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INTRODUCTION

The eighteenth century in Russian literature constitutes a complex transition from the old
to the modern period of Russian culture. The concept of Europeanization of Russian literature
has neither a satisfactory meaning nor a precise timeframe. The cultural shift from the Russian-
Byzantine model to the Russian-European model transcends the typical temporary unit of a
century. The eighteenth-century Russian literature, then, could be relativized, just like the terms
modern and Europeanization. In my approach to the study of the eighteenth-century Russian
poetic riddle, the timeframe presented is therefore subjective. It covers not only the period
between 1700 and 1800, but more broadly the period from 1670s to 1810s. The decade of 1810s
as a marker of the last period of the eighteenth century is arbitrary because the spirit of the
Enlightenment, with its progressive philosophical, political, ethical and aesthetic ideas, carries
over not only into the first quarter of the nineteenth century but, as some would argue, into the
second half of the nineteenth century.

The rise of the Russian Empire as a new political player and her distinct entry into the
increasingly cosmopolitan eighteenth-century European community offers a fascinating story of
a cultural metamorphosis. The national image of the Russian Empire, including her emerging
national literature, has been studied from various angles. One of the standard models of this
period in Russian cultural history is the model of Russian westernization. Russia’s cultural
importation and imitative tendencies continue to form the basis of the scholarly and non-
scholarly debates around the degree and nature of transmission of Western intellectual ideas and

trends.



The modernity of eighteenth-century Russian literature is characterized, among other
attributes, by the origin of new literary genres. Influenced by Polish cultural models, the East
Slavic authors of the third quarter of the seventeenth century began to experiment with some so-
called Latin poetic genres. Nevertheless, the deep-rooted tradition of kxuocnocms (Russian
Orthodox book-learning) continued to mark the evolution of Russian literature by shaping
literary tastes around the profit of historicity and didacticism. The progress of Russian formal
poetry, in the beginning borrowed from the Polish system of syllabic versification, was oriented
toward the religious and ethical implications rather than pure entertainment. With the
development of the Russian theater, the syllabic verses resonated from the stage where actors
earnestly presented to the Russian audience the seriousness of the dramatic forms. Tragedy as the
highest expressive form of patriotic sentiments was later and throughout the eighteenth embodied
by the syllabo-tonic versification. The Russian theater began to propagate not simply the
religious moralistic themes but the idea of statehood and national unity. Indistinguishably, the
progress of modern Russian literature became inseparable from the grandeur of the Romanov
dynasty.

Accelerated by the revolutionary charisma of Peter I, the rapid and impressive entrance of
Russia to the European scene was in the eyes of the Enlightenment philosophers an
overpowering contemporary cultural experiment. It was Russia imagined on the path to
enlightenment that influenced the European intellectuals’ perception of modern Russia.
Voltaire’s and Diderot’s involvement in the Russian Enlightenment project of Catherine 11
certainly is the most prominent example. Russia’s influence on Europe was symbolized by the
amount of interest in Russia’s intellectual engagement with the European culture. It was felt

both directly and indirectly via correspondence, travel, or temporary and permanent residency of



Russians in Europe and of Westerners in Russia. The unprecedented mobility of Russians (in the
context of the traditional culture), the upper-class experience of traveling to Europe for pleasure,
official business and education (often times involuntarily) established a bidirectional rather than
a unidirectional model of cultural communications. The unidirectional transmission of Western
culture into Russia, in my view, an overstated interpretation of Russia’s westernization that still
exists, is an inadequate approach to the study of cultural mechanisms in eighteenth-century
Russia.

How does the poetic riddle, a minor genre in Russian literature, fit into the cultural
paradigm outlined above? The investigation of the Russian literary riddle may appear
insignificant and frivolous. Despite the tremendous progress of the Russian scholarship of the
late nineteenth and twentieth century and of North American and European scholars of Russian
literature, the eighteenth-century Russian literature remains an uncharted territory. The
momentous effort in the scholarship was logically concentrated on the most representative
genres: dramatic works, sermons, popular satire, journalism, historical writings, novels,
translation studies, etc. Among poetic genres, the ode and the epic, as the most representative
cultural expressions of modern Russian identity, justifiably remain the focus of a literary
analysis.

Beginning with Feofan Prokopovich, Antiokh Kantemir and Vasilii Trediakovsky, the
dream of creating a national epic poem equivalent of Homer, Tasso or Voltaire and the national
repertoire of Russian tragedies haunted the Russian literary imagination. In the second half of the
eighteenth century, the literary achievements of Aleksandr Sumarokov and Mikhailo Kheraskov
were enthusiastically acclaimed by their contemporaries. Already by the middle of the nineteenth

century, however, with the breathtaking achievements of Gavriil Derzhavin and Aleksandr



Pushkin and the changing tastes of the reading public, the prided “eternal” works of Sumarokov
and Kheraskov had been archived rather than forgotten.

Foreseeably, the cultural memory of eighteenth-century genres of Russian poésie fugitive
such as riddles became ill-defined with the passage of time. By the mid-nineteenth century the
riddle genre practically disappeared, partly due to its fugitive character, and partly because it had
been replaced by the new cultural trends. Only handwritten albums and some printed periodicals
retained the minor poetic forms (acrostic poems, madrigals, riddles, rondeau, etc.) and other
forms of light (;erkast) or playful (urposas) poetry.® Charades inundated the popular culture of
the first quarter of the beginning of the nineteenth century, but the sense of literary value of these
poetic games had been lost. The nostalgia for the defunct literary forms was impressionistically
expressed in the social circles of aging men and their young conservative followers or by
timeless eccentrics, such as Petr Viazemsky, who seemed to live comfortably in the

sentimentalist past and the romantic present.

The benefit of studying the riddle genre, in my opinion, is found in the following aspects
of scholarly research: a deeper understanding of the binary opposition “serious” vs. “non-
serious” during the historical period when it was a “serious” matter to build national Russian
literature; a detailed analysis of the genesis and the evolution of the poetic riddle in eighteenth

century Russia in the context of cultural transformation; lastly, an attempt to explain the apparent

'The genres of jeux d’esprit did not disappear entirely in the nineteenth century; for example, in the letter to
Pushkin from Stavropol’, dated April 12, 1836, Pavel Katenin requested that his epigrammatic rondeau is published
anonymously in Sovremennik. (Pushkin, A. Sochineniia. Perepiska 1835-1836. 1173. P.A. Katenin — Pushkinu.
p.103). In Evgenii Onegin, Pushkin acknowledges the outlasting trends of the eighteenth century by referencing the
madrigal genre. In my dissertation | exclude the topic of genres of jeux d’esprit in Russian poetry of the nineteenth
century due to its depth and complexity.



contradiction that an irrational (i.e. obscure) literary genre was highly popular during the period
of Enlightenment when rationalism and clarity were considered the basic criteria of good taste.

From the view of nineteenth century Russian literature scholarship, a detailed study of
poetic riddles written between 1750s and early 1800s provides fresh ideas to the study of light
verse (poesie légére, reekan nossust). Although the riddle genre was no longer esteemed or
seriously considered by Konstantin Batiushkov or Pushkin, the cultural memory of the poetic
riddle continued to influence the future development of Russian light verse.

As | have indicated above, in the following chapters | will focus on the evolution of the
poetic riddle in eighteenth-century Russia. However, in order to understand its pathways on the
diachronic cultural plane, it is necessary to broaden the chronological framework of analysis.
The “long eighteenth” century, according to the editorial team of BXBJ/IIOOHKA: E-Journal of
Eighteenth-Century Russian Studies, encompasses the period between 1660 and 1830. Such
periodization of Russian cultural and historical paradigm is not entirely objective. But this
debatable position is not the primary concern that my dissertation is concerned with. In my work
| focus on the evolution of the riddle genre in the Russian cultural context through the prism of
the folk tradition, Old Russian literature (i.e. pre-1700s), Baroque traditions, and the neo-
classical and post-neo-classical trends.

The origin of Russian poetic riddles as a literary genre can be said to go back to the few
poetic riddles that Simeon Polotskii wrote in Polish language. Strictly speaking, this significant
Russian writer of the second half of the seventeenth century was not Russian. Polotskii’s
surviving works in Belorusian, Polish, and Russified Church Slavonic, comprise a significant
Slavic contribution to the Orthodox cultural heritage. Polotskii’s original combination of Latin

and Orthodox literary models was also modified after his permanent relocation to Russia. The



enigmatic tradition based on the rhetorical tradition of the Catholic and Protestant cultures, as |
argue, was an important element in the heterogeneous processes of the modernization of the
Russian Empire, but the Russian-Orthodox tradition continued to shape the worldview of
Russian national literature. In this context the origin of riddle genre in verse can be said to have
appeared briefly during the transitional period of Russian culture (repexoomnoii nepuoo). | did not
find any evidence that it had a direct influence on the development of the riddle genre in Russia
in the second half of the eighteenth century.

The poetic riddle that was entirely written in Russian language arose rather late (if we
were to contextualize the origin and evolution of the poetic riddle genre in other European
literatures). In 1755, the following riddle was published in the November issue of Excemecsaunvie
COltuHeHufl, K nojib3e U yeecelerHuro Cﬂyofcamue:

S BOpyYr U3 HUYETO POKIAOCH,

U Bapyr s B cuily IpUXOXKYy;

Co BcemH CMEJIO 51 CPaXKaroCh,

U Bcex B cmsaTEHBE IMPpUBOKY,

BeicTpee nTui s npoTekaro,

N uaro B IIyTH S HA BCTPEUaAlo,

Knonto, cppiBaro u JOMITIO;

HezamnHo cunel Bee TyoIio,

U cam He 3HaIO rae 1eBaroCh.

The initials M.X. concealed the twenty-two year old author Mikhailo Kheraskov. The
birth of Russian poetic riddle, however, went unnoticed. Most likely Kheraskov’s riddle
triggered the cultural memory of the genre in the context of Russian folk riddles and the foreign
riddles published in the periodicals, but did not refer to the Russian poetic tradition of the late
Baroque period. Simeon Polotskii’s literary works remained inaccessible throughout the

eighteenth except his elaborate poetic interpretation of the Psalms. The outdated syllabic poetic

form did not preclude the major Russian poets such as Vasilii Trediakovsky, Mikhailo



Lomonosov, Aleksandr Sumarokov and Gavriil Derzhavin from admiring the poetic experiment
of Simeon Polotskil.?

The Polish language as a cultural symbol was in decline, superseding its dominant role of
conduit of Western values to Russia from Latin and vernacular European languages. The prestige
of the French language replaced the cultural function of the Polish language. The formal
education, including of foreign languages, was not fully established and most Russians who
learned French (as well as German or Italian) as children did so privately with foreign tutors. My
perusal of Mercure de France led me to the conclusions that Kheraskov’s riddle was a translation
from a different foreign periodical or a totally original poem. It was not my intention to ascertain
the originality of Russian poetic riddle, although some serendipitous discoveries I include in my
dissertation to suggest that imitation of French poetic riddles was not uncommon between 1750
and 1810.

The poetic image of wind (the answer to Kheraskov’s riddle), “born out of nothing,” can
be said to be a metaphor of the birth of the poetic riddle in Russia. In my research | have
encountered many challenges due to limited or lost information. For example, it seems very
difficult to ascertain the exact date of creation of the riddle, “fI Bnpyr u3 Hu4ero poxuarocse...”
Was Kheraskov’s earliest published riddle also the first written poetic riddle?

Eleven months later after Kheraskov’s groundwork publication, a minor Russian poet
Adrian Dubrovskii saw the publication of his riddle also in Eoxcemecsunvie Couunenus. With the
second occurrence of a poetic riddle (on the pages of the single journal with literary content
during this time of the time) the riddle genre has begun to establish its unique cultural position in
the Russian neo-classical hierarchy of poetic genres. After 1756, the poetic riddles became an

increasingly common (although still infrequent) literary form that appeared in the poetry sections

? Polotskii’s verse translation of the Psalter had a lasting influence on the Russian ode.
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of Eaxcemecsunvie Couunenus. Perhaps, the legitimatization of the genre occurred after the
Sumarokov’s publication of his riddle “MeI pa3usl ecrecTBoM, paBHo kak JIA u HET...” in
October, 1758.
Mp1 pa3Hbl ectecTBOM, paBHO Kak JJA u HET
WJIN KaK ThbMa U CBECT,
W nosuHyeMcs BO BCeM MbI Pa3HOH BOJIE,
Jpyr ¢ Ipyrom cXoJICTBYSI BCEBO Ha CBETE 0oJIE:
MpbI BUIHBI, IBUKEMCS, HE TPOHET HAC HU KTO,
Tomy npuumHa Ta, yto 06a Mmpt HUUTO.

In comparison to the high frequency of riddles published in Western European literary
journals, the total number of Russian poetic riddles published between 1755 and 1800 was low.
The Mercure de France was especially well known for its cultural prestige and for the regularity
with which it published riddles and logogriphs in every issue. Another important difference with
the emerging Russian poetic tradition was the amateur nature of these publications. The riddle
and logogriphs that the editors of the Mercure de France published anonymously or with
attributions apparently arrived to the editorial office from the journal’s own readers. The
popularity of the Mercure de France was widespread so that it set tone for other French and
foreign publications. The French readers, especially those from the provinces, took an active part
in jeux d’esprit and enthusiastically mailed in “gallant poems” hoping to see them published
with other genres of poésie fugitive: idylls, madrigals, billets, chansons, eclogues,
epithalamiums, rondeaux, devises, portraits, bouquets, etc.

As rituals of civility in the polite society the spirit of gaiety and amorousness required the
perfection of these poetic forms in most European journals. The cultural significance of the

appearance of poetic riddles in Russian periodicals is the unspoken acknowledgement and

sensible imitation of the French cultural model. According to this model, the cultural units of



civilized behavior based on frivolity, entertainment, the art of conversation and leisurely
activities paralleled the traditional values of morality, religion, and loyalty to the family and the
nation. The harmonious relationship between the serious and non-serious elements in Western
societies reflected a philosophical underpinning of the idea of rationalism and social progress.

The amorous subtexts of gallant relations in the polite society, whether sexually
hyperbolized or non-sexually idealized, have required a deep tradition of secularism. In the West,
the Latin rhetorical tradition afforded a philosophical paradigm of Greco-Roman civilization to
the new world order based on Christian values. From the Greek riddle of the Sphynx and the
riddles from the Palatine Anthology to the riddles of Ausonius (AD 310-395), the enigmatic
tradition of the Ancient world was passed on to Christian communities as remote as the British
isles. The Anglo-Saxon riddles of the Exeter Book offer a unique example of the intricate
coexistence of pagan and Christian traditions. The collection of one hundred riddles by Aldhelm
(AD 639-709), abbot of Malmesbury Abbey and later bishop of Sherbone in England, is a
notable illustration of the mixing of Latin literary tradition and local folklore. For example,
Aldhelm’s inspiration was both the collection of one hundred riddles of Symphosius (also known
as the Latin Anthology) and the folkloric oral riddles. The coexistence of theological and
scholarly intentions with the comical and even obscene motifs was the norm rather than
aberrance in the Western riddling tradition.

The literary synthesis with the pagan enigmatic tradition, which was based on divinations
and folk riddles, resulted in a thematic diversity in Western Christian communities: riddles were
used to teach literacy, to train the mind, to instruct moral truths, and to recognize symbolic
meaning in the world dominated by physical objects. Although there are no extant collections of

poetic riddles in the Eastern Slavic literatures, the inclusion of riddling moments in the written



and oral texts of the early period demonstrate that the local riddling tradition (perhaps
amalgamated through the contacts with the Germanic and Scandinavian cultures) evolved in
response to the Christianization of Eastern Slavic tribes. The salient difference from Western
Europe was Old Russia’s cultural orientation toward the monastic culture of the Byzantine East
and the purposive anti-secular tradition. The majority of literary riddles from the pre-Petrine
period (approximately from the tenth to the early eighteenth century) were variations of religious
themes and biblical enigmatic modes. From point of view of the Russian traditionalist, the folk
riddles, which survived for centuries in the oral culture, were unworthy or even harmful to be
collected or recorded. During the infamous mid-seventeenth century religious zealousness
against the secular entertainment, the Russian State and the Russian Orthodox Church tried
unsuccessfully to ban not only the playing of musical instruments but also the telling of riddles.

By the seventeenth century, despite the growing cultural influence of Poland (and Polish
controlled Western Slavic lands of modern Ukraine and Belorus), the rift between the Latin West
and the Greek-East oriented Muscovy was paramount. The difference in the enigmatic traditions
is just one example of cultural variance. But the forces of cultural reconciliation were also
working steadily toward the redefinition of the long-lasting binary opposition “East” vs. “West.”

The Baroque influence on the dynamic social and cultural framework of the emerging
Russian Empire in the seventeenth century revealed the growing trends of secularization. The so-
called democratic satire (tales, songs, verses, etc.) strengthened the literary position of popular
culture, which continued to evolve in the eighteenth century. This cultural experience has also
become the foundation for the adventure novels of Mikhail Chulkov and Fedor Emin. Although
still in manuscripts rather than in print form, the first true collections of Russian riddles

originated in the vibrant social environment of burgeoning towns and settlements. The rise of
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literacy paralleled the spread of the popular mass literature (1y6ounas aumepamypa). With the
popularization of Western themes that have been brought to Russia from Poland the entertaining
element began to shape from the bottom up the negotiated combinations of Russian cultural
mores and subversive laughter. In correlation to the social and political upheavals of the
seventeenth century, the growth of Russian nationalism and the deep sense of self-identity with
Russian Orthodoxy prevented the unfiltered importation of all Western literary models.

The riddling tradition of both Western European and the Eastern European literatures is
characterized by the intricate coexistence and bidirectional interactions of folklore and literary
practices. It was not my purpose to analyze in depth these cultural mechanisms in the context of
the Russian riddling tradition. In the process of writing the dissertation | also excluded a detailed
comparative analysis of the enigmatic traditions in Western Europe and in Eastern Europe. The
discussion of Russian folk riddles that will follow should also be considered in terms of
contextualizing the mechanisms of bidirectional borrowings between the folk and literary riddles
rather than an all-inclusive study of the given problem.

In the two chapters devoted to the relationship of Russian folklore and literary riddles, I
argue that in the scholarship of Russian riddling tradition, the disproportionate weight has been
given to the folk riddle. Given their disciplinary bias, the folklorists and ethnographers denigrate
the qualities of eighteenth century riddles. The folklore riddle as a pithy enigmatic saying is
considered a model of the poetic genre. Folklore riddles, in general, tend to rely more on similes
and metaphors rather than descriptions. From this point of view the evolution from true riddles to
artificial and verbose poetic riddles based on periphrasis, description, or excessive use of simile
and metaphor, was a vector of cultural deterioration. For example, in the analysis of Vasilii

Levshin’s 3acaoku, cuyscawue ons nesurnno2o paszoenenus npazonozo spemenu (1773) (riddles
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in prose) or of poetic riddles by Aleksandr Sumarokov, Mikhailo Kheraskov, Ippolit
Bogdanovich, and Alexei Rzhevskii, scholars disproportionately emphasize the presence (or
lack of) of structural elements or themes found in the folk riddle.

The problem of the Baroque influence on the eighteenth-century riddle is rarely seriously
discussed in the scholarship. The notions B/baroque and Baroque period I use with caution to
avoid a lengthy review of the infinite list of secondary sources about the period roughly between
1660s and 1750s. Besides riddles, the enigmatic tradition of the European Baroque literature
included metaphysical poems, visual poems, acrostics, rebuses, emblems, devises, hieroglyphics,
etc. The Baroque style, known for its dynamism, irregularities, emotionality, elaborate imagery,
preference for visual dramatization, and, in terms of poetics, the cultivation of wit and rhetorical
conceit, historically is undetermined. It may coincide with the late Renaissance as well as with
the Western movements in literature, theatre, music, architecture and the visual arts characterized
as classical (which may also include the Renaissance tradition) or neo-classical.

Since Grigorii Gukovskii ’s rediscovery of Rzhevskii ’s poésia curiosa, the position
favoring the Baroque influences on the eighteenth-century Russian poetry has become more
compelling. The leading role among the proponents of the Baroque tradition in Eastern European
literatures in the seventeenth and eighteenth century belongs to Dmitrii Chizhevskii . His
remarkable survey, History of Russian Literature from the eleventh century to the end of the
Baroque, continues to provide a theoretical foundation for the study of Baroque tradition in
Russian culture. Among the pioneering Soviet scholars who accepted and studied the concept of
Russian Baroque worldview the following works are essential: A.A. Morozov ( see: Man’erizm’
1 ‘barokko’ kak terminy literaturovedeniia” in Russkaia literatura, 1966, #3; ibid, “Problemy

evropeiskogo barokko” in Voprosy literatury, 1968, #12; ibid, “Osnovnye zadachi izucheniia
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slavianskogo barokko” in Sovetskoe slavianovedenie, 1971, #4; “Novye aspekty izucheniia
slavianskogo barokko” in Russkaia literatura, 1973, #3), S. Matkhauzerova (S. Matkhauzerova,
“Barokko v russkoi literature XVII stoletiia” 1966), D. Likhachev (D.S. Likhachev, “Barokko i
ego russkii variant” 1969; ibid, “Razvitie russkoi literatury X-XVII vek: epokhi i stili” 1973), A.
Panchenko (A. Panchenko, Russkaia stikhotvornaia kultura XVII veka, 1973; ibid, “Dva etapa
russkogo barokko” 1971), A. Robinson (A. Robinson, Bor’ba idei v russkoi literature XV1I veka,
1974; ibid, “Zakonomernosti dvizheniia literaturnogo barokko” 1980-81; ibid, Simeon Polotskif i
russkii literaturnyi protsess (1982) and L. Sofronova (L. Sofronova, Poetika slavianskogo teatra
XVI11-18 veka, 1981).

It should be noted that among the abovementioned scholars a consensus has not been
reached regarding the typology or the chronological boundaries of the diverse and often times
amorphous phenomenon such as the Baroque. Most of them agreed that the Russian Baroque
emerged in the late seventeenth century and flourished during the first half of the eighteenth
century. My initial hypothesis was that as part of the Baroque tradition the poetic riddles by
Rzhevskii and Derzhavin confirmed the cultural extension of the baroque style into the second
half of the eighteenth century. If this is true, and for a moment if we suspend our disagreement
about Lomonosov’s Baroque and neo-classical poetic manifestations, is it fair to say that
Sumarokov’s experimentation with riddles also possibly put him closer to the Baroque culture
even though he tenaciously defended his image of a Russian Voltaire and a theoretician of
Russian Classicism?

In my analysis of the Russian Baroque tradition, which, in my opinion, indeed continues
into the second half of the eighteenth century, | have tried to reveal the subtleties of complex

conscious and subconscious contradictions among the eighteenth-century Russian authors who
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continually balanced a myriad of literary trends. Because modern Russian authors were
searching for their national identity they also relied on the imitative mechanisms of the literary
process (which was a norm of the European classical cultural paradigm). The poetic riddles
offered the mechanism of cultural metamorphosis. It embodied the spirit of experimentation that
gradually dismantled the dominance of the rhetorical model on which both the Baroque tradition
and Neoclassicism were founded. The riddle genre signaled the fluidity between the Baroque and
neo-classical literary worldviews, and, as a result, inconspicuously undermined the rigid
boundaries in the hierarchy of genres.

Another example of the mixing of the Baroque and Neoclassical traditions is found in the
works of Andrei Baibakov (Apollos), especially his influential handbook of poetics IIpasuna
nuumuyeckue o cmuxomeopernuu poccuiickom u ramunckom (1774) and Veecenumenvmvie
3a2a0KU ¢ HPABOYYUMeNbHbIMU omeaokamu, cocmoswue 6 cmuxax (1781). Baibakov’s direct
reference in Yeecenumenvuvie 3acaoku to Kaspar Barleus (Gaspard Barlaeus) confirmed my
initial hypothesis that the rhetorical training in the secular and religious Russian institutions, as
well as the learning among the educated Russians of foreign languages, including Latin, has

introduced many Russian authors to the European riddling tradition.?

* According to J. Lacombe’s Dictionnaire portatiff des Beaux Arts “Barlaus (Gaspard), Poéte Latin, né a Anvers, en
1584, mort en 1648. On remarque dans ses Ouvrages une genie élevé, & pensées hardies. Mais son stile n’est point
assez chatié; ils manque quelquefois d’art et de méthode. Il a fait des Piece héroique, des Epigrammes; des Eloges;
des Enigme; &c.” p. 55. Lacombe’s Dictionnaire portatiff is not listed in Sopikov. The single Russian translation of
Barleus in the 18 century, according to Sopikov, was Noi, sozidaiushchii Kovcheg (translated by Petr Lebedev,
published in Voronezh, 1799).
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Arguments, Assertions and Hypotheses

In the dissertation, | develop the following arguments (ARG), assertions (A) and

hypotheses (H):

1.1. (A) Riddling, a type of folklore activity, is a universal phenomenon. Riddling tradition
combines both local (i.e. unique to the local folklore traditions) and international
characteristics (i.e. in the processes of borrowings and transformations a local folklore
inevitably shares commonalities with the neighboring and non-neighboring local folklore
traditions).

1.2. (A) The majority of Russian folk riddles are variable texts. Russian folk riddles are based on
the invariable structural elements, such as orality, lexical economy, a descriptive thematic
range of natural or household objects, and unique to folklore linguistic and poetic style.

1.3.(A) Russian literary riddles fall into the following categories - riddles in verse, riddles in
prose, and riddles which are structurally incorporated into other literary forms (usually neck-
riddles in a fairy tale, a fable or a short story). The style of these riddles may be either
folkloric (i.e. imitations of folkloric oral texts) or “literary” in the sense of stylistic markers
based on a written textual tradition (i.e. Bible, rhetorical and/or poetic texts, etc.).

1.4.(ARG) The division between Russian folklore and literary riddles is fluid because “literary”
riddles may display some of the abovementioned invariable structural elements. For example,
a riddle in verse may consist of two lines (lexical economy) and may be a metaphoric
description of a natural or household object (thematic range). A riddle in verse may repeat

the metaphoric description of a folklore riddle but due to its verbosity may be considered as
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its corrupted version. A riddle in a folktale may be of folk origin and yet, because it is
incorporated into a literary composition, it is no longer perceived as a true folk riddle.

1.5. (ARG) The Old Russian literature cultivated a literary tradition in which allegory and
metaphor were used as a hermeneutic device of Orthodox religious values. In this context,
the genre of the literary riddle as a category of the Latin rhetorical tradition which
harmonized Christianity with the Latin grammatical and rhetorical teachings was entirely
rejected by the Russian Orthodox writers. In both the Western Latin rhetorical paradigm and
in the conservative Russian-Byzantine rhetorical paradigm, riddles with biblical themes were
used to educate the masses of Christian spirituality and faith.

1.6. (A) Both traditions inherited a complex system of hermeneutic devices, one of which was
the symbolic interpretation. The sense of the world as God’s creation and an
incomprehensible enigma provided a common ground and a window of opportunity for
cultural exchanges. The adaptation of the Baroque principles by Simeon Polotskii and his
followers in the seventeenth century offers an illustration of how the Eastern Slavic writers,
known as the Latinizing party, sought to harmonize the two feuding Christian worldviews
while maintaining the spiritual allegiance to the Eastern Orthodox Church.

1.7.(A) The obscene and non-obscene riddles of pure entertainment coexisted in the Latin
tradition. As legitimate literary constructions of the surviving cultural dichotomy of the
pagan past and the Christian present were therefore categorically excluded from the Russian
literary culture. Even in the eighteenth century the Russian riddle genre continued to be
founded on the paradigm of didacticism and religious reverence to the Russian Orthodox

tradition. The obscene Russian folkloric riddles and those riddles in the context of the
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pornographic barkoviana did not gain an official literary status and continued to circulate
orally or as handwritten texts only.

1.8. (A) Riddles acquired a pedagogical function both in the Western European and the
traditional Russian literary traditions. However, the principle of entertainment within the
pedagogical framework was viewed antagonistically in the Old Russian literary tradition.
Whereas the Horatian principle of dulce et utile was gradually harmonized with the Christian
worldview in the Western European literatures, the progress of secularization in Russia, in
which literary playfulness gained appreciation for its own sake, marked the accelerated
evolution of changing tastes of the Russian readers of the seventeenth- and eighteenth
centuries and signaled contradictions in the so called modernization and Europeanization of
Russian culture.

1.9.(A) Unlike the gradual processes in Western European literature the cultural innovations in
Russian literature and culture, especially during the reign of Peter I, were characterized by an
ideological cultural policy, political expediency and an extraordinary level of linguistic and
stylistic eclecticism. In my opinion, this may explain why authors like Feofan Prokopovich,
Vasilii Trediakovsky and Antiokh Kantemir, who pioneered the concept of dulce et utile in
Russian literature, abstained from the literary forms of pure entertainment (from their point
of view), such as poésia curiosa. It is my observation that it was not simply that these writers
were oriented toward Neoclassicism and rejected the Baroque practices. The slow
introduction of the poetic riddle genre into the Russian literary paradigm paralleled the
existing Russian riddling tradition in the original or translated prose.

1.10. (H) The poetic riddle genre was not popularized in the first half of the eighteenth century

because it was associated with the inappropriately sexualized literary expressions of
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European gallant behavior. For example, Kantemir who was fluent in Italian was acquainted
with the majority of Italian works of the Renaissance period. He probably would have
dismissed Straparola’s Le piacevoli notti, a collection of seventy-five short stories, with each
ending with a riddle in verse. Even if not all European riddles were inappropriately due
sexualized the other possible reason that Kantemir rejected the riddle genre was its
association with amateur writing and “useless” entertainment.

1.11. (A) The readers who contributed enigmas and logogriphs to the section “Pieces fugitive
en Vers et en Prose” in the Mercure de France and other Western European journals
represented the undercurrent of social liberalization. In the second half of the seventeenth
century riddling was associated with the elite society and the professional writers who played
a leading cultural part in the culture of salons. It was also in the salons that the social mixing
of aristocracy and bourgeoisie began to occur. The diversity of social, gender and age
designators in the Mercure de France, therefore, symbolically contrasts with the identified
Russian contributors (mainly literary men and students).

1.12. (A) Trediakovsky was one of the first Russian authors who attempted to cultivate the
salon culture in Russia, where little was known about the salon riddling tradition.
Trediakovsky’s E30a 6 ocmpos mo6su (1730) lacked the riddles proper but introduced a
version of the aesthetic of the riddling tradition which encouraged the young readers of the
Russian Imperial court to decipher the mythological language of love in the same manner
that they were trained to decipher the symbols and emblems of imperial ceremonies and
fireworks. In the eyes of advocates of Peter I’s reforms the Russian cultural expedience lay in
the cultivation of social trends which propped the sense of elitism rather than

democratization. The education of the elites was the political program throughout the
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eighteenth century in Russia. It is not accidental that the origin of the riddle genre, refined by
the progressive nobles or students of the seminaries, fell on the second half of the century
when the program of Russian Enlightenment, initiated by Catherine 11, coincided with the
increasing social stratification.

1.13. (ARG) The folklore elements of the Russian poetic riddle are misleading because overall
the Russian authors rejected the low popular style (npocmonapoonwiii cmuns.). According to
my analysis of the corpus of riddles, less than 12% of riddles are composed with free iambic
lines. The anti-neoclassicist trends, such as the comédie larmoyante and other literary forms
of Sentimentalism, signaled the growing tastes of the bourgeois class. In the vibrant social
structure of the Russian society, the rising noble class challenged the authoritarian model of
the Russian state by demanding greater social and cultural autonomy while also seeking a
political privileged position. As the Russian economy continued to thrive and the middle
class grew in strength, the Russian cultural elites did not favor bourgeois nationalism.
Catherine 1, with her German background and political shrewdness, also understood that her
authority depended not only on the legitimacy of her accession to the throne and the support
of Russian landowners, but also on the balance between the integration of Russia with the
European community and the advancement of Russia’s unique national mission propped by
anti-European rhetoric.

1.14. (A) Reinforced by the strong tradition of Russian Orthodoxy and nationalism, the cultural
period under the reign of Catherine Il (which was designated as the Golden Age of Russian
culture) represented the adaptation of Western forms and ideas in the fields of the sciences
and humanities. In the case of transmission of the riddle genre, the process of cultural

filtration demonstrated that Russia’s interactions with the Western enigmatic tradition were
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the opposite of coincidental. The cultural filtration, as much as this phenomenon can be
generalized, was meaningfully constructed and practically rationalized. In the context of the
semiotic change from the old (pre-Petrine) to the modern (post-Petrine) worldview, the
Russian riddle, as a literary genre, represented a minor yet essential part of the rational
perceptions of the irrational or unexplainable events in the natural world.

1.15. (H) The riddle was considered by contemporaries as both a didactic and a ludic tool.
Some authors, like Baibakov (Apollos) made it expressly clear in the title of the work about
his intention to entertain and to edify the human spirit. My stylistic analysis of the corpus of
riddles will show that the majority of riddles display the edifying principle (in terms of social
order, morality and the mysteries of nature as God’s creation). Even when the riddles did not
provide a conclusive pedagogical message and seemed to be strictly humorous, | hypothesize
that in the cultural environment of the Russian 18 century the contextual references to
everyday objects, such as a ship, wind, a rock, spider, peacock, etc., represented a religious
symbolic meaning even in the apparently secular texts like Jemckas @usuxa.

1.16. (ARG) The poetic riddle originated in Russian literature as a genre for adults. But it was
repurposed intentionally for children and young adults. Influenced by the ideas of Rousseau
and comtesse de Genlis, Russian authors started to advocate a pedagogical approach in which
a child’s curiosity rather than the punishment administered by an adult began to play a
greater role in the education of children.

1.17. (H) Nikolai Novikov, the source of intellectual and spiritual energy during the Russian
Enlightenment, was also a pioneer in the area of Russian children’s literature. Novikov
published the first Russian periodical for children and although it remains unknown if

Levshin’s book of riddles was meant for the children or young adults, it is a noteworthy fact
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that Levshin’s first book was published by Novikov. Considering Levshin’s monumental role
in the production of educational literature his first book had the young Russian readers in
mind. My hypothesis may be corroborated by other collections of riddles. The religious or
social themes in these riddles confirm that beneath the entertaining element was a message
that fostered cognitive skills training the young mind and taught to find deeper social
meaning. These poetic games provided an opportunity to discern in playful behavior a reward
for the complete serious work or a relaxation in a preparation for a serious activity.

1.18. [ARG] I argue that the reason for introducing poetic riddles into modern Russian
literature was not merely to borrow the European enigmatic tradition but to initiate the
Russian audience into the European literary culture. In this sense the traditional social
function of folk riddles as a type of a cultural test allowed to emphasize the new social order,
including the allotted leisurely time. Unlike the widely accepted European literary tradition
in which the Horatian principle of dulce et utile was widely accepted and practiced, the
justification of the social value of entertainment (3a6aBa) was gradually adopted in the
eighteenth-century Russian literature. The theory of the principle of literary play was already
advocated in the first half of the eighteenth century, but it was only starting from 1750s that
the literary forms of playful poetry (moatnueckue urpymikn), such as riddles, rondeaux,
madrigals, sonnets, etc., fully became a notable part of Russian literary culture.

1.19. (A) One of the evident proofs of the initiation of Russian culture into the Western
European cultural paradigm in the eighteenth century was the legitimization of leisure.
Leisure was no longer considered as antithetical to religious values. The Europeanization of
social and political behavior in the post-Petrine society, with the introduction of the European

forms of socialization (assemblies, balls, theatrical performances, private events, etc.)
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provided a cultural framework for laughter and enjoyment of secular life. This cultural
freedom was granted by the monarch as long as laughter was innocuous and the forms of
enjoyment did not offend Orthodox religious beliefs or the moral norms. In political terms,
the manifestation of secular leisure as a new form of cultural activity is represented by the
confirmation of the Manifesto on Freedom of Nobility by Catherine I1. In the larger cultural
context of the emerging cultural aristocratic self-awareness the popularization of minor forms
of literary entertainment was just one of many other private manifestations. As an estate
(cocnosue) the Russian nobles sought to synthesize the conflicting position of social
independence and political allegiance to the Russian monarchy. Ideologically loyal to
Catherine Il and the idea of Russian imperial destiny, the aristocratic literary camp excelled
at adopting the European literary forms the “high style” of the ode, tragedy, and the heroic
epic. On the other hand, there was also a phenomenon of aristocratic opposition (termed by
Gukovskii as Fronde, ¢pporoa) that drew inspiration from the ancient Greek and Roman
periods. The writers with aristocratic backgrounds focused primarily on the literary forms of
the Barogue and Neoclassical traditions in which Russian patriotism and nationalism was
modeled on the European debate between the “ancients and the moderns.”

1.20. (A) The riddling tradition of the ancients belonged to the category of cultural leisure. The
Greek and Roman riddling traditions have been associated with the theme of Anacreontic
wine drinking and relaxation after the consumption of food. The Latin influence on the
Western European enigmatic tradition traces back to Symphosius. Symphosius’Aenigmata
from the second century of late antiquity was the most influential collection of riddles written
in tercets of hexameters. Although the tercitary stanzas of the hexameter did not become the

formal requirements of the European riddling tradition, Symphosius’s hundred riddles
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influenced the Anglo-Saxon Latin poets (see: Aenigmatum liber of Bishop Aldhelm of
Malsbury, Tatwine of Canterbury’s religious riddles, Saint Boniface’s verse riddles, and
Beda’s prose riddles), the Italian humanists (see: Reusner’s Aenigmatographia (1602)), as
well as the German humanists of the Renaissance period (see: Strassburger Ratselbuch
(1505)). In France, the Latin inspired enigmatic poetry flowered in the sixteenth century
cultural centers like Paris and Lyon (Roy 165). And these are just selected examples of
enigmatic texts in the sixteenth- and seventeenth century European tradition. The interest in
Symphosius’ riddles existed also in the eighteenth century, as it is illustrated by Christian
Heumann’s erroneous attribution of Symphosius’ riddles to Lactantius.

1.21. (A) Greek enigmatic poetry played an important role in the Western European tradition.
It can be traced back to Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Heraclitus, Plato and the Greek playwrights
(Hain, 1). The Greek Anthology, consisting of two manuscripts, the Palatine Anthology (10"
century) and the Planudean Anthology (14th century), contains the cultural treasure of
occasional Greek poetry. The discovery of Palatine Anthology in 1606 in the Palatine Library
in Heidelberg, which contains epigrammatic enigmas in book X1V, has revealed to Western
readers the hidden aspect of literary culture of the ancient Greeks. The rhetorical exercises of
these ancient minor forms of poetry mixed with the cultivation of tasteful forms of behavior
and gallant courtship. In the French salons where debates between the superiority of the
ancient or modern cultures took place, the memory of Greek and Latin poetry of intellectual
entertainment was augmented by the French imitation of Italian poetry with its clever poetic
formal innovations, such as riddles-sonnets.

1.22. [ARG] The perplexing question which I address throughout my dissertation is why and

how did the genre of the Russian poetic riddle of the eighteenth century came about suddenly

23



in 17557 | argue that Simeon Polotskii’s riddles in Polish language did not have a direct
influence on Russian poets who began writing poetic riddles in the 1750s. | believe that the
future research may provide evidence about the direct borrowings of Russian poets from the
foreign sources.* However, my thorough searching of Russian translations of the French,
German and Italian collections of riddles proved futile. The eighteenth century Russian
translations of light verse (usually designated as Anacreontic verse by the contemporaries, or,
sometimes, Horatian) (Knabe, 775) permitted to introduce to Russian readers the playful
erotic and sensual elements of gallant behavior. According to my research, the European
poetic riddling tradition did not get the same level of interest in Russian literary culture as
other playful forms of poesie fugitive. It is perhaps on these grounds that Reinhard Lauer in
his pioneering work on the eighteenth-century minor poetic forms, Gedichtform zwischen
Schema und Verfall, had focused on sonnet, rondeau, madrigal, ballade, stanze and triolett,
but did not include a detailed analysis of riddles.> Influenced by Lauer’s study, I have tried to

fill the lacuna and to open a scholarly discussion on the merits of studying the poetic riddle.

Methodology

The challenges of researching the eighteenth-century poetic riddle outside of Russia are

numerous but are not unsurmountable. First, | compiled a list of riddles published in Russian

periodicals between 1703 and 1800. With the aid of the following indices | tried to identify

attributed and non-attributed literary riddles in verse and in prose: A.H. Heyctpoes.

* See Karabanov’s riddles. However, Karabanov translated riddles from the Mercure de France, not from the
collection of riddles.

> Lauer refers to riddles only in the following parts: Sumarokovs Madrigale (p.99, 102, 103,104) and Der Beitrag
A.A. Rzevskijs (p.153, 170, 171), and also references four riddles in lMokoswulica Tpydontobey by Petr Molchanov
(p.280).
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Hcmopuueckoe pazvickanue 0 pyccKux no8pemeHnsvix uzoanusx u coopnurkax 3a 1703—1802 ee.,
oubuocpaghuuecku u 6 xpornoaozuyeckom nopsioxe onucannvix (1874); K0.1. Macanos, H. B.
Hutkuna, 3. /1. TutoBa. Vkazamenv cooepaicanusn pyccKux sHcypHanios u npoooaicarouuxcs
uzoanuu 1755-1970 ze. (1975).

I have also consulted H.M. JlucoBckuit, bubauozpagus pyccroti nepuoouueckou neyamu
1703-1900 (mamepuanwvt ons ucmopuu pycckou scypuarucmuxu) (1995) to identify any possibly
relevant periodicals not mentioned by A. Neustroev or lu. Masanov. Additionally, | have
reviewed secondary literature on the subject of Russian journalism of the eighteenth century:
[1.H. bepkoB, Hcmopus pycckoii socyprnarucmuxu XVII eexa (1952), A.B. 3ananos, Pycckas
acypuanucmuxa XVIII eexa (1964), B.I'. bepesuna, A.B. 3ananos. Mcmopus pycckoii
arcypranucmuru XVII-XIX sexos (1973). | have relied on bibliographies found in the
encyclopedias and handbooks, such as A.B. Apcenbes, Cosaps nucameneti Opesrne2o nepuooa
pyccxkou aumepamypot IX-XVII eexa (862-1700) (1882), ibid., Crosaps nucameneii cpeonsico u
Ho6azo nepuo0os pycckou rumepamypul XVII-XIX eexa, 1700-1825 22. (1887), C.A. Benrepos,
I'.B. OnuH. Pycckue knueu: ¢ buoepaguueckumu 0aHHbIMU 00 asmopax u nepesoouuxax, 1708-
1893. (1897-1899), H. /1. KouetkoBa, A M Ilanuenko. Crosape pycckux nucamenei XVIII eexa
(1988-2010), C.A. JIxxanymoB. Pycckue nucarenu: 18 Bek: 0noOuOInorpaduuecKuii CioBaph:
A-4 (2002). Although outdated, a very helpful bibliography was compiled by V.Stepanov and
Iu. Stennik:: B.I1. Crenanos, }0.B. Crennuxk. Hcmopus pycckou iumepamypor XVIII eexa:
oubruuocpagpuueckuil ykazamenn (1968).

| have searched the following electronic resources: Google Scholar, WorldCat.org, The
National Library of Russia Online Catalogues, Library of Congress Online Catalog, Josiah

Brown University Library Catalog, Yale University Orbis Library Catalog, Harvard University
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Hollis+, MLA international bibliography, FRANCIS, Web of Science, JSTOR, Project Muse, A
& HCI, L’ Année philologique : bibliographie critique et analytique de I’antiquité gréco-latine,
®dynnameHTagbHasg eKTpoHHas oudnnoreka (PObB), CBoanbli kaTanor 6udarnorex Poccun
(CKBbP), Hattmonansnast Onextponnas Jlerckas bubnuoreka, etc. The basic search strategy was
to use the following keywords: 3araaka, 3araiku, 3arajky, 3araJkamu, 3arajgke, 3arajikou,
3arajJiKkax, 3aratka, 3araTku, 3araTtky, 3araTkaMu, 3araTke, 3araTkou, 3araTkax, eHUrMa, CHUIMbl,
€HUI'MY, EHUTMAaMH, €HUTME, EHUTMOW, EHUTMaMHU, SHUTMa, SHUT'MY, SHUTMaMU, SHUTME,
3HI/IFMOI>1, OHUI'MaMHu, OTraaka, oTrajgall, orragaia, oTrajgajin, OTraablBaTb, 3araJiblBaTb, 3aralyi,
3ara”yJia, 3araHyTh, pa3rajars, pasrajaia, pasraaai, pasraablBarb, OTBET, Iapaja, Iapasisl,
mapaiy, mapaaaMu, apajie, mapaaou, mapaaax, Jororpud, Jororpudsl, Jororpudy,
nororpudamu, nororpude, mororpudom, riddle, riddling, riddles, enigma, enigmas, charade,
charades, logogriph, Russian, Russia, and Slavic. If the search engine returned over 200 results |
then modified the search using different combinations of keywords. Another strategy was to
filter the search set and/or by relying on the fields from the advanced search option (i.e.
Publication Date, etc.). Other keywords gathered from search results were used in various
combinations in order to refine results. Library of Congress subject headings were also used to
filter the results or create search strategies.

The search for literary riddles in the secondary sources on the subject of Russian
children literature was productive but too extensive for a systematic overview of all relevant
literature. 1 relied mainly on the following studies of Russian children literature: A.II.
babymikuna. Hemopus pyccrotl oemcxou aumepamypot (1948), A.K. IMokposckas. Mamepuanvi
no ucmopuu pycckou oemckou iumepamypsi (1750-1855) (1929), and E.b. Kyapssuesa. s

cepama u pasyma : gerckas nuteparypa B Poccuu XVIII 8. (2010) Additionally, I have browsed
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monographs and articles with a focus on the topic of “Novikov and Russian children literature of
the 18 century.”

After indexing references to riddles in the Russian periodical literature of the eighteenth
century | began locating published collections of riddles or any other kind of publications that
might have included riddles between 1700 and 1799 (i.e. anthologies, games, etc.). | used the
following bibliographic resources: H. . HoBukoB. Onwsim ucmopuueckoeo ciosaps o
POCCUTICKUX NUCAMETIAX U3 PAZHBIX NEYAMHBIX U PYKONUCHBIX KHUS, COOOWEHHbIX U38eCmull U
cnogecruvlx npedanui. (pen. B. U. ®enopos, B.M. Koncrantunos) (1772, 1987), Esrenui,
Murtpomnomut (E.A. bonxoBUTHHOB), C106apb pyCCKUX C8EMCKUX NUCAmenel.
coomeuecmeeHHUKo8 u uyscecmpanyes, nucasuwiux ¢ Poccuu (1845, 1971), B.C. Conukos,
Onvim poccutickoti bubauocpaguu, uiu ROJHBII C108APbL COUUHEHUN U NePeBo00s,
HanewamanHuix Ha CI08EHCKOM U POCCULICKOM A3bIKAX OM HAYALA 3a8e0eHUs. MUunocpagui 00
1813 200a (2e w3n. Poroxuna) (1813, 1962), I'. 'ennanuii, Cnpagounulii c1o8aps 0 pyccKkux
nucamensx u yuenHolx, ymepuiux 6 18 u 19 cmonremusix, u cnucox pycckux ¢ 1725 no 1825 a.
(1876), H. T'ybeptu, Mamepuanet onsa pycckou bubauoepaguu. Xpononocuveckoe 0b603peHue
peokux u 3ameyamenvHuix pycckux kHue XVIII cmonemus, naneuamanmnwix ¢ Poccuu
epasicoanckum wpugmom (1878-1891, 1966), C. Benrepos, Kpumuxo-ouoepagpuueckuii ciosapo
PYCCKUX nucameneti u y4eHHblX Om Hauaia pycckol oopasosannocmu 0o Hawux onetl (1889-
1904), C. Benrepos, Pycckue knHueu: ¢ buoepagpuueckumu OaHHbIMU 00 A8Mopax u
nepesooduuxax, 1708-1893 (1897), H. T'onmubiH, hubauospaghuueckuii crosapv pycckux
nucamenvuuy (1974), B. CemennukoB, Mamepuanwvt 015 ucmopuu pycckou aumepamypol u 0s
cnosaps nucamenetl snoxu Examepuner (1914), T. Fessenko, Eighteenth century Russian

Publications in the Library of Congress: A Catalog (1961), B. Crenanos, FO. CteHHUK.
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Hcmopus pycckou numepamyput 1820 éexa: buobubruocpapuueckuil ykazamens (1968),
Cs00nblil kKamanoe pycckotl Knueu epaxcoanckou newamu 18 sexa (1962-1967), Early modern
Russian writers: late-seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (1995), Pycckas numepamypa 18
sexa. cnosapwb-cnpasounuk (1997).

| have reviewed to the best of my abilities bibliographic resources from the fields of
Russian folklore and Old Russian literature (ninth-seventeenth centuries) with the purpose of
identifying relevant literature. I have particularly relied on I1. Cumonu. Cmapunmvie coopruxu
PYCCKUX NOCL08UY, NO20BOPOK, 3a2a00K u npoy. XVII-XIX cmonremuii (1899) and M.
Aszanosckuii Mcmopust pycckou gporvkropucmuxu (1958, 1963).

Finally, I organized the corpus of texts using Microsoft Excel and Microsoft Access. |
structured data according to the following categories: “Text”, “Author”, “Answer”, “Publication
Type”, “Publication Title”, “Year of Publication”, “Number of Lines”, “Number of Strophes”,
“Rhyme pattern”, and “Meter”. Then | used color codes to identify the structural and thematic
elements of riddles. From this dataset I derived the following topoi: Supernatural, Relationship to
Nature and Mankind, Heroism and Strength, Birth and Death, Space and Boundlessness,
Metamorphosis, Service, Mobility, Reason and Emotion, Religion, Jurisdiction, Economy, and

Enlightenment. | used these data to analyze riddles throughout the dissertation.

Organizational Structure

Approximately twenty-five percent of my dissertation consists of the corpus of riddles
(texts or references to published and/or unpublished poetic texts). In this section, | offer the most
comprehensive list of eighteenth-century Russian poetic riddles up to date. The compiled list
represents my thorough search based on what was available to me in the North American library
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system. | worked directly with primary materials (most eighteenth-century periodicals and
monographs | accessed using Houghton Library at Harvard University), by borrowing
microfilmed materials using Brown University’s interlibrary loan service, and by using online
library subscription databases, such as Hathi Trust, and open access digital repositories online. |
looked for riddles in secondary resources, including nineteenth- and twentieth century academic
publications, in which, as | have learned, the eighteenth-century poetic riddles are minimally
represented. In this section | also offer for the first time possible answers to those riddles that do
not have a provided answer. The corpus of riddles, however, remains incomplete and requires
continued scholarly research in the future.

In chapter 1, | investigate a binary opposition between a folk riddle and a literary riddle.
The Russian poetic riddle of the eighteenth-century displays numerous folkloric elements. The
folk riddle has attracted the scrutiny of folklorists, ethnographers, and linguists, which in
addition to the social and cognitive functions identified the aesthetic aspects of the Russian folk
riddles. However, due to the cultural tradition of strict separation of folk and literary spheres, as
well as the absence of the Latin tradition of composing literary enigmas in poetic forms, the
Russian oral and written tradition of enigmatic writings remained apart despite clear indications
of interactions. My aim in this chapter is to explain why thematic similarities alone between the
Russian folk riddles and the eighteenth-century riddles in verse do not constitute the stylistic
characteristics of the latter as folklore-inspired. Moreover, their thematic and stylistic differences
do not render, as it is often argued in folklore scholarship, the literary riddles in verse a “bad”
imitation of a folk riddle.

Chapters 2 and 3 provide a more detailed analysis of the folk and literary aspects of the

Russian literary riddle, as well as its cultural contexts. The intention of these two chapters is to
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offer a new reading of the evolution of the Russian literary riddles from the Old Russian oral and
written traditions to the complex interplay of East Slavic Orthodox and Latin rhetorical and
poetic traditions in Russia in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Out of 439 riddles in the
corpus the literary qualities of the texts may vary, yet, their prominent poetic facets tell us an
interesting story of the formation of the literary tastes in which Russian and European enigmatic
traditions engaged each other in a myriad of combinations.

In Chapter 4, | describe the formation of the cultural paradigm of the poetic riddle in
Russia. Riddles symbolized the heterogeneous and incomplete state of the seemingly logical
constraints of Russian eighteenth century literary tastes. The genre of the poetic riddle was either
completely marginalized (for example, it was excluded from Boileau’s L ‘art poétique) or
designated as a peripheral epigrammatic genre. This chapter offers an overview of theoretical
attitudes toward the riddle genre and a historical perspective on the evolution of the poetic riddle

in eighteenth-century and the first quarter of the nineteenth century.
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Eighteenth-Century Russian Poetic Riddles: a Corpus

The following corpus of riddles offers a list of poetic riddles published in Russia between
1755 and 1799. The list is organized chronologically. It includes texts and notes: an answer to
the riddle, the author, the publication source, the year of publication, and other miscellany. | have
included references to riddles which I had not been able to access with the hope that these
references will facilitate the work of other researchers. Because my research focuses on poetic
riddles I have excluded references to riddles in prose.

According to my research, a systematic inventory of Russian poetic riddles has never
been attempted. It is for this reason that | have decided to include this chapter to facilitate the
work of other researchers. This list also offers an opportunity to overview the rich cultural
heritage of the Russian poetic riddling tradition of the eighteenth century before a scholarly
collection is produced.

| have tried to record the texts exactly and retain eighteenth century spelling (except the
“p”). Some riddles have been borrowed from modern publications. It was not my purpose to
include textual variations or to edit riddles. Because the texts have been available only in few
resources it was difficult to do a systematic analysis of textual variations, orthography or visual
elements.

I would like to point out that my compilation, although systematically researched, is
incomplete. Some riddles which are listed here are references to the date of publication.
Unfortunately, it was difficult to obtain copies of riddles either because the page numbers were

missing or microfilmed materials were not loanable. Some materials are still being processed in
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the interlibrary loan department as | am writing these lines. In summary, the corpus requires
continued work.

The riddles are classified based on the following codes: an Arabic numeral + the author’s
first three or four Latin letters of the author’s last name (for example, 7Sum — riddle #7 by
Sumarokov). If the author cannot be identified then the code is: an Arabic numeral + Anon (for
example, 12Anon — riddle #12 by anonymous author). The answer to the riddle is provided
inside the brackets [  ]. If the author of the riddle provided the answer than the type of the
answer identified (for example, an acrostic, a rnymed word, a versified answer, etc.) and the
answer inside the brackets is written in Russian (for example, [Kopa6:is].

If the answer is derived from elsewhere (including my guess) it is in English (for
example, [Ship]). The question mark (?) indicates that the answer to the riddle cannot be guessed
or found. The question next to my initials, for example (?KS), indicates that | am not certain
about my answer. My initials without a question mark, for example (KS), indicate that | am
certain about my answer.

The versified answer to the riddle will be classified with the same number as the riddle.
The @ sign will indicate that it is the versified answer (for example: @63Apo). The purpose for
this classification is to provide a logical map of references, if necessary.

The eighteenth-century spelling and orthography are given the priority throughout the

corpus.
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ACRONYMS:

Chten - Urenwue mi1st BKyca, pa3yMa U 4yBCTBOBAaHUS

ChtoNib - Uro-uubyns

DelBez - Jleno ot Ge3nenps. ..

DetsGost - Jlerckuii ['octunen, niun 499 3aranok ¢ orBetamu (1784)
DIgr - JleBuubs urpyuika

DobrNam - JTo6poe Hamepenue

Ezhened - ExenenenpHuk

EzhSoch - Exxemecsiunble courHeHHs K TI0JIb3€ M yBeceneHuto ciyxariue (1755-1757),
CounHeHus U TIepeBObI K MOJIb3€ U yBeceneHuto ciysxaiue (1758-1762), Exxemecsunbie
COYMHCHHUS M U3BECTHUS O YUeHBIX Jenax (1763-1764)

EzhSoch(lar) - Exxemecsunoe Counnenue (SIpociaiib)
Irt - Upteim npespanienssiii B Unokpeny

ITIS - U To 1 cuo

MagObZn - Mara3uH 001Ien0Ie3HbIX 3HAHUI
LekSkuk - JIekapcTBO OT CKyKH ¥ 3a00T

NovEzhSoch - Hossie Exxemecsturbie CounHeHUs

OtgNeSK - Omeadaii ne ckarcy, unu 10060nbIMHbIA 302A0KU C OM2AOKAMU OJIsL CMEXA U
yoosoavcmeus. Cuo, 1790

Pis - Kurganov, Pismovnik

PolUpr - TTone3noe yrnpakHEHHE I FOHOIIIECTBA

PolUv - Tlonesnoe yBeceneHue

PrPolez - [IpusiTHOE U MONE3HOE MPENPOBAXKICHHE BPEMEHU

PrVr - TlpazgHoe BpeMsi B TIOJIB3Y yIOTPEOICHHOE
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ProkhChas - TIpoxaasbie yachl

RastVin - Pactymmii Bunorpan

RaznPis -Pa3Hble MUCbMEHHBIS MaTEPUU

SbZh - Cankr-IlerepOyprekuit XKyprain

SbVest - Canxr-IleTepbyprekuit BectHrk

StarNov - Crapuna u HoBu3Hna

StoOdn - I'.b. Cmo u oona 3aeaoka. Mocksa. B Cenarckoit Tunorpaduu y B. Oxoposa. 1790
SvCh - Cro6oanbie Yackr

TrudMu - Tpynono6uBblii Mypageii

TRO - Tpynsl Pazymubix OOLIHUKOB (PYKOIUCHBIHN JKypHaI)
Vech — Beuepa

VechZar - Beuepusis 3apst

UedPosh - Yenenennsiii IlomexoHerr

UvZag - Appolos (Baibakov), Veecerumenvnoie 3azaoxu, co npasoyuumenvuvimu omeaokami,
cocmosimue 6 cmuxax. 1781.

ZerSvet - 3epkano Cera

Zrit — 3purenb
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1700-1754

Not found

1755
1Khe

51 BOpYr U3 HUYETO POKIAAOCH,
W Bapyr 5 B cuily IPUXOKY;
Co BcemM CMEJIO 51 CPaXKaroCh,
W Bcex B cMATEHBE IIPUBOXKY;
BeicTpee nTui s npoTekaro,

W 4ro B myTH 5 HU BCTpEYaro,
KitoHt0, cpriBaro u 10MiIo;
HeszanHo cuiiel Bee ry6uto,

W cam He 3HaI0 1€ AEBAIOCH.

[Wind]

(Kheraskov, EzhSoch, November 1755)

1756
2Dub

He co3nman ToT MeHs1, KTO co3/1ai BCE OT BEKa;
Onnako OBITHEM 5 CTapIlle YeIOBeKa.

S Bcemu BUIMMA, XOTS HE TEJNO 4,

K y6orum u Lapsim paBHa 1:000Bb MOs1.

To nanepen uny, To Ha3aau ObIBalo;

Ot mana B IeHb OJIMH BEJIMKO BO3PACTAIo.
XoTb 51 0e3 ria3, Mory Oerymux JOTrOHATb,
Ho Tonbko HUKOMY M€HS He J1b351 OOHSTb.

[Shadow]

(Dubrovskii , EzhSoch, October 1756)
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3Dub

Hu pra, HM s13bIKa, HU TOpJIa HE UMEIO,

OnHako roBOpUTh 06€3 TPYIHOCTH YMEIO.

Ho nomxHO npuHyX1aTh, 4TO Hayal sl KpU4arh,
A exxenu He Tak, s CTaHy BEK MOJIYaTh.

To npaBna, 4TO MEHs BCE UTYT HE 3aBEIIUKO,

Ho rosocy naroT noureHue ToJIukKo,

UYro noBunyercsa emy u Kussp u ['pag,
OcCnyIHUKY €ro )KeCTOKON TepmsT mrpad.

[Law - Poety XVIII (1972)]

4Dub

Ectb OpaTheB y MEHs BEJIMKOE YUCIIO,
KoTopble 01HO UMEIOT pemeco.

Ha Hux s Henmoxox, 1 camoi MeHblen Opar,
Monoamuii crapiaro CujibHs€ B BOCEMb KparT.
S Bcex Oe3cuiibHEE, KOTJa OJJUH CUUCIISIFOCH;
Ho ectb 111 kK 0ogHOMY U3 OpaTheB NPUIICILISIOCH,
51 GombIe B 1EBATH pa3 MpUOABITIO CHII €T0;
Kak GpaTbeB HET Npu MHE, HE CTOI0 HUYETO.
®durypa, roBOpsIT, MOsI HECOBEPLICHHA!

Ho 4t006 6bL11a OHa B IpYTyI0 IPEBpallCHHA,
VY4eHHBIX MHOTHE NOT MPOJIHIN TPYAOB,
OpHako He HalllIU I0AHECh KTOMY CJIEJIOB.

[Zero - Poety XVIII (1972)]

(Dubrovskii , EzhSoch, October 1756)
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5Dub

Ha mecte s 0oqHOM BeCh BEK CBOW MPOKUBAIO
XOTS ¥ 9aCTO B IUICH IOXMIIICHO OBIBAO.

Ho xT0 MeHs BlI€YET B HEBOJIIO MOJIOHS,
PykamMu HUKOT1a HE TpOraeT MEHsI.

XoTh Majo s cOOOM, BEIMKUM BEINYAIOT,

W mHOTHE BO MHE JyIII€ )KMIIUIIE YarOT.

J1o TeX mOp HUKOMY MEHS HE MOKHO 3PETh,
[Toka cynOuna MHE HE CYIUT YMEPETh.

[?]

(Dubrovskii , EzhSoch, December 1756)

6Dub

Yro nyuymiaro Hu €CTh BO BCEX MpeJenax CBeTa,
UTO HU LBETET B MOJAX CPEAU IPEKpacHa JieTa.
UYro B BO3/yX€, BOJIE HE MOXKHO N300pECTb,
Bce ciyxuT, 4To MEHs Ha CBET Cell IPOU3BECTb,
Bce ciykuT, 4T0 MO€ OTHO COCTaBHUT TEJO.
Poxnenue moe 0 K0iab BEIUKO AeIo!
PaspymmTbcs 1OJDKHBI BCE BELIU HANEPE,

[To ux moru6enu MHE JOIKHO BUJETh CBET.
Bce mronn MoeMy noIBEpKEHBI 3aKOHY,

S wacto u Llapei camux croustwo ¢ Tpony;

A €CTb JIM 51 KOTO OCITYIITHUKOM Hauy,

S ToTUac Bpen TOMy JKECTOKOU HaBENy.

Ho He cmoTps Ha TO, THYIIAOTCS BCE MHOIO,

N TomuyT cCMErOUYNCh CBOEH MEHS HOTO10,

He crniopro, s KoMy 10CagHO MOKaXycCh,

ToT ImycTh IphI3E€T MEHs, HA TO 51 HE CEPXKYCh.

[7]
(Dubrovskii , EzhSoch, December 1756)
1757

Not found
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1758
7Sum

Mp1 pa3Hbl ectecTBOM, paBHO Kak JJA u HET
WM KaK ThMa U CBET,

W nosuHyeMcs BO BCeM MbI Pa3HOH BOJIE,

Jlpyr ¢ Ipyrom CXOACTBYs BCEBO Ha CBETe OoJie:

MpbI BUJTHBI, IBUKEMCS, HE TPOHET HAC HU KTO,

Tomy npuumHa Ta, yTo 06a Mt HUUTO.

[Sun and Moon - ?KS]
(Sumarokov, EzhSoch, October 1758; see also: Sobr Soch, 1781)

Note: in Kurganov’s Pismovnik this riddle was published with an error — “ravny” instead of
“razny”. See Rak.

8Sum
XOTS ¥ HE X0XKY, XOTs U HE JIETAl0;
OpaHako HE B OJTHOM sl MECTE OOUTAIO:
HyCKaTI)CSI B HM3, HA BEPbX HOCUTHLCHA g MOT'Y,
U ne umes Hor, Kyaa xouy Oery.
[Wind - ?KS]
(Sumarokov, EzhSoch, October 1758; see also Sobr Soch, 1781)
Note: in Neustroev “Khotia i ne verchus’ ...”
9Sum
UYro Gombliie 51 BepUyCh, TO OoJbIIe OoraTero,
U Goabliie g ToncTEIO,

XO0Ts Ha MPUBSI3U B TO BpeMsl 5 Kak Iec:

OteuecTBO MHE JIEC.
[Spindle - ?KS]
(Sumarokov, EzhSoch, October 1758; see also Sobr Soch, 1781)

Note: in Neustroev “Chem bol’she ia verchus’...”; see also: DetsGost — 1784, otvet - vereteno
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10Sum

Sl BUIOM 4ENIOBEK, XOTS HE TOBOPIO,

He em, He nibto, B 11000BH HE TOPIO:

YMa Bo MHE XOTbh HET; OJHAKO MHOTO CTOIO,

Hapruccy made Bcex mogo0Ha KpacoToro.

[Statue - ?KS]

(Sumarokov, EzhSoch, October 1758; see also Sobr Soch 1781)
Note: First of two riddles titled 3aragxu ExuBouHbIs.

11Sum

Bechb Bek xuia Hara, Kak s Hara pOoxXacHHa,

CTI:II[I/ITBC?I HAroThbl HU 4YE€EM HC HO6y)KIleHHa.

JIump BhINIIA U3 MOCKBBI, CKOH4YaJIaCh XU3Hb MO,

N meptBas B Mockse Oblia B Oecene .

[Rumor (spletnia) -?KS]

(Sumarokov, EzhSoch, October 1758; see also Sobr Soch 1781)

Note: Second of two riddles titled 3aranku ExuBounsis.
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12Anon

Paxxnatbes Kax 01l ToJ1 MHE TOT OITPEAETUI

KTo Mup npekpacHblii ceil OT BeKa COTBOPHIL.
Paxxnaroch kax 01 rojl, ¥ KaXKA0W PEMEHSIOCH,
U nepemenoii ceii s1 6051€ yKpaiarch.

O Ko0JIb JOCTOMHCTBA UMEIO B CBETE 5!

W konp mactivBa )XU3Hb OTMEHHAs MOs!
Momnapxu, 1 HapOJ, ¥ BCS TOYTH BCEJICHHA,
JIroOUTH KU3HB MOIO M YTUTH ONPEJICICHHA.

Ho ckoinbko 6eacTBUS A0 MACTHS TPUEMITIO?

S moBeprarocsi IPEMHOTO pa3 Ha 3eMIIIO.
Hemunocepnoe MmydueHue TepIuo;

Ho teMm s mactue 6e3mepHOe KPETLio.

Bxosxy norom Ha TpoH ¢ Llapsimu coobiarocs,
U BmecTe ¢ HUMU 5 mopdupoii 001a4aroch.

Ho crapocts, kak Ha4HET MO0 KU3Hb ITOCTUTATh
Bce nmronu TyT MEHS HAQUHYT YK IPE3UPATh.

MHe B Tperteil pa3, cyap0a BeIuT, IEPEMEHUTHCS,
U ¢ HOBBIM 00pa30M Ha CBET MEPEPOAUTHCS.

O! Kak Benuka Belllb s B CBETE U TOT'1a:

Bcem HanoGeH Mol BeK, U BCEM TOKYCh BCETr/a,
Benukumu moapMH TOT/Ia IMTOBEIEBAIO,

W Tpenert ¢ cTpaxoMm st UHBIM B cep/lia Biarar.
C ToJMKHUM LIAaCTHEM Ha cBeT M bor mocnain,
Uto0 BCSIKOM MHOM, €BO IPEMYAPOCTD, TPOCIIABIISAI.

(]

[?, EzhSoch, November 1758]
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13Dub

KakoB st ecMb 0004, XOTSI MEHS HE 3HAIOT,
OnHako NepBEHCTBO BO BCEM MHE YCTYIAOT.
[ToxBanbHO B CBETE BCE, KOJIb 3/I€IAHO YTO MHOM,
Haxonsart upe3 MeHs U cilaBy U MOKOM.

S no6poe chicKaTh BCEX B CBETE HAay4Yalo,

ETna myTs k 106poMy KOMY OIpPeJeNsio.

Ho exenu u K 311y CO MHOIO KTO MOMJET,

Tort 31m0cTh cyry0ee cTo KpaT Torna Haiier
Korga xomy cBoM TajmaHThI U3IMBALO,

B ToMm 3110 51 11 10OpPO CTOKPATHO YMHOXKAIO.

[?]

(Dubrovskii ?, EzhSoch, November 1758)
Note: see Matveev’s article; Poety XVIII (1972)

14Rzh

S BApYT C CBOMM KOHIIOM Oepy cBO€ Hadajo
Uro 6e3Havanme Moe YK OKOHYAJIO,

W npupaimascs Tepsroch BMeCTe 5,

C puOBITKOM BIPYT POCTET U TpaTa 37eCh MOSI.
[ToToMm, uTo Oyny s, XOTh CIIyXOM ¥ BHUMAIO:
OHako caM TOTO IOYTH HE NOHUMAIO,

He 3Haro u TOoro, KOraa s JOJDKEH CTaTh

B ToMm BuzE, KOIi elie Tenepb MHE HE 1aH 3HATh.

[?]

(Rzhevskii , EzhSoch, November 1758)

1759

Not found
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1760

15Rzh

Hu 3Bepp HU 4enoBek, TposiKa, HO OfHa,

W B TpeTbuX HALECAT CTOATH OCYK/CHA.

B nepkBax, B KOJUIETHSAX U IO JOMaM BHJIAOT:
Hauano mupy 1a, He borom Ha3bIBaroT.

(]

(Rzhevskii , PolUv, April 1760)

16Sum

bes rpybocTu KOCHYThCS HE YMEIO,
A Telo camoe He rpy0oe uMero.
be3 numm HeBUaUM, a ¢ HeM moTpeOeH s
N npeyxaceH.
Moii Buj Bcerja npeKkpaceH:
S xpy Bcerna, v BCS B TOM KU3Hb MOS;
Ho ckoiibko 51 HU MOXKUparo,
Ot anubsl ymMuparo.

[Fire -KS]
(Sumarokov, PV, September 1760; see also Sobr Soch 1781)

Note: variation — “ort aiua”

17Bog

I'oTroBoe 51 nibtO U eM:

Her Hy>x b1 cobupats 60rarcTsa;
W npyx06sbl He uiy, HU OpaTcTBa
Bo Bcro MO0 TaM KM3Hb HU C KEM.

[?]

(Bogdanovich, PolUv, December 1760)

Note: In Kurganov’s Pismovnik third line is “Na svete mezh liubvi zhivu...
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18Bog

Text not found

[7]
(Bogdanovich, PolUv, December 1760)

1761
19Rzh

Uto penko Buaut Llapb, macTyx TO 3pUT BCEra;
A bor He BUABIBAJI OT BEKAa HUKOI/1a.

[Cebe mogo0HOrO]

(Rzhvesky, PolUv, April 1761)

Note: answer provided in 1001 zagadka... and Poety XVIII veka. Tom I. (1972). See also:
“3arajika okazajiach JOBOJIBHO MOMYJIIPHOM, U B B. Obu1a iepedpazupoana H.®D. IllepOounoii:
Uro peako BUAMT Lapb, MACTYX TO 3pUT Beeraa,/A ['epbenb He Bugan ot Beka Hukoraa?/OTBer:
"Cebe mogobHoro." @. lllepouna. N36pannsie npoussenenus. "b-ka moara", b. c., JI., 197,
c.182”

20Rzh

MBI nisTEpO ApY3€H, a MBICIIMM BCE HECXOJIHO:
N3 Bcex HaC nepBOMy YIPSMCTBO JIUIIb YTOJHO;
Jpyromy Kpacora poxAcHHas MUJIA;

XKenaet Tperuit, yTob 3amUTa C HUM ObLIA;
BockpenieHHast MbICIb YETBEPTArO IUICHSIET;

A C IIATBIM MHp JKHBET, OH OOJIbILIE HE XKeJlaeT.
[?]

(Rzhevskii , PolUv, May 1761)
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21Rzh

EnBa HauHycCh, Ay K KOHILY ITOCIIEIIHO S;

C npuOBITKOM BAPYT POCTET U TpaTa 371€Ch MOSI.
ITo Tom, uTO Oyay 4 XOTS IO CIYXY 3Hal0,
OHaKO caM TOTO COBCEM HE ITOCTHTAO.

He 38ar0 1 TOTO0, KOTJIa 5 JOKEH CTaTh

B ToMm BuJie, KOHi ere Tenepb MHE HEJlaH 3HATh.

[Word - ?KS]
(Rzhevskii , PolUv, June 1761)

22Rzh

XOTb BCAK MEHS Ha CBETE MIPE3UPAET;
OnHako ke 3a0aB HUKTO TaK HE BKYILACT:
Mexny KpacoT JIMKYIO,
Koro xonty Toro nenyo;
A KTO M€Hs yObeT,
ToT KpoBB CBOIO MPOJIBET.

[Komap]
(Rzhevskii , PolUv, June 1761)
Note: answer provided in Poety XVIII veka. Tom I. (1972)

23Rzh

3a To s MOYTEHa Ha CBETE MpeObIBalo,

Uto Bemu BCe B HEM MpEeBpaNiaro.
be3yyBCTBEHHBIM BellaM BIIararo 4yBCTBO 4,
A y )XMBOTHAro 51 4YyBCTBO OTHUMAIO:

To TOJKHOCTB €CTh MOSI.

Torpa s mouTeHa, KOraa MEHs HE 3HAK0T
Crio3HaBIIM K€ MEHS, HE CTOJIBKO ITOYUTAIOT.

[?]
(Rzhevskif , PolUv, June 1761)
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24Rzh

O uyeM nevaroch 5, KOJIb XOUelllb TO Y3HaTh,
To nosmxen BoceMb OYKB BO MHE ThI OTIaJlaTh,
MHe MHUJIBIX U y’KACHBIX.

Tpu TONBKO IIACHBIX TYT, YETHIPE K€ COTJIACHBIX,
besrnacnas onna,
[lepen mocnenHero CTOUT OHA.

JIBe OYKBBI TJIaCHBIS TOTAA YIIOTPEOIISIOT,

Korna y3pst npyseil, Becenbe 00bsBIIAIOT.

[Tocnennsis rnacHa TyT,
Tak Ha3pIBaeTcs; Kak Bce ce0s1 30BYT,
Opna cornacHa Tak 30BeTcs,
O ueM cTaparoTcs, Kak apMus AepeTcsl.
Eme cornacHbIxX B€, TAKOE UMS TEX,
UYem otimyaemcs OT TBapeu MblI OT BCEX,
CornacHy nepBy Tako Ha3bIBAEM,
Korga xoro cebe Mbl IpUCBOsIEM.

[7]
(Rzhevskii , PolUv, June 1761)

25Anon

S npexxzae Bcex Obu1a, U Oyy Hocie Beex,
[Ipnumnna ropecreii, NpuIMHA U yTeX:

51 Bcex KOpMITIO, TI010, 1 BCEX U OJIEBAIO,
S Besikaro pouty U Bcex s morpedato.

U cioBoM BCE, 4TO €CTh, Be3/I€ S HE OOHA:
Ho TokMO He TBOpel, a UM COTBOpEHa.

[Death -?KS]
(?, PolUv, June 1761)
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26Anon

S 3nenan kak Azam, XOTsd HE TaK JaBHO,
[apro u mactyxy s Hag0OCH paBHO,
Hanonxena MeHst OTOHb HE HCTPEOUT:
XO0Th B BOJY IOMAay, BOJa HE TOTOIHT.
JIe:)xuT BO MHE METaJl1, ObIBACT U TBAPOT;
VY3HaeT, KTO BCKPUHYHT HEYIITO THI ....

[Pot - ?KS]
(?, PolUv, June 1761)
Note: rhymed answer

27Anon

OpuH pa3 poauics, B APyrou pa3 ymuparo,
Vaxe BO azie ObLI, a paii Tereps y3Halo.

[Lazar]
(?, PolUves, June 1761)
See also: DetsGost, 1784

28Rzh

Kaxk pascyxnaTh Mbl HAYHHAEM

C Tex mop Tedst MBI 0OOpeTaeMm.

Toboit yTemeHs! ;kuBeM Mbl U B Oe1ax.
ThI TPOH MMEEITb CBOM B CcEpALIaX.
WHBIX OT ropecTy Thl U30aBIsIelIb,

WHBIM TBI TOpECTH CYTyOBl IPUIHHSCIIb.

[Love]
(Rzhevskii , PolUv, August 1761)
Note: answer provided in Poety XVIII veka. Tom I. (1972)

1762

Not found
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1763
29Khe

Kak xouems caenaiics, yMero nepeHsiTh,
U Belb Ha Ty’Ke Belllb CTAPAIOCS MEHSTh.
S BIOKY M TOTO, KTO BEK MEHS HE BUIUT,

B y0opax Hy»eH MOl COBET:

MeHst KTO HEHaBUIUT,

Co0o0i1 10BOJIEH HE JKUBET.

[Mirror - ?KS]
(Kheraskov, SvCh, May 1763)
Note: see also 1791

30Khe

I'epotickoii XpaOpOCTH s 4ACTO MOPAKAO,

[IpOTMBHUKOB MOHUX B MUHYTY IIOPaXXaro,
U noie Bcex UMeErO HOC,

B 3maroii ogex e s Bcerma 0s1Baro 0oc.

[Sword - ?KS]
(Kheraskov, SvCh, 1763)

31Khe

XOTs MEHSL HUKTO HE MPOCUT,
51 yacTo Ha KOHS CaXyCh.

Moii KOHb MEHSI TPOBOPHO HOCHT;
I'epoem 51 Ha HEM KaXKyCh.
Moii KOHb BOBEKH HE cliabeer.
XOTb UIN HE UMEET.

U Bcskoii yemoBek
HMmen cero KkoHs B CBOM BEK.

[7]
(Kheraskov, SvCh, May 1763)
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32Rzh

ThI gaBIIK MHE XKUBOT, OCTABHII I10 CeOe;
A octaBiucs s, 1aro )KUBOT Tebe.

Yro My4ych s Tenepp, yrexa B TOM BUHOM;
Ho 6yny mykoro yremieHa s Toi.

[7]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, June 1763)
Note: Rak's comment; variant "utekhi” see Poety XVIII (1972); see Matveev's (July?)

33Rzh

Yto My4ych 5 Tenepp, yrexa B TOM BUHOM;
Ho Oyny mykoto yremieHa s TOH.

7] |
(Rzhevskii , Pis,
Note: see Rak’s comment

34Rzh

[Tono6HO Kak Anam Ha cei 51 CBET POK/IEH;
JIMIb )KUTH WHAKO 51 B CBETE OCYIK/ICH.
[IpusTeH, Kak BUXKY; IO CMEPTH 5 MOJIE3EH:
OpHMM yTellleH $, IpyruM ObIBalO CIIE€3€H.
Bo Bpems jKU3HU S HUMAJIO HE XO0XKY,
Korna ympy, To Ger OpicTpeiiinii moKaxy.
51 rpoMOM ¢ MOJTHMEH MPOTUBHBIX MOOEKIALO.
JKuBoTHBIX Ha cebe BOKY,
U 10 XUBOTHBIM 5 XOXKY;
A HX HE MOBPEXKIALO.
[?]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, June 1763)
Note: Rak indicates as July
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35Rzh

I'e Thl, ¥ YTO €CTh THI, HUKTO TOI'O HE 3HAET;
TeI €CThb, U HET T€OS, U BCIKOW Ha3bIBAET.
ThI ¢ HAMU 3aBCEr/ia, U ThI )KUBEIIb BE3JIE,

U Het TeOs y Hac, 1 HET TeOsI HUTIE.

ThI CylIeCTBO BELIEH €IMHO O3HAYAECUIb,

W Hudero onsTh THI 371€Ch HE MIPHKITFOYACIITD:
Her menblire 31ech T€OsI Ha CBETE HUYETO.

N He mocTrKHEE ThI pa3yma BCEro.

[°]
(Rzhevskif , SVCh, July 1763)

36Rzh

TeI 1aBIIKM MHE )KMBOT, OCTaBMII 110 ce0e;
A ocTaBIIHCS 5, 1Al )KUBOT TeOe.

[7]

(Rzhevskii , SVCh, July 1763)

Note: (did I miss it in Neustroev?); see Rak's note: Kurganov combined this riddle with "Chto
muchus' ia teper™; see 32Rzh, 33Rzh

37Rzh

PonuTens moayiocts MO, MaTh CMEPTHBIX J1ap Hebec,
X0341H MO repoi, U nepBoi Apyr MHe Oec.

Sl yacTo 31aHUS OTPOMHBI CO3HU/IAL0,

W gacTo ropo/is! BETUKHU Pa3opsIo.

[7]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)
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38Rzh

Bcex OBITHOCTH HAIIUX €] M HAIIKX OJiar BEHEI],
Hcrounuk B cBeTe 371a U JOOPBIX JIen TBOpelr!
ToGoro MBI Oe/1aM ¥ TOPECTSM IO/ IBIACTHBI,

Ho 651110 6e3 TeOst Ha cBeTe BCe HECUACTHEI.

[7]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)

39Rzh

Bcero npeBsiiie 37ech T€0s 5 TOCTaBIISIO;
Ho 0oitee Bcero te0s s MOHUMAIO;

Bcero TeI O11Ke K HaMm,
U HemocTrKHEe BCETO ThI 31ECh YMaM.

[?]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)
Note: see Rak — variant “vsevo”

40Rzh

Ponuiics MepTBBIM f: KaK CyIIECTBA JIIIYCD,
C nuiieHbeM BAPYT KHUBA YXKE B IPYroil poKyCh.

[Day and Night - ?KS]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)
Note: see Rak — variant “Rodisia mertvymia ...”

41Rzh

Tol 51, a 51 €CMB THI, MBI JIBO€ ¥ OJIHH,

Her cxoxe Hac ¢ TOOOM Ha cBeTe HUYETO,
W pasznuiics co MHOM Tl OoJiee BCero.

He 51 €051 poau Tel MO#1 OKaUIIINIA CHIH.

[7]
(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)
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42Rzh

MeHns rioraenib THI ...

[?]
(Rzhvesky, SvCh, December 1763)
Note: see Matveev’s article

43Rzh

C m3umkoM BpPCACH A ...

[7]

(Rzhevskii , SvCh, December 1763)

Note: see Matveev’s article

1764

44Fon

51 B 1ome cpeny BOJH IJIBIBYIIIEM OOMTAlO,
KoTopoit HEKOT1a OT KaMHEH HE JPOKa:
XO0Th HE B 3eMJI€ JKHUBY, HO B Tpo0Oe IpeObIBaro,
Cam B Haka3aHbe 51 Cel CMEPTH MOXKEIall.
[Ship - ?KS; answer is a separate poem]
(Fonvizin, DobNam, September 1764)
1765-1768

Not found
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1769
45Sum

OTteuecTBO MOE NPAMOE HUBA,

He cokpriBatocs; st TBaph HE TOPJICTIUBA,

N oTkpoBEHHOE UMEIO cepLe 5
OT cepiia 4yecTh U 3HATh MOS:

Co BceMU 3HAIOCS, KTO YECTEH HIJIb OE€34YCCTEH,
EBporie Bceit MO BUI U3BECTEH,
Xusy 6e3 pyk, 6e3 HOT, 6€3 TOJIOBBI;

A Kak MEHs 30BYT CKQKHUTE CAMH BBHI.

[?]
(Sumarokov, ITIS, February 1769)

46Sum

Ilon kaMHEM CUM JIEKUT KaKOH TO YEPEIOK,
[Tox yepenkoM 3BEPOK.

ITo kaMHEM MEpPTB OH HbIHE NPEOBIBAET,
A YCPCIIOK €BO M B JXU3HU IMOKPBIBACT.

[Turtle - ?7KS]

(Sumarokov, ITIS, Feburary 1769)

47Sum

3n1ech TBaphb JICKUT KOTOpasi HE MEPTBA,
TBapb TBapu xepBa:
[Iposibercst ckOpo KpOBB e,

U mMoxet ObITh OT TBApU BIPEb Cel,
XoTs oHa 1 OyJieT MepTBa,

Takast e Bo Beku OyJieT KepTBa.

[7]
(?, ITIS, February 1769)
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48Pop

IToxosxxe Ha XaMeneona,
W1 Her nHOBa MHE 3aKOHa,
Kaxk TosbKO OcMexaTh U yTelars,

JlackaTtp 1 J0CAKIAATh, pyraTb U IOIIPABJIATD.

[?]
(Popov, ITIS, March 1769)
49Anon

EnBa u3bliiny B CBET ...

[?]
(?, ITIS, March 1769)

50Anon

JlokoJie 5 KuBa ...

[?]
(?, ITIS, March 1769)

1769-1770
Not found
1771

51Anon
f)

[?]
(2, TrudMu, 1771)

52Anon
t)

[?]
(2, TrudMu, 1771)
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53Lv

XOIHThb 51 HE MOT'Y, OJJHAKO K HE JIEKY;
COrHyThIM 51 HOraM MOJIIOPOIO CIYKY.

M 4acTO HOCAT BCE, CTOIO K€ BECh CBOM BEK;

A TOJIb3YyI0 TOT/1a, YCTaJl KOJIb YEJIOBEK.

PaBHO Kak ¢ dKEHIIUHOW, C MYKYHMHOO JIACKAKOCh
N TonpKo NUIlb K OAHOM CHIUHE UX MPUIIUILISAIOCK.
VYcranens Kak KOrja, KpH4HMIlb: MEHS [IOJIANTE,
A Kak MeHA 30BYT, Bbl CAMH OTraJjaiTe

[Crya]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

54Lv

Kakoii-To OpuyuimaHT MeX KaMyIIKOB JICKHUT,
Ho cxBaTuT KTO €ro, JIMIIL TOIBKO OTOEKUT

U mmroHeT Ha Hero ¢ 00JIE3HBI0 U TOCKOI;
Henb3s, 3HaTh, OpMILITHAHT B3STh TOJIOK0 PYKOI?
UYaca Tpu mosie’xaB, OH BECh BJIPYT MTOYEPHEET;
W Besikumii yx ero Toraa Opath B pyKH CMeerT.

[Yrouns]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

S55Lv

HecuacTHeliee Mbl Ha CBETE CEM TBOPEHBE,

W, 31aTh, COTBOPEHBI APYTMM Ha BCIIOMOKEHbE:
Tpyaumcst MBI U1 HOT, JUISl PYK, JUIS TOJIOBBI;

Ho 4T0 B TOM 10131 HAM, CKA)KUTE CAMH BBI;

I'oToBHMM NIy MBI, @ CAMU HE TJIOTAEM,

W chITBI OT TPYZ10B CBOUX MBI HE ObIBAEM;

MBpI TBepbl, HO yTO B TOM? XOTh KaMHSM MbI IOJJOOHBI,
Ho mbI B paboTe Bek, OHM JIe)KAT TOKOWHBI.

[3yOsi]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]
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56Lv

Kak 3neimuii Kpokoau, s poT CBOW pa3eBaro
W uto Hu OpocsAT MHE, BCe HAJBOE TEP3alo.
[1aTh MaIBYNKOB MEHS K TOMY 31y TTOOYKIAIOT,
A 6€3 TOro Mou U 4JIEHBI HE BJIaJIaloT.

[Hoxxuwu1rsl |
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]
S7Lv

Ky3Hen MeHs poauit; eMy JOJDKHA POKICHBEM;
[IepBelmuM ke CiryKy IIOPTHOMY BCIIOMOKEHBEM.

[Hoxuutsr]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

58Lv

51 BaM IBUIMHOYKY T'OPOXO MOKAXKY,
U1 He6o Ha mieyax s BalllUX MOJIOXKY.
A MeHs ToKoJIe HET,

To onuH BUIUTE CBET.

[Mukpockor]|
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

S9Lv

Yro? [lecars paboTatoT,

A J1BO€ Ha3UPAIOT;
Huuero »x HUKTO He 3HaeT,
Kak onvn He ynpasiser.

[Pykwu, rnaza, pazym]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]
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60Lv

Hwuuto MeHs Ha CBETE HE MPENbIIAET;

Bopnoto s xuBy, BoJla MEHS ITUTAET;

W Bony st mo0n0. A THEBHOE CBETUIIO

VYK O4EHHO-TO MHE, YK OYEHHO HE MMUJIO;

Kak ckopo nuiib 1ygam €ro st BUJIEH CTall,

C 6051BLIOI0 TPYCOCTHIO CBOM KOJMAYMILIKO CHSJL.

[I"pub]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

61Lv

MHO010 acTpOHOM TyJIsIeT IO MIPOCTPAaHHBIM Hebecam;
['eorpad mopory 3HaeT mo ropam, goJjiam, Jecam;
Kopabenpimuk 6e3 MeHs

Crout Ha Mope, CTEHS.

Komb MeHs ckopo Haiizer,

ToT HEMHOTO MHOM IIIarHET;

Torna oH SIKOpH OCTAaBUT

W nmapycsl HanpaBuT;

S xxuBy 6e3 pyk, 0e3 6proxa, HO UMEIO JIBE HOT'H;
Bce pa3zymubl MeHs T100AT, HEHABUST IyPaKH.

[[ipryas]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]

62Lv

XoTb OyMaXkka s mpocTasi, HO UMEK0 MHOTO IJ1a3,
N n3 Kpesyca s HUIIIUM NIPEBPATUTh MOTY TOTYAC.
Sl cnacenue ot CKyKH,
MHe Bce 11011 TOBOPAT;
S uenyro y Bcex pyku,
Bce MeHs1 XOTh BbSBb OpaHsIT.

[Kapts1]
[L’vov, TRO, 1771]
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1772

Not found
1773
63Mai

S Hu BO31yX, HU BOAA,
BeITh 3eMII€I0 MHE HE MOJKHO,
W He orHb 1, TO HEJT0XKHO.
Ho 4 B Bo3nyxe Bceraa

U mo HeM Bcerma neraro,

U Bcerna xenaHbeM Taro
YcrpeMuThes B HeOeca;

Ho npensitcTBO 00OpeTaro.
’Kuznu HET Moeit vaca:

A no Betpy pazHouycs,
UYenoseka He cTpamrycs.

A ero st yHorma

U Bpeautsb coboii ymero,
Toapko Tella HE UMEIO,

Hu nymm ot GoxecTBa,

A pOXyCh U3 BEILIECTBA;
JKn3Hp MOsT 1OTOJIE JUTUTCS,
Kak npecrany g ponurtsbcs.

[Smoke]
(Maikov, Vech, ch 2, 1773)

64Mai

51 B Tpex yacTsX 3eMJIM; MEHsI B UETBEPTOI HET;
MeHnst ')k UMETh B ceOe HE MOKET LEIbIH CBET;
Ho mup mens B ceGe umeer, u komap;

He moxeTt 0e3 MeHs1 3eMHOM CTOSITH I11ap.

B nemepax u Mopsx BCerjia MeHsl CpeTaroT,

Bo Buxpsx u rpoMax HEJIO0KHO 0OpeTaroT;

U Tak meHs x B cebe UMEIOT Bce OOPIIHL.

Tot Ha3Ban yX MeHs, KTO Ha3BaJI OT'YPIIbI.

Emte v To1 MeHs He 3Haemb? S ecMmb ...

[pust (letter P)]
(Maikov, Vech, ch 2, 1773)

57



65Anon

?

[7]
(?, Vech, 1773)

66Anon
He e3xy Ha KOHE ...

[Rooster]
(?, StarNov, 1773)

67Anon

COoOKOHHO OJTH IHH ...

[Money]

(?, StarNov, 1773)
68Anon

be3 nmpoBoxkaroro ...

[Prayer]
(?, StarNov, 1773)

69Anon
Kpyrom okoBaH 1 ...

[Diamond]
(?, StarNov, 1773)
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69bBog

51 MaTepbro UMEIO 3eMIIIO,
Ho OpITHOCTB TIpEXKIE 51 UMENT;
[Tpoucxo/s moTom, ObLT 3€JIeH, cep U Oelt;
Bnocienok TeMHbIN LIBET TPUEMITIO,

3areM, 4TOO MOT JaBaTh 5 CBET,
N 6e3 Tpynia MeHst HUKTO HE Ha30BET.
XKuBy B npocTbix n30ax, KOJb TaMO MOT IPUMETHUTH,
Uwuratenb, Thl MEHS TENIEPh HE MOT HE BCTPETUTh.

[Splinter (sryunna)]
[Bogdanovich, Lira, 1773)]

70Bog

Urto6 Mor, 9yuTarTesb, Thl MEHS UMEHOBATbD,

To momxen AeBsITh OYKB Pa3IMYHBIX THI COOpPATh,
W3 xoux ecnu Thl IO HECKOJIbKY YOABHIIIb,
[IpeMHOKECTBO IPYTrUX PA3IMYHBIX CIIOB COCTaBUIIb.
U mo>xenib Thl BO MHE CUIM 00pa30M HalTH

Ty KOHCKY 4acTh BOJIOC, YTO JIFOOMM MBI TUIECTH,
Mouery, 371eMEeHT U HEKOTOPO Opems,
XO0JOIHBIN CBETA Kpal, TOpPsYeCTh HEKY, BPEMSI;
Haiigeurs Bo MHe Jrofiei Thl XpaOpbIX peMeciio;
JIBa pa3a Thl HalAEUIb YUCIIO;

To ¢c10BO, YTO B POCTOM MBI PEUX IPOUZHOCUM,
Korga gero msl mpocum;

W cn0Bo, KO€ MBI B TO BpeMsI IPOU3HOCHM,

Kaxk MBI, cepasce, KOro TOJIKaeM UiIb BEBIHOCHM,;
N Ty )XMBOTHYO, YTO MBI Ha TEJIE HOCUM.
Haiigeus To B OykBax cux

BbICOKOCTB, BHYTPEHHOCTb U HU30CTh MECT 3€MHBIX,
becuncneHHOCTh OJTHUX JIETAIOIMX TBOPEHUH,
Komsicounyro 4acTh ¥ 4aCTb CTUXOTBOPEHHH.
Haitnems Thl MMEHA: TOTO, KTO KpaJI€T HAC,
Toro, KTo K Kpaxe MOKYIIaeT,

N mecro cTpamHoe, Kysia B IMOCIEAHNN Jac

ITo Bepe OCyXk€H, KTO B CBETE COIPEILIAET;

To cnoBO, Kak 30BEM MBI MTOJI3YIOLIYIO TBapPh;

To kauecTBO, KakuM 0000 OBLT TOPOUEH,

Korna B U3pansie ssBUiCsS MOJTHOMOYEH,
Erunerckuii, B BOJIHaX YTOIIINWN JIpEBIIE, HAPb.
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U cocrosiHuE B pOKICHBU YETIOBEKA,

KakoB BbIXOAUT OH Ha CBET,

U cBOMCTBO, KOUM MBI, B CPEAMHE HALLIKX JIET,
[IpnobperaeM 4ecTh U XyIiy JUIsl BEKa.

To uMs THI HalIEIIb, YTO MBI A€M BEIllaM,
3a KoM HUYETO0, X B3sB ceOe, HE TPaTUM;

To MecTo, KO€ MBI TOPOANM, CYeM, TIJIaTHM,
KomoTtum u kieum, 4To0 TO OMPaBUThH HAM.
Haiinems npupogHoe opyaue CKOTOB,
Pacryiiee nepeBo 1 HEKOTOPY MUY,

W napedenue poxx€HHBIX OTPOKOB,

N mecTo, rae cymuM Mbl pOKb WJIU TIICHUILY,
[Toroxy, mary0OHyo €.

Haiinems cenenue mrojei,

N Mecto npaBeaHBIX, U TO, YTO JIETOM B I0JIE
Kpectbstnun GepexeT u HaBemaeT 6oe;

U Ty pockoniHyoo npusTHOCTh, HAKOHETI,
Kotopoii s orer;

Ho 4106 poauts ee, MEHS U )KMYT U JaBAT,

W nocae 3a HUYTO OCTaBST;

Korna xe ko BceMy npuOaBHILb Tl OJIHO,

51 3Ha4y COPOK CJIOB U, €CJIM XOYelllb, OoJIe.

B TBOCH, unTaTENIB, BOJIC:

Ha pudmy npubupaii, moctaBs B NepBBIX JTHO.

[?]
[Bogdanovich, I. Lira, 1773]

1774-1778

Not found
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1779
71Derzh

S TBapb yma U pyK, MOsI 109b OECKOHEUHOCTb;

B mrosickoii st )ku3HU MUT, a B 00)KbEH )KM3HU BEYHOCTb.
EnBa st He HUYTO, HO S CIICTIBIMU 3pUM,

CocTtaBui1 Mepy $, HO 51 HE U3MEPUM;

Mory TeneceH ObITh, PaBHO U O€3TeNeceH;

CtpemsTcs Bce KO MHE, XOTh BCEM 51 HEU3BECTEH.

B orue, B 3emi1e, B Boze, B adupe cpenu chep,

VY Pyckux nama s, y HemiioB kaBasep.

[der Punkt - Bpemst, Dmoxa]

(Derzhavin, SpVest, October 1779)

Note: Grot’s comment — “brina HarleqyaTana, 6e3 UMEHH aBTOpa, eiie B C-nmerepOyprckom
Becthuke 1779 r. 3a okta6ps (4. IV, ctp. 281). Berpeuaercs HECKOIBKO pa3 B PyKOIUCSX
JlepaBuHa ¢ MOSICHEHHEM: TO4Ka. Mexay 5-M 1 6-M cTUXOM ObLI MIEpBOHAYATIBHO €IIe CTUX,
HarnevyaTaHHbIM U B BeCTHHKE, HO ONYIIEHHBIN B MTO3IHEHIIINX PYKOIKCSAX, BEPOSITHO IO
HesACHOCTHU cBoel: CTpeMsTCs BCE KO MHE, XOTh BCEM 1 HEU3BECTEH.”

72ADI

Cam nmomMenuk, caM KpeCThsIHUH,
Cam xouom u cam O00sIpyH,
CaM u nater, cam oper
U c xpectbsH 006pok Oeper.
Ortrapaiire!
Toak B ToM JaiTe.
He Ooiraiite,
Ortrapaiite

[OnHoaBoper]
(Ablesimov, MKOIS, 1779)
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1780
73Anon

51 oT Te0s MPOUCXOKY,

Ho na 1e0s s peko moxoxy.

He penxo 3a T000# TOHSIOCH,

Ho penko 160m ¢ ToOO# CTONKAIOCH

U penko ot TeOst Ha MUT g OTCTAIO.
Korpaa Te1 TOHHIILCS 32 MHOIO,
Crnemry nepen To6010,

Ho penxo s Torna, Kak Tl CTOUIIIb, CTOFO.

