariot, he showed them the nature of the uni-
verse, and declared to them the laws of destiny [...] He who lived well
during his appointed time was to return and dwell in his native star”,
Ibidem. Compare Cvetaevas orpanhood in “Poety 2”:  “uro xe mue

LeNaTh CIENIy U NOCHIHKY /B MUpe TAe KaX ALl u 0T4 1 3psav”.

The network of latent correspondences between the two poems seems to

confirm the Platonic subtext behind the “Poety” cycle (see above).

“Kar Konym6 3noposaroces / C mHOBOIO 3emueil — / Bosnyxowm,

Xopsauue / Wcrunnt 3a6ynn!”, M. Cvetaeva, Socinenija, op. cit., I,

p. 441.
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While “Passesmnrie ssenns/IlpwaumrrOCTH — BOT
cBasp erol  Keepx a6om” sets the spatial transition
from terrestrial to ethereal geography, the impossible
forecasting of the eclipsis (ozéajates’]), besides disclos-
ing a hint to Puskin (“sol/nce russkoj poezii”)*?, marks
the passage from the dry causality of linear time (con-
densed in the calendar), to voluntarism as the moving
force of the poetic wor(l)d. A contradictory synthesis
is thus achieved between the hyperuranic aura of the
star and its rebellious — transient — path. As unpre-
dictability (nepredugadannost’) defines the ontological
borders of becoming and separates them from the im-
mutability of the thing-in-itself, the perfection of the
fixed stars, Kant’s “Best Welt”, is polemically invested
with the traits of phenomenal being. In establishing
a substantial equivalence between herself and a mani-
festation of becoming, Cvetaeva embraces the flow of
being, the reka-ret, while refusing Nietzschean remedies
against the “terror” of becoming. Mandel §tam’s stone,
the metaphysical refuge against the erosion of void, is
substituted with ethereal space, the realm of the poet-
flyer who is not afraid to precipitate, for he can pervert
space.

Superhomistic acceptance of void dominates the
sixth stanza, whose marginal lines create a distanced
ring with stanza III. The inner disjunction of the
two couples of verbs, 222, a ne sogryvajal rvja, a ne
vzrastivaja — vzryv i vglom! marks the monodirection-
ality of destruction, whereas the absence of harmonic
complementarity, signaled by the presence of the dis-
junction 4, points to the definitive reversal of Kantian
“Best Welt”. The dynamics of the poet-comet, whose
destructive movement is not followed by reconstruc-
tion, closely resemble those of Cvetaeva’s horse, a sym-
bol of poetry, which, like the comet, is grivasty;:

IToskuparomuii oroun — MOt KOHL!

Ou konpiTaMu He ObeT, He PiKeT.

I'de Mot Koy QoTHys — POOHUK He bbem
I'de Mol KOHb MATHYA — MPABA He pacmem.

Ox, OroHbL MO KOHL — HECLITLIN €m0K!

52 See also Mandel’$tam’s “Kogda v teploj noti zamiraet” (1918) on the
death of Puskin:
JleHHas UrpaMu depHL, / Bo3Bpamasch ¢ MOTHOYHOTrO mupa /

“910 conHme HOUHOE XOpoHUT / Bo30ymx-

Ilon rayxue ymapol kousit”, O. Mandel’Stam, Stichotvorenija, op.
cit., p. 72.

OX, OroHL H& HEM — HECLITLIN e310K!
C KpacHOI IPUBOIO CBUJIMCL BOJIOCA. . .

Ormesas momoca — B mebecal™.

As Cvetaeva hints in her sixth letter to Rilke, the
complex relation between the horse and its rider is anal-
ogous to the functional interchangeability between the
poet and the word® and leads to the creation of a third,
synthetical entity: “Tsoit Bcamauk! V6o Bcanuuk He
TOT, KTO CUAAT Ha JIOIIAAW, BCAIHUK — 00a BMeCTe,
HOBLI 00Opa3, HeuTO He OLIBIIee paHLIIe, HE BCAMTHUK U
KOHL: BCAIHUK-KOHL U KOHL-BCAIHUK: BCAIIHI/IH”55.