[Shadow - ?KS]
(?, SpVest, September 1780)

74Anon

?
[7]
(?, ChtoNib, September 1780)

75Ap0

Uwuratens! 3Ha10, 4TO T OyI€IIH JTIOOOMBITEH;

U TonpKO Kb HAYHEITL MOM MaJIbIil TPYJ YUTATh,
3axouelb OT MeHsl, 4T0O ABTOp ObLT HECKPBITEH,
3axoyelb, MOKET OBIThb, MOE U UM 3HATh.

ITox CeBep or MockBBI, Korja noizaenis k Boctokys;
To craguii mecTbaecsaT TeOST OCTAHOBSIT.

Thl y3pUILIb 31aHUE B ITyTU HENOJAJIEKY,

I'me ocHOBaTeNs CBATAro ¢ BEpOM UTHT.

Kunuiie cinaBaoe B OTedecTBe JeIaMu.

Poccust MHOTax b1 Uepe3 HEro cnaciach,

MawmaeB cTpalHoi 60l N3BECTEH MEXy HAMU.

B ocany Ilonsikos, cronuia Kak TpsCIacs.
Cracenbe ObUTO B HEM 32 KPETIKUMHU CTEHAMHU.
Benukwuii Takke [IETP, B HEM OT CTpeibIIOB CITaceH.

B HeM ecTh u BepTOrpal, B KOTOPOM S TPYXKYCH,
He B 1BeTHO 11aThe 51, HO B Tpayp 0OJEUEH.

A TpyZ MO# B TOM, YTO JIUIIB 51 TOJIEKO MPOOYKYCS
Mianbix yMOB ApeBa U JOKEH ya00psTh,
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Poctuts u nommBaTh Y4YCHUA BOOOIO.
J1a6sr OTeuecTBO MOTJIO TUIOAOB UX KIATh,
J1aObI cITy>KUTh OHH MOTJIM €My COOO¥0.

Ho ecTbiin MBICIIb M Ta YUTATENIO IPUKJIET,
KTo nmeHHo emy ceii Tpyj1 CBOM MOCBSIIAET,
VYpanuii u coro3 1Byx OpaTheB JOBECT.
[Ipumu ycepniHo, 4To ycepaue siBiser!

[Apollos]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

Note: titled 3aranka o counnurene

76Ap0

Hauana Het BO MHE, HET TaKKe U KOHIIA;
Kpysxok, mib nepcTeHek MeHsi u300paxaer.
51 cBOMCTBO TOJIBKO €cMb euHaro Tsopiia,
Ho cBoiicTBa MOEro OTHIOJb HUKTO HE 3HAET.
Kak mup emie He ObLT, TO 5 yKe ObLIa,

’KuBy HEBUIMMO U BIIpeAb S Oy1y KUTh.
JlenuThcs HE MOTY, HEJIBUKMMA, 1IEJIa,
Harpanoii 6yay BceM miib Ka3HUIO CIYXKHTb.

[BeunocTts|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@76Apo

Her B 6eunocmu KoHIIa, HET TaK)Ke M Havdasa,
Kpyr MoxeT HeCKOJIbKO MOJI00€eH OBITH €il.

EcTb HBIHE, OyzIeT BIpeib, U MPEXkIE BEK CTOsIIA:

Harpany nin MecTs BMECTHUT B ce0e Jito1eH.
O Helt MbI TOBOPUM M YaCTO BO3/BIXAEM,
A uro oHa B cebe, yMOM HE MOCTUTAEM.

63



77Apo

Bcero kpaTtyae s 1 JUIMHHSIE Ha CBETE.
Hert mepyiennei MeHs, MEHsI KpaTyae HeT.

B MuHyTax coaepkych B yacax U B LIEJIOM JIETE

Teuenne moe Ppa3siin4HO BCC UICT:

To B MenKkux JacTO4YKax, TO B JJIMHHOCTHU GBIBaIO,

BCGMy Jaro A )XU3Hb, U BCC s IOXHUPALO.

[Bpewmsi]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@77Apo

JInuHHEe 8pemeHu HET B MUPE HUYETO,

W BEYHOCTH CaMyIO Mbl OHBIM U3MEPSIEM.
Kpatuae Takke HET Ha CBETE CEM €ro.
Hamepenuii cBOMX Mbl B HEM HE JIOCTUTAEM,
W MeneHHO OHO, KOT/1a Yero 34eCh JKIEM,
U 6wicTpee Bcero, Korja B HEM BECETUMCH,
He »anp xorma B genax ero He 6epexxem,

A THICTHO NOTEPAB, IPEMHOT'O MbI KPYIIUMCH.

Huuto B ceM 0€3 HEro He MOXKET CBETE 6BITL,
U Bcex TeucHHe JC€JI MOXCET IIOI'IOTUTD.

78Apo

XOTs M UTYT MEHS U3/IPEBIIE BCE CIIEMOI0;
Ho s xoro 11001110, MOCTABIIIO BBIIIIE BCEX.
Ha kpyriiom s mapy cTOr0 0JHOH HOT'OXO.
BorarcTBa, macTus, ICTOYHUK BCEX yTeX.
WHble TOBOPAT, UTO 51 U €CMb U HET,
Jlrobumitem OBITH MOHIM KEJTaeT IEIIbIN CBET.

[DopryHa]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@78Apo

dopTyHa MUIIETCS C 3aKPHITHIMA OYaMHU;

W ecTbiiv OHASI CITYKUTh KOMY HAUHET;

Toro BceM mpeArnoyTeT, 000TaTUT JapaMH;
Tomy 4ecTh, KpacoTy, U 1acTUe JacT.

U ectibim OBI CKa3aTh, UTO HET €51 MEXK HAMH,
HuykTo ObI HOAJIMHHO € ¥ HE UCKAJL.

Ho exxenb ecTh OHA, ¥ MPABUT 37€Ch JICJIaMU;
To ObL1 ObI, KTO O €51 JTOBOJIBHO MCIIBITAL.

79Ap0

S Bewib npakaidiiasi Ha CBETE BCEX BEILEH,
be3 GiraromapHoCTH)X MEHS BCE IPUHUMAIOT,
N HacnaxxnaroTcs NpUATHOCTBEO MOEH.
Jpyrum MeHs JaroT, HO BCE MEHS TEPSIOT.

A Bce TO JIenaroT, He 3Has caMHU Kak.

S menparo TBopia, 11 TBapeu NEpBbIi 3HAK.

[’Ku3Hb |
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@79Apo

JKu3Hp Bemp qpakaiinas Ha CBETE BCEX Belen

Ho nparocts MbI es1 HepeKko 3a0bIBaeM.

To panocth, TO MeYanab HAXOAUM YacTO B HEW;
Ho kak mpoxoaut BeK, O TOM IOYTH HE 3HAEM:
He nomuum muiocreit, kakust B Heill TBopen,
Jlaet, Hac MuITysl, TF00S HAaC, Kak OTell.

2
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80Apo

A o6pa3 Beimasiro, 3epuano boxxectsa,

Ha cBere HeT MeHs cBOOOIHEH U yMHEH;

Ho Oosbliie cBsizaHa Bcero s ecTecTna.

Kak ntuuka B KJI€TOUYKE CHXKY, TOPIOS B HEH.
OKOBOHA KpyrOM; HO HY>KHbI MHE OKOBBI;

S umu 1eicTBYI0, OHM TOJJOOHO MHOM,

OHu, 4TO MOBENIO, UCIIOJIHUTH BCE TOTOBBI.
HcnosHUTh BOJIO, UX €CTh IOJT PABHO U MOM.
CMepTenbHO X JII00JII0, CMEPTENIbHO OTBPAIalOCh,
Ha ne6o s neuy, kak ¢ HUMHU pa3ay4yaroch.

[Ayma]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@80Apo

Hy1a ects BoliHsaro u o0pas u 3epuaio.
CB000/10i1 Taye BceX yMOM O/IapeHa;

Ho ¢ Tenom ectecTBo Tak OHYIO CBSA3AJI0,
Uro kak Obl ITUYKA B HEM OHA 3aTBOpEHA.
Bnageer yyBcTBaMu, a 4yBCTBA €1 BJIACHOT.
Pa3nenbHO neficTBOBAaTh HE MOTYT HUYETO.
CMeprenbHyI0 JTH000Bb M HEHABUCTh UMEIOT.
XO0Tsl paziyka UM HECHOCHEE BCETO;

OpHako ke UX CMEPTh KOHEYHO pa3ilydaerT.
TenecHslil Haml cocTaB peoOpaTUTCS B Mpax,
A nyx, OTTyzAa B35T, Ha HeOO BO3JIETAET,

I'ne nounBaer bor Bo nmpaBeAHBIX IyIIax.
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81Apo

S My4dy CMEPTHBIX BCEX M KYITHO YCIaXK/at0,
ToBapuiLel OTHIOb TEPIIETH HE MOTY,

W B 1ByX Tenax OJHY, g IyILy COCTABIISIO,

[To nmeHu 0HOM, HECHOCHA 51 Bpary.

Ha MHe cTouT Bech CBET, U BCE 51 B HEM CBSI3YIO.
UpesmepHOo BennKa, Ype3MEpHO U Malla,

Sl macTtue nar, 1 MyKOH Hakasylo,

TBOPIO UyZIECHBIE U CPAMHBISA JEJ1a.

[JTr060BB|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@81Apo

JI10606b ayniecHBIS J1e71a B HAC TTPOU3BOIMT,
HHuoii HemacTre B 1F0OBUA CBOEH KIIajeT.

A WHOU BO JIFOOBHU yTE€XU BCE HAXOJIUT,

WNHoli MyudeHbs B HEM, UHOM HAJEkK bl JKIET.
JIro060Bb cep/lia JII0AEH U 1EJI0N CBET CBS3YET.
Bo apysxecTBe kHBET, HeAPYKOy HaKa3yerT.

82Apo

Cectpa MOst BO BCEX MPOTHBHA MHE JeJIaX:
JIroOmro s miay, a eif Bcerzia NpUsSTHB CMEXH.
JXKuBem Kak CKOBaHBI MBI 00€ MPH JFOMSIX,
[TpuaTHBI TaHLIBI €, COOpaHUs, YTEXH;

A s KaK 4epBb cep/Iia JoAeH TPhI3y, CHENalo.
B 6e3mo1BUM 9TOO KUTH yKACHO KaK JIFOOIIO:
Ot MHeHuii 6oJiee MOIO KHU3HB MOTyYalo.
YOpaHcTBa, KpacoThl, BCEH MOMITBI HE JIIOOIIO.

[[Teuans u pamocTs|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@82Apo

Ileyans co padocmuvio Kak CKOBaHBI KHUBYT,

W ot mroeit HUKaK OHU HE OTCTYNAKOT.

Ubu AHM C MEYaIUIO U B TOPECTU UIYT,

A ecThJU B PaIOCTH KTO JHU CBOM BECT,

Tot mo6uT OBITH € JMIOIEMH, Ce0s1 BCEM OTKPBIBACT.
Cxaxy ynTaTeab! B yeM Halll 00JIbIIE BEK TEUYET?
He Gosnbiire 11 nevans cepia atoaei cHegaeTt?

83Apo

51 cBeTOM TpaBIIIO BCEM, B HEM BCE Mpeodpariato,
Yro ciemno macTue ¢ HelacTHeM UJET,

Yro riymoii 6e3 3aciIyT MIacTIMBO BEK BEJET,
Yro OTHA OrHEHHBI IOTOKU UCITYCKAET,

Yro Mop nocienyer, Win 3eMJId IpoBal,

HuxkTo OTHIOb IPUYUH CEMY HE 3HAeT.

Sl ecMb, HO KTO? M 4TO? HHUKTO HE JIOKa3all.

[Cryyaii]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@83Apo

Crnyuaii wib pOK CJIETION, 0 MHEHUIO JIFOJIEH,
Kazasncsa6 cBeToM BceM U sxpebuemM BIaaTy.
Crenas BO cyib0€ HECUaCTHOM 3/1€Ch CBOCH,

O ko potuB TBOpIIa MOTJIH OBI TTOTPEIIATH:
Kornab ckazanu, 4yTo 3/1eCh MpaBUT BCe CIlydai,
Urto ym, uin Ipy3€il ¥ )KU3Hb MBI 3JIECh TEPSIEM,
B ToM npoBuaeHME CBATOE MOYUTAN.
[IpuumnHO MBI BCcEMY, KOT/IaX €51 HE 3HAEM;

To He noyKHBI TOTYaC Ha bora Mbl ponTaTh:
Mop, ronoa, 6e1CTBUS WIH 3€MIIA TTPOBAJIBI
BrIBarOT OT MpUYMH: HO HAM HE b3S UX 3HATh,
W cunel Halero yma BecbMa B HaC Mallbl,

Bcex nen u Mmupa 31ech Jkesasi 3HaTh COCTaB,
Ce0s HU MaJIo MBI CAMUX HE IIOHMMAEM.

Mp1 c11aboCcTH CBOM BUHUTH JOJIKHBI U HPAB,
Uro npotuBy TBOpIIa ¥ OIMHKHHUX TOTPEIIaeM.
A ecTbau OBI CTydail BCEM B CBETE YITPaBJIsiI,
To, kT0 OBI OBLI TAaKOB, UTOO OHOM JOKa3all.
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84Apo

HamnepcTHUK 1bsIBOJI MHE U IIEPBBIN U3 APY3€EH,
Most Ha cBeTe ceM 0e3MepHO BIIACTh BEJIHKA,
B okoBax comepKy 1yXOB 3JIbIX U JIFOJEH,

51 xa3Hu He 0010Ch, HE CTpalllHA MHE YIIHKA.
Bororo ¢ borowm s, kak TOJILKO CO3/1aH CBET,
[Tono6HOI Mep30CTH, HU A3BBI 3/1€Ch MHE HET.

[T'pex]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@84Apo

I'pex mepBbIii ¢ ABSIBOIIOM HA CBETE MOIPYKHIICS,
B Tupanuu Takoi COAEPKUT U JIFOAEH;

3akoHa He 6osick Ha bora Bopykuics,

PazuT, ryour, a3BuT, BCeii mary0oii cBOe.

85Apo

Kacarucs nymm He 11b34, HO 5 CBSI3YIO,

Bnagero, napctBamu, MOTy MX BO3BBILLIATD,

S nBMKY BCEM KOrja XBajlto M HAKa3ylo,
Paxnatocs ot Llapeit, HO UX MOTY BsI3aTbh,

XoTb Boiito boxkuio B cede s 3aKII04aro:

Ho menb1ie )XUTh C I0IbMHU SI YECTHBIMU ITPUBBIK,
A 3JIbIX C JHOAbMHAU JIYXOB JABJIFO U OTTATYAKO.

O K0Jb MEX CMEPTHBIMHU, KTO MHOM KUBET, BEJIUK.

[3akoH]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@85Apo

3aKoH Ha CBETE BCE U CAMOM JyX CBS3YET,
Harpanoit aBuxeT Hac, a Ka3HUIO TPO3UT.

Xotb Bouro upe3 [apeit TBopiia oH npeanucyer:
Ho kT0 10 yecTHOCTH BCE 100pO€ TBOPHUT,

Toro He cTonbKO OH cO00M 0OpEMEHSIET.
Braxken Tot, kTO 3aK0H I'ocmoaumit coOmoaacT.
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86Apo

be3 kpbUIbEB 51 BE3/E 110 CBETY CEM JIETAlO,
HukTto oTHIOIF MEHS HE MOXKET 3/1eCh CKOBATh.
Xody 4To Jearo, 4To Jydlle u3buparo.
[Topoku OT nr0/1€¥1 MEHA MOTYT OTHSITh.

MHe JtydInie ¢ HAIIETON Ha BEKU BOJIBOPUTHCS,
A KpBUIbEB HE X0UY OTHIOJb CBOMX JIMIITUTHCS.

[CBoOOna]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@86Apo

CBo0os1a B cBETE CeM I'/ie XOUellb TaM JIETAET,
W moxer srydiee, 9To TOJIBKO €CTh H30parTh.
ITopok oiMH U CTPacTh € B HAC OTHUMAET,
Ho B HUX TO U XOTHM CBOOO/IbI MBI UCKATh.

87Apo

Bcero no0pa u 31a 51 KOpHEM OCTaBISIOCH:
['epou oT MeHs poaMIIHCS HA CBET,
3110€eM TaKOXK/I€ 1 MATEPBIO IIUTAIOCH;

W nyume Hu4ero MeHsi, 1 Xy>Xe HeT.

S yenoBevyeckou Nyler0 YIpaBIIsio.

Cpenu ciocoOHOCTEH es1 BceX 00uTaro.

[Camomrobue]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@87Apo

Urto camonro0me ecTh KOPeHb BCEM JIeNIaM,

To Ha cBOEH ylIe BCEM MOKHO MCIBITATh.

OHoO npociaBUThCA Jal0 Caydail MyXawm,

[Topoku Takke Bce JOKHO €T0 paXkIaaTh,
JIro60Bb K ceOe MoKHA OBITh TaK KaKOB IIPEIMET,
Kto BrIIE siKO Bor, To 6oblle U IIOOUTH,
JIroOuTh paBHO, KaK MBI HATYPOH, KTO JKUBET,

A K HU3IITUM HaM BeIl[aM TPEBBIIIE TOJHKHO OBITH.
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88Apo

S ¢ Tex nop Havaics, Kak TOJIbKO CO3/JaH CBET.
U B nosioBuHE 51 BceneHHOM MpOTATaroCh.
be3monBue, mokoi Be3ae, MEHS Te HET.

A TOJIBKO Ha Ipyrou Kpau Mupa MosBIISIIOCH;
To nenaro MATEX MEX TBapeu U JIIOACH.

Ha cBoii myTh BCsIKaro €10 no0y:xaato,

W npexops BeCh CBET OKPYKHOCTHhIO MOEH,
Pocry s o wacam, OTHIOABL HE YMHUPAIO.

[[lenn]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@88Apo

Kak Tonpko MpauHast MpoMRAeT HOUIHAS TEHb,

To cosiHIIEM TOJIIIapa 3€MJIM BECh OCBETUTCH,
Haunercs nocne cHa Tpya, JIUILb HACTAHET JCHb,
KoTtopoii ¢ netamu BceneHHbIS MpOIUTCA.

Ham Bex BO THSIX TEYET M KYITHO MCYE3AET,

A TOJBKO Ha3aIM Aej1a BCE OCTaBIISCT.

89Apo

He nnma s mroge, oJHaK MX HACHIIALO,
JIrobuTteneit MOMX MOTY TaK BO3BBIIIATH,
Urto camomy TBopily ux ym ymnoao0Jisito;
[Ipe3purenu cBoux OOBIKIIa YHUXKATH,

W u3 moneit Mory s caenath UX CKOTaMHu,
Upe3MepHyI0 BpaKly UMEIO C IypaKaMH.

[Hayka]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@89Apo

Hayka nuiero Bcex a1y HAChIIIAeT,
Jlrobureneit TBopily Mo 100HBIMH TBOPHT.

[Ipe3pureneit CBOMX CKOTaMHU I1IOCTaBIISET.
biiaxkeH ydeHneM, KTO yM CBOM IIPOCBETHT.
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90Apo

MeHs oraem Ha CBET CEHl JIFOAU IPOU3BOIAT,

OT rHUJIK € KUCIOTOU YUCTEUIIINM 5T POXKYCh,

Bpexa ¢ nosb3010 BO MHE 110 BOJIE T€ HaXOJAT,
KoTtopsIx BKyCy 51 HPUTOJAHBIM [TOKAKYCh.

Mory uxX U30CTpUTh, U MBICIHU YCBIILIAIO.

BboraTcTBO 51 1ar0 MOry U pa330pUTh.

Mory u3Hb POJIOJIKUTH, NI CMEPTh MPUKITIOYALO,
Jla 1 MOsI TaM CMEpTb, /1€ HAUNHAKOT JKUTb.

[Buno]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@90Apo

N3BecTHO, Kak BUHO OBIBACT U3 JPOIKKEH,
OHO €O M0JIb3010 BPEN JIFOASIM IPUUNHSET.
Ona u 6oraTuT NPOJAKEI0 CBOEH,

OCTpUT MBICITTH UK YM CO )KHU3HBbIO OTHUMAET.

91Apo

S Oynyuu Hara, BHyTpHU OJIEXKAY KPOIO.
MeHns cHezlaeT Orab, HO OrHb MOSI AyIIIa.

Bo Bpems nupmectsa. HomHoro s moporo,
Kak connsinko HyxHa. 1 Bcex sl XOopolua.
IIpu mue cuaat Llapu, nena Bce OTIPaBISIOT:
Ho cne3bl )xu3Hb ropssumsi KOHYaoT.

[CBeua]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@91Apo

CBeun Jy1ia OroHb, HO OH €5 CHEJIaeT,

Hyxna ona mis Bcex @unocodos, Llapeii.

CBeya u Hainy ’KU3Hb COOOIO MPEICTABIISET,
JIuib TOJIBKO KUTh HAYHEM MBI B FOHOCTH CBOEH.
HemacTes kak OroHb *U3Hb HAIly MOSIAOT,

U nera Bo cne3ax MTHOBEHHO MPEKPALIAIOT.

92Apo

MEI B MHOKECTBE BCEI'Zla PasKJasics Ha CBET,
EnuHCTBEHHO B TpyJax CBOM BEK BECh IPOBAXKIACM,
A B o011ecTBe KHMBEM ISTh, IECTh U IBALATH JIET.
Korga ymper nam Llaps, MBI Bce ¢ HUM yMHUpaeM.
I[BeThI M HABO3 B IPUATHOCTD IIPETBAPUM.

JIro0s Hal U101 MEBEb KJIAAET B HALI JIOM JOPOTY.
A 4TO pOU3BENEM MBI 3ECH TPYIOM CBOUM,

To mrou BbICOCAB, IPUHOCAT B )KEPTBY K bory.

[[Tuemnsi]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@92Apo

Poii m4yen Bo 00IIECTBE U3 YIbEB BBLIECTAIOT.
JXKuByT CTOJIB HONTO, CKOJIb )KUTh OyJET MaTKa HX.
Tpynom cBOMM M HAC TPYAUTHCS HAY4aroT.

W sxeptBOii OBITH TBOPILY BO BCEX J€ax CBOUX.

93Apo

Bo BHyTpeHHHUX YacTsax BEpTACH B3aj] U BIEpE],
JKu3Hb BCIO Ha BOJIOCKE MBI Hallly YTBEPKIAEM.
bes oTapixa uaem, cToum, Kak BUAUM Bpe,
CHapyXu BpeMEHHU NOPSAIOK NPEACTABIISEM,

3a cnyk0y BEpHYIO XyJla Harpajaa Haw,

Hac nroau BemaroT 6€3BMHHO 110 CTEHAM.

[Uacsi]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@93Apo

[Topsimok BpeMeHH Yachl HaM IIPEICTaBIIAIOT,
BepTsce Tyna crona, n300paxkaroT CBeT.

HenemocTtu X0Ts B HEM 9acTo U OBIBAIOT,

Ho B nenocru B31TOM 3714 HIKAKOrO HET,

Uro Oyzer riiag u Mop, 4TO CTPaXaAeT JOOPOACTENb:
To Xyno KakeTcss KOHEUHBIM JIMILb YMaM.

Bce Bemu k nydmemy Benet upe3 To Coneres;

Ho B 00muii mian ero He Jib3si IPOHUKHYTH HaM.

94Apo

besrnacuoit Oyayun, Ipyrux s Hay4aro,
Hwu3znaro Huuero, a pasym BceM J1aro,

W nen u cnoB B ce0e MpeMHOT0 3aKIF0Yalo,
Ho gacTo 6e3 BUHBI TOTHOEIH 3P0 CBOIO:
OneBuIn K0Xkerw, CMOYUB KYIOT C MYKOIO,
A 1mociie nocnyxy s MOJIM ¥ UEPbBSIM.
JlepyT u KryT MEHs1, HO HE MO€i BUHOIO,
CeMy MO# TOCIIOJTUH BCEMY BUHOBEH CaM.

[Kuura]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@94Apo

UTOo KHUTA HaM JTa€T U yM U MPOCBEUIEHBE,
besriacHoit Oyydn, 4TO MOXKET MPOCBEIIATh,
Urto novepraeMm B HEM Mbl MyIPOCTh U YUEHBE,
O TOM HET HyX /bl MHE 3/IECh YAaCTO MOBTOPSTh,
3a romynocth ABTOpa KOI'/Ia €€ CKUTAKOT,

To 3HaK, YTO JIO/IU TPY/ CBEPX CUIIBI TOHUMAIOT.

95Apo

CHapyxu po30BOH s CBO LIBET,

VY cTapbIx U MIIJIbIX s1 KOCTU IPUKPHIBAIO,
Kacatoch B KOM chlIlly, JTI00BH MOEH TpeaMET.
51 3HaKU cTpacTHBIE TIOOBH B ce0e BMEIAl0.

[[Toremyii]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@95Apo

[IpusatHo¥i Ha ry0ax ¥ MUJIOH pO3HI IIBET,

W camplii notenyii 11 BCEX €CTh Jap IPUPOIbI,
Ho Henopo4HocTH 1pu HEM B KOM JJOJIKHOM HET,
B mt000BHBIX KTO JieJ1aX CBOU TEPSET TOJIbI,

ToT nomxeHn 0OBUHATH ceOs U CBOM MOPOK,

MpgI camu 1esiaeM CBOM 3JIBIM M IOOPBIN POK.

96Apo

He mMoxHO 6€3 MEeHS N30eTHYTh HArOTHI,

Mos aecHu1a TO TBOPUT, YEM IIPUKPBIBATH,
3HaK B Kpacke MbIITHOCTH, 3HaK 5 U IPOCTOTHI,
MHe OKHO JBUTAThCs, @ YACThIO TaK JIeXkKaTb,
C>kaB 4peBo sl BEpUYCh, IJ1aBYy JbHOM YKpallalo,
JlBa mepcra J1esatoT MeHsl, A3bIK, pyKa.

XoT4 ke s Harux co0O0I0 0JIEBAIO;

3a Bce TO HAaKOHELl MHE YeCTh HE BEJIMKa:

MHe IMILTIOT BOJIOCHI, TJ1aBY BCIO OOHAXAIOT,
OcTaTku BOJIOCOB, Wb KI'YT, MJIM OpOCaroT.

[[Ipsicmunia (BepeTeHo)|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@96Apo

3arazika npsAciauily cust H300paXaer;

Jlen cxxkaBIIM, B TOHKYIO HUTh CIIEpBa HANPSAAYT;
A mocie Haroty COTKaH XOJICT O€BacT.

Ho ckonpkoXk 1014 B TOM, Tpy1a BCEraa KiIaayT;
MBI 4acTo HE XOTUM, O TOM U Pa3CyKIaTh,

A CBOI1 TUIIb TOJIBKO TPY/A OOBIKIIN YBaXKaTh.
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97Apo

TeaeHKOM ¥ OBIKOM B CBOEH 1 )KHU3HH ObLI,
KopmMmurcs s TpaBoii, Terepps TOn4y HOraMu.

XOTb HpeXkae rop0il KOHb MHE CTPAXOM U CILYKHII,
Ho 51 X0y 1o HeM, nsATo# ObI0 M TMHKAMH.
’Kenesnsl nHOTIa HA MHE YOOPBI €CTh,

Mepkyputo Tanaz, a BCaJHUKaM s 4ECTb.

[Camor]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@97Apo

Hepenko Mbl K KOHIO U IPUCTYNUTh CTPALTUMCS,
N3 koxull, Kak yMpET, Mbl JIEJIAEM CaIlor;

He guBHO, BUTB B YECTH U MBI BCETa KMIUMCS,
Ho KTO6 B HCINACTHUHU ITOBCJIINYATHCA MOF?

98Apo

[lonceuen 4 B necy, rae npexe u poauics,
[TomHOXMEM OBLT MTHIT, & B CTPAXKH MPUTOHIICS.
CkpbIBatocsi B CTeHe, APYTrUX B ce0e CKPBIBALO,
Becw nap ymoB, Ha MHE JISKAIIUX, TOMEIIIALO,
®unocod, borocnos, Butus, u [Tuur,

YMOB uX TpyZ, BO MHE BMEIIAETCS, COKPBIT.

[[TocTaBen ¢ kHUramMu (KHMKHBIN mIKad)|

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@98Apo

[TocraBen ¢ kHUTamMH ObLT AEPEBOM BBICOKHUM,
Crosi Ha KOpeHH, B JIECy pOC, 3eJIeHel,

O ecTbaub YenoBeK CTOJIb B MBICIISX ObLI IITyOOKHUM,
UYro0 He cebe 371eCh KUTb, a )KUTh IPYTUM XOTeT,
Yro0 MyIpoCTH TapoB NP KU3HU HACTIAIUIICS,

W B pazyme ApyruM 10 CMEPTU IMPUTOAUIICS.
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99Apo0

Ha conHue He cMOTpIO, U CBETY yoOerato,
JleTaro 1o HOYaM, JICTAIOIIUX JIABIIIO,

W myzapeIx u TIIynoB B cebe nuzo0paxaro,
3a XUIHOCTb 51 U BUJ PYraTelIbCTBO TEPILIIO.
XOTh CTpalIHbIC TJ1a3a, HOC, KOXTH 51 UIMEI0;
Ho myapocTtu cuMBOII H300pa3uTh yMEK.

[Coga]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@99Apo

CoBa y AIpeBHOCTH NPEMYIPOCTh U3BSACHSIA,
Hourxoe 6oxpctBue est 6p1510 npumep:

WM pazyM CHHUCKHMBATh JIOJEH TEX Hayqala,
KoTtopble k ToMy He Opany TOUHBIX Mep.

100Apo

Sl nMeHeM 3HaTHA; BO XpaMax U B JIyrax,

Hapone! Bce MeHs Ha xKepTBY IPUHOCUIIH,

B nmono0OubIX mpocToToi, MHE Bor XUBET B cepiax,
Bce nenopouHoro MeHs n300pa3uIim.

Sl ¢ paBHBIMH BCera Ha MaXKUTIX KOPMITIOCH;
[ToToM co0oif KOpMITIO, U TIEPCTHIO OJIEBALO.

Kons Kopuaon co MHO, s BOTTKOB HE 0OIOCH,

N xoxero Ipyrux OT CTYXKU 3alUIiaro.

[OBua]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@100Apo

OB11a B HapoAax BCEX Ha KEPTBY MPUHOCHIIACD,
[Tone3Ha KOKEer U EPCTHIO IS JIIOACH.

O ecTbIu0 MPOCTOTA €5 B HAC BOJIBOPHIIACK,
Beutn0 B HEBUHHOCTH U MBI ITIOOOHEI €.
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101Apo

Hauano rae moe, Tam KynHO U KOHEI,
N3smHocTh BceX CBETHI BO MHE siIBWII TBOpel;:
bremnty, neuy, gato, xmy, Tpy, oOeiIeBaro,
Homrycsi, Obt0Ch, JTFO0ITI0, M BEPHOCTH 3aKITFOYAL0.

[[TepcTens|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@101Apo

OKPY)KHOCTI) MEPCTCHA SABJIACT BEUHOCTb HAM;
Hpenena M KOHI[Aa HECT TBOPUYCCKUM JCJIaM.

102Apo

ITo Bo3ayxy KoOrza, Wik B 00JIakax JeTaro,

Ha Bony ynany, He 1b3s1 MHE YTOHYTb;

B yepTorax u cynax cTojbl s yKpaliaro,
Croto, 4yTh 1yHb, MHE JIOJKHO cozparars (?),
[Ipowmeamue nera Ha3aa s BO3BpALIALo,

A HacTOSIIIME HA BEKU MPOJOJIKY;

He cBunsce rosopro, 6€3 3aBUCTH pyraro,

be3 xu3HM KU3HB /1a10, IOTOMCTBY BCE CKaXKYy.

[TTepo]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@102Apo

HepOM BCC HAIMCaTh U BOPCAb CKa3aTHu MOKHO,
IToToMKOM J1B351 AcJia IIpeaaTu UM HE JIOKHO.
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103Apo

Llepepe B :kepTBY 5 U3IPEBIIE MPUHOCUIIACD;
Ho ¢ Typkamu XXunam He J1b3s MEHS TEPIIETh.
Jlexxa B rpsi3u BCE JKpaB, U B MHUIILY sl TOAMIIACH,
A Gucep s TOIUy, K 4eMy €ro uMeTh?

[CBunbs]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@103Apo

He nomxno Oucepa meraTh nepej CBUHbSMU,
[ToTon4yTh OHBIE B I'PSA3U €0 HOIAMM.

104Apo

[ToxopHBIM st ce0s1 103BOJIIO 1I€JI0BATh,

CuiibHa, BpeJiHa B BOMHE, YHCTA KOTJa OMOIOCH;
W nomoipb st MOTY ¥ BEpHOCTh OKa3ath,

C opartopowm siBitoch*, ¢ ®uiaocopom COKpPOIOCh.

[Kynak]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

npuMedaHue: * ApucToTens ynoao0seT JIOTUKY KYyJIaKy
@104Apo

Opatopy HyXHa OTBepCTas pykKa,

®dutoco cropuTt Tak, 00ell KaKk KyJaKkoM,

XOTb B CIIOPax U B BOWHE HaM YECTh HE BEJIMKA,
Ho He 1634 000MTHCH HHAYE CO BPArOM.
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105Apo

Moii pexxeT BOJIHBI HOC; @ OpIOXOM BOAY JKMY,
[Ton HeGoM Ha MOpE X0XKY, U B HEM )K€ BHJICH,
HanpimuBmmcs uy, Koib OypHYIO 3pI0 ThMY;
A ecTbJii BeTep MHE IPOTUBEH U 0OUJIEH,

To, 9T00bI )KU3HB CIIACTH, K JKEJe3y Mpuoderaro,
[ToGeny 51 naro, KymnioB oboraimaro.

[Kopabis ]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@105Apo0

Kopab:p Ha mapycax ¥ BOJIHBI TOOEXKIIAET,

Wb n0omKeH OMOIIH OT SIKOPSI UCKAaTh.

O KOJIb M3SIIHO J)KU3Hb OH HAIlly PECTABIISET;
To macTbe MBI JOJDKHBI, TO TOPECTH BKYIIATH,
A B Oype OeACTBHS K jKeJe3y nmpuoderaem,
Pazum Bparos, wim u camu morudaem.

106Apo

Hu nydme HeT MeHs, HUM BpeHEE Ha CBETE:

Opynue xBaibl ¥ NaryOHBIX KJIEBET;

bosrcs Bce MeHs, 1 IO MOel ITpUMeTe,

Butnio MOKHO 3HaTh, 3HaTb YM B KOM €CTb, B KOM HET.

[A3b1K]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@106Apo

[Tone3Hen HUYEro U BpeqHEN HET sI3bIKa:
BpenuT, xorna cBoux MbI OJMKHUX UM KIISTHEM,
U nosnp3a oT HETO paXkaaercs BeIuKa,

Korna BceBBIIIHITO CBOMM SI3BIKOM UTEM.
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106Apo

Pocry, croro, paBHO cTapero Mo CTy JIeT,

K BeHkam Mol HY)KEH JIMCT, JJI1 KOX MmoApeOHa Koxa,
B ueprorax HamobOeH, B orpagax moj MoBerT,

A Me0enb U3 MeHs, YepHa, KpacHa, IPUTOXKa,

XOTsDK JOBOJIBHO 51 CITYXKY BCEM IS JIFOJIEH,

Ho mox Mo nuiero ObIBAaeT I CBUHEMN.

[Ay0]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@106Apo

XO0Tbh B MHOTHX CIIy4asX IOJI€3eH Ay0 ObIBaeT;
Ho xopmaT UM 0THHUX OBEL, WJIK CBUHEM:
Hesexxa MyapbIX yM IOA0OHO Npe3upaeT,

U craBuT HU 32 YTO MOYTECHENIINX IPY3EH.

107Apo

Moii 3naToBUIHEN XBOCT ABPOPHUHBIX JTy4€Eil.
PeBHHMBOW™ MOCBSIIEH s TPk ie OBLT OOTHHE,
I'opasTcst BRICTYNIKON KpacaBUIbl MOEH,
Bpocaro niepps 51, HO JIFOAM 110 IPUYHHE

WX KpacoThl XpaHAT U OepexkHO COUpAIoT,
Wb BO CBATHIN 0JITaph MaxaJlOK IOJIAraroT.

[[TaBnuH]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

[Ipumeuanue: *OHOHE

@107Apo

JloToJIb MaBIMH CBOM XBOCT KPACUBOM pacHyIlaeT,
JIoK0JIb HE Y3pUT OH CBOMX HErOJIHBIX HOT:

[TogoOHO BpeMEHIINK TP BCEMU TOPI ObIBAET,
[IpotuButcs, 1100 CMUPEHHBIX, TOPABIM bor.
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108Apo

[[BeTaMu KOpMUTCA MU€Ia, a 1 POCOIO,

He penko cibImuT necHb MO0 MacTyX B MOJISIX.
Upes neTo Bce MO0, U BCIKOI MOPOK0;

Ho B cTyxy c ronony ympy u Oyay mpax.

[Ctpeko3a]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
@108Apo

KTo B neTax MianocTu, Kak CTpeKo3a KHBET,
Tot crapocTs B HUILETE TOJOOHO IPOBEET.

109Apo

S nTuneM cmex, s BCEX CTPaIrych, U BCEX OOKOCH;
Ho 4acroii neceHKol BECHY BCeM H3BEIIAI0:

He cmelics TbI, 4TO 51 TOPIOS, XOPOHIOCH.
[Tono6en Oynemb MHe, T€OS 1 TPEICTBIISIO!

[Kykymkal
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@109Apo

Kyky1ka eto Bce TOproeT 1o apeBam,
He T0 111 e upe3 BCIo &KU3HBb JOCTaeTCst HaMm?

110Apo

JleHnBOW OT MEHS TPYAUTHCS HAYUUCH,
Upes nero nosnzaro, xj1ed Ha 3uMy coupas,
Kak ckporoch B Kyuy 5, HEHAaCTbsl O€perucs,
A BBINIOJI3Y TPYZIUCH, THEN SICHBIX OXKHUAAS.

[Mypasgeii]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@110Apo

Tpynurcs nero Bce NpeMHOro MypaBei,
UYT00 B pa3gHOCTU HE KUTh, OH YUUT U JIOACH.

111Apo

[Topony st BieKy U3 THWIA U HaBO3Y,

U non3zato criepBa, IOTOM BAPYT MOJIEYHY;

S He Mory TeprieTb HU CTYKH, HU MOPO3Y,
Jletaro B ACHBIN JIEHb, @ HOUBIO HE CBEYY;
He ntrna 51, HO BUI NpeKpacHEUIINN UMEIO,
Kak necTtpsie 1IBETHI, 51 IETOM TaK MECTPEIO.

[MoTbLnék]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@111Apo

Uro crnaboii 4enoBeK KHUBET, KaK MOTBLICK,
Kpacyscs To Tak, To MHa4ye 1necTpeer.

O6oux B cabOCTH UX, paBHBIM BHIOM POK
PopuBumce OpeHneM, Kak YepbBb B 36MIIA UCTIICET.

112Apo

Hu npeBom 51, HM>Ke )KUBOTHBIM Ha3bIBAKOCH,
EcTb ¢X0ICTBO ¢ HUM, HO 5 paXkAarocs B BOAAX,
JKuBy B oMy U ¢ HUM, KyJ]a HUIY TaCKarCh,

B cocynax nopor oH, B HOKHAaX, WIHA B YEPEHKAX.

[Uepenaxa]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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@112Apo

Kto B momkHOCTH CBOEH ObIBAaCT HEMIPHIICKEH,
KTo ¢ uepenaxoro paBHsieTcA B Jienax,

He moxer B 00111€CTBE OBITH YEIOBEK HANEKEH,
Kto npa3nno xuBy4n, HE X0UeT OBITH B TPyIax

113Apo

$1 GBI TOYTH HUYTO, @ IPOTATAIOCH BIIPYT;
To nomKeH s UTTH; TO C KPBUIbSMH JIETALO,

ITox kpoBISIMH CaXyCh, TO C HUX CJIETAIO BIIPYT,

To ¢ 1eHOCTBIO X0KY, TO HUTH 1 MOTAI0,

To Hy>XHBI MHE TO HET, JIFOOOBHBIS JIEa.
Pa3nnynsl citydan MHE TOJKHO NPETEPIIETH,
W 4yT0 HaTypa B )XKU3Hb MHE JI€JIATH JaJa,

To nosmxeH caenaBiy cBOOOJHO YMEPETH.
B kxoHIIE 51 cCBOEMY Hayany COpaBHIOCH,

B kpyxoK, Kak npexje ObU1, SUYHOM 00paIlych.

[[IenkoBbIi YepBSIK ]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@113Apo

PaxxnaeMcs 1 MBI Kak IIEJIKOBOW YEPBSIK,

W HUTH XUTHUS pa3InYHO 3]I€Ch MOTAEM,

B pa3nnuHbIX ciiydasx >KMBEM TO TaK TO CSIK,
TeueHbe )KUTHA MpEIIEIIN, YMUPAEM,

W npesparaemcs, B T, YTO MbI ObLTH MPEXIE,
B nepcts Ten0, a 1yma UAeT K CBOEH HaleKAE.

114Apo

S CKpBITOM 10M, M ’KU3HU BCEU LIapHUIIa,
Jlist cmacToro0us, st MECTO U TIPEAMET.

[bproxo]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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115Apo

Uem BaXXHBIX 51 MY>KEH OT IOHBIX OTJINYAL0,
PaBHO TeM M KO3JI0B BOHIOUHX YKPAIIALO.

[bopona]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

116Apo

darnec Myapel; MHUJ, YTO BCe U3 MEHs ObIBaeT,
OT cribl MOe€sI TIOJIS IaI0T CBOM IO,

Ot Heba MOIi cocTaB B YaCTHIIAX yIMaJaer,

O xax b1 MHOU cniaceH, EBpeiickuii ObuT HAapo,
XKunxka croro, 6ery, TBepaa B MOpo3 ObIBaIO,
Jlerka, HO ¢ TPy30M BeCh KOPaOJIb 51 TOJTHUMAIO.

[Bona]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

117Apo

I/ISFJ’I&I[I/IBHH/I MCHs, UJIb K He6y IIOJHUMAIOT,
Wb ¢ TpynioM B MpauHyrO MOTHILY 3apbIBAlOT,
be3uyBcTBeH OyayuH, HE PEIKO CIIE3bI JIbIO,
W B mpIITHOCTY JTIOACH 5 3pIO CYBOY CBOIO.

[Mpanmop
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

118Apo

He nnma s mrogent, MeHS He TIBIOT,

UYem Oompliie TIOU MHIOT; TEM XKaXK]la PUPACTALT;
Mopst MeHs, cyliart, TpyT, PEXYT, WA KIYT,
Marpocy KepTBa 51, paCKOJIbHUK MPOKJINHAET,
[TonBepskeH Tena MOl My4EeHBIO BECh COCTAB,
Pa3zpesas, uscymus, )KryT yriieM U CBEUOIO.
CyXuM HE CTOJIBKO 51, MOKPOTHBIM JIFOASIM 3/1PaB,
3a0aBbl HILET KTO TOCYKHOIO MOPOIO,
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ToT ¢ TImaHueM BO MHE HalAET HU CE HH TO,
Co6epych, re mponajay, B ycTax s 3aKJIH0YarCh,
W nbsHBIX 3[1€7aBIIH, OBIBAIO S HUYTO,

Korna Ha Bo311yX pTOM, 51 TEM K€ IPOTOHSAIOCH,
3a Bech X03s51liKa TPyl Harpaay moJjiy4aer,

Yto 1oJI OIJIEBAHHOM Oejiee BBIMBIBAET.

[Tabax]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

119Apo

XOTs1 HE YENIOBEK, HO JIOM 51 OXPaHsIIo,

B rimyGoky HOYB JroeH, OJIF0/1y B MOJISIX CKOTOB,
S XMITHUKOB, BOPOB, U BOJIKOB IIPOrOHSIO,
Meuycs, rpbI3y, XOTb YMEPETH ['OTOB,

Pon sxu3nu moest u [{uauku u3dpanu,

Eruntsane n1o6po, 1 3710 MHON O3HauYalH.

[Cobaxka]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

120Apo

[Tox Ternto Moeit cMenTHO ObI OBUIO CKPBITHCH,
Pyrarotcs MHOI1 Bce, TONKAIOT, MAIKOH OBIOT,

C GoybIIMMH MHE YIIIMU, HE JIb351 HA CBET SIBUThHCH,
N nmeneM MouMm Bcex IypakoB 30BYT.

XOTbh MaJl, HO BCE BOXKY, XOTbh MAJIO U MTOYTEH,

Ho npexne ®@eby 6511, ¢ [Ipranom nocsieH.

[Ocen]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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121Apo

Mexay TBOUX CBETHII KUBY 51 BO CpPEJIUHE,
A siMa IOJ0 MHOM B OTpajie KOCTSHOM,

U ectbiu st TopOAaT, TO MO TaKOH MPUYHHE,
[IpunuceIBarOT ym, a MO HECOMOM COK
Borareie 30upator

A GennbIe OpOCAIOT.

[Hoc]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

122Apo

JloBito 51 mpesiecTy, U KYITHO UCITYCKalo,
JleBuI 1 MONOLIOB BO MHE Y€CTh, KPacoTa,
OTBepcCT KOra *KuBY, 3aKpbIT KOJIb YMUPALO,
[Ipunate 94T00 MHE Kpackl, TOTPEOHA YEPHOTA.

[Tna3]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

123Apo

B onuH ron 6en u cep, a ymu Kak pora;
CrpamuutuBeil Bcex 3Bepei, s Bcex Jpoxy 0orocs;
XOTh KaKeTCsI MOST BCEM KH3Hb HE aopora;

Ho B xoxe 51 11 BceX, U B IUIIE IPUTOXKYCA.

[Bas]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

124Apo

JIykaBoIO Ha CBET S MPSIMO U POJIIIACH,

W OunarcTuMCKust XBOCTOM IOJISL COXKIJIA,

He HyXHa B KU3HHU 5, IO CMEPTH BCEM T'O/IAIIACH,
I'y0s nTH1, oT TOroXx cama s ruOHy 371a.

[/Tucunal]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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125Apo

He cnumikom st cBoto mopoxy oepery,

UyTh KpbUIbsl BEIPOCTYT, S U3 THE3/1a TOJKAIO;
Xots: He ACTPOHOM, HO B OyayIIeM He JIry,
CHer Oyner wiu JOXb, TO BEPHO MPEABEILALO;
Moti rosioc rpy0, a IIBET Tak YepeH, Kak cMoJa,
B monere Bemiero y Pumiisn s Oblia.

[Bopon i BopoHa|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

126Apo

[Tuimy u Geraro JIETKO s 110 ropam:

[Tono6HO MHE 00KKOB JIECHBIX HAUEPTABAIOT,
Bocnuran npexae 611 FOnurep MHOMO cam,
Cobaku roHbUKE MOIO JKU3Hb MOTYOJISIOT.

[dukas xo3a]

(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

127Apo

Sl mepbBas cinyxKy CTONy, CIIYXKY U YPEBY:

Jpyr Apyra Mel ¢ CECTPON B3aUMHO MOSI XKMEM,;
[IpuunHa meapocTH, U XMIIHOCTH, U THEBY

bonbHel cxxuMasich 6BCM, Ppa3KaBIINCh Jap JacM.

[Topcts]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
128Apo

51 rpoMKUM ros10coM ABpOpPY NPHU3bIBasd,
[Tob6eny monyuuns, 00if BeIIEpkKaB MO0,

Ectb mmopsl, a riaBy s rpeOHEM yKpaliato,
W B MHOTO’KEHCTBE KH3Hb BCET/Ia BEAY MOIO.

[ITeryx]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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129Apo

BonoBbeii koxkero st 00eueH ObIBalo,

Brlyaybs 4acTh BO MHE, JKeJe3a TAK)Ke YacTh,

51 mosnk3y aenato, TyOIr0 U yMEPIIBIISO,

Bo MHe BceM HYK/a €CTh, APYTUM BO MHE HAIlacTh.

[Hox]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

130Apo

S cTpamHoi U31ar0 NpU MAJIOCTU BCEH TOH,
Crpery CKOTOB ¢ JIt0/IbMU ObIBat0 HEOTCTYITHO,
[Tokos nepeBbIi Bpar, U MIPOTOHSIO COH,
JIroO0BHHKOB €OCY 51 KPOBb 000MX KYITHO,

Ha mrero nosnsaro, Ha Tene 1o riaasam,

I'ie MeHbI1Ie CBETA, TaM 5 OOJIbIIE COKPHIBAOCH,
XBaTaroUIMM MEHS He BIPYT AAKOCh PyKaM;

Ho cBeT MeHs ryOuT JIOBIIIOCH M YOUBAIOCH.

[bnoxa]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

131Apo

B xunuine pazyma uMmero s CBOH J10M,

He cruro n B mpa3giHOCTH JIFOAEM COH OTHUMALO,
W310BUT KTO MEHsI; yObET; a pU APYroM,
’KuBy, u Bcex BeIbMOX 3y0aMu s Kycaro,
[TouToX poaUTENSIM *KaJlb OUTh CBOUX JETei?
A OUTb He KaJlb BaM PO/ U3 F'OJIOBBI CBOEH?

[Bomb|
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)
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132Apo

Korna mb1 npunieTum, To OyIeT JieTa 3HaKOM;
A ecThJIH yIeTHM, CTY/ICHBIS 3UMBI.

Jletaem BBICOKO, U BOKIb IIPH BCAKOM CTafIe,
Mgl ciuM U 00JIPCTBYEM CPEIU HOIIHBISI THMBI.
C nurmestMu BOWHY HEPENIKO 3aTEBAEM,

N BepHOCTH € 601pOCTHIO CO00 M300paXkaeM.

[’Kypanu]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

133Apo

B npotuBopeunsax HEPEAKO 5 CKPBIBAOCH,
W3 comneTenus mogo0Ouii COCTOIO,
HeBenomoii cieppBa Ha CBET MOSIBISIOCH,
Ho Taitny y3Ha1oT npu cMexe BCIO MOIO.

[3aranka]
(Apollos, UvZag, 1781)

@133Apo

B ueM s 1ocykHbIE Yachl TPENpOBOKAAI,

W nomxHOCTH CBOEH mpUTOM He yrackas (ymyckas?)
N 4yro ynTaTens MOM B CEMl KHUXKKE HAUMUTAl,

Bce To nocneHero 3araakoi npecTaBiss,

[Ipomry ¢ TeM MHEHUEM TPY/Ibl MOU PUHATH:

UTto mpaBo HE XOTEN XBaJbI I B HUX UCKATh.
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134Sum

OteudecTBO MOE IPSIMOE HUBA,
He cokpsiBatocs; 51 TBapb HE TOPJEIIUBA,
N oTkpoBEHHOE UMEIO cepLe 5

Ot cepua uecTh ¥ 3HaTh MOS:

Co BceMU 3HAIOCS, KTO YECTEH HIIb OE€34YCCTEH,

EBporie Bceit MOI BU U3BECTEH,
Xusy 6e3 pyk, 6e3 HOT, 6€3 TOJIOBBI;
A Kak MEHs 30BYT CKOKHUTE CaAMH BBHI.

[?]
[Sumarokov, Sobr Soch, 1781]

135Sum

31ech TBaphb JIEKUT KOTOpasi HE MEPTBA,
TBapse TBapu xeppa:
[Iposibercst ckOpO KpOBB e,

W moxet ObITh OT TBAapH BIIPEIb Cel,
XoTs oHa 1 OyJeT MepTBa,

Taxkas >xe BO BeKH OYJIET KepTBa.

[]
[Sumarokov, Sobr Soch, 1781]

136Sum

Kanynika 51, BBEpbX JHOM CTOXO,
N He kacarock noamy.
ITo mpoussoury,
Tpynscs, KeHIHbI, yTpoOy BCIO MOIO,
HalrbroT cebe npurmacom,
JKUBBIM HAMOJIHAT MSCOM.

[7]
[Sumarokov, Sobr Soch, 1781]
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137Sum

[Tox kaMHEM CUM JIEXKUT KaKOW TO YEPETIOK,
[Tox yepenkom 3BEpOK.

[Tox kamMHEM MEPTB OH HBIHE IPEOBIBACT,
A 4eperok €BO U B JKU3HU IMOKPHIBAET.

[Turtle - ?KS]
[Sumarokov, Sobr Soch, 1781]
Note: this riddle is also published in the section “CounHenus u nmepeBoasr”

1782
138Anon

Yurarens oTragai, o 4em 3aaymal s,
Yro 3HAYNT, MHE CKa)KH, 3araJiouka Mos?
UeTtsipe OyKB OHA B ce0€ COAEPIKUT TIIACHBIX
U mecTh corntacHbBIX,

besrmacnas onna,

Bcex mo3zaam ona.

3arajka 3aKJIoJacr,

Takoe cyiiecTso,

Yto cBeT Bech MOYNUTAET

U camo boxecTtBo,

Hac cymectBo cue ututh bora Hayuaer,
A bor HaMm TOYMTAaTh €ro IIOBEICBACT,
He Moxer ObITH 0€3 HEro

U cam Bcenennria Coaerenb,

OH cam Bcerja ero XpaHui ¥ HabJro1al.

OTtraaka

Yro THI B 3arajiKke 3arajail,
MHe To npusTHEe BCEro;
Buts eTo nobponerens.
[dob6ponerens|

(?, VechZar, January 1782)
Note: The answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem
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139Anon

Kaxkoe corBopuin ;xuBotHOe TBOpEL,
Komy myxunHa MaTh, a )KeHIIIMHA OTeI?

[?]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

140Anon

51 B MUpe Belb HU Ybsl, HO BCAKOW MHOM BJIAJICET;
Sl TO, 4eM HIBIIIKUT BCE, UTO MYCTOTA UMEET.

[Air - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

141Anon

S Beus U3BECTHAs BCEMY KUBOTHBIX POJY;

Ha 3emutronu noitaenisb, b KHHUIILCSA Thl B BOLY,
W tam MeHs Haiienb, ¥ 371eCh TIepe co00i;
MeHS MOYTH BO BCSAK JICHB TOITYEIIH Thl HOI'OM,
Bcesik neHb s 4yBCTBYIO OT Beex ce0e TONTaHbs;
Onnako Bce cue CHOILY 51 0€3 ponTaHbs;
bezotroBopouHo 1iauy s ceit 00pok.

A xto 9?7 Yranmaii, ckaXku: Tak ThI ...

[Flower -?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
Note: suggestion of a rhymed answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem

93



142Anon

51 B Mupe HaX0XycCh, XOTb 5l HE BEIIECTBO;

51 BeUHOE U BCEM M3BECTHO CYILIECTBO;

bes unenos, 6e3 yacteil, BO MHE COCTaBOB HET;
He moxeT 6e3 MEeHS CTOSITh BO3MOXHBIN CBET.
Upes ObITHE MOE BCE B CBETE MPOUCXOIUT;

Bo mHe Besik mactue, HemacTue HaxoauT;
Bce s mpou3Boxky, BCe AeIaeTCs MHOM;

B cnokoiicTBenb KTO JXHUBET BOIOST JIM UHOM;
U ceii 1 TOT MOUM TO J1€71a€T OCPEICTBOM;
He nacnaxxmaroch s1 OT BEKa MajoJIETCTBOM;

U crap Bcero: ogHakox s He bor.

V3K 71 TO THI €11l€ Y3HaTh MEHSI HE MOT
Uurarens? TBapu Bceil pa3MHOKUIIOCH MHOM TIEMS:
Ho B Mmupe 1: u Tak s He TBopen, a ....

[Time -?KS]
(?, VechZar, March 1782)
Note: suggestion of a rhymed answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem

143Anon

Kto mobut, T0 ke cam MeHs 1 HeHaBUIUT,

Korzga moii TpoH B IpyroM noCTaBIeHHBIA YBUIUT,
MHe 3HaTHOCTb JKU3Hb J1aeT, OOraTCTBO MOJKPEILISET:
Ho xpotocth yacTo G1eck Mo# B Mpak mpeoodpariaer.
3aragxy TOT pa3BsIKeET,

KTo Ham Tenepb BAPYT CKaxkeT,

borarcTBo ¢ 3HaTHOCTBIO UTO MOXKET UCTOYATH,

N xpotocTh ObI ueMy MoOTJIa IPOTUBYCTATh.

[7]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
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144Anon

Cpenp MapcoBbIX MOl B CpaKEHBSIX s OBIBAIO,
B coserax u ¢ [lapem Ha Tpone 3acenao;
I'eporo s paBHO nosie3na kak Llapro,

N xpabpocTh moj1 HOTOM MOEH s 4acTo 3pIo;
UYero u B AECATH JIET OHA HE COBEPILINJIA,

Han Tpoeii B HOUb 0HY YIUCCOM 5 pelIna;

W HpIHE O€3 MEHS HE MOXKET CMEPTHBIH KUTH,
Korga >xu3Hp N1aCTIIMBY keENAeT OH BKYCUTb.

[Fortune - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

145Anon

[Ipo3padyHOCTBIO CBOEH 5 C 3€pKajaMu CXO/Ha,
Ho neiictBuem cBouM Ipes HUIMU IPEBOCXO/HA,;
3pAT TOJIBKO CMEPTHBIE HAPYKHbBI YaCTHU TEX,

Ho s 11 BHYTpEHHOCTB Ka)Xky UM O€3 IoMex.
Korz[an( K Hapy>XHOCTHU IMOYTH BCC NPUJICTIMIIUCD,
W BHYTpEHOCTb CBOIO BO MHE 3pPETh YCThIUIIUCH:
[Ipe3penHeii Bcex Belel Ha CBETE cTana 4,
Knener Tenepb MeHs U caM UHOU CY/Ibsl.

[?]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

146Anon

51 Bemn pasHbIgd U300pa3uTh MOTY,

3a0aBHbIs BCer/a s TalHbI CTEpETy.

I"anaror Bce MeHs, KOJIb MOW TBOpEL IPUKAKET,
JIMKOBUHKOM CITyXKy, KOJIb OH MEHS HE CKaXKeET.
Ko:b s 6e3 nMeHu MeHs Bce y3HaBaloT;

A cBeAaBIIHN YK€ HE CTOJIBKO MOYUTAIOT.

[Riddle - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
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147Anon

Hu Hor, HU TOJIOBBI, HU PYK Sl HE UMEIO;

Ho Tsxectu nepxats s Ha cebe yMmero:

WNHoe Ha cniuHE s 110 BEpbXY HOIILY,

WNHomy, CBEpruyB B HU3, S THOEIH TIPUHOIILY.
Ha cBere HMKaKOi1 51 CUJIBI HE CTpaILyCst

U Boiicko 1enoe s UCTPEOUTh MOTY.

BHyTpu 3emiu 1 BHE e S HaX0xXYycs,
[TomoOHa xpycTanio: HO s Bcerna Oery.

[River -?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

148Anon

OroHb ¥ TEIJIOTY 51 CTOJIBKO HEHABUXKY,

Uto ¢ HUMHU HE MOTY OBITh BMECTE HUKOT/IA;
A ecTbliv T1Ie HUOY/Ab CITy4ailHO UX YBUXKY,

C nmocaasl OBITHSA JIMIIAOCH S BCET/IA:

Tornaa B 1100€3Hy MaTh CBOIO 5 PEBPAIIAIOCH,
OcraBiuck xe 6€3 HUX OISThH S 3aPaKIAI0Ch.
Sl odueHs TeprenauB, U CTOJb HPAaB TUX BO MHE,
Yrto BceM J1a10 XOJUTH S II0 CBOSH CIIHUHE.

[Snow - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

149Anon

XOTb s HE BEILIECTBO, HO YaCTO UM OBIBAIO;
S1 bosee Bcero, s Bce B ce0s BMeIalo.

[?]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
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150Anon

be3 kpbUI 51 BBICOKO JIETalo,

U rne s uro He oOpeTaro,

Ha Bce s 6e3 cThiga caxych,

Bo Bcex MecTax s HAaXOXKYCh.

Bopa B 1pyryro Belllb MEHS IIEPEMEHSIET,

He HpaBntoch HUKOMY; MEHSI BCSK IIPOTOHSIET,
U BCsKOM TOBOPUT: SI HU K YEMY T'OKYChb,

be3 coHeuHBIX JTy4yell He 4acTo 5 KaXKyCh.

[Dust - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

151Anon

XOTsI OT NTULIBI 51 HA CBET IPOUCXOXKY,
X0oT4 AyIIU 5 HE UMEIO;

Ho 3HaTHbIE 1ena COO0 TPOU3BOKY,
Sl cnenaTb MHOTOE YMEIO:

YMero g pyrath, yMEI U XBaJIUTh,

V31y Ha Bcex s HaJlarato,

Cepaua Mory K JitoOBU 1 THEBY BOCHAJIUTD,
[{apsiM 1 MyZIpBIM TIOMOTAI0.

S yacTo B BBIIIHIOK TEX CTENIEHb BO3BOXKY
KT0 MHOIO JIelicTBYET pa3yMHO:

Ho B mocmesiHue TOTO 51 NPUBOXKY,
KTo MHOI0 BraBCTBYeT 6€3yMHO;

JIy1st MHOTHX JIydIlie 51 ¥ 371aTa u cpedpa:

He Bunuib 11 Bo MHE, YUTATENb, THI ...

[Feather (plume)]

(?, VechZar, 1782)
Note: suggestion of a rhymed answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem
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152Anon

O npyr Moi, rocnoauH otraauuk! He mans,
He memis, orragai, moxainyil Tl MEHS.

He roBopu: Te6s1 y3HaTh 5 HE yMeEIO.

51 GecripenienbHasi, TPaHUIL sl HE UMEIO,

U ¢ borom u ¢ nymiei *uBy BCEYacHO 5,

W cMepTu HUKOrAAQ HE Y3pUT KU3Hb MO,
CTo MUJIMOHOB, TaK KaK J10JIs €AMHHUIIbI,

He nenarot BoO MHE HU MaJiblsd YaCTHUIIBI;

He B Mupe Haxoxych, HO €CMb BHE MUPA 5.
OTtraguuk, Hy Terepb y3HAEIb JIU MEHs?

[Eternity - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

153Anon

OT mMatepH poJsch s MaTh CBOIO paXK/Ialo;

S ne1ab HeOecHast, ¢ HeOa HU3MaIaro,
Ha 3emitro HU3XO0XKY,
Opnexnoii el ciyxy.

CBoero CTyXkelo ee sl CorpeBaro,

W coku B HeZpo el noTpeOHbI U3JIEBAL0,

Ko mnonopoauto naro s cuity eif;

He Bcsik 11 o10iKeH yeIryror Moei?
Otraquuk! Eciu ThI elie MeHsI He 3Haellhb:

Ho exenu y3HaTh 06€3 TanbHBIX IyM JKEJaellb,

He npoknunaii MeHs, He fenail MHE yrpos,
U 3Haii, 4T0 MaTh MOsI BOJAA, OTEI] MOPO3.

[Snow - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
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154Anon

K komy 51 HE npuiiay, MoOKamMecT ¢ HUM s Oy1y,

Hurne He orcTato, 6ery 3a HUM s BCIOAY,
brIBaro ¢ HUM Be3Jie;

B nosnsx, B secax, B ropax, Ha cylle, Ha BOJE,

IIpu cosHLe, IpyU OrHE, B ACHB SICHBIN 5 KaXycs,
Besne, roe ectb nuIb CBET.

Ha cBete HUKAKOM 51 CUIIBI HE CTpaILyCs,

XOTb HUYET0 MeHS Oe3CUIbLHEN B CBETE HET,
KTO0 Bpen MHE IpUUYMHUTH XKeNaer,

Tor npexzae cam npereprnesacr,
HuxeM He TpOHYCS 4,

Korna oH npexze cam He Tporaet ceods.

[Shadow - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

155Anon

Kak mait, kak y30K s, Kak TeCEH He OBIBaO,
Ho HeOo 1 B cebe ¢ cBeTHIaMyA BMEILALO.

[Telescope - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

156Anon

UynecHy cuily s M B ACMCTBUE UMEIO:
OTKpBITBIM CIENIATh 51 COKPBITOE YMEI0;
OTBEpCTOEK OIATH,
Mory s 3aTBOPATS.
Ciyxy paBHO g BCeM, KOMY HHU JOCTaIOCS;
XpaHto, ¥ OT HETO B3aUMHO s XPaHIOCH.

[Key - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)
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157Anon

JIBM>KEHbE CUIIHLHOE B ce0€ 51 CONIEPKY:
OpaHako Ha OJTHOM BCE MECTE S JICKY.
IToka eme xpuuy,
Bce ntoau roBopsT, 4TO 5 TOTAA XOKY;
Kornax g 3amomnuy,
To Tot, KOMY CIYXY,
Ha mom4anuBocTh caM gocaays Molo,
BceM siBHO TOBOPUT, UTO OYIITO 5 CTOIO.
Ha Bonocke 0THOM KU3Hb JEPKUTCS MO,
XOTb HET BO MHE BHHBI, HO BEIIAIOT MEHS.

[Clock - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

158Anon

S nec OTHEM Ha3BaThb 110 UICTUHHE MOT'Y,
51 cnenaH U3 HETO, 51 BUJ €T0 SIBIISIO;
Ckopee nomaau st UHOr1a Oery:

Ho cneny o cebGe HUTe He OCTaBIIAIO.

[Axis - ?KS]
(?, VechZar, 1782)

159Ant

51 B cBEeTE €cMb HUUTO, HUYTO U O3HAYalo,

C 3BepbMH 5 U C JIIOJIBMU 110100HO MOCTYTALO.
[IpemyapbIX caMbIX 5 yMEIO 00O0JIBCTHUTD,
Crpax, pagocTb U nie4aib MOTY 51 HABOJUTD.
51 HOublO O€3 cBeuH SBJISIO pa3Hbl BUJIBI,

3peTb MOKHO upe3 MeHs orpoMHbl [Tupamuer.

[Moon - ?KS]
(Antonsky, VechZar, 1782)
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160AnNt

Moii B30p NpUSATEH BCEM, U BCE MEHS UMEIOT;

Ho npuctynutk KO MHE BCE CMEPTHBIE HE CMEIOT:
CrpaiuHee 51 BCEro, Korja 4To MoKUparo:
OpnHako Belpb MOXKPaB, U caM 5 IPOIAIaL0.

[Fire - KS]
(Antonsky, VechZar, 1782)

161Ant

S rona BCAKOIo %U3Hb B CBETE MOJIYyYalo,

Ho keM po>xJieH BO CBET, TOI'0 COBCEM HE 3Hal0,
He 3Ha10 u TOro, 4T0 MaTh UMCIO 5;

He BuuT, 1 CBOIO 51 )KU3Hb TaK COBEpIIALO,
UYro MaTepu CBOEH HUTI'ZIE HE IPUMEYAIO.

51 B TOT e rofi, KOrja BO CBET IPOUCXOXKY,
XoT4 st o cede CBOM IO U OCTaBIISIIO,

OpnHak He 3Haro, KaK €ro s B CBET POXKIAL0.
Moii cozumaem rpob ObIBaCT OT MCHSI,

J11s oHaro ry0ir0 U camoro ceos.

XO0Tb 3amax IraJiok MO, HO 5 JUI BCEX JII00€3€eH;
He 51, HO rpo0 MO#1 ecTh /17151 YeJIOBEK MOJIE3€EH.

[?]
(Antonsky, VechZar, 1782)

162Sokh

HeBnaum s HUKEM, KpPOME KaK C IPUHYKIEHBS,
SIBUBLINCH B SIPOCTH, YTy 0€3 3aME/JIEHbS.

W B TOM, 4eMy MEHsI IPOTUBHBIM JIFOU UTYT,
Haiinmaue Hax0xKycCh, 1 COKPBIBAKOCTH TYT;

B pacteHbsIx s, B BOJIE, B BO3/1yX€, B YEIIOBEKE,
CoBMECTHHK BEIIECTBY, )KUBY BO BCSIKOM BEKE,
TBepaeimus Tena s B MUT CKBO3b IIPOXOXKY,
He penko ctpax u cMepThb g TBapsiM NPUUYHHSIIO,
B MrHoBeHbsI TBEpABIS METAIIIBI PACITYCKALO,
Bces TBaph nuTaeTcs U COKaMH JKUBET;

Ho MHe Hu B nuIIax Tex, HU B COKaxX HYXK/bl HET.

[?]
(Sokhatsky, VechZar, 1782)
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1783

Not found
1784
163Anon

VY BCsiKMSL TyIIU HacC Tpoe OOUTAOT,

MHe nepBoMy U3 BCEX IapeM OBITh PUCYKIAIOT
XOTs IPECTOJ 51 CBOM MMEIO JIUIIb B MO3TY;
Ho s u npounmMu yacTbMu BIaJ€Th MOTY.

[Vm- ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: the answer is included in the structure of the poem — an acrostic

164Anon

B[o] cepatie 51 )kuBYy, 5 ¢ TyXOM 00UTaI0,
OmHuM BO 3710 U Bpell, APYTUM K A00OPY CIYKY;
JIrozeit 1 0T CKOTOB COOO0I0 OTIIMYALO,

S B HUX mo00Ke TBOPIIA UX COJEPIKY

[Boms - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: the answer is included in the structure of the poem — an acrostic

165Anon

[IpuBBIUKa MaTh MOsI, OHA MEHS PAXKIAET;

A HaBBIK MHE OT€I], OH KOPMUT U IUTAET,

Mo 1oAr ecTb COXpaHsITh, OHU YTO BBEPAT MHE,

S CKpBITHO HAX0XKyCh HEBUAMMO U3BHE.

TrI cam, ynTaTe b MO, MEHS B ce0e UMEEIIIb,
Hauanenbie ciioBa npouTs ypazyMeellib.

[[Mamsts - ?KS]

(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: the answer is included in the structure of the poem — an acrostic
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166Anon

S teno 6e3 Ay, KOCTEH 51 HE UMEIO,

3a KauecTBO U BJIACTh CBOIO OT BCEX MOYTEH.
W3psiaHO roBOPIO, HO MBICIUTH HE YMEIO.

Kak maps B cBo€ii 3eMJi€ g CTpaKeil OKPYKEH.

[SI3b1K - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: the answer is included in the structure of the poem — an acrostic

167Anon

Y3HaBIIU TallHY, MBI €51 HE OTKPBIBAEM,
[IIym, KpUK, TPECK, CTYK, 3BOH, IPOM IIPETEPIIEBAEM
W xpome My3bIKH MBI HUYETO HE 3HAEM.

[Vim - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: the answer is included in the structure of the poem — an acrostic

168Anon

Cpenu Becenus K cie3aM s IPUBOXKY;

S ToHbIIIE BO3/AYXa, I B HEOO BOCXOXKY;
Oren MEHS paXk/IaeT;

Opnako 0e3 MEHsT HUTZIE OH HE OLIBAET.

[Smoke - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

169AnonN

Cpaxatoch s ¢ OTHEM

U He croparo B HEM

boprock 4 1 ¢ BO1010
HJ'II)IBy, HEC IMOTJIOTUT OHA MEHS BOJIHOIO:
[Toxo’ka Ha CTEKII0; HO TOHBUIE 51 €T0
Paxnaroch s B 3emiie ... JIOBOIBHO JIK CEro?

[7]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
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170Anon

3emulst MEHSI POJIUT, 51 B HEH CIiepBa JIEKY,

OTtTyzna s Ha CBET HEBOJICH BBIXOXKY,

JIrogpMu BIIAICIO 5, OHU MEHSI UTYT OOTOM,

OpHako UM ke s K Bpey CIIy)Ky BO MHOTOM.

Tpu mapcrtBa B cBeTe ecTh, LlapeM uTych B IEPBOM 4,
OTraguuk MOUIIM B KApMaHaX Thl MEHS.

[Gold - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

171Anon
KpacaBuriieit MmeHst 30ByT
W Bce npenecTHOM MOYUTAKOT,
Mens napuieii Ha3bpIBaIOT,
MeHs ¢ nouTeHbeM OeperyT.
Kto 6epexxHo MeHs B pyKax CBOUX UMEET,
Kpacoii cBoeit ero s1 4yBCTBa BECEIIIO;
Ho ecTban Hario KTo KOCHYThCSI MHE ITOCMEET,
be3 xkanocTtu KoJto.

[Rose - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

172Anon

TeGe MHOIA, YeTOBEK, OTKPBITA TKATh HAYKA;
XOTb HE UMEIO PYK,

Hovamu TKy s XOJICT HE Jienas ¥ CTyKa

A UMS MHE ........... [Tayx

[Spider]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: answer is rhymed and provided
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173Anon

KTo0 s, oTraguuk Moii, He MHOTO XJIOIIOYH
VY3Haemb BAPYT MEHsI, JTUIIb MaJlo IOMOJIYH,
Koub apcTBa Tpu BelIEH Thl 3HACIIb B 3TOM CBETE
S1 B mepBOM HaxX0XKyCh, y3Hal IO CE MPUMETE.
[Ipupona paznuia MEHs BO BCEX TeJlax

B 3emue paxnarocs s, B 03epax U B MOPSIX,
[IpemHOrHUs TENA OT MOPYU COXPAHSIO
YMepeHHOCTH s cO0010 Hay4aro

Koub B Mepy B e s, 1 BKyC €i IpUIaLo.
Tepsier 6€3 MeHsI IPUATHOCTH BCIO CBOIO.

YTo ¢ numer0 MEHs BKYLIAOT, TO HE JI0XKHO,
be3 nuumxke MeHsl CO BKyCOM €CTh HE MOXHO.
JloBosbHO 11 cero? OTraapIiBaTh U3BOJIB! ...
-Hy, nonHo 106 TepeTh, CKaXKu: TaK 3710 ......

[Salt - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: suggestion of a rhymed answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem

174Anon

Emte 3aragouky, Tede s 3arajaro,
B oTragke npexxHemy npumepy mnojapaxaro.
[Tocnymait. Bot, ynrarens Moi,
CnoBa 31¢ech BEIM TOM CaMO.
Kak cdepa Bkpyr MeHs ¢ CTpeMIIeHHEeM HeCeTcs,
Korna gacte kaxkaas B Heil JBUKETCSI, TPsICETCA,
To cBepxy BHH3 UJET, TO BIPYT MOTHSBIINACH BBEPHX
Bocraner v naiet onsTh CKOPOIIOCTHKHO
Cpenu IBUKCHHIA CUX, CPEIIU TIPEMEH BCEX TEX
B cpenvHe HaXodsCh, CTOIO 51 HETIOJBUKHO.
Orraguuk! Bot u Bce, oTraapiBaii, He 00¥Ch,

[Axis - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)
Note: suggestion of a rhymed answer is incorporated into the structure of the poem
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175Anon

[TouTeHHOCTD, CaH U YECTh B UHBIX MOU BUJI SIBJISIET,
WNHbIM 10Cany OH ¥ THYCHOCTh IPUYHHSIET,
Kpacyercs Bcs uepHb MHOM B CEBEPHBIX CTpaHax
Ho Take u B Apyrux XpaHsaT MEHS 3eMJISX.

He 3Hnato, mouemy? [1o CKpOMHOCTHITH TTTyOOKO#?
VY nyXOBEHCTBA g paBHO B YECTH BBICOKOW;

SI 3Ha10 TOJILKO TO, YTO BHJ CEH CBOMCTBEH MO
Ko3smnam, X0Th 4eoBeK MHOW KpacUT 00pa3 CBOM.

[Beard - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

176Anon

Ciyxy Juisl BCeX JII0A€H, IPOCTBIX U OJIaropoIHbIX,
OT MHOTHX 51 B UUCJIE CUUTAOCH NTPABHJI MOJHBIX,
Korga ynoTpe0asiTe 3aX04eT KTO MEHsI

To npexne 1oKeH B pax mpeodpaTuthes s,
I'notaroT, KpyT MEHsI, HO sl HE YMEHbILIAI0

Hu mano sxaxapl ux, 6e3 mosb3sl Hcues3alo;

XOTb K OYMILIEHUIO HEYUCTOTHI CIIYXKY,

Ho yacto 00MOpOK B MO3I'y IPOU3BOXKY.

[Tobaco - ?KS]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

177Anon

Mue He gan marepu TBopen,
W Mo cynpyr ecTb MOM OTell.

[?]
(?, PokTrud, 1784)

178Rzh

UYro penko Buaut Llaps, macTyx TO 3pUT BCEraa;
A bor He BUIBIBaAJI OT BEKa HUKOT'JA.

[Cebe mogobHOTO]

(Rzhvesky, DetsGost, 1784)
See also: 1761
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179Rzh

Hu pra, U s13b1Ka, HU TOpJIa HE UMEIO,

OnHako roBOpUTh 6€3 TPYIHOCTH YMEIO.

Ho nomxHo npuHyXaath, 4T00 Hayal s KpU4aTh,
WNuave Oyny st B MOTYaHbU IPEOBIBATD.

Mue noBunyetcs [{aps, Boun, Kus3e u I'pad;
OcCnyITHUKY MOH KECTOKOW TepIsT mTpad.

[bapabaH]

[Rzhevskii , DetsGost, 1784)

[different answer in other version — Law?]
See also: 1756

180Anon

OpHaxXIbl S POXKACH, B APYTOM pa3 yMHpaIo:
XoTs BO ajie ObLI; HO pail Ternephb y3Haro.

[J/Tazaps]
[?, DetsGost, 1784]

181Anon

[11Th OBeYEK CTOT MOABEAAIOT;
A apyrus naTh Ipodb OTOEraroT.

[Korna sxeHIUHbBI TPsIAyT]
[?, DetsGost, 1784]

182Anon

YTo HULIEH HAIOJ TOBEPracT:
To BCsik 1eHb 3HATHOW COOMpaeT.

[Ounienre Hoca OT MOKPOTHI|

[?, DetskGost, 1784]
Note: see also — compare otvet “sopli”

107



183Anon

C pBLIaHbEM s IIPHLIEI, C CIE3aMH Pa3Iydaroch;
BonbIryto ’KHU3HN YacTh B IIEYaIH IPOBOXY.

[Uenoek]
[?, DetsGost, 1784]
184Anon

HckycHol miepeT 1 BETp XOPOIIHA,
CyTb Belly HYKHBI JJISI MEHSL.
Komp poT pazxaB MeHs BO3MeEIlIb,
[TpunexHo Oyny caymars.

[@neiiTa, nygouka]
[?, DetskGost, 1784]

185Anon

CtyuuT, rpeMUT, BEPTUTCH,
Huxkoro ne 6ourcs,
XOJIHUT BECh BEK,

A He 4eIoBeK.

[Uacsi]
[?, DetsGost, 1784]

186Apo

51 06pa3 BBIIIHATO, 3eplano O0KECTBa;

Ha cBete HeT MeHs cBOOOIHEN U yMHEH:

U Gombliie cBsI3aHa BCETO S €CTECTBA,

Kak nTuuka B KJIIETOUYKE CHXKY FOpPIOsSl B HEH,
OkoBaHa Kpyrom; HO Hy>KHbl MHE OKOBBI:

S umu AeiCTBYIO; OHU TIOJJOOHO MHOM,

OHM, 4TO TTOBEJIIO, UCITOJTHUTH BCE TOTOBHI.
HcnosHUTE BOJIO HX €CTh IOJT PAaBHO U MOM.
CMepTenbHO X JII00II0, CMEPTENBHO OTBPAIIAIOCh,
Ha ne6o s meuy, kak ¢ HUMU pa3iydaroch.

[Ayma]
[Apollos, DetsGost, 1784]
Note: see 1781
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187Apo

Hauana Het Bo MHE, HET TaKKe U KOHIIA;
Kpyxok, b nepcTeHek MeHs u300paxaer,
51 CBOMCTBO TOJIBKO €CMb €IMHAro TBOpPIIA.
Ho cBoiicTBa MOEro OTHIOJb HUKTO HE 3HAET,
Kak mup ermie He ObLT, TO 5 yKe ObLIa,

’KuBy He BUTUMO, U BIIpEb 5 OYAY KUTb.
JlenuThcs HE MOTY, HE IBUKMMA, LIENa,
Harpanoii 6yny BceM, Wb Ka3HUIO CITYKHTb.

[BeunocTs|

[Apollos, DetsGost, 1784]
Note: 1781

188Apo

Bcero kpaTtuae st u IJIMHHSIE HA CBETE.
Her mepyiennein MeHs, MEHsI KpaT4yae HeT.

B MHHYTaX COACPIKYCh B HaCaxX U B LICJIOM JICTC

Tedenne Moe pa3IMyHO BCE UJIIET:

To B Menkux 4yaCTo4Kax, TO B AJIMHHOCTHU 6BIB3.I-O,

Bcemy naro s )Kn3Hb, U BCE 5 IIOKUPALO.

[Bpemsi|
[Apolos, DetsGost, 1784]
Note: see 1781

189Apo

XOTS ¥ 4TYT MEHS U3JIPEBIIE BCE CIEMNON0;
Ho s xoro n106:110, MOCTaBIIIO BBIIIE BCEX.
Ha kpyriom s mapy CTor0 0JTHOM HOTOXO.
borarcrsa, macTus, ICTOYHHUK BCEX yTEX.
HNunIe TrOBOPAT, YTO 4 U €CMb U HCT,
JIrobumIieM OBITH MOUM JKEJIaeT LeNblil CBET.

[@PopTyHa]
[Apollos, DetsGost, 1784]
Note: see 1781
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190Anon

UYro Halll peMECIICHHUK U BCAKOW HAJIEBACT,
[Tepcunackoii ['ocynaps 1BOpsSIH TEM Harpaxmaact?

[Xanat. On ectsb [lepcuackas onexna, kotopyto xanyet [llax BenpMoxkeil cBoero aBopa. |
[?, DetsGost, 1784]

1785

191Anon
f)

[?]
(?, PokTrud, 1785)

192Anon
I?

[7]
(?, PokTrud, 1785)

193Anon
f)

[?]
(?, PokTrud, 1785)

194Anon
7

[7]
(?, PokTrud, 1785)

195Anon
f)

[?]
(?, PokTrud, 1785)
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1786
196Anon
PomuBmmcek noM cebe s nenaTh, Ha4uHar,

Ut00 6 OHOM BO3MYXaB JaTh MOCIIE TIJIO/I.
Ho campbiii s)xe 1oM TOT

['poOHuULIEH CITY>)KUT MHE; APYTUX UM YKpPAIIAIo.

[UepBb 11€TKOBOM |
(?, RastVin, January 1786)

197Anon

51 Hukora cebe moTI0OHBIX HE TEPILTIO,
VcnonueH Kk HUM BPaXXA010.

bes npaku HE MOry 0c00010 OBITH TOIO,
Kotopyto nro6mro.

JloM MOl HOLITY BHYTPH MEHS.

I'ne 3axouy, ero Tam pacTsiHs,
Bo onom npe6GriBarto,

WM numty s ceGe mpuobpeTaro.

KoBapcTtB ncnonHeH 3m00HbIX
EM u cebe mono0HbBIX.

[TTayx]
(?, RastVin, January 1786)

198Anon

S crepery, Korza Ha cTpaxe He ObIBalo;

Ha cTpaxke craBiu g He B CHJIaX yCTepeyb:
Viiay s1: Kpenko Bce; Npuiiay Bce nmociadsio.
Komy uro Gepery, TOT 10KeH Ms Oepeds.

[Knroy]
(?, RastVin, September 1786)
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199AnoN

YKYCHUT KTO MEHSI, TOTO JI0 CJie3 Kycalo,
[TopesxeT K10, TOMY /10 ciie3 00JIb TPUKIFOYALO.
Kycarot, pexyT Bce 0e3 yxaca MeHS,

A st uero? 6e33y0a 1.

[ykoBuna]
(?, RastVin, September 1786)

200Anon

Ha myxy BUJIOM sl IPOCTYIO TIOXOXKY;

3UMOH IIOKOIOCS, a JIETOM BCE TPYXKYCH;

Bo BHYTpeHHOCTH ZIpeB BECh BEK CBOM ITPOBOKY,
U Tam ucKkycHbIN 10M cebe COCTaBUTh TUIYCS.
Jleraro BcroAy s, JIETAKO HA LIBETHI,

bepy ¢ HuUX c1anocTh, CBET, HE MOPTS KPACOTHI;
Nwmes 51 B cebe cOT cllaikoil COCTaBIISIIO.

CuM 1oJIb3yI0 ApYTHX, 1a ¥ caMa KOPMIIIOCh,

A TepBbBIM OT CBOMX 3J10]1€€B OOPOHIOCH;

W ya3Biss X cama si yMUparo.

[TTuena]
(?, RastVin, September 1786)

201Anon
f)

[7
(?, UedPosh, February 1786)

202Anon
S BUIMMa OT Bcex ...

[?]
(?, UedPosh, April 1786)

203Anon
51 BUIOM HHUYETO ...

[7]
(?, UedPosh, Aprl 1786)
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204Anon

Mexny s 1BYX ...
[7]

(?, UedPosh, 1786)

205Anon

['ynsro s Beerna ...

[?]

(?, UedPosh, April 1786)

206Anon
n

[’
(?, ZerSvet, May 1786)

207Anon
f)

[7
(?, ZerSvet, May (?) 1786)

208Anon
n

[’
(?, NovEzhSoch, July 1786)

209Kar

51 TOYHO YEeNIOBEK, U B 3TOM 5 HE JITy.

C HOoramu u pykamy,

C TakuMH XKe TJ1a3aMH,

C TakuMu ke ylamu,

XOIUTh U TOBOPUTH, XOTb KUB 5, HE MOTY.

[Infant]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, July 1786; also Stikhotvoreniia Petra Karabanova... 1801)
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@209Kar
HI/IKTO HC MOJKCT NIOXBAJIUTHCA
UT00 HaYyasl TOT XOAUTH, KTO YyTh YCIET POAUTHCS.

(Karabanov, LekSkuk, July 1786)
210Kar

HecueTHbl B MUpe c€M pOJIMIIKCH TOIb3BI MHOIO
Cobpanwuii u 6ecen OBIBAIOT KPACOTOKO
Kycaroch 601bHO 51, XOTs 3yOOB U HET

Wnb cmepTH TEM, WM BUHOW ObIBaro Oej1

Sl MOJKHOCTH CBOEM OTHIO/Ib HE IPEPHIBAIO

Ho nopue Hu xorga ceds He moaBepraro

B 3arBOopHHUYECTBE 1 MPUPOJOIO POXKACH

U ero x KU3HU TaM U CMEPTH OCYXKJICH

A exenu Moe KUINILE OCTaBJIAI0

To 6e3mone3eH ObIB, B MyYEHBSIX YMUPAIO:

B Mapoke, B Typuuu ectb TOT 00bI4ail 3710
Ectp u B EBpornie oH, 4TOO pylIUTh MO MOKOMA
W3 noMmy MO€ero CBHUpEnbIM H3TOPKEHBEM

Ho 31ech, nmro6e3Hbie unTaTenn Mou

[Tox KPOTKUM C BaMH ST MOHAPXHWHH ITPABICHbEM
Bek Oyny npe3upaTh 0ObIYau CUH:

W ceit KECTOKOCTH 51 HE CTpalIycs C BAMHU
Exarepuna npaBuT HaMu.

[A3b1K]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, July 1786)

Note: “Ilpemynpocts mpaBut Hamu™ in Stikhotvoreniia Petra Karabanov ...
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211Kar

S 4acto ¢ nepeu UEeHbl 10BOJIbHBIN CTOIO,

A ¢ 3a1u 3aBcerja He 3Ha4y HUYEBO;
OHaK0X TaM 0010 ITOXBAaCTAThCS B BHICOTE
HamnpoTus ¢ mo3aau 1001110 HEBUIUM OBITb.
Kyrmen Ha nepeau XOTs MEHS UMEET;

Ho no3aagu nMmeTs cede BMEHSET B CThI;

A Te, KOTOPBIM $ CIIYXY JIUIIb TOJIBKO C 331,
Kenanub Bcewt nymiou, U ¢ IepeIu NUMETh,
Ectp nrou: st ciayxy UM C iepeu U C 3a/u:
Ho MHOro u Takux, KOTOpble K HECYACThIO
Hu ¢ nepenu MeHs, HU C 3311 HE UMEIOT.

[Komenex]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, August 1786)

212Kar

Ckaxure: Kak Ha3BaThb IOPOTY €Ty JOJIKHO
KoTopoii xonum Mbl ¥ JIETOM U 3UMOM,

o xoeli 1 napsM poexarb HEBO3MOXKHO?
Korga nayr 1o Hel yBEYHBIN U XPOMOH,
ApIIrHaxX Ha IATU pa3 JECATh OTABIXAIOT:
TyT 1 310pOBBIE YACTEHBKO YIAJAOT.

[KpbuibLio 1 nectuunal
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, August 1786)

213Kar

Yetbipe OYKBY 51 pa3IMUHBISI UMEIO,

[Tone3na u BpenHa Aiis cBeTa ObITh YMEIO,

Uto0 006a cBOMiCcTBa T€ MPOTUBHBI pa300paTh,

C Hayana uiib KOHIIA MHE JTOJKHO CHITY 1aTh:

S ¢ cuIioro B KOHIIE BECh CMEPTHBIN POJI MTUTAIO,
be3smepHo M Hy)XHa U )KH3Hb X TIPOAOIDKAL0,
C Havayia cwity Jjaii; MpU3HAETCS BECh CBET,
Ckonb JIOTHIN OT MeHS ObIBaeT JIOJSM BpPE/,

U Het y)xacHee MEHS /TS YEIOBEKa,

51 amom KU3HB TBOPIO, KOHIIEM OBIBAIO BEKa.

[Myka 1 Myxka]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, August, 1786)
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214Kar

Komp xouenb T0JKHOCTD Thl y3HaTh MO0 YUTATEb!
JInmb ykaku KyJa, s TOT4ac 1nojieuy

OT 0JHOBO KOHIIa BCEJIEHHOW 10 IPYTOBa,

XpaHs ceKpeT; peny Mopsl, Jieca U FOpBI.
[TonoGHa MHOTUM 3ps, HE CBEAAET HUKTO,

UYro 3Hauy s, ¥ KTO 3a 4YeM MEHS I10CIIal:

Hocs B ceGe TBOM s MBICIIH, UX HE 3HAIO,

Ho Tb1, kK KOMY0O MEHSI HU 3aXOTel IMOCIaTh,

YMero BCIKOMY MX BEPHO PAcCKa3aTh.

[TTucemo]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, August 1786)

215Kar

BykB paBHOe uucio B cede 5 3aKIII0Uaro

U Tex xe caMbIx OyKB.

Korna s nen 6s1Baro

Torna yxacHyto MOTY CMUPHUTB BOWHY,
OTBepruy Meub BparoB, UX 3700y MOXKEHY,
Torna s Bo3pamry )KeHe es Cynpyra,

A nipyra apyra.

U ToKM Ha MOJISIX KPOBABBIX HE TEKYT.
Kornaxx BTopbIif MOH UJIeH Ha MOJIbI Pa3CceKyT;
Brpyr 0e3npenenbHoe NPOCTPAHCTBO MHE AAYT,
Bce cMepTHBIE BO MHE KakK I'pak/laHe KHUBYT;
U Bcsika TBaph TOrAa BOMJET B MO0 OTpajy,
Kocnych Hebec U cHUAY K any.

[Mup 1 Mip]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, 1786)
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216Kar

Buganu b BBl KOra o1 HEXKHBIM U IPEKPACHBIN
Cpenu medeit, oras, cpelib OUTBBI IPEYKACHOM,
B cne3ax, uMeromumii pacTpernassl BJIachl,
Tep3zarouiuii CBOM OJI€K/IbI U KPaChl,

Kotopslii ¢ IpOCTBIO B psifi BOMHOB JIETAET,
Kpuuur, cpaxkaercs, cpaxas yMupaer.

He ObIB OH HU IUTOM, HH IIJIEMOM MOKPOBEH,
Enunoit xpabpocThio 1 MHOIO [?] BOOpYIKEH,
Konb B seHCKUX 5 cepAlax TOT MIaMEHb BO3KUTAI0
C HenmoOGeauMbIMH ['eposiMu paBHSIIO:

Ho ¢ noxBanoit 0 MHE HUTOBOPUT HUKTO,

beiBanu cMepTHBIE, KOTOPBIE 34 TO,

Yro npuObLTH MPUHECY, YTO MHOIO TIOOEKAAIOT,
MeHs X 3a TO Ka3HSAT, MEHS e OXYKIAI0T.

[OtuasHue]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, September 1786)

217Kar

S myreuiecTBysl MO JOM HoIlly ¢ OO0
U He cTpairycst B HEM I0T0/1bl HUKAKOH.

X 05Ky TUXOXOHBKO: 0€3 MOET0 KU1
HuxkTo HUrJe He y3pUT HUKOT /A,

JKuBy oniHa Bcernaa;

W naxe camasi B MO JJOM HE BXOJUT MUILA;
OnHakox Tam 3UMOH

3anepumch He TEPIUTIO 5 HY>K/Ibl HUKAKOM.
S cTpaHHa co3aHa: mpupoja Tak XoTena,
Yro0 51 HM PYK, HU KPBIJIbEB HE MMeTIa:

Ho ronoBy Mory BbICOKO BO3HOCHTb,
I'na3za, kyzaa xody, MOTYy CTPEMUTh

N nyume s moaeit Ha Hebeca B3uparo.
Benukyto npu TOM s pEIKOCTb 3aKJIIOYAI0:
Nwmes nap uiogqoTBOPHUTS,

Nwmetro cuity s TUIOAOPOIUTD.

[VauTka]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, September 1786)
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218Kar

51 mepBorO BCex 301 BUHOIO,

B KOTOpBI BBEPICs 4EIOBEK;

A ©e3 MeHst OH Ben ObI BEK

Cpenu OnaH)ecTBa U MOKOIO.
Wmero B pa3HBIX 5 B1aJIbIYECTBO MECTaX,
Bo rpan, npu 1BOp U B IEPEBHAX;
A Te KOTOpBI MHE BCeX OO0JIbIIE YrOXKAAOT,
B cTonunax Bpems IpOBOXKIAIOT,
MHe xepTBsl IpUHOCH. -- VIMelo s neren
W BETpEHHBIX U YMHBIX;
JUJ1st IepBBIX PUOBLTN B yCITyre HET MOEH;
Ho MHOro 0oT MeHs eCTb NONb3bI U1l pa3yMHBIX;

Bokpyr kayenei Kaxablid roJ

Tonnurcest st MeHs HapoJ.

CKOJIbKO MHOTI'O I MEHS HEIIaCTHBIX
Tepsinu xn3Hb CBOXO BO CIIydasix ONAcHBIX!
He moxHO o ceOe ele sicHel ckazartp. --
Yurarens, 1yMaro, yCIell yK OTraiarh;

A ecTbJii OTTaaTh OXOTY OH HMEET,
To 6e3 coMHeHMsI MEHS YK pa3yMeer.

[JTroGonbITCTBO]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, September 1786)

219Kar

BecpMma nosie3sHy Belllb Mbl B CBETE COCTOBIISIEM;
Bo ynpaxxHeHbM Hac Hailelb BCETAa OJHOM,
B Ge3nepepbIBHOM MBI JBHKEHUH ObIBaeM;
OHaKOX HE B TAaKOM,

Urto6 ¢ MecTa nepeiTu B Ipyroe;

JIBM>KEHBbE Hallle €CTh COBCEM MHOE.

Jlexxum, cTouM; 1 IBHXKEMCS BCETAa.
OcTaHoBIIsIEMCS TOTIA,

Korna cBoe ckoHuaeM Mbl TEUCHbE.

Hac B Mupe Tbma; y BceX €IMHO yIPaKHEHBE.
HNmerotr MHOTHE MO HYX/€E HAC;

A mpouue JuIs MEerojabCTBa, AJIs rias.

OpHu HAC JIGHTaMH UCKYCHO YKpaIllaroT,
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Jpyrue nenu HajeBaroT:

A niepeBo, MeTaJll

N xkamHU pa3sHOPOIHEI

JUid KU3HU Hallles BeCbMa IIPUTOIHBL.
Korna Obl 4enoBek coBceM O HAC HE 3HAJI,
OH Bce He BO BpeMs Jiena Obl MCIIOJIHSI.

[Hacer1]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, September 1786)

220Kar

Yucr, siceH Kak anmas, HO JOpor He ObIBalo:
Poxych oT MaTepu, U caM ee poxKJIalo.

[Jlen]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, October 1786)

221Kar

He mMoHO B 00111eCTBE BCEX HAC MEPECUUTATh
A JTOJKHO 3HATH

UTO B MaJIOM IIApUKE BCE Mbl IOMEUIEHBI;
Tam ObIB 3aKITIOUEHBI

Jleraem, OGeraem MoBCIOly O€3MPECTaHHO,

U 3emutro u Mopsi, 1 HeOO MBI TPOCTPAHHO

B enmHOe mouTH MrHOBEHBE O0TEKAEM;

Ho gacto Tak B cBoeM IyTH MBI 3201y, AaeM,
Uro HakoHell JeTs B 0e3MepHOIi BHICOTE,
TepsieM Tam ce0s B MIJie U TEMHOTE.

[Mpicu]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, October 1786)
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222Kar

XO0T4 5 ¥ CTpallHa, XOTh MpadyeH 00pa3 Mo,
Ho cmepTHBIM IpHHOILY OTpay U IIOKOW;

SIBnsissch UM cebe COIIYTHHKA UMCIO,

U ¢ uum 6e3MoIBHE Be3e OOMIBHO CEIO;

B xoTOpOoM 4denioBeKk CBOM K 3HAHBIO KaqHBINA yM

Bpy4aer MyapocTH, UCIIOIHEH BaXKHBIX JyM:
Ho penxue mist cux NprYuH MEHSI BCTPEUAIOT;
A 0oJIbllIe TUIITMHY BO 3JI0 YIIOTPEOISIOT.

HOpOLIHH 3aMBICJIbI, JIFOOOBHBIS Aaciia,

Bot Bce, yeM MHOTUM $ 110J1€3Ha OBITH MOIJIA.

[Hous]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, October 1786)

223Kar

51 BepeH ogHOMY,
W3MeHHUK y 1pyrosa,
[Ipenena HuKakoBa,
He 3Haro 1 Tomy.

MHue cBeTa 00aaaTens,
3akoHa HE JaeT
Po0OeHOK I0HBIX JIET
Ectp Mol 3akoHOAATEND.

Kto BIacTBOBaTH MHOM,
JlackaeTtcs meuroii,

TOT THIETHO YIIOBAET,
W B mur mens tepser.

Yurarenp n1aparou,
[Tpumu coBeT Thl MOH,
He ouens mHe BBepsics,
ITouare omacaiics.