Similarly, the comet, in leading the others in their
path, becomes a symbol of both the poet and language
and of their transtemporal shifts as either text or trans-
lator. Like language, the comet is a deviating (diabolic)
force; like the poet, it is an ambivalent entity, bringing
both union, as it leads to the Messiah, and disunion, as
it threatens the straightforward axis of the other stars.
And like the horse’s flame (v nebesa!), the comet’s path,
a condensation of the zerror of becoming, is manifestly
vertical, as it is revealed by the morphological texture of
vzryv and vzlom (vz-).

The ascensional implications of the two nouns
clearly hint to the cathartical and creative value of de-
struction as opposed to the szerile fixity of Kantian stars.
The impetuous erosion of fixed borders is a prerogative
of the true poet, whose words annihilate (vzryvaet) pre-
constructed categories (the shadows of the cave, time
and space), while substituting them for true forms:
Op-

¢eii espreaem HAIMOHAJLHOCTDL MJIM HACTOJILKO IMMPOKO

“HamnoHaJILHOCTL — ®TO OT- U 3aKJIUYEHHOCTD.

pa3aBUraeT ee Ipeneisl, 4To Bee (1 ObIBIIUE, U CyIIUe)
sarmovaoTed B Hee” O,

The oxymoronic equivalence between deflagration —
the erasure of borders — and creation, — the dilation of
all borders to form an all-embracing whole — is rein-
forced by the phonetic similarities between vzrastivaja

and vzryr’’.

53 “Poirajuitij ogon’ — moj kon’!”
cit.,, I, p. 116 [my emphasis].

54 See also O.P. Hasty, Tsvetevas Orphic Journeys, op. cit., p. 154.

55 M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit.,, VII, p. 60.

56 From Cvetaevas sixth letter to Rilke, Ivi, p. 66.

(1918). M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op.

571t is interesting to observe that in his 1915 article on André Chenier,
Mandel’$tam quotes “explosion” (vzryv) as a defining trait of Romantic
poetics: “A poMaHTHUYeCKasd NOTHUKA HpPEINOJIAraeT B3PLIB, €X-
plosion, HEOXKUJaHHOCTDL, UIeT d(PexTa, HeIpeayCMOTPEeHHONR
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The constructive potential of explosion is part of Cve-
taeva’s self-consciousness as a poet: in her aesthetics of
natural elements, fire clearly emerges as a hypostasis
of the word, whose ambivalent power, both destructive
and resurrectional, points to the ethical necessity of the
poet’s self-immolation.

In “Moim sticham, napisannym tak rano” (1913),
the deflagrating potential of the word is clearly stated
in the first stanza: “MouM cTuxaMm, HAIUCAHHLIM TaK
pano,/Yro u He 3HaNA 51, YTO 51 — 03T,/ CopBABIMMCS,
Kak Opoiru u3 ¢Qonrana,/Kak mckper uz paxer” 8. in
“Cto drugim ne nuzno — nesite mne” (1918), a cel-
ebration of the creative and purifying power of de-
struction’’, the ascensional — cathartical — orientation
is made explicit by the reiteration of wysoko: “Bricoro
ropio — u ropwo gorial/VMl ma Oymer BaM HOUL —
csernal/Jlensanoit kocrep — ormesoit pouran!/Boicoko
HeCy CBOU BLICOKU# craH,/ Bbicoko Hecy cBOH BBICOKMIA
can/ — Cobecenuunnt u Hacnemaume!” 5 in “Sivilla,

the word-fire burns the Sybill’s body:

BLUKKEHA, CUBMJLIA: CTBOJ./Bce mnTunsl BhMepun, HO

“CuBninia:

Gor someu [...] Cusunna: BLIOBLIIA, CUBMIIA: 3€B/

Honu u rubenu — Ilpeso wMex nes./ IlepskaBHLIM
[epeBOM B JieCy HaroM — CHavaJjla JIePEeBOM IIyMell
orons” !,

On the other hand, as the poet’s incandescent initi-
ation in the word is counterbalanced by ascension (the
verticality of vysoko gorju and of the Sybill-tree), mar-
tyrdom contains the germs of resurrection: deflagration
is death into enlightened life, as opposed to the birth

aKyCTUKWM M HUKOTAa HE 3HAET, BO 4TO eii caMoil 06XxomuTCs
necus”, “Zametki o Sen'e”, O. Mandel$tam, Stichotvorenija, op. cit.,
p. 490. Interestingly enough, all of these characteristics can be easily re-
ferred to Cvetaeva’s poetry, which was clearly influenced by the Roman-
tic literary legacy. The romantic aura of this word has been pointed out
also by T. Venclova (“Almost a Hundred Years Later: Toward a Com-
parison of Karolina Pavlova and Marina Cvetaeva’, Essays on Karolina
Pavlova, Evanston 2001, pp. 187-214) apropos of the similarities be-
tween Cvetaeva and K. Pavlova: “Both women favour the word vzryv
(explosion, burst), which corresponds to the general intensely romantic
tone of their works”.

58 M. Cvetaeva, Socinenija, op. cit., p. 45.

5 Notice that apocalyptical associations mark the same genesis of Cve-
taeva: “Kpacuoro kucrnio / pabuna saaczaacs / nadaau aucmos/
S pomunacs/Crnopuau coTHU KOAOKONOB/IleHL GBIT Cy660T-
uwit: Hoann Bozocaoe”, Ivi, p. 64. In perturbating natural order, the
birth of the poet closely resembles the destructive dialetics of the tetradic
sequence of gerunds: “Zza ...a ne vzrascivaja’.

50 Ivi, p. 99.

51 Ivi, p. 189.

into unenlightened death of descension.

The temporal disharmony of these lines — the non se-
quitur of destruction — is coupled by the spatial dishar-
mony of the third line, woja stezja, grivastaja krivaja,
an extreme formulation of the poetics of deviation. An
ideal counterpart of Christ-BloK’s firm path - nerusima

tvoja stezja®® — Cvetaeva’s diabolic non linearity will then

contaminate Mandel "$tam’s sardonic self-portrait®:

9710 Kakasa ynuna?

Y muna Manpeanmrama.

Uro 3a pamuausa vyeprosal
Kak ee uu BuiBepThIBait

Kpueo zeyuum, a ne npamo.
MauJio B HeM OLLIO JMHEAHOTrO
HpaBa on He ObLIO JIUIEHIOBO,
W moromy a0 ynuna
Wanau, Bepueit, 510 siMa/
Tak 1 30BeTCs IO UMEHU
DTtoro Mangennmrama.

64

Interestingly enough, the refusal of straightness in-
forms also Mandel’$tam’s self-definition in “Grifel 'naja
oda” (1923)%:

Kro 57 He xamenomuk npamot,
He kpoBeapmuk, HEe KOpabeJLIIUK;
Jeypywnur 4, ¢ 080GUHOT KymIOH.
S HOUM ApYT, A QHA 3aCTPEILINUK.

A functional equivalent of Mandel’Stam’s negative
definition of the poet, Cvetaeva’s fourth, assertive stanza
is linked to the poem’s intro through the semantic
equivalence between “poet” and the periphrasis “on tot,
kto”.

The semantics of displacement dominate the four
lines at both the spatial (smesivaer) and the ontological
level (obmanyvaet) and reenact the symbolic deviation
produced by duplication®® in Mandel$tam’s oda.

62 “Ty prochodi§” na zapad solnca”,1916, Ivi, p. 66.

63 “Ero kakaja ulica?” (1935), O. Mandel Stam, Stichotvorenija, op. cit., p.
209 [my empbhasis].

64 Notice the indirect (?) reference to Cvetaeva’s lines: “He uncaamunmcs
B Bamux cupasovyrukax, / VM cBasounas ama — gom” .

65 0. Mandel$tam, Stichotvorenija, op. cit., p. 90.

66 As Ronen (An Approach, op. cit., pp. 198-99) points out, the dual-
ism inherent in Mandel’$tam’s autodescription has its model in Orphic
poetry. Similarly, Cveateva’s poet, a reincarnation of Orpheus in the
transtemporal continuum of the word, is an oxymoronic entity, acting
as both a medium and an iconoclast. Forced into form by the pro-
teiform hands of the poet (dvurusnik), reality is either dismembered,
as it happens in these lines, or recomposed. Thus, in “Orfej” (1921)
the disordering force of “Poety” (on ros, kto smesivaet karty) is trans-
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In this fourth stanza, transcendence of physical con-
straints (obmanyvaet ves i séet), torn to pieces like Or-
pheus’ body, anticipates the poet’s impalpability in “Cto
ze mne delat’ slepcu i posynku”: “Umo ace mne deaams
[...]

besmeprocmyio/ B mupe mep?!”. The Platonic subtext of

C amoit nesecomocmuio/B mupe zups/ [...] C amot
these lines is confirmed by contextual occurrences, as in
the “Sybill” cycle “weight” and “measure” are sad com-

panions of the falling into (unenlightened) life:

Ilnaun manenokuii: posxkmeHne B Bec!