[Cepaue]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, October 1786)
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224Kar

Nmes ath OTBEP3TUI LENBIX
MBI CTy’KHM JIETOM U 3UMOI.
Kpacasuiisr Hac 6embix
CuuraroT 1js1 cedst Kpacoil.

[1sTh OpaTheB HAC; KOJIb BMECTE MBI ObIBacM

Llensl cBOEH MBI HE TEPSEM;

Ho onHoro numach He CTOMM HUKaKOM,
Hac meuyT Bcex Toraa ¢ mpe3peHbeM:
BbIB npex e yKpaleHbeM,

ITo Tom ObIBaeM BEIINIO MYCTOM;
JIroOOBHMKM HAC IPE3UPAIOT,

Korpga mro0e3HbIX J100BI3a0T.

[TIepuatku]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, November 1786)

225Kar

C o0eux 51 KOHIIOB OTBEPCTHE UMEIO,
OnHakox rpero.

S mmpoka, Kpyria, IpoJoroBara,
JloBoiBHO IyXJIOBaTa,

W mepcTuro kpyrom oOHeceHa.

I[J'If[ OJMHAKOBBIX ABYX YJICHOB s HY’)XHA,
KoTops! exenu B MEHS KTO BIIOXKET,
CorpeTtbcst CKOPO CMOKET.

[Mydgra]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, November 1786)

226Kar

Yem 00bllle U3 MEHS TaCKAIOT
Tem OobIlIE CTAHOBITIOCS S:

bourcsa B BEPbX CMOTPETH, KTO XOAUT onm3 MCHA,

W mHOTHS MeHs cTpaiacs 00be3KaroT.

[Ama]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, November 1786)
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227Kar

Poxmaroce s Ha CBeTe KaK HOYBIO, TaK U JIHEM,

N ymuparo BIpYyT B pOKIECHUN CBOEM.

HukTo MeHs He XKJIET; HO S BCeX MOCEeHIalo,

U ceil HE3aTHOCTHIO UX CHJIBHO TOPaXKalo:

A TOT, KTO CIJIEIYET 32 MHOM 4Ype3 MaJio BpeMs,

[IIymMHT, TPEIIUT, PEBET, CTPAIIUT BCEX CMEPTHBIX IIJIEMS.

[Momnuusi]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, November 1786)

228Kar

S TpeyronpHUKa BUJl TOYHBINA IPEICTABIISIO;
B nosisax s 3aBcernia ryisiHbe poBOXKAALO.
U xak st MaTh MO0 X041y MOLIETI0BATH;

To TOT ke yac HaUHy ee 3y0aMu pBaTh.

[bopona]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, December 1786)

229Kar

B necy s poauiacse, B jiecy e U B3pocia,
be3 ronoca, 6e3 c0B 51 )KU3Hb CBOIO BEIA.
Ho ckonb s uyanHble nena npou3BoauIa,

Kak ITapka cpe3aBuin, yMmoM MeHsl cHaO1ua.
besrnacHa s ObL1a, B )KUBBIX Kak IpeObIBaa,
A 110 yMEpTBHH s YU BCEX IUICHSUIA.

[JTroTHs ]
(Karabanov (?), LekSkuk, December 1786)

230Kar

B npekpacHblil camblii 1eHb 51 TeMEeH NpeObIBaro,
W B Mpake KH3Hb CBOIO BCETJA MPETNPOBOXKIALO.
Korna GpiBaeT >xap, TOr1a X0JIO/IEH S.

Korna e X0JI01HO, TO HET TeIUIEH MEHS.

[[Torpe0]
(Karabanov (?), LekSkuk, December 1786)
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231Kar

S CHITBHOM TSIKECTBIO C MMPUPOIBI OJIAPEH,
W MHOTMMU BelIbMH BCeTia 0OpeMeHEH,
Ha 6proxe, kak 3mest, BCIO 3eMJII0 00TEKaro,
Ho BeTpam CKOpOCTBIO CBOCH HE YCTYIA0.

[Kopabin |
(Karabanov (?), LekSkuk, December 1786)

232Kar

HazBanue 01HO C )KUBOTHBIM 51 HOIITY,

W uBeTt uMer0 0gUHAKOI;

besrnacua roBopto, 1ato, mpoury;
N3ronkoBarenem ObIBaIO CTPACTH BCIKOM.
JIxoOua MeHs CTapUHHBIN CBET;

A HBIHE HA MCHSI YK MOJIBI HET.

JIroOGuMoe Moe KUJTUIIE MPeXkKe ObLIO

Ha cBesxem uem HHOY b, @ HBIHE TaM, TJI€ THHJIO.

[Mymka]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, December 1786)
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1787
233Kar

OT nTHLEI 9 CBOE

Hmero ObITHE;

A pemecio Moe

Bce naenath T0, 4TO yM IpPUKaXKET,

Yro cepaue Ckaxer.

MHOI1 B ’KHU3HU MHOXECTBO MPOCIABUIIOCH JIFOEH;
boures Besik MeHs1, KouIb A B pykax Llapei,
HemnpaBenHbix u 37100HBIX,

W y cyneit, TupaHaM CUM NOAOOHBIX.

Benuka v s Belp; HO MHOTO€ TBOPIO:

Cwmex, cie3bl, AaCThe, CMEPTh; HO THECH KUBOT Japio.
W GnaromeHCTBHE JIMFO HA MUJLIAOHEL.

N300pa3uB 60)KeCTBEHHBI 3aKOHBI,

Korops! napctBytoT B ExarepuHuH Bex,

OT KOMX OKeaH O€3ICHHBIX OJiar U3TEK.

[TTepo]
(Karabanov, LekSkuk, January 1787)
Note: compare to the version

233bKar

OT TaitHBbI s CBOE

Hmero ObITHE;

A pemecino moe

Bce nenate TO, 4TO yM IPHUKaXKET,

Yo cepare cKkaxer.
MHO0i1 B )KU3HU MHOKECTBO NIPOCIABUIIOCH JIFOJIEH;
BbouTtcs Besik MeHs, KOJIb 51 B pyKax cyzaeu

HenpaBeaHbIX U 37100HBIX,

Wne M nog00HbBIX.
Benuka nu 4 Belb, HO MHOTO€ TBOPIO;
CwMmex crnesbl, AacThe, CMEPTh; HO JAHECH KHUBOT Japio
W GnarosieHCTBHE JIMIO HA MUJUTMOHBI,
N3o0pa3uB 60KECTBEHHBI 3aKOHHI,
Kotops! mapctBytot B 6e3cmeptHbiit [IABJIOB Bek,
OT Koux oKeaH Oe3LeHHBIX OJlar U3TeK.
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234Kar

Hewma, HO roBOpuTh yM€IO,

MeHs KTO X04€eT BOCIIPOCHTH,

[ToTmych BCIO UCTUHY OTKPBITh:

Cxaxxy TOKOMHUKH B YEM YNIPAKHSIIUCH
C xeMm B Pume neBku 3a0aBIIsUINCE,
Korna cBsitiieHHbIN OTHB CTPEIIIN;
OTKpOIO JIOKB U TIPaBIy 0€3 3aBEChI

N HazaBy KTO OBUTH T€ ITOBECHI,

UYro Gmara LapcTuii He Operu.

MHo#i BeqoMEI [€J1a ¢ Havajla CBETA.

[McTopusi]
(Karabanov (?), LekSkuk, January 1787)

235Kar

['mac ymuparonuii Ha CBET MEHS POKIAET,

U Bapyr xe ObITHE MOE YHUYTOXAET.

CrokoicTBO 5 0010, M C HUM JKUBY BCET/a,

W 51 He roBOpPIO HU CIIOBA HUKOT/A.

B urpe u Ha nupy HE MOKHO MHE Ka3aThbCA,

MHoii MyzpBIii OT IIIyNIa HE MOXKET PAcIO3HATHCS.
JIroGe3Ha MHE JIMIITb HOYb, & AHS 51 HE TEPILTIO,

U Tonpko y 60IBHBIX BCETa s )KUTH JIFOOITIO.
CoBeToB HUKOMY sl HE MOTY J1aBaTh.

Tax uro xe s TakoBo? V3BOIB THI OTraaTh.

[Monnusi|

(Karabanov (?), LekSkuk, March 1787)

236Anon
?

[7]
(?, EzhSoch(lar), August 1787)

@236Anon
t)
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1788

237Anon
"

[7
(?, NovEzhSoch, May 1788)

238Anon
"

[7
(?, NovEzhSoch, July 1788)

1789

239Laf

Yurareab, OTragau ...

[?]

(Lafinov, Irtysh, September 1789)

240Laf

Ha B3rmisy s u3ganu 4acTh ACpEBa KAXKYCh ...

[7]
(Lafinov, Irt, September 1789)

2411 af

Ha mope, Ha 3emite ...

[7]

(Lafinov, Irt, September 1789)
242Pru

Ha3BaTbhcsa msicom 4 ...

[7]

(Prutkovsky, Irt, October 1789)
243Pru

Hampacen O0ynert Tpyn ...

[7]
(Prutkovsky, Irt, October 1789)
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244Pru

Hu pyk HEeT y MeHs1, HU HOT ...
[?]

(Prutkovsky, Irt, October 1789)
245Pru

J1aOb1 mpeAsioKeHHY 3arajky ...
[?]

(?, Irt, November 1789)
246Anon

Mens poxxzaaer Mars ...

[?]

(? Irt, November 1789)
247Anon

Poxnenue moe 3a 1uBO ...

[?]

(? Irt, November 1789)

248Anon

?

[?]

(?, PolUpr, 1789)

1790

249Anon

besriacen s, HO IIYM BEJIUKOH HCITYCKAlo ...
[7]

(? Irt, April 1790)

250Anon

be3 mpuHyXIeHUs S K CMEPTHBIM MPHOEraro ...

[?]
(LK., Irt, April 1790)
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251Anon

A coAcpiKaee 1 BMCCTC COACPIKUMO ...

[?]
(?, Irt, April 1790)

252Laf

MHuor Opa3JIMYHBIC A BUAbI IIPECACTABJIALO ...

[?]
(Lafinov, April 1790)

253Anon
n

[’
(?, NovEzhSoch, November 1790)

254GB

VY CTpoeHO 51 ecMb HaJl BCEIO IIHUPOTOXO,
AnMa3 IpeBOCX0XKY CUSHBEM, YUCTOTOIO,
Bcex corpesaro s1; IpUTOM CKaxy U TO,
Yro s rasKy Ha BCeX, HO Ha MEHSI HUKTO.

@254GB
Yurarenb, Thl HE MOT CaM OTraJlaTh MEHs?
Ckaxy, KTO 5 Teneps: 30Bycst COTHIEM S1.

[Connie]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

255GB
JKuBOTHBIS B BOJIEC KUBYIIUS BOJIOH,

A 71011 Ha 3eMJIe KUBYT JINIIb TOJIBKO MHOM.
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@255GB
Hpyroro Benyo MEHs HE Ha3bIBaH,
51 Bo3ayxoM 30BYCh, ce0st He 3a0yKaaid.

[Bozmyx]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

256GB

Jla3zypeBoii MO#i IIBET MIICHSIET BCeX COOOii.

Yurarens! Tl )KUBEIb U BCE AKUBYT O] MHOM.

@256GB
Besik MoxeT otragaTth, 0 TOM HE CYMHEBAIOCh;
Opnako s ckaxy, yto He6oM Ha3bIBaIOCH.

[Hebo ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

257GB
Tpu Mecsina B Toy BJIaJIEHbSI MOETO,
N uBetry cBo€BO
He nopuy nukorna;
beina Bcerna.
U 3emutro 6enmr3HOM Beest sl MTOKPHIBAO,
[iiona He mpuHOITY, BE3/1€ TEIUIa JIUIIALO.

@257GB
3araJiky XoueT KTO He JIO)KHO OTrajarh,
Tot 6e3 cymHeHust 3uMOM JOJIKEH Ha3BaTh.

[Buma |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

258GB

XOTb 51 M HE OTOHb, HO CHET C 3€MJIM CTOHSIO;
Jlyra, 1OIMHBI BCE LIBETAMU YKpalIllato,

Jlaro 3eneHyIo OIeX Iy ApeBecam,

Jla3ypu uMcTOI 1IBET J1ato 51 Hebecam.
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@258GB
He nymaii, uTo6 Obli1a 3arajaka o orHe,
3araaka He 0 HEM, 3aragka o Beche.

[BecHa]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

259GB

B Moe Bi1ajieHre HApOIbI B30OIIPEBAIOT,
U cuiibl OT MEHSI B HUX BCE 0CIa0CeBalOT.
He 3pens! emie Bce OBIBAIOT U TUIOJBI;
Paxato JIeHOCTb 51, B 3a0BEHUU TPY/IbL.

@259GB

Tsl waii u gymaenis ¢ co0oro, uto ae[?] ato,
He nymaii, nepecranb, Mos 3aragka Jlero.

[JTeto ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

260GB

Korga s HacTymuito, 1iosl ¢ 1iepeB cOuparor,
JloX b, Tps3b 1 MOKPOTY BO MHE IIPETEPIECBAIOT.
Temnee s 3UMBI, a XOJIOTHEH BECHEI,

C nepeB cnagyT JUCThI, KPOME OJTHOM COCHBI.

@260GB
Uwuratenb, Xouelrb 3HaTh, YTO KaK 30BYyCS 57
S Ocenb, 3Hal MeHS.

[Ocenb |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

261GB

51 B Mae cenmpb 4acoB BIIaJIEHbs] COCTABIISIIO,
A B Hos0pe emie npudaBb 1eCATOK CBEPHX:
Korna Brnazero ceMp, TO CIISAIIUX 037100515110,
JIOBOJIBCTBO KOU B CHE CBOM HaXOJST BCEX.
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@261GB
Yuraresnb, HE OTIIE Thl OTTAJKH TPOYb?
Kemaemnibs uMs 3HaTh, s Ha3bIBalOCh Houb.

[Hous]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

262GB
JInmb yTpo Kak Impouaer

U connuie BBEpbX B30MIET

U [Hepa30.] myamu

[Tapst Mmex oOakamu,
[Tyckath HauHET OTTOJIb K [HEepa30.] HECHOCHBIN Kap,
B GonpiioM komruecTBe 3eMIIsl IyCKaTh CBOM map:
Torna Bnazero s ¥ BIacTbIO BO3HOLIYCS;
JloTyna BiacTh MOSI, IOKa BCETO JIUIIIYCS;

Hauner xap yObIBaTh,

U Beuep HacTaBath,

C cBoO€IO TEMHOTOIO,

He Tak eme rycroro.

@262GB
Jlenb. 31ech Tenepb 0 MHE Oblla CHsl 3arajKa;
JIHeMm Ha3bIBalOCh 1. BoT Bam Mos oTranka.

[enn]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

263GB

Xotb B CBeTE 51 HUKEM HUMAJIO HENIOUTEHHA,
[TpoGrITh xKe Oe3 MeHs1 He MOXeT Bcsl BeenenHa,
S B nuLe, s B IUTHE, 5 J)KaXAY YTOJIAIO,

B Gonpiiem koauuecTBe U 31aHbsS pa3opsito.
OroHs NoJBIaCTEH MHE, C HUM ChEINHIOCH KOT'/1a,
MeHs He CCHIIHT, a 5 €r0o BCeraa.

@263GB
Korga xenaere, 0 MHE, YTO €CMb, Y3HATb,
[Tpoury Bonoit MeHsl, HE ”THHBIM Y€M Ha3bIBaTh.

[Bona]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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264GB
B mowu yacsl 3aps,
Ha Bepbx 3emuu raps,
JIoJIMHBI OpOILIAET.
A comnHle ocymiaeT
VYnanuryro pocy B 10JIMHaX HA LIBETaX.
W nTunps! neTh HAYHYT NPUATHO HA KyCTax.
Mopdeii mpuATHON COH Ha CMEPTHBIX HAIYIIAET,
A TeJo uX OT CHa NPUATHOCTD OILYINAET.
Jlaro mpUsATHOCTH BCEM.
W noxsantocs B ceM.
Jlpyrue cHOM He Becelrcs,
[IpuATHOCTD 4yBCTBYIOT TPYISCA.

@264GB
Ha ¥YTpo cnenana cus 3araaka 371ech.
Jlpyrum He Ha3bIBall MEHS BO BEK CBOIl BECh.

[YTpo]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

265GB

Kak 6e3 BoJibl, 3¢MJIM HE MOTYT JIFOJIU JKUTh,

Tak Ge3 MeHs 1 X HE MOTYT BEIIU OBITh.

Mos maseiiia 4acTb U MHOT'O PO3PaXKAAET;

[Ipu conHue Gy1eck MOH TYCKJI, @ HOUBIO OCBEIIAET.
Komp meperu s KocHyCch, IOWIET U CMpajl U BOHb;
Tax ko e 51 Takoit? Koneuno 4ro ...

@265GB
Konb mepcetu s KOCHYCh, TOUAET U CMpaJl U BOHb.
Tak kT0 ke s Takoi? Koueuno uro Orous.

[Orons|
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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266GB
Hacrany Tosbko 4,
To comnHIe oT MeHA
Hauner ToTuac ckpeiBatbcs,
U cBer TOT nompayarscs,
Kotopotii cpenu nua Beenenny ocemai,
W xapom COIHEUHBIM BCIO TBAPh OTATOILIA.
[TacTymiku, nacTyxu ¢ 1oJiel OBELl CTOHSIOT,
C cBupenkamMu OHU MEHs K ce0e BCTpeyaroT.
[Ipurnas osern 1oMoH,
JIOBOJIBCTBYIOTCSI MHOI;
M moii kak 1IBET YBSIHET,
To B apcTBO HOYb HACTAHET.

@266GB
ITo okoH4YaHbM THS BiaJieHUE ObIBACT
Moe, myctbs Beuepom MeHs BCAK Ha3bIBaET.

[Beuep |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

267GB

HeBuaumu s Hurne, ObIBal0 M HUKEM;

Ho rze st HaxoXych, ObIBaIO CIIBIILIEH BCEM.
Cryuy s B BO3/1yX U BC€X TEM yCTpallalo,

U ctykom nymieuny cTpenb0y IpeBO3BhIIIALO.

@267GB
MeHs KoJib 0TTaZiaTh €CTh HEJOCTATOK B KOM,
51 o cebe ckaxy, 4TO Ha3bIBalOCh ['poM.

[T'pom]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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268GB
Crpaiatbcsi Bce MeHs,
He 3Beps X0Tb 5
CBuUpenoun U )KecTOKOM
be3 rna3 ga u 6e3HOTOM.
X 03Ky 1O BO3IYXY, Ja BO3JIyX U cama,
SBnsics s, KOrja HACTaHET TaM Kak ThMa,
[ToBcroy coJiHIIa CBET Ha 3eMITIO [HEpaso. |
B oHy MUHYTY BECh OH CTaHET IOMPAYEHHBIN.
SABnstock OobIe s o [Hepas3o.] He [Hepaso.]
U Bun [Hepasob.] Moii.

@269GB
Kosb cymHeBaembest MEHs Kak OTraziarhb;
S Tyua ecmp, U 51 1ar0 O CEM BCEM 3HATh.

[Tyua]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

270GB

Oronb, HO HE TaKOM, KaKOW B yIIOTPEOJICHbE,
VY 4enoBek, 4TOO UM S MOJIb3Y PUHOCHIL;

He paBeH s IpOTUB TOTO B MOEM CTPEMIICHBE,
N 4T00 paBHO KakK TOT, COOOIO 5 CBETHII,

Mol cBeT SABIIAETCSA, MUHYTY OCBEILAET.
MUHYTY CBETUT OH, B MUHYTY HUCYE3aeT.

Tor Ha 3emIie OTOHB JIaeT BCEM HOYBIO JIyHY,
A 51 c HeOec naro U AHEM U3 00JIaK TyH.
Ywurarens! CKaKelb ThI, YTO COJTHIIE TyMaTh JTIOJDKHO,
He nymait Hukoraa, u ObITH TOMY HE MOKHO.
He Ha3bIBaroCk 51 HU COJIHIIEM HU OTHEM,
Jlpyroe umsi MHe, 3arajika He O HEM.

@270GB
N3 Ty, u3 obnak s cBeuy, OJenty, cBepkaro,
S Monnueti ce0sl, UMTaTENh, HA3bIBAIO.

[Monnus |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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271GB
Bona,
Korma
S ynanato,
Ha 3emitro ¢ BBICOTHI,
A npornajaro,
Bo Bpems cyxoTsl;
MeHs KoJIb JOJITO HET,
Becs cBeT cky4yaTh Ha4HET,
3a (?) yem s monro,
XoT10 HE MHOTO,
He ynagaro, uto0 cMOYUTH,
Cyxy10 3eMJII0 OT KapoB,
[T10161 YTOO OCOUYUTSH,
[TpuGaBuTh U MapoB,
Korna e yacTto s ciydaroch,
Ha 3emiiro MHOTO CHUCITYIIIAKOCE;
JKenaroT Bce, 4T00 HE OBLT 4,
W BpenHpIM 4TyT MEHH,
JIuiib Tyya BOJBOPUTCS
W Berep paswsapurcs,
Hacraner MonHus u rpom,
To cnenyro u s Mo ToMm.

@271GB
Bcerna 6piBaeT MHE TPOM € Ty4€IO MO BOXKIb,
3a HUMU CJIeNIYI0, U Ha3bIBalOCh J{OXKIb.

[Hoxnp]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

272GB

A Benrs cama co0o¥ 0 BUAY HE KpacuBa,

He necrtpas, unu He Oypa u He cuBa,

W3 Bo31yXa, OTHSA, BOJBI U U3 MEHS
CocraBieHEbI Tejla, He OIIMOUCH KTO 57

Bcem n3o06minyto, noBosibHa U Oorara,

Nwmetro u cpebpo, u Meb, 1 MHOTO 371aTa,
Kugiro, muTaro BceX, Jar0 JOBOILHBIN IO,
W cnoBom: BeCh MUTAI0 CMEPTHBIX POJI.
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@272GB
YuraTens oTragai, ciioBaM MOUM BHEMJIS,
51 Ha3BIBAIOCS OT CMEPTHBIX BCEX 3EMIIS.

[Bemus]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

273GB

XKunka st kak Boja, U3 00JaK ymajaro,

A conHIE KaK B30MJET, OISTh BBEPbX BO3JIECTAIO,
HeBunnma HUKEM Ha 3eMIIIO Kak Jiedy,

VYnasuy, To TpaBy ¢ LIBETaMH sl MOYY.

@273GB
YHurarenp, Tl YUTaN, YBECEISIICS MHOM,
Tenepb Thl OTragail, u HazaBu Pocoi.

[Poca]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

274GB

A cymectBo. CTekia 1o HyX/1€ MPaBIIio T0JKHOCTb,
He yctynars cTekiy UMero Ty BO3MOXHOCTb.
[IpoTuB cTekma a0, XOTs TYCKJIEE CBET;

Ho He ToHY B BOZle, OTOHb MEHS HE CKET.

CrekJio npou3BOIUTH MEHS XOTh ITOTPYIHEE,
OnHako 5 ero XoTh )KHKE, a IPOYHEE.

@274GB
OTraauuk, st CKaxy HEJ0XKHO 0 cebe,
S caronoro 30Bych. OTrajka BoT Tebe.

[Carona]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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275GB
CrexJio,
Ho nmecsetiio,
Jla ¥ He [J1s1 TOTO S CIEJIaHO Ha CBETE,
YT0oOBI CBETUTH,
Wnu Gnectur,
B kakoit HuOyp nanare,
A niepxat Bce MeH,
3a TeM, yT00 BUCIH BO MHE CeOsl.
S 3TO MctpasiLo,
W Bcex s mpeacrasiisito,
KoTtopsie ko MHE TOAXOAAT U TIISIATCS,
S ux uepTsl,
Bce 6e3 meuthl
Jlerko n300paxy, TOMy OHU JUBSITCS,
A Tade IIEroyM CoO MHOIO 3aBCET/Ia,
W meronuxu Bce HE XOAAT HUKY/IA,
Ce0s HE HapsIUBIIIH,
[TpuToM B MEHS HE MOTJISACBIIIH.

@275GB

S Ha 3araaky 3/1€ch OTTaIKy IIPEICTaBIIAIO,
Uro 3epKaio s eCMb, HETIOKHO OOBSIBIISIO.

[3epkano]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

276GB

S uBeT u3 Bcex IIBETOB IOPOKE U MUJIEE,
[IpusTHEE ApYrux 3a TEM, UTO OH ajee.
Jlaro npusATHON yX, MycKaro Gpumuam

N TteM mpusiTHee KaxKycsi, CMEPTHBI, BaM.

@276GB
KOFHa YUTATCJIN BaM OTraaatb HEMOXKHO,
Ckaxy, uro Po30t0 30BycCs 51, HEIOKHO.

[Po3za ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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277GB
Ce0s,
51 Bcex mr00s1,
Jlst Bcex [Hepaso. ]
N tem
S Bcem
JIt00e3H010 OBIBAIO.
Korpaa nHs cBeT yBSIHET
W Mpak HOIIIHOW HACTaHET,
Torma moum
Tak xKaK JTHEBHBIM
Bce monp3yrorcs cBETOM.
31MO10, HO HE JICTOM.
Bo Bcaxoit gac.
Moeii cto pa3
VYep0 ObIBacT )KU3HU -
be3 uyBcTBUS 00JIC3HM.
U Tak 10 TexX 5 mop CIyKy
Korna ce0s coBceMm st 1eHCTBUS JIUILTY.

@277GB
B 3aranke ums HeT, g TaM €ro JIMIIAK0Ch,
A 31ech ckaxy s BaM, CBE4OI0 Ha3bIBAIOCH.

[CBeua]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

278GB
51 Teno TBepAOE, MOKPHITO KOKYPOIO;

Kak [Hepa30.] ¢ MeHs, IPeNbIIalTCcsl BCE MHOIO;

3a TeM 4To s Tor/ia NpUSITHOM OJIECK Medy.
XO0Ts HE COJIHIIE 51, OIUCTAIO U CBEYY.

S y CTeKONbIIMKOB Yy BCSAKaro ObIBaro,

U crekna HazBoe, UiTb OOJIBIIE PA3JIEISIO.

@278GB
Uwuratenb, 3Haellb JIU TENEPh Thl YTO €CMb a3?
He 3naemnts, 3Hal ke uTo AnMas.

[Amma3s]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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279GB
Ywurarens! orragai,
U kak 30BycH s, Takoe UMs Jail.
CMmoTpu, He ommobucs,
Haunems oTraspiBaTh, TO C MBICIISIMU cOEpHUCS.
A s Tenepb cebst moAPOOHO oMUY,
HazBanbsik cBoero tede 371eCh He CKaxy.
OT MacTepoB CBOMX PA3IMYHO COCTABIISIFOCH,
briBato caenan TBep, a B ciyyail pacTeIUISIIOCh.
He cam co6oii mpuToM, J1a TakKe HE BCeraa
[ToTpeben Oyny s AJI CTONSAPOB KOTIa
OHu U3 Tpex 0COK U AENa0T OJIHOIO,
CoeMHSIOT UX B OJJHY HIMPOKY MHOIO.
CauHer| cnoco0€eH, Meb U )KECTh CO00H CIasTh,
A s motpebeH, 4T00 JOCUEUKH ChEIUHSTh.

@279GB
3arazika BecenuT, 1a OyaeT u Muiei
Korna otrazaka ectb otrazka, Bot s Kieid.

[Kneii]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

280GB

MeHs OroHb pOXKIAET,
Korna on uto cxxuraer,
U kak ponut meHs

Ha Bo3nyx ToT4ac s,

be3 kpbU1 XOTh BBUIETALO,
U B HEM 4 mponiogaro.

@280GB

Yurarenu CKy4aTb, KOIJla HC CKaXXCIIb UM,
3arazu<a YTO 3HAYUT, 3araagka 3Ha4uT I[BIM.

[Abiv]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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281GB

MBI LIBET UMEEM PO3,

He noptur Hac Mopo3,
benunbl nenaroT Ha IMIAX )KEHCKUX TJISHEL;
A MBI Ha UX LIEKaX JUIIb JI€JaeM PyMSHELl.

@281GB

IIpekpacHbIX pO3 HaIll IIBET, MbI LIBETOM HE TEMHBI,
CapiBem PymsiHa MBI

[PymsiHa]

(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

282GB

MunanpIx roaeH BiIachl s AEIA0 CEAbIMU,
Opnak, X0Tb c/ienaro He OyJyT B BEK TaKUMH;
Bo Bcex MecTax Bcerza B IOYTEHbU BEJIMKA;
Korna e HeT MeHs, TO CIIY)KUT U MyKa.

He cymHeBalich 0 TOM, 4TO Kak 30BYT MEHS,
Ckaxy B oTrajike cei, 30Bycs [lyapoii 4.

[ITynpa]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

283GB

S Bewib TsKENas U €CMb OJTYMETAILI,
ITonoGHa cepebpy, HO S HE MUHEpAT;
Pykamu B pyku B3ITh MEHSI HUKAK HE MOKHO,
S npaBay rOBOpPIO: MMOBEPHTE, YTO HE JOKHO.
MHe OBLITh CITOKOMHOIO HE MOKHO B TEILIOTE,
He MoxHO Take OBITh CITOKOMHOIO B BOJIE.

@283GB

LII/ITaTeJ'Ib, ThI Y3HAJI, UTO €CTh OTraJKka TyT,
U BoT oTragano, 3arajaka 3Ha4uT PTyTb.
[PryTs]

(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

284GB

Poxnarock g TpaBa, HO UM MHE UHOE,
U xrych, XOTh HE OTOHb, CKAXKUTE YTO TaKOE?
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@284GB

3arajika 3HaTh CUsl CYMHEHbE MIPEACTABIISIET,
A ut0 oHa 3HaunT? KpamnuBa, 0ObsIBISET.

[Kpanusa]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

285

GB

S xaMeHb, O CBOEM X0UY YIIOMSIHYTb,

O nelicTBUM, MOTY JK€JI€30 MPUTSHYTh:

U teM 51 OT Ipyrux KaMEeHbEB OTINYAIOCH.
CkaXmk, ynTaTeib! Kak 0c000 HA3LIBAIOCH?

@285GB

Yurarenp, yaid, Terepb O CeH 3arajke MHUT:
Ortrajaka nuiier, 4ro 3arajgka Ta Maraur.

[Maruur |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

286GB

51 Bemib 0 IBYX KOHIAX, U3 HUX OJMH MOXHAT,

Jpyroii BHyTpu IIyCTOM U IUIaJI0K, YEPHOBAT,
Ho gepHoTy curo nana MHe He IPUPOJA,

A 4epHHTCS BCerna o HyX e OT Hapo/a.
Kak xBaruTcs Korja noabsuen 3a aena,
3auepHUT OH MEHS YepHee IoMera,

W ot TOro To uepH Apyroi KOHel ObIBaeT.
MeHs 1 3a yX0 MOABSYEH 3aThIKAET.

@286GB

51 B KpbUIBbSIX HAXaXKychb U €CMb O€110, cepo,
Kounb ThI HE oTragan, ckaxy, uto s Ilepo.

[TIepo ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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287GB

Hac Gosee Bcero Ha cBeTe IMOYUTAIOT,
boramu unb elie v BEIIIE BCE IIUTAIOT.
Komnb 6enen Hamu KTO, MJTb HET HAC y KOTO,
be3 Hac HE MOXKET B3STh HUTJC U HUYCTO.
[I{uTanu BeIIIE HAC aIMAa3HBIX MUHEPAJIOB,
Kak Obu1n K0KaHEI, a HBIHE U3 METAJLJIOB.

@287GB

VY 4enoBek B pyKax U CYHAYKaX KUBEM,
U B CBeTe umMs HaMm, MBI [{eHbraMu CIIbIBEM.

[Hdenbru |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

288GB

MeHst Bce CMEpPTHBIE TPABOIO HAa3bIBAIOT,

U ¢ anmeruTom B [Hepas0.] Hepeakue nuxator (?)
Jliist BKyCy B MOJIOKE, B ME/Iy MEHSI BapsiT,
N3pesaB Ha KOHEI, ¢ 0XOTOIO OYypsT (?)

@288GB

OTragumk, KTO €CMb S, TO 3JIeCh Thl OOBSBHU,
U TabaxoM MeHS B OTrajiKe Ha30BU.

[Tabaxk ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

289GB

MBI B cBeTE CMEPTHBIX BCeX CO00M yBecemsieM,
MBI neHer uHorja, UMEHUS JINILIAEM,

N3 Kpesos Upamu Mbl nenaem Beeraa,

W nanpoTus Toro 6pIBaeT HHOTAA

Hac nareaecar uncioM U ABeE elle CUUTaH,
Uwuratens! y TeOS MOXKET B pyKax ObIBaIIH.
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@289GB

UwuraTenb, Mbl IOYTH B pyKaxX Y BceX ObIBAJIH,
N Kapramu Hac Bce 31ech B CBeTe Ha3bIBAIM.

[KapTsr |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

290GB

51 1BeTOM Kak BOJIa, KOJIb TOJILKO 0€3 MPEeKpPacKH,
Kak BbIIbET KTO MEHS, JalyT O CEM 3HATh IJIa3KH.

N BeImuBIIHN MCHA, CMCJI OUYCHb TOT 6BIBaCT,
beiBaeT TOpoBaT, HU B UM HE YHBIBAET.
UYrur BaxxHbIM OH ce0s 1 Ooiee Llaps,
Toraa HUYTO OrOHB U IS HETO MOPSI.

@290GB

Kak n300pectb MeHs, y3HaIU TO JaBHO,
W mpr0T ¢ 0X0TO10, MHE UM 1aB BuHo.

[Buno]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

291GB

N3 HacekoMBIX BCEX MBI IIOJIb30M MPEBBIIIAEM,
Hamr nom konona, rjie u 3umy oouTaem.

Mgl neToM 6oJIbIle cTa cleTaeM B MoJie pas.
He B 1Ba 70U, Wb OWH, a TOJBKO B OJMH Yac;
W B mone co 1[BETOB MBI UIILY COOHpaeM,

U3 koeii yacTh A1l Bac, YNTATENb, YACISIEM,
XOTb pyK MbI JIMILIEHBI, HE TaK KAK YEIOBEK,
He cnenaer o Tak, XOTh Jedai OH BO BEK,
Takoro cyiiecTBa, OHO XOTb HO3PEBATO,

Ho TtpynHo 1715 Hero, moHexe XuTpoBaro.

@291GB

XOTh 51 COTBOpEHa (huryporo maa
A Tone3bI MHOTO BeeM s ipuHotry [luena.

[[Tuena]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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292GB

JIBa Tena Ha BepbXy Hebec Hac oOuTaeT,

OpHo UMb TOJBKO B JIeHb BeeneHHy ocBelaer,
Hpyroe ToibKO B HOUb J1aeT BeeneHHoi cBer.
MpbI BUJIHBI HE BCEr/la, HAC MHOT1A U HET.

@292GB

3eMHBIN CO00I0 KPYT MBI OCBEIIIAEM BECH,
N Connuem u JIyHo¥ 30BeMcsl MBI 110 THECH.

[Conuue u JIyna]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

293GB

Korna Het 0651ak0B, MBI HEOO YKpalaem

W xpacoty ero tam 00J1bI11€ BO3BBIIIAEM,

Hac MHOrO B OBITHH, 12 ¥ YUCIIA HAM HECTb.

W camoii ACTpOHOM HE MOKET HAaC BCEX CUECTh.
U Taxke BBICOTY cOO0I0 OCBEIlaeM,

Ho conHny u syHe, MbI CBETOM YCTYIIaEM.

@293GB

Hac MHOTO B HeOecax, kKak 00JIaK TEMHEIX HET,
A nms 3Be3BI HaM, Tak Ha3bIBaeT CBeT.

[3Be31b1 |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

294GB

HMeHbs CTOPOXK 51 y CMEPTHBIX B CYHJIYKax,
U Bopy TpyiHO B34Th, KaK Y MEHSI B pyKax,
Jla " XO35MH CaM B3ATb Y MCH HE CMECT,
Kounb Moero ciiyru ¢ co0010 He UMeEET,
Kotoparo ¢ co6oii ko MHE OH JTOJKEH B3SITh
U ¢ HuM BHCSIIArO MEHS pyKaMu CHSITh.
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@294GB

UTto0 51 Bceraa BUCEN, BECh TPY MOM B TOM U JOJIT,
3aMOK 5 €CMb, a Thl U OTTaJaTh HE MOT.

[Bamok |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

295GB

Korma Ha Bcex myrax

TpaBa coBcem co3peer,

B 6onotax u kycrax

C 0COKOI0 IIOCIIEET;
Torna 6epyT MeHsS OTBOCTPUBATH MHE 3yOblI,
Ckopeeb pe3au 1 He ObUTH OBI TYIIBI:

Ha nanke s yrBepxaeHa,

OHUM KOHIIEM MPUKPEILICHA.
Korna o6pero s mosist 1 Bce 00JIOTHI,
To nsry OTABIXaTh, UCITPABUBIIH 3a00THI,
BecHy 1 3uMy BCIO U OCEHb I JIEKY,
Uwuratenb, oTranaii Tel cam! s HE CKaxy.

@295GB

UuraTenab, THl HE MOT, 3HaTh, OTraJaTh MEH:?
Ckaxy, uto 1 Koca, yTo ceHo kocHr, 1.

[Koca]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

296GB

Korna s napctByto, To Bce MeHs 60sTCs,
Kadranb! ckunyT Bce U B 11yObl o6s1ayarcs;

51 mokopsito Bce moJ BiacTk cede co0oid,
[ToxopHa MHe 3emuIsl, BIaI€I0 U BOAOH;

S cunoro cBoel UX NMpEBpAILA0 B KAMEHb,
Mens ke camaro He MOXKEeT CXKeub U IJIaMEHb.
JIumaH apaincs co MHOW U MHE HE yCTYIall,

Ho HBIHB TOKOpEH TOT U MHE MOJBJIACTEH CTaJl.
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@296GB

Otraguuk! g coporry: 03HOOIMBAT JIH HOC?
Korga o3HoOmuBan, y3naemb, 4To Mopo3.

[Mopo3]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

297GB

S Bewb npeHykHas, a naye Kak 3uMOMu,
['e B cnaHusx s ecMb, TEIUIbI ObIBAIOT MHOM,
Ywurarens, MUY Thl BO MHE ce0€ TOTOBHIII.

@297GB

Jyiu BO MHE BCEria HET, 5 €€ JIUIIAOCh,
be3nyuinas s Bewp, g [leubto Ha3bIBaIOCH.

[TIeus]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

298GB

51 Beunb TshKenas u Oosee crpas,

MeHst co 03epoB HapoIbl coOHnpast

Knamyt, uto6 ObUIH T/I€ HE MOKPBISI MECTa,

3a TeM, 4TO JUIsl MEHSI €CTh BpEHA MOKpPOTA,

W nocne B nuiiie Bce MEHs yHOTPeOISIOT,

W B numie aydieil BKyc co MHOM ce0e SBISIOT.

@298GB

OTtraguuk, Thl HE MOT MHE OTraIaTh CTOJb JOJTO,
S Conuto 0OT Bcex 30BYCh, HE lyMail MHOTO.

[Comn]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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299GB

Heocs3aema, HeBuanMa HU KEM,

be3 kpbu1 neTaeTt, Bce 06€3 yCT BelaeT BCeM,

O noOpbIx AelicTBUSX TpeMUT B nipeaenax Cera,
He nompauaercs oT 37bIX JIOJ€i HaBETa.

@299GB

YuraTenb, Thl BO3MHHUIIB, HA KaK JIe 3TO YeCTh!
Her! Cnaga, s TeGe 0 ceM CKaxy HE B JIECTb.

[CnaBa |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

300GB

Bcero npoTuBHEi 51 HA CBETE YEIOBEKY,

Jlerko 51 y HEro Mory yO0aBHUTb BEKY.

KoJb 10JIr0 MyduTCSst TEPIIEBITN OH MEHS,

To gomkeH B CKOPOCTH JKU3HH JTUIIUTH CEOsL.

S ne 607€3Hb cama, a BceM 00JIE3Hb PaXkalo,
Bbonesns cMepTenbHYI0, BHEMIIH, 51 TOJITBEPKIALO.
A OpITHE MOE€, BBI CIPOCUTE: Koraa?

Konp pony nuiiu HeT, BOT BJIaCTh MOS TOT/a.

@300GB

B 3aragke He Oone3Hb, aBKTOP HAa3Bal MEHS,
Tak kak ke Ha30BelllL? He 3Haellb, [ oo/ 1.

[Tomox]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

301GB

[Ipupona 3BepeM ObITH MEHS OTpeIena,
[TogoOuem nuria JTFOJCKUM MsI HAarpaJauiia;
Nwmero y cebst ueThipe s HOTH,

U Ba nBe 3aaHUS B34€BAIOT CAIlOTH,
Ckauy, TaHIYIO 5, U C CMEPTHBIMHU UTPAI0,
U tem BO BeCh CBOM BEK 5 UX YBECEIISIO.
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@301GB

IIpupona pazymoM OT 4acTH Harpaauia,
N OGe3bsHOI 3BaTh MEHS OTIPECITHIA.

[OGe3nsiHa]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

302GB
51 3Bepb IBOPOBOM,
Ho He 6p1k0oM 30BYyCh, UM KOPOBOW;

JIBOp BeECh 5 cTEpery,
Xo3seB Oepery.

@302GB

C X03s1MHOM BCCraa s1 CMUPHO 06paIJ_IaIOCL,

J1BopoBbIM 3BepeM 1, CoOaKol Ha3bIBAIOCh.

[Cobaxka]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

303GB

51 3Bepb )KMBY B JOMax U MOJIb3y IPUHOLLY,
Kakyro? cripocute, Ha TO BCEM OTBEYAIO:

C MbIIIaMU BOMH f, U 51 UX BCEX KpyILy,
3ybamu X NOWMaB U KU3HU UX JMIIALO.
Kak ckopo npen rias3a oHu MOU SBATCA,

YcMOTpAT Kak MeHs, Bce NpsAYyTcs, 00sSTC.

@303GB

C MpIIaMu s BE3€C BCCTJIa ITIOYUTU CPAXKAIOCh,

Bpenna Bcerna qis Hux. S Komkoi Ha3bI1BalOCh.

[Komika |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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304GB

Kusy B necax, B MOJSAX, 3BEPOK 51 HEOOJBIIOH,
U ckopo Gerato, ri1azamMu s KOCOH;
3UMOI0 IIEpCTh MOSI Ha BCeM Besl TTobereer,
A neTom GenM3HA HA MIEPCTH MMOCEPEET;
[lepenHne KOPOTKH JIBE HOTH,

A 3agHue TONry.

@304GB

B necax, B nojsix )kMBY Bcerja s, Kak Obl cTapel,
Kakoii He 3Haemb 3Bepb? Hy 3Hail e, uro s 3asm.

[Bas ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

305GB

He Teno mbl, He Bellb, HE CYIIECTBO KaKoe,

He nyx u e ayma, Tak 4to e Mbl Takoe?
JleraeM BCIOJly MBI, XOTh HE UMEEM KPbLI,

VY nTui He A0CTaeT MPOTUBY HAIIUX CHUIL:

B oxuH yac Ha HeOe U Ha 3emile ObIBAaEM,

U xpatko 00bsaBuTE BAPYT CBET BeCh 00JIETaEM.
3aK/II0YE€HBI XOTh MBI B TEMHHUIIE 3aBCETA,
JIroneit oOMaHbBIBATE MBI MOKEM MHOTIIA.

@305GB

Mps1 Mbiciu, rOBOpIO 0 TOM TeO€ HEJI0XKHO,
B ToM cnioputh He KOMY, Ja U HU KaK HE MOXHO.

[Mpbicnu |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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306GB

S cymiecTBO OAHUM JUIIB PTOM OJAPEHO,

Pyk, HOT ¥ rOJIOBBI MPUPOJIOH JTUIIEHO.

OpnHM UMEIO 1 METAJIJIOBBIE CIIYXH,

Ho cnpimaTh uepe3 HUX HeNlb3s MHE, OHU TITyXH.
CepauTo st BeCbMa, XOTS IYIIU U HET,

Ot raeBa moero crpamures uenoit Cer;
HaeBmuce 3enus s rpaasl pa33opsio,

XO0Tbh CMEPTHO 51 CaMO, HO CMEPTHBIX YOUBaIo.
Ha nByx moamnopax st 6€34yBCTBEHHO JICKY,
Bansitoch nHora, HO ¥ IPU TOM BPEXKY.

@306GB

Jliist o611ecTBa BCEro 3alliuTa s U CIIy’KKa,
Jano mue ums Ilymika.

[[Tymka]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

307GB

SI B cBeTe Bellp IT0JIE3HA,
A He oJylIeBJIEHHA,
Jlaro 3HaTh CKOJIBKO JIHS,
W HOYM 5 3BOHS;
C Hapy>XHOCTHU KaXXyCh KUBA 4,
Tak 4ToX ecMb TakoBasi?
Hmero n1Be HOTH M OOJIbIIE MHOT/A,
Korna onn co MHO, TO AENCTBYIO BCETA.

@307GB

Mkl B 3AaHbIAX CTaBUMCH IJIA BPEMS U KPacChI,
W HazpiBamecs OT CMCPTHBIX BCCX Yacel.

[Uacsi]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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308GB

5] Berib co00OIO HE BEIHKA,
Ho B 10JDKHOCTH TOJIMKA,
YT0 MHOIO BCE €T,
Kak 3a cTonoM cusrT.
W roctu 6e3 MeHs Koraa 3a CTOJ CajsiTcs,
W HeT MeHd y HUX, CKa3aTh O MHE CTBIISITCS,
XOTb IuIIa Ha CToJIe,
Ho ue ensar ee.

@308GB

JUig iy Ha cTojie U OJIr0/1a CITYKUT ILJIOLIKA,

Taxxe u g CJIYKY, 1 Ha3bIBAIOCh Jloxka.

[JToxka ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

309GB

Hu HoT, HE s3bIKa, HA PYK 5 HE UMEIO,

Ho roBopuTts ¢ moapmu 6e3 si3bIka yMero.
[To cnpaBeATMBOCTH XOTH TOBOPIO HE 4,

A 71011 TOBOPAT, J1a TOIBKO Ype3 MEHS.

51 Benb ecMb MEpTBasi, HE TOBOPIO YCTaMH,
W Her ux y MeHs, Ja s U He ¢ Tybamu,

Jla Mo>xHO 11 UMeTh? Korja Oymara fi;

Tak yem e Ha30Belllb, YNTATENb, Thl MEHS?

@309GB

Mens k MPUATCIIAM 10 TOYTEC ITOCBUIAIOT,

U cobctBenno meHs [IMcpMOM BCe HA3BIBAIOT.

[[Tucbmo |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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310GB

W3 Meau BBUINT 51, U yIIH sI UMEIO,
HMero U s3bIK, KpUUYaTh KE HE YMEIO;

A TOJIBKO UM CTYy4y, U TO HE CaM COOOM,
A 4esoBeK KayaB CBOEH €ro pyKoi;
Kunuiue xe Moe Ha CIAHUSAX BBICOKHX.

@310GB

K Monenuio Bo Xxpam s CMEpTHBIM BO3BEILIALO,
U Konokoun 30ByCh, CBOM 3BYK BE3JI€ MYIIALO.

[Konokon]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

311GB

[TpustHee Bcero Ha CBeTe MOYUTAIOCH,

He Bemrp kakas si, 4T00 BUIACITH MCHS;

He u3 *KMBOTHBIX 51, 1 TyXOM HE IIUTAIOCH,
Bo MHe CIOKOIOT BCe C IOBOJIBCTBUEM CEOSI.
Korna npusiten s1? ckaxy u 0 ope,
[Ipusiten 6osee ObIBaro Ha 3ape.

@311GB

Otragunk, 3Haemsb au? 3aragka 3HauuT CoH,
W cna npusitHaro Mopdeii 0or, Tak 1u? .. OH.

[Con ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

312GB

S cTporocs u3bo1o,
Ho Ttonpko He Takoro,
I'ne xuth
U ObITh
W nenb u HOYB KaK B JOME:
A Ooinee Bcero
A cTporoch amst Toro,
Uto6 noT Bo MHE C ce0s1 HapOAbl OMBIBAJIH,
U rpsi3p ObI HA TENaX CBOUX COBCEM CUHUIIAIIH.
U Tak, kak 3aXOTSAT OHH MEHsI BCTYIIATh,
Harumu noimkHBI OBITh, a IJ1aThe CKUIaBaTh.
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@312GB

OTraauuK, 4aif ¥ Thl 4aCTO XO/HJI B MEHI,
Korna tebe ckaxy, 30Bych uTo baneii s.

[bans]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

313GB

A ne Cupena xoTb, a ¥ HE OT OPOJbI,
[Toro mpusATHO BCEM; TaK JEJIAlOT HAPObI,
W HeT BO MHE IyIlIM, HEMOXHO U UMETh,
UYTto 51 ecMb MEpTBast, MOT'Y>K IPUSATHO METh.
W3 xuxa g nenarock, U3 MEJIH, U3 JKeJre3a,

U rnac mro6e3Hoi Moii 6oratcTpa, uto y Kpesa,

['y0, pTa v TOJIOBBI, U HET U SA3BIKA;

IToro 5xe cinaBHO $1, B ceM JIEHCTBYET PYKa;
Uwuratensb, 1ymaeliib, 4TO IEUCTBYIO CBOCIO?
Her, Tb1 HEe qymaii Tak, ¥ pyK 5 HE UMEIO.

Ha ckpunke, Ha ryjke ObIBato HE OJHa,
CKpUILTIO IPUATHO £; TaK 4TO ke 1?7 CTpyHa.

[Ctpyna]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

314GB
W3 rnuHeI cnenax 1,
U moimKHOCTE Ta MOS,
UTo0 BCSIKOI IeHb TPYIUTHCS,
A mave 1o yTpy, KOrjaa 3aps siBUTCH,
To >KEHIUHBI B MEHS HAJIBIOT CIIEPBA BOBI,
W kax corperocs s, KIaayT B MEHs IIJI0.1b],
Kotopeie 51 um,
B neun tpyom ceoum
[t HUX NIPUTOTOBIIALO,
[IpuyroToBuTH BCE OT riajaa n30aBIsio.
W3 rnuHbI clienals 5, 1 B TOpHaX 00KUTraroCh,
Korna xe 060xrycsh, ['opiikom s Ha3bIBaIOCh.

[Toprok]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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315GB

MertasioB Msarde Bcex, J1a s U caM MeTalll,
Mens He 3Ha0, KTO B 3eMJId U300peTa,
Tspxene menu s, xenesa, Jierde 3JaTa,
Tsoxene cepebpa, MEHsI KynUTb, TO IUIaTa,
[TouTn nemenie Beex, jkenes3a pa3Be TOJIbKO
Jlopose 51 KYILIIOCh, JIa TyMako HE CKOJIBKO;
Hamm cexper Bo MHE, 4TOO JenaTh U3 MEHS
Benunel, mocae Obl OeIUTh UMU ceOsl.

@315GB

3arazKy Thbl UWTal, y3Hall k€ HAaKOHEll,
3arazipIBaj O 4eM, He 3Haellb, 1 CBUHEL.

[CBuner |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

316GB

Y Ky3HEIOB B pyKax s 3aBceria ObIBaro,
Paz:xenHoe coboii jxene3o pa3ouBaro;

A m3 xelne3a s ¥ CTalau CKOBaH caM,

U BMecTo MHE pyKH TyOOBO¥ IIECTUK JaH,
3a Kol MeHs 6epyT, U MHOIO YAapsIOT,

W u3 xenesa 4To, UM JIOJDKHO, UCTIPABIISIOT.

@316GB

Kto 51?7 ckaxu Tenepb, He 3HaelIb Thl O TOM?
S naszeiBarocs KyBannoii, MomoTkoMm.

[KyBanna, Monoroxk |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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317GB

Kak 6e3 myiu HU KTO KUBBIM HE MOKET OBbITh;
He moxeT u 6e3 Hac paBHO HU KTO XOAUTb.
Ho MbI He HOTH,
Paznu4Hbl MBI.
KopoTku MbI 1 gomaru,
benbl MBI U TEMHBI.
Hawm tBepasiMu HaTypa ObITh Belnena,
3a TeM npou3Bena
U tBepaocTh HaM fAana,
UTOOBI ’KUBOTHBISI MOTJIA CTOSITh, XO/IUTh;
Omna ux mosanena,
Ut00 TBEpABIMU OHU MOTJIM HA CBETE OBITH,
W ans Toro U3 Hac U Tena conpsria,
UT00 Besika TBAph JIETKO CTOSITh, XOAUTH MOTJIA.
B 6e3uyBCTBEHHBIX TeJlaX HAC HET U B HACEKOMBIX.
3a TeM UTO HY>KHBIMHU HE MOXKET OBITh JIJIsi OHBIX.
Konunna ObITHS KUBOTHBIX KaK MPUIET,
W naie neiicTBrue TOrAa K€ mpomnajaerT.
U Teno ux xornaa nogo0HO OyeT mermy,
[Tomo6HO OyzeT merty, a Mbl TOJOOHBI TETY.

@317GB

OTragumk Thl O CEM HE 3HAEIIL TOYHO JIEJIE,
Yro Koctn, ¥ B TBOEM HaXOJIMMCS MBI TeJI€.

[KoctH]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

318GB
S Bers kpyriaa co0oro,
W neBymiky Bce MHOIO
W xeHumHbl Beeraa;
Koub ecTh y HUX KOTZ1Q,
Craparotcst MeHs Ha HaJlbllbl HAJIEBATh,
W MHOI pykam CBOMM KpPacUBOCTb IIPUAABAaTh;
Ho nenatocs st U3 pa3HbIX U3 METAIOB,
N3 3nata, u3 cpedpa ¢ mpuKpacoii MUHEPAJLIOB.
Konma, Hauasa Her,
HuxkTo u He HalieT.
XOTb 51 UX HE JIMIIAIOCh,
HckycHO CheTUHSIOCH.
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@318GB

(DI/Ipra, MO " BUJ JJI XXCHIIWH BCEX IPEJICCTCH,
KOJIBLIOM 30BYCA 1, YUTATCIIb GYI[B HN3BCCTCH.

[Konb1ro |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

319GB

A Bens noTpeOHas U HAXOXKYCh BE3JIE,
B IlpucyncTBeHHBIX MeCTax, Aa U IOYTH HUTE
He moryt 060iiTHCH, MEHS KaK HET, HAPO/IbI.
Tonka, yncTa, riajaka, 6ejga coooro i,
OnuH ApyruM J1aet Bce 3HaTh Ye€pe3 MEHS.
CrnepBa, kak He OBLJIO MEHS €I1I€ B HAPOJIE,
To u GepecTsl ObLIN B MOJIE.

@319GB

Mo cux, oTraguukK, Nop HE MOT y3HAaThb MEHs?
Uto ecmb bymara 1.

[bymara |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

320GB

JIBa Oparta Hac B ceMbe, MBI B SIIUKE KUBEM,
W3 xaMHs cenaHbl, He KAMHSIMH CJIBIBEM.

W MBI eTUM Bcerna, a ChITH He ObIBaeM,

Y Hac JOBOJIBHO PKU, MBI €CTh HE YCIIEBAEM.
OOuH U3 Hac JEKUT Ha MECTE Ha OJTHOM,
Jpyroii moBepx TOro BEpTUTCS JTUIIb KPYTOM.
W MBI KOT 12 €TUM, TO POKb HE YOBIBAET,

W pot Hai p>xu HE €CT, a TOJBKO Pa3MHUHAET.

@320GB

B 3aragke cka3aHo, He KaMHSIMU CJIBIBEM,
Ham nmsa J)KepHOBBI, MBI B SIIIUKE 5KUBEM.

[’Kepnoss! (JKepHosa)]|
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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321GB

VY yenoBeka /1Ba HAaC, TAKXXe Y CKOTOB,

V 3alileB, y JUCHILL, Y JIbBOB U Y CJIOHOB,

VY Ty, y peio, cobak u cI0BOM, UTO Yy BCeEX;
XOTb Masbl€ 3BEPKHU, HO ECTb MBI U Y TEX.

W MBI )KMBOTHBIM BCEM HE ISl YETO MHATO

Janbl oT BEIIHATO, 9TOO CIBIIIATH HAM JPYTaro.

@321GB

VY Tex CyIEeCTB Mbl €CTh, UMEIOT KOU JTYIIH,
Te Moryr ciplaTh BCE 4pe3 Hac, 30BEMC Y L.

[Yimu]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

322GB

ITpupona Gonee HUYEM HE Harpaania,

Kak TospK0 BO pTe OBITH MEHS ONpeeInIa.
VY 4enoBeKa s IUTAOCH NIEPBBIN YJIEH,
Koub HeucnpaseH s, TO 4elIOBEK TOT HEM;
W Bcsik uepes MEHsl, 4YTO XOUET U3BSACHSET,
JlpyroMo upe3 MeHsl, YTO XOUeT, U3bSABISICT.
Yurarenb, Ha30BEUIb Thl KaK T€NEpb MEHs?
He rnazom, He pyko# 31€Ch Ha3bIBAKOCH 1.

@322GB

Moii Tpyn, uT0O BO pTe OBITH U TOBOPUTH BEIHK;
51 BO pTe 3aBceraa, U TOBOPIO: SA3bIK.

[ SA3bIK |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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323GB

MHe u3 )KUBOTHBIX BCEX 37€Ch Oosiee Tpyaa,

W 51 muiib CKOJTBKO CHIT, CITY’KY BCEM 3aBCET/Ia.
JKuBoTHOE XOTH s, JKUBOTHBIM YT'OXXJaro,

B Tpyne ofHOM CBOM BEK 51 B CBETE MPOBOXKIALO;
S nd Ipyrux CKOTOB M ITHILY IIPUBOXKY

U denoBexy 51, 1 UM BCera CIIyKY;

51 CKOpOCTHIO HOT M CHJIOH O/IapeHHa,

Tem OT )KMBOTHBIX BCEX OT MIPOYUX ST OTMEHHA.
3axoyeT 4eJIoBeK MOCIeTh CKOpel Kya,

To ckopko upe3 MeHs IOCTIeeT OH TY/A.

XO0Ts ¥ paBHYIO OBIKM MHE JOJKHOCTbH MPABSIT;
Ho Tak, kak mpaBito s, OHU TaK HE HCIIPABSIT.
OHU IPOTHB MEHS TOPa3/I0 XOTh CUJIbHEE,

Ho Te MemuTenbHBI, S IPaBITo UX CKOpEe.

@323GB

ToprytoT Ham# r7e, TO Ha3bIBAIOT ILJIOIA/Ib;
A BO3ST 4TO Ha 4YeM, TO Ha3bIBaIoT Jlomanis.

[JTomans]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

324GB

He Benipto s cribIBy Kakol, WM CO34aHbE,
Poxparor nroau Ms, a mocie Haka3aHbe
Ha 6eckoneuHbIi Bek
[TonyuuT yenoBexk.

@324GB

3aKOH U3 CMEPTHBIX KTO MPE3PEBILIN HApPYILAET,
To nerictBue I'pexoM mmyckai 1a Ha3bIBaET.
Tenepp oTraaka 374€Ch MOKAXKET ICHO BCEM:
3aragka o I'pexe, u BEpHO 4TO O HEM.

[Tpex ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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325GB

MeHs He peAKue Ha JTUIa HaJIeBaloT,

Hanes MeHst, Ipyrux co0oil yBeCestoT.

Tor nmpemeHsieT BUI, HAJICHET KTO MEHSL.
My>K4UHOH, )KSHIIIMHON TTpeoOpa3uTh ceds

U mHOM0O B cTapuka cedst mpeodpakaror,

MeHns HazieB, APYTUM B IOCTYIKAX MOAPaXaroT.

@325GB

Ceil BellblO 3aBcera He PEAKUE UTPALOT.
M Maskoii Bce MEHs, YuTaTellb, HA3bIBAIOT.

[Ma3zka (macka) |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

326GB

[Tpocras nTHna s, Ha ABYX HOTaX XOXY,
51 Ha IBOpax KUBY, XO3SUHY CITYXKY.
XOTb KpBUIbS y MEHS, HO MAJIO 5 JISTAIO,
B x71eBe oco6eHHOM ¢ cecTpamu 00uTalo,
U nets ymero 11, 3a ToJI0C HE CTOIO,

S Tpux bl B HOUB U OoJIE€e MOIO.

@326GB

Kak HOYBIO 5 1010, YCIBIIINT KTO HE TIIYX,
VY3HaeT KTO MOeT U CKaxeT, 4To Ileryx.

[ Heryx ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

327GB
S nepBeIi €cMb BCET1a Y TUIOTHUKOB MPEIMET,
He Moryr nioTHU4aTh, MEHs y HUX KOJIb HET.

JlocaayroT Ha HacC He MaJio APOBOPYOHI,
Kosp He ncnpaBHBI MBI, KOTJIa Y HUX MBI TYIIBI.
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@327GB

Uto6 He OBLIIO0 MEeHs, OBIBACT PEAKOM JIBOD,
MHoii pyOsT BCce apoBa, Tak uto e s? Tomop.

[Tomop]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

328GB

S1 manoe co6oii,
JIroOyroTCsl BCe MHOH,
A GoJbIIIe MaJTbIe HEB3POCIBIE POOSITa;
Ponstcst u3 MEHs yTsTa U IBIIUISTA.

@328GB

He MoxeT ckopo BCSIK y3HATh M 110 3arajke,
Y3HaeT CKOpo BCSK, HOKAXKYT KaK B OTTaIKE;
Wnu nokakelp Kak Bellb caMy Ha JIMIIO;
Jlerko y3Haemsb TaM, U CKakelllb: Suno.

[Aumo |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

329GB

51 BHYTpEHHSIS 4aCTh U €CMb y BCEX )KMBOTHBIX,
VY pbI0 1 y 3Bepeld, y NTHI], Y BCEX BO3TYLIHBIX;
B cpennHe cBoii rpyau Npeaen UMero s,

U 3a HEXKHEWIIYIO IHUTAKOT YaCTh MEHS.

Korna >xuBOTHBISL 4ero-nubo cTpararcs,

To s 3aTpenelty, U TOIKHO I CKUMATHCSL.

@329GB

UTo 4yBCTBYET U 4TO BO BpeMsl cTpaxa ObeTcs?
Cxkaxu, Cepatem To 30BeTCs.

[Cepare ]

(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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330GB

BHyTpH )KMBOTHBIX 51 U COIPEBAIO X,
JIMIIb CKOIBKO CHJI MOHUX.
[To »unam st TEKy U € BEpbXy B HU3 CITYIIAIOCh,
U ¢ au3y obpariarck.
Tenna s 1 )xuIKa, KOJIb B ICHCTBUH KOTJa,
He Taxxe kak Boja.
Pa3zmHOXKyCh s KOT/1a, TO BOH S BBITYIIAIOCh
N ouens 4 crymarocs,
Moii kpacHOU 1IBET.
YUuraTeab, KTO ke 1?7 CKaXXyd MHE, JJal OTBET.

@330GB

OtragpiBail cKOpeil, He ToJpIMaii B BEpbX OpOBb,
Yro noaro gymaemb? CKaxku, 4To 310 KpoBs.

[KpoBb]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

331GB

Nwmero y ceOs jxene3HbIX 5 1Ba 3y0a,

Emte nomaTtka ecTh, U CIIYXKHUT TaK Kak ryoa,

S 3emMuI10 KOMMU U peXy U Aepy,

Pra HeTy y MeHs1, 3eMiH B pOT He Oepy;

N nomxHOCTH Ta MO, 4TOO MAITHU, OTOPOJIBI
BecHoto Bce BcKonarth, JaHO MHE OT MIPUPO/IBI.
Wnw nomaam, BOJIBI MEHS JOJIKHBI TACKaTh,
Toraa TamMBIIKCS TOKHA 3€MIIIO KOTATh.

@331GB

U 51 u 60poHa, Mbl BMECTE OOUTAEM,

N o0e 3emisiHy paboTy UCIpaBiisieM;

1 6opoHa co MHOH >KHMBET Kak Obl CHOXa,
bes ccopsl, s 30ByCh, unTarens 3Hail, Coxa.

[Coxa ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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332GB

S xpyrnoe coboi,

JIOBOJIBHEI JIIOAW MHO,

Yto 51 UM yroxuaaro,

Tpyna ocBoOoxaa10.
TsArgyaima jo1ajei, 3a TEM 4TO 51 BEpUYCh,
OHu MeHs Talar, a s Toraa Kauychk.
Hac, npaBna, nomaam Bcex YeThIpex TacKaroT,
3aTeM 4TO YEThIPEX HAC K APOTraM IPUTHIKAIOT.
UYeTtsIpe Takke BCEX U O] KapeToH Hac,
[Ton ogHokoNKOM fBa. Teneps crpoiiry y Bac:
Yurartenau, 0 MHE, KTO 5, BBl OAraaaiTe,
Hazpanue Mmoe MHe cOOCTBEHHOE JTaiTe.

@332GB

VY npor u y Kapet Kpyr OCH sl BEpUYCh,
BepTscs nuraro kapety, cam Kadych,
MeHst U3 JepeBa XyJ0XKHHUK COCTABIISIET,
Cocrass, KosecoM MeHsT OH Ha3bIBaET.

[Koneco]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

333GB

Tpynumcs 3uMy BCo U Tpemcst 00 J0pory,
He mmpoxu cBoeit ¢purypoii u Hemonry,
MBI TOJIKO CAeNaHbl, YUTATENH, I BaC,
N30ernyTh 4T00 Tpyaa, CUACBIIM BaM Ha Hac.
Be1 3acraBisiere Hac 6osee TPy IUTHCS
Torna 3axouere Korja noBeCeIUThCA,
A Oomble B CHIPHBI JJHU MTOKOIO HET IS Hac,
Tackarot somanu o yiunam BesK 4ac.

@333GB

K orraake xunysncs, y3Han 4yto 3Ha4uT CaHu.
YuraTenu, MeHs0 Bbl y3HaBalu caMu!

[Canu |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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334GB

VY yenoseka aBa
briBaet Hac Bceraa,
MBI 4jieHBI Ba)KHBIE U HEXKHBIE IIPU TOM,
A 110 yemy, TO 3HaTh, YATATEINb, JaM O TOM.
Koub MBI HE 1€HICTBYEM, TO YETIOBEK CKY4YaeT
W ynoBOIBCTBUS HU B UEM HE IOJTYyYacT.
[Ipen nuMm 6e3 Hac Bcer/ia OJJHU JIUIIb MPAK U TEHb,
He 3HaeT cBeTy OH, €éMy TO HOILIb YTO JCHb,
KoTtopsie nmeB, 1a 00eTHSIOT HaMH,
Te 3HaroTCs € OUKamH.

@334GB

YwuraTenb, CMOTPHIIIB T M BUAUIIIH TOJIBKO HAMH,
Tak kak ke HazoBeub? .. He unaye, I'nazamu.

[Tnaza ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

335GB

IToroGHOM cMEpTHOMY MEHsI H300paXkaror,

M TOnBKO U3 KOCTEH, a Te€Ia Ms JIMIIAOT.

U xak n300pa3sThb, TO Oyay Kak CKeleT;

Ha moii Takoit mopTper cMOTpeTh OOUTCS CBET.
N MHe noasiacTHa BCs BO BceM cus Beenenna,
ITo MHe Obla OHA, ¥ €CTh, U OYZET TICHHA,
Yro0 ObITHE OTHATH, BIACTh Ta HA MHE JIEXKHT,
M3 U3 KUBOTHBIX BCEX HU KTO HE U30€XKUT.

@335GB

S ymepuiBisito Bcex, B HEOECHYIO U TBEP/Ib,
S npecenuths Mory, u Ha3biBaroch CMepTh.

[CmepTs]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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336GB

51 Belb jkeie3Hast, OJJUH UMEIO TJ1a3,

B ynorpebnenuu, unrateny, y Bac;

A Goee B pyKax y >KEHIIMH 5 ObIBao,
Tpyxaycst TUIIb UIs Bac, TEM CaMbIM YTOKAAIO.
Ho nakonern eme 51 0 ce6e CKaxy:

Yro oneBaro s, U B IJIAThE BAC PSIKY.

@336GB

Ocrtpa, TOHKA 5 1 MaJia,
Otraguuk, Thl HE MOT IIOHSTH, 4TO g Mria

[Urna]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

337GB

JKusotHOE g Maoe co0o1o,

A crnsmmx 6e3MmoKor0;

Coboti yepHa,

OT4acTu U CKBEpHa,

HMero TakxKe HOTH,

XOTs HE IOJTH,

Ho 3naro ckopo,

IIpu TOM 1 CHOPO

51 OGeraThb U CKaKarth,

U Oeras kycarts.
VY komiek Oosiblie HacC, Uy cobak ObIBaeT,
[U] kaxx1as1 U3 HAC )KECTOKO UX KYCaeT.
Hac 710BSIT S136IKOM, Y HUX YTO HETY PYK,
[A] pa3trep3aTh 4TOO HAC, TO CIIY>KUT BO pTe 3YO0.

@337GB

OTraguuky Bceraa K OTrajkaM MpucTyIaroT,
A Her, 4T00 TaK y3HaTh, bi10X0 YTO Ha3BIBAIOT.

[broxa |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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338GB

[Ton kamHeM JI0M B BOe
Moii B TUHE, UJIb B HOPE.
He pr100ii Ha3bIBaIOCH,
@urypsl TOH JIMILAIOCH.
VY pbIOBI HET TOTO, YTO TO UMEIO 5.
durypa npoTHB ppI0 OTMEHHEE MOSI.
Hmero nBOE BHIIBI,
OHU K€ B HE XUJIIBL;
Ha BrikaTe riasa,
[Ba nonrue yca,
U Temu BUIIaMu BaJICI0 KaK pyKamu,

U xTo0 ACP3HCT JIOBUTH MCHA, TO KaK KJICIIIaMH,
HaqHy IUIIaTh TOTYAC JOBAIINX BCCX MCHA,

U 3amummaro teM ceos.
@338GB

Otranxy s ckaxxy 6e3 Bcex 00MaHOB, BpPaK,
JXuBy B BoJie BCer/ia, 1 Ha3bIBaKOCh Pak.

[Pak]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

339GB

[Ipupona MHe TJIaBy 1 MHOTO HOT Jaja,
Urto6 mon3aTh sl MOTJIa, a 3peHbEe OTHSAJIA.
U Tak s mon3aro, a rae? TOro He BHXKY,
U Tak st uyBCTBOBATh MOT'Y, Ja Sl U CJIBIIILY.
BosTcs Bce MeHS
U Gonee orus.
OroHpb HE TaK OXKXKET, KaK sl MOTY YKaJIUTh,
Ot panbl OT MOeit ce0s1 HUKTO U30aBUTb;
He moxet ckopo, 4To6 00sie3HH YyTYIUTH,
U 3npaBbe nmepBoe 0€3 MyKH BO3PATUTb.
He yx, s He 3Mmes,
Yurarens! KTO XKe 1.
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@339GB

[Ipupona 3peHreM MeHs He Harpajauia,
N Menenuteii 38aTh MEHA OINpeIeaua.

[Menenuna]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

340GB

MbI He npeBa,
U ue TpaBa,
U niBeToM pa3Hbie ObIBaEM,
YepHsl,
bensr,
He na 3emiie u Bo3pacraem.
briBaeT ppKei UBET U pyCOM MHOTAA,
W MBI pocTeM Beera.
Uewm OosbInie Bo3pacTaem,
Tewm Gomnbliie ykpamraem
I';1aBBI y yenoBek.
Korna npoiiner ux Bek,
To cTaHeM MbI CEIbIMH.
Uwurarenb, U TBOS IJIaBa KpacUBa UMHU.

@340GB

Korna B riiaBe OT Hac 3aBUCHUT BCs Kpaca,
3arajika cjenana, 3Ha4uT Ha Booca.

[Bomoca (Bomoch) |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

341GB

He Bewp, He Cy11€CTBO, UM UTO 5 APYTOE,

A cHII010 XBaTIOCh M CHJIOM 5 TaKOE:

HuuTHO NpOTUB MEHSI HE MOXKET YCTOSTh,

U cuny paBHYIO HE MOKET MHE SIBJISITD.

Korga Boctany s, TO HECTOAT AEPEBBA,

A Bce IaTaroTCs ¥ TPOTAIOT KOPECHBSI.

He penxo no nonam v ¢ KOpHEM UX JIOMAIO,

W xpbIky s ¢ JOMOB Ha BO3/IYX MOJIBIMAIO.

Korga nacrany s, sSiBJIsI10 IIIyM U PEB,
Tpeck, BU3T, XOTh 5 HE JIEB.
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@341GB

3aragka 3Ha4UT YTO? YUTATENb OOBIBU
Hy 6e3 cymuaenust Tol BeTpom Ha30BH.

[Betep |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

342GB

HukTo He MOXKET TKaTh XUTPO, KaK 51 YMEIO,
XOTb 51 HE YEJIOBEK U PYK XOTh HE UMEIO.
TpynsTcst KEHIIUHBI, COTKaB YTOOBI HOCHUTH,
A s TKy JUIsl TOTO, 4TOO MOT YeM MYX JIOBHTb;
Pr16ak Tackaer pblO U3 pek, 03€p CeTsAMH,
JIOBAT OXOTHUKH U 3BEpE TEHETAMU;

A s COTKaB B IoMax, B yriax ce0e JIOBIIO,

U temu myxamu cebsi, moitmMaB, KOPMITIO.

@342GB

Korna ymeer Tkath 1 6€3 cTaHka, 6€3 pyk,
To Ge3 cymuenus 3araaxa mpo [ayk.

[[Tayk]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

343GB

MeHs 1151 yKpallieHbst
U nns yBecenenps

Bce craBsT Ha cTenax,
He B rpane, a B tomax.

S BUIBI MHOT/IA MHOT/IA JIFOJIEH M300pakaro,
U B Buge unorna cobak, KOpoB ObIBaIO.
Kaxkoit n300pazsit, CTOr0 Takoil BO BEK,
Jlucuiei, 3aiilieM J1M, Kak X04eT 4EI0BEK,

BepOroom, uitk 3meeto,

Ocnom, Uax CBUHEIO,

Wnm npencrassr Jec.

B ceMm xutp 6bu1 Anmenec.
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@343GB

31ech MpaBay TOBOPUT OTrajKa, a He BPET,
Otragka nuuert, yto [loptper.

[TIoptper |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

344GB

He nTumna s, He 3Beph, HO O6erath CKOPO CMEIO,
Jleraro NTHIIA KaK, XOTh KPBLILEB HE HMEIO,

51 He 1o BO3AyXY, WM 3€MIIE XOXKY,

A 10 BOJIe U Bac sI, CMEpTHbIE, HOIITY;
[IpoTuBs s BoHAM, CO00i1 51 pa3cekaro,

U ntuiiam Ha BoJie JIETaTh HE YCTYIAL0.

MHe KpI)IJII)ﬂ YCJIOBCK a1 CIIUB M3 ITIOJIOTHA,
W ¢ HUMHM ITeperHaTh He MOXKET HU OJTHA.
[ToTpeGen OobIe s KyIIaM, | TSl CPaKCHbS,
He maito st 1ato B TO BpeMsl BCIIOMOKEHbSI.

@344GB

MeHsi, YuTaTeNn, COCTPOUIT YEIIOBEK,
Cocrpous, Kopabiem meHst OH cam Hapek.

[Kopabms |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

345GB
MHe riimHa MaTh,
Camax poxnatb
MeHs 0OHa HE CMEET,;
Jla Kak poXaaTb? KOJIb HE YMEET.
Mens poaur oren,
Oronb, OH MOI1 TBOpELL.
Ero xocHeTcs Kak )XKEeCTOKOM IIJIAMCHb,
He Oyay rnunsiHOM, a Oyay TBEpH Kak KaMeHb.
Hrak
He Oyny msrk.
U mocne MHOXECTBO HAC BMECTE COOMPAIOT;
CoObpaBIii MHOTO HAaC, CTPOEHBS CO3UAAIOT.
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@345GB

51 xaMeHb ClIeTTaHHOM OT YEJIOBEK PYKaAMH,
Yurarens, Kupninyem M Ha30BH yCTaMHU.

[Kupriny |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

346GB

He Bo3nyx, He BoJa, Wilb 4YTO-HUOYAb OPYTOE,
W ne ctuxus s, Ipyrasi, 4T0X TaKoe?

Mou yacsl peKu CKOpee MPOTEKAIOT,

N ckopo Kak TEeKyT, 4TO 3pETh HE YCIEBAIOT.
Yurarens, Thl TEPSB, MEHSI HE MOT CMOTPETb,
Ho ax! TbI ckaxkelp yaii, HE MOXHO BOPOTHUTb.

@346GB

Ywurarens, TymMaro, Tede Tardaiie Opems
3aragky oTrajaTh JIETKO BecbMa, s Bpewmsi.

[Bpewmsi]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

347GB

He nnawms 51, 1 He OroHb;
KTOX B pyku XO4eT B3Th, TO TOJIBIMH HE TPOHb.
51 3Bepb ¢ MIETUHOIO C TOXO0KEH Ha UTOJIKH,
[IleTuHBI BCE MOU OCTPHI, P TOM H KOJIKH.
MeHst He MOXKET B35ITh OOJBIION, U JIIOTHIN 3BEPb.
CeMy unTaTenb BEPb.
S pbLIO CHIpATABIIN B LIETUHY, CaAM CBEPHYCH,
U cumio xoTh B Jiecy, 3Bepelt s He Oorocsl.

@347GB

YuraTens, BIXKY 5, 4TO THl HE MOT TIOHSTh,
A cam ckaxy, nmpoury ExxoM 31ecs oTraiars.

[Ex ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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348GB

S BO31yX HE TaKOM, KaKOW 3UMOI OBIBaET,
W pa3HIOCH 110 TOMY, YTO TOT HE COTPEBAET.
Poxnaer connie ms,
Poxnmarock ot orus,
briBaro coBepiiieH B camoil cpeirHe JIeTa,
Korna Bcs 3penoro 3eMiis TpaBoii 0J1€Ta;
Torma Hapon
B Tok uncTBIX BOA
Bpocaercs, uro6 B HeM HE MHOTO 000ApUTHCH,
[IpuunHa, 9TO TOT/A B HEM CIa00CTh MOSBUTCS.

@348GB

B [leTrpoBku nonHoe BiajieHue ObIBACT
Moe, otraaxa 3aech: Mst 2Kapom Ha3bIBaerT.

[Kap ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

349GB

JKMBOTHBIX MOCJIE€ BCEX 51 B CBET COTBOPEHO,
OTMeHHee OT BCEX U BCEM OJapeHO;

N npouus MHE BCe JOJKHBI TOBUHOBATHCS,

Bo BceM IOMKHBI CITYKUTh, BO BCEM U MOKAPATHCS.
@349GB

Ckopeii oTrajipiBaii, oTraJsiBaTh HE B BEK,

3arajika 3Ha4uT 3/[1€Ch, 4YTO AyMaTh?

Yeosek.

[Uemnonek |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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350GB

51 3Bepp BEJIMUMHOM, HE MaJl U HE BEJIUK,

A BU Mo CTpalll€H BCEM, B CBUPCIIOCTHU TOJIUK:
HOI[BJIaCTHBI 3BCPU MHC, 1 BCC MCHJ CTpaliarcsd,

KOFI[a Ha HUX B3IJISIHY, TO BCC U YKACATCA.

XoTb Oosiee MEHS U CTpAILIEH CMEPTHBIM CJIOH,

Ho mHe nmosBnacTeH oH.
S He ckaxy Tenepb, YTO KaK sl Ha3bIBAIOCh:

Ckaxy, uyto Haj 3BepbMH Llapem s mounTaroch.

@350GB

Yto oapb 3B€peﬁ s €CMb, TO CKa3aHO B 3araake,

A JIbBOM 4TO 5 30ByCb, TO OOBSBHII B OTTQJIKE.

[JIeB ]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

351GB

XenesHoii nHorJa, YyryHHOH 51 OBIBAIO,

Ha xopa6isix, crpyrax (?), Bceraa s oouraro;
Porat co6oro s1, OpIBarO M 0 TpeX

Porax, a uHora st ecMb 0 YeThIpeX.

51 xopabiiu B MOPSIX JIETKO OCTAHOBJISIO,

U nanee 6exkaTh s CUM HE MO3BOJISIO.
briBaeT kak kopaOiab BOTHAMH OKPY>KEH,

W Mexny BOJH KOI/ia OT BETpa MOTPYKEH;
Torma Ha 1HO Mopeit MeHst MaTpoc Opocaer,
Korpax yrummres ToT BeTp, OH BBIHUMAET.

@351GB

Bcerna Ha kopaOusix ObIBao U Ha JAHE
Mopeii, poratoi s, 1 uMs SIKOpb MHE.

[Axops |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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352GB

Sl mocrne Tyd T'yCcThIX Ha HeOecax SIBIISIOCH.
PaznuunbIx K0JIEpOB AYroi n300paxaroch.
SIBIISIIOCH, ¥ OTISITH 51 CKOPO TPOTIay,

He Bugut Mst HUKTO, KyJ1a TOrAa yuuy.

@352GB

Konb nmocne Tyd ryctoix Ha HeOecax sIBIISIOCH,
To Paayroro st He0XKHO HA3bIBAIOCh.

[Panyra]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

353GB

[TpekpacHa st co0oid,
Mory 1 mOXBaUThCS;
[IpenpiaroTcss BCE MHOM,
He mano mue quBsTCs.

ITo mpaBze o camom cebe ckazaTh HE CMEIO,
Kpaca mos B XxBOCTE, KOTOPOU 51 UMEIO;
Ha xaxxnmom nepeliike oTMEHHas Kpaca,
Mo XBOCT BCEM KaKeTCS MMEIOIINM TJ1a3a.

@354GB

IIaBIHOM BCSIK MCHS oTraabiBaTh HEJIOXHO,
Takoit uMeThb APYruM XBOCT IITUAM HE BO3MOKHO.

[[TaBmuH]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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355GB

Sl nTrna BEICOKO 1O BO3/1yXY JIETAO,
B necax rycreiimmx oouraro.
Han Bcemu ntuiiamu MHe MoJiHA BJIACTh JaHa,
W MHe npOTUBUTHCSI HE MOKET HU OJTHA.
JI0JKHBI MHE BCE TIOBUHOBATHCS
U Bce 10KHBI MEHS 0OSIThCS.
Poccuiickum repbom s ciyKy 0 ABYX IJ1aBax,
JepxaBy ¢ CKUIIETPOM JIEPKY B CBOUX KOTTSIX.

@355GB

YuraTenb oTrajath Ha namMsaTh TOO IpUBEL,
UYro rep6 Poccuiickoil? Tel BUTH 3Haelb 4to Open.

[Open]
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)

356GB

3/1ech BCEX CUYMTAETCS, IOMHOXK JECATKOM JECTh,
A 1ociie K HUM €I1e OJHY MEHS NpHUaail:

I'ne 6yner Bcex 4nMCIOM, CKaXH, YUTATEIb, CKOJIBKO,
A g MOI4y O TOM, ThI CaM TO OTrajaiu.

Jla BEpHO, KaK COUTElIb, U 51 CKaXy YTO CTOJIBKO.
Ko:p 0e3 nmorpemHocTy YyuciioM Hac COCUMTAEIlb,

A Tam MeHs JIETKO U CKOPO OTraJlaelllb.

@356GB

3ara/iku 3/1ech s BaM He MOJIOKWII [Hepaso. ]
OtragpiBaii ycTh caM U paccykaaTh COOOH,
3arazika 4To 3Ha4uT, TO JUTTEPHI MOKAXKYT
HaganpHbLsa CTHUXOB, HC JIO)KHO BaM JOKaXXyT.

[Baramka |
(G.B., StoOdn, 1790)
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356Anon

I'nycHa 3710/€10 )KU3HBb MOS,

OH ¢ 3710CTBIO Cep/ilie HAMo,
Bcerna Be3e MeHsi TOHOCHT,

YewMm cThIg ceO¢ 1 MHE HAHOCHT,
[Toabsun, KprOUKOEH,

Cyuue mou 3110/1€H,

Panp1 Bech moccopuTh CBET:

J10 TOBO UM HYK[IbI HET,

[IpaB 51 KTO WIIb BUHOBAT,
[TnemsHHUK OyneT Ju Uib Opar,

K cyny ¢popmanbHOMy moauenst

U tsoxymmxcs BApyT 00JIeTsT.

Jlo Tex mop OyayT UX CyAUTb,
[Toka Henb3st OyAeT yauTh

WM penexek U3 UX KapMaHa;

A Tam ... KpoMe Haki1any U oOmaHa,
Hu Tot HMke npyroit HeOyneT npas:

TakoB TO AYyX, TAKOB MOAbAYNX HPAB:

HyxHee nenbru um, 4em 4,

W nis Toro HOTa MOA,

ITocemas noMbI BceX,

SBs Be3nme cobop yrex,

Hx ToNbKO mocemaTh OOUTCH,
J1aObl B TTOKOSIX UX HE OYEPHUTHCS.

[dobponerens |
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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357Anon

Bce na cBete s poxy,
JIunero TpaBssl U IJIOKY,
Urpato nepeBom 1o BoJIE,
He mens na csete 6oute,
Hert cunbaee HUKOTO;

OT cTpemiieHbsI MOETO

Bce Banurces, rie crymnato,
N Hnuemy Heycrymaro,
UTo npoTUB MEHS UET,
Jluwe nyny, v mazger.
Benuka cuna Moel BIacTu:
TBopen 51 cyacThs U HAITACTH.

[Bo3zmyx]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

358Anon

Mp1 mr00e3HbIe 1Ba Opara,

Hu yem He nb3s IOCCOPUTDH HAC!:

Me:x HamMu HET pa3Bpara,
Jpyr Ge3 apyra HU Ha 4ac.
BwMmecTe cium 1 BMecTe XOAHUM,
Bcrony HepaznyuHo Opoaum,
Kyna onun, Tyna npyrou,
Jpyr 6e3 apyra HA HOTOH.

[Tmaza]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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359Anon

Bbpara cBoero nummucs.

S] mroOe3Ha HaBcera,
Bo3BpaTuTh CKOIBKOO HH UTHIICS,
Ho HeMHOXHO HUKOTIA.

S nummcs y>x Ha BEKH,
CkaxyT BCE TO YETIOBEKH:
XOTs OH JKHB €III€ ¥ HBIHE,
MepTBBIM TOIKEH YXKE CIIBITh:
OH He MoMOoIIlb> MHE B JIOJIMHE,
XOTb U 4TUTCA OPAaTOM OBITb.
He ToBapwuii on MHe OoJbliie,
[Ipupaer nuib CKyKy ropblie,
OH HecnenyeT 3a MHOH,

Hu Ha npaBo, HU Ha 11€BO,

Hu 3umor0, HU BECHOM,

JIums Memmaer aenars JAe0:
Takoli oH MuUXo0JeH,

UT0 HEOTCTAHET, IJ1aj] €ro XOTh OCH.

[Kpusoii |
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

360Anon

Hac geTsIpe cecTpuibl,

MBI 1Ier0JIbCKUS TEBULIBL,

MBI Becenum Bce NUPYIIKY,
JleTsiM HeT Hac JIy4Illed UTPYIIKH,

ToJIbKO HAYHEM MBI BCE BMECTE IIETh,
KpoBs oT BocTopra B HUX OyJaeT KUIETh:
Iledans 1 pagocTh co00i yMHOXKAEM,

I'mac Hamr Bcemu paBHO 000KaeM,
Cuity mo6BH co00ii BOoCKperIaem,

Craparo u Maznaro, Bcex yTeliaeMm.

[Cxpblinka (ckpunka)]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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361Anon

VYkparas s 4epTorH,
Becemto s B30psI BCeX,
U crapyxu cambl cTporu
Bo MHe nmyT yx yrex;
MHO0 BCSIKOH BECEIHTCH,
U Goinpioii 1 Manoi YTUTCI
V ce0s B 1OME UMETh,
UtoOsI s Bce ykpaiana,
B mronsix Mbpiciu paskurania,
br11o ObI Ha YTO IIIAACTS.

[KapTuna]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

362Anon

Cama cebe 51 yIuBIISAIOCH,
CKoJIb BeJINKa, CKOJIb HU3KA,
B pa3HbIX 51 fOMax sIBIISIOCH,
Hurne nBeps MHE He y3Ka,
Cama co00if He MHOTO CTO1O,
HyxHax cBoel s mycToTO!0,
B cebe xoTopy nomeniato

Bce s xmacTs B cebst mporaro.

be3 BMeriaHHarox Bo MHe,
Memns OpocaroT K CTOpOHe,

BbIOT B KYyCKH, KHJAIOT IIPOYb,
W TyT Henp3s yK MHE ITIOMOYb.

[ ITopoxHsist OyThLIKa]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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363Anon

CuactnuBa 51 co6010,
XOTb HEBUKY 51 IIOKOIO:
PosxieHHa Be4HO Ha TpeBOTY,
3a TO UMEIO YECTh sI MHOTY,

Yro apyr y Apyra MeHsI PBYT,
U ¢ sxagHOCTBIO K ce0e 30BYT.

Co MHO# CTapuK CUIMUT BCIO HOYb,

KpuuuTt: moau 3ab6ota npoys!

[Promka]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

364Anon

S 6mkarimas poHs
OO0111e BCSAKY YEIOBEKY,
[Ipu cebe nepxxyT MeHs,
J10 CKOHYaHHUs U BEKY;
Wnorna xoTh 00IBHO TPYT,
Ho onnakox 6eperyT;
Bcesx co MHOIO IUISIIET, CKAYET,
OTapIXaeT U UOET Ha [TOKOH.
Ortragaii ’ke, 4TO TO 3HAYHT,
Urto u B rpo0 kimagyT ¢ cobom?

[Py6axa]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

365Anon

[lleronu u meroauxu
Bce BmoOunncs B MeHs,
Bepronpaxu, CKpOMHBI, TUXH,
Hecnyckaror a3 ¢ MeHs;
Ha mens rmsaat yMunbpHO.
[Ib1mas1 cTpacThio NPECUIIbHO,
Takxe moXyIenbisi CTapyXH,
JIuioM a B 1BOE MO3rOM CyXH.

[3epkano]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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366Anon

MHoro jenar Ha CBeTe

Bcewm kak 371a Tak u 1o0pa:
Upes MeHs €34T B Kapere,

A nmumaro cepebpa;

WHHBIX B 3HATH MPOU3BOXKY
WNHHBIX B 6€ICTBO HU3BOXKY

OT MeHS 3aBUCHT JOJIS

B cBeTe MHOTHX YEIOBEK;
W3KUBU XOTh COTHIO BEK,

B Tom Mos1, cam ckakelnb, BOJIS.

[A3b1K]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

367Anon

51 mosie3Ha st HApoy,

[Ipo To 3HaeT BCHK,

Haro Ha CeBepe cBOOOY,

CkaxyT o011e Bce, UTO Tak,

Tam maiibl, cpefHH, CTapHI,

XKuByT co MHOIO Bcersa, Kak Oapsbl.

[Ly6a]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

368Anon

S ponuiacs B necy

B camont nqukoii ctopone,

N uro nHa ceGe Hecy,

Henp3s nepemenuts TO MHE!

Kaxk B cBeTe g MOTJIa CTOJILKO YyacCHuTh,
UTo B Ka)/10M JJOM CMe€Jla KypaJleCHUTh,
U 3a To emie B mOYTEHNUH ObLIa

W Hurge nuxoro He clibLIa.

[JTo3a]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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369Anon

[Ipexne mo mosro 6pocaror,
Ha moxap MEHS OCTaBIISIOT,
ITo MHE KOHU, OBITBI OPOJIAT,

W 3umoii MeHs MOpO3AT,
[Tocne HOXKMKAMU MEHS PEXKYT,
Tam BepeBOYKaMHU BSIKYT,

B >xap motom MeHs OpocaroT
BonbHO mankamu ObIOT,
CwibHO KaMHEM TOCTIe TPYT,
Bceex nmroaei mo ToM NMUTAOT.

[Poxb|
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

370Anon

be3 MeHs1 HEMOT'YT KUTh
Huxakwne gemoBeku,

XOTb HENb3sI MHOM JOPOKUTB,
Ho nyxHa BO BCSKHU BEKU:
Huxkaxkas, cnoBom, TBaph,

Hu myxa, H1 komap,

Hu ntunsl Huke rajapl 10Ky,
Hu 3Bepu nuxu,

Hu prIGBI, TpaBsl, HH Jeca,
Hwxe oM B cBETE HApOIbI,
Kakoii Obl HU OBbLIT KTO IPUPO/BI,
V3Haii, uTo 3a uyzgeca?

[Bona]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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371Anon

Bce momaro,

Bce cpriBato,

Huuemy nomane! Her,
Uto MHE BCTpeuy MOMNaJIET:
Pomm u nyOpaBsl,
BetbBu, 11BET U TpaBHhl,
N npemyuue neca,
CiioBoM, BCSIKM ApeBeca,
B mur yx B npax:
HNunoit B cTpaxe
OTtBparmiaercst OT MEHs.
Ortrapait, yto 3Hauy 51?7

[Buxps |
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)

372Anon

O cebe ckazaTh MHE MOXKHO,
U ckaxy s TO HE JT0KHO,
[Ipexne Hama oTragars,
Kak o mHe TbI pazymeeninb?
Tornma Oymem MbI TO 3HATE.
Kak Tb1 pazymoM Bnageenis:
S sicHOE CBETHIIO,
Boo0i11e BceM TTHOaIM MHIIO;
be3 MeHs BaM NUIIM HET;
B 3umHeElN Hy)KeH TakXe XO0JIOL;
be3 mens Bam xyxa o6ex;
Ko MHe xxMeTcs cTapblid, MO0,
Co MHOH JenaroT U Ae0;
Co MHOI KyIlIaHb€ TIOCIIENO.
OTrazmaii 1 JOKaxH,
JloMbI B mipax s obpainato,
N Torna yxe ckaxu,
Uro s 31paBo pa3cyxaaro.

[Oronsb]
(?, OtgNeSk, 1790)
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373Anon

be3 MeHs Henb3s poauThCS

Hu nseram u Hu muiony,

Hu Bo uTO BCe oOparurcs

B xakoM-T00 HHOBLTO TOY,

B nmyrax tpaBka 3eseHeer,

Co MHO¥ XJIEOHBIH KOJIOC 3pEET;
PazHoBuaHBIE IBETHI
Pacmyckatorcst B 10IHMHAX;
Bcesiku sirogsl, COTEHI,

Crerot B nmajecTuHax.

[Moxas ]
(2, OtgNeSk, 1790)

1791

374Anon

?
[?]
(?, Chten, 1791)

375Anon

?

[7]

(?, Chten, 1791)
Note: Charade

376Anon

?

[?]

(?, Chten, 1791)
Note: Logogriph
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377Dub

He co3nan TOT MeHs, KTO CO3/71aJ BCE OT BEKa,
OnHako ObITHEM s CTapIIe YeJIOBEKa.

S Bcemu BHIMMA, XOTS HE TEJO 4,

K y6orum u [lapsim paBHa 11000Bb MOSI.

To nanepen uny, To Ha3aau ObIBaIO;

OT MaJa B ieHb OJJMH BEJIMKO BO3PACTAlo.
XoTh 51 63 ri1a3, Mory Oerymmx J0rOHSTh,
Ho Tonbko HUKOMY MEHS HE JIb3s1 OOHSITh.

[Shadow - Poety XVIII (1972)]
(Dubrovskii , RaznPism, 1791)

Note: see 1756

378Khe

S BOpYr U3 HUYETO POKIAOCH,
W BOpyr 5 B cUILy IPUXOKY;
Co BcemH CMEJIO 51 CPaXKaroCh,
W Bcex B cMATEHbE IPUBOXKY;
BeIcTpee nTul s npoTekaro,

W 4ro B myTH 5 HU BCTpEYaro,
Kitonto, cpeiBaro u 1omino;
HeszanHo cuiiel Bee ry6uio,

U cam He 3HaIO roe neBaroCh.

[Wind]
(Kheraskov, RaznPism, 1791)
Note: see 1755
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379Dub

UYro s1yd1iaro H1 €cTh BO BCEX IIPEJIENAX CBETA,
UTo HU LIBETET B MOJISX CPEIU MIPEKpacHa JeTa.
UYro B BO3/yX€, BOJE HE MOXKHO M300pECTb,
Bce cimyxuT, 4To MEHS Ha CBET ceil MPOU3BECTH,
Bce ciyxuT, 4T0 MO€ O/IHO COCTaBUT TEJIO.
Poxxnenue Moe 0 KOJIb BEJIUKO A€JI10!
Pa3pymnTbcs OKHBI BCE BELLU HaMepes,

[To ux moru6enu MHE TOJIKHO BUJIETh CBET.
Bce nroau Moemy 1oiBEpKEHBI 3aKOHY,

S wacto u [lapeit camux crousto ¢ Tpony;

A eCTb JIM 51 KOTO OCIIYIIIHUKOM Hanmy,

51 ToTHac Bpen ToOMy JKECTOKOI HaBely.

Ho He cMOTps Ha TO, THYIIAIOTCS BCE MHOIO,

U TomuyT cMer04Ynch cCBOEH MEHS HOTOIO,

He cnopto, 51 KoMy 10CaHO TOKaXYCh,

ToT mycTh TpBI3ET MEHS, HA TO 51 HE CEPIKYCh.

[?]

( Dubrovskii , RaznPism, 1791)
Note: see 1756

380Anon

S mpexne Bcex Oblia, U Oyay Mmocie Beex,
[Ipnumnna ropecreii, NpuIMHA U yTeX:

51 Bcex KOpMITtO, TI010, 51 BCEX U OJIEBAIO,
51 Besikaro pouty U Bcex s morpedato.

U cioBoM BCE, 4TO €CTh, Be3/I€ S HE OOHA:
Ho TokMO He TBOpel, a UM COTBOpEHa.

[Death ?KS]

(?, RaznPism, 1791)
Note: see 1761
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381Anon

S 3nenan kak Azam, XOTsd HE TaK JaBHO,
[apro u mactyxy s Hag0OCH paBHO,
Hamnonnena meHst OrOHb HE UCTPEOUT:
XO0Th B BOJY IOMAay, BOJa HE TOTOIHT.
JIe:)xuT BO MHE METaJl1, ObIBACT U TBAPOT;
VY3HaeT, KTO BCKPUHYHT HEYIITO THI ....

[Pot - KS]
(?, RaznPism, 1791)
Note: see 1761

382Khe

Kak xouems caenaiics, yMero IepeHsTh,

U Bemp Ha TYXKE BCIIb CTAPAOCIA MCHATD.

S BUXKY U TOTO, KTO BEK MEHS HE BUJIUT,
B ybopax Hy»eH MO COBET:
Mens KTO HCHABHINT,
Co0o01i JOBOJIEH HE KUBET.

[Mirror - KS]

(Kheraskov, RaznPism, 1791)
Note: see 1763

383Anon

KT0 BCAK MEHS Ha CBETE ...
-

(?, RaznPism, 1791)
384Anon

Pykamu Ha CBIHOB ...

[Earth]
(?, NovEzhSoch, March 1791)
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385Anon
IIpu xape xosmonHa ...

[Oven]
(?, NovEzhSoch, March 1791)

1792
386Sush

bl TpUAUATb C YCTBIPbMU ...

[7]
(Sushkov, DelBez, May 1792)

387Sush

51 B napcTBe HEXKHOCTEW U3BECTEH,
U Tam Bceraa npeecTex.
Konp Bpar MeHs napur,
To xoueT nokasatk, YTo OOJIBIIE HE CEPIUT
B urpyuike ko oTer 0TKa3bIBaeT yamdy,
To MHOrO 1ymaer monarb eMy OTpaiy;
OObIuaii HHOTJ|a JJaBaTh MCHS BEJINT,
Ho s Torga nuines 3HaMEHHUT,
Korga xpacaBuia He I0HYIO IOAPYTY
Mex J1acku noapur,
Ho mHo10 32 yenyry,
Kpacasua Harpagur.

[Kiss]
(Sushkov, DelBez, May 1792)

388Sush

B nosiieHHBIX TOJBKO S CTpaHax ...

[?]
(Sushkov, DelBez, May 1792)
Note: charade
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@388 (July 1792) (?)

389Sush

S1 ecMb HE BE€IICCTBO ...

[?]

(Sushkov, DelBez, May 1792)

Note: logogriph
@389 (July 1792) (?)

390Anon

Konp Oyner B AByX Temnax ...

[?]
(?, DelBez, July 1792)

391Anon

S ecMb U HET ...

[?]

(?, DelBez, July 1792)
392Anon

Poxnaro uctunny ...
[?]

(?, DelBez, July 1792)

393Anon

XOTb KpBUIbEB HE JIAHO ...

[?]
(?, DelBez, July 1792)

394Anon

Mens He 3puT HH KTO!...

[7]
(?, DelBez, July 1792)
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395Anon

Knagbuie MepTBBIX 1 ...

[?]
(?, DelBez, July 1792)

396Anon

?
[7]
(?, Zrit, August 1792)

397Snia

S] 3HATHOH rOCIOOUH ...

[7]
(Sniatkovsky, Ezhened, 1792)

398Snia
"

tDeath]
(Sniatkovsky, Ezhened, 1792)

399Anon
"

[’
(?, ProkhChas, August 1792]

1793

400Anon

f)

tShadow]
(?, ProkhChas, August 1793]

401Anon

r)

[Bell]
(?, ProkhChas, August 1793]
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402Anon

?
[Zero]
(?, ProkhChas, August 1793]

403VD

Kounp Oyzer B 1ByX Tenax ...

K}D ProkhChas, November 1793)
404S

S ecmb u HET ...

[?]

(S., ProkhChas, November 1793)
406V

Poxnaro uctunny ...

[?]
(V., ProkhChas, November 1793)

4070

XOTb KpBUIBEB HE JIAHO ...

[?]
(O., ProkhChas, November 1793)

408S

MeHs He 3pUT HU KTO!...

[?]

(S., ProkhChas, November 1793)
409B

Kian6ure MepTBBIX 1 ...

[7]
(B., ProkhChas, November 1793)
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410Anon

?
[?]
(?, Chten, 1793)

411Anon
n

7]
(2, Chten, 1793)

412Anon

?

[7]

(?, NovEzhSoch, February 1793)
Note: logogriph

@412Anon
(?, NovEzhSoch, February 1793)

413Anon

?
[7]
(?, NovEzhSoch, May 1793)

414Anon

?
[7]
(?, NovEzhSoch, June 1793)

415Anon

?
[7]
(?, NovEzhSoch, July 1793)
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1794
Not found
1795

416Anon

?
[7]
(?, MagObZzn, July 1795)

@416Anon (?, MagObZn, July 1795)

1796

417Anon

?

[?]

(?, PrPolez, 1796)
1797

Not found

1798

418Anon

?

[?]

(?, Sbzh, 1798)
419Anon

"

7]
(?, Sbzh, 1798)
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Undetermined Dates
420Nel

JI0BOJIBHO UMEHEM U3BECTHA 1 CBOUM;

PaBHO KJISIHETCS TUTYT U HEIOPOYHBIN UM.

VT1exoii O6eacTBUSIX BCero ObIBaro 0oJe,

JKu3Hp cnagocTHed Ipu MHE U B CAMOM JIy4dlIeH J0Je€.
bia)xeHCTBY YHCTBIX AyLI MOT'Y CIIYKMTb OJIHA,

A Mex 37101€9MU - He OBITh 51 CO3/IaHA.

[Apyxo0a]

(Neledinskii-Meletskii, lu., ?, ?)

Note: 3araaka akpoctuueckas; published in Sobranie sochinenii (ed. Smiridin), Spb: V tipografii
Dmitrieva, 1850; Poety XVIII veka. T. Il. (1972)

421Bar

Hu pyk, HM 7123, HU HOT 5 CPOJly HE UMEIO,

A cnienatb 00pa3 4ei s TOUHO pa3yMero.
JIroOuMm JieBULIaM 5, HO UMH U [IPE3PEH,

Bcesk BOIIO MHE a€T, HO 5 U 3aKJIIOYEH,
[IpotuBy ecrecTBa roioHbINi 601p ObIBaO,
A cpIThIM Oynyuu cinabero, YHBIBAIO.

Ha tpomne, Ha cyne u B mponactsx >KUBY,
Poxnaro s koro, Toro tep3aro, pBy.

[Tozopen nmeneM, HEOOXOIUM JIeJIaMH,

S rperieH, HO CHXKY B IIEpKBax U ¢ OopoiamH,
51 TBapu Bcel OTel, HO 51 TOTO U ChIH,
[TpuTunHOM OBITUS 5T KOETO OAMH.

X0y s B KJIaJIe31, HO UX sl HaIlOosIo,

S cMepTeH, HO KakK CBET CTOUT, HE yMHPAIO.
JKeub CyroT MEHS B FOpH, HO KaK MEHs HU CYH,
51 TOYHO Bce TaKOB, KAKOB U €CMb: 5 XYH.

[Xy#]
(Barkov, Devich’ia Igrushka, ?)
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422Bar

Hu nudun 51, Hu pak, HA 3Bepb, HU Yepernaxa,
Xunume moe — TbMa, MOKPOB Ha MHE — pybaxa,
He mMo>xHO 00pa3 MO CyIIECTBEHHO CIIHCATh,
Hwke mompoOHO Beex uy/iec MOMX HOHST;
Bragerauna cepzen, s Matepb BCeld IPUPOIB,
Wyt B Mou Bpara Bce TBapH U HapOJIBL.

Coboto 51 cama X0Tb, ITpaB/a, 0J1a TBAPb,

Ho nepBy Bcex MeHs LielTyeT BCIKUI apb.
'aymraroTcst Bce MHOM, HO 51 HeOeCToie3Ha,
Henp3s MeHS XOTb €CTh, HO BKYCOM s TI00€e3Ha,
W Temyun apyrux, s reuy u ceods,

Poskniaro 1enocty s, enocTh moryos.

Y JKCHIIHMH 4 )KUBY, MyILIMUHAMU IIATAIOCh,
Posknaro B cBeT 51 T€X, S KEM cama pOXKIaroCh.
He Gunenymias s miaHeTa wiib 383713,

Ho npesxzae Bcex MeHs 3puT TBaph. To ecTh nu3fa.

[TTuzna]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

423Bar

Me1 B cBETE pOXKIEHBI, OECUETHO YTOO TPYIUTHCA,
Cyer B Hac cyera npsiMas JIFOJIIM 3pUTCS;

MBI ci1y’UM 0HOMY 0€3 MbICIIE IUIeIIaKy,
My1uHe JIbICOMY, KaK MBI K€ JypaKy,

KoTopplii nuiib xuBET, B KOpUMax 4T00 MPOXJIAXKAATHCA,
Mg GeiHBIE 32 HUM JTOJDKHBI TYJa 3K TaCKaThC,

C HapyXHOCTH CTy4aTh U KJaTh €ro B ABEPSX,
JIOKOJIb OH BBIZIET BOH, 3aMapaH BECh B COIUISX,

W xpaceH kak CyKHO, 1 MEP30CTBIO PHITAET,
Hepenaxo oH u Hac 611€BOTHHOMN Mapaer.

B npe3pennom 3aBcerna 6ecipuObLIILHOM TPY/IE,
He 3naem, HyHBbI JI1 Ha CBETE MBI, MyJie?

[Myne]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka,?)
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424Bar

Komb ecTsb 51 B cyliecTBe, Tak €CTh MEXIy BOPOT,
Banut 13 Koux Bech M BCEX YUMHOB HAPO/I,

Ho BX0aUT TOJIBKO BHYTPH B3JIM3aCTON B HUX MYIIIMHA,
Koropoii 030pHUK Takol U AypadyuHa,

Urto TpeT MeHs co00l B BOPOTax, HE TISIUT

W nByw™m emie ciiyraM TOJIKaTh MEHsSI BEJIUT,

Ho 51 e s0enauK, BO MHE Ta T0OpOACTEID;

Crpocwu, moskaiyii, Bcex, ObIBaJl JIM UCTEL] CEKEIb?

[Cekenn]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

425Bar

51 neub, HEBKYCHOM XJ1eO KOTOPOIO HEKYT;
[IpecunpHoii BeTp Bcerja coOoi s UCIYCKalo,
Py4dbu nepeno MHOM >Kypyamux BOJ TEKYT.
VYpuy, kpudy, TpyOIIt0, HO 5 €3 SI3bIKA,

B Gecene ronoc mMoit sBisieT Typaxa,

OpHako y KyIuoB, KPECTbSIH <H y> X0JIONa,
VY TBapu KyIHO Bceil HeoOXoauMa skoma.

[’Koma]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

426Bar

[1aTh roHOIIEH OEpyT,

Bo rpo0 mens knanyr,

Wny s B rpo0 u Becenrocs,

W3 rpoba Boleniy, s rniady 1 ciae3rcs,
Ho nomken 3aBcerna, XoTb Kak HU HETOYH,
[TocnenmHO BBIXOIUTH Sl U3 TU3bI — XYil.

[Xyi]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)
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427Bar

Ho y3ka menunka;

Kosp HOYBIO HE BUANIIB,

[Ipunu B neHb, JETUHKA,

IIpunn u BIOXHU B MEHS U3 IOPTOK —
Haiinems qaem apIpy — KOHEYHO, B 3aMOK.

[3amoK]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

428Bar

S poc u BeIpOC

U na cBer BbLIE3

Ho Tonbko 1 He Bech BHapyXy OroJuics,
HemHoro nume KOHIA U3 KOXKHU 3TYIHJICA.
Korga »x coBceM rotos, Torjia OT MOJIO/IHLI,
A made oT JIeBHII,

JIro6uM KUBY OT BCEX.

S ecmb opex.

[Opex]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

429Bar

B npipy xorpaa Biararocs,

Kpenok >xuBy u Tyr,

Korna ’xe BEIHUMAIOCh,

briBas Bsi1 MEX pYK.

Ho cBepx e1e Toro cnyckaetr Mol KoHell
Tyt 6emnoii ¢ cedst COK — MPOCOIBHON OTypell.

[Orypen(]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

195



430Bar

CornyB 1uieua U cTaH,

Cnymry ¢ cebs kadran

U, Gproxom notupas,

Horamu nonupas,

Korga pasuner nacrs,

CBol0 BITyCKalO CHAaCTb,

Kena, BecelnbeM TeM HE ILIaYb,

Ee uto HCIIPABJIATH 1 MAaCTECp A€jIa — TKay.

[Tkay]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

431Bar

Jlexxut Ha MHe sIpuIa,
S Teno oronuiia

W voru momHsna,
SAputh cedst nana.
TenneHnKa,

TyT MOKpEHBbKa,

Kak 3a4an oH I0JIUTD,
Kak 3a4ain oH spuTS,
W BBISIpUB CBITEHBKA,
Hurne ve romo3sur,
Hurpne ne paroswur,
Ho norons ceepburcs,
Eme xouy siputhcs,

Ho OwITh 110 TOi1 cy000THI XOTh X0ueTcs U Bane,

51 BeHUK, uTO mapsTcs B OaHe.

[Benuk]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

432Bar

Pykoii ciepBa BO3bMy U BJIarou noMouy,
IToTrom, MOAHSABIIN BBEPX, HEMHOI'O IIOAPOYY,

C po3Maxy ’* CyHYB BIAPYT, sl CYHY B K€peio
Jlo Tex mop, Kak ropeTh yX 0yJeT moMerno.

[TIomemno]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)
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433Bar

JIpIpO10 NEBYILIKY HA JIEHb €€ POKIEHbS

Oten 1 MaTyIIKa CHAOIUITN B HATPAKICHBE.
JleBouka, CUII0YM Ha rOpKe, Ha rope,
JlapeHo# To CBOEW TUBYETCS ABIPE.
JuByercs, moOyercs

U teniom B Hee cyeTcsl.

— JlbIpa Tbl, — TOBOPHUT, — Ipaxkaiiiias ablpa,
Ha Teno mue TeOst 1aBHO OBI BAETH TIOPA,

Ho nmycTs s mo6imtony; kak Oyay moJ1 BEHIIOM,
[TonpaBitoch KeHUXY MPEeKpacHee ¢ KOJIbIOM.

[Konb1r0]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

434Bar

JleckoM, 4TO HECKOJIBKO BOKPYT 1000pOCIIO,
Takoe y MeHs 3aTeM ecTb pemeciio,

Urto My»XeM Wib JPYTUM MHE HET KOJIb OTATIIECHbS,
Boabl To Tamo HeT, U Bce 63 OKpOIIeHbS,

A exenu NpuaeT TSKEI0CTh MHE XOTb pas,

OT MyKa Jib, OT IPYTUX, — TEKYT PY4bH U3 IJIa3.

[['maza]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

435Bar

Hu B cka3kax pacckasarts,

Hu B kHuTax onmcars,

Kakas ero crnacts,

Ko mopcka ¢ mopcekoit cxoaurcs,
Toro »e K HouM Xo4yeTcs

Upe3 ombIT TOJIBKO 3HATH,

YT0 HAM €CTh CIIAJIKO CIaTh.

[CnaTs]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)
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436Bar

Ha neno koip MeHs KOrAa U3roTOBIIAIOT,
To »uy TyT MO0 BO BJIAary I0JIararor,

Xots 6e3 pyk, 6e3 HoT,
Croro, mo100HO por,

51 TBepIOCTh, UTO OTHEM ObIBaIO ropsya,
I'opsiuHOCTB IMILIA MHE U3 TEJIA, 51 — CBEYa.

[CBeua]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

437Bar

ITo Oproxy mopora,

IIpomexny HOT TpeBora,

OKxoJ10 IBIPKH BECEIIbE,

Ho x ceMy He HY»KHO caJlO TIOJIEHbE,
A KaHM(OIb CO CMBIYKOM

W HOTM K TOMY CO CKa4KOM.
CrenaroT MeX HOT Kak TEIUINLLY,
UYTO 3HAYNUT U — CKPUIIHUILLY.

[Cxpunuua (ckpumnka)]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)

438Bar

Ectb y MeHs1, cTouT npo teods,

OTxaenaro Te0s, OMOI3€ENIbL OT MEHS.

TaxoBa-To O0OUYKa ¢ MUBOM,

Korna kTo k Hell CTpeMUTCS C PHUIOM.

[bouka ¢ nmuBoM]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)
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439Bar

Ena-noemna,

Cwmounony notena,

ITox crapocTs nomenacs,

Jlo kpoBaTu 100paace.

Tyt ycnyina,

’KuBotom TpsixHyna,

Cama B310XHYIa

N poruxom 3eBHYya,

A Kak IIpOTsHYJacCh,

To BeuHas KW3Hb CKOHYAJIACH.

[?]
(Barkov, Devich’ia igrushka, ?)
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CHAPTER 1
THE ENIGMA OF THE RUSSIAN ZAGADKA: A BINARY OPPOSITION

BETWEEN FOLK AND LITERARY RIDDLES

One of the key issues in the study of the Russian literary riddle, inevitably, is the problem
of its relationship to the folk riddle. It is a common assertation that a literary riddle originated in
folklore. Often, the literary riddle is judged on the basis of “folk aesthetics,” contributing to a
folklorist’s point of view that the poetic riddle is a deterioration of the true riddle. While such an
interpretation is not without its merit, the genetic approach to the study of the Russian literary
riddle may be misleading rather than erroneous.

The problem of focusing on the close relationship between the folk and literary riddles of
the 18" century is that the relationship between Russian literary riddles and the tradition of
European literary riddles is almost completely ignored. As a result, the majority of analytical
observations regarding the literary and cultural components of the genre are bypassed in the
attempt to find a direct connection between the two genres: the Russian folk riddle and the
Russian literary riddle.

In the article “JIutepaTtypnas 3aragka B Poccun 18 Beka” E.A. Morozova reconfirmed
rather than questioned the paradigm of the “folklore style” in the Russian literature of the second
half of the century. Thus, Morozova writes: “"Bropas nonouna XVIII B. - Bpemst
TMOBBIIICHHOT'O UHTCPECA pYCCKOﬁ 06H_ICCTBCHHOCTI/I KO BCEMY HAPOAHOMY, OTCUCCTBCHHOMY,
BBI3BAHHOI'O CTPEMJICHUECM CO31AaTh JIMTCPATYPY Ha HaHHOHaHBHOﬁ ocHOBe. IMeHHO B HapOJAHOM

TBOPYCCTBC, B OCBOCHUMU KAaHPOB U CTUJIIUCTUKH PYCCKOT'O (I)OJ'ILKJ'IOpa Hallly IMUCaTcii HaXOoaAT
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HOBBI, COOCTBEHHBIN, OTJIMYHBIN OT 3aMaJHOEBPOIEHCKHIX XYI0KECTBEHHBIX 00pa3IloB,
HNCTOYHHUK BAOXHOBCHMUS. 4! JIMTCpaTypa 060ramaeTcs1 ABTOPCKUMMH CKa3KaMH, IICCHAIMU,
3aragkamu."(Mopo3oBa)

Morozova’s article is indicative of the consensus in the scholarly community. The
complexity of the relationship to the Russian folk riddle or, for that matter, the Western literary
“influences”, has not been not adequately discussed. Besides E.A. Morozova’s article and T.V.
Sturkova’s articles (T. . CtpykoBa; T. B. CtpykoBa, “YKanp 3arajiku B TBOpUECTBE TI03Ta AHIpEs
baitbakoBa (Anosoca).”; T. B. Crpykosa, “3aragku @p. llumiepa B nepeBoje B.A.
XKykosckoro”) it was laborious to find scholarly studies of the eighteenth-century literary riddle
in Russia.

Both researchers acknowledge stylistic and lexical differences between the folk riddles
and literary riddles authored by Mikhailo Kheraskov, Ippolit Bogdanovich or Vasilii Levshin.
Morozova admits that ... HE JI€KCHKa, HHA €€ CTHJINCTHKA HE UMEIOT HUYEro OOIIEro ¢
donbkI0pHOI moaTuKoit.” (Mopo3osa) Similarly, by arguing in favor of a division of Levshin’s
riddles into two groups, Strukova rigidly draws a line between two conceptual worlds
(xoH1EnITOCHhEPHI).

According to Strukova’s estimation, around a half of Levshin’s riddles belongs to the first
group which is defined by themes of cosmogenesis. Thus, she claims, this group is based on the
folklore tradition. Since the second group is devoted to the depiction of everyday things and
abstract notions from the eighteenth century, it is not part of the folklore tradition. Like
Morozova, she accounts for the difference between the folk and literary traditions, but also
interprets this difference in terms of cognitive mechanisms and social status rather than from a

stylistic point of view: “Temaruka 3THUX 3araJJoK 1 UX KOAUPYIOIAsl YaCTh OTPaXaroT HE CTOJILKO
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HAIIMOHAJIBHYIO KOHIIETITOC(hEepy, CKOIbKO KOTHUTHBHYIO KApTUHY MHpPA B MPEICTaBICHUH
COBPCMCHHOTI'O IMUCATCIIIO 06H.I€CTBa " NpCAHA3HAYCHBI JJIA YU TAaTC/I ONPCACIICHHOTO
conuanpHoro craryca.” The dichotomy of folklore and literary riddles in Strukova’s
interpretation, as a result, is somewhat unsophisticated - the riddles from the social status of
peasants represent the cognitive model of the traditional folklore, and are therefore “national”.
As a result, Levshin’s riddles from the first category are influenced by folk riddles, and the other
category, it follows, is not part of the “national conceptual sphere”.

Apart from my criticism of Morozova’s and Strukova’s point of view, the
methodological approach based on the dichotomy of folk and literary riddles is not unique to
Russian riddle studies. In my opinion, the classification of riddles based on the dichotomic
principle is rigid rather than flexible. To understand what other approaches are used outside of
Russian riddle studies | have investigated the the study of riddles in folklore and literature in
other disciplines. My compiled bibliography of riddles studies very quickly became extensive.
However, in my selective review of secondary literature, mainly focused on the European
enigmatic tradition, I noticed a distinct pattern.

The scholarly works usually fall into two general categories.

The first category encompasses interpretative and qualitative observations from the fields
of folklore studies, ethnography, anthropology, sociology, sociolinguistics and cognitive
psychology. In this category, a consideration of a poetic form is secondary, except among
folklorists. For ethnographers and sociologists, the literary riddle serves the purpose of analyzing
the cultural and social mechanisms of the riddling process.

The second category of scholarly studies is characterized by a theoretical approach. For

these scholars, the literary phenomenon of oral and written riddles offers an opportunity to look
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outside the archetypical situation of performance that serves as a social function in human life. In
a seminal essay “Toward a Theory of the Literary Riddle” Dan Pagis argued that “[a]s far as the
riddling situation is concerned, then, the major difference between the two realms (the folk riddle
and the literary riddle, KS) is not the way the riddles are transmitted (orally or in writing, in
public or in private) but rather the position of the riddler: for the folk riddle, he is primarily a
transmitter presenting traditional material, with his own additions and changes; while in the
literary, “learned” realm, the riddler is the author himself, who reserves the same rights over his
own riddles as over his other works.”(83) Reflecting on the forms of Yoruba riddles, William
Bascom posited “[r]iddles thus present problems of ‘literary’ form or style, subject to analysis in
much the same way as proverbs have been treated by Herzog. (cf. G. Herzog, Jabo Proverbs,
1936) ”(1).

Seen in this way, both folklorists and literary scholars agree that riddles display poetic
qualities (Senderovich 107). The difference in opinion concerns the distinct functioning levels of
the poetic form. For instance, in the Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics the opposition between
the folk and literary riddle is depicted as follows: “The literary riddle is essentially an imitation
of the folk riddle by a sophisticated poet, who may develop the possibilities and expand the
limits of the basic form” (Welsh 1071). Similarly, literary playfulness expressed by phonetic,
morphological, synctatic and semantic units do not necessarily constitute the underlying
difference between folk and literary riddles. What matters is the purposeful application of riddles
as an art form. As Abrahams argued:

“The gulf between the literary and anthropological folklorist is nowhere more clearly seen than in
the ways in which the two view the form and performance of elements of traditional expressive culture.
The literary folklorist, trained in the analysis of form and distribution, looks at the construction of the
specific traditional item in order to discuss its constituent elements and the variations which occur in the
item as it is transmitted traditionally. The anthropologist, generally lacking this esthetic training and
predilection, rather looks at the ways in which the traditional performance fits into the day-to-day life of a
specific group, or he focuses on the cultural content of the various items of performance in order to
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explore those manifestations which interest him most: cosmology, value structure, family system, and
other institutional matters. From the esthetician's point of view, both of these approaches do violence to
the art of traditional expression. The folklorist, by emphasizing construction and dissemination, ignores
the expression of energy and the beauty of order inherent in these materials. We seldom have insights
provided by him as to how or why these pieces function effectively or remain in traditional currency. On
the other hand, the anthropologist, by neglecting the stylistic components of traditional expression, often
fails to relate cultural value to cultural style, but if he does, the relation commonly emerges in such an
insular context (because of his concern with the specific groups with whom he had done field research)
that the value of his analysis is severely limited”(Abrahams 143)

As | have previously remarked, there is a lack of monographs with a focus on the riddle
genre in eighteenth-century Russia. Morozova’s and Strukova’s recent articles are valuable in
exploring particular aspects of the neglected riddle genre. But it should be said that the
scholarship of the genre of literary riddle in eighteenth-century Europe is also inadequate. Since
the publication of Michele De Fillippis’ seminal study The literary riddle in Italy in the
eighteenth century in 1967 there have not been any monographic studies devoted solely to the
eighteenth-century literary riddles. (De Filippis).

On the other hand, the past and contemporary scholarly discussions focusing on the
poetics of enigma (rather than exclusively on the riddle genre) are ubiquitous. The aesthetic and
semiotic aspects of riddling behavior in language and in art in these studies project the practical
and theoretical considerations of the construction of dark speech, witticism, concealed message,
humor, and other forms of riddling behavior. Literary riddling is just one of many forms of
enigmatic behavior that encompases a breathtaking range of cultural periods, literary
movements, performative environments, and cognitive schemes. The metaphoric riddles also
provide a theoretical insight into the translation of the mechanisms of riddling even in novelistic
genres (for example, in a detective novel).

For this reason, | exclude the discussion of non-traditional riddling genres or references

to the evolution of the genre of a literary riddle in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The
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evolution of the genre and its influence on the modernist movements is too complex to compare
here. However, | will provide one brief example.

In his book Auopeii [Tnamonos: nosmuxa 3aeadku: ouepk CManoGIeHUsL U IBOTIOYUL
cmuas, V. U, V’iugin has analyzed the texts of Andrei Platonov in the context of enigmatic
tradition. In the chapter titled “ITosTrka 3aragkouroro” V’iugin uncovers a parallelism between
Platonov’s novelistic techniques and the riddle genre. He makes his point by relying on the
works on twentieth century literary scholars, such as R. Barthes, T. Adorno, B. Uspenskii, H.
Baran, M. Gasparov, V. Shmidt, I. Smirnov, D. Segal, V. Shklovskii and J. Bessiere. These
scholars have argued that hermeneutical strategies echo the strategies of finding answers to a
riddles. In his own work, V’iugin also explores the concept of enigmatic (3aeadounocmy) as an
aesthetic category. Among the Russian authors whose compositional principles exploit the
aesthetic strategy of saeadounocms, according to V’iugin, are Khlebnikov, Mandelshtam,
Mayakovsky, Akhmatova, Pasternak, Akhmatova, Tolstoy, Dostoevsky, Pushkin and Griboedov.
(Bbrornn 17-31)°

Just like the terms a riddle and an enigma have different connotations, the terms
napoonas 3aeaoka (folk riddle) and rumepamypnas 3aeaoka (literary riddle) offer a look inside
the mechanism of cultural expectations. The very first question we therefore want to address is:

how has this binary opposition been dealth with in the past? Coexisting since the classical

® | find it telling that V’iugin does not consider the eighteenth-century riddling tradition. But | think he is correct to
aruge that the aesthetic category of enigmatic (3arago4Hocts) plays an important role in Russian literary culture.
The riddling elements in Russian literary texts require a conceptual contextualization of the allegorical poetics. If
we accept Aristotle’s notion of the riddle as a type of metaphor and the latter as a literary tool of allegory then the
European and Russian allegorical texts may be culturally perceived as a type of literary riddles. Moreoever, the
difference in the cultural acceptance of polysemy and ambiguity in the European and Russian cultures complicates
our understanding concerning the reception of the European enigmatic texts. For this reason, | have chosen to
exclude from this dissertation detailed discussions of the role of symbolic, emblematic, occult, and gnoseological
traditions.
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antiquity, oral and written riddling texts influenced the anonymous performers and the literati.
The imagined boundary between the oral and literary worlds was frequently permeable.

Although these were distinct cultural domains, the folk and literary traditions were
interwined rather than isolated. One approach to separate conceptually these domains is to
explore how answers are provided in the context of oral and written riddles. For example,
Hanson argued the answers to the literary riddles are more abstract, sexually more suggestive,
and more sophisticated (154). The problem with this approach, as Savely Senderovich, has
demonstrated is that “the relationship between the descriptive part of the riddle and its answer is
not one-to-one: various answers may correspond to one and the same description”(16-17).
Secondly, folk riddles as figures of concealment can also carry abstract, sexualized or
sophisticated descriptive metaphors. It has been shown that the recorded answers to folk riddles
concealed the culture of sexual references (Senderovich 73). The traditional literary riddle of
the 18™ century seems to have shunned the sexual connotations of the folk riddle. The gallant
style of the poetic riddles excludes folk riddles with sexual connotations; for example, in the folk
riddle with the answer “a nut.”

I'an mens,
Jlomu meHs,
Ilone3ait Ha MEHS:
Ha MHue ecTh MOXHATKa,
B moxHaTke T71a1KO,
B rmaakotit - caanko.
(1366, Opex)’

If using a thematic approach does not guarantee that the essential elements of the folk or

literary riddles can be found then what about the poetic form? Not surprisingly, there is no

’ Barkov’s riddle (428Bar), of course, is the opposite of “gallant style” — it is clearly subversive and offends the
social norms of the aristocratic society. From this point of view, Barkov’s style is an imitation of folk riddles,
although not necessarily of the folk style.
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agreement in scholarship what constitutes the poetic structure of a riddle. A survey of these
disagreements could reveal views ranging from methodology to the nature of poetic elements in
non-literary linguistic structures (Abrahams 177-197). For instance, folk riddles are not poems
or poems in prose, yet the majority of Slavic folklore riddles display constant rhythmic and
rhyming schemes. Even though it is a distinctive characteristic in many Indo-European
traditions, the poetic form itself is not a distinctive feature (Senderovich 107). On the other hand,
poeticisms may also occur in riddles that do not contain rhyme or rhythmic prosody. Moreover,
both folk riddles and literary riddles can be entirely devoid of the aesthetic considerations, as it is
clear from the collection of riddles used during devinations or devinational games.

The conventional position that literary riddles and folk riddles differ from each is held by
the researchers of the oral tradition (Taylor; Kaivola-Bregenhgj 75; Hart 64). The admirable but
unattainable conclusions about the difference between the oral and written traditions can be
traced back to a Robert Petsch. Petsch has tried to identify typical characteristics that separate
Volkratsel (folk riddle) from Kunstratsel (literary riddle). This was a laudable and impossible
task. Another distinct scholar of riddles, Archer Taylor cited Frederick Tupper’s admittance of
the difficulty of recognizing this distinction, “on account of the close connection between the
two types....” All three scholars agreed based on conventiona and intuition that the folk and
literary riddles are different. However, the definition of a precise division remained unattainable:
“In literary enigmas ... all these divisions may and do appear, but each of them is patiently
elaborated with a conscious delight in workmanship and rhythm, with a regard for detail that
overlooks no aspect of the them, however trivial — in a word, with a poetic subordination of the
end in view to the finish of the several parts” (Taylor 9-10; Tupper, The riddles of the Exeter

book, xvi—xvii).
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Disagreement about the approach to find a clear division between folk and literary riddles
transpired among the comparativists. In his essay “The Comparative Study of Riddles” (1903)
Tupper criticized Petsch for omitting a comparative approach to popular and literary riddles. "...
Petsch's otherwise praiseworthy dissertation,” Tupper wrote, “is marred by such faults of
omission as his failure to observe how direct were the borrowings of the Latin enigmatographs of
the sixteenth century from popular sources..." (1). Tupper believed in a comparative approach
since “the literary riddle may consist largely or entirely of popular elements ...” On these
grounds Tupper was even more critical of Prehn’s study: “the responsibility rests perhaps with
the unsound and perverted attempt of Prehn to find for every Exeter Book riddle a contemporary
Latin source, and with the entire disregard by this critic of the folk-elements in that valuable
collection” (2).

Perhaps the ultimate solution to the division of folk and literary riddles was the
capitulation to the idea that it was the division impossible to define. Senderovich points out that
the definition of the folk riddle is impossible to achieve: “... in spite of large body of
scholarship, the very category of folk riddle has no clear-cut or widely accepted definition,
although the first one was attempted by no lesser mind than Avristotle in the 4™ century
B.C.”(12).

Incidentally, Kaivola-Bregenhgj has provided a valuable survey of attempts in definitions
by Aristotle® | A. Taylor (129), R. Georges and A. Dundes (1963), Scott (1975), lu. Levin (1973,
1987), L. Harries (1976), E. Kongéas Maranda (1971), W. Pepicello and T. Green (1984),
Saarinen (1991), and D. Pagis (1996).

In the chapter “What is the Folk Riddle from Oral Tradition”, Senderovich has provided

an admirable critical overview of the definitions of folk riddle. But, as one may infer, he focused

® Aristotle’s observed that metaphor and riddle are characterized by a similar cognitive function.
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entirely on the oral tradition. Immediately in the first paragraph Senderovich admitted that “it
has been a tough task to pin down the folk riddle as a genre within the vast field of
enigmatics...” (11). As a genre, Senderovich explains, the literary riddle shares some
characteristics with mysterious questions, wisdom contests, entertaining questions, neck-saving
riddles, tricky questions, mathematical problems, rebuses, visual riddles, etc.: “the folk riddle
ought to be distinguished from all of the above, though some of those are part of folklore or have
spilt over into oral tradition”(Senderovich 11). Senderovich argues that the authentic folk riddle
“invokes an image, not a notion” and “appeals to the power of imagination, not reasoning”
(Senderovich 11-12). In other words, his position is that the division between the folk and the
literary riddle is misleading and that instead it should be defined by the opposition: the authentic
riddle vs. all other types of riddles/enigmatic forms.

The question remains: are folk riddles with answers that can be solved using reason are
not poetic? For example, the folk riddle from Sadovnikov’s collection “YUero si3p1kOM He
noctanenib?” invokes a metaphoric image, but it can also be solved by the faculty of reason. The
answer (Hoc) is logically solvable if the listener eliminates the semantic ambiguity of the word
s3bIK. The metaphor of a tongue, which stands for human eloquence, in other words, is realized
literally by a reference to the impossibility of reaching (moctats) one’s own nose with a tongue
(SI3BIKOM).

The majority of the literary riddles from the corpus adhere to the principle of ambiguity
and to the use of descriptive metaphor. These riddles involve both the faculty of reason and the
faculty of imagination. Just like folk riddles, they can be very difficult to solve. Unless the
author purposefully reveals the answer using a literary device (rhyme, acrostic, or a versified

answer) or offers an unsophisticated description, the answer can be difficult to guess. In the
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periodicals, the riddles were not usually given. The absence of answers in Russian periodicals
was a unique feature of the emerging Russian eighteenth-century riddling tradition. In the
Mercure de France (as well as other European journals), the answer to the riddle in verse would
be published in the following issue. This is noteworthy because it sets apart the Russian poetic
riddle not only from the European literary practice in but also from the Russian folk riddling
tradition.

The concepts “poetic imagination” and “the power of the imagination” are too ambiguous
to draw the distinction between a folk and a literary riddle. For example, all five riddles below
display the power of the imagination and differ in the degree of finding an answer by the process
of logical or associative reasoning.

Uro Buepa Oyzer, a 3aBTpa ObU10? (CETOMHS)

UYero kpyrom u30b1 He oOHecens? (BOAY B PEIIeTe)

Urto penko Buaut Llapb, macTyx TO 3pUT BCErAa;

A Bor He BUIOBIBaJI OT BEKa HUKOT'JA.

(camoro ceobst)

Yero y bora Het? (Hernpas/ibl)

XOTb 5 He BENIECTBO, HO YaCTO UM OBIBAIO;
S] 6onee Bcero, s Bce B ce0s1 BMEIIAIO.

?)

In her recent dissertation Snuemamuueckuii ouckypc: eepbanuzayus u koenuyus (2014)
Selivanova offered a comprehensive study of the enigmatic genre. (Selivanova). This work is a
continuation of the best traditions of a linguistically oriented classification used to contextualize
the genre of the riddle in the paradigm of cognitive discourse. Thus Selivanova considers two
enigmatic genres, crosswords and riddles, as variations of one enigmatic genre. She characterizes
the riddle as a genre in which the enigmatic discourse reflects the cognitive aspects of semiosis.

Using the cognitive discoursive paradigm, she identifies paradoxical, absurd, and nonsensical
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statements as units that produce intellectual strategies and a creative imagination found in the
riddling tradition.

Selivanova’s dissertation, however, contributes little to the study of the poetic riddles in
eighteenth-century Russia. It is difficult to say what Selivanova’s criteria of the “modern” riddle
is based on the following statement: “CoBpeMeHHBIC 3arafKu, Kak MPaBUIIO, TAKKE UMEIOT
CBOETO aBTOPA, YACTO HEAKTYaJIbHOI'O U HEU3BECTHOI'O, U CIIY>KaT CPEJICTBOM Pa3BIICUEHMS, KaK U
UCTOJIb3yeMble CETOTHS HAPOHBIE 3araIKH, CTaBIINe YacThio (onbpkiopa. Ilepexox ot
HApOJHOM 3araJiIku K JINTEPATyYPHON U COBPEMEHHOM — JIMIIb SBOJIIOLMOHHBIN TPOLECC PA3BUTHS
JAHHOTO YKaHpa, HO HEe BOSHUKHOBEHKE HOBBIX kaHpoB.”(Selivanova). Unfortunately, Selivanova
did not focus on the evolutionary mechanisms of the genre which, as she correctly had pointed
out, may help us understand the similarities and differences between the folk riddle, the literary

riddle, and the modern riddle.

The Russian folk riddle

The riddle is one of the most representative genres in folklore in general (Koch). 3araaxa
is used both as a scholarly term and a standard lexical unit in the modern Russian language to
denote an enigma or a riddle (Illanckuii et al.; Tomopos).® The majority of poems in eighteenth-
century Russian journals had been published with a generic title: 3araaka (or 3araaxw, if riddles

are published in a sequential order).° The archaic designations of the riddle in the Russian

? According to Sreznevskii (1, 906) the word 3aragka occurred for the first time in the Sbornik Kirillo-Belozerskogo
monastyria (15th century) cited in Etimologicheskii slovar’ russkogo iazyka. Pod redaktsiei N. Shanskogo, 1975,
p.22. For a detailed overview of the usage of word 3araaka in Old Russian literary texts see V. Toporov “Iz
nabliudenii nad zagadkoi” Issledovaniia v oblasti balto-slavianskoi dukhovnoi kultury. Zagadka kak tekst. 1. p.110-
111.

1% Riddles in the 18™ century were published either as a single riddle under a title 3aragxa or as numerated riddles
(i.e. 1,2,3, etc.) under a title 3aragku. | did not find any Russian eighteenth-century literary riddles with a title
3Hurma or MHurma. The other types of riddles known as charades and logogriphes appeared later titled, as
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language were saroxska’’, 3araganme, and ragamme’’. The Greek terms “aenigma” or “griphus”
were not commonly used in Russian literature before or during the eighteenth century.*®

The history of the collection of Russian folk riddles is well documented (Xyasikos;
Sadovnikov; PrionnkoBa; Mutpodanosa; Yepnsimes; Govorkova). Even though the first
recordings of Russian folk riddles can be traced back to the seventeenth- and eighteenth
centuries™, a systematic study of Russian oral riddles emerged only in the nineteenth century. I.
P. Sakharov (1836), V. I. Dahl (1840-1860s), I.A. Khudiakov (1861) and D. N. Sadovnikov
(1875) were the notable pioneers in the field of Russian riddle studies. Regarded as the first
ethnographers, they have analyzed and systematized collections of oral riddles according to their
speicific ethnographic methods. Their works still remain the foundation of any serious study of

oral riddles as a minor genre (maxsiii scanp) of the Russian folklore.

expected, Wapagaa, Wapaapl, ororpud and Slororpudsl. Logogriphes have been very popular among readers of
the European journals. In Russia, logogriphes were uncommon. The popularization of charades falls on the end of
the XVIII century in Europe and on the first quarter of the XIX century in Russia.

1 “zagodka zaiats probezhe a lovets outo” Parem XIV (1), 69 ob. (pripiska) cited in Slovar’ Drevnerusskogo lazyka
(XV-XIV vv.), tom Il Moskva: Russkii Yazyk, 1989.

12 4| se gadanie ... predlozhi [Samson] i rech im chto izide iadomoe ot iaduschago” Pal 1406, 180g;

B As pointed out by Murray (1890) and other sources, fragments of Greek riddles in hexameter verse were passed
on to the European literary tradition. Pollus distinguished two kinds of riddles, the “aenigma” and “griphos” but
there is no supporting evidence that Pollus’ distinction was known in Russia. In the famous treatise “O obrazekh”
from the Izbornik of 1073, Khirovask’s trope of aenigma is translated as “zagadka”. The lexical units “zagadka and
“gadanie” are therefore much broader in their meaning, especially “gadanie”. For example, “gadanie” can also
mean an obscure question, a reflection, a discussion, a parable or a fortune telling. In the Orthodox Christian
context, “gadanie” as the Church Slavic translation of the lexical unit “aenigma” is used in the patristic literature
[speficy] and in the illustrious Paul’s phrase: “... ibo my vidim v zertsale gadatel’no ...” [find proper source]

" Most collectors of proverbs and riddles in the late XVII and XVIII centuries were anonymous. But there are some
which can be attributed to concrete individuals. From Tatishchev’s letter of February 18, 1736 to V. Trediakovsky
we have evidence that Tatishchev collected proverbs during his stay in Ekaterinburg. A.l. Bogdanov (1703-1766), an
assistant librarian of the Academy of Sciences, was likely responsible for the collection titled “Sobranie poslovits i
prislovits rossiiskikh kotorye v povestekh i v upotreblenii narodnykh rechakh byvaemye....” (1741) See Simoni, P.
Starinnye sborniki russkikh poslovits, pogovorok, zagadok i proch. XVII-XIX st. (1899), p.2; Melts,M., V.
Mitrofanova, G. Shapovalova. Poslovitsy, pogovorki, zagadki v rukopisnykh sbornikakh XVIII-XX vv. (1961).
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Historically, the collecting of proverbs preceded the activity in the collecting of riddles.
Prior to the work of Sakharov riddles were entirely undifferentiated from proverbs and sayings
(nocnosuywr and nocosopru). This is evidenced by the unpublished collections that Pavel Simoni
had at his disposal at the end of the nineteenth century. Among nineteen manuscripts only one
manuscript of rather late origin (late eighteenth-early nineteenth century) had a unique collection
of riddles.™ The other collection of riddles, which Simoni did not have access to, contained
handwritten riddles collected by merchant Grigorii Parikhin.'® According to my findings, there
have been very few collections of folk riddles in Russia before the nineteenth century.

The oral transmission of proverbs and riddles of the seventeenth- and eighteenth centuries
was in close contact with Russian book-learning culture (knuorcnas kynemypa). Oral and written
texts were in a state of permanent contact. This is evident from the intertextuality in the Old
Russian works such as Moxenue Jlanuuna 3amounuka, Crazanue 06 Axupe I[Ipemyopom, in the
gnomic collections of ITuena, Myopocms Menanopa, etc. The Old Russian enigmatic genre was
an amalgamation of proverbs, riddles and wise questions. In my opinion, the principle of
Christian vs. non-Christian was more culturally relevant than the division folk vs. literary. The
interchange between folk and literary was justified if it shared a Christian worldview. The
religious aspect of wisdom has rendered proverbs, sayings and riddles as allegorical wordly

teachings (MupoBbie mputur). In this hierarchy, proverbs were assigned the prominent cultural

' Simoni describes this resource (# XVII1) in two parts; part A contains “otryvki iz sbornikov poslovits kontsa XVIII i
samogo nachala XIX veka v sobranii rukopisei I.A. Vakhrameeva v Yaroslavle... and part B, sbornik zagadok v
rukopisnom sbornike togo zhe sobraniia i togo zhe vremeni ... pod sleduiushchim zaglaviem “Zagadki sochinennyia
stikhami i prosto, i kratkiia na podobie voprosov.” The following collections included some riddles among the
proverbs: Povesti ili poslovitsy vsenarodneishiia po alfavitu (rukopisny sbornik XVII st.) ll. 321-322 (Simoni,46;
Snegirev, Russkie narodnye poslovitsy i pritchy, 1848, Buslaev Russkie poslovitsy i pogovorki, 1854)

'*Some of these riddles were published by G. Parikhin in the article “Russkie narodnye zagadki” (Maiak, 1842, t. VI,
kn XI, gl. Il (materialy), str. 66. However, Simoni was able to compare some of these riddles to the ones he
transcribed from the unpublished collection “Sobranie Psalmov, pesen, zagadok, poslovits, pritchei, anekdotov, i
protchago tomu podobnago” (1774). See Simoni, xii.

213



function, representing the highest wisdom. This is indicated by the activities of anonymous
collectors of the seventeenth- and eighteenth centuries, as well collectors such as Tatishchev,
Khrapovitskii, Bogdanov, Ian’kov and Parikhin, who gave priority to the collecting of proverbs.
Just like proverbs, folklore riddles functioned in two ways. Riddles as a manifestation of
entertainment and cognitive play paralleled social uses of folk wisdom, including rituals in which
the old generation instructed young people on matters of cultural heritage. As a result, the former
function was supplemented by the function of national identification. Folk riddles evoked the
sense of social identity and Russian national identity. This also explains why the aristocratic
estate showed double standards when proverbs got incorporated into their literary works. Even
among the upper classes the minor folk genres precipitated the sense of Russian-ness. Folklorism
as part of Russian modern nation building became an essential characteristic about the same time
that the first poetic riddles began to get published in the second half of the eighteenth century.
During her politically orchestrated trips outside of the capital, Catherine 11, a German by
nationality, participated in the amusement of composing proverbs and riddles. But it was not a
naive leisurely activity. Catherine II’s behavior was symbolic of her reinforced image as an
enlightened Russian Empress. It may be that Khrapovitsky’s motivation of collecting proverbs
for Catherine 11 was different from Tatishchev’s or Parikhin’s motivations, but the outcome was
nevertheless the same: to nurture pride in the national wisdom of the Russian peoples.
Differentiation between proverbs and riddles was introduced gradually. Even in the
emerging field of Russian ethnography, riddles were collected as a type of proverb. Sakharov’s
contribution to collecting, editing and publishing Russian folk riddles was remarkable. He
allotted a special place to riddles in his collection, but even he was not particularly interested in

focusing just on riddles. Vladimir Dahl, too, did not break away from the tradition of publishing
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proverbs and riddles in a single collection. In Dahl’s work, riddles are listed in a section with
other sections of proverbs and other minor folklore genres.

Alexander Vostokov, a Russian philologist, also was interested in the study of Russian
proverbs and riddles. From 1810 to 1815 (or 1816) he worked on the organization of proverbs
“pacrosioKEeHHBIX 110 COACPIKAHUIO, 10 MBICIISIM, KOTOPBIX OHM KacaroTcs” (Simoni xvili).
Vostokov’s manuscript contained 817 proverbs with 237 variations (JKurynes). Vostokov’s
other project, in which he wanted to collect and analyze Russian folk riddles, unfortunately, did
not materialize. Simoni noted that had VVostokov’s manuscript been published, it would have had
influence on the future of the field.

The handwritten collections of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were
characterized by the medley of minor genres (i.e. proverbs, pogovorki, riddles, etc.)*” For
example, in the preface to his publication of proverbs, Snegirev noted that “"naneuyaranusie I'T.
Kypranossim, HoBukoBbiM, borganosuuem u J[.K. He OIHBI, CMEIIAHHBI ¢ TOTOBOPKAMH U
CTHXaMH, HEPEAKO MEepeHAauEHbl TaK, YTO U3IJIaXeH UX NepBOoObITHBINA nomub" (CHerupes ii).

The original texts changed with time, and, as a result, textual variations became
commonplace, especially in oral riddles. Attempts to restore oral texts to its original form and to
get rid of the artificial layers of individual literary “improvements” certainly left a mark on our

modern reception of these texts. The fact that in most collections of proverbs and sayings the

Y This phenomenon may be due, in part, to the communicative purpose of the speech act. The same
paremiological expression can also be interpreted as a riddle. See T.M. Nikolaeva. “Zagadka i poslovitsa: sotsialnye
funktsii i grammatika” Issl v oblasti... 143. Tsevian suggests that many riddles have an arbitrary answer due the
mechanism of transformation. (Tsivian, “Otgdaka v zagadke: razgadka zagadki?” p. 182). Although not in every
riddle the binary relationship (question/answer) is arbitrary Tsivian’s argument is applicable to riddles which derive
from proverbs. For example, the following riddles can be either a proverb or a riddle: “Prosvatali Mashu v
derevniu nashu” (apple tree), “Bochka stonet, boiare piut” (pig and piglets), etc.
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riddles are usually excluded suggests that some riddles were interpreted as either proverbs or
sayings.'®

Unlike the collecting of proverbs, the interest in collecting Russian folk riddles remained
limited throughout the eighteenth century. The shift happened after Napoleon’s campaign of
1812 when a spirit of rapoonocms (“nation-ness’) dominated the Russian cultural life. By the
1830’s and 1840’s the formation of ethnography as a field of science “provided a potent vehicle
through which a sense of the national spirit could be expressed”(Knight 4). In the 1840s and
1850s the study of folk riddles reflected the social and political aspirations of the scholars who
indirectly, and others, like Khudiakov, more actively, were interested in the question of serfdom.
(AnuxuH 80).

Khudiakov should be acknowledged as a founder of Russian riddle studies. Researched in
a systematic and critical way, Khudiakov’s work became the first serious investigation of
Russian riddles. In 1864, his work, consisting of a critical analysis of the Russian riddling
tradition and 1,731 folk riddles, was published in Omnoepaghuueckuii cooprnux Poccutickoeo
eeozpaghuneckozo oouecmsa. This was the type of research that was modeled on the Snegirev’s
publication of proverbs and riddle.

The significance of Khudiakov’s publication can be gathered from Bobrov’s article
“Hayuno-nurepatypHas nesteiapHocts M. A. Xynskosa.” In my view, it is a valuable summary of
Khudiakov’s work, his biography and a critical overview of strengths and weaknesses. | hope it
is useful to summarize some of the already known facts. The first edition contained 731 riddles
organized alphabetically by answers (otranku). Khudiakov’s commentaries were characterized

by his comparative approach and a theory of mythological origins of folklore texts. The second

18 . . . . .

For example, see Polnoe sobranie russkikh poslovits i pogovorok, raspolozhennye po azbuchnomu poriadku,
collected and published by D.K. Knizhevich, 1822. As the title suggests, this comprehensive collection excludes
riddles.
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edition (1864), however, is a completely different from the previous edition. First, it was much
more comprehensive. Khudiakov revised the collection of almost 2,000 riddles compiled by I.
Sreznevskii (and later by V. Lamansky) and added 530 new riddles (bo6pos 205). Khudiakov’s
collection of riddles became the most comprehensive and systematic study of riddles in the
second half of the nineteenth century.

Khudiakov’s publication left an indelible mark on the study of Russian riddles. The work
has formed a solid scholarly foundation for the forthcoming collections of folk riddles. The
preface (a long essay) consists of three chapters organized around Khudiakov’s identification of
the three main areas of study: the function of a riddle, the poetics of the folk riddle, and the
evolution of the genre. This basic structure of ninety-three pages in length founded an essential
pathway of interpretation in the numerous studies of the Russian riddle, including even those
tainted by ideological judgements.*® Khudiakov’s observations were expanded and continued to
be embraced even in Soviet scholarship. Soviet scholars would stress that Khudiakov’s study
reflected his political views. As I see it, Khudiakov’s analysis was well balanced and hardly
politicized. Perhaps his analysis was incomplete?® but overall it was an excellent scholarly work
for its time.

Khudiakov’s purpose of collecting Russian riddles may well have been to understand the
napoonocms Of the Russian folk riddles. However, his comparative approach allowed him to

analyze Russian riddles in a wide multicultural context. Khudiakov’s historical overview of the

Y For example, see Anikin “Zagadki” in “Russkie narodnye poslovitsy, pogovorki, zagadki, i detskii folklor (1957):
“Issledovatel’ (i.e. Khudiakov) sdelal pravilnyi (K.S.) vyvod chto ‘bolshaia chast’ zagadok otnositel'no predmetov
byta dolzhna byt’ otnesena k istoricheskoi epokhe. (ssylka na Khudiakova, 1864, 21)'. .. Zasluga issledovatelia
sostoit v tom, chto on rezko (K.S.) podcherknul otlichie narodnykh zagadok ot tekh, kotorye shli iz tserkovno-
uchitel’skoi literatury.” (81-82).

2 There are lacunas of Late Latin or Renaissance riddling traditions, for example. Most ancient riddling traditions,
such as Arabic, Persian or Chinese are also not considered.

217



riddle genre includes examples from Sanskrit, Hebrew, Greek, Scandinavian, German, Serbian,
Ukrainian, and Buriat literatures. He was predominately interested in oral riddles, but also for the
first time considered riddles from the literary tradition. Khudiakov supported his observations
from the Russian and German fairy tales (cxasxu, Marchen), songs and popular religious literary
works. Judging from his references, it is evident that he was well read in the recent German
philological research.*

Sadovnikov’s 3araaku pycckoro Hapoaa (1875, 1901) is the second most important
collection of Russian folklore riddles. In the preface to his collection Sadovnikov was not as
detailed as Khudiakov. It represents an earnest attempt at explaining his methodology and
thoughtfully summarizing the historical development of the Russian folk riddle. In it,
Sadovnikov discusses the influence of geography, natural and social environments, and the
evolution of the riddling function from mythical to pure entertainment. He diligently discusses
these factors that underscore the organic dynamism of the archaic form of wisdom.

Sadovnikov’s collection is thematically organized in 25 categories. According to
Sadovnikov, The thematic approach added a valuable tool in the quest to interpret Russian
riddles in their cultural context. This meant that the Russian cultural facet required a comparative
perspective. He therefore incorporated in his analysis various sources: Ukrainian folk riddles
from Sementovskii’s collection, literary riddles from Levshin’s 3aeaoxu, ciyscawue ons
paszdenenus npazonozo epemenu (1773), and collections of German riddles (Simrock’s
Réathselbuch, Friedrich’s Geschichte des Rathsels, Schleicher-Liuthausische’s Marchen). He then
relied on these resources to provide references and additional comments in his notes section. As

a result, the comments added are not only useful scholarly information but a thorough cultural

' For example, see Khudiakov's references to J.B. Friedrich’s Geschichte des Ratsels (1860).
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background for the average Russian reader. Sadovnikov’s publication in its many editions is still
very popular and remains a classical collection of Russian folk riddles up to this day.

In the preface to his collection Sadovnikov discusses riddles that are told in folktales.
Since riddles in fairytales are not versified | therefore do not consider them in detail in my
dissertation. However, these riddles deserve to be mentioned briefly because some fairytales
were structured around riddles that paralleled literary experiments in the genre of versified
fairytale. Bogdanovich’ playful poem /Jywensxa includes the famous riddling scene, of which |
will talk in more detail in the next chapter. Chulkov, who was particularly interested in Russian
folklore, too, relied on the riddling motifs in his novels. These were telling examples how
fantastical stories evolved from folk to enlightened forms of wisdom.?

The rekindled interest in Russian fairytales in the 1860s had a tangible influence on the
study of riddles. When considering Khudiakov’s progression in the study of folklore it may be
observed that Khudiakov’s earlier work, Beauxopycckue ckasxu, broadened his research
interests. Influenced by Fedor Buslaev, a Russian philologist and folklorist who represented the
mythological school of comparative literature, Khudiakov drew parallels between Russian
riddles in the Russian fairytale Cemunemxa, unu myopas oesa and Scandinavian epic poems
(Xymsxos 5). He also found inspiration in the fairytales collected by Aleksandr Afanas’ev and
the brothers Grimm (Xynskos 7). Afanas’ev did not collect riddles, but in his famous collection

of Russian fairytales riddles figure as an expression of popular wisdom.?

*? The structural element of the riddle in the plot of a fairy tale also can be said to have played a role in translating
the folk cultural experience onto the emerging literary experimentations with mass novels and “nepoleznye” short
novels (povesti). Chulkov’s story “Ugadchiki” is an exceptional example of the use of riddle-like questions which
are both entertaining in its function and also structural to form a cohesive story. See also: Eleonskaia, E.
“Nekotorye zamechaniia o roli zagadki v skazke” in Etnograficheskoe obozrenie, 1907, #4; Kolesnitskaia, I.
“Zagadka v skazke” in Uchennye zapiski Leningradskogo un-ta, 1941, #81, pp.98-142

> For example, the “riddle” in the fairytale Condamckas 3azadka.
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Besides fairytales, one expects to find riddles in the ancient tradition of Russian strolling
performance art (ckomopowecmso). In the collection of oral poems collected by Sakharov, the
skomorokhs (minstrels) are described as “Becénbie-To pedsTs, docadaussl [K.S.]” (Caxapos 221).
There is scant written evidence that riddling sessions had been performed during the feasts in the
court, or privately at the boyars” homes and the homes of twealthy Russians who ignored the
religious opprobrium of skomorokhs and hired them for entertainment. For example,
Famintsyn’s famous study of Russian skomorokhs relies on miscellaneous sources that range
from the foreign witness accounts, such as Adam Olearius, to the literary evidence culled from
Russian oral epic narrative poetry (6bLiunsr).

Traditionally, folk riddles are told during weddings or seasonal rituals (for example,
during Macrenuya and Tpouywin denw). Famintsyn does not provide examples of rituals in which
riddles were told during weddings or the Russian carnavals. The single reference to a riddle can
be found in Chapter 3 of his book. Famintsyn examines the sixteenth- or seventeenth century
story of a skomorokh who defeated a Jew-Philosopher (“)Kuo-®@unocogh ) in the pseudo-
theological debate. The shrewdness (docaonusocms) of the skomorkh is refined not by wit but by
his crude mastery of strength and cleverness. In the scene reminiscent of the art of mockery
(enymomeopuecmso) the Jewish philosopher initiates the riddling session and suffers from the
skomorokh physical humiliation: ... pede *u10BHH CKOMOPOXY: OTrajai Tl puocode 3araaxy:
KYpHIa JIM OT ML WM U0 OT KypuIpl. 1 CKOMOPOX, CHSB € KUJOBUHA IIANKY U YAAPUB
JKUJIOBUHA B TUICIIIb, U PeUe: OTraiail Tl Guiaocode KUJOBCKON: OTYEBO TPECK TPEIIUT OT

1B JIU WM OT PYKHU WK pyka oT memun?” (@amunubH 139).
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Textual evidence of skomorokhs’ performances from the sixteenth- seventeenth centuries
did not survive due to both their oral productions and to censorship and persecutions.** A.
Panchenko noted, “Tleproa oTHOCHUTENBHON CBOOOIBI B PYCCKOW KYJIBTYPE BOBCE HE OBLIT
JUINTEIBHBIM. ... [IOCJIE pa3rpoMa epeTUUEeCKUX JBMKEHUM, B 16 B., rOCy1apcTBO U LIEPKOBb
YCTaHOBWIH HAJl KYJIbTYPOH KECTKUN KOHTPOJIb. B TaKMX yCIIOBHSX HUKAKOE CKOMOPOIIbE
TBOPEUYECTBO HE MOTJIO YK€ (PUKCUPOBATHCS HU B MOHACTBIPCKOM, HU B OUITMO3HON
nucbmeHHoctu" (Ilanuenko 11).

In my research, I have also come across observations indicative of folk riddling motifs in
the epic narrative poetry. In his essay “Bnacts 3emiu,” G. Uspenskii pointed out that the bylina
of Svitogor is a riddle-bylina. Just like in a fairy tale, the plot of this bylina is structured on the
motif of a riddling session. The bylina’s hero, Svitogor, roams the empty fields. Suddenly, he
sees a stranger who is walking faster than his running horse. Svitogor catches up with the
stranger only when the stranger stopped to take a rest. Svitogor approached the resting stranger
and tried to pick up from the ground the stranger’s bag. But he could not. When the stranger
asked him why he cannot lift the bag and what is inside, Svitogor could not answer. What is
unusual about this bylina is that the weakness of the hero is emphasized not only it terms of his
physical ability but also of mental ability. Instead, the stranger underscores his superpower and
superwit by the solution to the riddle-question: “TsI ckaku jke MHE TPOXOXKUI TPABAY-HCTHHY, &
Y 9TO, CKaKHU ThI, B CYMOYKe HakJaeHo? Tsra B cyMOoUKe OT MaTepu OT ChIPOi
3emin”’(Uspenskii).

The erotic riddle in the bylina of Staver Godinovich is frequently used as evidence of

riddling in the epic song tradition. The hidden riddle is revealed in the topos of a husband who is

** see also R. Jacobson Studies in Comparative Slavic Metrics, in Oxford Slavonic Papers, vol 3, 1952, pp21-66
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incapable of recognizing his wife, Vasilissa. Cross-dressed and unrecognized, Vasilissa poses the
following riddle to Staver Godinovich:

[omanmme, CtaBep, maMATyeIb JIH,

Kax MBI ManeHbKH Ha yJIHLY TOXaKUBAIH
MsI ¢ T0oOOI0 CBaCUKON TTOUTPHIBATTH
TBosi-TO ObLIa cBacyKa cepeOpsiHasl,

A Moe KOJIeUKO M030JI04eHHOE?

S1-To momazbIBaN TOTIBI-CETBI,

A TBI-TO NONAJIBIBAN BCETIbI-BCETbI.
I'oBoput Crasep cbiH ['oquHOBUY

— Yo 51 ¢ ToOO¥ CBacUKOI HE MrphIBa!
I'oBoputr Bacunuca Muxkynuuna, ne

Ter momuums u CTaBep, na MaMATYeIs JIu,
MsI Beib BMecTe ¢ TOOOM B TPaMOTHI YUHIIHCS
Mos OblITa YepHIIIBHUIIA cepeOpsHas,

A TBOE OBLIO ITEPO MO30JI0YCHO?

A 5-TO MOMaKUBaJ TOT JbI-CET bl

A TBI-TO IOMAaKHABAJI Bcermﬂ-Bcermﬂ?25

In the second half of the nineteenth century, Orest Miller and Aleksei Galakhov
examined the role of folk riddles in Russian literature (I"aaxos; Miller). Since then, the
majority of textbooks surveying the history of Russian literature usually include a short
introduction to riddles in oral tradition. Examples of riddles are usually selected from
Sadovnikov’s collection.?®

Miller offered a detailed analysis of Russian folk riddles from the perspective of the
mythological school. According to him, Russian folk riddles offer an opportunity to reconstruct

the mythical cosmology of the primitive worldview. He compared the extant folk riddles as

%> See also Sbornik Kirshi Danilova ed. P.N. Sheffer (SbP, 1901). ““/Remember, Stavyor, do you recall/How we little
ones walked to and fro in the street?/You and | together sometimes played with a marlinspike-/You had a silver
marlinspike,/But | had a gilded ring?/I found myself at it just now and then,/But you fell in within ever and always.’
/Says Stavyor, son of Godinovich,/ ‘What! | didn’t play with you at marlinspikes!” Then Vasilisa Mikulichna: ‘So he
says./Do you remember, Stavyor, do you recall,/Now must you know, youand | together learned to read and
write;/Mine was an ink-well of silver,/ And yours a pen of gold?/But | just moistened it a little now and then,/And |
just moistened it ever and always.”” transl. in A.Gruzinsky, ed. Songs Collected by P.N. Rybnikov (Moscow, 1909-
1910), no 30.

¢ See P.Vladimirov, “VI. Russkie narodnye zagadki” in Vvedenie v istoriiu russkoi slovesnosti. (1896) [other
examples needed]; I. Porfir’ev, Drevnii period. Ustnaia narodnaia i knizhnaia slovesnost’ do Petra Velikago.
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linguistic ruins of mythopoetic reality. And, he deplored the loss of the original esoteric function
of riddles: "3araaku, 3TH 007I0MKH MU(PHYECKOTO BEPOYUCHUSI KOTIa-TO J1aBaBILIUS
MTOCBSIIIICHHBIM B X CMBICJ 3HAYEHbE JTFOCH 0JapEHHBIX 0COOCHHOIO MYIPOCTHIO, - B
HACTOsIIee BpeMs, KaK MbI BHJIEJIH, HAXOIATCS B 00IIeM yrmoTpeOIeHn , ciyKa MPOCTHIM
cpeactBoMm mnpenpoBaxaenuu spemenn” (Miller 66).

In the section titled 3aeaoku, Galakhov defined riddles as “meradopudeckus BbipaKeHHsI
B KOTOPBIX OJIMH MPEIMET U300paskaeTcs uepe3 MOCPEICTBO IPYraro, MMEIOIIero ¢ HUM Kakoe-
HUOYb, XOTSI-0BI camMoe oTaanenHoe, cxoacTro”(I"amaxos 158). Galakhov also recognized the
mythopoetic origin of ancient riddles. He disagreed with Miller, however, arguing that the extant
Russian folk riddles are from a more recent time period. Galakhov concurred that riddles no
longer served their original purpose and, over the period of time, turned into a leisurely
entertainment.

Although unique as a part of national cultural heritage, Russian folk riddles share many
similar features with the traditions of enigmatic questions and wisdom questions from other
cultures. Reminiscent of folk and literary riddles in Indian and Scandinavian poetry, Russian
riddles covered many level of Russian literature, and, as a result, can be found in various Russian
religious and secular texts (for example, in I'onybunas knuea, tales, songs, etc.) (I'ajgaxos 158—
159).%"

The emerging field of riddle studies was enriched by ongoing research of folklore. The
rise of the historical school challenged the ideas of Western and Russian “mythologists”. The

fascinating intellectual and spiritual rebirth in Russia during the last decades of the nineteenth

27 Galakhov’s account of Russian folk riddle is based on the review of the collection of riddles by Khudiakov,
Velikorusskie zagadki (1861), Sadovnikov, D. Zagadki russkago naroda. (1875), Sementovskii, A. Malorossiiskie i
galitskiia zagadki (1851, 1872), and Sakharov, Skazki russkago naroda, (?)
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century and the first quarter of the twentieth century encompassed a spectrum of novel ideas and
trends. This was the beginning of the Silver Age of Russian culture that encouraged a syncretic
cosmopolitan worldview. In the works of A. A. Potebnia, one of the most influential Russian-
Ukrainian linguists of his time, novel ideas resonated with the studies concerning the relationship
between language and thinking. Potebnia also provided a theoretical platform for the future
formalists, including V. Shklovsky, R. Jakobson, B. Tomashevsky, V. Propp, B. Eikhenbaum, G.
Gukovskii , and others. The Formalists critically revisited the mythopoetic nature of human
language, and, in that context, explored the function of riddles (ITore6ust 26, 120, 192, 239, 296).
In the first quarter of the twentieth century Russian Formalism and Czech structuralism
movements stood in the avant-guard of Russian folklore studies.?® In her dissertation, J. Merill
argued that “Victor Shklovsky (1893-1984), Roman Jakobson (1896-1982) and Jan Mukatovsky

(1891-1975)—transformed linguistic concepts into tools of literary theory via folkloristics”

%% should qualify this statement to point out that important studies of Russian folklore were also conducted in
1900’s and 1910’s paralleling the development of Russian Formalism in the 1910’s and 1920’s. M. Speranskii’s
Russkaia ustnaia slovesnost’ (1917) is one such example. For Speranskii’s discussion of Russian folk riddles see
p.455. The ethnographic collecting and general scholarship of Russian folk riddles either scholarly or popular, of
course, continued throughout the XXth century. See my selective bibliography compiled from the WorldCat
database: Sheyn (1900), Balov (1901), Dobrovolskii (1903, 1905), Burtsev (1903), Shaizhin (1903), Voznesenskii
(1908), Markov (1909), Chekaninskii (1913), Fedorkov (1918), Serebrennikov (1918), Deikina (1922), Argentov
(1925), Kapitsa (1928, 1930), Rybakova (1928, 1929), Rybnikova and Sluchevskaia (1929), Vinogradov (1930),
Zelenin (1930), Sokolov (1931), Rybakova (1932), Gudkov (1934), Adrianova-Perets (1935), Kolpakova (1935),
Biriukov (1936), Leont’iev (1939), Argentov (1940), Aldan (1941), Bulatov (1941), Tarasov (1941), Kolpakova
(1947,1950), Zaitsev (1948), Vasilenko (1955), Kolesnitskaia (1955), Koritko-Snitkovskii (1955),Anikin (1957),
Ankirskaia and Smirnov (1959), Blokina (1959), Ivanitskii (1960), Novikov (1960), Mints (1961), Mitrofanova (1961,
1963, 1965, 1966, 1968, 1969), Kondrat’eva (1964), Shtokmar (1965), Anikin (1966), Mitrofanova and Putilov
(1968),Vasilenko (1968), Eliasov and larnevskii (1969), Boiarshinov (1969),Melnikov (1970), Levin (1970, 1973,
1978), Permiakov (1971),Fedotov (1971), Valeeva (1975), Bagizbaeva (1976), Lazutin (1976), Naumenko (1977),
Orel (1977), Mitrofanova (1971, 1977,1978), Kaporulin (1979), Anikin (1981), Korotin (1981), Volotskaia
(1981,1982,1984,1985), Gin (1983), Chernyshev (1985), Zemtsov (1985), Melnikov (1987), Baiburin
(1988),Kurbatskii (1989), Kruglov (1990), Polozova (1990), Chernelev (1990), Benttsin (1991), Chernyshev (1992,
1996), Lipatov (1993), Odnobokova (1993), Dmitrienko (1993), Golovocheva (1994), Kivotov (1994), Zhuravleva
(1994), Lekomtseva (1994), Toporov (1994), Moloshnaia (1994), Tsiv'ian (1994), Nikolaeva (1994, 1995),Toporkov
(1995), Tatarintseva (1995), Bradis and Shomin (1995), Fedoseeva-Shukshina (1995), Sveshnikov (1995),Zhurinskii
(1995), Konstantinova (1995), Meletinskii (1995), Nizovtseva (1995), Podiukov (1995), Moriakov and Bur’iak (1995),
Shindin (1995), Bogdanov (1996), Lebedev (1996), Martynov (1997), Volina (1997).
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(Merill 3). The Formalist and Structuralist schools of thought helped to define a methodological
framework in the study of minor genres (mansie scanpeor) of oral literature, such as riddles,
proverbs, sayings, etc. However, the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century literary riddles were not
studied with the same degree of formal analysis which has been applied to folklore.?

The influence of riddle studies on Formalism can be illustrated by Shklovsky’s
memorable discussion of erotic riddles in which he discusses the principle mechanism of
estrangement (ocmpanenue): ““"... ocTpaHeHUE HE TOJIBKO PUEM 3POTHUECKOM 3arajiku -
3B(1)€MI/I3M8,, OHO - OCHOBA " eI[I/IHCTBeHHHﬁ CMBICJI BCE€X 3araJiok. Kamﬂas{ 3arajika npcacraBjiaCcT
co00#1 MM paccKa3bIBaHUE O MPEIMETE CIIOBAMU, €T0 ONPEICIISIONIUMHA U PUCYIOIIIMMH, HO
0OBIYHO MPHU PACCKA3BIBAHUN O HEM HE MPUMEHSIONTUMUCS (THUH "1Ba KOHIIA, 1BA KOJIBIIA,
MOCepeIMHE TBO3MIMK"), WIIM CBOEOOPa3HOE 3BYKOBOE OCTPAHEHHE, KaK Obl MepeApa3HuBaHHE:
"Ton na ToToHOK? (1101 ¥ TOTOJI0K) MitH - "CiioH 1a KoHaApuk? (3acioH u koHHKK) (Sadovnikov
51, 177) ”(Shklovskii).

This conception of a riddle as a device of estrangement was a distinguishing
characteristic of Shklovsky’s formalist approach to other literary genres. In the essay “Image and
Riddles” he adapted Hegel’s observation that “the riddle belongs to conscious
symbolism”(Hegel) to argue that “in veiling the whole, the riddle forces us to rearrange the
science of a given object, thus showing the possibility of diversity, the possibility to combine the
previously irreconcilable in a new semantic arrangments” (Shklovskii 80). Shklovsky claimed
that by understanding the mechanisms of the folk riddle it is possible to acquire insight into the
novelistique techniques of Conan Doyle, Fedor Dostoevsky, Lev Tolstoy, or Franz Kafka.

Similarly, in the chapter “Dickens and the Mystery Novel” from his Theory and Prose,

*®In B. Tomashevskii’s Teoriia literatury. Poetika (1925) the single reference to riddles that | found was to riddles as
a literary device: “3aTpyaHeHHbIMKM Nepudpasamm (NpeacTaBaatoLLME MHOTAA CIOXKHbIE 3arafK1) Noab3oBasca
paHHUIA dpaHLy3KMii cumeonunsm (80e 1 90e roapbl 19 Beka).” p.42
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Shklovsky interpreted Dickens’ novels through the prism of the riddling tradition: “The plot lines
of A Tale of Two Cities intersect even less. We perceive in this novel a transition from one plot
line to another that is evidently foreign to it, as if it were a kind of riddle”’; “In the mystery novel,
the solution is as important as the riddle itself. The riddle makes it possible for the writer to
manipulate the exposition, to estrange it, to capture the reader’s attention”(I1LIxnoBckuii 138,
140).

Shklovsky proposed that a riddle is a form of parallelism and assigned the riddling
function to the broader function of art and literature. Borrowing the term “parallelism” from
Alexander Veselovsky, Shklovsky applied Veselovsky’s analysis of the structure of folk riddles
to the literary process as a whole. According to Veselovsky, riddles exhibit a series of
parallelisms: monomial (oonounennsiir), polynomial (mrozounennwiii), transferrence
(nepenecenue) or negative parallelism (ompuyamenvnotit napannenusm) (Veselovskii 183). As
Merrill has noted, these categories permitted Shklovsky to expand the definitions of the riddle in
the essay on Dickens’ Little Dorrit and the genre of the mystery novel (Merill 37).%°

The riddle as a narrative invariant of a difficult task was analyzed by V. Propp in his
Morphology of the Folktale. One of the structurally defined tasks in the folktale was a riddling
activity, such as “recounting and interpreting a dream, explaining the meaning of the ravens’
croaking at the tsar’s window and driving them away, and finding out the distinctive marks of a
tsars daughter” (Propp 60).3* Riddling as a narrative invariant was also included in Stith
Thompson’s Motif-index of folk-literature (1955-58), which was profoundly influenced by

Propp’s formalist method.

*°For a detailed analysis of Shklovsky’s treatment of the riddle see Merrill’s Chapter One, section “Psychological
Parallelism and the Erotic Riddle”, p. 34-

* See XXV. A Difficult Task is Proposed
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Formalism’s contribution to the study of minor forms in the first quarter of the twentieth
century was formidable. It left an indelible mark on the future Soviet scholarship, even though
Formalism was officially denounced as a bourgeois ideology. The rediscovery of Formalist
methodology by the Structuralists in the 1950-70’s rekindled the field of riddle studies in
Western Europe and the United States. Shklovsky’s emphasis on the role of “autarchy of verbal
devices and principles of construction” in the riddle genre echoed in the famous study of minor
forms in the morphological method of German scholar André Jolles (Striedter 54).

Salient as the Formalist school of thought was in folklore studies it should be noted that
the research in the field of riddle studies had a methodological and geographical range in the
Russian Empire (up to 1917) and in the Soviet Union (1922-). One particular example concerns
the study of East Slavic folk riddles. The study of Ukrainian and Belorusian folk riddles in the
second half of the nineteenth century and in the first quarter of the twentieth century reminds us
that Belorusian, Ukrainian and Russian folk riddles share the common East Slavic heritage. It is
especially important to recognize the contribution of Ivan Franko and V.N. Perets to the study of
folk riddles. As Franko’s comparison of Ruthenian and Polish folk riddles has shown, the
mythopoetic themes of the the Western and Eastern Slavs also had many shared features
(dpanko).

The complexity and interdependence of folkore and written literature, as well as the
cultural diffusion of riddles across geographic boundaries, is exemplified by the extant early
eighteenth-century Russian facetiae O npunye c oesxoro. In this versified humorous story of
Polish origin, the prince introduces three riddles and promises to marry a young girl who is able
to solve all three: uto uepHsie Bpana B cBeTe? 4TO Kpemyae ropojia B mpuMeTe? 4To KpacHee

makoBa 1Beta? (Apxanrensckas). The Jesuit Polish literary influence on Russian literature of
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the seventeenth and the first half of the eighteenth centuries was to a certain degree filtered by
the cultural memory of common Slavic folklore, including Ukrainian and Polish folk riddles.

1. 3ops-30psHuIs, KpacHas JiBUII, KIHOYi MOTy0HIIa, COHIIE BKpaJia

2. Swieta Urszula klucze rozsuta, miesiaczek wiedziat — nie powiedziat, stonce zas

wstato, pozbierato, $wictej Urszuli do garsci podato (®panko 337-340)

In the first half of the twentieth century, folklore studies were a vibrant and evolving
discipline. As | have mentioned above, the collecting of Russian folk riddles and the scholarly
publications have appeared with some regularity.®* However, none of these studies offered a
comperehensive and innovative systematization of Russian folk riddles since Khudiakov’s and
Sadovnikov’s collections. The systematic study of the Russian folk riddle that achieved this
status of recognition was Rybnikova’s 3aeaoku (1932). Despite the Soviet ideological tone, this
was a significant contribution evidenced by the preface to her collection. In it, Rybakova pointed
out the stylistic and thematic differences between the “simple” peasant riddles and the riddles
outside of peasant culture. She referred to the literary riddles as knuorcnure (book-learned)
riddles, which evokes the pre-eighteenth century Old Russian xnuoicnas xkyremypa “(book-
learned culture). She characterized book-learned (i.e. literary riddles) riddles in negative terms,
claiming that these types of riddles are attributed to a social class of meshchanie and seminary

students. Rybakova argued that this transformation negatively impacted the authenticity of

*In her dissertation, Titova uncritically (almost verbatim!) repeated Govorkova’s conclusion that decline in the
scholarly study of Russian folk riddles occurred between 1932 and 1957. "Mocne Bbixoaa c6opHmnKa M.A.
Pbi6HMKOBOWM (1932) dpaKTUYECKM U3ydYeHMe 3araloK Ha YeTBEPTbL BEKA 3aMep/0o, NO3TOMY TPETUIM Nepuos Havancs
c noaBneHuns pabort B. M. AHuKMHa (1957). Govorkova’s and Titova’s account of the riddle studies in the Soviet
Union between 1930’s and 1950’s, in my view, require a more thorough investigation. Just in my own cursory
compilation of folklore riddles studies I've identified thirteen Soviet folklorists whose publications appeared in the
abovementioned timespan: Gudkov (1934), Adrianova-Perets (1935), Kolpakova (1935), Biriukov (1936), Leont’ev
(1939), Argentov (1940), Aldan (1941), Bulatov (1941), Tarasov (1941), Zaitsev (1948 ), Vasilenko (1955),
Kolesnitskaia (1955) and Koritko-Snitkovskaia (1955).
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traditional folk riddles because of the intrusion of bookish artificiality, i.e. “BropxeHus u
JBOPSIHCKMX KHMD)KHBIX MYAPOBCTBOBaHMI Haj 3aragkamu’ (PeioHmnKOBa 35).

Rybakova depicted the opposition between the folk and literary riddle through the
ideological class conflict: “Ilepex Hamu siBHBIH (hakT nepexoa 3arajiku OT TPYAOBOTO
KPECTBSHCTBA B IPYTYIO COLIMAJIbHYIO Cpeny ... B 3TOM cpene KpecThsHCKas 3arajaka
BEIpOXK1aeTcs. V1 MBI mpuCyTCTBYEM mpu mporiecce nedopmaiuu obpasza. Vs oT IpUuMUTHBHOTO
XO3SMCTBECHHOTO YKi1aJa, 3araika MOXET CTaTb MMPECAMCTOM IMOJIb30BAHUS MHBIX COMUAJIbHBIX
IPYIII, ¥ B CBA3U ¢ 3TUM Buaousmenuthes” (PeiormnkoBa 33). According to her, the opposition
between the folk riddle and the “distorted” folk riddle is revealed on the level of style. The
“distortion” of the folk riddle occurred in the oral enivornments of seminaries and trading towns,
as it is evidenced by the elaborated syntax and Old Church Slavonisms (“seminary riddle,”
“cemunapckas 3aeaoka’ ), and by the artificial rhythm (“philistine riddle,” “mewancras
3aeaoka’”’) (PpiOHHKOBA 34).

In the same line of Marxist argument, Rybakova pointed to the artificiality of the
“aristocratic riddles” (“0sopsinckue 3aeadku’): “MOKHO OTMETUTH BTOP)KEHHE U IBOPSIHCKUX
KHWKHBIX MYJIPOBCTBOBAHMM HaJl 3aragkamu. B 3araakax, uzganseix B 1781 romay r.
HoBukoBbIM, MbI BCTpe4aeM MepeIeiKy U3BECTHRIX KpeCThsIHCKUX 3arafok.” In one of her
examples, Rybnikova ingeniously alludes to the social conflict illustrated by what is otherwise a
difference between the two types of social norms.

1. Yro myxkuk Opocaet, To OapuH COOUpaeT.

2. Mexny ABYX CBETHJ XKHBY sl B CEpeIMHE,
A sMa mogo MHOM B orpajie KOCTSHOM,
U ecnu s Top6ar, TO Mo TaKOW MPUYUHE
[IpunuceIBarOT yM; a MOl Hecomblll COK,
bozamwie couparom,
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A nuwue 6pocarom.®

Rybnikova’s concluded that “[muTepatypnas — K.S.] 3araagka yrpaunBaer
MPEIMETHOCTh, OHA CTAHOBHUTCS MHOTOTPEIMETHOM, pacCyIUTEIbHOM, OonTiuBoii. OHa
1/136eraeT MpAMOTBI, UACT 06XOHHBIMI/I MyTAMU. Omna win IIECCEMUCTHUYHA, NI )KEMaHHA, HUYCT O
10JJ00HOTO B Tpy0OBaTOM M MpsIMOi 3arajike KpecThsiHckoi" (PpiOHIKOBA 36). In this context,
the “garrulousness” of the literary riddle is deemed as an aesthetic deficiency.

The Soviet scholarship was reinvigorated by V.P. Anikin’s, V.V. Mitrofanova’s and Iu.
Levin’s riddle studies in the 1960s-1980s. Mitrofanova’s collection of Russian folk riddles was
especially significant because in her scholarly collection she considered both the historical
evolution of the genre as well as riddles’ aesthetic characteristics. This was a culmination in the
field of Soviet riddle studies based on the work of Anikin, Kolesnitskaia, Lazutin and Levin. The
main focus of this collection, however, was Russian folklore, not just riddles. Although
Mitrofanova focused on the “artistic specifics’ or poetic structures of Russian folk riddles®, her
scholarly interest was much broader (Mutpodanosa 4).

Mitrofanova’s treatment of the opposition of folk and literary riddles is framed by a
conventional approach. She holds the view that the riddle genre transformed from its authentic
roots (i.e. folk roots) to the inauthentic forms of the literary riddle. For example, her evaluation
of eighteenth century riddles amounts to the position that literary riddles were “published in the
spirit of its time” (“B ayxe nutepatypsl cBoero Bpemenn) and that these were “cumbersome

riddles in verse” (“TsxenoBecHbIe CTUXOTBOPHBIE 3araaku’”’)(Mutpodanosa 10).

33 The first riddle (folk) and the italicized section of the second riddle (literary) depict conau, mokpoma (snot, nasal
mucus).
** Mitrofanova references works by M. Rybnikova (1932), S. Lazutin (1976), lu, Levin (1973)
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Like her predecessors, Mitrofanova was not particularly interested in the literary riddle.
She focused on the literary riddle exclusively to compare and contrast it with the folk riddle.
Nonetheless, the poetic principles of both genres she considered attentatively and objectively,
especially in her chapter titled “XynoxecTBeHHOE CBOCOOpa3UE U KCTOPHUYECKOE PA3BUTHUEC
3araziok.” Mitrofanova writes: “KpaTkocTb sIBIsIeTCS OTIMYUTENFHON 0COOEHHOCTBIO JKaHpa
3araJiki.... 3araJika JOJKHa XOpOIIO 3alIOMUHATBCS C TIEPBOTO K€ Pa3a, MOITOMY KPaTKOCTh
SBJIIETCS. €€ OCHOBHBIM IIpU3HaKoM. M. A. PrIOHMKOBa, IpUCOEANHSIACH K MHEHHIO A. AapHe,
yTBEprKalla, 4To MepBUYHBIA HApOAHBIN BapUaHT 3arajiku npocreimuii. OHa ormevana
pasMyHbIC MEPEIEIIKU MTPOCTHIX, HAPOJIHBIX 3araJiok B 18 Beke B IBOPSHCKOM cpeie, a B 19 Beke
HepeIesIKi MEeIIaHCKUE, TIOMEIIABIINeCs B JICTCKUX KHIDKKaX U coopuukax." On this point
Mitrofanova shares Rybnikova’s point of view, by claiming that eighteenth-century riddles in
verse are “garrulous” (6ontnussie) (Mutpodanona 119).

Mitrofanova’s agreement with Rybnikova, however, did not mean that in 1978 she had to
replicate Rybnikova’s bellicous Marxist language of the 1930s. She delicately deemphasizes the
political message of class struggle. She writes: "... eaBa iu cieayeT npuaaBaTh 3TOMY TaKOH
pe3ko kinaccoBbiid xapakTep” (Mutpodanona 119). Mitrafanova also tones down Rybakova’s
categorical statement that “ona [nuTepaTypHas 3arajka] Wid MeCCHMUCTUYHA W )KEMaHHA,
HUYEro MoJ00HOro HET B rpy0oBaToOM U NpsMOil 3arajgke KpecTbsiHCKO."

Mitrofanova’s work stands as an excellent diachronic study that recognized the
transformation of the genre. Her work provides numerous examples of the transformation of oral
riddles into literary riddles and, reversely, from literary riddles to oral riddles. The significance
of her study is that it bridges the concurrent development of Structuralism and post-Structuralism

in folklore studies. It should be therefore contextualized in the progression of studies from 1970s
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to 1990s, which were centered on the investigation of the structural and semantic aspects of
riddles, proverbs, and other minor genres. In the same year that Mitrofanova published Pycckue
napoonsie 3acaoku (1978), G.L.Permiakov, a Soviet structuralist, edited the collection of essay
focusing entirely on proverbs and riddles. Aproximately a decade later, another significant
collection of essays was published in two volumes with a focus on a structuralist approach,
Hccneoosanust 6 obnacmu 6anmo-ciassanckol 0yXo6HoU Kyabmypsl: 3azaoka kak mekem. It is not
surprising then that throughout his masterful analysis, V.N. Toporov, one of many prominent
contributors, cites Russian folk riddles from Mitrofanova's collection of riddles.

As V. Vs. Ivanov’s essay in the same collection speaks for itself, the Soviet structuralists
have reintroduced the topic of mythopoetic tradition. The historical wheel has completed a full
cycle as Miller’s and Veselovsky’s explorations of the ancient mythological texts, Nordic poetry,
the myth of Oedipus, and the Indo-European lore were renewed in search of the timeless

structures and the invariable units of cultural semiosis.

The Russian literary riddle

As we have seen above, the folklorists and ethnographers have associated the folk riddle
with the primitive mythopoetic worldview. The “literary” aspects of the folk riddle, such as
stylistics or or analysis of poetic imagery, were treated in the context of the scientific inquiry into
the ordering and organizing experiences of traditional culture. The trajectory of cultural
transformation, which can be said to reflect the economic and social trends of modernization, has
produced changes in the riddling tradition. The interchange of themes, images and even stylistic
characteristics between the peasant and non-peasant communities (i.e. clergy, merchants, etc.)
contributed to the differentiation between an “authentic” folk riddle and an “inauthentic” folk
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riddle. Because eighteenth-century riddles stood out as the most discernable token of so called
corruption of folk riddle the consideration of the literary riddle in the framework of riddle
analysis was either tangential or neglected.

Because the ancient mythopoetic worldview represented the epistemological and
religious underpinnings of traditional culture, the syncretism of music, art, literature and religion
demanded from folklorists to address not only the poetic aspects of the folk riddle but also its
relationship with the literary tradition. A study of the eighteenth-century Russian literary riddle
without a meaningful consideration of the opposition between the folk and literary elements
would be partial and incomplete because it would erroneously suggest that the eighteenth-
century authors merely imitated the folk riddle.

The literary tradition coexisted with the oral tradition in pre-Petrine culture. It is this
symbiosis of traditions that molded one of the pillars of the poetic riddle in eighteenth-century
Russia. Our task is to extract and then to systematize from ethnographic and folkloric studies the
scattered but insightful observations concerning the literary riddle.

To begin, let us revisit Khudiakov’s prominent study. Focusing mainly on napoonocmeo
of the Russian riddling tradition, Khudiakov offered a keen observation of the literary aspect of
oral riddles, biblical riddles and riddles found in written texts. The very first paragraph of chapter
1, “The meaning of riddles in people’s everyday life and poetry”, introduces Khudiakov’s
discussion of Samson’s riddle (in Church Slavonic): OT siaymaro u3blie siIOMOe, U OT SIIOMaro
cnaakoe (Xymsxos 1). In the rest of the chapter, Khudiakov referenced literary riddles, which,
according to him, had originated from the European folklore. Khudiakov cited the riddles of

Solomon, the riddle of Sphynx and Oedipus’ solution, the apocryphal story of Homer (who

233



allegedly died because he was unable to solve a riddle), the Esope’s riddles, the riddles of Seven
Wise Men, the riddles in Edda, and, lastly, the riddles of Tragemundslied.

In chapter 2, “Folk riddle as a form of poetry”, Khudiakov set out to identify the literary
characteristics of the Russian folk riddle, as well as its formal structure. The Russian folk riddle,
according to him, is of two types. One is characterized by an interrogative structure based on the
direct request to solve the riddle. It can consist of a series of direct questions or just a single
question: Uto 6e3 oras roput? (I'po3a) Urto 6e3 pyk ctyuut? (I'pom) Uto 6e3 kopeHbeB?
(Kamenn). The second type is characterized by an interrogative structure that lacks a direct
question. The indirect question is suggestive and therefore requires the listener to transform the
statement into a question — “what is it?” The structure of the indirect type of a riddle is usually
based on the obscure description of the situation or of the object’s characterstics: Kypwuia ¢
XOXJIOM, BCsIKOMY IOKJIOH. (Pykomotlika). 3aexaTh Kak B yxa0, He BblexaTh HUKaK (Moruia)
(Xymsxos 11). Khudiakov observed that indications of the literary aspect of Russian folk riddles
are rhyme, meter and alliterations (Xymasaxos 12). He also pointed out that riddles in prose as a
literary phenomenon was prevalent in Russian fairytales. Even though these riddles were not
rhymed or rhythmically organized, he maintained that it was possible to discern in them poetic
features.

In chapter 3, “I'naBHbIe TIepHOABI pa3BUTHS BeIUKOpycckoii 3araaku”, Khudiakov
deliniated the evolution of the Russian riddle from its mythological to Christian cultural context.
Khudiakov emphasized the sense of familiarity of readers with the riddling tradition in Old
Russian literature. He wrote: “Co BBefeHneM XpHUCTHAHCTBA U TMCHBMEHHOCTH HAYaI0Ch
HEMMOCPEACTBCHHOC ITPOHUKHOBCHUC B HAPOA KHMIKHBIX 3araaok. Hamma APEBHAA JIUTCpATypa

JaneKo He uykaanach 3araaku.” The examples he provided included the riddles from Old
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Russian tales, ITosecms o kynye Bacapee and [losecmv 06 Anonnone Tupckom. He also
emphasized that many riddles in religious written literature were organically incorporated into
religious oral tradition. These were riddle-like questions of Cs. Bapdomnomeii and Moann
deoutor, questions of Ce. Moann borocios about the living and the dead, and the riddles found
in Beceda mpex cesmumeneii (Xynsixos 26; Babalyk).>> Khudiakov diligently provided the list
of excerpts from these works. Admittedly, not all his examples are proper riddles.*® Some
questions can be categorized as wise questions, while other as riddles. It is important to
emphasize that none of these riddle-questions were purely entertaining. Almost all had a clear
didactic religious purpose.*’

Khudiakov attested to the difference between the Old Russian riddling tradition and the
tradition of composing literary riddles in the 18" century. He writes: “Coscem apyroro poaa
OBLIH 3arajJiKy POIILIOTO CTOJICTHS, YaCThIO TOKE MPOHUKHYBIIHE B Hapoa.” He did not
mention, however, which folk riddles, in his opinion, were impacted. Instead, he percipiently
offered an outline of the main Russian riddle collections of the eighteenth centuries: Kurganov’s
Tucmosnux, cooeparcawuil 6 cebe HaAyKy POCCUICKA2O A3bIKA CO MHO2UM NPUCOBOKYNIEHUEM
pasnazo yuedbnaeo u nonesnozabasnazo sewecnosus (1769), Levshin’s 3aeaoku, cuyscawue ons

HesunHo20 pazoenenus npazonozo epemenu (1773), Baibakov’s (Apollos) Veecernumenvuvie

» see Babalyk’s discussion of the relationship between the riddles in the Beseda trekh sviatitelei and and the

Russian erotic folklore in chapter 2 “UcTouHunKK, BaxkHeMwMe 06pasbl U MOTUBbI, KOMMO3ULMOHHbIE 0COBEHHOCTH
«becenpl Tpex ceaATUTENEN.”

36 . .

For example, see the following questions and answers: KTo poauca npexxae Aaama c bpagoto? OTBeT - Kosen.
YTO ecTb Nyylue BCero YenoBeKy U KopbicTHee? OTBET - 34paBue TeNECHOE U cyacTue J0DPOoe; alle NeXUT YeNoBeK
npu cmepTu, Torga 6oratcTeo 1 6pallHo He yrogHo emy ecTb ... (Khudiakov, 28).

* Crout ny6 6e3 BeTBMA N 6€3 KOPEHUSA; U NPUNAE K HEMY HEXTO 6e3 HOT 1 BO3MET ero 6e3 pyK 1 3aperkeT be3
Hoa. OTBeT - [lyb uenosek, a NPUNAET K HEMY CMepTb 6e3 HOT 1 3apexkeT 6e3 Hoxa. KTo ABaXKAbl CMepTb BKYCUA?
OTBeT - J1azapb nNpaBegHblii. YTO ecTb *KMBbI MepTBbI OBbET U MEPTBbIN MXKeE BONWET U Ha r1ac ero BCU Teyaxy.
OTBeT - ’KMB ecTb NOHOMapb, @ MEPTBEL, ECTb K/1eNao LEPKOBHOE, U Ha FNac ero BCU Il0ANE K LLepKBE Ha MOAUTBIO
TEKyT. YTO ecTb: CTOMT MOCT, @ Ha MOCTy cTon6, a Ha cTonbe ugeT BO Becb cBeT? - OTBeT: MoCT ecTb roz, a cTonb
BE/IMKMIA NOCT, a LBET - CBeTN0e XPUCTOBO BOCKpeceHue, 1 npasaHytoT sce atoaun. (Khudiakov, 28)
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3a2a0Ku ¢ HpagoyyumenbHolMu omeaoxkamu, cocmoswue ¢ cmuxax (1781), G.B.’s Cmo u oona
3aeaoxa (1790), Omeaoaii ne ckaxcy, unu 1H0O0NBIMHBISA 302A0KU C OM2AOKAMU OJIsL CMEXA U
yoosoawcmeusi (1790), emcxuii 'ocmuney, unu 499 3acadox ¢ omsemamu (1794). Khudiakov
singled out literary riddles published in the periodical IToxoswutica Tpyooniobey (1784). Itis
not clear why he failed to mention other periodical which also published literary riddles, either in
verse or in prose.

Khudiakov’s comparative approach to literary riddles highlights the typological
proximity of Russian literary riddles to the Western European riddles.*® Unfortunately, his
analysis is cursory and is not entirely convincing. For example, Khudiakov claimed similarity
between the riddle #305 in Simrock’s Rétselbuch (Es hat seinen Korper und ist doch sichtbar)
and the following line “fI Bcemu Buauma xots He Teno s (2Dub). Another example where he
fails to provide a cogent comparison is when he compares three folk riddles (Clock, Windmill,
Echo) with riddles with the same answer from Levshin’s book of riddles. Some of his claims are
not corroborated: “kHHUT ¢ Takaro poja 3arajgKamMmu ObLIO J0BOJEHO MHOTO.”

Khudiakov acknowledged the impact of eighteenth-century literary riddles on the
contemporary folklore. “be3 comHeHus, K 3TOM MO3IHENIIEH KHUKHOM JTUTEpaType HYKHO
OTHECTH IMOSIBJICHUE B HAPO/IC TAKKMX 3arajJok: Kakue Jitou 1o cBoeii JOJKHOCTH HUKOTO HE
Ha3bIBalOT o UMeHu? - byrounuku. Kak Hanucats cyxas TpaBa 4eTblpbMs OykBamu? - CeHo.

I'1e Bozia cTouT cronbom He nponmBaercs? - B crakare."® It seems that he did not recognize the

*% Khudiakov did not mention Baibakov (Apollos) by name, but simply said that “an author” borrowed some riddles
from Barleus (32). He also did not discuss the authorship of other poetic riddles.

Ptis noteworthy that despite Khudiakov’s emphasis on the Russian narodnost’, he is completely indifferent to the
national aspects of his illustrative material. For example, the riddle “Kakue ntoam no ceoei A0MXKHOCTM HUKOFO He
Ha3bIBaOT Mo MMeHn? — byTouHuKK” is of German origin, and is cited from Simrock, die deutsche Volksbiicher, vol
7, das Ratselbuch, #326. Khudiakov, 33.
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increasing role of an individual in the emerging new directions of the riddle genre.*°
Khudiakov’s analysis of the eighteenth-century riddles was from the perspective of an

ethnographer.