Tne 3anexn ero menpor?
Ilnaun MajleHLKUR: POKIEHLE B CUET,

W B kposp,

" B not?.

As weight marks the descension into the cave, eman-
cipation from its mortal burden accompanies the glori-
ous ascension of the poet-vozduchoborec of “Poema voz-

ducha” (1927):

Crnasa Tebe, momycrrBuieMy Opemnu:
Bousbme ve Bemy.
Crnasa Tebe, 0OBANMBIIEMY KDLIIIY:
Bouspme ve caprmry.
CousHnenpuyacTHast, 60LIne

He MYPLIOCD.
Hyx! He nymy yx!
TBeproe Tes0 ecTh MEPTBOE TEJIO:

Orrsrorena®.

Similarly, in “Novogodnee” (1927), immeasurability
(bezmernost’) marks the divide between the world of
contingency and the non-terrestrial dimension, identi-
fied with the vertical axis (vysoza):

Kak TebGe cmemnnt (komy) “momkno Opitn”, (Mmue :xe)
IOJKHLI OLITL, C BLICOTLI 0e3 Mepnl Hamwm Bennesio u
Beanenepm@.

A corollary to the fragmentation of contingency as
opposed to a philosophical all-embracing whole, mea-
surability is fiercely refused, as it happens in “Po-
ema gory” (1924): “Yacrmoct: memom/OTmedaTn —

figured into Sapho’s reordering, recomposing embrace: “IIpocTo-
Bosocoi necbaukn,/Boith Moker, BoiTanyaa cerh?”, M. Cve-
taeva, Solinenija, op. cit., I, p. 171.

67 “Sivilla — Mladencu” (1923). Ivi, p. 191.

68 Ivi, p. 443.

59 Ivi. p. 262.

JeJIO0 IMOPTHBIX [ . } Passe CTpaCTb — MOEJUTL Ha
vactu?/YacoBmuk s, uiu Bpaq?”70.

While these first two lines develop the “poetics of as-
cension” of the third stanza, in the subsequent lines, dis-
placement is realized through role reversal, which cou-
ples the morpho-semantic inversion in the first stanza
(poet-poeta): the poet’s asking (sprasivaet s party) re-
verses traditional “teacher-student” dialectics’!, whereas
the iconoclastic - futuristic — aggression against Kant
(Kanta nagolovu b’et) externalizes Cvetaeva’s radical re-
thinking of Kantian cosmology. It is interesting to ob-
serve that, as in the previous stanzas, defiance of fixed
models is reinforced by the vertical orientation of the
actions, sprasivat’ s party, bit” nagolovu, which imply an
ascensional movement of the body.

The image of the poet asking questions is a
metonymic transposition of the essence of poetry, an
enigma (zagadka), that, in Cvetaevas disjuncted uni-
verse, has no solutions, because it transcends (za-gadka)
fixed answers:

Ecau 6n1 MHE TOrma coBCeM NMOBEPUTDL, UTO OH AefCTBU-
TEJILHO HE 3HAET, MOKHO OBLIO OBl MOAyMAaTb, UTO IODT
U3 BCEX JIIOJEH TOT, KTO HUYEro He 3HAET, Pa3 HaxKe y
MeHs1, pebeHka, cupamusaer. |...| Hacroitunsriit Bonpoc
CcTUXM OOpaIIaeT B 3ara Ky U 3a1a4y, U eCII KaKI0€e CTU-
XOTBOPEHME CAMO €CTh 3araKa U 3a1ada, TO He
rajaka, Ha KOTOPYIO [OTOBas OTraqKka, U HE Ta 3alada, Ha
KOTODYIO OTBET B 3aIadUHUKE .

ma 3a-

While unpredictability (nepredugadannost’) marks
the ontological borders of the poet-comet, poetry sig-
nals the dialectical overcoming of the two poles of