The literary approach to the eighteenth-century riddle genre shaped only in the twentieth
century. Interest in it started in the nineteenth century with the rediscovery of wordplay in the
works of Simeon Polotskii and Derzhavin, but the riddle genre was not singled out as a topic
worthy of detailed study. Gukovskii ’s rediscovery of Rzhevskii ’s poetry was perhaps the first
scholarly rehabilitation of the riddle as a literary genre for adult literature. The prevalence of
riddles in verse in the childrens’ literature, the newspapers and the pure entertainment of the
game of riddles, like charades, throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries impeded the
perception of riddles as literary works.

It would be a stretch to assign to N. Shulgovsky’s Ilpukiaonoe cmuxocnoscenue a
scholarly audience (Illyasrosckuii). But it was a perfect example of a genuine attempt to revive
the tradition of literary riddles as an adult pastime activity. When Shulgovsky wrote this book, he
probably had in mind the leisurely activities of the urbanized masses (no longer defined by
peasant culture). As the title suggests, this was a practical guide to the art of fun versification. In
the preface, Shulgovsky explained that his purpose was to introduce Russian amateurs of poetry
to some rules of versification with the aid of poetic games, such as charades, riddles, verse
games, and so on. Although his monograph essentially introduced Russian readers to the genres
of poésia curiosa, it was not his goal to discuss in detail Simeon Polotskii’s or Rzhevskii ’s

works. Nonetheless, Shulgovskii’s short introduction into the history and characteristics of poetic

“ Even though Baibakov’s authorship (pseudonym Apolos) was acknowled on the title page of Uveselitel’'nye
zagadki, Khudiakov refered to Baibakov (Apolos) simply as an “author” (counHutens), p.32.
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riddles should be considered, in my opinion, as an important contribution to the study of Russian
literary riddles.

9999

Two chapters, “Ctuxu 3aramounoii popmbl””’ and “3arajgku B CTHXOTBOPHOIT hopme,” are
especially valuable because the discussion of acrostics, mesostics, tautograms, lipograms,
palindromes, and cryptic poems in the fomer, and the discussion of riddles, charades, homonyms,
anagrams, metagrams and logogriphs, gave him an opportunity to place the riddle genre on the
diachronic plane of the enigmatic tradition. The illustrations he provided ranged from Derzhavin
to Valerii Briusov and from Ausonius to the anonymous Latin poets.

Besides the abovementined observation that this work was a popular rather than a
scholarly work, Shulgovsky fell short of producing a comprehensive introduction to the genre of
the literary riddle. He also failed to isolate the riddle from charades or logogriphs. Strictly
speaking, the riddle (3aragka) was not even mentioned as a term. Throughout the book, the terms
charade (mrapana) and logogriph (;mororpud) are not differentiated as a type of riddle.

Shulgovskii’s historical treatment of the genre was also incomplete. While identifying the
European roots of the enigmatic genres, he did not discuss the important contributions to this
genre of the eighteenth-century Russian authors such as Sumarokov, Kheraskov, Bogdanovich,

Maikov, etc. The few examples from the first half of the nineteenth century were of a homonym-

riddle published in Blagonamerennyi (1819)** and an anonymous riddle-anagram.*?

41 Belb YyAHYHO BO MHE, YNTaTe b, Tbl HAWAELb,
Korga nogpobHee paccmoTpuulb, pasbepelub
Mowu pa3nuyHble AeAHNA U CBOMCTBA:

fl yacTo B BOMHe BCeNso AyX repomncrsa;
HebecHble Tena U3BECTHbI CTa/IM MHOW;

OrHsA Tbl He CTpaLLMCh TOrAa, Kak s ¢ Tobow;
MpuTOM *Ke MHOrAa TaK BbICOKO ObiBato,

Y10 Xpambl 1 ABOPL,bI HOramMuK NONKUPato;

Mmeto cXxoaCTBEHHOCTb C II0A4bMM - U BOT OHa:
HapyKHOCTb 6enaf, a BHYyTPEHHOCTb YepHa.
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The emergence of the Baroque studies in the twentieth century has provided an impetus
to the study of the poésia curiosa. Before the heated debates around the meaning of the terms
such as (B)/baroque and its subterms (i.e. B/baroque author, B/baroque style, or Baroque period),
the main contention concerned the opposition “folk vs. literary” in the riddles of the Exeter Book
or European riddles before the 1600s. The evolution of the riddling tradition from the ancient
times to the modern period accelerated during the Baroque period. The theoretical underpinning
of the baroque principle of wit (conceit) as a type of rhetorical device has generally been thought
of as a metaphysical expression of a unique worldview. The wit of the literary riddle founded on
the imaginative uses of paradox, impossible combinations, and cognitive leaps of calculated
irrationality, as argued by the advocates of the Baroque paradigm, represents the forefront
cultural role of the genre.

Dmitrii Chizhevskii ’s scholarship should be acknowledged for its leading role in the
conceptualization of the literary baroque in the study of Slavic cultures. According to Lidia
Sazonova, “J1. YmkeBckuil ymoTpeOw B cBoeit padore 1929 r. nmonstue "3moxa 6apokko"
MPUMEHUTEIBHO K KYJIbTYPHON UCTOPUH BOCTOUHBIX ciaBsiH (YrkeBckuii 1929, 80) u
MIPOJIOJIKAJT TTOCJIeIOBATEIBHO pa3padaTeiBaTh TeMy (UrmkeBckuit 1931; 1942)”(Cazononsa 18).
Chizhevskii ’s scholarly perspective encompassed differences and similarities of Ukrainian and
Russian baroque literatures. As part of the large Orthodox community, the Russian authors had
strong ties with Ukrainian literary culture.

The problem of the Baroque period in Russian literature has emerged in the Soviet Union

as a controversial scholarly discussion. The first cautious polemics started in the 1950s and

PeweHwne: pr6a - BOEHHaA, aCTpoHOMMYeCKaA, NoXKapHaAa, AbiIMOBaA.

2 lepoii! Cun pycckmx BoxAab! Pazbun Bparos, nporHan,
M 3a dpaHuy3Kkuit Ky Ty3os 6e3 cuety aan.
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gradually became a common scholarly topic in the 1960s and 1970s. A constructive role in
affirming the acceptance of concept of Baroque period in the Soviet Union started with
scholarship of I.P. Eremin. In his study of Simeon Polotskii, Eremin offered a positive
interpretation of the Baroque period in Russian literature of the seventeenth century, even though
he avoided the term “baroque.”

The references to poésia curiosa are scattered in the fathomless secondary literature of the
Baroque period. To what extent the Russian literary riddle of the eighteenth century had a
cultural proximity to the Baroque tradition I discuss in the following chapters. My point is that
the existing scholarly view on the opposition between the folk and literary riddles was paralleled
by the scholarly debates centered around the Baroque period. Similarly, the binary opposition
“Baroque vs. neoclassical” became interpreted through the prism of style (i.e, obscure vs. clear
style) and a cognitive model (i.e., irrational vs. rational). But the question remains: which binary
opposition best characterizes the poetic riddle in eighteenth-century Russia? (i.e., folk vs.
literary, Baroque vs. Neoclassical, etc.)

In the preface to his book Russian Word-Play Poetry From Simeon Polotskii to
Derzhavin (1993), C.L. Drage has outlined the contributions to the study of Russian word-play
poetry of the twentieth century scholars such as G.A. Gukovskii , P. Berkov, I. Eremin, D.
Chizhevskii , A. Hippisley and B. Uhlrenbruch. Following Chizhevskii ’s argumentation, Drage
defined “word-play” poetry as a branch of scholastic poetics cultivated in the Baroque period
(Drage 1). Unfortunately, in his outstanding study, Drage did not include proper riddles. Among
the enigmatic genres, he considered other enigmatic genres such as the genres of a rebus, a
logogriph and carmina griphica. Nevertheless, his coverage of the Russian enigmatic genres from

the sixteenth to seventeenth centuries, with some examples from the nineteenth and twentieth
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centuries, has shown that Russian literature had an interesting and often unexplored tradition of
enigmatic poetry.*?

In the following chapters I will consider the validity of the opposition between Baroque
and neo-classical aesthetic systems in relation to the Russian riddling tradition. Thus far, | have
suggested that there can be two traditional approaches in scholarship to the the study of the
eighteenth-century Russian riddle. The first approach is to contextualize it in the traditionally
assigned opposition “folk vs. literary”. The second approach, perhaps more unpredictable
because of the disagreements around the term “Baroque”, is to investigate if the poetic riddle
represents Baroque principles (in part or in whole). Our formula for these approaches may look

like this:

[FOLK <-> LITERARY] || [BAROQUE <-> NEOCLASSICAL]

| suggest a third alternative, which calls for an investigation of the overlap of categories

that transcend the conventional categorical modes. The proposed formula is:

FOLK <-> [PRE-BAROQUE <-> BAROQUE/NEOCLASSICAL <-> POSTNEOCLASSICAL]

*In his valuable survey and insightful analysis Drage focused on the following 28 types: picture poems, alphabetic
verses, acrostics, echo poems, carmina chronostica, carmina cancrina, verses with emphasized word or letters,
verses with letters replaced by their Church Slavonic names, carmina serpentine, versus concordantes, carmina
jocosa, macaronic poems, versus protei, carmina climacterica, leonines, logogriphi and carmina griphica, versus
correalativi, poems with continuous rhyme in reverse sequence of rhyming, sechstinnen, bout-rimés, carmina
cabalistica, carmina arithmetica, carmina quadrata, versus omnivoci, versus rhopalici, versus gigantei, centones,
the rebus.
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In the analysis below the opposition [FOLK <-> LITERARY] implies that the
LITERARY aspect of poetic riddles from the corpus intrinsically comprises the broadened
literary oppositions [PRE-BAROQUE <-> BAROQUE <-> NEOCLASSICAL <->

POSTNEOCLASSICAL]

Analysis

Even a cursory side by side reading of Sadovnikov’s 3acadku pycckoeo napooa and the
poetic riddles from the corpus, undoubtedly, will result in the recognition of similarities between
Russian traditional folk riddles (napoonwie 3acaoxu) and the eighteenth-century poetic riddles. In
both instances, the riddler poses a question or suggests a statement obscured by a poetic image
(or a series of poetic images) and/or by an obscure description. The subject of the riddle, which
the listener or the reader is expected to unveil, is usually a common physical object (eews), a
natural phenomenon, or an abstract notion of some importance to the physical or spiritual well-
being of a human being.

Here are some examples of folk and literary riddles categorized using the following
criteria:

A. Thematic parallelism with similar poetic image(s) or a description

11 1.2 (1.1,1.2,1.3)
XOTb BCAK MEHS Ha CBETE NPE3UPAET; Jletut ntrna:
OpHako xe 3a0aB HUKTO TaK HE BKYIIIAET: Hoc moror, Komap
Mexny KpacoT JIUKYIO, INonoc 3BoHOK,
Koro xomry Toro nemyto; Kpbutbst ocTpeL.
A Kkmo mens yovem, apu e€ 6osTcs.
Tom Kpoew ceoro nponvem. Kmo ee yovém

Tom ceoto Kpoeb npoJibém.

1.3 (Chulkov)
JletaeT ntuna gonroHocas,
HOCHUT IJIaThe PYAOKEITOE, @

242




Kmo y6bem, mom Kpoeéb C6010
npojibem.

21

Hu noz, HY TOJIOBBI, HU PYK A He UMEIO,

Ho Tsoxectu aepxath g Ha cebe ymero:

WHoe Ha criviHE s IO BEPHXY HOIITY,

HHoMy, CBeprHYB B HU3, 1 THOEIH IPUHOIITY.
Ha cBeTe HUKAKOW 51 CHIIBI HE CTpAIyCsI

U Boiicko 11e510€ ST UCTPEOUTH MOTY.

BHyTpH 3eMJIM ¥ BHE €5 1 HAX0XKYCs,
[Mopo6Ha xpycTaito: HO st Bceraa Oery

2.2

Xooum o6e3 noe,
Pykaea - 6e3 pyk,
VYcra - 6e3 peun.

(2.1, 2.2) Peka

3.1

Tebe MHOIA, 4eTTOBEK, OTKPHITAa TKATh HAYKA;
Xomb ne umeio pyx,

Houamu mky s xoacm ne 0enasa u cmyka

3.2

A KTO mkem 0e3 cmanka u

(3.1, 3.2) [Tayx

A UM MHE ........... PYK?

41 4.2 4.1 JIrotHs,
B necy a poounacs, 6 necy ynce u é3pocaa, B necy svipoc

bes ronoca, 6€3 cioB 51 ’KU3Hb CBOIO BEJa. Ha crene BbIBEC 4.2 T'ynox
Ho ckonb st wyHBIE A€Ta MPOU3BOIUIIA, Ha pykax mnager

Kak INapka cpe3aBiin, yMOM MeHSI CHAOTuIIa. Kro ciymaer - ckauer

Besrnacha st ObuIa, B )KUBBIX KakK MpeObIBaa,

A TI0 yMEpTBUH 5 YIIIK BCEX TUICHSIA.

51 5.2 (5.1,5.2)
B mipexpacHsIii camMblii IGHb 51 TEMEH MTPEeOBIBAL0, 3umoil nem menaeii;

M B Mpake )KHU3Hb CBOIO BCETJa TPEMPOBOXKIALO. Jlemom nem xonooneii. [Torped
Kozoa ovieaem rcap, mozoa xonooe 1.

Kozoa sice xonoono, mo nem menneit mens.

6.1 6.2 6.1 Kopabmn
51 CUIIBHOM TSKECTBIO ¢ IPUPOBI OJIAPEH, bes pyk,

W mHOTMMU BelbMU BCeTia 0OpEMEHEH, bes Hor, 6.2 Jlogka

Ha oproxe, kak 3mes, 6clo 3emji0 0o6mexao,
Ho BeTpam CKOpOCTBIO CBOEH HE YCTYyIAlo.

Ha oproxe nonzem.
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7.1

Hu noc, HU A3bIKa, HU PYK A He Umelo,

Ho roBoputs ¢ monemu 0e3 s3bIKa yMero.
ITo cnpaBe A IMBOCTH XOTh TOBOPIO HE 4,

A 10711 TOBODSIT, JIa TOJIBKO Ype3 MEHS.

S Benib ecMb MEPTBasi, HE TOBOPIO YCTAMH,
W HeT nx y MeHs, Aa sk U He ¢ Ty0amu,

Jla Mo>kHO J1 UMeTh? Koria Oymara si;

Tak yem e Ha30BeIIb, YUTATENb, THl MEHS?

7.2
be3 pyk, 6e3 noz,
A Bezne ObIBaro.

(7.1,72)

ITncemo

8.1

S BAPYT U3 HUYETO POKIAIOCH,
W BOpyr 5 B cUITy IPUXOKY;
Co ¢cemu cmeno s cpasrcarocy,
N Bcex B CMATEHbE IPUBOKY;
BeicTpee nTun 5 npoTekaro,

W uro B yTH 1 HU BCTpEUaro,
Konto, cpsiBato u 1omMiIio;
Heszanno cuitel Bee Ty010,

W cam He 3HaIO Iie AEBAKOCh.

8.2

bes pyk, 0e3 Hor, 6owem.

(8.1, 8.2) Betep

B. Thematic parallelism without any similar poetic images or descriptions.

11

S BOpyr U3 HUYErO POXKIAKOCH,
W BIapyr s B CHILy IPUXOXKY;
Co BcemMH CMeIo s Cpakaroch,
W Bcex B CMATEHBE IPUBOXKY;
BricTpee nTun s npoTekato,

W 4T0 B 1IyTH 51 HU BCTpEYalo,
Kiosro, cpsIBaro u JIoMIIto;
Heszanno cuitsl Bee Ty0iro,

WU cam He 3HaIO rIe 1€BaKOCh.

1.2

Jletut Tapxan
ITo BceM Toprawm;
be3 mon kadran,
be3 nyrosuw.

(1.1, 1.2) Bemep

21

S 3menan kak Ajam, XOTS HE Tak JIaBHO,
[apro u macTyxy st Ha10OEH paBHO,
HarnonHeHa MeHsl OTOHb HE UCTPEOUT:
XoTh B BOJy TIOTIA[Ty, BOJIA HE ITOTOIUT.
Jle:xuT BO MHE MeTajll, ObIBA€T U TBAPOT;
VY3HaeT, KTO BCKpHYUT HEYLITO THI ....

2.2

bBrin g Ha KomaHIIE,
br11 g Ha XJT0MaHIIE,
brin Ha noxape,
Brun Ha 6azape;
Mooz 6bu1
Jroneit kopmun,
Crap cran,
Ilenenarnces crai,
YMep - MOU KOCTH
HETOJISIIHS
Bpocunu B sMKy

U cobaku He TIOXKYT.

(2.1, 2.2) I'opwox
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3.1
Kak xouernib cienaiicsi, yMero IepeHsTh,
U Bemip Ha TyXe BeIb CTAPAIOCS MEHATb.
S BUXKY M TOTO, KTO BEK MCHS HE BUJIUT,
B y6opax HyxeH Moii coBeT:
MeHS KTO HECHaBHIWUT,
Co00i1 1OBOJIEH HE JKUBET.

3.2
IIone BogsHO,
Oropobl KOJKaHEbI.

(3.1, 3.2) 3epkano

4.1
S Gynyuu Hara, BHyTpU OJSXKIY KPOIO.
MeHns cHeaeT OrHb, HO OTHb MOS AyIIIA.

4.2
CTouT CTOJI00M,
I'opur oruem,

(4.1, 4.2) Ceeua

Bo Bpems nupuecta. Homrxoro st mopotro, Hu xapy,

Kax connpliko HyxHa. 711 Bcex 51 Xopouia. Hu napy,

IIpu mue cupsar Lapu, nena Bce OTIPaBIISIOT: Hu yronses.

Ho cne3pl )xu3Hb ropssuus KOHYaroT.

51 5.2 (5.1, 5.2) Knuza

BesrmacHoit Oynyun, Apyrux s Hay4daio,
HuzHaro Hudero, a pazym BceM Aaro,

U nen u cnoB B cebe MPeMHOT0 3aKI0Yaro,
Ho uvacto 6e3 BUHBI HOru6€Nb 3pIo CBOIO:
OpeBIn KOXKE0, CMOYHB KYIOT ¢ MYKOIO,
A Tocre NMOCITyKy s MOJIA M YEPhBSIM.
JepyT U KIyT MEHsl, HO HE MOEH BUHOIO,
CeMy Moil rocrioiMH BcEMY BUHOBEH CaM.

He kycrT, a nucroukamu,
He py0amika, a crmra,

He YE€JIOBCK, a paCCKa3bIBACT.

6.1

Hu nyunie HeT MeHsl, HU BpPEIHEE HA CBETE:
Opynaue XBallbl ¥ IaryOHBIX KJICBET;
Bostcs Bce MeHs, U 10 MOEH ITPUMETE,
Butnio MOXHO 3HaTh, 3HATH YM B KOM €CTh,

6.2

JIexxut mocka,

Cepenu MOCTKa,

He ruuer u He COXHET.

(6.1, 6.2) Azvix

B KOM
HET.
7.1 7.2 (7.1, 7.2) Tabax
Cnyxy 11 Bcex TI0AeH, IPOCThIX U TpaBoto 51 pocTy,
B nbuie 00pamiarocs,
ONaropo/HbIX, B temHOTE COXpaHsIOCH.
OT MHOTHX s B YHCJIE CUATAIOCh TIPABUII
MOJIHBIX,

Kormga ymoTpe6asaTh 3aX04eT KTO MEHS

To npexe MomKeH B pax MpeoOpaTuThes 5,
['noTarot, )XpyT MEHs, HO 51 HE YMEHBILAI0
Hu Mato skaxapl uX, 0€3 I0JIb3bI HCUE3alo;
XOTb K OUHINEHUIO HEYUCTOTHI CITYKY,

Ho wacTo 00MOpOK B MO3TY IPOU3BOXKY.
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8.1

Hmes maTh OTBEP3TUN LETBIX

MBI CiTy>KHM JIETOM U 3UMOM.
Kpacaguiis! Hac Genbix

CuuTaroT Jyist ce0s Kpacoi.

[1a16 OpaTheB HAC; KOJIb BMECTE MBI OBIBaeM
Ilensl cBOEH MBI HE TEPSIEM;

Ho onnoro nuiiack He CTOUM HUKAaKOM,
Hac medyT Bcex Toraa ¢ mpe3peHpem:
BrIB pex e ykpamieHbeMm,

1o ToM ObIBaeM BEIIHIO MTyCTOI;
JIro00OBHUKH HAC MPE3UPAIOT,

Korna nmro6e3HbIX 100bI3a10T.

8.2

Pazomuucey Bce MabuMKH,
Bo TeMHBI uynaHYuKH,
Kaxnplii MaJabuuK,

B cBoii uynaH4uK.

(8.1, 8.2) Ilepuamku

C. Thematic parallelism with one or more divergent poetic image(s) or a description.

11
CyKy A BcexX JIOAeH, MPOCThIX U

0JIarOpPOHBIX,

OT MHOTHX $I B YHCII€ CUATAIOCH TIPABUI
MOJTHBIX,

Korga ymoTpe6asaTh 3aX04eT KTO MEHS

To npexze ToHKeH B pax MpeoOpaTUThC 5,

I'nomarom, XpyT MeHs, HO S HE YMEHBIIIAO

Hwu mano xkaxasl ux, 6e3 moJib3bl HCUe3ato;

XOTb K OUMILEHUIO HEUUCTOTHI CIIYXKY,

Ho wacTo 00MOpOK B MO3Ty IPOU3BOXKY.

1.2

He nekyr,

He xytor,

He znomarom,

A Bce BKYCHO €T

(1.1, 1.2) Tabax

D. Thematic, poetic and descriptive parallelisms of a riddle as a whole textual unit.

11 12 (1.1, 1.2) JIén
Yucr, siceH Kak anMas, HO IOpor He ObIBalo: UucT U sIceH Kak ajimas,
Poxych OoT MaTepu, U caM €€ poKJIaro. Hopor He OpIBaeT,
OH oT MaTepH pOXKIeH,
Cam e€ poxxaaer.
21 2.2 (2.1,2.2)
Cam nomeniyk, caM KpecThsIHHH,
Cam xoom u caM 60spHH, Uro 370 32 yenoBek? cam u OpHoxBoOpen

Cam n rnameT, caM OpeT
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U ¢ xpecThsiH 00pOK Oeper. OapWH U KPECThSIHUH, CaM
Ortrapaiire!
Tonk B TOM jaiite. TaIIeT U OPET, U C KPECThSIH
He Gounraiite,
Otranatite 0bpox Oepet?

E. Parallelism of poetic structures

1.1 1.2 1.1 pugst (letter P)
S1 B Tpex 4acTsX 3eMJId; MEHS B UETBEPTON HET;, | Y YesoBeKa - OJIMH,

MeHns X UMeTh B ceOe He MOXKET LEIbII CBET; YV BOopoHa - 11Ba, 1.2 ouns (letter O)
Ho mup MeHs B cebe uMmeeT, U komap; VY depBsika U CBUHBU

He moxeT 6e3 MeHs 3eMHOH CTOSATH mIap. Her Hu onHoro

B memmepax 1 MOpSX Bcerja MEHs CPeTaroT,
Bo Buxpsix v rpoMax HEJI0KHO 00peTaloT;
U Tax mens x B ceOe IMEIOT Bce OOPIIHL.
Tot Ha3Ban y)X MEHs, KTO Ha3Ball OT'YpIIbL.
Erie 1u Te1 MeHs He 3Haenb? S ecmb ...

Despite the similarities outlined above, the binary opposition between folk and literary
riddles predominates in the corpus. The dichotomy of folklore and literary can be characterized
by the framework of stylistic and topical varients. For example, the topical range of folklore
riddles in the Sadovnikov’s collection is considered folkloric because the majority of everyday
objects reflect the peasant material culture (working utensils, household animals, dwelling
environment, etc.). Those texts that riddle the natural environment also reflect the mental
worldview of Russian peasantry. Hence, even though a thematic parallelism is possible, as it is
suggested by references in the riddles above to both material worlds of peasantry and non-
peasantry, one of the consistent markers of a deviation from the folklore tradition is the
description of objects like a flute, pearls, marble, a muff (handwarmer), diamonds, etc.

On the other hand, eighteenth-century riddles that thematically parallel the folklore

tradition are differentiated on the basis of style. The majority of poetic texts in the corpus riddle
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the material objects which are common both to the peasant and non-peasant everyday life of the
eighteenth century: a candle, a mirror, a spoon, a pot, salt, money, a ring, a book, and even a
louse (sic!). The natural phenomenon of shadows, wind, rainbows, rivers, planets, day and night
cycles, sky, earth, water, fire, smoke, clouds, etc., was, of course, common to all social classes.
The separation of rural and city life was also not strictly marked. Many affluent households in
urban centers relied on self-sustaining economies. In my opinion, an interpretation of the literary
riddle as either a deviation or an imitation of folklorism based on the topical reference to a pig, a
spindle, a celler, flour, a rooster, etc., is not justified because the coexistence of the urbanized
and traditional material environments was still very strong in Russia despite the changes in the
material culture.

Another approach to interpreting the binary opposition of folklore vs. literary riddles is to
attribute to literary riddles the increase of abstract topics, such as love, virtue, law, sin, fortune,
fate, life, death, time, eternity, etc. As valid as the observation can be that the range of abstract
notions in the eighteenth-century literary riddles was more prevalent and topically more varied,
the presence of abstract of notions in the folklore riddles is, nevertheless, telling. The opposition
“folklore vs. literary’” therefore structurally is organized beyond the thematic framework of
shared topics like time, age, life, death, thoughts, soul, mind, God, sin, etc.

Is it then a difference in style that points to the opposition of folklore and literary riddles?
Intuitively, the answer is — yes: the oral riddles from Russian folklore display poetic qualities
but the essential stylistic device that critically sets apart the eighteenth-century poetic riddles of
the 18" from the traditional folklore riddle is the metrical scheme.** The style of folklore riddles

is colloquial and undifferentiated. The stylistic variations of literary riddles are more distinct.

e According to my calculations, in my corpus of riddles there is a following distribution of meter schemes: iambic
hexameter (41%), iambic hexameter (47%), and free iambic lines (12%).
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The poetic riddles are demonstratively “literary” due to the prevalence of lexical units such as
nama, cepa, CMATEHbE, BUAUMA, JOJKHO, IOJHECH, TIOJIOHS, TIOJIBEPIKEHBI, €CTECTBO, Tade,
TaJIAHTHI, Oe3HaYane, Cyryobl, KpaTuae, Ipakaiinas, U3riaaJuBIinug, oomectso, etc. Crudeness or
lower stylistic register, indicated by lexical units like xpyr, muruttor, gypax, Boib, SOmetimes
occur in poetic riddles, which is permitted by its hierarchical “low” status. Stylistically, the “non-
literary” (i.e. folkloric) quality is neutralized by adjacent lexical units from the middle or upper
lexical registers (Upe3mepHyto Bpaxy UMeEI0 ¢ Typakamu; S )kpy Bceraa, u BCsl B TOM JKU3Hb
Most/Ho CKOJIBKO 51 HH MTOKUPAK0, OT aT40bl yMUPAIO).

Greek and Roman mythological imagery or references to the European literary heritage
are found only in the poetic riddles. The Russian folk riddle may have had similarities with the
European folklore, or even literary riddles, but this is true only in terms of its deep structure. On
the surface, the Russian folk riddle is reminiscent of the Russian mythological pagan tradition.
The Russian folk riddle did not know references to Narcissus, Mercury, Ulysses or Thales. The
cultural memory of the Russian pagan tradition continued to survive only as connotations to
cosmological events or sexual symbolism. Overall, the Russian folklore riddles contained a
segment of ‘bookish (i.e. literary) riddles in the context of a Christian worldview only.

The core stylistic variations in folk riddles reflect the monolithic voice of Russian people
who memorized and recited these oral texts. The anonynimity of eighteenth-century authors can
be said to reflect the evolution of individualism from the folklore tradition to modern literary
consciousness.

Overall, the style of poetic riddles is based on the stylistic constants such paired rhyming,
a single strophic stanza, and the iambic meter evolved against the background of oral riddles

with no single prosodic system. In general, the literary poets like Baibakov, G.B., and the
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anonymous author of Omeaoaii ne ckaxcy differed from the performers of folk riddles in that
their individual styles varied in compositional structure, the level of difficulty of solving the
riddle, or the poetic construction of a versified answer.

The major stylistic difference between the folk riddle and the literary riddle-poem was
the shift from the third voice to the lyrical first voice. Even though folk riddles in the third voice
may posess a lyrical poetic tone, the typical folk riddle is determined by elements of wit and a
non-involved intellectual contest. While the pronouns “I”” or “we” are not a required structural
element of the litetrary riddle, the trend in the composition of eighteenth-century riddles reflected
the cultural shift from the collective consciousness to the subjectivism of the individual equipped
with progressive ideas.

The unique themes that invoked the intellectual and spiritual ideas of the times (i.e. ideas
of the “Englightenment”) are marked by the following keywords: 3akoH, 11apb, THpaH, IapCTBO,
nobpoaerens, mpupojaa, Harypa, bor, TBopel, pazym, yMm, Hayku, 0€CKOHEYHOCTh, BEYHOCTb,
CMEPTH, CHACTHE, I'PEX, BEIIb, CYIIECTBO, AYyIIA, BIAETh, IPABUTh, YMEPECHHOCTD, IPUSATHOCTD,
M100€3HOCTh, T0JIh3a, BKYC, IIIETOJIb/IIeronnxa, 3abaea, etc. The sense of the Russian
progressive spirit is evident in the motives of dedication to learning, pedagogy, justice, morality,
peace, usefulness, social responsibility and a philosophical inquiry into the material world of
nature and human psychology. In the riddles these concepts are usually signaled by keywords,
phrases and poetic images:

[Y4eHHBIX | MHOTHE TIOT IPOJIWIH TPYAOB,
OnHako He HaILIN JOAHECH KToMy ciieioB. (4Dub)

YMa BO MHE XOTb HET: OJHAKO MHOT'O CTOIO,

U tpemer ¢ cTpaxoM st HHBIM B CEep/Ilia BIIararo.

C ToNMKUM IIACTHEM Ha CBET Mg bor mociai,

Yrto0 BesKOW MHOM, €BO IIPEMYAPOCTb, pociasisut. (10Sum)
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Kax pa3cyk/JaTh Mbl HAYHHAEM
C tex nop Te6st MbI oOpetaem. (28Rzh)

U ne mocTkHee Tl pazyma Beero. (35Rzh)
U menoctmxHee Bcero Thl 31ech ymaMm. (39Rzh)
S1 4acTo B BBIIIHIOKO TEX CTEIICHb BO3BOXKY
Kto MHOI0 AeiicTBYeT pa3ymMHO;
Ho B mocmesiHue TOTO 51 IPUBOXKY,

Kto mHOM0 BiaBcTByeT 6e3ymuo; (151Anon)

XOTs IPECTOI sl CBOM UMEIO JIUIIb B MO3T'Y;
Ho st u nmpounmu yacThMu Biiaaeth Mory. (163Anon)

HauanbHbie croBa mpouTs ypasymeenib. (165Anon)

B k0TOpOM uenoBek CBOM K 3HAHBIO JKaJHBIN yM
Bpyuaer mynpocty, ucmoiiHeH BakHbIX ayM (222Kar)

Kax ITapka cpe3aBiim, ymMmoM MeHst cHabta. (229Kar)
MHoii MyZIpbIii OT TITyIIIa He MOXKET pacno3Hathes. (235Kar)
Uro nmounyetcs emy u Kusi3b u I'pad,

OcJyIHUKH ero jxecTokoit Tepmar mrpad. (3Dub)

Bce moau MoeMy mojiBepykeHBI 3aK0oHy, (6DUb)

U noBrHYyeMcs BO BCEM MbI pa3Ho# Bode, (7Sum)

Cam B Haka3zaHbe s ceil cMepTr noxkenain. (44Fon)

U ner uHOBa MHe 3aKkoHa, (48Pop)

Kto mHuot0 BaBcTByeT 6e3ymuo (151Anon)

3a KauecTBO M BJIACTh CBOIO OT Beex mouteH. (166Anon)
B Mapoke, B Typuuu ectb TOT 00bIuait 31101

Ects u B EBpornie oH, 4TO0 pymuTh MO TOKOH

U3 nomy Moero cBUpEIbIM H3TOPKEHBEM

Ho 3n1ecs, mobe3Hple YnTaTeIN MOU

[Tox KPOTKMM € BaMH sl MOHAPXUHU TPABICHBEM

Bek Oyny npesuparb o0bIuau cCuu:

W ceii KECTOKOCTH 51 HE CTpaIyCsl C BAMU
Exarepuna npasut Hamu. (210Kar)
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Bowutcs Besik MeHs, Koib 5 B pykax [apei,
HenpaBenHbIX U 3I00HBIX,

Wy cyneit, TupaHaM cuM MoJ0OHBIX. ;

N300pa3uB 60’keCTBEHHBI 3aKOHEI,

Koropsl napctByroT B EkaTeprHUH BeEK,

Ot koux okeaH Oe3reHHBIX Oar n3tek. (233Karb)

K y6orum u Lapsim paBHa 11000Bb Most. (2Dub)
51 nobpoe chickaTh Bcex B cBeTe Hay4aro, (13Dub)

Yro THI B 3aragke 3araaai,
MHe TO npusITHEE BCETO;
Burts eto no6poaerens. (138Anon)

BborarcTBo ¢ 3HATHOCTHIO YTO MOKET HCTOYATH,
U kpoTocTh ObI YeMy MoOTJIa IPOTUBYCTaTh. (143AN0N)

JIroneit s1 0T CKOTOB CODOIO OTINYAIO,
S1 B Hux mogobue TBopia ux coaepxy (164Anon)

YMepeHHOCTH 51 cO00I0 Haydaro
Koub B Mepy B mmiiie s, 51 BKyc eil nmpumaro. (173Anon)

Korma s e 6u1Baro

Toraa y)xacHyI0 MOT'Y CMHPHUTH BOHY,
OTBepruy Meub BParoB, ux 3100y MOKEHY,
Torma st BO3pallly jKeHe es1 Cynpyra,

A npyra apyra. (215Kar)

The above examples offer an insight into the unique characteristics of poetic riddles in

eighteenth-century Russia. However, one must be careful not to assign abstract or edifying

notions to eighteenth-century poetic riddles alone. Folkl riddles also display important social

function of educating and entertaining children, youth, and even adults: Yro 6sicTpee mbicin?

(Bpemst) (1999), Kto 6ekuT 1 KTO TOHUT, J1Ba 6opiia 6opsarcsa? (Cmepts) (2026), Yero xouemip -

TOro He Kynuib/Yero He Hago, Toro He mpoamb. (MonoaocTs u crapocts) (2047), Hu teno, Hu

nyX,/A ¢ kpeuibsiMu BOKpYT,/K koMy nojeuy -/Kak pa3 Hayuy. (Ym) (2056), B oqHom

kapmane/Boiup Ha apkane/B npyrom - 61o0xa Ha nenu. (Humera) (2068), Ctout 1y6 0e3

BeTBel,/Ha Hem BopoH 6e3 kpbut,/CHs ero uenoBek 0e3 pyk,/Coen 6e3 3y0oB,/Ctan oH Mo
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ropJio B Boxy,/Bona nbercs - He HackiTutes. (I'pex) (2076), Onun 3aBapun,/Ipyroit
namr,/Ckonbko Hit xye6aii,/Ha mo6yio aprens xBarur. (Kuura) (2134)%

The binary opposition between folk and literary riddles is apparent but it is also fluid in its
semiotic processes. There is no single sign that indicates that a riddle is exclusively “folk” or
“literary”. For example, the folk riddle is distinguished by the principle of cosmogony. But there
are also numerous references to death and birth in the literary riddles from corpus:

S1 Bapyr u3 Hu4ero poxxaarch; (1Khe)

He co3man ToT MeHs1, KTO co3mai Bee oT Beka; (2Dub)

IToka cyOuHa MHE He cymuT ymepets; (5Dub)

PoxeHne Moe 0 KOJIb BEJIMKO J1e10!/Pa3pyImuThes OIKHBI Bee Beru Harnepe; (6Dub)
JIvmns BeIIIIA U3 MOCKBBEI, CKOHYANACK KU3HE MosT; (11Sum)

Paxxaaroch Kax0# roj1, ¥ Kaxa0i npemensitock; (12Anon)

EnBa HauHycCh, My K KOHILy nocrerHo s1; (21Rzh)

A kt0 MeHs yObeT,/TOT KpoBb CBOIO TpoJibeT; (22Rzh)

© 0 N o o M~ w DdPRE

Ho Tokmo He TBopell, a ©M coTBopeHa; (25Anon)

[E=N
o

. OauH pa3 poausics, B Apyro pas ymupaio; (27Anon)

11. TeI gaBuIM MHE XUBOT, OcTaBuI 110 cede; (32Rzh)

12. TlomoGOHO Kak Anam Ha ceif s cBeT poxkzaeH; (34Rzh)

13. Poausics MepTBBIM si: KaK CYIIECTBa JUIIYCh,/C TUIIEHBEM BAPYT KHUBA yKE B JPYTON POKYCh;
(40Rzh)

14. He s Te0s poau Thl Moii Ommkaiiimii coin; (41Rzh)

15. Cam B HakasaHbe s cei cMeptr noxesnar; (44Fon)

16. Xuzub mMos morone qmurcs,/Kak npecrany s poauthest; (63Mai)

17. OcraBuruch ke 6e3 HUX OISATh 51 3apakaarock.; (148Anon)

18. Ot marepu poJsich s MaTh CBOIO pakzaaro; (153Anon)

19. Ha BoJIOCKE OJJHOM KH3HB JAEPKUTCS MOs,/ XOTh HET BO MHE BHHBI, HO BemaroT MeHs; (157Anon)

20. Moii co3umaem rpo6 ObiBaet ot MeHs, (161Ant)

21. lns onaro ryouro u camoro ceos (161Ant)

45 . . . .
The referenced numbers are riddles in Sadovnikov’s collection.
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Furthemore, the poetic image of birth or death can be traced to the mythological
juxtaposition of the natural forces of creation and chaos in riddles of non-European origin. In this
regard, the binary opposition between folk and literary riddles is the reflection of the espoused
principle of the riddling genre itself. In other words, the riddle genre is an “eternal genre”
(6eunvrit ncanp) that always retains the cultural memory of mythopoetic origin. It consists of
semiotic layers in which the opposition between material and non-materials objects, natural and
human-made phenomena is dynamic. The “folk” and “literary” are in the uncein the state of

sustained opposition.
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CHAPTER 2

FROM FOLKLORE TO LITERATURE: THE RUSSIAN LITERARY
RIDDLE AND ITS CULTURAL CONTEXTS

The extant handwritten Russian collections of riddles, as well as the other literary
artifacts of the second half of the seventeenth century, highlight the continuation of the
expansion of Russian culture of entertainment during the transitional period (nepexoonoti
nepuoo).*® This trend contrasts with the tradition of the Russian Orthodox Church’s
disapprobation of secular entertainment. Deeming laughter as a sin, the Church felt that folklore
riddles were antithetical or even harmful to Christian spirituality. The notorious examples of the
religious and government authorities’ prohibition of musical instruments or the telling riddles
represented the volatile social, cultural and political situation. The transition of Russian society
into the modern period was characterized by the conflict at the court of Alexei Mikhailovich
between pro-Western “latinizers” and conservative “grecophiles”.

The prominently cited memo (namsams) of the voevoda Rafa Vsevolozhskii, which was
delivered to the prikashchik of Irbit sloboda Grigorii Barybin in 1649, is probably the most
striking example. This memo condemns the telling of riddles. By being vigilant of the immoral
behavior of sluzhilye liudi and peasants, local authorities demonstrated absolute determination
with their expediency to enforce Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich’s order (ykaz). The memo

unequivocally stated that riddling (3aeadwsisams 3acaoxu) was unethical and un-Christian.

a6 Bogatyrev cites Simoni, Russkoe narodnoe poeticeshkoe tvorchestvo (1954), p.207; see also Poslovitsy,
pogovorki, zagadki v rukopisnykh sbornikakh XVIII-XX vv. Ed. Melts, M, V. Mitrofanova, G. Shapovalova (1961)
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The memo began with the testimony of the Tsar’s dissatisfaction: “Bemxomo ne I'ocynapro
YUYUHHIIOCH, uTO B Cubupu, B ToO0sCKy ¥ MHBIX B CHOMPCKUX TOPOAAX U ye3/leX, MUPCKUX
BCAKUX YMHOB JIFOOH, U KCHBI UX U JICTU, B BOCKPCCCHLE U B FOCHOIICKI/ISI JHHU 1 BCIINKUX CBATBIX
BO BpCM4 CBATAro rneHus K ICpKBam boxxuum ne XOHAT, U YMHOXHMJIOCH B JIFOACX BCAKHUX
IIBbAHCTBO, U BCAKOC MATCKHOC 0OECOBCKOE I[eﬁCTBO, TIIYMJICHUC 1 CKOMOPOIICCTBO CO BCAKNMU
6ecoBckumu urpamu...”. Even though the memo’s ordinance did not explicitly outlaw the
practice of telling riddles, the terse allusion to riddles was indisputably percieved as an
unaccepted behavior.*’ The government officials were expected to intervene and reinstate
cultural activities worthy of a devout Christian. The memo was not exceptional in the context of
the conservative period of Alexei Mikhailovich’s reign (although later reversed in favor of a
gradual process of ‘westernization’). Symbolically, Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich’s austere wedding
also shunned merry entertainment. In the same year that Rafa Vsevolzhsky received his memo,
the Ulozhenie of 1649 forbade leisurly activities such as card games, chess or the games of
divination (uepwt 3epuwio). The disorderly behavior, especially squabbling in the churches was no
longer condoned. Conventionally, the year 1649 in scholarship also represents the official

termination of the Russian minstrels’ (ckomopoxu) cultural activities.

47 o
"...CXO,CI,HTCH MHOrune nloan Mmy>CKoro n XXeHCKoro noay no sopAam n B HoOYMN 4apoaencTByroT, C CONNHbIYHOIO Cxoay

nepBaro AHW iyHbl CMOTPAT M B FPOMHOE FPOM/IEHME Ha PeKax M B 03epax KynatTcs, YakoT OT Toro cebe 3apasus, n
¢ cepebpa ymbIBalOTCA, U MeABean BOAAT U ¢ cobauKaMu NAALWYT, U C 3€PHbIO M KapTbl M LWIAXMATbl UTPatoT U
NIOAbITaMM UTPAIOT, U YMHAT BECUMHHOE CKAKaHME U NAIACaHMe, U NotoT 6ecoBCcKMe necHU, n Ha CesaTon Heaene
KOHKM M AleBKM Ha JOCKaX CKayyT; a o PoxkectBe Xpuctose 1 Ao boroasneHbesa AHU, CXOAATCA MYMCKOTO U
YKEHCKOro Nony MHorme ntoam B 6ecCoBCKOE COMHMULLE, MO AbABONLCKOW NPeNecTM, BO MHoroe 6ecoBCcKoe AeincTBo,
urpatoT B 6ecoBcKue urpbl, a B HaBedyepue PorkecTBa XpuctoBa, 1 Bacunbesa aHu, n boroseneHunsa Ffocnoaxs,
KNn4kn 6ecosckme knnuyT, Konegy u TayceH v MayTy; n MHOrMe YenoBeLbl, HEPa3yMbeM, BEPYIOT B COH U B
BCTPEUYto, U B N0/1a3, U B NTUYEN rpal, U 3arafik1 3araZiblBatoT, U CKa3KM CKa3biBatOT HEDbINble, U MPa3aHOCIOBMEM
N CMEXOTBOPUEM W KOLLYHAHWEM AyLUW CBOW FYBAT TaKMMM NOMpPaYeHHbIMKU U 6e33aKoHbIMU Aenamu, U
HaKNaablBalOT Ha cebsA IMUYNHBI U NaTbe CKOMOPOXKCKOE, Mex ceba Hapaaa 6ecoBCKyto KOBbIIKY BOAAT: U B TaKUX
No30puLLAX CBOUX MHOrMe ntoaun B 61yA BNaablBatOT, MU HE3aNHOK CMEPTbIO YMUPAKOT, U B TOW NPenect XpuctnaHe
norubator."
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The reforms of Peter | expedited the trend of secularization and weakened the political
influence of the Church. But the rapid and forceful societal changes did not imply that the
government oversight of the social mores was less vigorous. For instance, in the ukaz of
September 27, 1722 the practice of napoousie 3abaser (folk entertainment) after the liturgy was
de facto permitted, but the sale or consumption of alcohol before or during the liturgy or at the
time of xpecmuoe xoocoenue was strictly prohibited.*®

Folk and non-folk entertainment was revived after the conservative trends were abated.
Instrumental music as a symbol of sinful behavior was rejected in the post-Petrine culture, and,
in fact, has turned into one of the symbols of westernization. The oral riddling tradition, which
never ceased to thrive in local activities, has traditionally continued to occupy its unique cultural
niche in Russian society with a large illiterate population. In the environment of turbulent social
mobility, the secular entertainment was no longer considered “un-Christian.” Despite these
changes, much of the printed literature continued to be censorsed by religious and secular
authorities. For example, in the case of the eighteenth century popular literature (zy6ounas
aumepamypa), all types of literary expressions which were interpreted as morally and spiritually
antithetical to Orthodox Christian values were censored. Snegirev writes: "He moria nz6aButbcst
[3TOro0] MimocTpanms, Kak 3aMe4eHO, OT BIIUSAHUS CTAPUHHBIX CYEBEpUi, IPEIPACCYAKOB U
PaCCKOJIOB, KOM BKpAaJAbIBAJIMCh B HEC BPEMA OT BPEMCHHU ITYTEM NPCAaHUs, UJIN 3aMMCTBOBAHbL

13 anoKpupuueckux ckazanuid. Ho Takoro posa KapTHHKN YHUYTOXAJINUCH MO PACIOPSKEHUIO

o) neprodazhe v vremia krestnykh khozhdenii na kabakh pitei, i o narodnykh zabavakh” September 27, 1722. pp.
117-118. In Kopii s ukazov blazhennyia i vechnodostoinnyia pamiati ego imperatorskago velichestva Petra Pervago,
imperatora i samoderzhtsa vserossiiskago v 1722 godu sostoiavshikhsia, a nyne po ukazu eia imperatorskago
velichestva, gosudaryni imperiatritsy Anny loannovny, samoderzhitsy vserossiiskoi. St.Petersburg: Imperatorskaia
Akademiia Nauk, 1737.
http://www.prlib.ru/elfapps/pageturner2d/viewer.aspx?orderdate=08.06.2015&DocUNC_ID=44942&Token=q+yZ
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IyXOBHOTO U cBeTcKoro HavyanbcTBa." From the “judicial” lubki even the riddles of Solomon
were excluded (Cuerupes 32, 58).

The absence of riddles in popular Russian literature of the eighteenth century suggests
that these collections either did not exist, did not survive, or perhaps were destroyed by religious
censorship. The Church continued to fight all kinds of cultural expressions of superstition
(cyesepue). Local religious leaders then appealed to the supreme authority of the Sinod to inflict
a penalty on the folk traditions of pagan origin (Smolianskaia).

Just like in the Seventeenth century, the literary practice of recording oral riddles or
composing original riddles during the first half of the eighteenth century was still a rare
phenomenon. V. Anoshkina observes that "... 18 Bek - 3To Bpemsi, KOT/1a 3aliCH 3araiok B
3HAYMTENBHOM crenenn GbuH cnydaiine"® Some riddles were included in abecedaries
(azbyrosnuxu) and in handwritten nponucu as didactic tools and not as literary texts. For
example, in the nponucs of 1749, one can find riddles that an anononymous reader recorded
among other religious questions and answers. One of them is the same riddle found in
Sadovnikov’s collection.

“Bomnpoc: IpeBsiH KIt04, BOACH 3aMOK, 3ael] yOeKe, a JIOBEI] yToIIe
OTBeT: apeBsH K04 - MOMCEOB JKe3IT; BOJSH 3aMOK - UepMHOE Mope; 3aell - Mouceit mpopok; a
noBert 3a Monceem - ®apaon, yromne B Yepmuem mope” (Kalachev 15)*°

By the second half of the eighteenth century, pagan myths and rituals were perceived as
innocuous literary expressions of the premodern culture. Even though Enlightenment ideology

condemned modern religious superstitions, in practice the ancient forms of religious behavior

*® The variant of this riddle was also recorded by Sakharov in the first half of the XIX century: “Zamok
vodianoi/Kliuch drevianoi/Zaiats ushel/Lovets utonul. However, the anwers varied too: plotina, rabota, rabota
(#210). See also Sadovnikov: “KHUXKHbIA 3araiku Nonaganau B Hapos, raBHbiM obpasom m3 MNuen, aHuuna
3aTOYHMKa, pyKonucHon asbyku 18ro ctonetns n becegbl Tpex ceatutenein” (Primechaniia, Skazki russkago naroda,
#2067, p. 328.
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were welcomed as a pronouncement of humanity and poetic imagation. In the modern European
society, the Roman and Greek myths became appreciated for their cultural roots of European
civilization. Educated Russians shared this view and to a certain degree tried to incorporate
Slavic mythology into the new social paradigm of secular entertainment. The books of
devination (ecaoamenvuwie knueu) were very popular and were used almost entirely for
amusement (za6asa). This mode of behavior was permissible because it reflected the European
spirit of frivolity and a leisurely activity of popular entertainment. (Anoshkina 19).

Aside a small number of handwritten collections of riddles, there is no evidence of the
circulation of printed collections of riddles in Russia during the second half of the seventheeth
century or the early eighteenth century. This is a distinguishing characteristic that sets apart the
Russian and European riddling traditions. For example, the printed collections of riddles
appeared in Europe as early as the 1500s. The first Russian versified riddle in print, according to
my research, appeared in 1755. The first collection of Russian of literary riddles (in prose) was
published in 1773. As the title of the collection suggests, these riddles were intended to entertain
readers at their leisure: 3acaoku, cryscawust Onst HeUHHA2O PA3OENCHUSI NPAZOHALO BPEMEHI.
Piotr Bogatyrev claimed that Levshin’s collection of riddles was a corrupted imitation of folk
riddles. In his opinion, Levshin failed to demonstrate the clarity, terseness, rhythm and rhyme
that characterize the folk genre (Bogatyrev 207).%

As I have noted in the previous chapter, from Khudiakov’s assessment to the most recent
scholarly remarks by Morozova and Strukova, there has been a general consensus in the
scholarly community that Levshin’s riddles are aesthetically inferior to folk riddles. In some

cases, while in agreement that Levshin’s riddles in prose are literary, some scholars expressed a

>t Zapadov also believed that Levshin’s riddles were influenced by the foreign sources and these riddles lack the
Russian narodnost’ that one finds in Chulkov’s publication of folk riddles in Shchepetilnik.
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less unyielding judgement. For example, Anikin thinks that some folk riddles in Levshin’s
collection have been restyled: “B cOopHuk JleBiinHa nomnasaid 1 HEKOTOPbIE HAPOIHBIC 3arajiKy,
KOHEYHO, B 00paboTaHHOM BHje. >

The printed collections of Russian poetic riddles emerged only during the last two
decades of the eighteenth century. In 1781, Andrei Baibakov (Apollos) published a collection of
versified riddles and answers titled Veecerumenvnwisn 3a2adku co npasoyuumenvhvimu
omeaoxkamu, cocmoswus 6 cmuxax. The second publication of poetic riddles, Cmo u oona
3aeaoka, in my opinion of uneven literary quality, was published in 1790. Despite Khudiakov’s
claim that the frequency of publication of Russian literary riddles in the eighteenth century was
high®® the total number of the collections of riddles (either in prose or in verse) published in
Russia between 1773 and 1799 was rather modest in comparison to the collections published in

Western Europe. According to my research, there have been only five printed collections of

literary riddles published in Russia between 1750 and 1799.

1750-1759 None --
1760-1769 None --
1770-1779 JleBmun B.A., 3araaxu, ciyxaiiye s HOBUHHAro In prose

paszieneHus npasaHaro BpeMenu. M3nansl B.
JleBmmHbIM. - [M.] : Ileu. npu Mmn. Mock. yH-Te,
1773.

1780-1789 Amnomnoc, YBeceIuTeIbHBIA 3arajku, CO In verse
HPaBOYYUTEIbHBIMH OTTaIKAMH, COCTOSIIIIUS B
ctuxax. - B Mockse : B YHuBepcurerckoi
tunorpadun, y H.HoBukonsa, 1781.

32 Anikin considered the riddles from the collection of Cto u opgHa 3aragka and in Kurganov’s Pismovnik as more
typical of folk riddles. Nevertheless, Anikin and others agreed that these were literary riddles. (“6nuke K
HapoAHbIM 3arafikam, Yem TeKcTbl B. JIeBWMHa, HO BCe e M 3TO InTepaTypHOe TBOPYECTBO, a He ¢osbkaop.")

53
(XyasKkos 32) see: “KHuUr c TaKoro poaa 3aragkamu 66110 4OBONBHO MHOTO...”
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1790-1799 Cro m oxua 3aranka. I'.b. - M : Cenarckas tui., Y In verse
B.OxopoxkoBa, 1790

Ortrajaii He ckaxy win JIFOOOBITHBISI 3aTaIKH C A book of divinations
OTrajIkaMu Jyisi cMexa U ymoBoabcTBus. 1790 (coct. | in verse
Borpanosuy, [letp MBanoBuu)

Herckoii roctunel, uiy Yetsipe crta JeBSIHOCTO
JIEBSITh 3araJIoK C OTBETaMHU B CTUXaxX U MPO3€, In verse and in prose
B3ATBIX, KaK U3 IPEBHEM, TaK U HOBEUILIEN UCTOPUH U
13 BCEX IapCTB MPHUPOJIBI, U COOPaHHBIX OTHIM
JIpYTOM JeTel Ut UX ynoTpeOIeHns U MpUsTHAro
HIPENPOBOXKACHUS BpeMeHU. - M : Tu.
A.PemernukoBa, 1794.

Kurganov’s famous Poccutickas ynusepcanvhas epammamuxa, uiu eceooujee
nucobmocsiosue, npedﬂaea}owee ae2uyanuiuli cnocod 0CHO8AMENbHAZ0 YUEHUS PYCCKOM) A3bIKY C
CEOMBIO NPUCOBOKYNIICHUSIMU PA3HBIX Y4eOHbIX U noe3Ho-3abasHbix eewetl (1769), which was
subsequently published as ITucmosnux, cooepaicawuii 6 cebe nayky poccutickazo A3vlka co
MHO2UM NPUCOBOKYNIECHUEM PA3HA20 YueOHa2o u noiesnozabasuazo sewecnosust, falls into a
distinctive category. In my view, it is an anthology that offered Russian readers for the first time
a superb selection of literary riddles side by side with other examples of serious and non-serious
(i.e. entertaining) literary genres. The basic structure of all editions, including the edition of
ITucmosnux that | worked with, consists of two main parts. The first part contains the Russian
grammar section; the second part is an anthology of literary texts.

Kurganov chose thirty-five poetic riddles that had been previously published in Russian
periodicals. In all editions of Pismovnik, these riddles did not have attributions, just as there was
very little information that identified the authorship of poems, especially of minor genres,
published in Russian eighteenth century periodicals. Essentially, none of these riddles had been

written by Kurganov. As Rak notes in his comments to Pismovnik, Kurganov republished riddles
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authored by Sumarokov, Rzhevskii , Kheraskov and others, some of which were modified
slightly or with often unintentional modificatons. It should be noted that Kurganov was a
brilliant figure of the Russian Enlightenment but not an original writer.

Lacking any kind of evidence of Kurganov’s selection criteria, we are left to interpret his
decision to choose literary rather than folk riddles as a cultural mission to expand the literary
tastes of Europeanized Russian literature to the masses. Thanks to Kurganov, riddles and other
entertaining literary texts became phenomenally popular, rendering them ‘folk’ in terms of their
popularity as a leisurly reading activity. Kurganov’s Pismovnik has appealed to readers’ tastes
from various estates (soslovia) and age groups. Some contemporaries attested that Kurganov’s
Pismovnik was the most popular book among literate peasants and provincial readers (Denisov
114; Babushkina 19, 89).>* Its short stories, anecdotes, proverbs and riddles were especially in
vogue. Pismovnik also influenced many nineteenth-century Russian writers.

The influence of ‘literary’ and ‘folk’ elements as modes of cultural manifestations was
bidirectional. The ‘folk style’ emerged as a kind of literary experimentation that expressed the
opposing aspirations and aesthetic views, divergent as these positions have been represented,
among the writers of noble and non-noble origins. Mikhail Chulkov, a popular author of novels
for the masses, and a representative of the non-noble group of writers, anticipated the
contemporary European literary trends that in the 1770’s began to undermine the neoclassical

hierarchical system of genres.

>* Babushkina concluded from the preface to the first edition (1769) and the second edition (1777), as well as from
the publication type (Knigopechatne Morskogo obshchestva blagorodnykh iunoshei) that Pismovnik was a
children’s book “in the form of a grammar with the supplemental material for reading” and only later became a
family reading. The problem with Babushkina’s argument is that Kurganov took stories, anecdotes and riddles from
the “adult” literary journals. Unless it can be shown that the literary riddles in the academic journals, like
Ezhemesiachnye Sochineniia, or the literary journals, like Poleznoe Uveselenie or Vechera, had been considered
“children’s literature” | tend to think that the authors considered riddles as a universal genre that appealed to
everyone (children, young adults and adults).
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In his novels Chulkov rendered the sense of popular culture not only through his veiled
vulgarity or depictions of the lower class life style, primarily in his masterful blend of the literary
and non-literary elements, and of classical mythology and folk proverbs. His novelistique device
also depended much on the use of riddling-like situations, guessing games, and wordplay.
Zapadov observed that writers such as Chulkov and Kurganov indicated the literary tastes of the
Russian merchant soslovie (kyneuyecto) and the lower soslovia. This is true of Chulkov’s
masterful use of popular proverbial wisdom. "3ameTHO# 0cOOeHHOCTBIO CcTHIIs «[IpHUroXxeit
noBapuxmu»”’, observed Zapadov, “sBisieTcs BKIIOYCHHE B €€ TCKCT HAPOIHBIX MTOCIOBUI] U
IIOTOBOPOK, YIOTPEOIAEMBbIX I TOJAKPEIJIEHHSI aBTOPCKOW MBICIIH, B KAUECTBE PE3IOME K
paccyxaeHussM MapToHBbI, B KaUECTBE pa3bsCHEHUSI HEKOTOPBIX €€ MocTynkoB"(3ananos 274—
275). In some Russian proverbs from the nineteenth century, but probably of older origin, there
are direct references to the cultural value of “unriddling the riddles” (pazeadwvisanue 3aeadox).”

Chulkov’s literary stylizations of npocmonapoonocms indicate his antipathy toward
noble authors such as Sumarokov and Kheraskov. In essence, his references to proverbs and
riddles were an aesthetization of anti-literary devices, which paralleled his other satirical
techniques. It is my hypothesis that Chulkov’s publication of the fifteen riddles in Ilapnacckuu
L enemunvnux correlated with the other anti/non-literary so-called authentic texts, such as
recipes for cooking. Nevertheless, my case is not cogent without a more detailed analysis of
Chulkov’s riddles. The accepted view in scholarship is that it was the first publication of Russian
folk riddles in the eighteenth century and a major contribution to the future field of folk studies.

The Russian literary folk style, especially the eighteenth century experiments of

composing popular songs, was a literary relic of its own. The markers of the literary folk style in

>>See Dahl’, V. Poslovitsy russkogo naroda. Sbornik poslovits, pogovorok, prislovii, chistogovorok, zagadok, poverii
i proch. (1862); also see proverb “Vybirai takuiu druzhku, chtob zagadki razgadyval” in Tolkovyi slovar’ zhivago
velikorusskago iazyka V. I. Dalia, ch. IV, Razgadyvat’. (1866)
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poetry were dactylic lines, diminutive adjectives, folk-style ornamental repetitions on the
phonetic and lexical levels, and the typical loss of isosyllabism. All these characteristics are
missing in Kurganov’s or even Chulkov’s riddles. The riddles in Pismovnik, for example, are
characterized by syllabotonic lines with a paired rhyme. Chulkov’s riddles are said to be
recordings of the oral performance, but this hasn’t been proven.”®

As a type of a minor genre, folk riddles are structurally similar to proverbs.”” It is
therefore interesting to consider why riddles did not gain the same level of popularity as the
collections of folk riddles or the literary status of proverbs in the novelistic works. The
eighteenth century novel was especially receptive to proverbs as the manifestation of its “low-
brow” status, but the pervasiveness of proverbs, and even riddling themes, exhibited its
universality in all types of literature of Russian and foreign origins.*®

The old conception of a folk riddle as a cultural expression of the low cultural stratum
with the tensions between ‘culture’ and ‘anti-culture’ can be traced back to the Old Russian

dichotomy of Christian and pre-Christian values. For example, Toporov noted that “B

> According to Zapadov, Chulkov has “recorded” these 15 riddles. 1.[l8a Laps B 30/10TbIX BEHLAX, 041 UM
MOK/IOHAOTCSA, @ OHW IO AAM NOKOPAOTCA. //2. JIeTUT NTuua open, HeceT B HOCY OTOHb, MO/, KOHeL, XBOCTa
yesnioBeybs cMepTb.// 3. Benuko nose PomaHOBO, MHOrO CKOTa poraToro, a ogyH nactyx Monysaweuxo.// 4.
Mopoanna meHAa KaMeHHa ropa, NPUHMMana MeHa OrHeHHa peKa, KOCTM MOM pacnaywm v B rpob He KnagyLum.
//5. NexxnT nocb, NPoTAHET HOC, @ BCTAHET, TaK A0 He Heba aocTaHert. //6. Poautca oT BoAbl, pacTeT OT OrHA, U OT
BOAbl ymupaet.//7. bor He BUAUT, Lapu BUAAT PeAKo, a Mbl 3aBceraa.//8. boapbiHA, KHATUHA, BECb MUP Hadapuna,
a cama Harasa xoauT.//9. KpyrneHbKo, ManeHbKo, Bcemy MMpy MUaeH Ko. (? muneHbko)// 10. /letaeT ntuua
[ONTOHOCAA, HOCUT NAaTbe PYAONKENTOE, a KTO YBbeT, TOT KPOBb CBOO NponbeT. // 11. Bbilue necy, HU»Ke Tpasbl, C
NIeCOM POBHO, @ He BMAHO €Bo. //12. MaTb TOACTa, A04b KpacHa, CbiH Xopobep, noa Hebecbl nowén. //13.
TOHEHbKO, MasIEHbKO, MO BCEMY CBETY CKa4eT, BeCb MMp HapsxaeT. //15. MoyTpy Ha YeTbipex, B NO/AEHb Ha ABYX, a
K Beyepy Ha Tpex.//YepHeHbKo, ManeHbKo, B MOKOW BCKOYMAO, Lapa pasbyauno. Zapadov, “Chulkov” p.277.

> The affinity between riddles and proverbs is provided in Prov. 1:6. Crenshaw in “Wisdom” 242 (rev. repr. 58ff)
(also inin J.H. Hayes, ed. OT Form Criticism (1974), pp. 239-247) argued that some proverbs are riddles in
“disintegrated form” (quoted in Tate, An Introduction to Wisdom Literature... 158); see also Kermode (1979); see
G. Milner “Notes on the difference between a proverb and a riddle” (1975); see W. Pepicello and Thomas Green,
The language of Riddles (1984), pp. 124-5; see R. Petsch’s analysis of Schiller's poem “Parabeln und Ratsel”; etc.

*% Cite collection of proverbs by Ekaterina and reference to telling of riddles during her Volga trip (memoire ....)
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HOBO3AaBCTHBIX TCKCTAaX HC BCTPCUAOTCA COBCCM TAaKHUC CJIOBA, KAK 3arajika, raaTtb, ralaHnuc,
ragarcib, TOrAa KaKk OHH JO0CTAaTOYHO YHOTpe6I/ITeJILHBI B BE€TX03aBCTHBIX TCKCTax. XpI/ICTOC
TOBOPUT NMPHUTYAMH, B KOTOPHIX MHOTOE 0€3yCIOBHO 3aCIyKHBAET ObITh HA3BaHHBIM 3aTrajIKON C
pa3raz[1<0171, HO HUKOT' ZAa CJIOBO 3arajgka HE IIOABJIACTCA B 9TOM KOHTCKCTC. 3ara;[KaM1/1 roBOpAT
Conomon u napuna Casckas, asun u Tapcuc, si3pI4eckue HapH, KpeLibl, BOJIXBbI, U B 3TOM
cJIydac 3arajka, 3arablBaTb, raaTb BIIOJIHC Ha MCCTC. Kor;[a JKC 3araikaMmu roBopsitT
XpUCTUAHEC, CJIOBO 3arajka, Kak rnpaBujia HC MOABJIACTCA WA 3aMCHACTCA YCM-TO boiee
"npumunaeiM” (nputya u T.11.)"(Tomopos 704). This is a valid observation, especially in the
context of centuries of Russia’s officially prescribed culture of religious conservatism. In the
binary opposition between folk and literary forms, the idea of the cultural dichotomy of
Orthodox vs. non-Orthodox worldviews was translated into the contemporary debates around the
value of authentic national assertions of Russianness in the new kind of binary opposition:
Russian vs. European. For a better understanding of the semiotic change of the riddle genre in
the emerging national model of Russian literature in the second half of the eighteenth century,

we should take a more detailed look at the evolution of the Russian model of riddling.>®

> Fairy tales with a Christian element are common in Russian folklore in which riddling is a structural element. For
example, in the Skazka o kuptse Dimitrii Basarge the Orthodox merchant is challenged by a pagan tsar Nesmeiana.
The merchant’s son comes to his aide to solve neck-riddles, saves his father’s life and his Christian soul, and
liberates the tsardom from the pagan faith. As Buslaev noted, the same riddles in the same sequence are repeated
in the apocryphal Beseda, also a popular reading among Old Russian Christian readers. See Buslaev, O literature:
Issledovaniia, stat’i. M: Khudozhestvennaia literatura (1990), pp.55-56. Here and elsewhere | discuss non-poetic
riddling and folklore practices briefly since the focus of my analysis throughout this project has been on the literary
riddles in verse.
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The evolution of the Russian model of riddling

The riddling tradition in Russia existed for centuries as part of the oral culture.*® Some of
these riddles have survived in handwritten collections from the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries while others were recorded in the nineteenth century. Some riddles or riddle-like
questions are found in other oral genres such as songs and bylinas. Bylinas, epic folk songs,
collected in various places preserved the indirect evidence of riddling in the oral performances of
the skomorokhs.®*

The ckazoswiii cmux, which was represented by the oral genres performed during
weddings (toasts, spells, proverbs, riddles, etc.) (Taranovski 382) did not find acceptance among
writers of Old Russian literature. (ITanuenxo 7; Jakobson 21-66). Old Russian readers
encountered riddles or references to riddles in the Bible, in the lives of saints®, in nosecmu, in
fairy tales, and in the zemonucu. However, all these examples indicate that riddles were included
as part of other texts. Old Russian riddles did not attain the status of an autonomous literary

genre. (Tomopos).

% The tradition of telling riddles was a common folk Slavic tradition, which was often depicted as a social activity
among Russians, Ukrainians and Belorusians. See for example Gogol’s Verchera na khutore bliz Dikan’ki: “Ha 6anbl
€C/U Bbl efieTe, TO UMEHHO A Toro YTobbl NoBepTeTb HOramMu M No3eBaTb B PYKY; a y HAac cobepeTcs B O4HY XaTy
TONNA AeByLUEK coBCEM He An1A bany, ¢ BepeTeHoM, € rpebHAMM; 1 € Havana ByaTo U AeNoM 3aMMyTCA: BepeTeHa
LYMSAT, NbIOTCA MECHU, U KaxKAan He NoAbIMET U 1133 B CTOPOHY; HO TO/IbKO HArpAHYT B XaTy NapybKu ¢ CKpbinayom
- NOAbIMETCA KPUK, 3aTeeTCA Wab, NONAYT TaHLbl M 3aBeAyTCA TaKMe LWYTKK, YTO U pacCcKasaTb Henb3s. Ho nyywe
BCEro, Korfaa cobbioTCA B TECHYHO KYYKY M NYCTATCA 3arafblBaTb 3arafKu aM NpocTo HecTu 60nToBHIO. Boxke Tbl
moi! Kakmx TonbKo cTpaxos He pacckaxkyT! OTKyaa ctapuHbl He BbikonatoT! ...” (Predislovie, 10).

' See Bylina Kniaz’ Gleb Volod’evich in Gilferding, A. “Onezhskie byliny, zapisannye Aleksandrom Fedorovichem
Gilferdingom letom 1871g.”

%2 The motive of recognition, which is related to the theme of unriddling, is common in the lives of saints (see V.
Adrianova-Perets, Iz istorii perevodnoi literatury Kievskoi Rusi; I. Silant’ev. Siuzhet kak factor zhanroobrazovaniia v
srednevekovoi russkoi literature (1996), 10, 13; A. Veselovskii, Iz istorii romana i povesti: materialy i issledovaniia.
Greko-vizantiiskii period.

266



Russian oral and written riddling traditions have always interacted with each other. As
we’ve seen before, some oral riddles exhibit elements of book-learning culture (kruorcnas
kyaemypa). Beginning in the seventeenth century, an emerging rhetorical tradition of Western
orientation began to influence the traditional book-learning culture. But the interactions between
the seventeenth century book-learning culture and folk culture did not result in the emergence of
the poetic riddle as a independent literary genre in the manner it had in the Late Medieval
England or during the Renaissance period. In Europe between the fifteenth and the seventeeth
centuries, the connection between folklore and the popularity of the riddling collections in print
was compelling (Galloway 68-105). The influence of the Russian folklore on the first riddling
collections in print is deduced rather than detected.

Why did Russian authors, who appreciated other forms of wisdom, not develop the poetic
riddle genre until the second half of the eighteenth century?®® One hypothesis is that the tradition
of telling riddles was antithetical to the worldview of Eastern Slavs who converted to
Christianity much later than Anglo-Saxon tribes and also rejected Latin influence. The Anglo-
Saxon riddles, for example, demonstrate the mixing of popular and learned riddles (Rodrigues 9).
Aldhelm’s £nigmata, a hundred riddles in hexameters, left an indelible mark on the European
literary tradition. To my knowledge, neither Aldhelm’s Znigmata nor the A£nigmata of
Symphosius, the one hundred riddles in Latin that inspired Aldhelm, have been translated into
Church Slavonic or Russian.

In the Russian Orthodox tradition, the pedagogical materials used for teaching grammar

and reading skills were usually biblical or religious texts. For example, psalms have been

® | have been able to locate only a single reference to XV century Russian “collection” of riddles by Efrosin, a monk
of the Kirillo-Belozerskii monastery; among the belletristic povesti the handwritten anthology contains “Zagadki
tsaritsy Malkotoshki” see M.D. Kagan, N.V. Ponyrko, M.V. Rozhdestvenskaia. “Opisanie sbornikov XV v. knigopistsa
Efrosina” ....; “Pritchi i zagadki s tolkovaniem ... Kiril.Bel. 9/1086 http://expositions.nlr.ru/EfrosinManuscripts
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traditionally used by church authorities to teach basic literacy. Abecederies (azbukovniki), which
often contained proverbs, and ocassionally riddles, also played an important role in teaching
young children literary and religious mores. Already familiar with the oral riddles in their social
environments, children were able to relate their own experiences to the tradition of wise
questions in the biblical story of King Solomon and the Queen Sheba or the story of Samson.
The interplay of the biblical riddling tradition and the oral folk tradition bonds the
Russian and the European cultural experiences. The difference, however, was determined by the
pace of economic, social and cultural developments. As Bryant argues, “[t]he oral riddle is a
simple unembellished puzzle which has been passed down by word of mouth and whose solution
is usually a familiar object, natural phenomenon, etc. These riddles can be found in all societies
at all times in history, but are particularly prevalent in those areas which are technologically
underdeveloped"(Bryant 13). From the view of the predominately illiterate peasantry, the oral
riddle was a natural cultural phenomenon that has also become a form of entertainment. The
Orthodox Church authorities, however, continued to associate most Russian folk riddles with
pagan practice, unless a folk riddle reflected the literary culture of Christian piety and religious
profitability. The Russian authors of Old Russian literature, who for a long time defended the
“dignity” of Russian literature based on Christian principles, also had local exposure to folk
riddles, but the folklore style was rejected in favor of the rhetorics and poetics based on the
monastic Greek-Byzantine model. The conviction that biblical literature embraced universal
wisdom and moral primacy made it difficult and, as one can gather from the reactions of the
conservative elements of Russian society, explicitly inadmissible to cultivate the genre of the

riddle for pure entertainment.
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The antipathy in the Russian Orthodox community toward folk riddles has survived for a
valid reason. Riddling as a mythopoetic device to unveil the hidden benign or evil supernatural
forces had a strong association with the pagan traditions of witchcraft and black magic. The
Eastern Slavic pagan practices persisted for centuries after the Christianization of Russia. The
usage of the terms eananue or caoanue to designate riddles and divinations was common in the
eighteenth century, and to a certain degree even in the nineteenth century. The forecasting of
future events by Russian warlocks (veprnoxnuorcnuxu) with the aid of everyday objects or animals
was considered a form of divination (eaoanue), which etymologically relates to zaeaoxa (riddle)
or the phraseological construction zaecanyme 3aeaoky (to riddle). The pagan tradition of fortune
telling also influenced riddling rituals during the Christmastide. In the beginning of the
nineteenth century, Sakharov noted: "Eie u Tenepp nocemnsiHe 00sTCs BOPOHA U BOPOHBI,
CTpaliaTcCsd NMCHUA KypUuIllbl, CIIC U JOCCIIC B CBATOYHLIX I'aIJaHUAX COXPAHACTCA KIICBAHHUEC 3CPCH
kypamu" (Caxapos 18).

Russian folk riddles, some possibly of Scandinavian origin (i.e. riddled messages, etc.),
lost their pagan mythopoetic meaning over a period of time. Chizhevskii has suggested that
Yaroslav’s riddle-like answer to Sviatopolk to “give honey in the evening” or Olga’s riddling
instructions for the envoys to arrive ather residence by boat are of Scandinavian origin (34-35),
and that these elements reminiscent of Scandinavian sagas were creatively reimagined in the
chronicles.® But the link with the Slavic or Scandinavian pagan past was weakened. Even
though the Orthodox Church emphasized the pagan roots of the riddling tradition, the folk

riddles among Russian peasants functioned as a form of pure entertainment or wordly wisdom.

o According to Susanne Kries, the ON [Old Norse] noun gdta means a riddle, a guess, an assumption. Kries
attributes the idea of a gdta genre to stanzas in Saga Heidreks konungs ins vitra. See S. Kries "Fela i runum eda i
skaldskap: Anglo-Saxon and Scandinavian Approaches to Riddles and Poetic Disguises” in Riddles, Knights, and
Crossdressing Saints: Essays on Medieval English ed. Thomas Honegger, p.143. A detailed comparative analysis is
required to substantiate the etymological and cultural association between gata and 3aragka.
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The example of the literary descriptions of Olga’s riddling behavior in chronicles or the
use of riddling metaphors in other genres of Old Russian literature speak in favor of the concept
of proto-riddles. The literary expression of truth seeking behavior had to reflect the orthodoxy of
Christian faith. Allegories, metaphors, parables and Q&A dialogues were permitted only as
heuristic mechanisms in finding the hidden message of religious spiritual texts.® Both
Khudiakov and Sadovnikov used the following example of the Russian proto-riddling tradition
borrowed from Ionybunas knuea, an outstanding mixing of the folk and literary sentiments of

religious spirituality.

Oi TbI, oMl €cH, HaLll IPEMYAPBIN LApPb,
Ipemynpsiit napes Hassig EBceeBuu!
[Ipoutn, cynaps, kaury boxuto.
OO0®wsBH, cynaps, aeia boxue,

IIpo Hame )xutHe, Ipo CBATO-PYCCKOE,
IIpo Harte xuTHE CBETY BOJIBHOTO:

Ot yero y Hac HavasCs OCIbIi BOJBHBIN CBET?
OT yero y Hac coJiHIle KpacHoe?

Ot yero y Hac MiaJ-CBETEN Mecs?
Ot uero y Hac 3Be3/1bl YacThle?

OT yero y Hac HOYU TEMHbIE?

Ot uero y Hac 30pu yTpEeHHU?

Ot gero y Hac BeTpHI OyifHBIE?

Ot uero y Hac ApoOeH JOXKIAUK?

Ot 4ero y Hac yM-pazym?

OT 4ero HalwM MOMBICIBI?

Ot 4vero y Hac MUp-Hapoa?

OT yero y Hac KOCTH Kpenkue?

Ort uero Teneca Hamu?

Ot yero kpoBb-pya Hama?

Ot yero y Hac B 3eMJI€ LIapH MOLTU?
OT 4ero 3a4auch KH3bI-00PHI?

OT 4ero KpecTbsHbI IPAaBOCIABHBIE?

The simple structure of the above exerpt is characterized by a series of direct questions

about the origin of the natural and social phenomena. These questions are reminiscent of

 of course, this is true of Christian teachings in general, not just in the Orthodox tradition. See: Crenshaw, J.
“Impossible questions, sayings, and tasks” Semeia, #17 (1980), p.19.
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cosmological questions found in the Vedic hymns. The folk style of the riddle-like questions,
however, does not seem to have been translated into the literary conception of eighteenth-century
poetic riddles. For example, the question “OT dero y Hac BeTpsl OyitHbIe?” cannot be said to have
had a direct link to Kheraskov’s riddle despite a similar theme.

The “dark saying,” equivalent of the cognitively obscure metaphor or a narrative
structure of metaphoric complexity, approximates the function of the riddle. But it does not fully
satisfy the equivalent interpretation. In the Old Testament, the story of Nebuchadnezzar, for
instance, functions as a type of riddle. At certain moments, the mystical mode of the story
requires the reader to demystify the dreams of Nebuchadnezzar. The ‘answer’ is provided in the
form of Daniel’s prophetic interpretation. The biblical “dark saying,” therefore, is also a type of
proto-riddle that bonds a riddle with divinations. “I"amanue, Toxe 4to 3araaka. B [Tucanuun
OepeTcs MHOT/1a 32 TEMHOTY H HesscHOCTh. 1 Kop: 13.12 Buaum y0o HBIHE SKOXKE 3epliajioM B
raganun’’(Alekseev 206).

Biblical riddles did not require a reader’s active involvement, such as finding the answer.
Rather, the readers were offered a model of the interpretative skills used to decipher the riddle-
like stories in the Old Testament. The riddle in the story of Samson supports this point of view.
Samson’s riddle was unsolvable because only he knew the circumstances from which the answer
could be deduced. The Philistines did not solve the riddle but obtained it from Delilah, who, in
turn, found out the answer by deceiving her husband.

In the Russian folk tradition, riddles based on the precondition of an impossible task can
be located in fairytales. These types of riddles celebrate folk wit rather than offer an opportunity
to find a solution (Senderovich). The most famous example is the riddle of lvan the Fool. Like

Samson, Ivan poses a riddle to the princess that no one but only he can solve.
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According to the explanation given in Prov. 1:1, wisdom and wit are the fruits of
Solomon’s proverbial acuity. It teaches us to “pazymeTs IpUTIY U 3aMBICTIOBATYIO PEUb, CIIOBA
myzapenoB u 3arafku ux.” The wisdom of King Solomon is revealed in his ability to solve
riddles. The Queen of Sheba arrived to witness Solomon’s wisdom by the trial of riddling
(“ucnvimamas ezo 3aeaoxamu’) (10:1). The art of asking riddles, therefore, was of cultural
significance.

The Queen Sheba’s aptness to try the wisdom of King Solomon also highlighted a unique
place that women had in the riddling tradition. Securing a perilous activity to challenge men
through riddles, female wisdom acquired an ambiguous role in the Old Russian literature.
Buslaev was one of the first to point out the function of riddling in the tale of Petr and Fevroniia
as a typical pre-Christian influence: “®eBpoHust HOCUT Ha ceOe CaMblii OTPEICTICHHBIN XapaKkTep
Bemei neBbl. OHa COBEpIIaeT uyzeca, mpeBpalias KpoxXH CToja B JIaJlaH, WK B OJIHY HOYb
CJIOBOM CBOHMM BO3poIIas u3 BOTKHYTBIX KOJILCB 0obIIIE ACPCBbA. Ona UCHCIACT 60H€3HI/I,
TOBOPUT MYJIPO, U TIPUTOM 3arajkaMu, KOTOPbIs B IEPBOOBITHOM, MU(PHUECKOM CBOEM
3HaYeHUH, 0€3 COMHEHHsI, COOTBETCTBYIOT ceBepHbIM pyHaM' (Bycnaes 34).

Olga’s riddling instructions demonstrate not only her female wisdom but also an injurious
vengeance against the tribe of drevliane. As Demin observed: “/IpeBHepycckue maMITHUKH
BIIJIOTH O 14 B. BHYHIAJIM MPCACTABJICHUEC O TOHKOCTH BJIAJCHHA KCHIIUH A3bIKOM, 00 nx
si3pikoBoM xutpoymun” (emun 100). | argue that later works such as the tale of Petr and
Fevronia, written presumably in the sixteenth century, accommodate the traditional antagonism
toward female linguistic artistry. The theme of a clever woman or a young girl challenging a
male character, usually from the upper social class, by asking or answering riddles, was

frequently invisaged as shrewd and cunning. This is noticeable in the facecias of the seventeenth
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and eighteenth centuries (i.e. “O npuHiie ¢ aeBkoro” (Arkhangelskaia)), in fairy tales (i.e.
“Myopas scena in Afanas’ev’s collection (citation)), and in the tales of Baba-Yaga and
mermaids (pycaJIKI/I)‘66

If female riddling is associated with owcercrkasn xumpocms (female artristry), such as in the
characters of Delilah, Olga, or even Fevroniia, then male riddling is associated with the
competence of prophetic visions. The wisdom of King Solomon, proven among other things by
his ability to solve riddles, was also manifested by his prophetic language. The riddles in the
prophetic language were inspired by the metaphorical language are “dark sayings” of King
Solomon, King David, the Prophet Daniel, and St. Paul the Apostle.®” In this context, devout
Orthodox Christians learned to dissociate the divinations of King Solomon with pre-Christian
behavior. This was the believers’ earnest imitation of King Solomon’s wisdom, even though,
paradoxically, the popular practice of using the Book of Psalms for divinational purposes both in
Europe and Russia went against the official views of religious authorities (Sreznevskii, 13).

The connection between the riddling performance and prophetic sayings represents a
trope of vision in the European tradition. According to Hecimovich, “... the question of riddling
and the process of "seeing" and “knowing" involves the trope of blindness. Oedipus, Samson,
and Democritus: all are riddle-solvers and blindness plays a significant role in their relationship
to “seeing" and “knowing." Derrida takes the subject up in his most recent work Memoirs
d'aveugle: L'autoportrait et autre mines. The pun on mines in the title suggest the underlying

theme of riddling present in Derrida's exploration of blindness in the work” (Hecimovich 9)”.

% See “Baba Yaga's” riddles in Tereshchenko, Byt russkago naroda. Chast’ 7. Sviatki. (1848) p.162-165; Snegirev, .
“Rusalki i Rusalia” in Russkie prostonarodnye prazdniki i suevernye obriady - rusalki and riddles page 8; Ivan
Porfir'ev 171 “V slavianskikh skazaniiakh zagadyvanie zagadok pripisyvaetsia Babe-Yage i rusalkam”

% see: (Sreznevskii, p13)
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The trope of vision as a symbol of cognitive and spiritual awakening is essential in the
context of the Orthodox worldview. In the section “On Thought” John of Damascus expresses
the idea of spiritual blindness if the path to salvation is devoid of thought: “ToT, kTO He oGnagaer
MBICITBIO, TIIECTBYET Kak Obl BO ThMe ..." (Kimmbanos 178).

Orthodox teaching stresses that the physical experience of vision reveals the beauty of the
Christian faith. The concept of “xutpocTs nkoHHOTO MUcanus” traces a cultural continuity from
knuxcnocms (learned literature) to xyooorcecmso (learned art) as the trope of enlightenment.
Simeon Ushakov, a Seventeenth century artist who aspired to synthesize the Western and the
Russian visual traditions, took the trope of enlightenment literally: “mo Tonmuky npot4ymna BuabI
MIPEBOCXO/IUT, TI0 €JTUKY TOHYAE U KUBEE BEIb MPEANPUITYIO BOOOpa3yeT, mogodue Bcex
KaueCTB CBETJICE HpCII”bSIBJI)IIOHIe.”GB

The opposiiton light versus darkness is one of the most common semiotic constructions.
It is especially relevant in the riddling tradition. The ambiguity of human perception is
represented by the opposition of clarity and obscurity in language, but the opposition is not stable
because it is threatened by the interchange of the positive and negative connotations of light and
darkness.

Traditionally, light in Russian culture has a positive connotation. In the Eastern Orthodox
theology, light is a symbol of purity, faith, and God®; it is associated with the path to spiritual
edification’, or a mystical experience. The epithet ceemasui is commonly assigned to angels,
saints, tsars, princes, etc.

The concept of invisible light as a physical presence of the Holy Spirit was part of the

Russian ucuxasm. The presence of light was crucial in the concretization of the golden colors as

% Vestnik obshchestva drevnerusskogo iskusstva pri Moskovskom publichnom muzee, Materialy, M: 1874, p.22
% For example, Tabor light.
7 For example, losif Volotsky’s (1440-1515) book fpoceemumens.

274



a symbol of iconic representation and a source to the invisible world of spiritual blessedness.
Florensky writes: “Caer, ecii 0H Hanbo0JIee COOTBETCTBYET MKOHHOW TPAJMIINHU, 30JI0THTCA, T.C.
ABJIACTCA UMCHHO CBE€TOM, UUCTBHIM CBETOM, 4 HE IBCTOM. HNnaue roBops, BCC I/1306pa)K€HI/ISI
BO3HHUKAKOT B MOpPC 30JI0TOHU 6JIaFOI[aTI/I, OMBIBaeMBIE IIOTOKAMH 00KE€CTBEHHOTO CB€Ta, 3TO
MPOCTPAHCTBO MOJIMHHOMN peasibHOCTH ...” (DropoBckuit 272).

The discovery of the “invisible visible” was linked to the physicality of the Russian
Orthodox icons. Knabe notes, “Cser ... OblT TOI CyOCTaHIICH, B KOTOPOM ISl HCUXACTOB
CANHCTBO CYIIHOCTHU borau MaTCpraIbHbIX HpOSIBJIeHI/Iﬁ BBICTYIIAJIO 0COOEHHO HarjsgHo U
uenpenoxuo.” (Knabe 45).

There are instances when light is interpreted in the Orthodox tradition as deceptive or
even malicious. Grigorii Palama in his 7" Antirittik against Acindin writes about Acindin’s
vision in which Acindin saw light, and in it human face as “crpamnas npenects u 3a06aBa
carannnckas.” - The trope of darkness and obscurity evokes even a stronger sense of ambiguity.

The interchangeability of caoanue and zacaoxa parallels the similarity between the terms
saeaoxa (riddle) and npumua (parable). The similarity, however, does not mean that these terms
are equivalent, as itis implied in the Kuuea npumueti Conomonosuwix: “"Tputun ComoMona,
ChbIHA I[aBI/II[OBa, naps I/I3paI/IJ'II>CKOFO, 4TOOBI IO3HATH MYAPOCTb U HACTABJICHUC, ITIOHATH
M3pEUeHUs pa3yMa; YCBOUTH IIpaBuiIa OJaropazyMus, paBoOCyIus, Cy/ia U MPaBOTHI; MPOCTHIM
AaTb CMBIIJIICHHOCTDh, FOHOLIC - 3BHAHWEC U paCCyAUTCIIbHOCTD, MMOCIIYIIAcT MYJIPLII\/'I 1 YMHOXHUT
MO3HAHUS, U Pa3yMHbIN HalJIeT MyJpble COBETHI, YTOOBI pa3yMeT IPUTUY U 3aMbICIIOBATYIO PEUb,
CJI0Ba MYIPEIOB U 3arajiku ux."

The following illustration demonstrates that the structure of some parables conceals the

structure of a riddle. In Kueso-Ileuepckuii namepux there is a parable that describes a situation in

71
See: MpaBocnasHaa JHUMKAONEAMA, WWW.pravenc.ru
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which a monk arrives to a gathering with a bucket full of sand. The bucket has a small hole, and
as he carries it, the sand falls through the hole spilling onto the ground. The other monks asked
him: “What does it mean?” The monk explaines that his sins also inivisibly fall onto the ground
as he walks, but no one can see them. In other words, his riddling behavior was a tacit but
eloquent disapproval of the monks who gathered to place judgement on another monk for a
misdemeanor.

The riddling element of the abovementioned parable can be missed if the real ‘answer’ is
not revealed. The meaning of the parable is clear — the monks should not judge the sins of others
if they are themselves are sinful. But the riddling element in this parable is the veiled message of
the type of sin. Interestingly, in Chulkov’s entry ‘Marriage’ (bpak) of A6eseca pycckux
cyeesepuil, there is a detailed description of wedding rituals. One of them clearly points to the
symbolic use of the hole in a cup: “Ha npyroii nens cBaap0bI, KOT1a HEBecTa He ObLIa B JIEBKaX
HEJIOMYAPCHHA, TO MAaTCPH €4 IMOJHECCYT CTaKaH C AbIPOIO, U3 KOTOPAro HAIIMTOK IMOTCUYCT, KOTAa
OHa BO3bMET B PyKH, MO0 JIPY)KKa TOJAHOCS € 3a)KMeT OHYIO ckBakuHy nanbiiom” (Chulkov 9—
10). Riddling behavior was an important part of wedding rituals and many ancient riddles from
oral tradition structurally include the obvious answer, usually an everyday object or a natural
phenomenon, but also the veiled sexual connotation. The tension between the literal and the
metaphoric element of the answer to the riddle or proverb qualifies both genres as enigmatically

structured texts.”

> The affinity between Russian religious riddles (see already mentioned “Vopros: drevian kliuch ...”) and parables is
evident in the following answer provided by archimandrite Kirill Florinsky: “egda prosite mia da skazhu vam ne
pritchu, no svezhuiu istoriiu o naseiannykh plevelakh v Rossii? Tako otveshchaiu: seiavyi v nas dobroye semia est’
sam Petr Velikii, selo est’ Rossiia, dobroe semia — synove rossiiskogo otechestva vernii, pache zhe svekh po
prevoskhodstvu i preimushchestvu dshcher’ tsarska i imperatorska Elisavet, naslednitsa prestola Petrova; a plevely
— pod vidom tokmo synov otehestva, veshchiiu zhe porozhdeniia ekhidnina, izgryzaiushchie utrobu materi svoeia
Rossii, da chuzhestrantsy prishletsy, Petrom naseiannykh v Rossii raskhititeli, pravoveriia rugateli, blagochestiia
vkorenennogo v Rossii ot mnogosotnykh let rastliteli i istliteli, pod ukhishchrennoiu politikoiu vsego schastiia
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If we look at the answers from the corpus, there is hardly an indication of the tension
between the literal depiction of the material objects from the eighteenth century and the
metaphoric dimension of sexuality. However, the sexual subtext may be assumed in answers
such nepuartku, mydTa, pyMsiHbl, 1eHbIH, etc. These were the gifts exchanged as part of the
wedding ritual, which is described by Chulkov:

...Ha KaHOHE OpayHaro coyeTaHus NPU3bIBAETCS B JOM KEHUXOB CEMHU HJIU LIECTH JIET MaJIb4YHK, KOTOPBIN
YKJIaJbIBaeT BEIIM B HAPOUHO-KYIUICHHBIH JUIsl TOTO Jap4UK, KOTOPBIM TOTOK Bedepa KEHUX OTBE3ET B
MOJJAPOK HEBECTE, a UMSIHHO: OallIMaKH, ONaxao, Cepry, MPsHKKU, OSNIIb, PyMsIHBL, IEpYaTKH U IpoYasi.
Bo Bpemst ObITHSI ®KEHNXOBA y HEBECThI CUAUT OH U C HEBECTOIO HA MOXHATOIl 11y0Oe, B 3HaK Oyay1ueit
KU3HU Onaromnoxy4yHoii. Ha npyroii aeHp mepes moe3[oM B IIEPbKOBb TOT K€ MaIbUUK, M APYTOH C
HEBECTHHOW CTOPOHBI JOJKCH HEBECTY O0YTh B HOBBIE OallIMakH, ¥ MPoIaeT ee KOCYy 3a TPUBHY WIIH 32
py0iib, TO ecTh uTO nanyT. HeBecTa B 3HaK es1 MOKOPHOCTH NIOBHHHA B [IEPBOM pa3 pasyTh KEHHUXA, IPU
YeM JKEHUX KJIaJeT B CalloTd B IPAaBOM JCHBIH, a B JIEBOM IUIETh; U KOT/1a HEBECTA CIIEPBa 3a JIEBYIO HOTY
IIPUMETCS, TO KEHUX BBIHSAB IJIETh YJAPUT HEBECTY; a €XKEIIU 32 IPaBYI0, TO OTAACT €M IOJIOKEHHBIA
nensru. (Chulkov 9)

In the eighteenth century, the word npumua was used widely, not just in the religious
context. The riddling quality of a parable invited the reader to solve it or to deduce the meaning
from it as if it were a logical problem. In the news story from Kypanmei, we can find the
following sentence: “MapTta B 31 f€Hb ... a UTO Takas NPUTYA OKAKET U TO JA€M YMHBIM JIIOJIEM
paccynutb.”(Ouepku no ucmopuu pycckoul scypuarucmuru u kpumuxu.: XVIII éex u nepsast

nonusuna XIX eexa 12)

By the second half of the eighteenth century, the cultural link between the oral riddling
tradition and traditional riddling in the religious literary texts was firmly established. The

appreciation of Old Russian culture was sustained in the historical period of Russian

” u

rossiiskogo gubiteli” “Slovo v den’ rozhdeniia imperatritsy Elizavety” (1741) in Popov, N. Pridvornye propovedi v
tsarstvovanie Elisavety Petrovny. — Letopisi russkoi literatury i drevnosti. SPb., 1889, kn. 3 otd. llI, str. 7-8.
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modernization. The Old Russian ‘learned’ culture receded but did not entirely disappear. It
melded with folklore, with the lubok literature, and with the new “European” Russian literature.

Through the network of religious academies and seminaries, the ‘learned’ culture,
impacted by the Baroque influences of the seventeenth century, also influenced new literary
trends. The pedagogic programs of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy and the Slavic Greek Latin
Academy had a long-lasting influence on Russian literature throughout the second half of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Trediakovsky’s and Lomonosov’s literary tastes were
initially formed in the context of their received education at the Slavic Greek Latin Academy”®,
Kheraskov’s eight years of writing of Rossiada, too, required a methodical investigation of the
Old Russian oral and written traditions. If Lomonosov’s argument in which he encouraged the
modern readers to read books in Church Slavonic is well known, then Kheraskov’s indication of
his reliance on Old Russian historical resources is in need of a reminder: “IToBecTBOBaTeIbHOE
CHUC TBOPCHUC PACIIOJIIOKHUII 4 HA HCTOpH‘ICCKOfI HCTHHEC, CKOJIBKO MOI' ChICKATh II€YaTHbLIX 1
MUCbMEHHBIX U3BECTHI, K MOEMY HaMepeHHIo moyiexammux...” (Kheraskov 4)

The themes and traditions from the Russian pre-Petrine past, either historically accurate
or entirely fabricated, played a critical role in the formation of Russian national literature.
Sumarokov, Bogdanovich, Kheraskov, L’vov, Radishchev, to name a few, combined their
cultural orientation toward the European literary paradigm with the feeling of national pride in
the Russian heroic past. But the non-heroic aspects of the traditional Russian culture also
captured the imagination of these authors.

The blending of oral and book-learning elements has emerged therefore as a background
of the new cultural paradigm in which the blending of Old Russian and Modern Russian models

and of the eclecticism of Russian and European became a dominant feature of the Russian

7 Lomonosov also studied at the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy in 1734.
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eighteenth century. It should also be said that the book-learning tradition of riddling also did not
escape the influence from the West. Both original and translated works helped to shape the
Russian riddling tradition in texts such as ITuena, Tonxosas Ilanes, Pazymnux, [losecms 06
Axupe npemyopom, [losecmov o Conomone, Ilosecmv 06 Anexcanope Makedonckom (Cenakosa
235).

Even if the pagan element of the Russian folk riddle was not entirely forgotten, the
influence of the Orthodox Christian tradition of “bookish” wisdom on the Russian oral culture of
the eighteenth century predominated. S. F. Eleonskii wrote that “"Cpenu nan6osee
pacpoCTpaHHEHHBIX MPOU3BEACHUN PYCCKON CTApUHHONM MUCHbMEHHOCTH, OJIM3KUX K YCTHOMY
HapOJHOMY TBOPYECTBY, 0CO00€ MECTO 3aHUMAIOT MOBeCTH O Iape CoIoMOHE, MOTHBBI KOTOPBIX
OTPa3WINCh B PA3JIMUHBIX KaHpaxX (POJIbKIOpa: B ObLIIMHAX, TOOBIBAJIBIIIMHAX, JYXOBHBIX CTUXAX,
CKa3Kax, JIETeH/1aX, 3ar0BOpax, 3arajkax, a TakKe B ClieHax HapoHoro teatpa” (Eneonckuii
144).

The contextualization of the folk riddle in the Christian context led to the formation of
the literary riddle. E.A. Bobrov argues that “C BBeneHHEM XPUCTHAHCTBA B TUCBMEHHOCTH
Ha4yaJloCh HEMOCPEICTBEHHOE IPOHUKHOBEHNE B HAPOJ KHMKHBIX 3arajlok. B nqpeBHe-pycckon
JuTepaType ux He maiio (rmoBecTH o Kymue bacapre, 00 Anosuione Tupckom, ckaska o
Conomone, CnoBo 0 311bIX *keHax ). OueHb Oorara Hala ctapas JuTepaTypa 3arajJkaMu o

penurun (Borpocsl ¢B. Bapdonomes, Moanna borocioBa o »KMBBIX U MEPTBBIX, CJIOBO CB.