70 Lvi, p. 416. Yet the Platonic subtext behind these lines does not exhaust
the spectrum of their possible meanings; besides defining the wholeness
of the true forms as opposed to the fragmented shadows of the world-
cave (the byr), “bezmernost”” may allude to érezmernost’, the defiance of
Horace’s measure in favour of the communion with the stichija-stich, a
distinguishing trait of Cvetaeva’s poet: from the symbolic potléc of “Cro
drugim ne nuzno nesite mne” (“Bce HONKHO CropeTh Ha MOEM
orue”), to the poetics of self-donation of Mary Magdalene; from her
black Puskin (“YysctBO Mepui?
immolation of “Vskryla zily”, the poet is the one who empties into the
sea of poetry to enundate it with his blood-logos. In the osmotic relation
between the poet and the word, death is functional to rebirth and empti-
ness leads to complete fusion (refilling) with the arché: [about the Sybill]

/ Uysctso mopsa”) to the self-

“Mou KUIU UCCAKHYT, MO KOCTHU BLIcOXHYT, HO ['OJIOC, T"O-
JIOC - ocrasut mue cyan6a!”, from a letter to Bachrach dated June
5th 1923; M. Cvetaeva, Sobranie, op. cit., VI, p. 561.

Compare the symbolist treatment of the poet-people (narod) relation-
ship as a teacher-student, sower-soil relation and the radical rethinking
enacted by Cvetaeva.

"2 M. Cvetaeva, Moj Puskin, op. cit., p. 53 [author’s emphasis].

7

iy
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the thesis (Kantian metaphysics, the triumph of pre-
dugadannost’) and the antithesis (ne-predugadannost’):
it is a za-gadka, a mobile entity declining into action
(trans-passing) the stasis of negation. In the passage
from negation (ne-predugadannost’) to affirmation (za-
gadka), poetry erases the possibility to cristallyze the
flow of becoming (the flow of logos) in the fixity of
pre-dictions (gadanie); like the anti-Galilean body of
the second stanza, it refuses the immobility of da i net
(“otvet v zada¢nike”) and deviates in the space beyond,
the ineffable realm of enigmas.

In the cyclical flow of poetry, the beginning and the
end, the question and the answer, are blurred points on
a tortuous line: every question is a response to previ-
ous questions (the wave that comes izdaleka) and the
solidity of any answer will be swept away by the next
wave, the one that goes daleko and rejuvenates the trans-
parence of dictions (gadanie) into the awkward grace of
enigmas.

Thus, the conditio sine qua non (the answer?) of the
poet’s questions is the rejection of Kantian reason and

of its links between cause and phenomenon, questions
and explanations. In this respect, the poet-iconoclast,
although resounding with a Majakovskjan subtext (“s1
PagOCTHO IUIIOHY, IUIIOHY B Jjuno sBaMm/fl GecueHHBIX
cnos tpamxup u mor” ), is alien to the Puskinian di-
alectics of poet vs cern’ entailed in Majakovskij’s invec-
tive’#. Rather, the symbolic implications of Cvetaeva’s
gesture are clearly those of a patricide, and one that re-
sembles Plato’s “killing” of Parmenides in the Sophisz.
For Cvetaevas cosmology to emerge, Kant’s cognitive
theory has to be deconstructed and substituted by a
new, flexible model based on intuition, the ability to su-
persede links, rather than on intelligence, the ability to
establish connections. The erasure of deictic constraints
emancipates the poet from the bonds of s¢j-¢as and al-
lows for the immersion in the panchronic sea of poetry.
In the communion with the arché, the old temporal
connections are substituted by a new, immortal link:
the symbolic conjoinment of hands between words of

the present and words of the past.

www.esamizdat.it

73 “Nate!” (1913), V. Majakovskij, Sobranie, op. cit., I, p. 114. Notice
that for both Cvetaeva and Majakovskij access to the word justifies icon-
oclastic behaviour.

™ On the other hand, Puskinian antagonism between the poet and the
others (see in “Moj Puskin™: “SI momenmna mup HA nosma u - ecez,

noata”; Moj Puskin, op. cit., p. 25) dominates the

second and the third poems of the cycle.

u BoIOpaJia