I According to Ivan Franko a riddle known as the riddle of Lot’s daughter is found only in the Krekhivs'ka Paleia
(p.161). Franko believed that it source was loann’s Zlatoust’s Slovo pro pianstvo which is included in the Greek
historical Paleia (see A. Vasiliev, Anecdota graeco-byzantina. Mosquae. 1893. p.218). The riddle refers to Lot’s
violation of his daughter: “Zagonu zhe stareishaa snu svoemu glshti: tvoi ots mne ots, tvoi ded mne mouzh, ty mne
brat i az tebe mati, ty mne sn i az tebe sestra.” Pamiatki Ukrainsko-Rus’koi movy i literatury. T.I. L'viv. 1896.
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npaseauaro Moanna Cesrurens, Becena tpex cesrureneii” (Bopos 207).”° The relationship
between the oral and the literary traditions was expressed by folklore aphoristic playfulness and
aphoristic artistry of the written Old Russian Russian literature.”® The medieval practice of
blending riddles, proverbs and sayings in religious literature reflected the aesthetic functions
from the Russian Orthodox perspective.

The blending of cultural traditions was a norm rather than an aberration. Remaining true
to their Russian Orthodox environment, the Russian authors embraced traditional religious
values. The “enlightening” element of the modern Russian literary consciousness was the
permissibility of blending not only the oral and literary Russian traditions but also the blending
of the Latin and Russian traditions in ways which were unimaginable, if not blasphemous, before
the 1700s. For example, the mixing of Roman mythology with the traditional Russian folklore
was shockingly baroque from the traditional point of view, but from the perspective of pro-
European Russian authors, this literary eclecticism was modern and even classical.

Bogdanovich’s Dushenka is the most telling example of the hybridization of the Old
Russian folktale and the Latin myth of Psyche into a Christian didactic-moralistic allegory. The
riddling episode in this poem demonstrates the interplay of various traditions. The traditional

use of female wit, which I have already pointed out in the Russian oral and ‘learned’ traditions,

7> With the popularity of romances, legends and tales of rogue characters riddling questions contributed to the
entertaining element of popular literature. In his 1911 essay “Some Forms of the Riddle Question and the Exercise
of the Wits in Popular and Formal Literature”, Rudolph Schevill points out the structural element in Appolonius of
Tyre, used to capture the interest of the reader in the development of the plot. The threat of death as a result of a
failure to solve a riddle was a wide-spread feature in the folktale. Schevill argues that the popularity of riddles in
romances and legends which were especially popular in Europe during the Middle Ages originated in the exercise
of the wits from the Orient. (Schwell, 208-09) This line of argument may be true, but I've also come across
references to the fourteenth century romance Sir Gawain and the Green Knight and Chaucer’s Wife of Bath’s Tale
which do not have explicit Eastern motives (Anderson, 9).

’® adrianova-Perets has pointed out that “"Problema vzaimootnosheniia v Drevnei Rusi literatury | folklora - eto
problema sootneseniia dvukh mirovozrenii | dvukh khudozhestvennykh metodov, to sblizhavshikhsia do polnogo
sovpadeniia, to rasskhodivshikhsia po svoei printsipialnoi nesovmestimosti"p 8 in Drevnerusskaia literatura | folklor
(k postanovke problemy) TODRL 7, 1949, 5-16
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is modified by Dushenka’s reliance on Zephir to solve Venus’ impossible tasks. But the riddling
situation underscores the typical structural composition of a fairy tale. There are three tasks to be
solved, and the second challenge in which she is expected to fetch golden apples is achieved by

her ability, even if it’s not entirely her own, to find the answers to Kashchei’s riddles:

XO0Th HE OBUIO TOTIA JPAKOHOB TaM, HU 3Mest

OpnHaxko cap ceit Op11 o1 cTpaskero Karmest,

KoTopsrii cam Kak cTpax, TeX s0JIOK He BKYIIAT

W HUKOTO OTHIO/B UX €CTh HE JIOMyCKall.

A ecin IpUXOANI TeX A0JIOK KTO MOKYIIATh,

BHauase omkeH ObLI ero 3arajky CIIylarh;

Korpa ke KTo He MOT 3arafiok oTrajarsb,

Toro 6e3 MUIIOCTH OOBIK OH ITOCJIE KPATh.

Benepa Befast CUX CTPOTHX MECT 3aKOHBI

[To xoum BracTByroT Kaiel nnm qpakoHsl,

IMocnana /IynieHpKy HE )KUTh, @ yMUPATbh,
Y100 010K TEX JOCTATh.

Ho kro efi ckaxxeT myTh U OyIeT MoMOTaTh?

3edup — oHa ero ycrena JUIIb HA3BaTh —

3edup el HOBYIO SBHJI TOTIA YCIYTY;

U, 4T00 X0JI0/HBII BETP HE MOT' €€ BCTpeUars,
[IycTuncs c Heil B cell myTh MO OTY;

[lenHyn apeBHE OH KaKylo Bellb CKa3aTh

U xax Ha Bce cnopa Kaiero oTBeqars.

The riddling episode here is entirely descriptive. The riddles are not provided and the
reader is simply asked to acknowledge Dushenka’s riddling performance. According to
Karamzin, Bogdanovich missed an opportunity to showcase his wit because he excluded the
riddles from the poem: “bornanosuy, npusoas JlymeHsky k 31oMy Kaiero, He cka3bIBaeT Ham
€ro 3arajIoK: >kajb! 31ech ObLT ObI Cilyuyail BeIAyMaTh HeuTo ocTpoymHoe” (Kapamsun).
Karamzin’s disappointment is less critical than his reasoning, which gives us a clue as to the
function of literary riddles: the author’s display of wit. It is not by accident that the majority of
literary riddles in Russian periodicals were printed side by side with epigrams. Just like

epigrams, the riddles were expected to be witty and terse.
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Bogdanovich’s ingenious reworking of La Fontaine’s L 'Amour de Psyche et Cupidon
(1699) most likely borrows from the following episode in which Psyche suggests to her sisters

that she will solve the riddle of her husband’s qualities attributed to him by an oracle:

Ce fut le premier sujet qu'eurent les deux soeurs de douter des charmes de cet époux. Elles s'étaient malicieusement
informées de ses qualités, s'imaginant que ce serait un vieux roi, qui, ne pouvant mieux, amusait sa femme avec des
bijoux. Mais Psyché leur en avait dit des merveilles; qu'il n'était guere plus agé que la plus jeune d'entre elles deux;
qu'il avait la mine d'un Mars, et pourtant beaucoup de douceur en son procédé; les traits de visage agréables; galant,
surtout. Elles en seraient juges elles-mémes; non de ce voyage : il était absent; les affaires de son Etat le retenaient
en une province dont elle avait oublié le nom. Au reste, qu'elles se gardassent bien d'interpréter I'oracle a la lettre :
ces qualités d'incendiaire et d'empoisonneur n'étaient autre chose qu'une énigme qu'elle leur expliquerait quelque
jour, quand les affaires de son époux le lui permettraient. Les deux soeurs écoutaient ces choses avec un chagrin qui
allait jusqu'au désespoir. Il fallut pourtant se contraindre pour leur honneur, et aussi pour se conserver quelque
créance en l'esprit de leur cadette : cela leur était nécessaire dans le dessein qu'elles avaient. Les maudites femmes
s'étaient proposé de tenter toutes sortes de moyens pour engager leur soeur a se perdre, soit en lui donnant de
mauvaises impressions de son mari, soit en renouvelant dans son ame le souvenir d'un de ses amants.”’

The folklore motive in Bogdanovich’s interpretation of La Fontaine’s riddling situation
which combines the French pastoral tradtion, in which Psyche uses rhetorical devices to reveal
the hidden inner and physical qualities of a gallant Cupidon, and the elements of the Russian
fairy tale (i.e. meeting with Koshchei, etc.). The French pastoral theme, for example, has been

introduced into the Russian fairy tale from the very beginning:

He nupsl rpoMKuHii 3BYK — YCJIBIIINIIE Thl CBUPET.
Coiin Ko MHE, COIIM OT MeCT, TeOe MPUSITHBIX,
BroxHu B MeHs TBOM ap U pasyM MOH OCMeINb
KocHyTbest cuacTust ceneHuil 61aro1aTHBIX,

I'me BeyHO THI Oe3 Oe/1 MPOBOAUIIG CIIAKHU THH,
I'te mapcTBYIOT 6€3 CKYK BECEIIOCTH OIHH.

The themes of frivolity and sexuality render this folk-like Russian poem in the gallant
style of French Rococo. The gallant style was introduced to Russian culture by Trediakovsky via
his translation of Ez0a ¢ ocmpos no6eu. The long process of the formation of Russian salon
culture also resulted in a curious blend of styles from the Late Baroque, Neoclassical, Rococo
and Sentimentalist aesthetics. According to Klein, the popularity of poetic forms of sonnet, rondo

and riddle fit into the general pattern of the development of the Russian salon culture (Kneita

7 La Fontaine, Psychee et Cupidon.
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42). The literary riddles in the French salons were contextualized by the use of allegories and the
art of recognition of persons from a rather small social circle. This was the cultivation of wit as a
literary performance in the private sphere. There was no place for ill-mannered language or
coarseness. The genre of the fairy tale was also used to cloak everyday reality. In the
atmosphere of gallantry, the pastoral language of shepherds symbolized the atmosphere of the
Golden Age. This was an egalitarian social game in which the members of the upper classes
assumed light-hearted roles of shephards, and non-nobles assumed the roles of princes and
princesses.

The literary genealogy of riddles in Dushenka can be traced to Aleksey Rzhevskii , an
outstanding Russian poet of the eighteenth century. Rzhevskii ’s innovational and creative
poetics are reminiscent of the playful and stylistic virtuosity of the Baroque, Mannerist and
Rococo poets. Irina Reyfman refers to Rzhevskii as a Mannerist poet while Alexander Levitsky
identifies Rzhevskii ’s poetics as the mixture of baroque and rococo with neo-classical features.
Both Irvin Titunik and Irian Reyfman agree that Rzhevskii ’s poetry exhibits the features of
poesia artificiosa. This is illustrated by Rzhevskii ’s acrostics, visual poems, one-syllable poems,
riddles, and playful poems where verses can be read in various senquences (Reyfman 4).”® Even
though Sumarokov, Bogdanovich, Dubrovskii , and Kherskov also penned riddles, these poets,
according to Reyfman, are different from Rzhevskii because they did not produce “shaped
poetry and other exotica”(Reyfman 16).

Reyfman disagrees with Chizevsky, Titunik and Levitsky who believed that Rzhevskii
displayed the poetic practice of a Baroque poet. She argues: “Rzhevskii ’s interest in mannered
poetry was a sign of the existing coexistence of the Baroque and Classicism ... because it does

not address the problem of his sources. Even if we acknowledge that it was ‘baroque

’® Titiunik, 381
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sensibilities’ that prompted Rzhevskii ’s formal experimentation it remains unclear where he
acquired these sensibilities”(Reyfman 16). In my opinion, the obstacle of accepting Reyfman’s
view is that she does not acknowledge the eclectic nature of Rzhevskii ’s Mannerism. The blend
of Baroque and Classicism might have originated from the culture of blending, which, as I’ve
been arguing, was a traditional characteristic of Russian folk and literary practices.

Rzhevskii ’s poetry, indeed, is unusual among his contemporary poets. Its uniqueness is a
mixture of traditionalism and experimentation characterized also by a technique of fusing wit
and lyricism. Because his poetry is so individualistic, it may not ever be conclusively labeled as
either Baroque, Mannerist or Classical. In my view, it is an eclectic type of Russian poesia
artifiosa. In the European literature of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries this type of
poetry was appreciated for its incongruous imagery, metaphors comprised of contrasts and
eclecticism. The European authors of this type of poetry invited the readers to produce an
emotive response based on the enjoyment of intellectual sophistication.

Rzhevskii ’s riddles, just like those of Dubrovskii , Kheraskov and Sumarokov, did not
have a single source of origin. The source(s) of origin that Reyfman speculates is the amalgam of
cultural influences. Among these was the European tradition of Baroque poetry with its
rhetorical tradition, which became native in Russia only in the late seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries. Strictly speaking the European Baroque period was a logical evolution of the
Renaissance trends, while Russia did not participate in the European Renaissance. The Medieval
Russian culture also had its own “baroque” elements, just like the “baroque” cultural trends
coexisted with other more dominant cultural trends in Europe duing the Late Antiquity, the

Middle Ages, and the Renaissance (especially in the late Renaissance, which is often labeled
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Mannerism). It is important to point out that the genre of the riddle in European literature can be
found in all abovementioned periods.

The genre of the riddle, which did not vary much stylistically, at least as a literary genre,
is one of the minor forms that found its cultural niche in both oral and literary societies. This
observation leads me to think that the “baroque sensibilities” that Reyfman is referring is not
limited to the Baroque period. The Baroque period augments the phenomenon, which, for lack
of a better term, is the cultivation of the baroque (i.e. the appreciation of the obscure, of the
riddle, and the paradox).

As a literary genre, the poetic riddle of the eighteenth century was no longer as popular as
it used to be during the Baroque period, but its legitimacy was rationalized and placed at the
bottom of the hierarchical poetic system. In other words, Rzhevskii and other poets who
composed riddles in the second half of the eighteenth century offered a new interpretation of
“baroque sensibilities” through the prism of their own participation in the debates about the
“ancients and the moderns”.” After all, the riddles were an essential part of the Classical world
(the ancients), with their intellectual games after meals.

The question whether the literary riddles of the eighteenth century are Baroque or
Neoclassical, in my opinion, is irrelevant. It should be remembered that the concept of the
Baroque period emerged during the end of the nineteenth century. In the twentieth century the

debates concerning the idea of the Baroque architecture and art of the late sixteenth — mid-

” An analogy of a cultural “bridge” between two different and even opposing worldviews can be found in the
genre of lament (plach). Adrianova-Perets suggested that “"... my naidem nemalo plachei v drevnerusskoi
literature, v kotorykh net takikh primykh priznakov sviazi s poetikoi ustnykh prichitanii, | tem ne menee
ustoichovst' samogo sposoba vyiavleniia nastroenii geroev imenno cherez plachi prodolzhaet sblizhat' dolgo
literaturu i folklor" 11, Drevnerusskaia literatura | folklor (k postanovke problemy) TODRL 7, 1949, 5-16. Similarly,
we can find “baroque” sensibilities in Old Russian literature, for example in the use of acrostics. Acrostics, which
like riddles refer to a hidden message, bridged various periods in Russian literary evolution, especially XVII and
XVIII centuries.
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eighteenth centuries were repurporsed in literary scholarship. The periodization schemes are
useful conceptual tools, but they are also the products of the twentieth century scholarship of
literary history. A sharp delineation between these abstracted entities is very difficult. Therefore
there are many sources for the hundreds of Russian poetic riddles, which include native and
foreign resources. A comprehensive and systematic search for all sources for each literary riddle
published in the eighteenth century is time-consuming, and, as | have learned, nearly an
impossible task.

To illustrate this point, let us consider a hypothetical folk source of Rzhevskii ’s poems. I
have found a curious visiual parallel between Rzhevskii ’s visual experiment and the elements of
visual poetics in the Old Russian tradition. For example, the acrostic Sartor, a Russian
demonological text, survived as a 3aknuHaTenbHas mecHs in the eighteenth and nineteenth
century (Caxapos 98). The visualization of the rombic Abracadabra in the magic song
(uapooeiinas necns) of Russian witches (recited during their flight to Lysaia Gora) is very

similar to Rzhevskii ’s visual experiment:
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In the poem Ipumua I Myaic u scena, this section of the text is in the shape of a romb:

In the parable, the wife’s wit is subversive because she obeys her husband’s instructions
‘not to leave a house’. She follows his instructions literally. When the husband returns home and
does not find dinner on the table he questions her, anticipating a logical explanation. Instead, the
wife challenges him with a riddle: how could she have prepared dinner without leaving the
house? She reminds her husband that it was he who asked her to do the impossible task of buying
groceries at the market without leaving the house. One could say that the riddling situation here
parallels the riddles of the impossible task found in fairtales. Except that the female hero in a
fairytale is capable of achieving the impossible, whereas the wife in Rzhevskii ’s poem
intentionally or unintentionally cannot accomplish the impossible task.

By structuring the poem around a series of questions and answers, Rzhevskii offers a
depiction of a family feud. This is reminiscent of the folk theme in which a husband and a wife
quarrel with each other. The husband scolds his wife: “IloxBanbHO JIb IPUXOAUT HA YTPEHHEH
3ape?” The wife does not offer a definite answer. Instead, she answers with a question of her
own: “Kak mHe ObI He X0nuTh,/I'1e k x5e6 mocratu?” The infinitive docmamu (to get) has a
double meaning. It can also be understood as ‘earned’, hinting at the husband’s financial
inadequacy and the necessecity of her paying the bills (possibly by her prostitution). It is unclear
if this is true since the parable is comic rather than satirical. The wife’s obedience ("xena

287



npukassl HaOmonaeT") upholds the semblance of moral behavior, but, as a result, leaves both
without a meal.

The parallelism between Rzhevskii ’s visual playfulness with the shape of a romb and the
visual shape of the waponeiinas necast may have been entirely accidental. Was Rzhevskii
perhaps influenced by a poem published in a foreign periodical? | searched carefully through all
issues of the Mercure de France between 1730 and 1799. Rzhevskii ’s poem was published in
1761. | found only a single riddle in the January 1766 issue of Mercure de France which also
appears in the shape of a romb. Obviously, Rzhevskii ’s poem preceded the French riddle, but
the fact that the shape of the romb can be found in a French literary journal and in the Russian
magic song (uapooetinas necnst) confirms that the defining structural characteristic may exist in
various traditions and does not have to be in close cultural proximity.

My observation that Rzhevskii ’s parable ITputda I Myx u sxena is structured like a
riddle echoes Gukovskii analysis of Rzhvesky’s four poems: Jlrwbosnux, [lopmpem, Ona
(Bceuacno nyx mytures...), Conet (ILY., 1, , 184) (Gukovskii 174). Gukovskii argues that
Rzhevskii projects the riddle on other genres. The literary devices that Rzhevskii uses in his
riddles and in the riddle-like poems are calambours, repetitions, and antithesis of its parts
(Gukovskii 179). Here, Gukovskii points to one of the main characteristics of the literary riddle
— a sequence of physical descriptions:

Becbpma mpuMeuatensHO Ciieyrolee 00CTOSTENLCTBO: CTUXOTBOPEHHE «JIF0OOBHUKY, KaK U €ro
MIPEAIIECTBEHHUKH, HATICAHO TI0 TUITY 3araJIOK; MOIBEM COACPKUT TIEPEUNCIICHIE TPU3HAKOB HE
cocTosiHuS, a mpeameTa. [Ipu 3ToM HUCXO0XKIeHHE HE 3aKIltoyaeT 0ojiee OTTaKH; OHO HAYMHASTCS
BO3IJIacOM H, Jaljiee, JaeT HOBBIM npu3Hak. Pasrajka, Ha3BaHue MPEAMETA, OIUCHIBAEMOTO B
CTUXOTBOPEHMH, JIaHO JIUIIb B 3arjiaBuu ero: «JIro0oBHuK». Clie10BaTeIbHO, OCICIHUH Al CAe/aH U B
STOM OTHOIIICHUH; aHTOJIOTHYECKOE CTUXOTBOPEHHE, ITOCTETICHHO MPUOIMKABITICECS B TBOPUECTBE
P>xeBckoro Kk 3arajike, OKOH4ATEJIFHO CIIMIOCH C HEIO.
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Gukovskii ’s discussion of Rzhevskii ’s riddles is the most detailed I have found thus far

in which the characteristics of the Russian riddle in verse are succinctly summarized. These are:

Anithesis-oxymoron is one of the main literary devices of the genre. Example: 51 Bapyr ¢
CBOMM KOHIIOM Oepy cBoe Hayaio, / Uto O6e3Hauanue Moe yx okoHvano,/ Y mpupariascs
Tepsroch BMecTe 5. / C MpuOBITKOM BAPYT pacTeT U Tparta 3aech Mos» («Ex. Cou.», 1759,
I, 189)

Parallelism between one or more pairs of antithesis-oxymorons. Example: Poaurens
MOJIJIOCTh MO, MaTh CMEPTHBIM Jap HeOec, / X03s51uH MO Tepoil U TIEpBBIN APYT MHE Oec.
/ S acTo 3maHusl OTPOMHBI CO3HIat0, / I 9acTo Topoabl BenuKu pa3opsio» («C. U.»,
731); Example 2: Bcex OBITHOCTh HAIIUX JeJT U HAIUX Ojar BeHell, / ICTOYHUK B CBETe
351a ¥ TOOpBIX e TBopel], / To6oro MbI OexaM u ropectsiM noaBnacTHel; / Ho Obutu 6 6e3
TeOs Ha cBeTe Bce HecuacTHbI». Example 3: «ThrI 51, a 1 ecMb ThI, MBI IBO€ U o1uH, / Het
CXOXeH Hac ¢ TOOOW Ha cBeTe HUYEBO, / 1 po3HUIIIBCS cO MHOU ThI OoJiee BceBo; / He s
T€0s1 poInJT; Tl MOU Omrkaiimeit ey («CB. Y.y, 732).

Lexical repeitions or lexical leitmotifs.

Riddling Divinations

In 1790, an anonymous author published a book titled Omeaoaii neckaorcy, unu

JIrobonvimuvis 3a2adku ¢ omeadkamu 0ns cmexa u yoosonscmausi. This was a book of amusing

divinations organized on the principle of chance. The reader was instructed to choose a riddle

and roll dice in order to obtain a letter from the appropriate chart. The letters used for divination

were arbitrarily matched with the list of answers to the riddles. The answers contain a typical
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medley of natural phenomena and everyday things: Air, Fire, Wind, Painting, Bottle, Drinking
glass, Mirror, Violin, Furcoat, Shirt, Tongue, Eyes, One Eyed Man, Rye, Grape vine. Only a
single answer is an abstract notion (Virtue). Each riddle is matched with an answer via a
reference to a celestial body or a horoscope sign: Sun, Moon, Mars, Mercury, Jupiter, Venus,
Saturn, Aries, Taurus, Gemini, Cancer, Leo , Virgo, Libra, Sagittarius, Scorpio, and Capricorn.

Although folk divinations remained part of Shovetide festivities, by the eighteenth
century divinations lost its religious pagan meaning. Both in the folk communities and among
the upper social class, divinations represented fun and amusing activities. For the European-
oriented Russians, divinations, as a type of game, were also a fashionable trend. Like other
fashions, these cultural imitations signaled the differences from traditional folk divinational
practices. The incorporation of the concept of virtue as one of the answers in the book Omeaoaii
neckaoicy ... suggests that the Europeanized Russians considered divinations also as part of
leisurely activity.

In the eighteenth century, the Russian word eaoanue and its derivative eadamenvro had
four meanings: the act of predicting the future, a riddle, an allegory, and a hypothesis:

1. an act of deviation: Ine podob’sia tem vo drevnosti zhretsam, Kotorye na nutr v
gadaniiakh vzirali, A v prorecheniiakh bez miloserd’ia vrali. (Poety XVIII v. I 348)

2. ariddle: Po vremeni zhe tsariu egipetsku prislavshu nekaia mudraia gadaniia [po
togdashnemu tekh mest obychaiu] k tsariu vavilonskomu, ili by ta razreshil, ili dan’
dal. (Pritchi Esopovy 1712 p.74] Nichim zhe, radi velichestviia svoego, ne opisannyi
Bog, v maloi tvari v gadanii, i zertsale zritsia. (v izmen. tsitate, Politikolepnaia
apofeosis ... M 1709; Goriachest” Marii v vere znachitsia: iazhe eliko verovala, ezhe

est’ v zertsale 1 gadaniikh. (Buslaev, Umozritelstvo dushevnoe, opisannoe stikhami
... 1734, 29)

3. anallegory: Ty ... skrytno, vysoko, gadatelno govorish. (Novoi leksikon na

frantsuzkom, nemetskom, latinskom, I na rossiiskom iazykakh, perevodu assessor
Sergeia Volchkova. 1755-1764 ch.1-2 — p. 862 ch 1)
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4. a hypothesis: mysl” moiu nesu v stranu nevedomuiu i ustremliaiusia v oblast’ gadanii,
predpolozhenii, sistem. (Radishchev, O cheloveke, ego smertnosti i bessmertnosti.
chast 2-3. Sm. Radishchev Sobranie ostavshikhsia sochinenii, 1806-11, ch 1-6)

The popularity of the literary aspect of divinations is evidenced, to mention just a few
books in Russian, by an anonymous author who translated from French I"aoamenvusiii cnocob,
cmuxamu (1768) and Sumarokov’s Jlob6osenas cadamenvhas knusicka (1774). The hybridization
of folk and educated type of ludic practices gained enormous popularity. Sopikov noted that the
extant copies of ragarenbHbie KHHXKH (oracles, etc.) have demonstrated wear and tear (Sopikov
66).

Sumarokov’s little book was in such great demand that all 1,200 copies printed by the
printing press at the Academy of Sciences were immediately sold out. T. Abramzon, a scholar
who studied Sumarokov’s Jliob6osnas cadamenvras knudscka, defined it as “KynbTypHBINA THOPU:
IneéyaTHasd KHUTa, COCTAaBJICHHAA aBTOPOM M3 IUTAT €ro K< Tp&ll"CJlHﬁ, npeaHazHauCHHas JJId
T000BHOTO pa3BlIeueHUs, IO PopMe TaIaHusl C UTPATHHBIMH KOCTSIMU M TaONMUIIEH C YUCIIaMHU
AJIg OMMPEACIICHUS BBINIABUICTO IPEACKa3aH . Kaxk BUIMM, KHHKKA BIIMCHIBACTCA B HECKOJIBKO
PA3IIMYIHBIX KOHTCKCTOB, CYHICCTBYIOINX €CJIM HC aBTOHOMHO, TO OUCHL CaMOCTOSATCJIIBHO,
KOTOPBIE BIIPYT, O BOJIE TI03TA MEPECEKINCh U 00pa30Balid «HEUTO 0c000e»” (AOpamM30H 11).80

The cultural application of divinations was diversified in the Russian society focused on

learning. The act of divination, for example, was applied as a pedagogical method in

¥ To me SumarokoVv’s /lio6osHas ragatenbHas KHUXKKa suggests a cultural link with the Orthodox folkloric tradition
of Konagku and macanHuYHble necHu. During the carnival-like periods before Christmas or after Lent songs, young
girld played the games of fortune telling in which a life partner was guess using riddle-like themesSee Ukrainian
koliadka “Da i zbigla, zbigla s polia storozha...” in Hrichenko,B. Etnograficheskie materialy sobrannye v
Chenigovskikh i sosednikh v nikh guberniakh... [ ], Russian maslinichnaia pesnia in Narodnaia kul’tura Sibiri, vol 12-
14. (2003) page 120
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Magnitsky’s Arifmetika. Magnitsky had incoroporated the “fortune-telling method”
(eaoamenvuwiti cnocobd) as a type of a mathematical exercise. Another example of “enlightening”
principles of learning about the physical and natural phenomenon can be gathered from the
article “I"'amarenpHas manouka win BonmeOHoii pyT” in the Magazin natural 'noi istorii
(1790)%!

Curiosity and critical thinking mixed with fun and entertainment. The satirical spirit of
the 1760s and 1770s cultivated a balanced approach to the cultivation of reason and the
condemnation of social ills, prejudices and injustices. It was a strange cultural game of its own in
which religious prejudices, including religious folk divinations and witchcraft, were labeled as
reactionary while the same forms of disapproved behavior were reenacted on the stage or in the
salons either in the satirical mode or simply as a ludic activity.

It is not simply a matter of coincidence that the literary riddles appeared first in the
Russian periodical literature. The short-term endorsement of satirical journalism was justified by
the necessity to combat social ills, of which superstitions have been the most recurring derision.
Secular entertainment was cultivated in the context of the leisurly European activities, in which
wit and wordplay played a central role. The satirical stance, too, had to be gallant since Catherine
II’s official position was to berate those who were critical of concrete attacks, such as the critical
stance on the issue of serfdom, or of personal attacks. The official policy encouraged a ludic
rather than a political type of critical thinking.

The riddled concept of virtue in Omeaoait neckaorcy is just one example of many literary
riddles published in Russian periodicals that point to the principle of rationalized irrationality

used to harmonize social tensions. The literary riddle was a ludic type of activity that

® The article “Gadatel’naia palochka ili Volshebnoi prut” is published among adjacent article like “Plavitel’nye
gorshki”, “Peregonka”, “Perezhzhenie, Prevrashchenie v izvest’” etc. see Magazin natural’noi istorii, chast’ IX, 1790.
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incorporated irrationalism and the complexity of cultural trends in a way that was non-
threatening and fun.

I'HycHa 31m0/€10 )KU3HB MOS,

OH c 3710CThIO Ccep/lLie Haros,
Bceerna Bezae MeHs IOHOCHT,

Yem cThI ceOe U MHE HAHOCHT,
IToabauu, kprouKoaeH,

Cymue Mou 370/1eH,

Pazpi BeCch TOCCOPUTH CBET:

1o TOBO UM HYXZBbI HET,

[IpaB 11 KTO Wb BUHOBAT,
[InemsiHHMK OyAeT 1 uib Opart,

K cyny ¢opmansHOMy moamenst

W Tsoxymumxcs BAPYT OOJIETIST.

o tex mop OyayT UX CyIUTh,
[Toxa HENmB3s OyAeT yInuTh

WM nenexex U3 X KapMaHa;

A TaM ... KpoMe HakJaay u oOMaHa,
Hwu ToT HIDKE ApyTOii HEOYAET TpaB:
TakoB TO AyX, TAKOB MOIBSYNX HPAB:
HyxHee neHbru um, 4em A,

U pns Toro Hora mos,

ITocemas mOMEI BceX,

SBs Be31e cobop yTex,

Hx TosbKO mocemniaTh OOUTCS,
J1a0b1 B MOKOSIX UX HE OYEPHUTHCS.

The European and Russian contexts of the literary riddle

As we have seen, Old Russian riddles or riddle-like questions have been structurally
incorporated into non-poetic genres.®” The cultivation of Russian riddles in verse occurred not

until the second half of the eighteenth century. But there were few poetic riddles published in

8 As archeological findings at Novgorod attest riddles were written down either for pleasure reading or
memorization already in the early period of Russian history — approximately between 1360-1380 (M.
Rozhdestvenskaia. “Novgorodskaia gramota - #10 — apokrificheskaia zagadka?” in Berestiannye gramoty: 50 let
otkrytiia i izucheniia (2003) — “est’ grad mezhdu nebom i zemleiu, a k nemu edet posol bez puti, sam nemoi, vezet
gramotu napisanu (Noev kovcheg); Zagadki tsaritsy Malkotoshki and Zagadki Samsona Manoeva syna are
documented in Efrosinskii sbornik (22, 114); if we expand our definition of Old Russian riddle to pritcha-zagadka
then the appreciation of the riddling tradition in Old Russia should be investigated more broadly (see sbornik
Drevnerusskaia pritcha, 1991).
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Russian periodicals between 1755 and 1800. Considering the frequency of riddles and
logogriphes in European periodicals such as the Mercure de France, Russian eighteenth-century
periodicals published rather irregularly literary riddles (in verse and in prose).

If the idea that the Russian literary riddle was a concerted effort of Russian authors to
imitate the Russian folk riddles, oversimplifying the evolution of the genre, then the thesis of
transplanted European riddling tradition to Russia is also an overemphasized view of Russia’s
westernization (Mathewson). Indeed, in the context of Russian-European literary connections,
Russia’s cultural orientation was politically predetermined by reforms of Peter I, which
continued to be implemented by the progressive elements of the ideologically split society. By
the 1750s, the orientation of Russian literature on Western models became irreversible as
Western literary genres, especially in Sumarokov’s popular experiments, were either
(re)introduced or widely popularized. Like many other European literary genres, riddles in verse
were considered to be borrowed from the European literatures.

Marginal as it was, the modern scholars agree that the literary riddle reflected the spirit of
the times. “CoBepIiiieHHO HOBBIM JIJIs1 JIMTEPATYPHI )KaHPOM OBLITH 3arajku. PaccBeT aToro xanpa
MPUXOAUTCS Ha BTOpYIO nosnoBuHy 1750x rogos - Hauano 60x ronoB” (Hukonaes 428).
According to this view, educated Russians imitated the tastes of the Europeans who cultivated a
cultural appreciation of the simple and pure village life. Just like the peasant songs and proverbs
in the idyllic setting of the Golden Age, the folk riddle was reimagined in Russia during the
period of Enlightenment under the reign of Catherine 11.

In another opinion, the idea of imitation and borrowing is qualified that under the
influence of Rousseau’s ideas and the rise of the Sentimentalist movement, the Russian authors

were influenced by the European discovery of folklore. This is certainly true, but this fact alone
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does not conclusively indicate the origin of the Russian literary riddle in Sentimentalism.
Azaidovskii, for example, reminds us that “"[¢]onbkiiopu3m 18 Beka HE B KOEM CITydae HENb3s
CUNUTAThb CAWHBIM U LCJIBbHBIM: OH IMPOMICII B CBOCM PA3BUTHU YCPE3 psAd 3TAIIOB U ITPOTCKAJ 110
pasHbIM corpanbHbIM pyciaam" (46). Folklorism in European literature was an international
phenomenon and it would be hasty to attribute the genesis of riddle in verse as a poetic genre to a
single source.

The literary process, in which eighteenth-century Russian writers and translators
borrowed from a range of European literary genres, was not mechanical. Even though there was
an element of arbitrariness and a degree of peculiarity in choosing translations, especially in the
first half of the eighteenth century, the task of translating European and non-European works into
Russian has been overall a thoughtful undertaking. From the European point of view it was
eclectic, which it was, but eclectic in a non-pejorative sense.

In the case of the genre of the riddle, I did not find evidence that Sumarokov, Dubrovskii
, Rzhevskii or Kheraskov translated the riddles from the Mercure de France. Even those riddles
which were translated either from Mercure de France or other sources, the degree of variations
between the original French riddle and the Russian translation is significant enough to claim that
it was a literary adaptation rather than a translation.

Furthermore, the literary adaptation process has permitted Russian authors to
contextualize the genre in the new Russian setting. The Europeanization of literary forms
demanded the institutionalization of cultural spaces, such as a salon, where the Russian nobles
could cultivate the European types of social behavior.

Social and cultural differences hindered a direct ‘transplantation’ of the genre of the

literary riddle from France to Russia. In France, for example, the readers of and contributors to
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the Mercury Galant (a precursor of the Mercury of France) ranged from the urban upper and
middle classes to the provincial middle classes who imitated the literary tastes of Paris. As it is
clear from the following excerpt from a reader’s letter to the editor the appreciation of the
literary enigmas was a widespread phenomenon: “Il n’est pas plutdt arrivé en ce pays-ci, qu’on
se I’arrache des mains pour le dévorer. Ensuite on se caballe pour les énigmes ... Je suis au de
ces impatients lecteurs, et j’attends avec empressement le premier qui viendra pour m’dter
I’inquiétude que me donnet les enigmes du mois de juin. La premiére m’a fait réver plus d’un
jour (Mercure Galant, July 1678, 211).

The formative years of the literary riddle as a cultivation of gallantry and a type of wit
appropriate for the company of women spanned from the Renaissance to the Baroque period.
The “democratic” character of the French salon as a cultural institution that opened doors to the
non-aristocrats in time was carried over to the reading communities of the Mercury Gallant (and
later the Mercury of France), and other major literary publications. The literary section Pieces
Fugitive en Vers et Prose almost entirely consisted of non-professional writers. These were
nobles, clerks, doctors, lawyers, abbots, students and anonymous educated men and women from
the urban and provincial centers who published, often of mediocre literary quality, odes, epistles,
chansons, epigrams, cantatas, madrigals, sonnets, bout-rimes, enigmas, logogriphs, charades, and
so on. In contrast, the literary pieces in Russian periodicals were authored by professional (in the
Russian eighteenth century context) writers and translators like Sumarokov and Novikov, semi-
professional writers (for example, Kheraskov, Rzhevskii , etc.), or aspiring young people from
the Moscow University and other educational institutions. The process of “democratization” of

Russian literature also began to occur in the second half of the century, but it was quite different
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from the French situation. The literary production of Chulkov and Emin, for example, even
though oriented towards the popular consumption of literature, was anti-gallant and low-brow.

The frequency of contributions that the average reader sent to Russian periodicals was
very small. Some of these reader’s contributions, such as letters or literary poems, perhaps were
even fabricated by an editor who often times was all three: a contributor, an editor and a
publisher.

If one looks at the stylistic features of the enigmas published in the European journals in
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it is telling that the genre of the literary riddle did not
alter significantly. For this reason, the classification of these riddle-poems as either “Baroque” or
“Classical” is problematic. The classification of Russian literary riddles in verse as either
“Baroque” or “Classical” would also muddle rather than clarify the conception of this genre by
the Russian audience. It is more likely that contemporary Russian readers borrowed the idea of
opposition between the “ancients” and the “moderns.” Since the term “Baroque” was not part of
the Russian cultural paradigm in the eighteenth century, to this day it is not entirely clear where
the aesthetic boundaries lie between European Baroque and Neoclassicism. Strong opinions
concerning the aesthetic tastes of obscurity and clarity did not necessarily elicit the term
“Baroque”. It is, therefore, unavailing to categorize Trediakovsky, Kantemir or Lomonosov, or
even Sumarokov and Derzhavin as either Barogue or Neoclassical with any degree of certainty.

A second issue of concern regarding the genesis of the Russian riddles in verse in the
eighteenth century is that there was a lack of discussions about the genre of the riddle and a
scarcity of prefaces to the collections of riddles. In the Western European collections of riddles,
prefaces played an important role in offering both a historical and a theoretical overview of the

genre. | have attempted to reconstruct the cultural context of the evolution of the Russian
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literary riddle in verse, but due to the scattered nature of the original materials and secondary
literature on this subject, my work introduces one of many approaches to the tradition that did
not entirely disappear and continued into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Thus, additional
research in this underexplored field is necessary.®

A third point needs to be accentuated: not all European poetic genres were adapted by
Russian authors of the eighteenth century. My initial research focused on the genesis of Russian
macaronic poetry in the early nineteenth century. The most famed as well as the least studied
author of Russian macaronic poetry, Ivan Miatlev, reveals a fascinating connection with the
satirical literature of the eighteenth century. The cultural link between the last quarter of the
eighteenth century and the first quarter of the nineteenth century is also manifested in the
progression from satirical poetry of Ivan Dolgorukov, including his first ever Russian
experiments with macaronic poetry, to the pioneering satire of Miatlev’s Cencayuu u 3amevanus
2ocnoorcu Kyporwrkosoti 3a epanuyero, dan i1'>mpanoice.

The macaronic language of Miatlev’s long poem, a humorous blending of Kurdiukova’s
French and Russian languages, is the most anti-gallant type of social behavior. In some ways it is
also the satire on the riddling tradition of the eighteenth century. The reader is expected to
understand the meaning by solving the obscure and incomprehensible linguistic constructions.

The connection between the riddle and the macaronic poem is also implied in the aesthetic

| have excluded the discussion of the genre of the literary riddle in prose because of my limitations of resources
and time. The history of the genre of the literary riddle in verse and in prose requires continued research which
should help us to aggregate translations, prefaces, literary manifestos, personal correspondence, memoirs and
testimonies. To me it is clear that the Russian authors developed other major and minor genres to a greater degree
than the genre of the literary riddle. As a result, genres like the epic, ode, drama, panegyric and lyric poetry have
been more vibrantly studied in the scholarly community. | hope my work will demonstrate the importance of
studying marginal genres like the riddle in order to offer a more complete understanding of the opposition
between “serious” and “non-serious” literary genres in the 18" century Russian literature.
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orientation of both. The riddle too was considered a humorous genre, demanding the reader’s
application of wit and a sense of humor. That riddles induced laughter is evident from the titles
of the collections and riddles about the riddle:

B npoTrBopeunsix HepeaKo s CKPbIBAIOCH,
W3 comnerenus nogobuit cocToro,
Hesenomoii criepbBa Ha CBET s MOSIBIIAIOCH,
Ho TaiiHy y3HaIOT Ipu cMeXe BCKO MOIO.

It was a long cultural process in which laughter as sin evolved into laughter as an
expression of humanity. The gradual separation of religious and secular spheres led to
acceptance of laughter. Horace’s principle of dulce et utile proved to be the most influential idea
which not only justified leasurely activities, including laughter inducing comedies, but also little
pleasures, such as solving riddles. The blending of pleasure and usefulness meant that the social
vices like card games, gambling, and dandyism, pleasurable as they were, did not satisfy the
balance of the Horatian formula. The usefulness of the pleasurable activity was contextualized by
the philosophical ideas of Russian enlightenment — the mental and spiritual advancement of the
soul (myma).

The adaptation of European literary genres was guided by the principle of enlightenment
rather than a strict adherence to the particular literary school of thought. The acrimonious
disagreements in regards to the literary style or literary models on the basis of the virtues of
clarity and non-clarity demonstrate the strong intent of using literature as a tool for social
progress. Limited by time and resources, the choice of translations or imitations was rationalized
using the principle of utility but also pleasure. Especially in the second half of the century, the
pedagogical ideas of writers like comtesse de Genlis emphasized the value of educating children

by encouraging curiosity and the pleasure of discovering knowledge.
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Guided by the European aesthetic prescriptions as well by personal convictions, Russian
authors either ignored or denounced “non-useful” readings. Voltaire, for example, had dismissed
the genre of macaronic poetry as a sign of bad taste. Even though the macaronic genre survived
into the eighteenth century, it was no longer considered “useful” as a type of satire. The satirical
literature had oriented itself to the literary tastes of Voltaire himself, and especially the satirical
styles of Richard Steel, Joseph Addison, Jonathan Swift or Samuel Johnson.

Unlike in the macaronic genre, the satirical element did not predominate in the genre of
the literary riddle, neither in the European nor in the Russian literature. However, it does not
mean the riddle in the eighteenth century was homogeneous: it contained folk and learned
elements; some riddles were satirical or didactic; the range of poetic forms was much greater in
the European tradition, but there were also signs of experimentation with meter and rhyme in
Russia.

My analysis of the Russian tradition of literary riddles within the context of
Europeanization points to the various types of riddles and the cyclical nature of the appreciation
of obscurity. It is this cyclical nature of literary evolution that projects the riddling tradition to
other genres, including the novelistic genres of the nineteenth century. With the rise of the novel,
the enigma became a structural element in genres like the Gothic novel, the fantastical tale and a
proto-detective short story. (Tucker 84). Connections between the riddle and poetic language
also have been identified by the Romantics. Tucker writes: "The romantic concept of criticism
and interpretation develops in tandem with the assumption that good writing is difficult to
understand. By making this riddling quality a primary criterion in the evaluation of literature, the
romantics redefine what it means to read and establish the necessity of their critical practice."

(28)
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The period from 1740-1780 was also the time of the formation of the Russian national
system of versification. It was characterized by the most vibrant theoretical discussions
concerning the nature of the idea of Russian-ness in poetry. Clearly, the genre of the Russian
literary riddle manifests the victory of the syllabotonic system of versification. The poetic
structure of riddles in the corpus is literary in the sense that the Russian versification system
moved away from the Polish system of syllabic poetry and demonstrated the translation
(translatio) of typical European markers of the poetic riddle: an iambic meter and paired rhymes.

It was a difficult task to determine which riddles from the corpus were original and which
were translations. | have been able to find that some riddles, are indeed, translations from the
Mercure de France. | would, however, argue that even if future research shows that the majority

of Russian poetic riddles are translations from French or German, this fact alone cannot speak to

the Russian authors’ rejection of their Russian identity. The following comparison should

corroborate my argument:

Je condamne, j’absous, je loue & je blasphéme;

A parler bien ou mal mon penchant est extréme.
Je suis dans I’Univers de grand utilité,

Et fais tout I’ornement de la société.

Sans te mettre, Lecteur, 1’esprit a la torture,

A mes fruits reconnois mes talens & mon nom;
Quoique je sois sans dents, je fais mainte morsure,
Chaque instant je te sers & ne crains point 1’usure;
Naitre, vivre, & mourir dans certaine prison,

Est le sort qui me fut prescrit par le Nature.

Sans douleur je ne puis quitter mon domicile,
M’6ter de mon logis, ¢’est me rendre inutile;

Bien que tel soit I’'usage en Turquie, a Maroc;
Mais nul ne put, ami, m’’6ter de Languedoc.

Par M. 5 & 19, de Rochefort, en Aunis

[Langue]
(Mercure de France, May 5, 1786)

HecueTHbl B MUpE ceM pOJUIUCH MOJIb3bI MHOIO
Cobpanuii u 6eces OBIBAIOT KPACOTOO
Kycatock 601BHO 51, XOTSI 3yOOB H HET

Wnb cMepTH TeM, Wiiv BUHOU ObIBaro Oe

51 TOIHKHOCTH CBOEH OTHIOAD HE MPEPHIBAI0

Ho nopue Hu xorza ce0s He moiBepraio

B 3aTBOpHMYECTBE S IPUPOAOIO POKACH

U ero K KU3HUA TaM U CMEPTH OCYKIECH

A exenu Moe JXUJIHILE OCTaBJISAIO

To Ge3mnosie3eH ObIB, B MyYCHBSX YMHUPALIO:

B Mapoke, B Typuuu ectb TOT 00bI4aii 310
Ectp 1 B EBpone oH, 4TO0 pymIuTh MOM MOKO#
W3 nomy Moero cBUpENbIM H3TOPKEHbEM

Ho 3nech, mo0e3Hble yuTaTeIn MOU

IToxg KpOTKMM C BaMU sl MOHAPXHHH TPaBIEHbEM
Bek Oyny npe3uparb oObI4au cun:

U ceil xeCTOKOCTH 5 HE cTpalmrycs ¢ BaMU
ExaTepuHa npaBUT HaMH.

[A3B1K]
(?, LekSkuk, July 1786)
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COMIC THEATER AND RIDDLES

The practice of adapting translations from the European dramatic repertoire is distinctive
of the Russian comic theater. French and German characters became conspicuously Russian,
especially in their language and clothing. The Western European folk scenes metamorphosed
into the relished scenes of Russian folk themes. The most prominent syncretism of Russian
folklorism and European literary tastes became evidenced by the growing popularity of
eighteenth century Russian comic opera. As summarized by S. Karlinsky, “[b]efore the
eighteenth century was over, some 150 Russian comic operas had been written and performed.
The popularity of this genre had its impact on the relaxation of the three classical unities, on the
acceptance of Russian folk song as raw material for Western-style musical compositions ..., and
on the mode of representing peasants and merchants on the Russian stage by later
playwrights”(Karlinsky 325). The riddle genre found a niche in the comic opera. This was
especially true of Ablesimov’s comic opera Menvnuk-kon0yn, oomanwux u céam (1779), a
creative imitation of Rousseau’s Le Devin du village that prevailed in the atmosphere of Russian
pride in the first original Russia comic opera.

The problem of Rousseau’s influence on Ablesimov has not been resolved, and it is not

my aim to offer a detailed analysis on this subject.** I am inclined to see Rousseau’s indirect

8 “'MenbHuk" ABnecmosa NMPOYHO CBA3AH C PYCCKOW AEWNCTBUTE/IbHOCTbIO, M MOMbITKM HAUTU MCTOYHMK
HenpuxoTaneol ¢abynbl BO PppaHLy3cKol Komuueckol onepe XVIII B., B YacTHOCTM B MHTepmegun XK.-XK.
Pycco "Devin du village" ("OepeBeHckuii KonagyH", 1752), 6ecnouseHHbl.” Cited in: CTMxoTBOpHasa Komeaus,
KoMuyeckas onepa, Bogaesnab KoHua XVIII - Hayana XIX Beka. C6opHuK: T. 1 / BeTyn. cT., 6BUOrp. cnpaBKu, CocT.,
noar. Tekcta m npumen. A. A. FoszerHnyga.- J/1.: Cos. nucatenb, 1990.
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rather than direct influence for the following reason: even though the motif of divination is
common to both texts, the riddling motif gained a central theme in Russian text only.

Ablesimov could have been inspired partly by Gluck’s letter published in Mercure de
France in 1773: “The language of nature is a universal language. M. Rousseau has used it with
the greatest success in a simple piece, Le Devin du village. It is a model that no author has yet
imitated.”®® Perhaps the proximity of literary riddles authored by the readers of the Mercure de
France contributed to Ablesimov’s plan to add the riddling element as a structural element to the
theme of divination. On the other hand, as Veselovsky’s pointed out, Ablesimov’s education was
deficient and it is unknown if Ablesimov had ever held this issue of the Mercure de France in his
hands. %

Nevertheless, it is worth remembering that both motives, the motif of divination and the
riddling motif, play out as structural elements in the composition of Ablesimov’s opera. The
riddle in the form of a song not only provided the solution but also a happy ending, which is a
requirement of the genre. Ablesimov used the riddle to reveal the social status of Filimon,
Aniuta’s prospective. The logical incongruity of the statement that Aniuta’s husband had to be
both a noble and a peasant was resolved by the curious social status of oornodsopey (a noble
landowner who works his own land):

MenbsHuk. Jlaano, cinymaiite %k, 4ro s Bam nets Oyay. (HactpauBaer crepBa Oananaiiky,
MTOTOM TIO€T.)

% Cited in “Jean-Jacque Rousseau” ed. P. le Huray and James Day, Music and Aesthetics in the Eighteenth and Early

Nineteenth Centuries, p. 67.
86 .oy o

see Veselovskii’'s comment: "3Haa HerpamoTHocTb AbnecumoBa, NnpuxoauTca o6bAcHUTL cebe
COMPUKOCHOBEHME, XOTA Obl B 06LLEM 3ambic/ie, ABYX onep, ero "MenbHuKa, KongyHa" un "Devin du village"
Pycco, 3aMmcTBOBaHMEM M3 BTOPbLIX PYK, C YyKOro nepeckasa" (Becenosckuii Anekceit H. 3anagHoe BanaHue
B HOBOM pyccKol nuTepatype. 5-e usag. M., 1916. C. 116).
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Yk Kak IIJTH CTapHK C CTAPyXOU U3 JIECOYKa,
W3 necouka,
C HUMH JOYKa,
[Mpurosxatika... (2 paza)
HagcTpeuy um monaicst coce-MeIbHHK,
Cocea-MebHIUK,
He 0e3aenpHuK,
Bopoxaiika... (2 paza)
Cocen-mMenpHUK 3arajlaeT UM 3arajiKy,
WM 3aranxy,
IIpaBay-MatTky
3aramaer... (2 paza)
Eme uto ma TakoBo,
Ha Pycu y Hac naBHO:
CaM moMeniuK, caM KpecThsIHUH,
Cam xoon u cam 00sipuH,
Cam u maier, caMm OpeT
U ¢ kpecThsiH 00poK OepeT.
Ortrapaiite!
Tounk B TOM naiite.
He Oomnraiite,
Ortrapaiire... (2 paza)

AHKyauH. UepT pa3Be 3TO OTraiaeT, a He Mbl, TpelHble!
MenbHuk (popoikas netb). CTapuku MOU JOTa KU HE UMEIOT,
He nmeror,

He ymeror
Ortragaru... (2 paza)

Tak HM MHE TIPUIIIO 3arajKy pa3rajaaTH,
Pasranmarn,
He conraru,
OO0bsBUTH... (2 paza)

Wmra BoT na 9o oHo,

Ha Pycu y Hac naBHO:

CaMm moMeniuK, caM KpecThsIHUH,

Cam xoson u cam OosipuH,

Cam u marmer, cam opeT

U ¢ xpecThsiH 00pok Oeper.
OT0 3HaiiTe:
OT0 3HAHTE,
He Bcrynaiite
Bosblie B criopelt.
Ero 3Haror,
HasbiBator
Omuonsopert! ...

Crnpimanu ns?.. OH OJHOJBOPEL, a OHOABOPELL - U JBOPSHUH, U KPECTHSIHUH - BCE OJIUH.
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The miller’s riddle-song represents a stylized folklore song. But it can hardly be said that
it is a genuine folk song. Its stylization is signaled by the diminutive endings (u3 necouka,
MpHUroXkaiika, BOpoxaiika, criopeir), and colloquialisms (yx kak iy, mpaBay-MaTKy, He
oonraiite). Even though many reviewers praised Ablesimov’s folk style, other contemporaries
found it vulgar and tasteless. An anonymous author parodied Ablesimov’s style in the following
excerpt:

Kax Tel myHY CTammiI Ha CLEHY
N nomaas Ha TEAaTp MpUBEIL.

ThI HOCUACIIKN HaM MPEJICTaBUII,
IleTs necHu cBageOHBI 3aCTaBUII
W caymaTe ux Thl HaM BeJEN.

OTmoM CTHXOB MBI AMIOJUIOHA

3a TO YTHM BC€, YTO K HaM OH IO,
Ho B nenuu napHaccka ToHa

ThI caM HE MEHEE YKIIIOK:

Hepeako unoraa nog Hyxy

Crtuxu myckaeus Tl HApyKy

He xyxe ®eba camoro.

TBos AHIOTa, IpUTOXKailka,

U cear I'aBpuna, Bopoxaiika,
ITepa nocToiiHbI TBOETO.

Overall, the general public and critics praised Ablesimov’s popular opera for its original
use of Russian folklore motives, memorable tunes and a blisfull portrayal of Russian peasant life.
The theme of divination (ramanue) ran throughout the performance as an expressive element
which exposed the amusing aspect of Fadei’s character. The miller is an amiable deceiver,
Gypsy, magician and guesser, distinguished by his “peasant wit”. Fadei refers to himself not as a
eaoamens (fortuneteller) but as yeaoxa (a colloquialism for yraguuk, a guesser). This substitution
of terms renders Fadei’s wit as someone skilled in finding the answer rationally rather than

relying on intuition.
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Fadei’s true wit is discoverable through the interactions with the other characters in the
comic opera. The opening scene is focused on Filimon, Aniuta’s future husband, who desires to
win Aniuta’s favor. Filimon can not do it alone and requires the miller’s intervention. At first,
Filimon does not even realize that the fortuneteller can help him with this task. Instead he asks
Fadeu to tell him his fortune: will he find the missing horses? Fadei’s answer is not only clever
but is extremely funny. The miller commanded Fadei to turn three times “against the sun”, then
blindfolded him and placed him next to a tree. Unable to see, Fadei listened to the miller singing
and circling around the tree. Finally, Fadei receives the obvious answer. The miller’s
performance is simply a parody of the riddling session.

dunnmoH. J[a BOT, moxanyi, s ¥ emo gam tede IeHeT, TOIBKO OTraail MHe.
(aet emy newer.)

MenbHuK (3auKadch). Al.. a KapMIUBaJ Thl UX OBCOM?

OunumoH. O! HeT, OHU cpoay 3epHa HE BUAAIIN.

Menbauk. Hy, Tak BEk He HallAyTCA. ..

The riddling element in the comic opera was a type of literary game. Theater-goers were
entertained by elements of surprise, but just the riddle was expected to have a logical
explanation, the comic opera had a predictable happy ending. The genre of the comic opera
conveyed the sense of harmonic resolutions to all kinds of oppositions, social or psychological.
The element of surprise as a principle of unriddling the knotty plots paralleled the theme of love.

As an allegory of a social conflict in which the contradictions of social differences were
completely harmonized, Ablesimov’s opera contained the revelation of love, and the joining
moment of two lovers helped to create the sense of social justice. But the authors of other
Russian comic operas relied on the same techniques. The riddling element in the pastoral scene
of Nikolev’s comic opera “Rozana i Liubim” concentrates on the love story between the peasants

Rozana and Liubim, which is jeopardized by the selfish actions of the rich noble Shchedrov. The
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riddle-song of Rozana is a a lyrical confession to her beloved but is also a pastoral scene
(Hemuposckas 1656).

Po3zana (mmoet)
Uto 11001110 TEOS WIIH HET,
S Toro He 3HalIO;
Ho Torma muime MuII MHE CBET,
Kak ¢ To06oi1 ObIBaro,
A B 0TOBITHE TBOE
Bcé Becenne moe
Y00 TeOsI BCAKON Yac MHE BOCITOMHUHATH.
OrapIxXaro U Korjaa
Ha tpage B xycTouKax,
TrI B r1a3ax MOUX BCETIIa,
Haxe u B mucroukax.
PBy JIN B I10JIC 51 IBECTHI,
B 1nBeTax xaxkelbcs MHE THI,
Otragaii caM Tenepb, 4eM TO JIb3sl Ha3BaTU?

Jlro6mum. JIro6oBwIO, IpekpacHas Most Pozanymika! s mo cebe 3To 3Haro.

If in Ablesimov’s opera the performances of riddling and fortunetelling are used to
advance the plot®’, then Nikolev uses the ploltless riddling moment to suggest the pastoral scene.
Riddle as a narrative device, therefore, was not a required element in the composition of the
comic opera. The popularity of Ablesimov’s masterpiece, however, prompted the productions of
similar works in the 1770s with elements of folk riddling. The themes of riddling and divinations
were reflected in the anonymous comic opera I'adati, 2adati, desuya, omeadviéail, KpacHas

(1788) and in Yukin’s comic opera Kooyw, gopeoices, ceaxa.

The riddling theme also had its variations. One interesting variation was the act of

unriddling the ungrammatical, macaronic, or nonsensical speech. L’vov’s comic opera Cuib,

¥ In addition to the already mentioned riddle-song, which both Fetin’ia and Ankundin, Aniuta’s mother and father,
cannot solve on their own, and the two divination sessions with Felimon, the miller also performed a divination
session with Aniuta (a divination using a mirror: “MenbHuK (K AHIOTE). A CTaHb BOT 34€Cb, K MecALy CMUHO, PYKU
NoAHMMM 343K, TN AN B 3€PKasio... HABeAM ero Ha MecsL, 3arafan: Cy>KeHoM, psAKeHoW, 3aKem MHe bbITb
3amyxem?”) and with Fetin’ia (MenbHUK. EWwo no ogHoM BbinbeM... (Bbinue.) Hyl.. yTo K Tebe HapgobHO?
3aragai, Aa U MHe ckaxu. PeTnHbA. MHe Xo4YeTcs y3HaTb: KaKoW y MeHn 3ATb byaeT.

MenbHUK. A BOT 3TO Ae/10: KaK CKa3ana, Tak U yragatb MOXHo. ...”)
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unu meuma monooou rxneenwunwt (1778), for example, uses the riddle-like session in which the
opposition between the Russian low class characters and characters of foreign origin (usually
French, German or Italian) translates into the cultural opposition. In the following scene, Andrei ,
a serf, tries to stop the Italian music teacher from entering the master’s room while unriddling the

teacher’s confusing language:

Topunu

TbI MeHE HE pa3yMelo,
(cepasich)

TbI MeHE HE pazyMero.
Anppeii 3a HuM Oeraert, XBaTasi €ro 3a MOJy.
Anopetl

Bonst Munoctu TBOEH,
A mycTuthb TEOS HE CMeTo.

Topunu

3710BO 1, My>KUK JIAKEH,
Cyna Oymy DoXuaaerT.
Anppeit

(moramancs)

Jla mocToii... 51 3Halo;

[Jaii mo-uxHemy CKaxy,
ABOCH 5 ero y6aro.®

In this comic scene, Andrei guesses the meaning of the distorted Russian words and the
convoluted syntax. However, this is just one of many conflicts in the opera. This comic scene
reflect a much larger conflict in the opera: the social injustice of an arranged marriage. The plot

of the opera is very simple. Nina, a young noble woman, who married a young nobleman Nelest,

# sadovnikov notes that folk riddles based on a linguistic miscommunication leading to a comic situation were not
uncommon: “UHoraa BcA CyTb 3araZikM COCTOUT B TOM, YTOBbI MCKOBEPKaTb Kakoe-HNbyab CNoBO M 3a4aTb
caywarento Bonpoc: “4to 310?’ B TaKMx cnydanx 06MAbHYHO NULLY AOCTAaBAAIOT paccKasbl 06 MHOpoauax,
HeymeloLWmx BblpaykaTbca no-pycckun.” (Primechaniia, Skazki russkago naroda, #2229, p.330).

308



is tormented by her feelings for a spirit. In the meantime, Nelest is suffering from her betrayal
and attempts to win his wife back. He plays an innocent joke on his wife in which he personifies
the spirit. At first, Nina feels that Nelest does not deserve her because he is incapable of guessing
(veaowvisams) her thoughts. She denies him the faculty of wit. But she is also burdened by the
social expectations of a wife who “no MHeHHIO BceX Bac My>KUHH, JOJDKHA YTabIBaTh MBICIU U
xenanust cBoero myxa”(JIbBoB 206). Her marital conflict, in her eyes, rests on the assumption
that neither of them are capable of understanding the hidden depths of their intimate thoughts.
Nina’s conviction is shattered when Nelest reveals his identity and, as a result, she falls in love
with her husband for the first time. She becomes convinced that men too can unriddle female
thoughts. As a result, the harmonizing principle is projected on the psychological change of the
heroine who recognized that an arranged marriage is like a riddle which hides the answer,
denoting its significance. Love can be found even in an arranged marriage if the wife discovers
that her role to “guess the thoughts of her husband” serves a family-oriented goal.

The genre of the compic opera was a popular form of entertainment because it epitomized
the concept of blending za6asa (fun, entertainment) with social morality. The variations of the
Horatian principle of dulce et utile permeated almost all genres of the second half of the
eighteenth century. In the popular genres, the element of 3a6asa (entertainment) became
indispensable. The authors of “serious” genres could not ignore this trend, and the element of
intellectual pleasure gradually became one of the main requirements of a literary work.® The

word zab6asa is ubiquitous in the literary and non-literary texts of the eighteenth century.

¥ There are, certainly, other factors which influenced the aesthetic perceptions in the second half of the 18"
century. L'vov’'v comic opera also advocated the new ideas of the sentimental education. For example, a similar
sentimentalist idea can be discerned in Murav’ev’s statement: “CTpacTelt NOCTUTHYT rnac u cnory gyuwy
natb/CepaeyHbl TaMHCTBa CTapaiica yragatb...” (“Opyt o stikhotvorstve”, 1775)
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The increasing trend toward the culture of entertainment was equalized by the arguments
that entertainment alone was in disagreement with social objectives. The tensions between the
proponents of literature unadulterated by didacticism and those who advocated compensating
hidden didacticism with elegant use of humor, adventures, interesting plots, and human emotions
demonstrated the divergence of tastes in the aesthetic position of the “low genres”. From
Chulkov’s point of view, his picaresque novels satisfied the tastes of readership from the low and
middle classes. The frequency of the riddling element in Chulkov’s novels suggests that the
entertaining element accurately denoted these tastes.*

The parallel development and the blending of entertainment (riddles, songs, picaresque
adventures, and so on) with the literary program of serious literature (moralism and didacticism)
was not a unique Russian development. It first culminated with the production of the most
famous operatic story of all times: the Princess of Turandot. Carlo Gozzi’s Princess Turandot
(1762) not only left an indelible mark on the future development of theater and comic opera, but
jolted Europe in its cultural reorientation toward the new aesthetics. Gozzi’s famed bet that a
trifle can be as popular as the most serious play has proven that the hierarchical structure of
genres espoused by neoclassicists did not rest on merit of the popularity alone. The “lower”
genres, inspirted by the folk traditions of Italian comedie dell’arte, were powerful enough as
cultural forces to contest the supremecy of “high” genres.

Almost all Russian authors of the second half of the eighteenth century tried their hand in
the composition trifles (6e3aenku), notwithstanding their literary program. Hence, Sumarokov,
who is traditionally labeled as neo-classicist, too, cultivated the poetic trifles such as a madrigal,
a rondeau, triollet, and a sonnet (Lauer). It could be said that Sumarokov’s justification of

“urpanbe CTUXOTBOPHO™ was rationalized by the hierarchy of genres and echoed Boileau’s

* Include some examples here from Prigozhaia povarikha, Ugadchiki, etc.
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theoretical prescriptions.®* At the same time, it is hard to miss the overall trend from Sumarokov
to Derzhavin: the joy of poetic playfulness, the element of relaxation and leisurely pleasure runs
as a common theme across all literary movements and schools (Neoclassicism, Sentimentalism,
pre-Romanticism). Perhaps it was each literary movement’s recognition of the Classical world of
Homer, Pindar and Anacreon.

The term Ge3zenka was therefore increasingly used in a positive sense.*” The genre of the
riddle was a type of a literary trifle. Ranging from riddles performed onstage to riddles published
in literary journals, the ludic element became firmly established as a literary value in Russian
literature of the second half of the eighteenth century. What was contested was the degree of
playfulness and its purpose rather than its legitimacy as a cultural phenomenon. In this context,
the Horatian priniciple of dulce et utile did not disappear entirely, even crossing over into the
nineteenth century. As one can gather simply by browsing the titles of the literary works between
1750s and 1800s the predilection for words like yBecesnenue, 3a0aBa, y10BOJILCTBHE, IPUATHOCTD

typifies the literary imagination as part of the Russian Enlightenment.

°! CoHer, poHpo, 6annas — UrpaHbe CTUXOTBOPHO,

Ho [,0MKHO B HUX UFPaTb Pa3yMHO M MPOBOPHO.

B coHeTe TpebytoT, UTob oueHb YucT bbin cKnaga,

PoHpo — 6e3pennua, Takos e n bannag,

Ho nycTb UX NULWET TOT, KOMY OHU YrO4HbI,

XopoLww BbIMbIC/Ibl MU TaMo 61aropoaHbl,

CocTaB ux xuTpas B besgenkax cyeta:

MHe cTMXOTBOpPHaA NPMUATHA NPOCTOTa.

(Epistola 1)

%2 The didactic element, which was central in the pre-1700 Russian literature, continued to predominate in the
first half of the XVIII century. Even among the apologets of Peter’s reforms, like Feofan Prokopovich, the didactic
element outweigh pure literary entertainment. Feofan, for example, considered fantastical tales from the Velikoe
Zertsalo as “bezdel’nymi” and “bezdel’em”. [cite Reglament] The idea of “zabava”, as we’ve noted, was justified
only if it served a didactic purpose [ex. Kantemir]. The didactic element of Russian literature in the second half of
the XVIII century remained as strongly advocated, but, unlike before, the marginal forms of pure poetic play
(rondos, madrigals, sonnets, riddles, etc.), as well as Anacreontic poems about drinking and feasting among friends
found its cultural niche and became a common phenomenon.
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Commedia dell’arte influenced Russia’s entertainment certainly before Gozzi’s success
in the whole of Europe. The riddling themes were popular in the Italian comedia dell’arte. The
theme of a suitor challenged by a neck-riddle was just one many. Improvisation, which permitted
the actors to be inventive on the stage, was one of the requirements of the Italian comic spirit.
But even improvisations were orderly since they were incorporated in the overall structure of a
play. Actors had the liberty to improvise when it was part of the libretto: "4rHUTE CMeIIHBIC
UrpyIKy, npraansie Teatpy." > Olga Simonova Partan points out that this prescription can be
found in Trediakovsky’s translation (Partan). The word “toy” (urpymika) is significant in our
context because it implies a childish play. The riddles were also considered jeux d’esprit. It
appears that Tredikovsky referred to the idea of jeu poetique which he most likely borrowed
from his translation Hayxa o cmuxomeopenuu u nossuu ¢ ¢ppanyyskux cmuxoe boano-/{enpeegoi.

Trediakovsky translated Boileau’s recommendation for poetic playfulness as follows:

Ho eme ectb npu 1BOpe MIyMHUKOB AECATKH,
[Taneii, cMEXOTBOPIIEB, IIYTOB, 0€3 ycmexa B TOM,
Kowu c110B urpymky rpy0osIM 3aIHIIalOT PTOM.
Mpicnb He Ta, 4T00 nHOTAa MY3Bl XUTPOCThH MaJia,
Hax cmoBoM BCKONB3b UAYYH, TYT HE MIOUTpaja
OTtBepHHLIEIO 6 CMBICITA HE CBEJa B yCIIeX,

Jla 6exxaTh M3MHUIIECTB JOJDKHO B CEM, OHU-TO CMeX,
W He TmiaThCcs noBcerja HeA0CTOMHBIM MIMJIbLIEM

B snurpamme ykpamarbh KOHYUK, Kak CprI/IJ'IBLleM.94

Ironically, as it is well documented, Trediakovsky himself was considered a jester (iryr)
for his obscure style. His unsuccessful experiment of creating the Russian gallant language was
ridiculed as incomprehensible. Trediakovsky’s later poetic experiments, in which he modeled
contemporary Russian on Latin grammar and mixed contemporary Russian with the archaic
Church Slavonic, confirmed the unreadable nature of his poetry, which in the eyes of the

contemporaries represented a type of literary buffoonary. Sumarokov’s comedy Tresotonius was

% Cited in Sipovskii, 603-604.
* See: Trediakovsky.
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a satirical stab in which the learned language of Tresotonius was mocked for its riddling
qualities. In scene 111, Tresotinus reads aloud his song (sic!) to Klarisa. Sumarokov parodies not
only the coarse language but also Trediakovsky’s obfuscated language with the intention to
unmask its meaninglessness.”

Sumarokov parodies Trediakovsky’s style throughout the play. But there are no
references to riddles, except one curious parallelism between Bambembius’ and Tresitonius’s
argument about the letter m and literary riddles in which the letters of the alphabet are obscured
by nonsensical descriptions. Bombembius wants to know “koTopoe TBep/I0 IpaBHIbHEE: O TPEX
mm Horax wim 00 oxHo# Hore”. This meaningless question is quite logical if the words TBepm0
and Hora are not taken literally. Since Bombembius had previously explained that this question
concerns the letter “tverdo,” the riddle-like question presents itself as a problem (3aoaua) rather
than a riddle (3aeaoxa).

The riddling element is contextualized in this play by the theme of Tresitonius’s
courtship. Sumarokov’s parody is funny because it mocks the traditional wedding rituals in
which riddling traditionally played an important role. Both Tresotinus and Bramarbas want to
marry Klarissa, but their advances are futile since Klarissa disobeys her father’s wishes and
decides to marry Dorat. In some sense, Sumarokov’s comedy is a “pretend-wedding” (Warner
63).

The marriage ritual plays a central role in the plot of Gozzi’s Princess Turandot. The
three riddles that the princess poses as a means of eliminating her suitors function as the dramatic

mechanism of suspense. The comic genre required a simple plot with a happy ending. By

% For example: Knapuca. Moxanyit MHe, i cama nocse npouTy.

TpecoTuHuyc. M3BoNb, KpacoTa mMos, Aa TONbKO U3BOJIb MPOYECTb C PacCyKAeHnemM. ITo BUTb He "o mecTa, MecTa
Aparue", 3Ty NnecHb U cogepikaHue ee He BCAK pasyMeTb ByZeT; TYT Takne ecTb TOHKOCTM, YTO OHM OT MHOTUX U
YYeHbIX 3aKpbITbl. [paBaa, MHOMMM MOKaXKeTCA, YTo 3TO 6e34e/Ka; OAHAKO NO3BO/IbTe, MOSl FTOCYAAPbIHA, CKa3aTb,
YTO B 3TOM 6e3aeslke MHOIO A4eNa, YTo A aPryMeHTasIbHO A0Ka3aTb Mory.
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obscuring the obvious, Gozzi was able to keep the audience cognitively engaged. The challenge
was to keep the audience entertained for an unusually long duration of five acts. Gozzi later
explained: “SI xoren, 4ToObl TpH 3arajJiku KHTAHCKOH MPUHIIECCHI, MPEIOJIHECEHHBIC B
HCKYCHO CO3JaHHBIX TParun4eCKux OGCTOHTGHBCTB&X, AaJii Uiy U1 N€PBbIX ABYX aKTOB, a
3aTPYAHCHUA B OTraAbIBAHUN UX COCTABUIIU COACPIKAHNUEC OCTAJIbHBIX TPECX. Takum 06pa30M,
MOJIYYHJIOCH ITATHAKTHOC NPCACTABJICHUC, HAIIOJIOBUHY CCPHE3HOC, HAITIOJIOBUHY
urytiuoe.”(Gozzi, Goldoni, and Alfieri)

Gozzi’s Turandot did not have in Russia the same level of enthusiasm it had in Europe
until the modernist period of the twentieth century. Nevertheless, the popularity of Gozzi’s
comic opera has influenced the Russian literary evolution towards the diversification of aesthetic
values. The playrights were encouraged to cultivate playfulness and wordplay on the stage. The
literary productions increasingly aimed to amuse, and, as a result, the separation between the
genres became less strictly enforced.

The blending of cultural practices, both folk and literary, has characterized the evolution
of the Russian literary riddle. Despite their differences, Russian authors of the eighteenth
century agreed on the value of folklore in the evolution of national literature. The literary riddles
published in the Russian journals of the eighteenth century, therefore, reflected the complexity of

such cultural blending of Russian folklore and of the European literary trends.
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CHAPTER 3
THE RHETORICAL AND LITERARY TOPOI OF THE RUSSIAN POETIC

RIDDLE

The Latin rhetorical model

The genesis of the genre of a literary riddle, paralleled by the autonomous tradition of
oral literature, has also been preceded by the evolution in Russia of the rhetoric and poetics. The
rhetorical model originated in Russia in the 17th century. The the value of Latin education,
including the art of versification, has increasingly become a conduit of Western ideas. Enigma as
a rhetorical device was commonly used in the new Russian cultural paradigm to promote the
sense of European identity.

As I’ve argued in the previous chapters, the “authentic” Russian riddle existed mainly as
a type of folklore. It became “literary” only in instances of interactions with the Russian “book-
learning” culture (“kruorcnasn kynemypa”) and the Western literary models. From the very
beginning, the folk riddle was marginalized to the anti-cultural sphere, in part due to the
associations with pre-Christian culture. Nevertheless, the folk riddle continued to have influence
on the Orthodox “book-learning” culture. In return, it too experienced the influence of the
Orthodox Christian culture on the oral texts. In the peasant communities riddles continued to
play a predominately social function (f.ex. in weddings, funerals, etc.), but eventually the ludic
elements began to emerge.

The model of Russian dichotomic cultural identity, characterized by the oppositions of
West vs. East, Latin vs. anti-Latin, classical vs. anti-classical, rhetorical vs. anti-rhetorical, etc.,

hardly needs to be reiterated. The opposition to the Latin rhetorical tradition is also well
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documented. Many folk riddles contained sexual connotations, and this legacy of Slavic and non-
Slavic pagan practices of veiled sexual connotations has offended the Orthodox traditionalists
(Cuerupes 8). Slavic and some Latin pre-Christian myths were permitted in Russian Christian
literature only as a point of moralistic comparison or disapprobation. The myths or the works of
Latin authors were referenced rather than retold. Those Latin classical authors or their literary
works that have been acknowledged in the Russian religious or ‘secular’ (i.e. chronicles,
abecedariuses, etc.) literature lacked in-depth examples or textual illustrations. The ‘anti-
rhetorical’ stance of the traditional Russian Orthodox writers marked the cultural position from
which they defended the values of inherited Greek-Orthodox spirituality and mysticism. In the
eyes of the Muscovite-centered ideologists, the Old Russian literature from the 10" century to
the second half of the 17" century reflected the religious and cultural mission of the defense of
the Christian Orthodox world, including Slavia Orthodoxia. The cultural standoff between the
proponents of change and a greater integration with European cultures and the advocates of
Russian cultural isolation from the Catholic and Protest influences was highlighted by
disagreements on the degree of cultural reorientation from the traditional paradigm of the Greek-
Orthodox, anti-Latin, anti- classical and anti-rhetorical practices to the paradigm of the post-
Humanist, Greeko-Latin, classically and rhetorically organized worldview.

By placing the emphasis on the literary riddle as a product of the conceptual and
theoretical framework of the general rhetoric (which also included poetics and grammar), | point
out in this chapter the absence of the literary or, for that matter, rhetorical treatment of 3aeaoka
(riddle) as the trope of enigma in Russian culture up to the seventeenth century. Despite the fact
that riddles existed in Russian folklore and also defined a type of aesthetic appreciation of

wisdom in the Russian literature (i.e. biblical stories, lives of saints, etc.), from the Orthodox
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point of view the range of examples, which I’ve provided in the previous chapters, did not carry
the same cultural weight of a trope in a context of theoretic and systematic interpretations which
can be found in the Christian rhetorical exegesis of St. Augustin.”® In my opinion, the sheer
presence of riddles in Old Russian literature does not provide enough evidence that before the
adaptation of the Latin rhetorical model in Russia between the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, the literary riddle was considered by the contemporaries as an autonomous genre of
imaginative literature.

So what was the rhetorical mode of the literary riddle that the Russian writers received
from the West? This difficult question deserves a detailed analysis, which is not my intention
here. Instead, | will attempt to contextualize the genesis of the Russian literary riddle from the
perspective of the emerging trends that point to the the cultural importance of rhetoric in Russia

in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries.

It has been said that the basic opposition between the Russian Orthodox traditionalists
and the reformative figures associated with Tsar Alexei Mikhailovich’s gradual turn toward the
West is based on the binary structure of “culture” vs. “anti-culture.” Beginning in the
seventeenth century, the traditionalists, epitomized by Avvakum, began to use rhetorical
techniques to retain their anti-rhetorical position while claiming the rhetoricity of Latin culture as
an indication of its ‘anti-culture’.

The difference between the rhetorical models of the Latin West and the Orthodox East
are illustrated by the opposition between the Orthodox acceptance of the authority of religious

texts and the spiritual guidance of the Church approved religious leaders (Church Fathers, saints,

% st Augustine’s training in rhetoric contributed to his famous interpretation in the treatise De trinitate of Paul’s
text: “For now we see through a glass darkly.”
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ecclesiastical figures, monks, etc.). The Latin hermeneutical tradition of interpreting sacred texts,
which relies on the cultural model of self-analysis via the use metatexts such as grammar,
dialectic and rhetoric, was anthetical to the non-Orthodox tradition and was therefore considered
as “anti-cultural” (Lachmann 26).

The official turn of Russia toward the recognition of the Latin rhetorical model as a
cultural rather than as an anti-cultural institution has introduced into Russian literature the genres
which had been unacceptable to the traditionalists. Simeon Polotskii’s experimentation with
poésia curiosa in Church Slavonic was just one of many examples of the gradual orientation
toward the West. But from the Western European point of view, such experiments were rather
unadvanterous. Polotskii’s poetry was strictly religious. Even though the introduction of Latin
mythological imagery into the Orthodox environement was a bold move, nevertheless the poetic
experimentation with Baroque themes was limitied to Polotskii and his small circle of followers.

Considering the enduring conservative character of Russian society and a continuation of
a strong opposition to the changes derived from the Western Orthodox communities of Belorus
and Ukraine, Russia’s reorientation towards the Western military, political and cultural models,
was ardorous. The last quarter of the seventeenth century was critical for the subsequent success
of Petrine reforms. At this moment of Russian cultural history the Western rhetorical paradigm
helped to mold the policies of the reformed Church and the State, and eminently prepared the
necessary modernization of the Russian national sphere in the context of growing political and
military pressure from new European (post-Westphalian) diplomatic system of relations.

Rhetoric as a grammar of eloquence, used mainly to lay out the new rules of the
politically strengthened and technologically modernized Muscovite State, also permitted the pro-

Western authors to legitimize the creation of new genres. Citing Lotman’s and Uspensky’s
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separation of the culture of texts and the culture of rules, Lakhman wrote that “Monens, koTopoit
puAepKUBacTCS OPUIATIbHAS KYJIBTYPa, OCHOBBIBACTCS HA MIPABUIIE, T.€. HA YOSIKICHUH, YTO
COCTaBJIEHHE TEKCTOB U (POPMBI COIIMATIBHOT'O TIOBEACHHUS TIO/IAI0TCS M3YyUCHUIO U YIIPABJICHHUIO.
[TpuoOperaroT 3HaU€HUE TaKKE aBTOACCKPUIITUBHBIC TEKCTHI (METATEKCThI) KaK PUTOPHKA U
rpaMMaTHKa, TUChbMEHHBIE YKa3aHUs [IEPEMOHHAIILHOTO XapakTepa. [ paMMaTuka U puTOprKa
CTaHOBATCA y‘-Ie6HBIM MaTCpruajioM. CBHHIGHHOG IIMCaHUEC OKA3bIBACTCA BO3MOKHBIM U3MECHUTH
HAa OCHOBE HOBBIX ITO3HAHUH. BBIpa)KCHI/Ie CUHUTACTCA YCIIOBHBIM, CJIICAOBATCIIBHO 3aMCHUMbBIM.
I/IHOCTpaHHI)IG SA3BIKA JOITYCTHMBI, JAK€ KCJIATCIIbHBI. Ha mecto Kopmyca Jomeammnx 13
NpPEeKHUX BPEMEH TEKCTOB BCTyMaeT cucrema npasui’(Lachmann 26).

The rhetorical turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries laid the foundation of
modern Russian literary criticism and the systematization of literary production based on the
European system of genres. In the monograph Bo3nukHoBeHue Pycckoit Hayku o muTepatype
AH CCCP (1975) the editorial team explained the late adoption of rhetorics (in the context of the
overall evolution of rhetorical studies in Europe) as follows:

ABTODBI M PEIKOJUIETHSI HICXOISAT U3 MPEACTABICHHS O TOM, YTO IPOIPECC 3apOXKICHHUS PyCCKOTO
JTUTEPATypPOBEACHUS ... ObLT OUEHb JUIMTEIBHBIM U XOTSI YaCTHBIC CYXKICHUS O TUTEPaTypPHOM ITUCAHUU H
WHBIX COYCHEHUX M OnOnuorpaduieckas cucTeMaTH3alusl UMeNn MecTo yxke B 11-12 B., mpeapicTopust
PYCCKOTO IUTepaTypOBEIEHHS B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBA, T.€. CTAHOBJICHHE ABYX (HOpPM
JIUTEPATYPOBETIECKOTO 3HAHUS - TEOPUH U UICTOPUH JIUTEPATYPHI - HAUMHAETCSA C PUTOPHUK U MOATUK 17 1
MIEePBBIX JIeT 18 Beka U ¢ TEOPETUIECKUX UCKAHUHI B 00JIACTH CTUXOCITIOKEHUS, TPUBEAIINX K
COOTBETCBEHHOH pedopme cTuxa. ... OT IPEeBHUX MO3TUK U PUTOPHUK BEAYT CBOE HAYAJIO B PYCCKOM Hayke
camble pa3JIMuHbIe TEOPETHIECKHE OOOCHOBAHHS POAOB U JKaHPOB JIMTEPATyphl M 00pa3Hoil crieuuKn

XyI0’)KECTBEHHOTO MIPOU3BEIEHHS - Yepe3 BeMHCKOro K akaJeMUIeCKUM LIKOJIaM BTOPOi MOJIOBUHBI 19
B.” (16).

The development of the Russian rhetorical tradition can be divided into two main
periods: the first lasted from tenth to sixteenth centuries, during which the Russian cultural
production of rhetorical works of literature was oriented toward and modeled on the Greek-

Byzantine religious model; the second began in the seventeenthcentury (whereas in Ukraine and
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Belorus this process started ealier, in the sixteenth century) when the successful defense of
Orthodoxy and its values demanded an imitatation of the Jesuit educational model in order to
fight its efficacy. Even among the Orthodox conservatives for whom the rhetorical model of the
Latin West was still unacceptable, it became commonplace to rely on the Latin rhetorical devices
to shield the Orthodox community from the Catholic influences. Fedorovskaia’s summary from
her dissertation reiterates the standard periodization of Old Russian Literature and the modern
Russian Literature:

PasBurtue pycckoit puropuku X - XVIII BeKOB MOXKET OBITH CBSA3aHO C ABYMS UCTOPHUECKUMHU
nepuogamu: cpeaneBekoBbM (X - XVII Bex) u HoBoro Bpemenu (XVII - XVIII Bex). [lepBriii neprox
XapaKTepu3yeTcsl IPOHUKHOBEHUEM PUTOPUUECKUX Tpaauliuil u3 Buszantun BMecTe ¢ MpaBoCIaBHON
KyJIbTypoil. Pycckoe mpaBocnaBue, IepeHsB U3 BU3AHTUHCKUX 00pa30B OCHOBHBIE 3aKOHBI PUTOPHKH,
Pa3BHUBAJIO UX B CBOCH KyJbType. B yCI0BHAX CpeHEBEKOBON YCTHO-ITMCBMEHHOM NMpodecCuoHaIbHON
(IepKOBHOI) KYIBTYpBl PUTOPHYECKHE CTIOCOOBI BO3ACUCTBHS OBUIN BaKHBIM CPEJICTBOM, MO3BOJISIFOIIM
pacIpoCTpaHsATh U NOJAEPKUBATh PETUTHO3HEIA YPOBEHD B CpeJle BEPYIOIIMUX. Bo BTOpOH nmepuon
YCHJIMJIOCH B3aUMOJICHCTBUE APEBHEPYCCKON PUTOPHUKH C 3aI1aAHOECBPONEICKON pUTOpUYECKON
Tpaguuueit. [Toatomy passutue puropuku Ha Pycu B XVII-XVIII Bekax MOXET paccMaTpUBaThLCS B
pamMKax eTuHON PUTOPUYECKOHN TpaauLIuU, UMetolell anTu4Hble KopHH™ (DenopoBckas).

The first Russian rhetorical treatise is dated around 1620 (ba6kuu 326).%” There is no
evidence, according to my research, that riddle genre was consciously or systematically
developed among the written genres in the literature of Old Russia. The cultural significance of
the Makarii’s Rhetoric of 1620%, in which Makarii rendered the Latin term enigma (unuema) as
“XHUTpoe HeKoTopoe noaodie uiu 3aragadie”, is evidenced by the extant versions and
bibliographic references. Vomperskii writes, “Ceituac u3Bectnsl 34 cnucka "Puropukn"
Maxapus ¢ 1620 r. u 1o nerpockoro Bpemenu. Ha npotsskenun Becero 17 Beka OHa aKTUBHO
NepCnrucChiBaJIaCh U U3y4aJIaCb B OGH.IGCTBCHHO-pC‘{eBOﬁ IMMPAKTUKCEC, CIIYKNJIa OCHOBHBIM

IIKOJIbHBIM PYKOBOJICTBOM 10 Teopuu cioBecHoctr” (Vomperskii 12).

%7 Babkin writes, “[lpeBHe-pyCCKUX TPYLOB NO TEOPUN OPATOPCKOTO KPacHOPeYUa A0 Hac He AOLWO.
PaccmaTpuBaemas Hamu 34eCb pycckana PuTopuKa 18 B. ABNAETCA NepBbiM U3 YNCA U3BECTHBIX HAM B 3STOM poje
npoussegeHnem.” (326)

% Makarii’s Rhetoric of 1620 is an adaptation and translation of a short version of F. Melanchton’s Rhetoric.
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With the formation of the Russian rhetorical tradition in the seventeenth century, the
terminology based on the Greek terms, Latin terms or Church-Slavonic calques, which were
mediated by the texts from the Polish-Lithuanian, Ukrainian or Belorusian territories, has been
introduced to Russia in the rhetorical rather than religious context. At the same time, the
introduction of new terminology was incorporated into the Russian traditionalist depiction of the
Ancient world as a source of wisdom. According to Vomperskii, “"Xaup putopuku xax
y4eOHOT0 PYKOBOJICTBA OTJIMYAJICS OOJBIION TPaJUIIMOHHOCTHIO. Bee cpenneBexoBbie
€BPOIICICKUE PUTOPUKH, B TOM YHUCIIE U pycckue 17 B., B TOM Wik MHOU (hOopMe BOCXOIUIH K
AHTUYHOU puTOpHKe, uTHpoBaiu Mcokpara, Jlemocdena, Apucrorerns, [{uniepona,
KBuHTHIMAHA ¥ IPYTUX TEOPETUKOB PUTOPUKHU, UCIIOJIB30BAIM IPEKO-TIATUHCKYIO
tepmunonoruro” (Vomperskii 13) The terms aiviypa and ainigma were translated into Church
Slavic as unuema Or snuema.

It is in the context of the formation of the Latin-based rhetorical tradition in Russia of the
seventeenth century that we should recognize the cultural genesis of the Russian literary riddle of
the eighteenth century. It was a moment when the old traditions in which other manifestations of
the Russian riddle, whether it was a Russian folk riddle or a learned riddle, were incorporated
into the new rhetorical consciousness. In other words, beginning with the production of Russian
rhetorical treaties of the seventeen- and eighteenth centuries, the riddle was conceptualized as a
type of extended metaphor (i.e., an allegorical image (oopas3)).

In the antique or neo-classical rhetorical works the folkloric roots of the riddle are
discussed sparingly; nevertheless, the folkloric dimension of the riddle in the European literary
tradition should not be disparaged. Not only did the folkloric riddle continued to develop and

interact with the dominating rhetorical model in the West, but it also existed within the system of
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Christian values. Justified by its moralistic function, many Western Christian authors combined
the folk riddles and the literary riddles in one Christian-oriented model which, in turn, was
directed at the literary model of the ancient authors such as Symphosius. These deeply religious
Christian authors have drawn inspiration from ancient Greek literature. There, the riddle was also
rooted in oral performances and fables. It became not only a legitimate literary form of
expression but also as distinctive theoretical mode of concealed meaning.

Avristotle was among the first classical authors who used the term riddle (ainigma) in the
rhetorical context. However, even though “Aristotle’s remarks present some of the standard
questions about enigma to this day, at least in nuce,” as Cook put it, his focus both in Rhetoric
and Poetics was on the style (lexis) and on the arrangement (taxis) where the metaphor is used to
the advantage of giving one’s style “clearness, charm, and distinction as nothing else can”
(Aristotle 405, 1410a). Aristotle uses the term aingima in Rhetoric to validate the argument that
the impossible combination of words is justified as long as it is used metaphorically. As a
rhetorical term, ainigma continued to be expounded in the rhetorical works of Cicero, Donatus,
Quintillian, Tryphon, Demetrius, Charisus, Diomedes and others. The idea of riddle as a type of
metaphor continued to influence the patristic rhetorical tradition and biblical exegesis. The
Aristotelean explanation of enigma was also revitalized in the works of Renaissance and
Baroque rhetoricians.(Cook)*®

Here are the three notable excerpts from Aristotle that summarize his point of view that
had such a profound influence on the study of the riddle:

Further, in using metaphors to give names to nameless things, we must draw them not from remote but
from kindred and similar things so that the kinship is clearly perceived as soon as the words are said.
Thus in the celebrated riddle ‘I marked how a man glued bronze with fire to another man’s body’ the
process is nameless; but both it and gluing are a kind of application, and that is why the application of the
cupping-glass is here called a ‘gluing”. Good riddles do, in general provide us with satisfactory

¥ see Cook, chapter 2.
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metaphors: for metaphors imply riddles, and therefore a good riddle can furnish a good metaphor.”
(Rhetoric, 409, 1405a 35 — 1405b 5).

Liveliness is specially conveyed by metaphor, and by the further power of surprising the hearer; because
the hearer expected something different, his acquisition of the new idea impresses him all the more. His
mind seems to say, ‘Yes, to be sure; I never thought of that.” The liveliness of epigrammatic remarks is
due to the meaning not being just what the words say: as in the saying of Stesichorus that ‘the cicalas will
chirp to themselves on the ground’. Well-constructed riddles are attractive for the same reason; a new
idea is conveyed, and there is a metaphorical expression” (Rhetoric, 451, 1412a 20-25)

The perfection of style is to be clear without being mean. The clearest style is that which uses only current
or proper words; at the same time it is mean: - witness the poetry of Cleophon and of Sthenelus. That
diction, on the other hand, is lofty and raised above the commonplace which employs unusual words. By
unusual, I mean strange (or rare) words, metaphorical, lengthened, - anything, in short, that differs from
the normal idiom. Yet a style wholly composed of such words is either a riddle or a jargon; a riddle, if it
consists of metaphors; a jargon, if it consists of strange (or rare) words. For the essence of a riddle is to
express true facts under impossible combinations. Now this cannot be done by any arrangement of
ordinary words, but by the use of metaphor it can. Such is the riddle: - “A man I saw who on another man
had glued the bronze by aid of fire,” and others of the same kind.” (Poetics, 65; 1458a , 20-30).

There is one significant observation that should be made regarding the excerpts above:
Avistotle offers neither a definition of aenigma nor a detailed analysis of aenigma as a literary
genre within the rhetorical context. In my view, the example of enigme which he used (twice) is
not a definitive example of a typical riddle (at least in the modern sense). For example, his
criteria of a “good riddle” is not specified. We can only surmise that by the “good riddle”
Aristotle meant that the enigme, like a metaphor, is based on an ingenious resemblance (Aristotle
1458a 20-25).

The principle of metaphorization that Aristotle discerned in the riddle also can be applied
to the mechanisms of the allegorical construction. Quintillian understood the aenigma as a kind
of allegory — “The aenigma is a non-ironical allegory, whose relationship to the serious idea in
question is particularly opaque”(Lausberg, Orton, and Anderson 400) “The relation of allegory to
metaphor is quantitative; an allegory is a metaphor sustained for the length of a whole sentence

(and beyond)...”(Lausberg, Orton, and Anderson 399).

323



The distinction between the aenigma that possesses virtus and the aenigma that possesses
vitium (lack of virtus) was regarded in the measure and purpose of the use of metaphorical
language. For example, “the excessive and frequent use of metaphors in particular obfuscates
and produces taedium ... Quint. Isnt. 8.6.14-16 ut modicus autem atqque opportunus eius
(metaphorae) usus illustrat orationem, ita frequens et obscurat et taedio complet, continuus vero
in allegorias et aenigmata exit” (Lausberg, Orton, and Anderson 256). It is therefore important
to distinguish the term aenigma as a literary form and a type of extreme in poetic or non-poetic
texts “through an exclusive use of tropes.”(Lausberg, Orton, and Anderson 549)*%°

For centuries enigma was included in the rhetorical paradigm as a term reserved for a
figure of speech. Cook offered an excellent summary (see her chapter “Enigma as trope: history,
function, fortunes™) in which she contextualizes enigma as a rhetorical term in the classical
treatises of Cicero, Quintillian, Donatus, Tryphon, Demetrius, and other minor rhetoricians.
Cook discerned the perpetuation of the rhetorical tradition in the patristic rhetoric and biblical
studies. Among the early Christian rhetoricians who noted the trope of enigma in detail or in
passing, besides St. Augustine, were Jerome, Cassiodorus, Isidore of Seville, Bede, Rabanus
Maurus, Peter Lombard, and Thomas Aquinas. The Renaissance rhetoricians excelled in the
areas of grammar, dialectic and rhetoric, marking the most extensive studies of the trope of
enigma (Cook 24-47).

Undoubtedly, the close link between rhetorics and poetics established the framework for
the production of poetic riddles. Symphosius’ Latin enigmas laid a foundation for the medieval
paradigm in which the production of literary riddles reached its apogee in Anglo-Saxon England.
Among the early English authors who composed literary riddles were monks that combined

classical rhetorical knowledge with local folklore practices. Their artistic goal was to transmit

10 e Aristotle, Poetics, 22.4-5
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faithfully the allegorical truths of the Christian faith.'®* “Like their Latin models,” writes
Bitterli, “the [Old English] Riddles were not produced in a cultural vacuum, but emerged from
an intellectual milieu of monastic literature and Latin book-learning” (Bitterli 5).

One of the main literary practices of the trope of enigma before the Renaissance was the
use of enigma as a closed simile. Thereafter the definition of enigma began to shift. Increasingly
the enigma was interpreted as a type of obscurity or an obscured meaning. The idea that a
discovery of hidden messages can be guided by a pure aesthetic pleasure was contested in the
seventeenth century.

The arguments in favor and against the use of enigma can be found in the debates
concerning the discovery of classical Latin and Greek manuscripts around 1400s, as well as in
the disagreements about the use of tropes that lasted until the end of the seventeenth century. The
significance of the Renaissance period in the rhetorical tradition was the new awareness of the
trope of enigma as a source for ludic play. (Cook 49)

The rekindled interest of the Renaissance humanists in the enigmatic modes such as
hieroglyphics and emblemata also played an important role in the popularization of enigma as a
literary genre (Auclair). Related to the humanists’ fascination with Egyptian hieroglyphics, the
European cultural phenomenon of emblem books began with the 1531 publication of Andrea
Alciato’s Emblemata. By the seventeenth century the art of a didactic combination of devise
(motto), picture and text has become commonplace. The emblem functioned as a visual riddle (a
rebus), in which the epigrammatic text represented the answer to the device and its visual
representation (Schenck 21). This point of view is supported by the definitions given to the

emblem, such as in The New Encyclopaedia, or Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences

1% joca monachorum, attribution of Altercatio Hadriani Augusti et Epicteti Philosophi to Bede (see Hain, 3),

Aldhelm of Malmesbury, Archbishop Tatwine of Canterbury, Eusubius, Boniface)
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(1807): “An Emblem is a kind of painted aenigma, which representing some obvious history,
with reflections underneath, instructs us in some moral truth.” (“Emblem” 367).

Printed in 1705 in Amsterdam on the orders of Peter I, the first Russian Emblem book
“Symbola et Emblemata” has a certain affinity to the riddle book due to its layout. The left page
contains the numbered list of the textual part of emblems. Each emblem contains the title (in
Dutch), a motto (in Russian), and the versions of the motto in Latin, French, Italian, Dutch,
English and German. The right page contains the corresponding pictorial representation of the
emblems, also numbered. The publication lacks a preface. There are no instructions given to the
Russian reader who is expected to match the text with the picture. The reading of these
emblembs therefore required a degree of cognitive involvement that would guide the reader in
finding the meaning to these matched parts of the emblem as a sort of solving a puzzle.'*

The pleasurable Renaissance activities of solving riddles paralleled the serious study of
the Greko-Roman ancient world. The study of the Greek and Latin literary culture was not
limited to a specific “period.” The late Renaissance humanisits encompassed a mixture of
intellectual trends, in which the aim was to study and model the best traditions of the Greco-
Latin culture. A. Delrio’s S. Aldhelini prisci Occidentalium Saxonum episcopi poetica nonnuli
(1601) provides insight not only in the continuity of the Renaissance antiquarianism into the
seventeenth century but also supports the idea of the emergence of interest in late Antiquity and

the European Latin culture of the Middle Ages.

1% For example, motto #8 titled “Een Balon: Kol’ biashte b’ien byvaiu, tol’ biashte poimaius’” matches an image of
the ball that is just about to be hit by two bats with metal spikes. Symbola et Emblemata (1705) p.4 Likewise, an
average Russian expected to have explanations of the Roman mythological symbols used during the official
festivities of the first half of the XVIII century. The “reading experience” of walking through the royal park and
looking at the didactic representations of heroes from Aesop’s fables also required either guided or learned
strategies of hermeneutics.
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Already in the late Renaissance the academic and popular explorations of wit and
intellectual ingenuity branched off into the stylistic manifestations of metaphors, often too
intricate for an unsophisticated reader. Bolstered by the hermeneutic methods, the idea of
conceptismo justified the model of appreciation of poetic texts based on the stylistically
sophisticated language abounding with ingenious tropes or linguistic devices. The virtue of
wordplay and the unriddling of pervasive contradictions in the conceptual metaphors was
championed by Baltazar Gracian, the Spanish theorist of conceptismo, and, thereafter, advanced
through the writings on rhetoric and poetics throughout Western, Central and Eastern Europe.

In light of the cultural reorientation of Russia in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
from the Greek (Byzantine) to the Latin cultural paradigm, it is compelling that the exposure of
the Renaissance rhetoricians to the Greek classics revitalized and expanded the practicing of the
trope of enigma in the Latin rhetoric and in literature more broadly. In Russia, prior to the
introduction of the Latin rhetorical tradition, the rhetoricity of Byzantine religious texts fell
under the umbrella of homiletics and comprised a Russian rhetorical practice of using examples
from the authoritative literature rather the Greek rhetorical treaties (Bulanina).

Even though Russian culture did not develop the same kind of appreciation of the ancient
rhetorical and grammatical traditions, it was not, as this point of view became overstated by the
future generations of pro-European reformers, in intellectual “darkness”. Russia was part of the
long tradition of South Slavic and Eastern grammatical traditions. The corpus of texts roughly
encompasses the pre-print grammatical texts compiled and published by Jagich in 1896 and
republished with additional commentaries by D.S. Worth in 1983. (Worth) Compared to the
output of pre-print and print grammars in Europe the size of systematized grammatical literature

(as opposed to strewn philological comments) in Old Russian culture is small. Yet, even though
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quantitatively modest, the Orthodox tradition of rhetorical stylistics based on the Byzantine
patristic and monastic literature, the Psalter and apocrypha was profound. It not only continued
to influence the Russian writers of the eighteenth century but the writers of the nineteenth

century, including Tolstoy and Dostoevsky.

Baroque enigma

The Polish-Muscovite war of 1605-1618 symbolically marked the cultural turn in which
the conservative Muscovite culture yielded to the intellectual influences of the West. The social
and political turmoil that followed has inaugurated the Russian Baroque/’Renaissance’ period. It
was represented by a complex inflow of European cultural influences in art, architecture, music
and literature. As the traditional Russian innovative and anti-innovative cultural trends continued
to compete in the Russian society, the new literary forms began to emerge and evolve in ways
that often times differed from their evolutionary process in the Western societies.

The seventeenth century in Europe “was beholden to rhetoric, as handed down from the
ancients and modified by the Renaissance. The poets used every available device to give order to
language and to constrain it to serve precise ends"(Gillespie). The transition to the European
rhetorical model in Russia did not rely to the same degree on the ancients or the humanists. The
religious schism initiated by the revision of texts based on the new Greek translations
fundamentally codified the official cultural orientation of the Church and the State toward some
but not all Western forms and values, in life and in literature.

The cultural shift of the seventeenth century was still entrenched in the Russian Orthodox

tradition of anti-secularism. In my view, the analogy with the the European Renaissance better
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reflects Russian culture during the reign of Catherine Il. The emergence of the poetic riddles as a
form of intellectual activity for playful purposes in the atmosphere of gallantry and leisurely
enjoyment in the 1750s highlights the absence of the secular rhetorical model in Russia in the
seventeenth century.

However, it should not be ignored that the seeds of the secular rhetorical model were
planted in Russia during the European post-Renaissance period. The rhetorical turn in Russian
literature, especially during the reign of Alexei Mikhailovich, is evidenced by the legitimization
of dramatic and poetic forms of versification. The presyllabic versification of Russian Byzantine-
inspired poetry survived up to the eighteenth century in the poetry of Old Believers (Panchenko),
but its poetic tradition was too undeveloped to resist the rhetorically oriented syllabic poetry that
increasingly influenced the Nikonean reformers. Neither was the penetration of Polish influenced
poetry into Russia a process that the authorities were able to control. The poetry of Timofei
Akundinov, a self-proclaimed heir to the Russian throne, had probably given more weight to the
arguments that the Polish influence represented by his political message was baleful. (Panchenko
81) In the second half of the seventeenth century, in spite of the strong resistance from the
conservative Orthodox Church establishment, Simeon Polotskii and his followers left an
indelible mark on the future Russian pro-European orientation.

The momentum of cultural and social change was so strong that even the opponents had
to rely on the new rhetorical framework to oppose the Latin rhetorical model. Both pro-European
and anti-European advocates, driven by ideological and cultural differences, paradoxically
adopted and adapted to their needs the European Baroque rhetorical models for conducting

polemics.
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In the Russian literary sphere, the expression of westernization was ascertained by the
acceptance of the European tradition of rhetoric. Although up to this day the concept can be
narrowly used to signify the art of persuasion, rhetoric also stands for the skillful and artistic
organization of both non-literary and literary texts. It is salient that historically the study of
rhetoric in its broader sense also incorporates the study of poetics. Stylistics was an integral part
of learning how to organize language for practical purposes in prose or in verse, and it therefore
justified the inclusion of versification exercises in the general system of education.

The study of rhetoric was well established in the Russian Empire by the second half of
the eighteenth century. The teaching of rhetoric and poetics was expected, or even required, in
the military institutions such as Cadet Corps (//l1sixemno-Cyxonymuwiti Kopnyc). In the
seminaries, the study of rhetoric and poetics continued in the tradition of Kyiv-Mohyla
Academy. The first publication of literary riddles by Kheraskov, Dubrovskii , and Sumarokov
should be considered against the background of more than a century of rhetorical education in
Russia.

Did the Russian eighteenth-century writers read the poetic riddles from the seventeenth
century? As far as | can tell there is no supporting evidence that Kheraskov, Dubrovskii or
Sumarokov were familiar with Simeon Polotskii’s poems Aenigma and Aenigma (“Fiat

mihi.. .)103. Since Polotskii’s handwritten collection of Beprorpaa MHOTOIBETHBINH Was

103 AENIGMA

Jest stadto, w ktorym boska przypomnienie
Z przysiegq bozg gdy miato ztgczenie,
Wydato owoc boza taske z siebie.

Zgadni y modli ich, jesli chcesz by¢ w niebie.
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unaccessible in the eighteenth century, it is my conjecture that Polotskii’s poem 3aeadxa™ was

also unknown.

TO (AENIGMA)

To co samego Boga na ziemi zrodzi,

To co sie w niebie z Bogiem Bogiem ogrodyzi,
To co jasnemi cudy jasnie sie wstawy,
Tegowszem nie czcie Arej szalenstwo bywy.

(AENIGMA) “FIAT MIHI SECUNDUM VERBUM TUUM”

W poczatku bycia wszech rzeczy swiatowych,
Na stowo Paniskie stawac sie gotowych,

To stowo FIAT te wszechmocnos$é miato,

Ze wszystko przez me w swej bytnosci stato.
Ja drugie FIAT znajduje na $wiece

Silniejsze w skutku, te mi gdy zgadnacie,
Najduzsza cena chetnie wam zaptace,

Co sie im stato daruje za prace.

R(espons):

Nad boskie stowo coz jest silnejszego,
Wszystko sie stato rzeknienie ktérego:
Niebo przestronne onym utwerdzone,
Przez nie y swiatta wielkie o$wiecone,
Przeswietne gwiazdy u wesote zorze

Tym utworzone, y burzliwe morze.

Ziemia wszedzie y ogien goracy

Wsystke sie stato przez gtos wszechmogacy.
Chyba te FIAT, z serca pokornego

Rzeczone Panng do posta gornego,

Jest skuteczniejsze, za ktorym sie stato,

Ze Bog przedwieczny przyodziat sie w ciato.
Z Panny sie zrodzit ktorym Swiat stworzony.
Tworzec, w stworzenia postac obeczony.
Czystg watrobg Panna ogarneta,

Ktorego wielkos¢ niebios nie pojeta.

Ta gadka pono jest mi zagadniona,

Czekam zaptaty. — Gadka zaptacona.

1% Thisis not a proper riddle but a fable in which Polotsky tells the apocryphal story of Homer’s death.
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The riddle as the literary genre of the Eastern cultures has entered the Russian cultural
imagination from the West as well. Voltaire’s riddling theme in Zadig is perhaps the most
telling example. Even though the literary value of riddles was described in the poetics of non-
European origins, including in the classical Chines, Arabaic, Sanskrit and medieval Indian works
(Vatuk 142), the Russian authors were positioned towards the reception of the tradition of
riddling from the European sources. Arguably, the European tradition was itself of “Eastern”
origin as the Grecian motif of the enigma in literature, painting and sculpture was founded on the
myths of the Orient. (Watkins 270). Cook disagrees with this opinion and insists that the sphinx
as a riddling beast is unique to the Greek tradition. She believes that the Egyptian enigmatic
motif has been contaminated with the Greek enigmatic motif in the European consciousness
during the Renaissance period.(Cook 8-10).

Influenced by the 17" century Polish literary culture and the missionary activities of the
Jesuits, the Orthodox communities of Ukraine and Belorussia had to transform themselves by
adaptating the Latin rhetorical and poetic systems in order to defend the ideological position of
the Orthodox faith. As a result, besides the rhetorical skills of persuasion, the skills of
hermeneutical interpretation became in high demand and were incorporated into the pedagogical
programs. Wit and refined acumen was therefore praised in all spheres of life, including in the art
of versification. In this historical context the enigmatic tradition attained a level of prestige,
which found many forms of expression. Apart from literary riddles, the skill of deciphering the
hidden meaning was applied to epitaphs, emblems, and religious texts.

The latinization of Russian culture proceeded with alacrity in the 18" century as a
consequence of Peter’s revolutionary vision of Russian Empire as part of Europe. But the

cyclical nature of changes in Russian cultural history reminds us that it took another fifty years
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for the poetic literary riddles to develop as an autonomous genre. The cultural differences
between the Latin-oriented European cultures and the entrenched anti-Latin tradition in Russia
reveal the challenges of implementing the policy of Europeanization. The focus of the Petrine
reforms was on the immediate and practical translation of the symbols of power, including in the
area of emblematics. The riddling element was suggested in the translation of Esope’s Fables,
but it couldn’t have been foregrounded.

The genre of the literary riddle also existed in the Byzantine literature, but this type of
Byzantine literature was not acknowledged by the pre-Petrine culture. The opposition Latin vs.
Greek/Byzantine/Russian is therefore an oversimplification of the process that did not
necessarily distance the Russian Empire from the myth of Byzantium. The “Greek project” of
Catherine 11 is a good example that poetic references to ancient Greek themes contained political
symbolism. As we have seen, some of the riddles from the corpus also exhibit odic moments or
political praise of Catherine’s rule.

In terms of the role of the rhetorical model, the true binary opposition in Russian culture
of the eighteenth century was expressed not as a ‘Latin’ vs. ‘Greek’ but as the continuing
dichotomy of two cultural paradigms: the Latin-Greek rhetorical model vs. the Orthodox-Greek
rhetorical model. The rhetorical element of secular Greek culture became a crucial element of
the Europen identity. It was exactly this secular Greek culture that the conservative Orthodox did
not welcome. By comparing Russian pre-Christian cultural activities, such as the telling of
riddles, to the secular ancient Greek culture the traditionalists also rejected the Latin-Greek

rhetorical model entirely and in all its manifestations.
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The acceptance of the folk and learned literary activities of the ancient Greek and Latin
worlds in Western Europe provided the continuation of the enigmatic tradition as well as an
opportunity to develop in its own unique ways. The tradition of literary riddles in Europe
originated from the late period of Latin literature when authors such as Ausonius cultivated the
art of poesis artificiosa. Since the publication of Paschasius’ Poesis Artificiosa (1688), this term
was applied to elaborate poetic forms, particularly those composed in Latin. (Borysowska and
Milewska-Wazbinska 7) The virtuosity of poetic forms and the accentuation of acumen in poetic
compositions have been foregrounded in the Baroque guides to rhetorics and poetics. The poetic
playfulness of acrostic, visual poems, emblematic poems, arithmetic poems, enigmas, etc.,
enabled European poets to popularize these forms as a type of literary games. In chapter XV, for
example, Paschasius wrote about De Carmine Aenigmatico: “Carmen Aenigmaticum, seu
Logogryphum, est, quaestio abstrusa, sub cujus significatu latet sensus aliquis mysticus, &
obscurus, qui non facile intelligutur, nisi solvatur, ut.”1%

As one out of many genres of poesis artficiosa, a riddle (aenigma) was included in the
Jesuit poetics prior to Paschasius’ book. According to Rypson, examples of poesis artificiosa
were included in almost every anthology of rhetorics (Niedzwiedz, Borysowska, and Milewska-
Wabitiska).'% For example, in Ratio studiorum, students of rhetoric and poetics were encouraged
“to explicate hieroglyphs, symbols, Pythagorean sentences apophtegmats, proverbs, emblems
and riddles.” Hieroglyphs, emblems and enigmas were mentioned as the most typical genres of
poesis artifisiosa in the textbooks, especially “in chapters about inventions, as topos of external

argumentation” (Niedzwiedz, Borysowska, and Milewska-Wzbitiska 177-178).

1%cited in Borysowska and Milewska-Wazbinska: see Paschasius, 63

Cited in J. Niedzwiedz: Rypson, Piotr. Piramidy, slonca, labirinty: poezja wizualna w Polsce od XVI do XVIII wieku.
Neriton, 2002. pp. 74-86, 102;

106
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It is noteworthy that in the seventeenth century rhetorical textbooks enigmas, logogryphs,
as well as emblems, were categorized as a sub-genre of epigrammatic “pattern poetry”. In the
beginning of the eighteenth century the classification of pattern poems as a type of epigrammatic
poetry was divided into three parts: iucunda, curiosa, and articifiosa. The cultural memory of
assigning riddles to the epigrammatic genre persisted in in the Russian literary journals. The
riddles in verse were printed in close proximity to the epigrams. This Russian tradition can be
traced to the courses taught in Latin in the Polish-Lithuanian territories. For example, in the
seventeenth century handwritten textbook Institutum rhetoricum seu Leges religioasae rhetorum
Societatis lesu (1687) the author from the Vilnian Academy categorizes riddles (gryphus and
aenigma) as two types of epigrams.(Niedzwiedz, Borysowska, and Milewska-Wzbitiska 178).

The evolution of the Jesuit education in Lithuania influenced the cultural developments in
the Orthodox communities of Ukraine, Belorussia, and, somewhat later, in Russia. The East
Slavic Orthodox literary culture of the seventeenth and of first half of the eighteenth century
materialized in part due to the transplantation of the Polish-Lithuanian accentuation on Latin
rhetorics and poetics. Close contacts with the Jesuits demanded that the Orthodox communities
tailored their educational models in order to find a balance between the the stylistic innovations
and the traditional Orthodox religious beliefs.

The pioneering experiments with the genres of poesis artifiosa originated among the
Ukrainian and Belorusian poets first due to their closer contacts with the Polish literature. The
Kyiv-Mohyla Academy was the most influential cultural institution which served as the center of
the new rhetorical paradigm in East Slavia Orthodoxia. The students were required to practice
the art of versification and to compose epigramata and poesis artifiosis for classes and for special

occasions.
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The Kyiv-Mohyla Academy firmly rooted itself as the cultural institution where the
refinement of lyrical, dramatic and epigrammatic genres was greatly admired (Klein 21; Petrov).
The rhetorical education taught at the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy continued to influence the
eighteenth-century Russian educators (Lewin). The experience of studying at the Kyiv-Mohyla
Academy had a profound impact on the aesthetic ideas and style of numerous Russian authors.

The flowering of the Baroque literature in the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy had a distinctive
affinity to the visual effects of the emblematical images. "Iluutuku u puropuku Kueso-
MorwunsHcKo# akagemMun" observes Morozov, "deprnaBiiie MaTepual u3 NocoOui, MPUHATHIX B
MOJIbCKUX Me3yuTcKkux kKomierusx (Ckanurepa, Macena, [lontana), paccMaTpuBaroT
smbematuky B pazzaenax "Mzobperenne", "Ykpamenue", "BriMbicen", U BKIIOYAIOT B YUSHHUE O
tpomax" (Morozov 185-186). Emblems and riddles, as I’ve pointed out before, had a common
source of origin since the Baroque theoreticians considered them as tropes. For example, in his
celebrated exploration of emblems Frangois Ménestrier devoted a discussion of the enigmatics,
including riddles, hieroglyphics, and so on.

Ménestrier’s La Philosophy Des Images Enigmatique (1650) notably became the
handbook for any serious heraldist. But the most telling connection between the enigmatic poetry
and the cultural mechanisms of “Europeanizatoin” is highlighted by the fact that the popularity
of heraldry and emblematic poetry in Europe, and especially in Ukraine in the second half of the
seventeenth century, had an eminent impact on the Europeanization of Russia. Peter I’s request
to publish the first Russian collection of emblems, Symbola et Emblemata (1705), symbolizes the
adaption of the most popular visual and poetic genre in Europe since Andrea Alciato’s

publication of Emblematum Liber in 1531.

336



The rhetorical effect of the emblem is determined by its tripartite structure: inscription,
pictura, explicatio. Emblem has an affinity to a literary riddle because the poetic description also
refers to physical objects (i.e. an anchor, torches, lyre, etc.) or real and fantastical animals (i.e. a
lion, a snake, a phoenix, a gryphon, etc.) Like a riddle, the emblem is assigned a single
interpretation or an “answer,” usually of allegorical nature. Emblems in verse that lacked
visualization (unless it was an embedded textual visualization in the shape of the object) required
the reader to guess, or rather recognize, the established allegorical representation.

The emblematic poetry was an essential part of the baroque theater that blended the
visual extravagancy of the European allegorical representations and the Old Russian tradition of
using proverbs, riddles and religious allegories. An allegorical drama Crasa Ilewanvuas,
performed by students of the Moscow Hospital in 1725, offers an example of the role of the
poetic riddle in the Russian baroque drama. The allegorical imagery is mixed with the folkloric
elements, including a riddle (Morozov 191). The allegorical figure IIpenyseaenue (Providence)
challenges Russia, Neptune, Pallada, and Russian Mars to solve the riddle:

Panyiics, Poccue, nquecs, Taxke u Henryne,
[Tamsima G0oTHHS, HE TIPUHUIOX a3 TYHE,
Poccuiickuit Mapc 311paB Oy ¢ CIIaBOO BECEIbI,
Hexku 3aranku Bam JHECH MHOIO IIPETYCIIEITH.
Otranaiite OHBIN, TaJaliTe pa3yMHO;
[IpenyBmxay 00 s B BaC ObITH HEUTO TITYMHO.
(Uto ce ecTh 3arajka.)

The riddle itself consists of short lines with a range of four to seven syllables. Unlike the overall
register of the Church Slavonic and Russian, the riddle is rendered as an imitation of the folk

style:
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BBILIBEN LBET B MOJIH
OBITH ellle HeT BOJIH,
OEXHUT K HEMY Koca,
cama BecMa Ooca,
TOTYacC €ro CKOCHIIO,
cepaIe BCeM YHBUIO,
LBer 60 xorga ymai,
CTpax BCEM Hamai
(Wernosa 387)

The contrast between the rhetorical register of the allegorical figures of Russian Mars and

Neptune is obvious when Russia describes the riddle as 6abps (a peasant woman).
Poccus
Uro cust 3a 6abbr0 HaM 3arajiKy rajaer,

[IBeTOM HEKHMM C KOLIEHUEM 3€JI0 YCTpaIaeT?

The solution to this riddle is the foreboding of Peter I’s death. The emblematic
description is based on the otherwise folk imagery of death: the scythe and the trimming of wild
flowers. The mirroring of 1iset and Liger (capitalized) is a poetic device but may also allude to
the use of reflections for devinational purposes. Perhaps it is for these reasons that the gods,
which embody the European Enlightenment, reject the irrational interpretations of dreams and
riddles:

IMannsc

3arajkam He BEpIO, HO HEUTO IIeTICHEI0,
CepaiieM MouM 00JICIO M BeChbMa OJICTHEIO.

Mapc
CHawm, 3arajikaM HUKOT/Ia BEPUTH yI00HO,
O TOM e M IHEeCh TyMaThb Ce JIM BaM IOJI00HO.

(Hukomaen)

The interconnection of riddles and emblems in eighteenth-century Russian literature
suggests that the image of Peter I was visualized as a type of enigma. Peter the Great’s symbolic

stature required emblematic descriptions. For instance, in the song “Vozveselisia, Rossie,
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pravovernaia strana” Peter is called an eagle, a gryphon and Hercules.'®” Was the reference to
gryphon intended to be an invitation to explore the enigmatic character of the Tsar? In Gavriil
Buzhinsky’s CiioBo B 1eHb TouIHaro nomMstHoBenus ... ['ocynapst [lerpa Benukoro (1723) the
dialogue with the audience is structured around the questions demanding the unriddling of
Peter’s death.

JIrotast y0O CHsI CMEPTh; Pa3CylIuM elle, CIBIIIATeNINe, OTKYIY CBOW PO BEAET? KAaKOBbIS OHA (haMUITHN?
OT KOETO IIEMEHHU ITPOoUcXouT? CMepTh €CTh ALEPh TPEKIATaro poautes rpexa. A mMaTth kTo? [10X0Tb.
O, HEMACTIUBUU POJUTENNE, CHE HEHACBITUMOE CTPAIIMIINILE, BECH MUP MOKHUPAOIIEE, POTUBIIUH.
HemactnuByto es paMHIIMIO OMIHCYIOT TyXOM CBATHIM JBM)KMMHUH aIllOCTOJH CBSITHH, U Tako IlaBern o
MMOTHOENTFHOM OTIIE 51 TaroiieT: «EnnHeM 4enoBekoM rpex B MUp BHUE, U TPEXOM CMEPTh, M TAKO BO
BCs YCIIOBCKU CMEPTH BHUAEC, O HEM K€ BCU COrpCIIrIIIa. SIBCTBEHHO y60, KTO UM OTKyAy OTEI CMCPTH; a
0 Martepu esl u3Belaet HaM MakoB cBATHIN, aku poAociaoBue est onucysii: «[1oXoTh 3aUeHIn paxKaaeT
rpex, TPeX ke COACTH paKIaeT CMepThy. Buanm yoo Mep3karo ucyanns U paMuiIni MEp3KyIo,
POXIEHUA €XUIHUHA U IO BCESIOBUTENIINHI, BCS MOKUPAIOIINI, BCA CHEIAIOUIUH, BCA B IIpaxX U Mene
oOpamaromwmii! O, KTo y0O OT U30IIPEHHBIX €51 3y00B cBO0O T ObITH MOXkeT? KTO OT KOCHI €51, Bes
MOJKHHATOMIeH, n30erneT? OT4yasBaTrcs ObI MPUILIO POAY YE€TIOBEUECKOMY, alle ObI CHe JIF0TOE 3110 He
YCMHPEHO ObLI0, alle Obl CUsl KOca Ha KaMeHb, XpucTa ['ocriona, He nmonana: «KaMeHs jxe 6e XprcTocy;
aire Obl SJIOBUTOE €51 JKajlo Ha BCeMHUpHAro Bpara He yinyumio: «['1e tu, cmepte, xano? ['ne tu, azne,
mobena?»

The Baroque rhetoricity in Crasa Ileuansnas exhibits multiple layers. Stylistic blending
of Church Slavonic, colloquial Russian and foreign words is a typical feature of the literary texts
from the 1720’s. The rhetorical exercise of restating the same thought is exemplified by the

restatement of the riddle by the allegorical figure of Russia and the answer by Geniush (Genius):

1 The allegorical representations of Peter | were not per say enigmatic; one of the main features of the panegyric

literature of the Petrine period was to portray Peter’s military power and his reformist determination using
mythological or biblical symbolism. For example, in “Tsarstvo mira ...” it was Apostle Peter, in “Revnost’
Pravoslaviia ...” it was Jesus Navine, in “Svobozhdenie Livonii | Ingermanliandii” King David, in the visual triumphal
representations as Mars, Ulysses, Jupiter, Agamemnon, Samson etc. which symbolized Peter I's accomplishments.
However, the allegorical nature of theatrical plays and public spectacles (triumphal marches, fireworks,
masquerades) with its striking for the contemporary average Russian spectator of Greek and Latin mythological
themes and emblems focused on the skills of interpreting the political messages, which can be seen as equivalent
to the cognitive skills of solving riddles.
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Poccus
3araznky oTtragail Ham, ['eHuymie 60apHl,
3arajai CHIO BU€pach Tak 4€JIOBEK TOOPHI:
L{BeT B mOJI¥ IBECTH €IIle BOJIM HE UMYIIIH,
Kocoro ckocmit ero HeKTo TaM KUBYIITH:
YBsuly, pede, CTpax BceM OOHUMAET,
Pup1, mr06€3He, pasyM TBOW YTO O CEM BemaeT?

I'emnym
[TevanbHo, yx)acHo,
Heuasnno, ctpaiino
3arajika coAepKHuT,
Crpax cepie 00AepKUT:
IIBet B oy cTosm
lNocynmaps ects G0y,
Koce cmepTh rpsaaymry,
Ckopo ObITh UMYILLY,
Ymepury, 6one3Hn
N neyanu cne3Hbl
Poccrnanom npunayr,
Hoinro He oTUAYT.

Cnasa [leuanvnas 1s a rare example among numerous texts that | have examined that
contains a poetic riddle. In the first half of the eighteenth century, the Russian literary riddle did
not yet develop as a unique poetic genre. The argument can be made that the trop of enigma did
not elicit the Russian interest in Latin enigmatography.'®

The origin of the first Russian rhetoric (i.e. Macarii’s Rhetoric of 1620) is another
example how different the evolution of the Russian rhetorical tradition was compared to Europe.
The Russian “textbook” throughout the seventeenth century, Macarii’s Rhetoric of 1620 served
the role of a conduit of the rhetorical style even as late as the eighteenth century. According to
Annushkin, the first redaction of Rhetoric of 1620 was likely to have been translated from Latin

from the short version of Fillips Melanchton’s Rhetoric (edition of 1577) (Aunymikuu 237).

Unlike the Ukrainian textbooks of rhetoric (in Latin), which encouraged versificatory excercises,

1% The Latin manuscript of Symphosius’s Aenigmata reached Russia only in the XIXth century.
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there is no strong evidence that Macarii’s Rhetoric of 1620 and its subsequent versions cultivated
poésia curiosa or the enigmatic tradition. The single reference to the art of versification poetic
can be discerned in the following sentence: "... exe MUIIUTE U TJIAroJeTe, TO BCE MHOIO
COBEpIIIacTe U yKpamaere, ¥ yJ00HO MHUTEIHCTBOM COTBOPSIETE; U €r/la YTO B MUCHhMEHAX WU B
CTHUXO0X, WJIH B IIOCJIaHUHUX, NI B KOUX 6CCGI[aX H B PA3rOBOPHBIX PCUCHUAX 663 MO€Tro
pUTOpHUYECKaro MPUCTPOCHHUS, TOTIa YOO pa3yMeTUCs] HAPUIIAETE U CAMH HEKOJIMKO B TOM K€ Cs
o6peraere ..." (Aunymxkus 15)'%°

Macarii’s Rhetoric of 1620 does not contain versified examples or literary examples from
the Latin classical literature. The Russian rhetorical tradition (should we accept the point of view
that this text originated in Russia and not in Ukraine or Belorussia) lacked the theoretical and
practical applications of poetics. The study of poetics emerged in Russia only in the second half
of the seventeenth century under Ukrainian and Belorusian influences.

The hypothesis that the first Russian rhetorical text was translated directly from Latin text
is nonetheless critical in our study of the Russian literary riddle. Section I, O ykpawenuu cnosa,
shows that the grammatical terminology, in comparison to the terminology found in the O ocmu
yacmsx cnosa, Was significantly elaborated:

"YUTO ecTh yKpalleHue cioBa?

-"VKpalieHue cIoBa eCTh KOTOPOE SCHO U SBHO U CJIAKOI0 PEUHIO WITH TJIarojaHueM Jesna u
BEIIM OOSIBIISIET U OTBEIIAET U MOKA3yeT."

"Yro ects MeTaopa?

-Metadopa ecTs eryia riac Ui cJI0BO MIPUPOXKICHHATO €CTECTBA M OT CBOWCTBEHHArO
03HaMEHOBaHHS K HETOJJIMHHOMY U HECBOWCTBEHHOMY MEPEHOCUTCH .... IATBIHCKUM SI3BIKOM MeTadopa
HapHIIaeTCsl TPAHTIAHIIO, CHPEYh MepeHeceHue cioBa - Kukepo kpatkum nmonoduem Hapuraer.” (10)

"Urto ecTh anneropus?

-Anneropus ecTh Be4HasI ¥ IOCTOSTHHAS MeTadopa He BO €JUHOM CIIOBE, HO O TIOBECTH, €r/ia
KOTOpasi BEIllb ONUCYETCS M O0SBISIETCSI HEKOTOPHIM NOA0OHEM, SKO K€ TaBUTH KOTO - BMECTO TOT'O
[JIaroJeTcs, 4YTO €CTh BUHO 0e3ronoBHOro aema” (20)

"MHOTO 1 €CTh 00pa3IoB ajuIeropus?

- Yetsipe: eHUrMa, mapamusi, UpoHus, capkacmyc." (21)

“"Yro ecTh eHUTMA?

1956 folio 371
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-EHITrMa ecTh XUTpoe HEKOTOPOE MOI00ME WK 3arafanre (CHpedb 3arajanue Wid mpuTda *), sKo
e TeCHOYC - BEIllM ITOJIOBHHA Besikaro." (22)

It is notable that in the Introduction to the Rhetoric of 1620 the anonymous author relies
on the allegorical personification of Rhetoric. Just like the trope of enigma the personification of
Rhetoric enables the abstract notion to speak using the first person pronoun: " puropuka
J0OPOCIIOBHOTO U SICHO3PUMOI0 pa3yMa, MHOM rpaMMaTrKa UCTIIOJHAETCS U TMaJeKTUKA
ykpamaercs. CBA3YACh C 3TUMHU YUYEHUSIMHU, s1 HAy4ar0 BUTUMCKONW MYJIPOCTH U Bpa3yMIISIIO, KaK
SICHO COCTaBJIAThH Onarue (60rocioBckue) peuu. MHOIO MPOCTpaHHOE pa3yMEHHE COKpAIaeTcs,
COKPBITOE TOBOPUTCS SICHO, & SICHOE WJIM SIBHOE MOKET ObITh CKa3aHO COKPBITO" (AHHYIIKUH 98).
The feminine voice (the grammatical gender of the noun “Rhetoric” is feminine in Russian)
conveys the ability to speak with riddles: “cokpbiToe TOBOPUTCS SICHO, a ICHOE VI SIBHOE MOXKET
OBITh CKa3aHO COKPHITO.”

With Ukrainian influence the rhetoric and poetics finally completely intertwined by the
first quarter of the eighteenth century. In Mokritsky’s poetics of 1722, the poetic playfulness
(igraszki poetycki) was theoretically justified via the examples of riddle-like verses (Lewin
36).110 In Kvetnitsky’s poetics (1732) the paragraph “De aenigmate” included a section devoted
to epigrammatic poetry. In addition, Kvetnitsky defined and provided examples of the curious
forms. A discussion of riddles as an epigrammatic genre can be found in Finitskii in his ldea
Artis Poeseos (1741), Bazilevich’s lecture notes (1752/1753) and the lectures of the anonymous

professor of Kholmogory (1756/1757) (Lewin 55,57,62,73,83).

110 . . . . . . . .
Lewin lists the following verses: leonine verses, echo verses, raki, wierz korelatywny, wierz zgodny, acrostich,

wierz proteiczny, serpentium, wiersz gramtyczny, wierz anaforyczny, wiersz epiforyczny, wiersz stopniowany.
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The Russian Orthodox rhetorical tradition

As the the Latin rhetorical tradition grew in eighteenth-century Russia, the traditional
Russian Orthodox rhetorical and grammatical traditions readjusted rather than vanished. As
Harvey Goldblatt argues, “[a] careful analysis of the literary works of important eighteenth-
century authors such as Feofan Prokopovy¢, Vasilij Tredjakovskij, and Mixail Lomonosov tends
to suggest that the survival and resystematization of the Orthdox Slavic tradition played a central
part in the ‘new secular nationalism” of Post-Petrine Russia” (Goldblatt 347). The works of St.
Basil, St. John of Damascus, and St. Gregory of Naziansus continued to ascertain the physico-
theological truths of the material world in the heterogeneous works of Trediakovsky, Lomonosov
and others (Levitt 297).***

The rhetorical questions of Lomonosov’s physico-theological poetry have not been
compared to riddles. The dialogical form of his Beuepnee pasmviuinenue o boscuem eerunecmese
npu ciyyae senuxozo ceseprozo cusnus IS nevertheless expressively enigmatic:

Uro 3b1071€T SCHBIA HOYBIO JTy4?

UTO TOHKHMH TJIIAMEHB B TBEP/Ib Pa3UT?
Kax monaust 6e3 Tpo3HbIX Ty4
CrpeMuTcs OT 36MJIH B 3€HUT?

Kax moxet O6bITh, 4TO0 Mep3bIit Tap
Cpenu 3uMbI poXk1ai moxap?

In these rhetorical questions, the trope of the enigma is indicated by the constructions of startling
antithesis: a ray of light vibrates in the night sky, the flame originates not from the earth but from

the sky, the lightning strikes upward, and the winter’s frozen air produces fire. In addition, the

m According to Marcus Levitt, the physico-theological tradition in 18" century Russia was “a meeting ground and
melting pot for generically heterogeneous works — of natural science, poetry, and philosophy —and for
chronologically disparate trends, a peculiarly early modern blend of classical, Christian (Eastern and Western), and
Enlightenment ideas.” (297).
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answer is hinted but not provided, embolding the reader to solve the contradictions by
visualizing the invisible.

In his Kpamkas pumopuxa, Merzliakov wrote “Y nac, B Poccun, nyxoBHbie OTIIbI
MepBbIe HA4YaIM coOupath Purtopudeckus npaBuia, ciaenys metoae I 'peueckux u JlaTHHCKUX
puropuk”(Merzliakov 15). In the Orthodox tradition the works of St. Basil, St. John of
Damascus, and St. Gregory Gregory of Naziansus were admired for their allegorical content and
dignified rhetorical style. Allegories and “dark speeches” presented an opportunity for an
Orthodox reader to unveil the religious meaning through the didactic use of rhetorical devices.
The lack of clarity was a prerequisite of the spiritual path to the ideal of vision. The trope of
enigma in the Orthodox rhetorical tradition had to do with the possibility of true vision.

Although the trope of enigma was commonly used in the Orthodox rhetorical tradition it
lacked a theoretical abstraction. The notable exception was a short tenth-century treatise O
obpaszex, which presumably had a limited circulation in the pre-Petrine Russia (Koniavskaia 18).
Translated from Greek into Bulgarian, and afterward from Bulgarian into Church Slavonic, this
short rhetorical treatise established the Church Slavonic terminology, which did not get fixed, yet
left an indelible mark on the Russian rhetorical tradition (Kolesov 17). Among the twenty-five
tropes (o6paswt) there is a calque of the Greek term aenigma — priklad (npuxnao).

The term npuxnao did not gain wide use and aenigma has been commonly rendered as
eadanue, which had a distinct Christian context. For example, see the following exerpts: “He
speaks to him in person and without enigmas (KS)” (St. Basil Homily 1V); “But, before I take up
the matter itself of the profession of faith, the following warning should be given: It is
impossible to express in one word or one concept, or to grasp with the mind at all, the majesty

and glory of God, which is unutterable and incomprehensible, and the Holy Scripture, although
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for the most part employing words in current use, speaks obscurely ‘as through a glass (KS)’ (I
Cor 13.12) even to the clean of hear (Matt 5.8). The beholding face to face and the perfect
knowledge (1 Cor 13.12) have been promised to those who are accounted worthy in the life to
come. But now, even if a man be a Paul or a Peter, even though he truly sees what he sees and is
not misled nor deceived by his imagination, yet he sees through a glass and in a dark manner
(KS), and he looks forward with great joy to perfect knowledge in the future of that which he
receives now in part with thanksgiving (1 Cor 13.10)”(St. Basil 60-61).

Pauline expression “through a glass darkly” is translated as eaoamenvno. The divine
potential of sight, as Levitt points out, is the “correlation between inner and outer vision and the
degree of their possible convergence” in Orthodox theology. Levitt illustrates his example by
Palamas’ path to seeing God face-to-face through the manifestations of energies. The aenigmatic
aspect of this spiritual path lies in the experience that cannot be rationally explained. The image
of light is therefore a sensational vision of the Divine.

The opposition of light is darkness as one of the manifestations of silence. Rhetoricity of
the Orthodox writers is required simply to persuade the believer of the acceptance of the limits of
the human capacity to rationalize the material world. In the /llecmoones (Hexameron), St. Basil
accentuates the delicate balance between the rationalistic classical world and the spiritual
Christian world. Having received excellent education in rhetoric, St. Basil employs various
rhetorical devices to advocate the clarity of Christian message. “Let us then be silent for the
moment about these metaphors and allegories, and simply following without vain curiosity the
words of Holy Scripture, let us take from darkness the idea which it gives us”(St. Basil Homily
). In Homily VII, simplicity is prescribed in the symbolic triad of “truth, sincerity and

simplicity”(St. Basil Homily I1).
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Our human nature, according to Basil the Great, is paradoxical since “[w]e seize with
delight and carefully keep the fruit of a laborious efforts, whilst a possession easily attained is
despised.”(St. Basil Homily I11). For this reason men are in need of mystical language for
“everywhere, in mystic language, history is sown with dogmas of theology”’(St. Basil Homily
IV). The idea of the humanity of God is essential in the Orthodox enigmatic tradition because
the revelation of Christ in human history was both evident and yet veiled in “dark speeches”.

The sign of faithfulness and at times even of unique relationship with God was
understood as ability to transcend the darkness of human speech and reach the level of
uninhibited communication. The act of communication with God “mouth to mouth” therefore
may become more than just a rhetorical device but a “clear” sign of the dogmatic truth. St.
Basil’s reference to Moses with whom God spoke “mouth to mouth, even apparently and not in
dark speeches” was a reference to Numbers 12:7 but it also referenced St. Paul’s famous line in
Corinthians “For now we see in a mirror dimly, but then face to face; now I know in part, but
then | will know fully just as I also have been fully known”.

The biblical context of riddling can be evidenced by another St. Basil’s reference to a
theological justification of semantic obscurity: “Solomon, the wisest of men, presents this
thought clearly to us when he says: ‘I have said: I will be wise; and it departed farther from me’
(Eccle 7.24); not that it really fled but because wisdom appears unattainable particularly to those
to whom knowledge has been given in an exceptionally high degree by the grace of God. Holy
Writ, therefore, employs perforce a large number of names and words to convey a partial

concept, and even this in an obscure manner, of the Divine Glory.”(St. Basil 63).
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Orthodox enigma as a rhetorical device of obscurity, therefore, was used not as a proper
riddle but an allegory. For example, the genre of homily cannot be said to be an enigma, yet it is
structured as the unveiling of the truth via the means of allegorical imagery.

The most characteristic literary rendering of the Orthodox homily (although not
influential in Russian Orthodox literature) in which enigma plays a central role is the Homily on
Samson, a poem of Mar Jacob, Bishop of Serugh. Known as the “Flute of the Spirit” in Eastern
Christianity, Mar Jacob retold the story of Samson in the form of a theological poem. In the
following lines the enigma of revelation is described as follows: “With the allegories and dark
sayings in the Scriptures, The just in sundry places portrayed Thee through their revelations.”;
“For the riddle filled with mysteries was kept close and stored up /Until the Son of God dawned
forth and clarified them all./Nor did Samson understand the parable that he fashioned,/For the
time was not yet come for the mystery to be told openly.”; “The riddle that the Hebrew bound
before the Philistine/Was not explained till Christ came to the world./Bitter is death, and our
Lord is sweet honey...”

Enigma, as the the rhetorical device of obscurity, paralleled the obscurity of mpuTua in
the religious and also in the secular literary genres. | have previously argued that the distinction
between a riddle and pritcha was not realized until the eighteenth century. Analogously,
obscurity was a rhetorical element in the genres of Orthodox tomb inscriptions, emblems, and
even lubok. For instance, the famous 436yxa of 1812 by Terebenev, which pleaded with
Orthodox peasantry, included obscure verses similar to riddles: “SI mpexme ObuT repoi, HO UTO 5
cTan ternepsb/ B pykax y MyXuKa s CKOpUHIICS KaKk ‘ep”’llz; “SI TouHO Kak KOpalJib, B BOJTHAX

norps3uuil rpo3HbIx/IIpuMepoM nocayxKy U Juist IOTOMKOB no3aex

12 o6 http://www.museum.ru/1812/library/Azbuka/p28.html

See http://www.museum.ru/1812/library/Azbuka/p32.html

113

347


http://www.museum.ru/1812/library/Azbuka/p28.html
http://www.museum.ru/1812/library/Azbuka/p32.html

The traditional cultural proximity of religious riddles to parables can be illustrated by
numerous examples from Old Russian literature (IIpoxodses and Anexuna).*** Most of these
riddles, in fact, are not proper riddles but wise questions testing the interlocutor’s ability to
recognize an allegorical interpretation. In the Russian Orthodox tradition, this type of religious
catechism can be traced back to the early period of Christianization of Rus’. For example, Kiril
Turovsky’s parables were rephrased as terse questions: 9To €CTh OBYasl KyIelb, MSATh IPUTBOP
I/IMyH_II/I?lls a 4to: rope Tebe, rpazie, B HeMKe 1aph I0H, a 00sipe paHo MbIOT U ensat?® aro ectp
XpOMeIl U cierer?™t’

It is salient that the Russian Orthodox rhetorical model was oriented on the Greek
Orthodox model. Even so, not all Greek Orthodox texts, in part due to their Western influence,
found their way to Russia. For example, F. Skufos’s book Zlatoslov, ili Otkrytie ritorskiia nauki,
to est’ iskusstvo vitiistva, sochinennoe grecheskim sviaschennikom Filaretom Skufoiu, which
was published in Venice in 1681, was translated from Greek into Russian only in 1798. In this
book, Skufos discussed the riddle in the section devoted to Allegory. Evidently, Skufos’ work
was contextualized as the Western rather than the Eastern text.

Through the contacts with the Byzantine Empire and mainly with the Bulgarian Empire,
its cultural satellite, Russian culture inherited a shared corpus of Orthodox parables and riddles.
The story of VVarlaam and losaaf, for example, illustrates the universality of the use of parables in
the story that originated in India and spread all over Europe via the translations into Arabic,

Greek, Latin and Slavonic. In the Russian version the narrative structure of the povest’ is

1% The authors of this anthology classified Russian parables by genre-like categories. Even though it hasn’t been

convincingly shown that the genre of the parable-riddle had existed as a cultural paradigm in pre-Petrine Russia,
from the modern perspective such conceptualization can be generally accepted.

s Rukopis’ Uvarova, #527, Q, I.114, ob.-115, cited in Uvarov, A. Rukopisi grafa A.S. Uvarova. Tom Il. 1858.
Rukopis’ Uvarova, #536, Q, .147- 0b.149, 0b.150, ibid

Rukopis’ Uvarova, #536, Q, |. 146, ibid
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dependent on the thematic sequence of parables. Varlaam’s parable-riddle of a precious stone
powerful enough to give vision to blind, to allow deaf to hear and dumb to speak is ‘answered’
with the parable of two arcs, the later covered with gold and the former with pitch. The ‘answer’
to the parable of two arcs is then summarized with both a spiritual guidance and a third parable,
and so on. As Romodanovskaia notes, “[c]yas mo cmoBoyka3aremnto k [ToBectu o Bapiiaame u
Noacade, cmoBom ‘mputda’ ObUIH TIEpEIaHbl HECKOIBKO MOHATHMA: TO GivViyllo, — 3araaka; 1
nopafoin — nmapabora, mpuOIMKEHHE; TO TAPASELY Lo — TpUMeEp, oOpaselr; 10 TpdfAnuo —
3anayva, 3aganue.”’(Pomonanosckas; Jlebenera and TBoporos).

The rhetorical and didactic elements coexisted in Russian wisdom literature. But didactic
instructions curtailed the need of persuasion. It sufficed to instruct by pointing out the path of
righteousness rather than to construct an intricate rhetorical argument. Hence, the Orthodox
Church did not encourage the development of the rhetorical tradition based on the
systematization of rhetorical education of the Byzantine Empire. Moreover, it vehemently
opposed the rhetorical model of the ancient world and of Western culture, which from the
Orthodox point of view was “Latinized.” The Orthodox rhetorical model was not conceived as a
rhetoric but the beautification of thought based on imitation of the patristic and monastic
literatures, the Old Testament, the Psalms of King David, and, certainly, of the New Testament.
Over many centuries the ideal of imitative humility was formulated as a conscious cultural model
in which even foreign (i.e. non-Russian) cultural figures like Grigorii Tsamblak and Maxim the
Greek (who had been exposed to the Greko-Latin education) oriented the Eastern Slavic readers
away from the Latin West toward the Orthodox East.

It is perhaps an overly conservative emphasis on the didactic manifestations of rhetoricity

that separated the Russian Orthodox riddling tradition from the Greek Orthodox and the Western
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European riddling traditions. The exclusion of the pure entertaining element or the reduction of
the didactic tone was antithetical to the predominately religious pre-Petrine literature. | am
uninformed of the systematic transference of the profane aesthetics from the Byzantine Empire to
Russia. For example, there were many Byzantine secular writings which did not enter the
cultural environment of Old Russia. Some of these secular texts were influenced by the ancient
mythology, such as the mythical figure of Sphynx. This half-human monster and a master of
unsolvable riddles seemed entirely antithetical to the religious mind of a conservative Russian
Orthodox believer. But the negative perception of composite monsters like Sphynx or gryphon
was justified by the selective borrowings from the Byzantine culture. In the Greek Vita of Saint
Andrew the Fool, St. Andrew is slapped by a passerby for gaping at the reliefs of the bronze
doors of the Senate House where the giants were depicted battling the mythological gods
(Maguire 191).

Like Greek and Western European monks, monks of Old Russia also drew gryphons,
monsters and imagined creatures in the marginalia. The element of comism and laughter was
certainly common to all Christian communities. But the dissimilarity between the humanistic and
non-humanistic religious communities in the West and in the East was striking in the degree of
legitimacy of amusement in the religious setting. The Orthodox rhetorical model permitted
profanity exclusively as a didactic message aimed against the indecencies and a type of behavior
unworthy of a Christian.

The brief but telling prohibition in the pre-Petrine culture of playing instruments or of
telling riddles, especially during religious holidays or on Sundays, was justified by the separation
of Church life and popular activities. Up to the middle of the seventeenth century, the authorities

condoned such behavior if it was conducted during appropriate situations, such as at wedding
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celebrations or Shrovetide celebrations (cesmxu). In other periods of Russian cultural history,
the Russian Orthodox Church succeeded to control everyday life. For a short time the Church
was even able to convince the young pious tsar Alexei Mikhailovich to forbid the playing of
instruments or telling of riddles. Symbolically, the wedding of the young tsar was purified from
secular influences and the profane entertainment of skomorokhi was eradicated. But the
temporary suppression of popular culture did not shield the Orthodox Church from the more
robust Latin rhetorical model. As the non-didactic elements began to enter the mainstream of
Russian mass literature in the seventeenth century, the cultural transition began to indicate the

advancing reforms of Peter I.

From Prokopovich to Baibakov (Apollos)

In 1705, Feofan Prokopovich, as part of his teaching requirements, delivered to the
students of the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy a series of lectures on the theory of poetry. The lectures
were based on his De arte poetica, which he modeled primarily on Horace’s Ad Pisones and also
on the other major European poetics (Rezanov 339; Kymnakosa 7).

Just like many other lecturers at the Academy before him, Prokopovich brought to the
attention of his students the traditional relationship between rhetoric and poetics: "Iluuepon
roJiaraj ee Jaxe, 4To 033Ul IOMOraeT CaMOil pUTOPHUKE, U YTBEPKIAAI HEBO3MOKHOCTh
COBEPIICHHOTO KpacHopeuns 0e3 3HakomcTBa ¢ mod3ucii’” (Ipokomosuu 345). This point was
appropriate because over the period of time poetics began to acquire an independent status. The
shift in the emphasis on poetic expression was translated from the concurrence of rhetoric and

poetics into the bifurcation of prose and poetry.
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If in the early modern Slavic grammars and rhetorics the treatment of poetics was finite,
Prokopovich’s De Arte Poetica was dedicated entirely to the theory and practice of poetry.
Kurilov describes this work as the "last word" of Eastern Slavic philology of the end of the
seventeenth- and the first half of the eighteenth centuries (Kurilov 65). Although for a long time
Prokopovich’s opus was available in Latin only, it is hard to disagree with Kurilov that
Prokopovich’s influence on the development of the study of poetic in Russia was remarkable.
Thanks to the official policy of advancement of Latin education in Russia of the first half of the
century, Prokopovich pioneered in systematizing a Russian post-baroque view on the
fundamentals and concepts of Western literary theory. But its influence was minimized because
it failed to be translated into Russian. Even among the other Latin texts that continued to
circulate throughtout the eighteenth-century Prokopovich’s lectures resembled the traditional
baroque poetics (IIpokomosuy 4).'8

One of the apparent deviations from the classical baroque poetics was Prokopovich’s
exclusion of the genre of the riddle. In his treatment of the minor forms Prokopovich gives
prominence to the types of lyric poetry: "epigrams, epitaphs, elegies, bucolic eclogues and others
of the same kind" (Ipoxomosma 337).** It is unclear what exactly he meant by “others of the
same kind.” Did he include the riddle? It is also unclear whether he would have assigned the
genre riddle to lyric poetry or to epigrammatic poetry.

Prokopovich justified his brevity as follows:

... XOTA YK€ MHOTHUC aBTOPBI HAITUCAJIN ITPEBOCXOAHBIC COUMHCHUS 10 MTO3TUKE, K KOTOPbIM
HEYCTO ZIO6aBI/ITB, OJHAKO UX TPYAHO OCHUJIMTH WJIX IO MPUYIMHE X U30UMIPEHHOCTH, UJIU ITIOTOMY YTO OHHU,
n3-3a HO}IPO6HOFO " IpOCTPAaHHOI'O crocoba H3JI0XXCHUS, CIMIIIKOM 06H_II/IpHBI 1 UX HCJIb34 YCBOUTH
JIIO M C Ooltee crmabbIMU CHOC06HOCTHMI/I; Aa, Mo-BUANMOMY, OHU U Tpe6y}0T CpoKka O6y‘IeHI/Iﬂ

8 The manuscript had a limited circulation since it was published for the first time only in 1786 in Mogilev by

Georgii Konisskii. In the publication Konisskii has also provided his own poetic examples of genres mentioned in
Prokopovich's treatise.
W tis noteworthy that Prokopovich classifies epigram as a lyrical genre.
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00JIbIIIET0, YeM roAnYHbIH. [103TOMY s 10J1arao, CTOMT OMYCTHTh BCe TEMHOE M MAJIOOCTYITHOE
[K.S.], cBecTH BoeAMHO B HEOOJIBIIOM CPaBHUTEIBLHO 00beMe Bee Ooliee JIerkoe, HECIOKHOEe, HO Ooee
HEOOX0AUMOE, ¥ KaK ObI COOPaB €ro B TYroi y3e, U3JI0KHTh HACKOJIBKO BO3MOKHO
kparko..."(ITpokomosuy 337).

Thus we can surmise that in the simplified version of his poetics Prokopovich
consciously excluded the “dark” “complex” aspects of poésia curiosa (Kymakosa 12).This may
explain why Prokopovich does not use the terms enigma or enigmatic in his exposition. It is
intriguing, for instance, that in describing the origin of poetry he speaks of "darkness" (obscura)
but avoids the term aenigma: ... non minus poeseos exordia ab human cognition & memoria
auguferunt, non quod obscura sit ars haec, una omnium clarissima...”(Ilpokonosuu 231).

If the origin of poetry is "dark" and “hidden” then poetry’s intrinsic nature is
conspicuously based on forthrightness. Prokopovich believes that poetry as an art form originates
from the songs of praise. That is, it is the outspokenness of human spirit, the verbal
responsiveness to God and to the physical world as God’s creation that goes beyond the practices
of commonplace speech. "U st monarato, 4to - He TOBOPsI O COKPOBEHHBIX Ieaporax boxkux-," he
writes, "ecnu paccMaTpuBath ToJbko [Ipupoay, To yoenuuibes, 4To 4yBCTBO YeNIOBEUECKOe, B
oOpa3ze 100BH, OBLIIO IEPBBIM TBOPIIOM MOE3UHU. Beap mo0sire oXxBaueHbl TOMICHUEM 110
KEIaHHOMY TIpeaMeTy, TM00 paaocThio obnamanus. M Torna-To v BO3HUKAET U3-3a CTPACTHOTO
HETEPIIeHUs CTPEeMIIEHHE K KaKUM-To k)anodam. [Tocre sxe JocTukeHus KenaeMoro, ceiuac xe,
OypHO, HEe OT/aBas 0TYETa, PAAYIOTCA, JIUKYIOT, TUISIIYT U HAYHMHAIOT METh, 1a)K€ HEBOJIBHO.
OTcrona, 04eBUIHO, U BO3HUKJIA TIECHS; HO B 000UX clTydasx (Kak 3TO SICHO IPU BHUMATEIbHOM
PaccCMOTPEHHH ) ANy OXBAaThIBAET HEKOE HEMCTOBCTBO, KOTOPOE, U SIBIISIETCS 3aPOIBIIIEM
no3tuyeckoro 3ambicia" (IIpoxonosuu 340)

Prokopovich makes a point that the ode (the song) is the primordial poetic form. In a

song the disclosure of hidden feelings is predominant, which suggests that ‘clarity’ as a
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neoclassical concept begins to preoccupy Prokopovich more than the baroque ‘concetto’. In the
opposition between lyricism and intellectual sophistication we therefore are encouraged to
exclude the sophisticated forms of lyricism. This is an atypical recommendation. After all the
majority of eighteenth century riddles are lyrical in the sense that they are structured around the
the active first singular or first plural pronouns. Again, we can only surmise if he believed that
the blending of lyricism and intellectual sophistication was a corruption of the poetic form. In the
section dedicated to the “superiority” of poetry Prokopovich explains to his students that poetry
engages primarily with serious (i.e. elevated) topics, such as praising the heroes and the memory
of their heroic deeds. The purpose of poetic works, according to him, was to transmit cultural
memory to the next generations (ITpoxomnosuy 341). For this reason Prokopovich disapproved of
love poems, even if these poems have been penned by gifted ancient poets (ITpoxomnosuy 342).
His interpretation of Horace’s formula “aut prodesse ... aut delectare”, although distinctive in
narrowing the possibilities of poetic expression, offers a traditional prescription that poetry is the
art of spiritual profitability. Delight is permissible and recommended as long as it is it based on
morality and ethics. (ITpokomosuu 342).

Prokopovich’s appreciation of wisdom poetry stresses that wit and curiosity pertaining to
the natural world should serve a religious purpose. Using the metaphor of the architectural cover
he cites an example of the philosophical poetry of the Egyptians, who "under the covers of the
songs and stories™ put knowledge about the divine in the hieroglyphics (ITpoxomosuu 234, 343).

For Prokopovich the description of physical objects (natural or artificial) alone could not
be justified as a focus of the poetic works. The subject of poetry, according to him, above all else
had to be reserved principally for the importrayal of human actions (ITpoxomosuu 346). Taking

into consideration this position, it can be said that Prokopovich have likely considered the genre
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of the riddle, in which the poetic obfuscation of the physical object was the primary intention, as
a useless exercise. On the other hand, it is evident that he recognized the utility of poetic
descriptions, including of everyday objects. Poetic descriptions elevated poetry from the monoty,
and, therefore, granted to poets the autonomy to entertain the reader. Prokopovich felt that
literary amusement is justified, including Ovid’s "love trifles" because, in the end, supplemental
literary diversions lessened mental fatigue and boredom (“3aTem uTo0bI "0HOOOPA3HE 3aHATHIA
HE MOPOAUJIO TpechitieHus, ckyky u yromueHus" (ITpokomnosuu 350)) .

In my examination of the rhetorical excercises mentioned in Prokopovich’s Ars poetica
the exercise of creating a poetic description is the most reminiscent of the exercises of riddle
composition in the traditional Baroque textbooks of rhetorics. The similarity lies in the skills of
depicting the physical object or a natural phenomenon that rely on rhetorical inventiveness and
mental acuity. Stylistically, however, these genres differed from each other. The poetic
description was based on the expectation that the poet, possibly via the elaborate description, will
help the reader to elucidate the description itself. In the genre of the riddle, even though the poet
was required to keep the balance of not confusing the reader entirely, the reader’s expectation
was completely the opposite. The description in the riddle was less aesthetically pleasing if it
was too plain or too obvious. Citing Adrenuii, Prokopovich defines the poetic description as
follows: "Onucanue ecTb 0OOBSICHUTEIBLHOE U3JI0KEHUE, KOTOPOE MOCPEICTBOM IOBECTBOBAHUS
nenaet npeamet kak Ob1 HarsaaHbeIM" ([TpoxonoBud 360). Essentially he echoes Horace’s
conceptual opposition between “obscura” (ne ob hoc ipsum obscura fiat) and the “claritas”
(clarity).

The genre of a riddle has been usually assigned to the epigrammatic poetry in the

traditional poetics. Since Prokopovich has categorized an epigram as type of a lyrical poem,
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nonetheless rejecting riddles as a lyrical genre, it is sensible that he also excluded riddles from
the epigrammatic poetry. Among the epigrammatic types of poems Prokopovich includes the
epitaph. Contrary to our expectations, Prokopovich does not discuss the genre of an enigmatic
epitaph, even though he acknowledges that wit, a typical characteristic of epigrammatic poetry,
is based on the elaborate use of allegories and metaphors (ITpoxomosuy 447).%°

Prokopovich’s theory of poetics is pivotal because his literary stature influenced the
views of Trediakovsky, Kantemir and Lomonosov. In the critical discussions of the first half of
the 18th century about the merit of poetic genres, as far as | can tell, the genre of the riddle was
not considered at all. For example Kantemir does not mention riddles in /Tucomo Xapumona
Maxenmuna x npusmento o crodicenuu cmuxos pycckux. Lomonosov’s reference to riddles in his
Kpamroe pykosoocmeo k pumopuxe na noaw3sy mobumerneti Kpachopeuus Was cursory and did
not concern the literary aspect of riddles. As | have pointed out before, Lomonosov’s plan of
writing a textbook of poetics did not materialize. Trediakovsky, a "tireless worker" in the field of
philology excluded the genre of literary riddles completely. In his revised theory of versification
Trediakovsky again ruled out the genre of the riddle.

In the second half of the eighteenth century the forefront theoreticians and practitioners
of Russian poetry continued to exclude the genre of the riddle from the theoretical discourse. For
instance, Teplov’s "Paccyxnenuun o Hayane ctuxorBopcTBa” and "O kauecTBax CTUXOTBOPIA
paccyxnaenue", published anonymously in 1755 in the periodical Esxcemecsunvie couunenus, are

salient essays in which the author proffered innovative ideas to account for the maturation of

modern Russian poetry. Teplov was less interested in conveying the rule of versification, and

129 pelieve that Prokopovich excluded the riddle from the epigrammatic genre because his understanding of the

epigrammatic genre was influenced by Marcial’s works.
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focused mainly on the theory. But his exposition does not comprise objections or a disapproval
of poésia curiosa, except perhaps an innuendo to poetic "trifles" (Kurilov).

Sumarokov was especially known for the flair for poetic experimentations and the writing
of polemical articles, but he too did not write about riddles. Unlike Kheraskov and Dubrovskii
before him, Sumarokov introduced the structure of the free verse to the composition of riddles.
Since then the Russian literary riddles were usually based on the six-foot iambic meter or written
as free iambic verse. Unaccountably Kheraskov, Rzhevskii , Bogdanovich and others did not
polemicize with Sumarokov. Instead, Sumarokov’s experiment was tacitly accepted. Moreover,
the publication of literary riddles in the Russian periodicals was neither prefaced nor introduced.
The satirical stance toward riddling, which | have frequently found in the European periodicals,
also was missing from the newly formed tradition of including poetic riddles in Russian
periodicals.

The infrequent but sustained publication of the Russian literary riddles in the second half
of the eighteenth century, without a far-reaching theoretical polemics, is a riddle of its own.
Consequently, the fact that practically all major and minor poets participated in the expansion of
this new poetic genre would suggest a polemical outburst, or at least some erudite activity, in the
theoretical domain. Why then was it absent? Aside the the evidence of referential remarks or
cultural activities of riddling that I uncovered in my research, the theoretical foundation of
riddles as a poetic genre distinctly bespeaks of the cultural momentum of the rhetorical tradition.

The periodical Excemecsunvie couunenus was the platform for the advancement of new
neoclassical tastes which were cultivated in Russia in the context of the blending of Baroque and
post-Baroque traditions. A young group of poets, Kheraskov, Dubrovskii and Rzhevskifi ,

revitalized the spirit of poetic experimentation. The post-Baroque poetry espoused the minor
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poetic forms, such as rondos, sonnets and riddles. Assigned to the category of non-serious and
gallant entertainment, the European journals veiled the rhetorical practices in the celebration of
literary decorum. It was this sense of decorum based on the European values that for the first
time in Russian literature has been incorporated into the mission of devout Orthodox writers to
realize the cultural transmission of Latin-based culture into a Russian environment. In my view,
didacticism and pedagogic goals predominated in the formation of the modern Russian literature
so that the emerging genres of non-serious poetry were surpassed by the more immediate
theoretical discussions concerning heroic and didactic literary genres.

As we have seen, the neo-classical trend in Russian literature coexisted with the Baroque
trends, but it also was increasingly propogated as a model of Enlightenment in a gallant society
among the “modern” Russian poets like Trediakovsky, Kantemir, Lomonosov, Sumarokov,
Kheraskov and others. All of these poets have been exposed to the Latin and Russian Orthodox
rhetorical traditions. The heritage of the Greek and Roman ancient literature that has been
inherited by the European literatures, however, was imperative in shaping the literary
imagination in Russia. The historical modeling of poetic evolution leading up to the
contemporary Russian authors is usually presented in stages: Greek poets->Roman (Latin) poets
-> Modern poets (usually French).(Kurilov 203).

The publication of Baibakov’s (Apollos) IIpasura nuumuueckue poccutickoeo u
JIAMUHCKO20 cmuxomaopcmea, cobpannsle uz pasuoix mecm (1774) marked an important cultural
development. The genre of the riddle, which was marginalized due to its associations with its
fugitive and non-serious character, was for the first time theoretically justified in the poetic

system that seemed to harmonize the Baroque and the neoclassical trends.*** According to Pypin,

! The outdated terminology of the opposing literary trends in the second half of the eighteenth century is also

known as scholastic vs. pseudo-classical (cxonacTnueckuit vs. nxkeknaccuyeckuit). For example, see A. Kadlubovsky,
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the separation of the “scholastic” and “pseudoclassical” poetics has been traditionally maintained
by two factors: "... mpenogaBaeMbIsi Ha JJATUHCKOM SI3BIKE, OHU HE BBIXOJIUIIH 32 CTEHBI
IOKOJIBHBIX CBATUJIMUII, @ BO BTOPBIX, HC BBIXOAWJIN TAKKE U3 PAMOK JIATUHCKO-CXOJIACTUYCCKOI'O
COJIepKaHUsl U COBCEM HE 3HAJIM O JaJIbHEUIIIEM Pa3BUTHH IICEBAOKIACCUIIM3MA B HOBOM
eBporneiickoit muteparype” (ITeimun 111, 431). Although the purpose of IIpasura nuumuueckue
was to serve as a standardized textbook of poetics in the Kyiv-Mohyla Academy and Moscow’s
Slaviano-Greko-Latinskaia Akademia, as well as other East Slavic seminaries and religious
institutions, in practice the popularity of Baibakov’s textbook was so great that it began to shape
the practice and appreciation of Russian versification until the first half of the nineteenth
century.'?

One of the illustrations of such blending of Baroque and Neoclassical tastes is
Baibakov’s judgement to use poetic examples from Trediakovsky, Lomonosov, Sumarokov,
Kheraskov, as well as his own. In the introduction to the second edition, Baibakov explaines,
"IIpumepst Opan s 3 Counnenuii I'. JlJomonocosa, I'. Cymapokosa, I'. Tpeauakosckaro, a
6omnpiie n3 CtuxorBopenuit Ero IlpeBocxoautensctBa, Muxaiina MaTBeeBrua XepackoBa, B
KOTOpPBIX BCAKaro noutu poaa IloeMbr MOKHO HAalTH; HO Kakoil poj [loe3un Hurae npuuckaTh
HC MOT', TaM I10J1araj CBOHW NPpUMECPLI, a HAIIA4Y€C B IIpaBUJIax EHI/IFpaMMBI CIIOKHOH U
npocroii"(Baibakov (Apollos) A2). The riddle, as a poetic genre of epigrammatic poetry, was

especially familiar to Baibakov.

“‘Pravila Piiticheskiia’ Apollosa Baibakova, ZMNP, 1899, 7, 189-240: “"Hano 3ameTuTb, 4TO B 06/1aCTM NO33MK B TO
BPEeMSA MOXHO Pa3NyMTb ABa TEUEHUA; Pa3ANYaAOTCA OHU OBbIKHOBEHHO HeA0CTaTOUYHO ACHO ... O4HO M3 3TUX
TeyeHui wno m3 Knesckoit Akagemunn B MOCKOBCKYO AKaZeMUIo U APYrusa AYXOBHbIA WKObI; N0 06bl4HOM
TEPMUHOJIOTMM €70 MOXKHO Ha3BaTb CX0/IAaCTUYECKMM; OHO NpeacTaBAeHO MHOTOYUCAEHHbBIMU Kypcamu "numMTukmn",
COCTaBNEHHbIMW yunTeENAMU "Mo33mmn" B 3TUX WKoONAX. [pyroe TedeHne OCHOBbIBA/IOCh MNaBHbIM 06pa3om Ha
dpaHUy3KMx 0bpasuax: U Ha NpPousBeaeHUAX GPaHLLY3KON IUTepPaTypbl, U HA TEOPETUYECKUX COYMHEHUSAX; TEYEHME
3TO CBA3AHO C CBETCKOM /IMTEPaTypoid, pa3BUTUE KOTOPOM HauMHAETCA OKO/I0 cepeanHbl 18 BeKa, M KoTopas bbiaa
od1UManbHO NPU3HABaeMa; ero NPUHATO HA3blBaTb JIOXKHOKAAccUyeckum." p.190

22 |n Smirdin’s catalog we find 10 editions of Baibakov’s Pravila Piiticheskie, 1774 to 1824.
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Baibakov revived the Baroque tradition by reintroducing to the genre of the epigram the
“complex” poetic forms. In the section “Complex Epigram” he briefly discusses the symbol,
hieroglyph, emblem, and riddle. All these poetic genres constitute a complex epigram, which is
based on the principle of the combination of similarities. Baibakov’s explanation, however, is a
kind of epigram of its own. As | understand it, the following sentence means that the riddle
suggests obfuscated similarities: “3araaka; Beu» 3aK0yJIKaMHU, HIIX CTOPOHOIO MPUKPHIBAIOIIAs
(Baibakov (Apollos) 28).

| have been able to compare the first (1774) second (1780) and the third edition (1785)
editions, which lack a detailed discussion of the genre of the riddle. In the first edition, the
following example consists of three non-rhymed lines. The unusual aspect of this example is that
not only this riddle is not isometric but also lacks the first point of view.

XoTs HaTypa He nana
EMy Ha rnas, ymen, Huxe qyIu,
Ho oH ciiensIM ecTb MPeanon0TeNb. KE3I

In the second edition, Baibakov modified the abovementioned riddle by rendering it metrically
ordered and organized by rhyme. He also added a second riddle consisting of one line.

Harypa Henana HY 11a3 MHE HU yILEH.
S MepTB; HO MIPEBOXKY B IIYTH CJIEMIBIX JIOACH.
(>xe3)
Mens paxxaaet MaTh, KOTOPY S pa)kaaro.
(;em)
In the third edition, Baibakov supplemented the riddles “Hatypa Henana vu rima3z MHe HU
ymreit...” and “MeHs paxaaeT Math, KoTopy s paxaaro” with three of his own riddles from the
collection Uveselitel’'nye zagadki: “Hauana HeT Bo MHe, HET Takke U KOHIIA...”, “Bcero kparuae

s v TMHHSE Ha cBeTe...” and “Xotsa u uTyT MeHsl u3aperie Bce ciemnoro...” The riddle “S o6pa3

Brimasiro, 3epuano 6oxectsa...” (also from Baibakov’s collection) is provided as an example of
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the genre of hieroglyph (ruepornmuduxk). It is noteworthy, that Baibakov advised the reader to
consult other examples in the periodicals IToresnoe Yeecenenue (1763) and Eowcemecsiunvie
Couunenus (1756 and 1758). In both references he described riddles as “yBecenutenbHbie
3arajiKku’.

One of the main distinctive aspects of the Baroque poetics that distinguished it from the
neoclassical theoretical views of Batteux, Boileau and Voltaire was the sophisticated
classification of epigrammatic poetry. Whereas the Baroque poetics included the genres of
riddles, hieroglyphs, emblems, etc. as part of the epigrammatic poetry, the neo-classical poetics
excluded poetic forms of poésia curiosa. Since the phenomenon of poésia curiosa was simply
ignored rather than theoretically justified, I am inclinded to think that the logic for a lack of
systematization of the epigrammatic poetry is best inferred from the theoretical discussions
concerning the relationship between literary tastes and the imitation of nature. Hence, as we have
seen, Prokopovich did not consider the riddle genre when he briefly considered the epigram.

Baibakov’s influence on the neoclassical trends is evident in the evolution of the theory
of poetry in Russia. In the beginning of the nineteenth century both Rizhsky and Ostolopov
grounded their theoretical understanding of poetry on the neoclassical model of Batteux.
Nonetheless, the genre of the riddle, as well as other poetic genres from the Renaissance poetics,
were now firmly rooted in the post-Baroque and pre-Romantic theory of Russian literature. The
literary riddle in verse has become of the most typical genres of non-serious literature. From
1800 to 1820 the charades and logogriphs, the new enigmatic genres, inundated all Russian
periodicals to the same level that characterized the publications of riddles, charades, and
logogriphs in the European journals throughout the eighteenth-century. As a result, the genre of

the riddle was no longer associated with the “scholastic” (i.e. rhetorical and poetic education of

361



the religious) institutions. But with the less clear rhetorical boundaries, the genre of the riddle
was becoming more seen as a childish game or a pastime for young women. The ludic element,
which has always been part of riddling, gradually started to predominate in the society in which

amusement (yBecenenue) became a social norm.

Literary topoi

We have seen that that the two rhetorical traditions (the Russian-Orthodox and the Latin
rhetorical traditions) coexisted, competed and coalesced in the seventeenth- and eighteenth
centuries. The rhetorical and poetic topoi of the poetic riddle genre can be said to be based on the
progress of ideas from the Rhetoric of Macarii to the Ars Poetica of Feofan Prokopovich and to
A.D. Baibakov’s I1pasuna Iuumuuecxue. In my analysis of the corpus of riddles the following
topoi have been identified: “Supernatural”, “Relationship to Nature and Mankind”, “Heroism
and Strength”, “Birth and Death”, “Space and Boundlessness”, “Metamorphosis”, “Service”,
“Mobility”, “Reason and Emotion”, “Religion”, “Jurisdiction”, “Economy”, and
“Enlightenment”.

The rhetorical topoi reflect the Russian modern worldview (i.e., the Russian
Enlightenment). The combination of modern elements with folkoric themes, as wel as blending
of ideas of social import with the spirit of poetic playfulness, achieves the performative act of

rhetorical communication.
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Supernatural: the topos of the supernatural is based on the affirmation of the impossible or of
supernatural power.

S Bapyr u3 Hudero poxxaarochk (1Khe)

S Bcemu BUIMMA, XOTs He Teio 51 (2Dub)

Hu pra, Hu sA3BIKa, HU TOpJIa HE HMEIO,
OnHako roBopuTh 6€3 TpyaHocTH ymero. (3Dub)

U He umes Hor, Kyaa xody Oery. (8Sum)

OnuH pa3 poauics, B Apyroi pas ymuparo (27Anon)
Kak xouers craenaiicsi, ymero nepensts (29 Khe)
Mory Tenecen ObITh, paBHO U Oe3teneceH; (71Derzh)
$1 B Mupe HaX0XycCh, XOTb 51 HE BELIECTBO;

51 BEUHOE U BCEM M3BECTHO CYILIECTBO;

be3 wiienos, 0e3 yacTei, BO MHE COCTABOB HET;

He moxer 6e3 MeHs CTOSITh BO3MOXKHBIH cBeT. (142 Anon)

Hu HoOT, HU TOJIOBBI, HU PYK s HE HMEIO;
Ho tshkectu nepxath s Ha cebe ymero (147 Anon)

Torma B m00e3Hy MaTh CBOO 5 TpeBpariatocsk (148Anon)
be3 kpbit s BbICOKO JieTato (180Anon)

U cmepTr HUKOT/IA HE Y3pUT *u3Hb Most (152Anon)

Relationship to Nature and Mankind: in this topos there are two main themes — a subject’s
relationship to nature and a subject’s relationship to mankind. The relationship can be constructive,
destructive or neutral. The subject of the riddle is usually in control in all these situations.

BeicTpee nTui g npoTekaro,
1 4TO B 1yTH 51 HU BCTpEUALO,
Kionro, cpeiBaro u nomimo; (1Khe)

O,I[HaKO OBITHEM S CTapuIC YCJIOBCKaA.
51 Bcemu BuauMa, X0Ts HE TCJIO 4,
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K y6orum u Lapsim paBra 1100086 Most. (2Dub)

To mpaB/a, 4TO MEHsI BCE UTYT HE 3aBEITHKO,

Ho rosocy maror moyreHne TOIHMKO,

Uro noBunyetcsa emy u Kussp u ['pad,
OcnylurHuKY ero )ecTokoi Teprar mtpad. (3Dub)

VueHHBIX MHOTHE MOT MPOJIKIIH TPY/IOB,
OpHaKo He HAILTH J0HECh KToMy ciienioB. (4Dub)

Ho kxTo MeHs BiieueT B HEBOJIIO TTOJIOHS,
Pykamu HUKOT]a HE TPOTAET MEHHI.

X0Th MaJIO I COOOM, BEJIMKHUM BEJINYAIOT,

W muOTHE BO MHE ayIie xuuiie 4arot. (5Dub)

Bce nmronu MmoeMy moaBepKEeHbI 3aKOHY,

S gacto u Llapei camux crousto ¢ TpoHy;

A ecTb 1M sl KOro OCIYIIHUKOM Halzy,

S ToTuac Bpen ToMy JKECTOKOU HABENY.

Ho He cMoTpst Ha TO, THYIIAIOTCS BCE MHOIO,

U TomdyT CMErOYUCh CBOCH MeHs Hororo (6Dub)

ME1 pa3Hbl ectecTBOM, paBHO Kak JJA nu HET
WM KakK ThMa ¥ cBeT (7Sum)

OreuectBo MHe siec. (9Sum)

51 rpOMOM ¢ MOJTHHEH TPOTHBHBIX MTOOESIKIALO.
JXuBoTHBIX Ha cebe BOXKY,
W 110 )XMBOTHBIM 5 XOXKY;
A ux He noBpexaro. (34Rzh)

Sl HU BO34YX, HU BOJA,

BuITh 3eMIIe0 MHE HE MOXKHO,

W He orHB 5, TO HENOXKHO.

Ho s B Bo3nyxe Bceraa

U no vem Bcerja neraro,

U Bcerma xenaHbeM Taro
Yerpemurses B Hebeca; (63Mai)

B neniepax 1 MOpsIX BCEr/ia MEHs CPETaorT,
Bo Buxpsix u rpomMax HeJoxHO oOperarot; (64Mai)

Mory TeneceH ObITh, paBHO U O€3TeNeceH;
CrpeMarcs Bce KO MHE, XOTb BCEM 51 HEU3BECTEH.
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B orue, 3emiie, B Bozie, Bb chepe cpeau chep (71Derzh)

S Beus U3BECTHAS BCEMY KUBOTHBIX POY;
Ha 3emuronu noiiaenip, b KUHUIIBCS Thl B BOAY
(141Anon)

He nenarot BO MHE HU MaJIbIsl YaCTHIIBL;
He B Mupe Hax0oxych, HO ecMb BHe Mupa s1. (152Anon)

U 3Haif, uTO MaTh MOs Boja, otell Mopo3. (153Anon)

beIBaro ¢ HUM BeE3JE;
B mossix, B Jecax, B ropax, Ha cylie, Ha BOJE,
I1pwu coJHIle, IPH OTHE, B A€Hb SICHBIH 5 Kaxycs, (154Anon)

S1 nec oTIEM Ha3BaTh 110 UCTHHHE MOTY,
S cnenan u3 Hero, s B[ ero sBisito; (158Anon)

51 B cBETE €CMb HMYTO, HUYTO M 03HAYAI0,
C 3BepbMH 51 U C JIFOABME 10A00HO Toctymnaro. (159Anon)

B pacreHbsIX s, B BOZie, B BO3IyX€E, B UETIOBEKE,
COBMECTHHK BEILIECTBY, JKHBY BO BCsIKOM Beke, (162Sokh)

JIrozei 1 0T CKOTOB COOO0I0 OTIIHMYAIO,
S B Hux mofo6ue TBOpIA ux comepxky (164Anon)

IIpupona pasnuna MeHs BO BCEX Teslax
B 3emiie paxarocs s, B 03epax U B MOpSIX,
[IpemHuorus Teaa ot mopuu coxpasito (173Anon)

Kpacyercst Bcst 4epHb MHO# B CEBEPHBIX CTpaHaX
Ho takxe u B ipyrux xpaHst MeHs 3emisix. (175Anon)

XOTs 51 ¥ CTpaliHa, XOTh MpadeH 00pa3 Moii,
Ho cMepTHBIM TpHHOILILY OTpaay u mokoi (222Kar)

S1 CUITBHOM TSDKECTBEO C MIPUPOJIBI O1apEH,

W MHOTHIME BEIIBMH BCETZIa OOpEMEHEH,

Ha Oproxe, kak 3Mesl, BCIO 3eMJIFO 00TEKalo,

Ho BeTpam ckopocThio cBOeH He ycrymaro. (231Kar)
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Heroism and Strength: active verbs designating strength and power are the main markers of this
topos. The heroic element is exhibited through images of battle, military prowess, and noble
action.

W BOpyr s B CUILy IPUXOXKY;

Co BceMH CMETIO ST CpaXkaroch,

U Bcex B cmsTenbe npuBoky; (1Khe)

Ot MaJa B IeHb OJHH BEIHKO Bo3pacraro. (2Dub)

Ho mo/mkHO PHHYXIaTh, 4TO Havau s kpudath (3Dub)

51 Bcex Oe3cuilbHEe, KOTIa OJIMH CUUCIISIOCh;

Ho ectb i k omHOMY U3 OpaTheB MPUIICTUISIOCH,

51 Gostbliie B €BATH pa3 npubasitio cui ero; (4Dub)

XO0TS ¥ 4acTo B IUJIEH ITOXHUIIEHO OBIBAIO.
Ho xTo Mens Bieuer B HeBoutto mojioHs, (5Dub)

S vacto u Lapeit camux crousito ¢ TpoHy;
A ecTb 11 sl KOTO OCITYITHUKOM Haify,
S ToTyac Bpea ToMy KecToKoi HaBedy. (6Dub)

Be34uyBCTBEHHBIM BEII[aM BIIararo 4yBCTBO S,
A y KHMBOTHAro s 4yBcTBO oTHHMar0: (23Rzh)

HamonHeHa MeHsI OTOHb HE UCTPEOUT:
XoTb B BOJY MoOMaty, BoAa He moronut. (26Anon)

I'epoiickoii xpaOpocTH sl 4aCTO MOpaXxaro,
[TpOoTHBHUKOB MOMX B MHHYTY Tiopaxato, (30Khe)

Sl yacTo Ha KOHS CaXyCh.
Moii KOHb MEHSI IPOBOPHO HOCHT;
I'epoem s Ha HEM KaxKyCh.
Moii kous BoBekHr He ciabeer. (31Khe)

S1 rpoMoOM ¢ MoJTHHEH MPOTUBHBIX mobekaao. (34Rzh)
X0351MH MOH Tepoid, ¥ epBOi Apyr MHE Oec.

51 wacTo 3/1aHUsI OTPOMHBI CO3UIALO0,
U gacto ropossl Benuku paszopsito. (37Rhz)
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U Tak MeHs K B cebe mmerot Bce 6opusl. (64Mai)

Cpenb MapcoBBIX MOJIEH B CPaXKCHbBSIX 51 OBIBAIO,

B coserax u ¢ lapem Ha Tpone 3acenaro;

I'epoto s paBHO nosne3Ha kak Llapro,

U xpabpocTh 10 HOro# Moe# s gacTo 3pro; (144Anon)

Ha cBeTe HUKaKOM s CHJIBI HE CTpAIyCsl
U Boiicko nienoe s uctpeduts mory. (147Anon)

Crparminee s Bcero, Koraa 4uro moxkuparo: (160Ant)
Kak mapp B cBOCH 3emiie st cTpaxkeii okpysxeH. (166Anon)

Cpaxaroch s ¢ OTHEM
U nue croparo B Hem (169Anon)

Bupanu 51b Bl KOI/IA I1OJI HEXHBIN U IPEKPACHBIN
Cpenu Medeid, orHs, cpellb OUTBHI IPEYKACHOH,
B cne3ax, uMeromuii pacTpenaHsl BIIachl,
Tep3zaroiuii CBOM OJE€KIbI U KPachl,

KoTopslii ¢ IpocThIO B psii BOMHOB JIETAET,
KpuunT, cpakaercs, cpakas ymupaer. (216Kar)

Boutcst B BEpbX CMOTPETH, KTO XOAUT OJIN3 MEHH,
W MHOTHS MeHs cTparracs oobesxaror. (226Kar)

U kax s MaTh MOIO X0y IOIIETIOBATh;
To ToT ke yac Ha4yHy ee 3ybamu pBath. (228Kar)

Birth and Death: the topoi of birth and death are the most common themes of the riddle genre
that link the Russian rhetorical tradition to the folk tradition. The binary opposition is usually
represented between death and life or mortality and immortality.

1 4TO B 1yTH 51 HU BCTpEUALO,

KIIOHI-O, CPBIBArO U JIOMJIIO;

He3zamHo cuibl Bee Ty0IIH0,

U cam He 3Hat0 e nesatock. (1Khe)

He cozman ToT MeHs1, KTo co3zai Bce oT Beka (2Dub)
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Jlo Tex mop HUKOMY MEHs HE MOYKHO 3PETh,
IToka cynbouna MHe He cyauT ymepetsb. (5Dub)

JInme BeIINIA 13 MOCKBEI, CKOHYAJIACh KM3HE MO,
U mepTBas B Mockse 6bl1a B 6ecene 5. (11Sum)

S1 BAPYT ¢ CBOUM KOHIIOM Oepy CBOE Hayalo;
U npupamasics tepsitock BMecte s (14Rzh)

Ho ckosibKo s HU MOXKHUparo, 0T ard0sl ymupato. (16Sum)

EnBa HauHyCh, My K KOHILY TIOCTICIITHO 5,
C npuOBITKOM BAPYT POCTET M TpaTa 3aech Mos (21Rzh)

A KTO MEHs yObeT,
ToT kpoBb cBOO TIpoIbeT. (22Rzh)

OnuH pa3 poauics, B Apyroi pas ymuparo (27Anon)
ITpoTuBHUKOB MOMX B MUHYTY mopakaio (30Khe)

[Mpusiten, Kak BIXKY; 1o cMeptH 51 moneseH: (34Rzh)
Korma ympy, To 6er ObicTpeiimmii mokaxy. (34Rzh)

Pojuiicst MEpTBBIM si: KaK CyIIECTBA JIUIIYCh,
C nuieHbeM BIPYT )KUBA yKe B Apyroii poxych. (40Rzh)

XO0Tb He B 3eMJIe )KUBY, HO B rpoOe npedbiBato,
Cawm B Haka3aHbe s ceit cmeptu noxeran (44Fon)

JKu3Hb MOs JOTOJIE IJIUTCS,
Kaxk npecrany s poauthes. (63Mai)

Wuomy, CBeprHyB B HU3, s rOenb npuHoiry (147Anon)
C nocajsl ObITHs JTHIIAIOCH s Beeraa (148Anon)
U cMepTH HUKOTIA HE Y3puT *u3Hb Mosi (152Anon)

Ha Bosocke 0THOM KH3HB ICPKUTCS MOS,
XOoTb HET BO MHE BHHEI, HO Bermaror Mens (157Anon)

Ho mpuctynuts Ko MHE BCe CMEPTHBIE HE CMEIOT:
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CrpamrHee st BCETo, KOTAa YTO MOKHPAIO:
OnHako Belb MOXKpaB, U caM s nponagaw. (160Ant)

Moii co3umaem rpo0 OBIBAET OT MEHS,
st onaro ry6sro u camoro ce6s. (161Ant)

Cpaxaroch g ¢ OoTHEM

1 ne cropato B HEM

Bboprocs 51 1 ¢ BOROIO
ITi1bIBY, HE TIOTJIIOTUT OHA MeHsI BoTHOO: (169AN0oN)
To npexae JOKEeH B pax MpeoOpaTHTHCS 5,
['moraroT, *KpyT MeHs, HO S HE YMEHBINAI0

Hu Marno sxax sl ux, 6e3 moas3sl ucuesaro; (176Anon)

Wnb cmepTH TeM, Wi BUHOH ObIBato Oe;
To Gesmosne3en ObIB, B MydeHbsx ymuparo: (210Kar)

BriBanu cMepTHBIE, KOTOPHIE 32 TO,
Urto npuOBLIH IPUHECY, YTO MHOIO TTOOSXKIAIOT,

MeHs 5k 3a TO Ka3HsT, MEHs Jke oxyxaaroT. (216Kar)

OcTaHOBIIsIEMCS TOT/A,
Koraa cBoe ckonyaeM Mol Teuenne. (219Kar)

Urto HaKkoHEIl JIeTs B 0e3MEPHOH BBICOTE,
Tepstem Tam cebs B Mrite u TeMHoTe. (221Kar)

U ymuparo BIOpyr B poskaeHun cBoeM (227Kar)

U kax s MaTh MOFO X0y IOIIETIOBATh;
To toT ke yac HauHy ee 3ybamu pBath (228Kar)

Kak ITapka cpe3aBiim, ymom MeHst cHabamna. (229Kar)

A HBIHE HA MEHS YK MOJIbI HET.

Jlrobumoe Moe KHUITHIIe Tpex e ObLIo

Ha cBexxem yeM HUOY /b, @ HbIHE TaM, rie ramo. (232Kar)
Ckaxy MOKOWHUKH B ueM yrpaxusuiuch (234Kar)

U Bapyr xe ObiTne Moe yHuuToxkaer. (235Kar)

51 Besikaro poity U Beex s norpedato. (25Anon)
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Bechb Bek MoOif B FOHOCTH LIBETET, M HUKOT'/1a HE YMUPAIO;
Ho pa3Be kTo MeHs yObET, TO )KU3Hb MO OKOHYEBAIO.

S Bapyr u3 Huuero poxxaatoch (1Khe)
He cozman ToT MeHs, KTO co3al Bce ot Beka; (2Dub)
S 3menan kak Azam, XOTs He Tak aaBHO, (26Anon)

ThI HaBIIM MHE KHUBOT, OCTABUII 110 ce0e;
A ocraBuucs s, 1ato kuBoT Teoe. (32Rzh)

He st TeOst poaum TBI Moii Gimmkaiimmii ceiH. (41Rzh)
51 ot Tebst mpoucxoxy (73Anon)

Kaxoe cotBopui sxuBotHOE TBOpeL,
KoMy Myx4rHa Math, a skermuHa orer? (139Anon)

OcraBurucsk ke 63 HUX OISTh 5 3apakaarch. (148Anon)
Ot Martepu poasCh s MaTh CBOIO pakaaro (153Anon)

51 rojia BCSKOTO KU3Hb B CBETE MOJIyYaro,
Ho kem poskieH Bo CBET, TOro coBceM He 3Haro (161Ant)

[TpuBbIUKA MaTh MOsI, OHA MEHSI PAXK/IAET;
A HaBBIK MHE OTell, OH KopMuT 1 tiutaeT (165Ant)

Paxxmaroch 1 B 3emite ... JloBossHO u cero? (169Anon)
3emJst MEHsI POJIHT, 51 B Hell criepsa Jexy (170Anon)

I[Ipupona pasiniia MEHsS BO BCEX Telax
B 3emiie paxkaarocs s, B 03epax u B Mopsx (173Anon)

HUKTO HE MOXET IMOXBATHTHCSI
Yro6 HaYa TOT XOANUTH, KTO 4yTh ycren poauthes. (@209Kar)

Nmes nap miiog0TBOPUTS,
Wmero cuiy s mutogopoauts. (217Kar)

Poxych oT MatepH, u cam ee poxaro. (220Kar)

Poxxnarock st Ha cBeTe KaKk HOYBIO, TaK M JTHEM,
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W ymuparo BAPYT B poskaeHun cBoeM. (227Kar)
B stecy st pomunachk, B jiecy ke u B3pocia (229Kar)

I'mac ymuparoniuii Ha CBET MEHS POKIAET,
U Bapyr xe ObITHe Moe yHHuTOXkaeT. (235Kar)

Space and Boundlessness: this topos exhibits the opposition between bounded and boundless
spaces; the subject of the riddle often transcends the boundaries or is subsumed by the limits of
space or some physical location. The following lexical markers are typical: Hudero, Be3ne,
OCECKOHEYHOCTh, BEK, CBET, MECTO, IIPEJIei, IOM, MUD, TPOH, aJI, pai, He0O, IyTh, ITOJIE, JIeC,

MODpe€, 3eMJIsI, BOJIa, BO3IYX.

51 BAPYT U3 HUYETO POXKIAIOCH;
U cam me 3Haro rae aesatock. (1Kher)

Ha mecre st oHOM Bech Bek cBO# mposkuBato (5Dub)
OnHako He B OIHOM s MecTe obuTaro (8Sum)

XOTs Ha IPUBA3U B TO BPEMS I KaK IIeC:
OreuectBo MHe Jiec. (9Sum)

JIvms BoITa U3 MOCKBEL.. (11Sum)

Bx0>Xy IOTOM Ha TPOH;
51 moBeprarocs mpeMHOro pa3 Ha 3emiro. (12Anon)

B LEPKBaAX, B KOJUICTHUAX U IO JOMaM BUAAIOT
(15Rzh)

XO0Th B BOJY MOMA 1y, BOA HE MOTOIHT.
Jlexut Bo MHe MeTal1, ObiBaeT u TBapor; (26Anon)

Vke Bo ajie ObLI, a pail Terneps y3Haro. (27Anon)
To1 TpoH MMeenb cBol B cepanax (28Rzh)
I'e ThI, 1 YTO €CTh ThI, HUKTO TOTO HE 3HAET;
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ToI ecTb, U HET TEOs1, U BCAKOW HAa3bIBACT.
Tbl ¢ HAMU 3aBCET/Ia, U ThI XKUBEIIb BE3JIE,

U uer Te6s y Hac, u HeT TeOs Hurae. (35Rzh)
Bcero T 6immke k Ham (39Rzh)

51 B toMe cpe/iu BOJIH TUIbIBYIEeM oburaro (44Fon)

Ho 4 B Bo31yxe Bcerna
U 1o HeM Bceraa neraro (63Mai)

Sl B Tpex 4acTsAX 3eMJIM; MEHS B UETBEPTON HET;
MeHs )k UMeTh B ce0e He MOXKET IIEJIbIH CBET;

(64Mai)
B orne, 3emite, B Bojie, Bb cdepe cpeau chep

(71Derzh)

Ha 3emuntonu noiaeib, niib KHHUIILCS Thl B BOAY,
U tam mens Haiinems (141Anon)

51 B Mupe HaxX0XycCh, XOTb 51 HE BELIECTBO;
(142Anon)

Korna Mot TpoH B JpyroM MOCTaBIE€HHBIA YBUIUT

(143Anon)

B coBerax u ¢ ITapem Ha Tpone 3acemaro; (144Anon)

Metamorphosis: the topos of metamorphosis is another common topos found in both folk and
literary riddles. Whether real or unreal the power of transformation is the main symbolic
representation of the enigmatic via the metaphoric or non-metaphoric description. The change is
usually depicted as unexpected or unexplained. The transformation of the subject is a visual act,
which may be noticed or completely missed by an observer. Some transformations are
constructive but others can be destructive. The metamorphosis of the subject can also be reversed

or repeated many times. The frequent lexical markers are: Bapyr, BHe3amHO, BO3pacTarh, pacTH,
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CTaTh, pa3pyLINTh, YHUUTOXHUTb, IEPEPOJIUTHCS, IPEBpAIIaTh, POAUTHCS, YMUPATh, IEPEHSITH,
MEHSTh, 1300pakaTh, OBIBATH.

S Bapyr u3 Hudero poxkaaroch (1Khe)

OT MaJna B ieHb OJIMH BEJIHKO Bo3pacTtaro. (2Dub)

JTo TeX Op HUKOMY MEHs HE MOKHO 3DETh,
IToka cynouHa MHe He cyauT ymepethb. (5Dub)

PaspymmThCst JOJKHBI BCE BEIH HaIEpe],
Mo ux morubenu MHE TOKHO BUAETH cBeT. (6DuUb)

Yro GoJblie s BEpUyCh, TO OoJbIIe OoraTero,
1 GombIme s TojacTero (9Sum)

Paxxnaroch kaxa0i roj, U Kaxa0u NpeMEHIOChH,

U nepemenoii ceit 1 6ome yKpaarcs;

Msue B TpeTel pa3, cynp0a BEJIUT, EPEMEHNUTHCS,

U ¢ HoBBIM 00pa3oM Ha cBeT nepepoauthes. (12Anon)

W npupaiasics Tepsirochk BMECTE 4,

C mpuOBITKOM BAPYT POCTET U TpaTa 3/€Ch MOSL.

ITotom, uTo OyAy 51, XOTH CIIyXOM M BHIMAIO:

OnHako caM TOro IOYTH He IOHUMAIO,

He 3Hato u TOTO, KOT/1a 5 IOJDKEH CTaTh

B ToM BuE, KO¥i erie Termepb MHE He JaaH 3HaTh. (12AN0N)

EnBa HauHyCh, W1y K KOHILY TIOCHEIIHO S;

C mpuOBITKOM BIPYT POCTET U TpaTa 3/1€Ch MOSL.

ITo ToM, 9TO OyLy s XOTS [0 CIAyXY 3HAIO,

OHaKo caM TOro COBCEM HE MOCTUTAIO.

He 3Haro u Toro, korga s JOJDKEH CTaTh

B TOM Bujie, KOii elie Terneph MHE HeslaH 3Hath. (21Rzh)

Yro Beum Bce B HeM npespainaro. (23Rzh)
OnuH pa3 poauics, B Apyroi pas ymuparo (27Anon)

Kak xoyenib caenaics, yMero nepeHsTh,
U Bemns Ha TyKe Belb craparocs mensaTs. (29Khe)

Pousicst MEpTBBIM SI: KaK CyIIECTBA JIUIIYCh,
C nuieHbeM BIPYT )KUBA yKe B APYroit poxych. (40Rzh)
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Ho kpoTocTs "acTo GJieck Moii B Mpak mpeooodpaiaet

(143Anon)

Korpmax kK Hapy)KHOCTH ITOYTH BCE MPHIICTTUIIUCH,

U BHYTPEHOCTB CBOIO BO MHE 3PETh YCTBIIUIIHCH:
[Ipe3penneii Bcex Berei Ha cBete crana s (145Anon)

51 Bemu pasHbis H300pa3uth Mory (146Anon)

Torza B J106E3HY MaTh CBOIO 5 IPEBPAIIAOCh,
OcraBImch ke 06e3 HUX OIITh A 3apaxaarock. (148Anon)

XOTb 5 He BEIECTBO, HO YacTo MM ObIBaro (149Anon)
Bopa B nipyryto Bens Mens nepemensiet (150Anon)
Ot martepu pofsch s MaTh CBOIO paxkaato (153Anon)

51 B TOT e TOI, KOT/Ia BO CBET IIPOUCXOKY,
Xorts 51 o cebe croii o u octaristio (161Ant)

HeBuaum st HUKEM, KPOME KaK C TPUHYKIACHbBS,
SIBMBIIUCH B APOCTH, yitny 0e3 3amemieHbs. (162Sokh)

To npexne noJpkeH B pax npeodpatuthbes s (176Anon)
Ho oxHOTO JTUIIIACH HE CTOUM HUKAKOiA,

Hac MeuyT Bcex Torza ¢ npe3peHbeM:

BBIB mpesxie yKpaiieHbeM,

ITo Tom ObIBaeM BemHio mycToif; (224Kar)

Yem OoJIbIIIe U3 MEHS TACKAIOT
Tewm Gosbliire craHoBiroCs 51 (226Kar)

Service: the topos of usefuleness or of serving someone or something with a purpose is a theme
that is applicable to some but not all riddles. The utility of the subject of the riddle is usually
practical, such as the use of the mechanical tool or the application of some social service

(ctyx6a). Other riddles display the reversal of the expected utility of the subject of the riddle
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that results in the depreciation of the value or in a situation in which the useful subject/object has
been mistreated.

Bce citykuT, 4TO MEHsI Ha CBET Ceil MPOM3BECTD,
Bce citykut, 9TO MO€ OIHO COCTaBHUT Temo. (6Dub)

JIMKOBHHKOM CITy)Ky, KOJIb OH MeHsI He ckaxkeT. (146Anon)

Ho He cMOTpst Ha TO, THYIIAIOTCSI BCE MHOIO,
U tormuyT cMerounch cBoeit Mens Horoto (6Dub)

S ToTyac Bpea ToMy KecTokoi HaBedy. (6Dub)

IToxBanbHO B CBETE BCE, KOJb 37I€JIAHO YTO MHOM,
Haxomsit upe3 MeHs u cinaBy u mokoit (13Dub)

be3 nuim HeBUIMM, a ¢ Hell moTpebeH s (16Sum)
XoTh BCsik MeHsI Ha cBeTe npe3upaet (22Rzh)
3a TO sl MOYTEHA Ha CBETE MPeObIBAL0,
Urto Beuu Bce B HEM MPEBPALIALO;
Torna st mouTeHa, KOra MEeHs HE 3HAIOT

CI1o3HaBIIN e MEHS, He CTONBKO mounTaroT. (23Rzh)

51 BCeX KOPMITIO, TIOKO, s BCEX M OJIEBAIO,
51 Besikaro pory U Beex s morpebaro. (25Anon)

Llapro u mactyxy st HajoOeH pasao (26Anon)

WHBIX OT ropecTy Thl H30aBJIseIb,
WHBIM ThI TOpeCcTH CyryObl npuuuHsienns. (28Rzh)

B y6opax HysxeH moii coet (29Khe)

[MpusiTeH, KaK BIXKY; [0 CMEPTH 1 TIOJIC3CH:
OnHKUM yTeuleH s, Ipyrum ObiBato cieseH. (34Rzh)

Bcex OBITHOCTB HAIIUX JIeT M HALIMX OJiar BeHell,
Hcrounuk B cBeTe 3112 1 100pbIx aen tBopen! (38Rzh)

U ner nHOBa MHE 3aKOHa,

Kax Tosnpko ocMexarts U yTeuiarhb,
JlackaTpb M J0CaXIaTh, pyraTh U nonpasisite. (48Pop)

375



He mosxer 6e3 MeHs 3eMHO# cTosTH 1map (64Mai)

MeHns oYTH BO BCAK JA€Hb TOMYEIh Thl HOIOM,
Bcesik 1eHb 51 9yBCTBYIO OT BCEX ce0€ TONTAHbS,
OpnHako Bce cue CHoIIy 51 6€3 pONTaHbs;
BesorroBopouno miauy s ceit 06pok. (141Anon)

He Moxet 6Ge3 MeHsI CTOSITh BO3BMOYKHBIN CBET.

Ypes ObITHE MOE BCE B CBETE MPOMCXO/INUT;

Bo MHe BCSIK 1IacTHe, HELACTHE HAXO/IHT;

Bce s npousBoxy, Bce aenaeTcs MHOM;

B crioko#icTBENb KTO JKMBET BOIOET v HHOIA; (142An0N)

I'eporo s paBHO nmone3Ha kak Llapro;
U upiHe 6e3 MeHsI He MOXKET CMEPTHBIH KHTH,
Kora »W3Hb MIaCTINBY jKeIaeT OH BKycuTh. (144Anon)

Ho st 1 BHYTPEHHOCTH KaKy UM 0€3 IToMeX.
Koraax Kk Hapy>XHOCTH MMOYTH BCE TPHIICIIHINCE,

U BHYTpEHOCTh CBOIO BO MHE 3PETh YCThIJHJINCH:
IIpe3peHHel Bcex Bellle Ha CBETe CTaa s,

Kiener teneps MeHs ¥ caM HHOU cyabs. (145Anon)

4 Beuu pa3HbIsd U300pa3uTh MOTY,
3abaBHbIs Beera s TaitHel crepery. (146Anon)

He HpaBmoch HUKOMY; MEHsI BCSIK IPOTOHSIET,
U Bcsikoii TOBOPHT: s HU K ueMy roxych (150Anon)

Ho 3natHBIE 1ema co0oii MPOn3BOKY,
Sl cnpenath MHOTOE YMEIO:
YMero s pyratb, yMeIo U XBaJHTbh,
Y31y Ha Bcex s Hanaraio,

Cepaia Mory K J100BU ¥ THEBY BOCIIAINTb,
apsM 1 MyapbIM IOMOTAIo.

S yacTo B BBILIHIOIO T€X CTEIICHb BO3BOXKY
KTo MHOIO0 neficTByeT pasymMHO:

Ho B mocmestaue Toro s npuBoky (151Anon)

Onexnou el CIIyxKy.

CBoero CTyXelo ee s CorpeBalo,

W coxu B HEPO €if MOTPEOHBI H3JeBalo,

Ko mionoponuto naro s cuity eid;

He Besik i onosmkeH yemyroto moeit? (153Anon)
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KTo Bpes MHE MPUYMHUTS JKEIIaeT,
Tor npexae cam nperepresaet (154Anon)

YynecHy cUily sl U B IECTBHE UMEIO:
OTKpBITBIM CAENATH Sl COKPBITOE YMEIO;
OTBEpCTOCK OTISATH,
Mory st 3aTBOPSITb.
Cayxy pasto st BceMm (156Anon)

To ToT, KOMY CITyKY,
Ha MorganmBocTh caM 10cayst MO,
Bcem siBHO roBOpHT, 4TO OyaTO s cToro. (157Anon)

XO0Tb 3amax raJok Mo, HO 5 U1 BCEX JI00€3€H;
He s1, HO Tpo0 Moit ecThb [ist yenoBek noseseH. (161Ant)

OJHUM BO 3110 U Bpell, APYTHUM K JOOpY CIYKY;
JIrozei 1 0T CKOTOB COOO0I0 OTIIMYALO,
51 B HuX mogobue TBOpHa ux coaepxky (164Anon)

Moii gonr ecth coxpaHsTh... (L65AnoN)

JIroapMu BIIAZICO 51, OHU MEHSI UTYT OOroMm,
OnHako UM XKe 5 K Bpeay ciayxy Bo maorom. (170Anon)

Tebe MHOIA, YenoBeK, OTKpbITa TKaTh Hayka; (172Anon)

[TouTEeHHOCTD, CaH M YECTh B MHBIX MO BUJI SIBIISIET,
WHbIM 10cay OH ¥ THYCHOCTD nipuumHsier (175Anon)

Cy>Xy JJ1 BCEX JIIOJICH, MPOCTHIX U OJIarOpO HbBIX;
I'moTaroT, )KpyT MEHSI, HO 51 HE YMEHBIIIA0

Hwu maso sxaxas! ux, 63 MoJb3bl HCUEe3alo;

XOTb K OUYHIIEHHIO HEYUCTOTHI CITYKY,

Ho gacto 06Mopok B Mo3ry npou3Boxy. (176Anon)

HecueTHbl B MEpE CeM POHIIHCH 1MOJIb3bl MHOO (210Kar)

[one3na u BpeaHa 1151 CBETa OBITH YMEIO,

S ¢ cuIo10 B KOHIIE BECh CMEPTHBIN POJI ITUTAr0,
Be3mepHO M HY)KHA ¥ KU3HB UX TPOJI0IDKALO,

C Hauasa cuiy Jiaii; Mpu3HAETCS BECh CBET,

CKoub JTIOTHIN OT MeHs ObIBaeT JroasM Bpes, (213Kar)
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Koub x0uelib T0/KHOCTD Thl Y3HATh MOKO YMTATENb!
JInie yKaxu Ky/aa, st TOT9ac mojedy

OT 0/IHOBO KOHIIA BCEJICHHOM J10 IPYTOBa,

Xpanst cekpert; mpeiiay Mopsi, Jieca u ropsl. (214Kar)

Korna s nen GriBato

Torga y>kacHyr MOT'y CMUPHUTb BOMHY,
OTBepruy Meub BparoB, UX 37100y MOXKEHY,
Tornaa g Bo3pally xKeHe es Cynpyra,

A npyra apyra. (215Kar)

Hmes nap miiog0TBOPUTS,
Wmeto cuiy st mumogopoauts. (217Kar)

BecbMma mone3Hy Bellb MBI B CBETE COCTOBIIEM;
Bo ympaxHeHbM HacC HalJIelb BCET1a OAHOM,

B Ge3nepepbIBHOM MBI IBUKCHHH ObIBACM;
Korna 651 uenoBek coBceM 0 Hac He 3HaI,

OH Bce He BO BpeMmsi ena Obl ucnosasit. (219Kar)

XOTs s ¥ CTpalliHa, XOTh MpadeH o0pa3 Moii,

Ho cmepTHBIM IpHUHOILY OTPaay U IOKOM;

B xoTOpOM uUen0BEK CBOI K 3HAHBIO JKaIHBIN yM
Bpy4aet MyIpocTH, HCITOTHEH BaKHBIX TyM:

Ho penxue aiist cux MpUYMH MEHSI BCTPEUAIOT;

A 0O0JIbIIIe THITUHY BO 3JI0 YIOTPEOISAIOT.

[Topo4HBI 3aMbICITBL, TFOOOBHBIA €A,

Bot Bce, ueM MHOrMM s mole3Ha 6sTh Morita. (222Kar)

21.1'[5[ OIVMHAKOBBIX NIBYX YJICHOB s HY’KHA,
KoTops! exenu B MEHsI KTO BIIOXKET,
Corpetbcs ckopo cmoxer. (225Kar)

Benvika nu s Bell(b; HO MHOT'OE TBOPIO:
CwMex, clesbl, MAacThe, CMEPTh; HO THECH KUBOT JapIo.
U GiarofieHCTBHE MO Ha MULIHOHEL (233Kar)

IIpuunHa ropecreid, npuYMHa U yTeX:

51 Bcex KOPMITIO, TI010, s BCEX U OJIEBAI0,
51 BesAKaro polry M Beex s morpebaro. (25Anon)
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Mobility: the topos of mobility is a common feature of almost all riddles, in which the subject of
the riddle is either active and mobile or passive and immobile. The topos of mobility is related to
the topi of metamorphosis, birth and death, and space and boundlessness since mobility implies
the crossing of physical or non-physical boundaries. As a result, the topos of mobility may
suggest a story or a plot with the elements of adventure or the sense of a beginning and the end.
However, the constant movements manifested through change, mobility or transformation are
usually contrasted by the opposing forces of calmness, immobility and serenity.

W BOpyr s B CHILy IPUXOXKY;

Co BceMH CMETIO sI CPa)karoch,

W Bcex B CMATEHBE IPUBOXKY;

BeicTpee nTul g NpoTekaro,

W 410 B yTH 4 HU BCTpEyalo,

Kiomnto, cpeiBaro u tomiio; (1Khe)

To Hanepen uny, To Ha3aau OBIBaIO;

Ot Mana B IeHb OJIMH BEJIMKO BO3PaCTAIo.

XoTb 51 0e3 17133, MOTy OeryIux 0T OHSTS,
(2Dub)

XO0Ts ¥ 4acTo B IUIeH moxuieHo OpiBaro. (5Dub)
Pa3pymuThest TOJDKHBI BCE Bl HANEPEl,;

S wacto u Lapeit camux crousito ¢ TpoHy;

U TomuyT cMerourch cBoeit MeHst Hororo (6Dub)
Mg BUAHEL, ABmkeMcs... (7Sum)

OnHaKO HE B OJTHOM 51 MECTE OOHTAIO:
ITyckathCst B HA3, HA BEPbX HOCUTHCS 5T MOTY,

U He umes Hor, Kyaa xody Oery. (8Sum)

Yro Gosblie s BEPUIYCh... (ISUM)

41 moBeprarocsi IPEMHOTO Pa3 Ha 3eMJIIO,
Bxosxy motom Ha TpoH ¢ Llapsmu cooOrraroch
(12Anon)

51 9acTo Ha KOHSI CakKyCh.
Moii koHb MeHs poBopHO HocuT (31Khe)

379



Korma ympy, TO 6er ObIcTpeiimnii moKaxy.
U o sxuBOTHBIM 51 X0KY (34Rzh)

B Ja0ME CpCI[I/I BOJIH I'IJ'II)IByHIeM 06I/ITaIO
(44Fon)

S mo BeTpy pasnomrycs... (63Mai)
He penko 3a To0o#i TOHSIOCH,

Ho penko 160M ¢ T000i#1 cTONKAIOCh
U penxo ot Tebs Ha Mur s otcTaro. (73Anon)

Ha 3emuntonu noiaeib, niib KHHUIILCS Thl B BOAY,

U Tam MeHs Haiinenb, ¥ 31ech nepes] Co0ok;
MeHs To4TH BO BCSAK JIEHB TOITYEIIH THI HOTOM,
Bcesik ieHb 51 4yBCTBYIO OT BCeX ce0€ TONTAHBS;

(141Anon)

WHoe Ha ciMHE 5 IO BEPHXY HOIY,
HNHomy, cBepruyB B HU3, g THOEIb IPUHOILY.

(147Anon)

be3 kpbll 51 BBICOKO JI€Talo,

U rae s 9ro He 0OpeTaro,

Ha Bce st 6e3 cThizia CaxyCh,

Bo Bcex mectax s Haxoxkych. (180Anon)

HI/IFI[G HC OTCTAaro, 6er 34 HUM 4 BCIOAY,
(154Anon)

JIBrKeHbE CHIIBHOE B ce0€ 51 COJIEPIKY:
(157Anon)

Ckopee stomraau s uHoraa 6ery (158Anon)

HJ‘ILIBy, HC IIOI'JIOTUT OHAa MCHA BOJIHOIO
(169Anon)

Kak cdepa BKpyr MeHS ¢ cTpeMIIGHUEM HeceTcs,

Korna gacte kaxxgast B Hell ABMXKETCSI, TPSICETCH,
To cBepxy BHHU3 HAET, TO BAPYT MOTHSBIIHCH

BBEPHX
Bocraner u mazeT onsTh CKOPOITOCTHKHO
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(174Anon)

S myTerrecTBYs MO oM Hotry ¢ coboii (217Kar)
B 6e3mnepepbIBHOM MBI IBHXKCHUU OBIBAEM

(219Kar)

Ha Oproxe, kak 3mesi, BCIO 3eMJTI0 00TEKAl0,
Ho Berpam ckOpOCTBIO CBOEH HE YCTYIIALO.
(231Kar)

Ha mecte g oqHOM Bech BEK CBOM IIPOKUBAIO
(5Dub)

XOTs ¥ HE X0XKY, XOTs U He jetato (8Sum)

Xo0Ts Ha MPUBSA3HU B TO BpeMs s Kak mec: (9Sum)

Jlesxut BO MHE MeTasul, ObIBaeT U TBAPOT

(26Anon)

Koropoit Hukorna ot KaMHEl He IpoKadl...

(44Fon)
$1 CKpBITHO HAX0XYyCh HEBUIUMO U3BHE

(165Anon)

Cpenu IBMXEHUH CUX, CPEIH IIPEMEH BCEX TeX
B cpennHe Haxo4Ch, CTOO s1 HEMOABUKHO.

(174Anon)

XOIII/ITB 1 TOBOPUTH, XOTH XUB 5, HC MOTY.

(209Kar)

U naxe camas B MOI IOM HE BXOAMT MHLIA;
3anepinchk He TEPIUTIO 5 Hy Kbl HUKAKOM.

(217Karb)
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Emotion and Reason: the topos of emotion is exhibited either as a harmonious coexistence of
these human traits or as conflicting forces in the contemporary society. The common emotions
are: anger, happiness, unhappineness, sorrow, suffering, fear, pleasure, joy, love, hate, awe,
contempt, and passion. The typical lexical markers are associated with bodily images: heart,
tears, laughter (cepaue, cnessl, cmex). The frequent lexical markers of reasoning are: ym,
paccyx1aTh, pa3MbIIUISTh, (HE)TOCTHXHBIN, MO3T, pa3yM, MyApPOCTb.

Hewmunocepaoe MyueHHe TEPILTIO;
U Tperner ¢ CTpaxoMm st MHBIM B cepjia Biaraio. (12Anon)

ToI TpoH UMeeb cBOH B cepanax. (28Rzh)

Cepaua Mory K t00BU 1 rHeBY Bocnanuth (151Anon)

KoJb B j)K€HCKHX 5 ceplax TOT IiaMeHb Bo3xkwuraro (216Kar)
A pemecio Moe

Bce aenats TO, 4TO YM NMPUKAKET,

Yro cepare ckaxer. (233Kar)

He criopro, s KOMy 10Ca/IHO OKaXYyCh,
TOT mycTh TPHI3ET MEHS, Ha TO sI He cepikych. (6Dub)

Ho cxonbko OeacTBuUS 10 MIACTHS TPUEMITIO?
U Tpener ¢ CTpaxoMm st MHBIM B cepjiia Biararo. (12Anon)

O 4eM mevantock s, KOJb X04ellb TO y3Hath (24Rzh)

UYT0 MydycCh 5 TENEpb, yTEXa B TOM BUHOW;
Ho 6yny mykoto yremiena s toit. (32Rzh)

Ho 0bu116 6e3 TeOst Ha cBete Bce HecuacTHbI. (38Rzh)
Yenoseka He crpainycs. (63Mai)

OnHako Bce cue cHouy 5 6e3 ponranbs (141Anon)
Bo MHe Besik mactue, Hemactue Haxomut (142Anon)

U upiHe 6e3 MeHs He MOXKET CMEPTHBIH JKUTH,
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Korza >xu3Hp MACTIMBY jKeNaeT oH BKycuth. (144Anon)

[Ipe3peHHel Bcex BElE Ha CBETE cTaja s,
Kiener Termeps MeHst U cam HHO# cyabs. (145Anon)

3a0aBHbBIs Beera s TaiHel crepery. (146Anon)

Ha cBete Hukakoi st ciibl He crparnycs (147Anon)

C mocajsl ObITHS JTHIIAIOCH 1 Beerda: (148Anon)
Crpariree s Bcero, Koraa 9ro moxkuparo (160Ant)

XoThb 3amax raJok Mo, Ho s a7t Beex Jiro0esen (161AnNt)

YuyeHHBIX MHOTHE IIOT IPOJIMIIU TPYAOB,
OpHaKo He HAILTH J0JHECh KToMy ciienoB. (4Dub)

VYMa Bo MHE XOTb HET: OfJHaKO MHOTO cTofo (10Sum)
U TpeneT ¢ cTpaxoM s MHBIM B cep/lia Biararo.
C ToNMKHUM IIACTHEM Ha CBET Ms bor mociai,

Y1006 BCAKON MHOM, €BO MPEMYAPOCTb, mpociasisut. (12Anon)

Kak pascyxxnath Mbl HAUMHaEM
C tex mop Te6st Ml 0Operaem. (28Rzh)

U He mocTmwkHEee Tl pazyma Beero. (35Rzh)
U HenoctmkHee Bcero Th 31ech ymam. (39Rzh)
$1 4acTO B BBIIIHIOIO TE€X CTEMICHb BO3BOXKY
Kto MHOIO 1€iicTBYET pa3yMHO;
Ho B nocMmesiHIe TOTO st IPUBOXKY,
Kto mHO0 BaBcTBYeT 6e3ymMHO; (151Anon)
[apsim u myapsimM momorato. (151Anon)

[pemynapbix cambIx s ymero oboabetuth (159Ant)

XOTs IPECTO 51 CBOM UMEIO JINIIb B MO3TY;
Ho s n nmpounmu yactemu Binazgets mMory. (163Anon)

Hauanpnble croBa npouTts ypasymeeins. (165Anon)
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B KOTOpPOM YeJI0BEK CBOM K 3HAHBIO JKaHBIA YM
Bpyuaet MyapocTH, HCTIOTHEH BaKHBIX ayM (222Kar)

Kak ITapka cpe3aBiin, ymom MeHst cHabmta. (229Kar)

N Hukakoe Pa3MBIIIJICHBE HE TATOTUT MOIO I'JIaBY.

Religion: The topos of religion encompasses the themes of religious and spiritual significance.
The religious motives are frequent and denote the importance of the harmonious relationship
between nature and God.

He co3mai ToT MeHs, KTO co3aai Bee oT Beka (2Dub)

PaxxnaTbcs Kaxxa0i rog MHE TOT ONIPEAEIUI

KTto mMup npexpacHsblii ceif OT Beka COTBOPHUI;

C TonukuM mactueM Ha cBet Ms bor nmocnad,

Y1006 BCAKON MHOM, €BO MIPEMYAPOCTb, mpociasisut. (12Anon)

B 1iepkBax, B KoJuierusx u mo gomam sugarot (15Rzh)

A Bor He BunbiBai ot Beka Hukorna. (19Rzh)

Ho Tokmo He TBOpell, a uM cotBopeHa. (25Anon)

A 3penan xak Amam (26Anon)

Vike BO ajie OblL, a pail Tereps y3Haro. (27Anon)

I"'ne ThI, ¥ YTO €CTh ThI, HUKTO TOTO HE 3HAECT;

Tol ecTb, M HET TEOS, U BCIKOW Ha3bIBALT.

Te1 ¢ HaMH 3aBCCraa, U Thl )KUBCIUIb BE3JC,

W ner Tebst y Hac, v HET TeOs HUTE.

ToI cymiecTBo Belieil AMHO O3HaYaelIb,

U Huyero omsTh ThI 34€Ch HE IMPUKIIIOYACIIb:

Her menb1e 31echk Te0s Ha CBETE HUYETO.

U He mocTikHee Tl pa3yma Beero. (35Rzh)

Bcex ObITHOCTB HAIIUX JieN M HammX Oxar BeHel, (38Rzh)
HVcrouHuk B cBeTe 311a ¥ JOOPBIX Jien TBopel!

B mrozckoii 51 ku3HM MUT, a B 00Xkbei xku3HU BedHOCTh. (71Derzh)
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U camo boxectso,

Hac cymectBo cue uruth bora Hayyaer,

A Bor HaM mo4nTaTh €ro MOBEJIEBaET,

He moxert OpiTH 6€3 HETO

U cam Bcenennsist Coaerelb,

OH cam Bceraa ero xpanui u Haomozaanr. (138Anon)

Kaxkoe cotBopun xuBoTHOE TBOpEL,
Komy myxumHa Math, a sxeruiuHa oren? (139Anon)

S1 B MUpE HaXO0XKYCh, XOTb sI HE BEIIECTRO;

51 Be4HOE M BCEM M3BECTHO CYIIECTBO;

U crap Bcero: onnakoxk s He bor. (142Anon)

U ¢ Borom u ¢ xymiei xuBy BcedacHo s (152Anon)
Mee ne nan matepu TBopen (177Anon)

Korma ceamennsrit oras crperiu (234Kar)

Ho TokMo He TBOpelr, a uM coTBopeHa. (25Anon)

A 3menan kak Amam, X0Ts He Tak gaBHO (26Anon)

Jurisdiction: in the topos of jurisdiction the subject of the riddle displays either freedom from
some authority or the restrictions of freedom and movement. One of the main themes in this
topos is the use of force. In the opposition between just and injust jurisdiction the fair or unfair
punishment is usually a consequence of the subject’s actions in the physical world. The frequent
lexical markers are: 3aKOH, TIOBUHOBATLCA, BJIIAJICTh, [TIOBCJICBATH, HAKA3aHUC, BUHA, CYyIbsl.

Uro noBunyercs emy u Kusazp u ['pad,
OcayiHuKH ero jxecTokoi teprst mrpad. (3Dub)

XOTs ¥ 4acTo B IJIEH MOXMIIIEHO OBIBAIO.
Ho kT0 MeHs BieueT B HeBOIIO mojiows, (5Dub)

Bce mroau MmoeMy moBep:keHsI 3akoHy (6Dub)

U noBuHyeMcs BO BCeM MbI pa3Hoit Bose (7Sum)

385



[Tyckarbcsi B HU3, HAa BEPhX HOCHUTBCS I MOTY,
U He umes Hor, Kyzaa xody Oery. (8Sum)

Bech Bek jkuita Hara, Kak st Hara poskIeHHa,
CTBIIUTHCS HArOTHI HUYEM He moOy»xaeHHa. (11Sum)

51 moBeprarocsi IPEMHOTO pa3 Ha 3eMIIIO.
Hemunocepnoe mydenue tepmio; (12Anon)

Benukumu JiroisMu TOT1a mosesesaro (12Anon)
Be3 rpybocTu KocHyThCs He ymero (16Sum)
XKenaer tpetwii, urob 3ammra ¢ HuM Obuta (20Rzh)
Korna koro ce6e Mbl nipricBosieM. (24Rzh)

Toboro MbI Genam U ropectsim noasnactHbl (38Rzh)
Cam B HaKa3aHbe s ceit cMepTH noxerant. (44Fon)

U et nnoBa MHe 3akoHa (48Pop)

51 B Mupe Belllb HU Ybsl, HO BCSIKOM MHOU BIaAceT
(140Anon)

besorroBopouto miauy s ceit 0opok. (141Anon)
Kiener teneps MeHs ¥ caM HHOU cyabs. (145Anon)
Kto mHuot0 BiaBcTByeT 6e3ymuo (151Anon)

XoTb HET BO MHE BUHEI, HO BerraroT Mens. (157Anon)
Ho s u npounmu gacteMu BiaaeTh Mory. (163Anon)

3a KauecTBO M BJIACTh CBOIO OT Bcex moyreH. (166Anon)
JIronpmu Brazero ... (170Anon)

B Mapoke, B Typunu ecTb TOT 00bI4aii 37101

Ectb u B EBpone oH, 4TO0 pymuTh MOH MOKOH

W3 momy MOero CBHPEIBIM H3TOPKEHBEM
Ho 3xeck, nro6e3Hble UNTATEIN MOU
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[Tox KpOTKUM C BaMU 51 MOHAPXHHHU TPaBICHbEM
Bexk Oyay npesnupatb oObIuau cun:

W cell ’KE€CTOKOCTH 51 HE CTpaLLyCs ¢ BAMU
Exarepuna npasut Hamu. (210Kar)

JInib yKaXu Kya, s TOT4ac mojieyy
OT 0JJHOBO KOHIIa BCEJIEHHOM /10 Apyrosa (214Kar)

A 6oJIblIIe THIIIHHY BO 310 YIOTPEOIISIOT.
ITopouHBI 3aMBICITEL, TFOOOBHEIA aena (222Kar)

MHue cBerta 00J1aaTeNb,

3akoHa He JaeT

Po6eHOK IOHBIX JIET

Ectb Moii 3akonomarens (223Kar)

KTo BmacTBOBaTH MHOM,
JlackaeTcs MedTOH,

ToT THIETHO YIOBAET,

U1 B mur mens tepsiet. (223Kar)

bources Besik MeHs, Kouib 4 B pykax Llapei,
HemnpaBenHbIX 1 3M00HBIX,
Uy cyneii, Tupanam cum nogo0HbIx (233Kar)

N3006pa3uB O0XKECTBEHHBI 3aKOHFI,
Kotops! napctBytot B ExaTtepuHuH Bek,
Ot xoux okeaH Oe3eHHbIX Oar usrek. (233Kar)

Economy: the trope of economy exhibits the 18" century conceptualizations of the material

culture. It is related to the trope of economy and material culture found in the folk riddles.

However, the material culture depicted in the 18" century riddles is urban rather than rural. The

notions of economic growth, rent, monetary value, wealth, and so on, are recurrent in the

majority of riddles. The frequent lexical markers are: 6orarcTBo, IpUOBITOK, Belllb, HMETH,

KOpMUTD, IIUTATh, LICHA

Yro GoJplie s BEpUyCh, TO OoJbLIe OoraTero,
u 6osbime s ToscTero (9Sum)
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VMa Bo MHE XOTb HET: OHAKO MHOTO cToio (10Sum)
Bech Bek kuia Hara, Kak s Hara poskaensa (11Sum)

C npuOBITKOM BAPYT POCTET U TpaTa 3aech Most. (14Rzh)
be3 nuim HeBUIMM, a ¢ Hell moTpebeH s (16Sum)

T'oroBoe s nb1O U eM:
HeT ny»x b1 cobupath 6orarctsa; (17Bog)

51 BCEX KOPMITIO, TIOKO, sl BCEX H OJIEBAIO,
51 Besikaro pory U Beex s morpebaro. (25Anon)

Llapro u mactyxy st HanoOeH paBHo (26Anon)
U Beib Ha TyKe Belllb crapatocs MeHsTh (29Khe)

U Bcsikoit uenoBek
Wwmen cero xous B cBoii Bek. (31Khe)

Xo3siuH Mol repoid... (37Rzh)

MeHst )k IMETh B ceOe He MOXKET IIENIbIH CBET;
Ho mup meHst B cebe umeer, u komap (64Mai)

51 B Mupe Belllb HU Ybsl, HO BCSIKOM MHOU BIaAceT
(140Anon)

be3orroBopouHo miauy s ceit oopok (141Anon)

Bce s mpousBoxky, Bce aenaercs MHO# (142Anon)
MHe 3HaTHOCTB JKU3Hb JaeT, 00raTcTBO MOJKPEIUISET:
Ho kpoTocTh yacTo Oieck MOW B Mpak npeoolpariaer.
3arajiky TOT pa3BsiKeT,

KTo Ham Tenepb BAPYT CKaxkerT,

BorarcTBo ¢ 3HATHOCTBHIO YTO MOYKET HCTOYATh,

U kportocTh ObI YeMy Morita npoTuBycTath. (143Anon)

Jnst MHOTHX JTydiiie s 1 371ata u cpedpa (151Anon)

Ko miomopoauio maro s cuy et (153Anon)
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A HaBBIK MHE OTeIl, OH KOpMHT ¥ niutaet (165Anon)

JlronbMu BRazeIo 5, OHU MEHS UTYT OOTroM,

OnHaKo UM e 5 K BpeIy CIyKy BO MHOTOM.

Tpu napcTBa B cBeTe €cTh, LlapeM uTych B IEPBOM 4,
OTraauuk mouiy B kKapManax Tel Mess. (170Anon)

Tebe MHOIA, UenoBeK, OTKpbITa TKaTh Hayka (172Anon)

Uro ¢ muIIero MeHs BKYIIAIOT, TO HE JIOXKHO,
be3 nummke MeHst o BKYCOM ecTb He MoxkHO. (173Anon)

Sl yacTo ¢ mepeau 1IeHbI T0BOJILHBIN CTOIO,
A ¢ 3a7u 3aBcerjia He 3Hauy HU4eBo; (211Kar)

51 ¢ cuIor0 B KOHIIE BECh CMEPTHBIN PO ITUTAIO,
be3amepHO UM Hy»XHa U )KU3Hb UX Mpopoinkaro (213Kar)

BriBanu cMepTHBIE, KOTOPHIE 32 TO,
Yro nmpubbLIH MPHHECY, YTO MHOO TIOOeKTat0T (216Kar)

Nmeror MHOTHE 110 HYK]IE€ HAC;

A Tipouwre I MEeToIbCTBA, IS TIIa3.

OpHu HAC JIGHTaMU UCKYCHO YKpAaIIaroT,
Hpyrue nenu HaJeBaoT:

A nepeBo, MeTal

W xamMHM pa3HOPOIHBL

Jlnst sxu3HU Hatest BecbMa npuroubl. (219Kar)

[lensl cBOEH MBI HE TEPSIEM;
Ho oxHOrO JIMIIIACH HE CTOMM HUKAKOM,
Hac meuyT Bcex Torma ¢ npespensem: (224Kar)

1 mMHOrUMMHE BenpMHu Beeraa oopemenen (231Kar)

A pemecio Moe
Bce nenats To, uto ym npukaxet (233Kar)

U Ha3zaBy KTO OBLTH T€ MOBECHI,
Yro 6mara Iapcreuii He 6pernm. (234Kar)

51 Bcex KOpMITIO, TIOFO, ST BceX U ojeBaro (25Anon)
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Enlightenment: the topos of Enlightenement comprises all of the topi we have seen above.
However, the unique feature of this topos is the prominence of the positivistic knowledge and the
idea of harmonizing principles of the orderly society in which the autonomy of an individual is
determined by moral education. In this topos one can find familiar expressions of harmonizing
agents like God, an enlightenend monarch, a social good, law, etc. The subject of the riddle uses
the rhetorical devices to convince the reader that one should strive to recognize the social
welface via the qualities such as humility, kindness, wisdom, and moderation.

K y6orum u Lapsim paBHa 11000Bb MOSI.
durypa, TOBOPST, MOs HecoBepiieHHa: (4Dub)

Ho uro6 Oblta oHa B Apyryio npespainenna (4Dub)

[Y4ennpIx] MHOTHE TIOT TIPOJIAIIHN TPYIOB,
OnHaKO HE HAIIUH T0JHECh KToMy ciienoB. (4Dub)

41 moGpoe crICKaTh BceX B CBETE HAydalo,
Yto THI B 3arajke 3arajail,

MHe TO NpusATHEE BCETO;

BuTtb eto noopozaerens. (13Dub)

borarcTBo ¢ 3HATHOCTBIO YTO MOXKET HCTOYATh,
U kpoTocTh ObI YeMy MoOTJIa POTHBYCTaTh. (143AN0N)

JIrozieit 1 OT CKOTOB COOO0I0 OTJIMYALO,
Sl B HMX MIOZI00ME TBOPIIA UX COJEPIKY
YmepenHocTu st coboro Haydato (140Anon)

Mo KPOTKMM C BaMH 51 MOHAPXUHH TIPABICHBEM
Bek Oymy npe3uparh 0ObIYaH CHU:

U ceit 5eCTOKOCTH sI HE CTPAIIYCS C BAMH
Exarepuna npaBut namu. (210Kar)

Korna s nen 6siBato

Torma y»acHy MOTY CMHPUTh BOIHY,
OTBepruy Meub BparoB, ux 37100y MOKEHY,
Torna st Bo3paly XeHe es cynpyra,

A npyra npyra. (215Kar)
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B koTOpOM YeNioBeK CBOM K 3HAHBIO KaIHBIA yM
Bpy4aeT MyApOCTH, HCTIOMHEH BaKHBIX qyM: (222Kar)

51 TpeyronpHHKa BHJ TOYHBIN peacTaBisiio; (228Kar)
N3ronkoBaTteneM ObIBAIO CTPACTH BCAKOM.

JIroOui MeHsI CTApUHHBIN CBET;
A HbIHE Ha MEHsI Y MoJbI HeT. (232Kar)
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CHAPTER 4
THE POETIC RIDDLE IN RUSSIA IN THE EIGHTEENTH AND EARLY

NINETEENTH CENTURIES

Genesis and evolution of the genre

The system of genres in Russian literature of the eighteenth century, as we know, was
manifold; its thematic and stylistic range was arranged hierarchically from high (serious,
elevated, and didactic) to low (non-serious, light and amusing) levels of poetic practice. A
Russian reader of the middle of eighteenth century had witnessed an evolutionary development
of numerous literary genres modeled on Western European literary examples. Deligated to the
low level of poetry, the riddle genre was introduced in the spirit of an exercise of wit and humor.
As a marginal genre, literary riddles both in poetry and in prose were sidelined not only by the
high genres, such as oratorical ode (mopowcecmeennas ooa), but also by low genres, particularly
the genre of fable. Other poetic forms of amusements, for example sonnets, madrigals, rondeaux,
etc., have rivaled poetic riddles, usually more convincingly, for a cultural recognition in the
hierarchy of genres.?

The genre of a riddle did not gain an enduring status in Russian literature in part because
it was trivial and marginal by its own nature.’** By the middle of the 19" century, when the

neoclassical aesthetic system atrophied, the poetic riddle became marginalized even more. It was

2 Marmontel wrote that “une Poétique digne de notre age, seroit un systéme régulier & complet, ol tout fat

soumis a une loi simple, & don’t les regles particulieres, émanées d’un principe commun, en fussent comme les
rameaux.” Poetique Frangoise, par M. Marmontel. Tome Premier. A Paris, Chez Lesclapart, Libraire, quai de
Gévres. 1776. p.4.

2 For example, Marmontel has excluded the examples of riddles from his chapter “Des Poésies fugitives”.
Poetique Francgoise, par M. Marmontel. Tome Seconde. A Paris, Chez Lesclapart, Libraire, quai de Gévres. 1776.
pp.539-555.

392



designtated to childrens’ literature or to the realm of non-literary popular culture. But the modest
experimentation with this genre in the second half of the eighteenth century and the early
nineteenth century suggests more than just a whimsical aspect of the cultural process. Riddling
was an important aspect of Russian Europeanization and an indelible cultural mark in the making
of the Russian gallant society.

Although the popularity of riddles, especially of theatrical charades in the social circles
of the upper classes from the 1790s to 1820s is well documented (FOuucog; UepHsiiosa), the
evolution of the Russian literary riddle of the eighteenth- early nineteenth century, to the best of
my knowledge, has not been systematically studied or fully appreciated for its cultural and
aesthetic qualities. Minor genres (maneie orcanpor) 0f modern Russian literature have certainly
gained the scholarly interest of literary researchers. (Vasil'ev; Bacuibes, 'ninenscon, and
3axapenko; Manyiinos; Guillelson). Why, then, the absence of extensive scholarly studies of
Russian riddles of the eighteenth - early nineteenth century? Reasons for it may be mixed,
ranging from views that the literary riddle is a corruption of the poetic genre of folk riddle to the
notation that the literary quality of riddles is inferior to the other minor genres. What role did the
retrospective view of poets and critics in the early nineteenth century play in the appreciation the
riddle genre? Hypothetically, one of the reasons for the disappearance of the riddle genre as a
literary genre was the inception of the Romantic aesthetic system, which marginalized even
further the précieux expressions of gallant social behavior.

Examples of the critical remarks among the literary critics of the nineteenth century are
numerous. It will suffice to give just three examples: one from an anononymous reviewer, and

two excerpts from Vissarion Belinski, one of the most influential Russian literary critics. In all
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three instances, the genre of charade is dismissed as a useless and tasteless reading, common to
written production of non-literary or even pseudo-literary quality.

I'oBOps 0 MOBpEMEHHBIX M3TAHUSAX, MBI BOOOIIE HE C OOJBIIIOI0 TOXBAIOI0 OT3BIBAHCE 0 JKypHanax (Tak
Ha3bIBAEMBIX) JAMCKHUX: TOBOPUM 00 WHOCTpaHHbIX, 00 Pycckuit Jamckuii XKypHan u3 ynpasbl
(pa3zymMeeTcs, ynpaBbl IUTTEPATypHO) BBIIIEN IO BCEMY. .... KapTHHKM MO Il1aBHAas LENb CHX KYPHAJIOB,
TOBOPSIT HAM: OCTAJIbHOE HAET B A00aBKy. Ho modyeMy kapTuHKH riaBHas nenb? [louemy He mocnemusisn?
HukTo Bam He BeNMWT MOJYMBATH MUIIBIX YATATENbHUI] McToprko-CTaTnCcTHIeCKO- APXEOTOTHIECKUMHU
CTaThsIMH, HO JJISl YeTO AyMaTh, YTO AaMbl HE IPOUUTAIOT C YIOBOJIBCTBUEM XOPOILIO HAMMCAHHOM
MTOBECTH, U3AIIHATO CTUXOTBOPEHHS, HE MTOOIAroJapuTh N3IaTells 3a MIYTKY, 32 aHEKAOT YMHO
paccka3zaHHBIN, HE B3TJSTHYTh Ha pa30op poMaHa, Ha u3BjeueHus u3 Hero? ... HexaBHo Ml iepebpann
HECKOJIBKO Pa3HOMIEMEHHBIX AaMCKuX JKypHanoB, 3a OCIeIHNE 1Ba TOJIa, U HU OJJHUM M3 HUX HE
OCTAJINCh JOBOJILHBI B MOJTHE. .... AHTIIMICKHE PenakTophbl He HAMOTHSAIOT KHIDKKY JTIUTTEPAaTypHBIMU
CCopaMH: JKaJlb TOJIBKO, YTO JINTTEPATypHAas MP03a U CTUXHU TIOMEMIAI0TCA Y HUX He C OOIBIIIM BEIOOPOM.
... Cyzs o BENTMKOJIEITHOMY Ha3BaHUIO MHOTaro MOKHOOBI oxxuaath oT Benckoro Xypnana UckycTs,
Jlutteparypsl, Teatpa u Moj .... Coaeprkanue JKypHaiia cMeCh CTUXOB, ITPO3bI U BCSAKOUM BCSIYUHEL:
CKY4YHBIE MTOBECTH, Iapassl, Jjororpudsl, Gelegenheitsgedichte; m3Bectus o Hemernkux teatpax, o
HEKOTOPBIX KHHTaX: CyX0, 6e3 BeIOOpa i 03 crapaHus. >

bena nns nHac sta nurepaTypa, HCKIFOYUTENIBHO MOCBSILIEHHAs "M3BECTHOMY" KIIaCCy YUTATENEH: MBI B
HEW HUYEro He IOHUMAaeM, a MEXIy TeM, TOJKHBI KX bl Mecsil TOBOpUTh 0 Heil. Ho uto cka3ats,
Harmpumep, O JIUCTKax I. MaH_IKOBa, KOTOPBIC 6eCHp€CTaHHO TMMOABJIAIOTCA TO IO pa3HbIMH
3aMBICIIOBAaTHIMH Ha3BaHHUSAMH, TO BOBce Oe3 HazBaHMii? BoT Teneps nepen HaMu JIEKUT JTUCTOK 0e3
Bcsakoro o0rero 3armasust. OHO HaunHaeTCs cTaThero "CBeTckas apudMeTnka’, 3a KOTOPOO CIeAyeT
myOoUHas KapTUHKa ¢ BUIOM ropona Mepycanuma; nanee crarbs "boii-6aba'; eme qanee nBa
CY3JaJIbCKUE MOTUTHUTIAKA, MEJIKHE CTaThH U JIBE IApaJbl, BPOJE TeX, KOTOphie y (paHIly30B
HazpIBatoTCcs “rébus”. ... [lo HamemMy MHEHHIO, BCE 3TO OYEHb OY€Hb IUIOCKO U TIOINIO; HO, MOXKET OBITh,
T€, U1 KOTOPBIX 3TO MUIIETCS], HAXOAT OY€Hb OCTPOYMHBIM. B TakoM ciryyae, mogoOHbIe COUNHEHHS
OYEHb MOJIE3HBI: ITyCTh HAPOJI XOTh YTO-HUOY b UNTAET, TUIIb Obl He MuiL... (benuuackuii 514)

Teneps cienyer cratbs o "Mupropoae” r.I'orons. [louTeHHbI KPUTHK, CO BCEil TOOPOCOBECTHOCTHIO,
OTJAeT CIIPAaBEIJIMBOCTh TAJAHTY I'. [ 0rosis; HO HaM Ka)keTcsl, YTO OH HEBEPHO ero MoHs1. OH HaXOAWT B
HEM TOJIBKO CTUXHIO CMEIIHOTO, CTUXHIO KOMU3Ma. MbI lymaeM uHaue. CMEIIHOe BbIpa)kaeTcs
MHOT'OPa3JIM4HO, MHOTOXapaKTepHO, TaK CKa3aThb. B 3TOM OTHOLIEHWH OHO TIOXO0KE Ha OCTPOYMHE: €CTh
OCTPOYMHE ITyCTOE, HUYTOKHOE, MEJIOYHOE, YMEIOLIee HAalTH CXOACTBO MeX 1y PacuHoM u iepeBoM,
MPOM3BOIS TO U IPYroe oT "KOpHA", OCTpOyMHe, Urparoliee CIOBaMH, Onuparoiieecs Ha "Kak Obl He Tak"
U TOMY 1I0I00HOM, OCTPOYMHE, ITIOTAIOLIEE UTOJIKU YMa, KOTOPBIMU MOXKET M CaMO MOJIaBUTHCS, KAK MBI
YK€ ¥ BUICTH IIPUMEPBI 3TOMY B HallIel JINTepaType; MOTOM €CTh OCTPOYMHUE, TPOUCXOSIIEE OT YMEHHS
BUJICTh BEI[U B HACTOSIIEM BUJIE, CXBATHIBATh UX XapaKTEPUCTHUECKHE YEPThI, BHIKA3bIBATh MX CMEIIHbIC
cTopoHbl. OCTpoyMuUe NEPBOTO pojia €CTh Y€ BEJIMKUX JII0JIEH Ha Maible fena .... OcTpoyMue nepBoro
pona ectb kanamOyp, mapasa, TpHojeT, Maapurai, oypume... (bemunckuit 64)

Although the topic in these excerpts is not focused on riddles, the authors’ references to
riddles (i.e. subgenres of the riddle genre, such as charades and logogriphs) indicate that these

forms of wit deserve contempt. The tone is clearly derogatory, especially in Belinsky’s writing.

12> Moskovskii Telegraf, 1827, #9, chast’ XV, pp. 36-37
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Unmistakably, in his other critical essays, for instance, concerning the aesthetic judgement of
Sumarokov’s work, Belinsky did not discuss the riddle genre. The same disregard, or even
disdain of the riddle genre, characterizes the majority of biographical essays and encyclopedic
entries.

The dismissal of the riddle genre is not limited to eighteenth- and nineteenth- century
Russia. (Shortz 138).'?° In the twentieth century literary scholarship, a status of riddle as a
literary genre has called for defense in other national literatures and time-periods. In regards to
the Anglo-Saxon riddles, “usually, in fact, by all but a few critics,” claimed Adams, “the riddles
are relegated to the wrecking yard of sub-literature .... Nursery and parlor game associations
tend to alienate many from seriously considering the Anglo-Saxon riddles as literature”(Adams
335). Chinese literary folklorists too did not begin to pay serious attention to popular riddles not
until the 1920s and 1930s, in part due to the neglect of the rich riddling activities by a Chinese
scholarly tradition prejudiced against “vulgar” literature (Rudolph 67).

Although the popularity of riddles was at its peak in France in the eighteenth century
among all social classes, including the bourgeoisie, the philosophes did not embrace the riddle
genre entirely and sent mixed signals regarding its cultural merit. The dissmisive standpoint in
Louis de Jaucourt’s “Enigme” in the Encyclopedie was echoed in Russia. In a similar spirit,
Voltaire emphasized the idea of clarity as a pillar of good taste. The type of writing which
emphasized the obscure, such as énigmes, was condoned either as a trivial intellectual exercise or

deplored as facetious relic of the past. According to J. Tsien, Montesquieu’s opinion that “[a]

26 1n eighteenth century Britain, where the popularity of the enigmatic tradition was prevalent among low, middle

and upper social classs, a cultural attitude toward the literary quality of published riddles, enigmas and charades
varied from neutral and favorable to highly critical. For example, William Shortz provides an excellent historical
overview of British word puzzles from 1700-1850, in which both views are presented in detail. Citing the article
“Charades” from The Encyclopedia Britannica Ill, 1797, p. 340, Shortz acknowledges that “the puzzles printed in
the 1700s were not always of highest literary quality, and already were under attack for being childish” (138).
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Gothic structure is to the eye what a riddle is to the understanding; in the contemplation of its
various parts and ornaments, the mind perceives the same perplexity and confusion in its ideas
that arise from reading an obscure poem” was not a generalization but a direct reference to the
genre of enigmes (Tsien 138; Montesquieu).*?’

In the French neoclassical literary model, the genre of a literary riddle was marginalized
to the category of “useless”. It was simply a literary game (la jeu littéraire): “J’en m’arréterai
pas a rapporter les autres régles qu’on prescrit dans ce jeu littéraire, parce que mon dessein est
bien moin d’engager les gens de lettres a y donner leurs veilles, qu’a les detourner de semblables
puérilités.” (Jaucourt 690) Marmontelle echoed Jaucourt’s judgement: “... il faut convenir que ce
n’est pas le meilleur usage que 1’on puisse faire de son intelligence. Mais il en des exercises de
I’ame comme de ceux du corps; quoiqu’ils ne soient pas tous directement utiles, il n’en est aucun
qui ne puisse contribuer a augmenter la souplesse, la vivacité, la force naturelle de I’organ de la
pensée” (Marmontelle, 495)

The French philosophes had an enormous cultural prestige among the European writers.
Emphasis on clarity and the purging of obscurity was one of the main objectives of French
Neoclassicism. In Russia, where the riddles traditionally have not been cultivated as an
independent poetic genre, the riddle genres was considered a so-called scholastic exercise
associated not with modernity but with the Baroque period. Pontan’s and Skarbiewski’s poetics,
therefore, competed with the Neoclassical trends in the 1760s. The popularization of textbooks
of poetics in Russian language occurred in the 1760s and by the 1770s resulted in a cultural
merging of Baroque and Neoclassical ideas in the poetics of Baibakov (Apollos). (Anekceesa 16)

In contrast to the idyll, eclogue, or madrigal, the riddle did not receive the same level of

theoretical attention. Among contemporary theoreticians and practitioners of modern Russian

17 see: J. Tsien’s chapter The Obscure, or Enigmas and the Enigmatic.
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literature, the riddle is rarely mentioned as a literary genre, even though references to riddling
and the practice of writing literary riddles by highly respected poets like Sumarokov, Kheraskov,
Maikov, Rzhevskii, Bogdanovich, L’vov, Derzhavin and Dmitriev were not uncommon.'?

In “Chapter V1I: On Different Poetic Works Composed in Verse” from his Cnoco6 x
cnoxcenuto poccutickux cmuxos (1752) (a revision of Hoewitl u kpamxuti cnocob Kk croxicenuro
POCCUTICKUX CMUX08 ¢ onpedenenusmu 0o ce2o naonexcauwux 3eanuti (1735)), Trediakovsky
outlined 23 genres of poetry, in which the Epigrammatic genre encompassed literary form such
as “all inscriptions, epitaphs, French madrigals, and sonnets” (gilbajoris et al. 123); however, he
did not mention riddles. Considering the “French” context of Trediakovsky’s theoretical poetics,
this lacuna is coherent: the genre of a riddle, it seems, was not treated as a literary genre but
simply a jeu d’esprit.**®

In his Kpamkoe pyxosoocmeo k pumopuxe, in paragraph 89, Lomonosov included a
reference to riddles (3aeaoxu), but as illustration of the allegorical construction (JlomoHoCOB).

130

Lomonosov provided an example of a riddle™", which consists of one line and is metrically a

128 Arguably, the Russian authors of the 18" century have dedicated their energies to polemics and literary

criticism rather than a development of theoretical treaties and poetics. In her book Russkaia oda: razvitie
odicheskoi formy v XVII-XVIII vekakh, N. Alekseeva summarizes this point of view: “"OgHa 13 ocobeHHocTel
OAHHOro Nepuoaa pasBMUTUA PYCCKOM N033MK, KOTopbI yaobHo gatuposatb 1730-1770-mu rogamm M 0603HaunTb
KaK KNaccuumam, oTAMYatoLLas ero Kak oT npeablayLiero 1 nocaesyowero nepmoaos pasButus pyccKomn nossum,
TaK M OT aHANOTUYHbIX KNACCULLUCTUYECKMX NEPUOLOB B UCTOPUN €BPOMNENCKUX INTEPATYP, 3aK/IHOUAETCA B MOYTU
NOJIHOM OTCYTCTBMM NO3TUK. MPOrpaMmHOE Mo CBOEMY XapaKTepy U 3Ha4yeHuo "PaccyxaeHue o oge"
TpeAnaKoBCKOro OCTanoch B 04MHOYECTBE. ... He 0cTaBuA NO3TUKM U JTOMOHOCOB, XOTA U3BECTHO, YTO UMTaN ee
Kypc B 1752-1753 rogax .... EGUHCTBEHHOM, TakMM 06pa3om, KNacCcuLMCTUYECKON NoSTUKOM B Poccun cTana
CTMXoTBOpHaA anuctona A.M. Cymapokosa "O ctuxoTtsopcTee" (1748), npeacTasnsaiow,an coboi KpaTKkyto peaaKkumio
noatMkn H. byano ("WUckyccteo noasumn”, 1674). p.15

129 Similarly, in a footnote to Song | (translation of Boileau’s L’Art poétique) Trediakovsky admits that poetic forms
like rondo, triolet, ballads, etc. are expressions of “mind’s strong wit” but he also recommends Russian poets to
avoid these poetic forms: “O 6anagax, Tpnonetax, Mackapaaax, U PoHaax 4Tob HM YMTaTeNb HaLl, HU CTUXOTBOpPEL,
He U3B0/IMAKN 3a60TUTLCA MHOTO: OHWM BCe HEBObLIME WTYYKN, COBCTBEHHbIE PpaHLycckomy CTUXOTBOPEHMUIO,
cocTaBasiemble onpeaeneHHbiM yucaom Ctnxos, Pudm, n onpeaeneHHbIMn nosBTopeHNAMU ogHoro Ctuxa. MoxKHO
WX, HEKOTOPbIM 06pa3oMm, NONOKUTbL BCE B KAacc dnurpamm. Bnpoyem, oHe He 6e3genmua, Ho ocTpas urpa
pasyma.”

1% Mems poanna matb, KOTOpY A poxKaato. See paragraph 89.
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iambic hexamter. However, Lomonosov’s purpose was to provide an example of the rhetorical
device. As Kurilov mentioned, Lomonosov’s plan to divide this work into two parts, Oratory and
Poetry, “rme mpoGyieMa mpo3anyecKuX U CTUXOTBOPHBIX (DOPM COOTBETCTBEHHO JIOJIKHA ObLIIa
3aHATh OJIHO M3 IeHTpaIbHBIX MecT,” unfortunately did not materialize (186). It remains
unknown whether Lomonosov, unlike Trediakovsky, was planning in his poetics to discuss the
riddle genre.*

Both Trediakovsky’s and Lomonosov’s theoretical conceptualizations of the poetic
language shaped the principles of modern Russian poetry. With the exception of a sonnet form,
such curious and eccentric forms as anagrams, leonine verses, acrostics, etc., were aesthetically
minimized to the level of the trivial and non-poetic. This theoretical turn away from the poetry of
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries fully manifested itself in the nineteenth century interpretation
of poésia curiosa as a merely amusing word games. (Wheatley et al.; Guiraud; Nies and
Rehbein).

In modern scholarship, Alexandr Sumarokov is mainly remembered for his cultural
contributions rather than for the aesthetic value of his literary works. Considered a major author
by his contemporaries, Sumarokov introduced to or promoted the previously introduced genres
in Russian literature to an unprecedented degree. Stennik noted that “IIpakTuuecku He ObLIO
TaKOT0 JINTEPATypPHOTO KaHpa KIacCUI[U3Ma, B KoTopoM CymMapoKOB HE UCTIPOOOBaII ObI CBOUX

cun" (Crennuk 31).

11t was not uncommon to exclude the genre of the riddle from the textbooks used to teach poetics in the

institutions of Russian civic education (for example, in the naval schools, etc.) In his Osnovaniia rossiiskoi
slovesnosti (1809) A. Nikolskii, restating Lomonosov, explains that “k metafore ili luchshe k Allegorii otnosiatsia vse
basni, zagadki i inoskazatel’nyia poslovitsy (p.26), but he does not mention poetic riddles at all in the section
“Poetry”. Already in the 18" century, Kurganov refered his readers to Lomonov’s remark regarding riddles as a
kind of metaphor or allegory: "K cemy ckpbitocnosuto (K.S. allegory) npuHagnekat 3aragkv u nocnoBuLbl. 3aragKku
COCTOAT BCErAa W3 YUCTOM anneropmm; a NocaoBuULbl U3 YMCTaro IM6o cMeLaHHaro CKpbiTocnosua. Bnpouem
NoBALWMIA CNOBECHbIE HAayKM MOKET € N0JIb30t0 YnTaTb PUTOpKMKY r. lomoHocoBa." Pismovnik, Bocbmoli pasrosop.
cTp. 392.
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If we do not have evidence that Trediakovsky or Lomonosov wrote poetic riddles, then
Sumarokov’s experiments in this genre are incontestable. Berkov wrote that “YXanpy «3aragkn»
CyMapokoB BoOOIIIE yIeJisiJl BHUMAHKE U B pa3HOE BpeMs HalKCcall U HareyaTall JOBOJIbHO
MHOTO «3aranok»” (Berkov, 566).'* However, we don’t know exactly when Sumarokov penned
these riddles. Strictly speaking, the publication date of his riddles confirms that Kheraskov and
Dubrovskii ’s antecedent riddles deprived him of the claim to be the first Russian poet to
introduce zaeaoka (riddle) as a poetic genre. Nevertheless, Sumarokov’s cultural legacy of his
energetic promotion of the European literary genres bolstered in the scholarship of the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries his image as a renowed poet-innovator. Recognizing Sumarokov’s
important contribution to the development of the concept of poetic playfulness, Bulich, a
nineteenth century scholar of Sumarokov, observed that ... "Kpome maapuranos Cymapokos
nucan u "3arajgku', nepBbIii o0pas3ell Tex 1mapaj, KOTOPhIsl HAMOTHSIIN KYpPHAJIbl HAIN
JBAJLIATHIX FOJIOB U B CBOE BpeMs HpaBuiMch nyonuke." (bymuu 123).

Sumarokov’s literary tastes, as encapsulated by his Epistle “O ctuxoTBopcTBe”, were
based on the ideas of neo-classical purism. Boileau, of course, was the epitome of French neo-
classical tastes. It is also recognized that Boileau left out not just the genre of a riddle but other
genres from his famous poetic treaty of French Neoclassicism, which continued to reverberate
even in the nineteenth century. However, a less familiar fact is Boileau’s riddle, which he wrote
at the age of seventeen, published for the first time in 1713. Was Sumarokov aware of it when he

wrote his riddles? Perhaps, even though it is less likely that Sumarokov was influenced by it.**

32 Berkov noted that 3araaka Ne 10 was printed twice in MCBC, (4.9, ctp. 147—149 1 318) A.IN. CymapoKoB.
N36paHHble npousseaeHus. /1., 1957, p566.

33 Boileau’s Enigme was published for the first time in Oevres completes (1713). It can also be found in the letter
to Brossette (dated September 29, 1703). According to Boileau, he composed this riddle, his first ever poem, at the
age of seventeen. Alexandre Toussaint de Gaigne used Boileau’s Enigma for illustrative purposes in his
Encycloepedie poetique, our Recueil complete de chef d’ouevres de poesie (1778).
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What can be said with a degree of certainty is that Sumarokov did not find it important to leave a
commentary about the riddle genre, nor did he consider it as a supplement to Boileau’s original
text. In following Boileau’s outline, Sumarokov took no notice of riddles in Onucmona I1. The
single reference to riddles in Onucmona 11 is the following line: “Daumn raganbem rpan oT
Counkca n3basnser,” but this is hardly a serious treatment of the enigmatic tradition.

In Onucmona | Sumarokov proscribed against the practice of literal translation which
confounds the reader like a riddle: “Xots nepen To60it B Tpu nmyna nexcukon,/He Muu, 4T00
MOMOIIh J1aj Te0e BesmKy oH,/Koib peun u cioBa mocraBwuinb 0e3 opsiaka, /M Oyner mepeBo
TBOH Hekas 3arajika,/KoTopyro HUKTO HE oTrajgaet BBeK;/To 1apom,4To clioBa BCE TOYHO ThI
Hapek./Korma nepeBoauts 3axodens Oecriopouno,/He To, —TBOPILIOB MHE JyX SIBU M CUITY
touHo.” In this context too we cannot infer Sumarokov’s aesthetic views of the riddle as a poetic
genre since it is used here strictly as a simile.

Sumarokov’s imitation of folklore, especially his literary renderings of folklore songs
(necnu), led some scholars to conclude that Sumarokov transformed the folklore riddle into a
merited poetic form within a classical model. The folkloric nature of the riddle as a source for the

development of national theater, in which Sumarokov played a significant role, was also

Due repos des Humains, implacable ennemie,
Jai rendu mille Amans envieux de mon fort,
Je me repais de Sang, et je trouve ma vie
Dans le bras de celui qui recherché ma mort.
(aflea)

The rhyming pattern of all ten Sumarokov’s riddles is aabb, which suggests that even if Sumarokov knew about
Boileau’s riddle he didn’t use it as a model. [ Voltaire’s other riddle “A la ville, ainsi qu’en province ... (le mot est la
téte a perruque) was also very popular both in the social circles of Paris and in provincial towns (see Charles-
Thomas Serpe, Analyses et critique des ouvrage de M. de Voltaire: avec plusieurs anecdotes intéressantes et peu
connues qui le concernes depuis 1762 jusqu’a mort ...(1789), p.72) Its rhyming scheme is aabccbbddeefggf, which,
it seems, also didn’t have influence on Sumarokov.]
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attributed, as evidenced by Tikhonravov’s following observation, to the evolution of Russian
national literature of the 18" century in general:

IIpexne, yem cpeaHeBeKOBas Apama 3ananHol EBporisl Hanuia cebe JOCTyN B Hallly JIUTEPaTypy, y Hac
yKe YCIIeTH Pa3BUTHCS T€ 3JIEMEHTHI, KOTOPbIE MPUHSUIM IIaBHOE yyacThe B 00pa30BaHUU
CPEAHEBEKOBOH IpaMbl: B HAPOAHBIX MPa3AHUKAX U OOPSIIHBIX UTPax yKe BBIACIWINCH YUCTO
IpaMaTH4ecKoro xapaxkrepa. Mcropus HaponHOU 1033uM yOeKaaeT Hac, YTO OTAAJICHHBIS Hadaja
TeaTpaJIbHBIX MIPEACTABICHHUH BCETa U Be3/e OblIIM OMHAKOBBL; YTO HApOIHAs ApamMa BbIpacTaeT U
000c00151eTCsL B OTIEIBHOE CAMOCTOSATENBHOE 11€JI0€ U3 TOr0 OOMIMPHAro IUKIIa AMUYECKOl M033UH,
KOTOPBIH AEPXKUTCS A3bIYECKUMHU IpeAaHusIMU Hapoa. Dopma 3araiku, CToJb JIOuMas
MJIaJCHCTBYIOLIMMHY HAPOAAMH, TaK OJIM3Ka K JUAJIOTY, YTO U3 Hesl JIETKO BOZHUKHYTh HEOOJIBIION
HApOJHOM ApaMe: cllarasich U3 BOIIPOCa U OTBETA, 3araJKH Kak Obl BHOCAT B SIIMYECKYIO I033UI0
npamarndeckoe Hadano (TuxoHpaBos 52).

The contradictions between Sumarokov’s theoretical views and his literary practice
deserve a separate investigation. Berkov conducted a thorough analysis of Sumarokov’s Epistles
and the poetics of Boileau (bepkog) and the role of folklore, according to Sumarokov’s adaption
of the French Classicist model, was limited. Azbelev and Stennik concluded that "OtcyrcTBue
Ha PYCCKO# MOYBe COOCTBEHHBIX 00Pa3IOB, 0 KOTOPBIM OBLJIO OB MOKHO YUUTHCS, OTPEICITHIIO
opueHTtanuo CyMapoKoBa B TCOPETUYECKUX YCTAHOBKAX Ha 3araiHbie aBTOpUTETHI... Ho Kak pa3
3TO K€ OTCYTCTBUE YCTONYMBBIX HAIIMOHANBHBIX TPAIUIIUN B OOJBIIMHCTBE U3
nepeuncisBIuxcsi CyMapoKOBBIM MO3TUYECKUX KAHPOB OBLIO HA MPAKTUKE MPUIMHON
HEBOJILHOT'O OOpallleHusl pyCCKUX MUcaTenei k 6orarcTBamM HapOAHOH 1Mo33uK. ITo oOpalieHue
MMEII0 MECTO, KaK Mbl YBUJIMM, B OIIPEICIIEHHBIX XKaHpaX, 00YCIIOBINBAsACH B KAKJJOM CITydae
BIIOJIHE KOHKpeTHbIMU (hakTopamu" (bazanos, A3b6enes, and Ctennuk 138).

I agree with Azbelev and Stennik that Sumarokov’s literary interest (rather than
philological, as in the case of Lomonosov and Trediakovsky) (138) in the Russian folklore was
directed at the national roots of Russian literature of which folklore played a crucial role. That a
riddle, as a Russian folklore genre, was a plausible source of Sumarokov’s inspiration may be

true. Stylistically, however, the folk roots of Sumarokov’s literary riddle are less convincing.
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Sumarokov’s folk stylization of songs and fables, indiciated by a low register of the Russian
language, a dactylic or trochaic meter (for songs) or a free iambic verse (for fables), or folkloric
epitetes, among other characteristics, are completely lacking in his poetic riddles.**

It was the national spirit (rapoornocms) that moved the neo-classical writers away from
the rigid theoretical framework. The rediscovery of the national vernacular by Trediakovsky,
Lomonosov and Sumarokov, however, mirrored the intellectual processeses of European culture
as whole. In the Russian context, the formation of the national literary identity was magnified by
the sense that Russians were “latecomers” among the more “advanced” national literatures of
French, English and Dutch. For example, in the first edition of Beytrage Zur Critischen Historie
Der Deutschen Sprache, Poesi und Beredsamkeit Johann Christoph Gottsched complained that
the Germans did not accept the importance of a vernacular literature to the same extent as
French, English, and Dutch critics (Mitchell 25). Like Gottsched, the famous troika of Russian
theorists of the eighteenth century advocated the superiority of the neo-classical values such as
clarity, rationalism, and a hierarchy of genres. The critical appreciation of the vernacular
literatures and even of “Baroque” authors like Shakespeare and Milton was cultivated to
highlight the tasteful and discard the vulgar or irrational. The rejection of the forms of the
folklore because of its “un-poeticality”, while adhering to the idealization of the folkloric roots,
may explain an apparent contradiction of a coincidental acceptance and rejection of a folklore
riddle.

The complex Baroque tradition of the eighteenth century did not retreat completely, even

as the German and Russian advocates of the French Classicism hastily proclaimed the

B4 The discussion concerning the distinction between a literary imitation of narodnyi stikh and the original folkloric

texts (songs, riddles, etc.) originates in the XVIII century and continues into the XIX century (especially in
discussions around Koltsov’s poetry) and the XXth century (for example Marina Tsvetaeva’s folklore inspired
poems).
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compositional and stylistic victories of Boileau, Corneille and Racine. Sumarokov’s and,
especially, Lomonosov’s theoretical writings were indebted to Gottsched, but the cultural
momentum of the European Baroque period and the seventeenth-century trends in the Russian
culture, such as the so-called scholasticism of rhetoric and poetics taught at the Kyiv-Mohyla
Academy, sustained the cultural memory of the genres such as acrostics, visual poetry, riddles,
logogriphs, anagrams, & etc. The Moscow Academy felt the Ukrainian influence until the 1770s
(Lewin 8). The influence of the rhetorical teachings is discernable not only in the biographies of
figures like Trediakovsky, Lomonosov, Petrov and Bobrov, but also in the so-called neo-
classical poets like Sumarokov, Rzhevskii and Kheraskov.'*

Usually associated with the Baroque style (Warnke), but in practice found almost in
every cultural period, poetric riddles became known to Russian readers only in the eighteenth
century. “Neoclassical” poets like Sumarokov, Kheraskov, Rzhevskii, Bogdanovich and Maikov
wrote literary riddles, even if not very many. But so did the “Sentimentalists”, for example,
Nikolai L’vov and Ivan Dmitriev. Derzhavin (who defies a simple assignment to any literary
school) wrote two riddles (“S TBapb ymMa u pykK, MOst 104b O€CKOHEUHOCTh...”” and a poem-
acrostic “Pojsch oT rutamenu, Ha HeOO BO3BBINIAOCH...”, as well as an unfinished poem-acrostic
(Peka BpemeH...), which can be categorized, in my view, as a type of a riddle.*®
In his influential neo-classical poetics Vershuch einer Critischen Dichtkunst, Gottsched

includes the short description of the riddle as a literary genre reminiscent of Baroque European

poetics and those Latin “scholastic” poetics, which were produced as handwritten textbooks in

135 . . . .
Rzhevsky is also considered a “rococo” poet and Kheraskov — a “sentimentalist.”

In his commentary on the Russian syllabic acrostics of the Seventeenth century, Panchenko noted that
“aKkpocTux He Bbln 3arafikon, KOTOPYHO AOIKHO OTraabiBaTh.” (MaH4YeHKo 68). In my view, Panchenko’s observation
is true but not of all acrostics.
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Ukraine, Belorus, and, later, in Russia. Gottsched categorizes riddles and logogriphs as genres of
comic poetry (Gottsched 795).

In regards to the fundamental differences between Neoclassicists and Sentimentalists,
Neoclassicists and Romantics, archaists and innovators, etc, some scholars have pointed out
contentious arguments in favor of or against the cultivation of light or fugitive genres. One
consistent view is that the genre of the literary riddle in Russian literature originates during the
period of sentimentalism (3eitdept 16). William E. Brown, for example, argued that “[t]he
sentimentalists preferred to cultivate what they termed light or fugitive verse, for which the
middle style was suited. Such verse would fall into the genres of elegy, song, Anacreontic ode, or
one of the small western lyric forms, such as sonnet, madrigal, rondeau, virelai, or the like. Not
infrequently, the light verse of the sentimentalists would take an even more frivolous form —
epigram, inscription [K.S. naonucw], album verses, riddles, pattern poems, charades, etc.”
(Brown 29).

In my view, even though it is a valid observation that sentimentalists cultivated the genre
of the riddle, it would be a mistake to draw invariable conclusions that poets of the second half
of the eighteenth century who wrote riddles or inscriptions must be, as a result, aligned with
sentimentalism. Likewise, sentimentalist poetry did not shy away from the serious genres. In the
poem “IToa3us™ Nikolai Karamzin’s outline of the evolution of poetry is quite “neoclassicist”
and traditional: when the first man was in the Garden of Eden he felt the presence of God, his
creator, and, overwhelmed by the feeling of joy, composed hymns; at first, poetry was ymexa
(joy), but with the fall of man poetry became elegiac: "korma HecyacTHBIH, BAPYT pacKasuics B
rpexe,/MonuTBbI BocneBal - cujis Ha Oepexxky/Kypuaiiero pyuss U cie3bl MpoJIMBas, B

BIHHMH, B TOCKE TeOs1 BocrioMuHai,/ Te0s ageMckuii can!”. A crying man is a poetic image
YH )
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which is representative of the sentimental worldview, but also suggests the role of reason in the
poetic image of a wise man. The wise man represented the the enigma of the world: “Tlodacty

Mypbiid cTapert/Cpeau CBIHOB CBOMX BHUMAIOIIHNX eMy,/COriiacHO, BaXKHO I€J1 TANHCTBEHHBIE

necan/M 1oubix Hayuyan npeganusMm otioB.” The sentimental tears are not a sign of desperation
but of a soul longing for the rediscovery of the lost knowledge.

In the programmatic poem, Karamzin continues to emphasize the religious element of
Poetry: “Cronerust TeKIH U B BEYHOCTh TIOTpy)kanuck -/[1033us Bceraa oTpaaoro
Obuta/HEeBUHHBIX, YMCTHIX AyII./YHCII0 UX yMEHbIIANOCh;/ Ho TMMH mapro napei BOBeK He
ymoukan-/M B caMblii CTpamrHbli IeHb, Kor/ia mbutaino He0o/M OypHbIe MOpst KUTIeN Ha
semun/Cpenu myduH u 6e311H, ¢ HeBuHHeHMM cemercTBo/(Korga moru6mo Bee), [1oazus
crniacnack/CBSTBIN A3BIK HEOEC HepeIKo yHIKacs,/M1 cMepTHbIe, 3a0bIB BEJTMKOTO OTIA/ X BaTHIIN
BelIecTBO, 6e3ymHbis ianet!/Ho 6pu1 n30panusiii poa, KoTopoii B unctore/[1033ur0 Xpanun u
ero mpocserniaics.” From the biblical story of Noah, Karamzin culls the essential elements of
Hebrew poetry: the enlightenment of men and the glorification of God.

The line “Mynpen, Hatypy 3HaB, mo3HaB e€ TBopia/U cibliia riac ero u B rpoMax u
3edupax,/B necax u Ha Bogax/Ha apde noapakan/Axkkopaam 005KkecTBa, U I1ac CEro
noata/Beerga 011 60xwuit riac” that describes Orpheus reminds us that the sentimentalist poetic
worship of Nature was also religious in its essence. This is how | contextualize Karamzin’s
evocation of Shakespeare, “a friend of Nature”, and his ability to conceive the “hearts of men”.
The language of enigmatic tradition, in which the sacred truths are hidden from mundane
phenomena, is therefore significant in the combination of rational and irrational elements of the
sentimentalist worldview. The writing of “fugitive” poetry, in which riddles and other “bezdelki”

seemed like the opposition to “classicism” coexisted harmoniously with what was really a unique
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interpretation of classical ideas. The neoclassicists and sentimentalists could disagree about the
claim that Bo riryOuHe 1y Hamies Thl KJIF0Y KO BCEM BEJIMKUM TaiiHaM poka/ll cBeTom cBoero
OeccmepTHOTO yma,/Kak comHiiem o3apui myTa HOUHbIE B s)ku3HH!”, and yet, agree that “nesert
n30pannbiii Knonmrok/Bo3Heccs BbIlie BceX, M TaM Ha HeOecax/bput TaiiHaM Hay4deH, u TOI
Benukoi taiine/Kak bor ctan yenosek.”

Both neoclassicists and sentimentalists thought that poetry in its very essence was a
spiritual revelation of the world as God’s creation. Their differences and feuds, as real as they
were, pulled them apart, but the sense of poetry as a tool for revealing the hidden truths, often of
religious significance, was an important cultural common ground. Both classists and
sentimentalists sought out new means of poetic expressivity by reinterpreting folklore as well as
antiquity. For both the ancient world was a bridge from the past to the modern world.

The difference in these interpretations was not monolithic, as one can conclude from
various points of view, which were often contradicting. Here is just one example: in the July
issue #13 1802 of Becmnux Esponoi, an essay “Tomnorpaduueckoe onucanue rapctsa [1o33un”
appeared in which the author provided an allegorical sketch of the hierarchy of genres. This was
an elegant argument in the form of an extended metaphor of poetry as topographic description of
a Kingdom of Poetry. (“LlapctBo [Toa3un paznensercs, mogo0HO MHOTUM JPYTUM 3€MJIsIM, Ha
BBIIITHIOK U HIXKHIOIO YacTh.”) The upper part of the Kingdom of Poetry consists of epic poetry,
tragedy, comedy and tragicomedy. The upper and lower parts are divided by the vast spaces of
Common Sense. (“Bepxusist u HuxkHss [1033us1 pazaenenbl 00MUPHBIMU TYCTHIHSIMH 3ApaBOTro
PaccynKa, rac HET HU ropoaoB, HU CGJ’IGHI/IfI, KpOMC€ YCAUHCHHBIX XWXXHWH, paCCCAHHBIX I10
JOJHNHE. Tam KHUBYT MUPHBIC ITYCTBIHHUKH, BECbMa MaJIOYHUCIICHHBIC, 3aHUMAasACh 3EMJICACIIUEM U

CKOTOBOACTBOM. Ho cum mecrta IPEKpPaACHEC U )KUBOIMMCHEC BCEX JPYIrUX B HAPCTBE HOBSI/II/I; TaM
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€CTh BCE HY)KHOE U TipusTHOe Juist xku3Hu.”). The lower part lies in the northern part of Kingdom
in which the inhabitants are physically and mentally incapable of serious thoughts.

HapctBo [1o33un BechMa X0JI0HO K ceBepy. TaM JIroiu HU3KK POCTOM, TINEAYIIHBI U TUTAIOTCS OMHUMHU
KPOIIIKaMU; Pa3roOBOP UX COCTOUT B UTPE CJIOB WM B Pa3HBIX 000POTaX OJHOM MBICTH. TaM HaXoIATCs
MaJICHbKUE TOPOJIKY, Ha3bIBaeMble AHarpaMmmamu, AKpocTuxamu, 3aragkamu, KamamOypamu — u
IpyTHe, HeIOCTOMHBIE M00onbITcTBa. HamoOHO TONBKO 3aMETHTh, YTO B CeW IPOBUHIIMH HET HA OJTHOTO
MTO’KAJIOTO YETI0OBEeKa; BCE YMHUPAIOT B MOJIOAOCTH, U OOJNBIIIAs 9aCTh B CAMBIH ITEPBBI JI€Hb CBOETO
POXKIICHUS.

The essay concludes with the praise of Russian poets who pass over these follies, looking
at them only out of curiosity, and, finally, reach the lands of Common Sense:

Te, KoTOpBIE B3AYMAIOT U3 IIOOOMBITCTBA BUIETH €0, JOJIKHBI IPOoeXaTh MUMO ocTpoBa CaTupsl,
npoBuHIWH JloxkHOTO YMa, 3apazurtensHoro ropoja KaaaMOypoB, TOIBKO B3IISIHYTh Ha TEMHBIH Jiece
I'mynoctn, cnenoBath 3a TeueHreM peku CMbIciia, U HEIPEMEHHO J00paThes A0 MyCThIHb 3APaBOro
Paccynka; onHUM clOBOM, MOJpaxaTh PyCCKUM CTUXOTBOPILIAM, M3 KOTOPBIX BCAKUHN C YECTHIO U CIABOIO
TaM CTPaHCTBOBAJI WU CTpaHCTBYeT!

The original essay “Description topographique du royaume de poésie, librement imitée de
l'anglais” was authored by M. de Boinvilliers. Judging from the bibliography of Karamzin’s
translated works, Karamzin translated Boinvilliers’ essay which had been published in Nouvelle
Biblioteque des Romans, X, 4eme annee t.9. (1802) (Kadanora; Spofford 809). Karamzin has
Russified Boinvillier’s text by substituting the phrase “... ils ont ... un langage qui est, par raport
a celui des autres provinces, ce que la langue espagnole est par rapport a la langue frangaise”
with “S3bIK UX B CpaBHEHHUH C S3BIKOM APYTUX MPOBUHIMH €CTh TO XK€, YTO SA3bIK CIABSIHCKUH B
cpaBaenuu ¢ pycckum.” (NBR, 153-154). He also modified the last paragraph by substituting the
sentence “C’est ce qu’on fait sur-tout, Corneille, Boileau, Racine, La Fontaine, et quelques autres
encore sur les traces desquels on ne peut jamais s’égarer” with “ogHUM CIOBOM, MOApPaXKaTh
PYCCKHM CTUXOTBOpPLIAM, M3 KOTOPBIX BCSIKUH C YECTHIO U CJIaBOIO TaM CTPAHCTBOBAJ WU

cTpaHcTByeT!”
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Our illustration from Boinvillier’s allegory sheds some light on Karamzin’s attitude
towards riddles. Karamzin did not write riddles and, since he did not bequeath any direct
observations on this subject, it leaves us to surmise his intentions, such as the choice of the
abovementioned translation. It is noteworthy that Boinvillier’s allegory is a mixture of Baroque,
neoclassical, and sentimentalist ideas, which, to a certain degree, can be said to characterize
many Russian writers of the third quarter of the nineteenth century. The inclusion of tragicomedy
or idyllic novels as topographical imaginary settlements in the “Upper” part of the Kingdom of
Poetry (i.e., in the hierarchy of poetic genres) strikes one as anti-classical, if one considers the
position of Boileau. Nonetheless, the typical “classical” moderns like Corneille, Boileau, and La
Fontaine are included by Boinvillier as pilgrims to the lands of Bons Sens. As | have mentioned
already, Karamzin excluded this reference but did not suggest the names of the Russian authors.
It would have been logical to substitute French authors with Sumarokov, Lomonosov, or,
perhaps, Kheraskov, but Karamzin has chosen to praise impartially anonymous Russian poets.

That Karamzin did not think highly of “anarpammsi, akpoctuxu, 3arajgku, kanamOypsr”
can also be extrapolated from another essay in Becmuux Eeponet, “Urpa B 3araaku”. As one
would expect from the title, this essay would examine saeaoxu (riddles). In Boinvillier’s essay
Karamzin translated “Bout-rimés, Anagrammes, Charades, Acrostiches, Calembourgs” as
“Amnarpammsl, Akpoctuxi, 3aragaku, KazamOyper”. The first literary charade in Russian was
published in 1791, but this subgenre of the riddle was still uncommon. It is for this reason that
Karamzin probably had translated “charades” as “zaeaoxu”. On the other hand, the term saeaoxa
meant more than just a literary poem or a traditional folk riddle. Judging from “Urpa B 3aranku,”
a game of questions which is described in the essay, the word zazaoxa also meant an entertaining

but also moral or philosophical question. Such conjecture can be reached from the overall
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positive description of the invented game, which was described in the 1809 issue of Becmuux
Esponwr, when Karamzin left the post of the editor.

The essay begins with the observation that games, especially social games, are an
important and difficult activity. In the words of a wise man, the aphorism “Urpars — BaxkHoe u
TpyaHoe aeino B xu3Hu!” establishes the norms of social behavior. In enlightened society the
element of relaxation and entertainment is a natural attribute. But the essence of gaming ought to
reflect tethical and moral foundations. This is the main argument of the essay in which the
harmful influence of the game of cards is contrasted by the uplifting spiritually the game of
“riddles™:

"YKenaro 3HaTh, B KAKUX YJOBOJBCTBUSIX IPOBOAUTE BbI CBOE BpeMsi? — «CKaxKy BaM UCKPEHHO, YTO
Mpex/ie ¥ B HallleM OOIIECTBE, CKOJIb OHO HU MaJIONIOIHO, OT BPEMEHH JI0 BPEMEHH OIIyTHUTEIbHA Oblia
ckyka. JIroau, coOupasch B 0JTHO MECTO, TPEOYIOT BCeraa OAHOM 001eli 3a0apbl. UeM OoJbiie
00pa30BaHHOCTH B yMe, TeM 0OOJIbIIIe pa300pUMBOCTH B YAOBOJIBCTBUAX. B 00miecTBe, KoTOpoe
CO6I/IpaCTCﬂ B MOCM OOME€, HUKTO HE TCPIIUT KapTO‘IHOﬁ UTI'PHBI. TaHHCBaHBC BE€CCJIO, HO TOJIBKO Ha
MUHYTY; TOKE CKaXXy U 0 My3bike. HaJexano BeIIyMaTh Kakyro-HUOYAb UTPY, KOTOpas Moriia Obl Bac
3aHUMATh B TO BpeMsl, KOT/1a APYTHe HACKy4aT, U 3aHUMATh C IOJIb3010. ... HakoHel s BeIoyMan Takyro
UTpy, B KOTOPOH YAOBOJBCTBUE COCTUHEHO C MOJIb3010. OHAa UMEET CTOJIb MHOT'O PAa3HBIX CTOPOH U CTOJIb
3aHUMaTeNbHa, YTO 0€3 COMHEHUS He HaCKy4duia Obl HaM U TOT[ia, Koraa Obl cyp0a moBenesa HaMm
MPOXKUTH LIENbIE CTO JIET HepasayuHo!» — Kaxkas 3To urpa? cipocuil 5 ¢ BEJIMKUM JIFOOOTIBITCTBOM. —
«Urpa B 3aranku. He moxxere BooOpa3uTh, Kak ObUTIO MHE CHayasla TPYAHO BBECTH €€ B yIIOTpeOIeHue.
MeHs yBepsiIu, UTO OHA CKYYHEE BCSIKOW JIPYTOH, 51 CIIOPUIT; HAKOHEII IIOCTaBUJI Ha CBOEM, U OTIBIT
OIIpaBJiaJ MOE MHEHKE. Mory Bac yBEepHUTb, YTO B MOEM JIOM pa3pelieHbl ObUIN TaKHE BOIPOCHI, KOTOPHIE
MOTJIY OBl 3aCITy’KUTh BHUMaHNE YUEHEHIINX HeMEeLKHUX npodeccopoB. HelHe BBeUepy mim 3aBTpa
y3HaeTe caMu, YTO TAKOE Hallla Urpa B 3araJKm».

In the next paragraph the details of the “game of riddles” are explained. Family members
and guests would gather in the guest room (cocmunnas copnuya) and provide in turn an answer
to the philosophical question from the previous game session. These types of problems (rather
than true riddles) were common in literary journals, both of foreign origin and in Russian
periodicals. The “riddle” in the sketch “Urpa B 3araaku’ was as follows: “uto Bcero TpyaHee
aust yenoBeka?” The answer “3Hath camoro ceds” seems like a solution worthy of a man in
search of one’s own intellectual and spiritual enlightenment.
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That riddles functioned as a social or family game in which civic and religious morality
was emphasized is corroborated by zaeaoxu published in the Russian eighteenth-century satirical
journals. For example, in the June issue of Ilycmomens (1770) there are four riddles in prose in
which the reader is encouraged to guess the outcome of characters with typical moralistic names:
Jlackarens (Toady), B3stkoxBar (Bribe-grabber), Bepronpax (Lightheaded), and Po3uns
(Scatterbrain).*” Numerous poetic riddles that I've examined have answers doGpodemens
(virtue), morumea (prayer), opyocecmso (friendship), ucmunna (truth), 0606w (love), and so on.

Ivan Dmitriev, a poet who also was characterized as a sentimentalist, did not leave us any
theoretical reflections on riddles as a literary genre.'*® In the spirit of light verse, like Karamzin,
he also wrote poetic trifles (6ezoenxu). Unlike Karamzin, Dmitriev wrote riddles which are of
interest to us. Interestingly, considering Karamzin’s perspective, it was Karamzin who published
Dmitriev’s poem 3aeaoxa (‘“Het ronoca Bo MHe, a s BCE ToBopIo...) in issue 6 of Becmmuux
Esponetr (1803). Another riddle by Dmitriev titled Ilymewecmesue (“Hauath 10 cBeTa yTh U
omrymneio uaATH...” was published in the issue 12 (1803). Was it the capitulation to the tastes of
the Russian public determined to share the ignoble tastes of the Western readers? After all,

Dmitriev himself acknowledged it in the text of the riddle itself: “Uurarenu! 3araaku B moze...”

137
3aragkn. 1. Jlackatenb 663CTbI,£I,HO BCeX 3HATHbIX rOCNOA B rna3a NoXBandeT, yroxXXaaeT nx Cﬂa60CTF|M, d 3a o4un

CMeeTcA TOMY, YTO OHWU eMy BEpAT, a MHOrAa M BpaHUT UX; KaKOBA 3a TO OXXWAAET OH HarpaxaeHusa. OTragaii.;
2.B3ATKOXBAT CyAbs, HE UMEIOLLEN HN COBECTU, HU YECTH, BEPLUMT e/1a MO CBOMM MPUBLITKAM; YKasbl TONIKYET KaK
emy yrofiHo, npasocyane npogaeT ¢ nybanyHaro Topra, 6eaHbix u 6e3nomoLHbIx Atoaeit obuxkaeT, 6oraTbix
rpabuT, a 3HAaTHbIM YroXKAaeT; NOAYNHEHHbIX CBOMX MPUMEPOM CBOMM KO B3ATHMKAM MOOLPSAET: 4eBO B3aTKkoxBaTa
3a NOXBa/ibHbIA CBOM TPy Abl Oxkuaaet? OTragali.; 3. Bepronpax Bos0UMTCA 3@ BCAKOM KEHLMHO, BCAKOM
OTKpbIBaeT cBO Nt0H0Bb, BCAKYHO YBEPAET, UTO OT /II0O6BM K HEN CXOAMUT C yMa; @ NPUATENAM CBOMM PA3CKa3biBaeT O
CcBOMX Nobeaax: Ha ryNsHbe YKa3blBaeT TEX XKEHLLMH, B KOMX, MO YBEPEHUIO €BO, Obla1 OH LLACTINB, U KOTOPbIX O4YEHb
MHOrO; HO B CaMOM Aesie BepTonpax MoxeT aum 6biTb Wactame? Yutatenb otragaid.; 4.Po3nHA, MONOAUMK,
MMEILLLEN CaMOM MaJIMHbKNI YMH, NOCPEeACTBEHHOM AOCTATOK M KPOLLELWHON YMOK, B/Il06AsSieTcA BO BCEX 3HATHbIX
rOCMOMX, XOAWUT A/1A TOro Ha BCe NY6NYHbIA TYAAHBU: MPOXOAA MUMO UX BO3AbIXAET, XKanyeTca Ha cyapby v Ha ux
YKECTOKOCTb, UTO OHW HE HarpaxkAatoT NOCTOAHHOW eBO /1I06BU; HO rOCNOXKM cero beAHAKa U B I1a3a He 3HatOT, XOTA
W U3aeprKMBAET OH TPW YETBEPTM CBOErO A0X043 Ha 3aBMBAHME U NyapeHMe BOOC, ANA TOTO TONbKO, YTOObl OHU
€BO npumeTenn. Yutatenb oTrafan, KakoBa Ha3BaHMA Po3MHA Halw oXuaaeT?

%% Dmitriev learned about the genre of the riddle from Appolos BaibakoV’s Piitika. (AmuTpues 33)

410



This may be true in part only, since the philosophical underpinning of the riddle is almost
indistinguishable to the didactic characteristics of the already mentioned riddle-problem in “Urpa
B 3arajiku’’.

Hauatp 110 cBeTa myTh 1 OLIYIBIO UATH,
Ha xaxnmom mare coTelkatbes,

K monnusM yxe 3a TpeTh 10poru nepedpaTbes, —
Tyt ¢ Oypeit u rpo3oit OOpOTHCA HA TTYTH
U necTuth ce0s1 BOain KakoK-TO MEUTOIO;
OnoMHsCh TIOJ] BE€Y€p B3JAOXHYTh,

Hckath npucTta"uiia K mokoxo,

Haiitu ero, npuiieys, 1 HAKOHEL YCHYTb. ..
Uurarenu! 3aranku B MoJie:

XOTHUTE JIb KJII0Y K MOEH UMETh?

Bce 310 3HauuT B nepeBoje:

POI[I/ITI)CSI, KUTb U YMEPCTh.

Eighteenth-century Russian translators from various European languages into Russian
played an important role in the process of westernization. One of the most prolific translators
was Vasilii Levshin (1746-1826), who truly can be called a great figure of the Russian
Enlightenment. Levshin’s very first publication was a collection of riddles, and it seems that his
interest in riddles has remained for a long time. Between 1798 and 1804 Levshin published his
translation of Johann Samuel Halle’s book Omkpsimoeie maiinol Opesnux macuxos u uapooees,
unu Bonwebuvie cunvt hamypol 6 noiw3y u yeeceienue ynompeonennsis. In this fascinating
mixture of pseudo-science, science and entertainment Russian readers were exposed to physics,
chemistry, mechanics, economics, medicine, mathematics and Spiritism. The “experiments” or
intellectual games of anagrams, riddles, cryptography, and so on, were included in the section
Veecenenue uucnamu. Levshin included fourteen riddles (and answers) in order for the readers to
play a game in which magnetized pieces of paper are used to match the verse riddle and the short

answer.
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It may appear at first that Levshin’s translation and his original book of riddles does not
shed any light on the theoretical understanding or practical guidance on the writing of literary
riddles. This is true to a certain extent since his collection 3aeaoxu, cayarcawue ons nesunnozo
pasoenenus npazonozo epemenu (1773) lacked a preface and Halle’s book was hardly a work of
serious literature. However, a very short preface to Halle’s “experiments” with riddles contains
an insightful look at the conceptualization of riddles in eighteenth-century Russia based on the
European tradition. Since it is relatively short and is not commonly accessible | will provide a
full excerpt:

O 3aragkax

Nzo0pereHrie U 0OBIKHOBEHHE TOBOPHUTH 3araJIkaMu O4eHb JipeBHee. OHBIS CIYKHIH B TITYOOKOM
IPEBHOCTH yBeceneHueM Myapenam, U cKa3aTh IPaBIy, OHU COBEPILICHHO ITOCOOCTBYIOT Pa3BUTHIO U
YKpalIeHUI0 pa3yMa B IOHOIIECTBE. MHOTHE YueHble YIIOTPeOIsTi CMBICT 3araJ0YHbIH, BO3BeIas
OOILIECTBY, U KYITHO B TO JK€ CAMOE BPEMsI CKpbIBasi CBOM OTKpPbITHs. COUYHHSS 3araiky, O4eHb HY>KHO
Ha0JI0aTh BO MEPBBIX, YTOOBI CPaBHEHUE, KOTOPOE HAIUICKUT JIENIaTh K CJIOBY, HA KOTOPOM OHA
OCHOBaHa, OBIJIO IPHIIMYHO U OCTPOYMHO (*). BOBTOPHBIX, HANIE)KUT MOMEIIATh TPOTUBYPEUHUS CaMble
pasuTeIbHbISL, 4YTO0BI 3aMemars (**) craparoerocs oTranaTh. BTpeThbux, HAAJICKUT ONUCHIBATD
MPEeIMEThI CaMble HUUTOXHEIE, C MBIITHOCTHIO (***). BueTBepThIX, JOIKHO H30€eTaTh U TOTO, 4T00 He
3aTMHUTb OHYIO CTOJIBKO, YTOO OCTAIMCh HESICHOCTH M MOCJIE pa3peleHns. Bce TeMHOTBI JOKHBI
HCUYE3HYTh, KOTJ[a OTKPOETCS Belllb, O KOTOPOIl NAET 3arajxa.

Footnotes:

(*) lIpumep cemy B YBecenenuu LI, 3aragka V.
[Turaroch KpOBBIO 51; MHE )KU3HB JJaHA CYIH0OI0,
B 00BATHSAX TOTO, KTO MHE HAHOCUT CMEPTh.

(**) I[Ipumep cemy B YBecenenuu L, 3araaka VI.
B ennHBII IYHKT CBOXKY HECUETHOCTH TPY/IOB;
Hwnaro noury Bes 51, OAHAK U LEINBIHI CBET.

(***) Ilpumep cemy B YBecenenun L, 3aranka [V.
U cyeTHOCTH MEHS 7Sl TIBILIHOCTH ce0e
YKpacuTh HIIET; Bce XUMEPOU s OJIHCTAO.
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The conceptualization of the riddle as a literary genre to the same extent as we have seen
in Levshin’s translation was not common in Russia. Until the publication of Ivan Rizhsky’s
Hayxa cmuxomeopcmea (1811), young poets who wanted to try a hand in composing riddles had
to rely either on the relatively small corpus of published Russian literary riddles or on the brief
theoretical exposition provided by Baibakov (Apollos) in Ilpasuna nuumuueckue poccuiickoeo u
JIAMUHCKo20 cmuxomeopcmea, cobpannwle uz pasuvix mecm (10 editions, between 1774 and
1821)."* Baibakov included the riddle in the broader genre of croocras snuepamma (a difficult
epigram), a type of poetry embracing symbols, hieroglyphs, emblems, and riddles. Baibakov’s
definition of the literary riddle is very terse: “3aranka - 3aKayJKamu, WIH CTOPOHOIO
npukpeiBaromas’’(43). The “rules” of composition are not mentioned at all. Instead, the reader is
instructed to take a look at five riddles (i.e. “mocmotpu mpumepst ). Among them one riddle
consists of eight lines (AbAbCdCd), two riddles — of six lines (bAbAcc and aBaBCC), one — of
two lines (AA), and a one-line riddle.

Rizhsky’s treatment of the literary riddle is much more detailed than Baibakov’s. It

begins with the basic definition and the basic rule of composition:

139 |, ’
I've excluded lakov TolmacheV’s Pycckas nos3us 6 nose3y roHowecmasd, obyyarowia2oca 8 XapbKO8CKOM

Konneazuyme (M: 1805) because in this work the section “O 3aragke” Tolmachev did not include examples of
Russian riddles. The single example given was a Latin logogriph: Sume caput (mus) curram; ventrem coniunge (ca)
volabo;//Adde pedes (tum) comedes, et fine ventre (ca) bibes. [Answer: muscatum]. TolmacheV’s contribution to
the enigmatic tradition in Russian poetry must, nevertheless, be acknowledged. In his short exposition, Tolmachev
describes the main characteristics of riddle as a genre as follows: “3aragaka ecTb KpaTKkoe COYMHEHME, B KOTOPOM
npeAacTaBaseTca Bellb nog TeMHbIMU MeTadpopruyeckumm, NnogobHo3HaYaWammn CI0BaMu, KOTOPbIA BNpoYem
N3bACHAIOT NPUYMHbI, AENCTBUSA, CBOWCTBA, a 0COB/IMBO TaKMA, KOM MMEIOT HEKOTOPbIW BKUA NpoTMBOpedns.”
(p.136). From a theoretical point of view, TolmacheV’s exposition is as significant as Rizhskii’s. For example,
compare Rizhskii rules when composing riddles to Tolmachev’s: “Camoe rnaBHoe npaBuao B ceM poae COMUHEHUN
O0KHO ObITb, UTOObI BEelb NPeACcTaBUTb C TAKMMM YepTammn, Ko Hbl He bl NPUANYHBI HUKAKOW Apyroi Bewm,
Kpome ceii. MHaue, ynTaTenb, BMECTO esl, ApYyryto npumeT. Bnpoyem MHOCKa3aHWe, NpoTuBopeune, ob6o4HOCTb
CyTb Ntobumble durypbl 3aragku. O6bIKHOBEHHO He N1b35 OTrafaTh es No 04HOWN YepTe, UK ABYX OTAE/bHbIX, HO,
COBOKYNWB BCE NPUMETbI BMEcTe, HE0HXOAMMO Y3HATb AO0/IKHO Bellb; MHaYye byAeT HeAOCTAaTOK UM B 3aragke,
unu yntatene.” (137). Both Tolmachev and Rizhskii emphasize that a poetic riddle should be concise, moderately
“dark”, and should also contain an element of surprise in order to satisfy the reader’s sense of curiousity.
Tolmachev states further that “camas nyywasn 3aragka Ta, KoTopas NpeacTaBaseT Belb No MmeTadopoto TOYHOLD, a
0co61MBO eCcTbIN OHa cAenaeTca HenpepbiBHOW anneropueto.” (137).

413



3arajka ecTh TaKO€ OIKMCAHUE BEIH, B KOTOPOM COYMHHUTEIh, H300pa3MB e€ MOCPESICTBOM H3UCCICHHUS
HEKOTOPBIX €5 MPUHAISKHOCTEH, HO HEe Ha3BIBAsk OHOM, OCTABIISIET YHTATEIIO, YAOBOJIBCTBHE Y3HATD €€
M3 camaro omucaHus. Sl TOBOPIO YAOBOJIBCTBHE; HOO UHTATENb, OTTAaB 3ara Ky, TAWHO yCIaXKIaeTCs
CBOHMM B ceM citydae ocTpoyMmueM. Ho 4To0bI cHe yI0BOJIbCTBHE HMEIIO HAUICHKAIIYIO IIEHY, TO 3arajaka
HE JI0JDKHA OBITh TaK sICHA, YTOO OTraaTh €€ MOYTH HUKAKOro He cToma Tpyaa. HampoTus cero ecthin
OHa TaK TEMHA, YTO OTraJaTh €€ YUTATEIIO MOKAKETCS OYCHBb TPYIHO; TO OH CKOPEe MOYKET OTKA3aThCs OT
HEOOJIBIIIAr0 B CEM CIIydae YrOXICHUS CBOEMY CaMOJTIO0HIO, HEKEIIH TPUOOPECTH OHOE HECOPA3MEPHBIM
TpymoM. Ha ceM 0OCHOBaHO IJIaBHOE TPABUIIO COYMHEHUS 3ara Ik, TO €CTh, OHA JIOJDKHA COAEPKATh B
cebe HeCKOJBKO TaKUX MPUHAICKHOCTEH CBOETO TpeIMETa, KOTOPBIS Kak Obl yKa3biBas HaM €ro, TeM
camMuM BO30Y»1au ObI HAac 6oJiee KeTaHus M HAIEHK bl OTTa1aTh; & MEXKIY TEM JAPYTHUs TOMCIICHHBIS B
TOM JKe 3arajike 00CTOSTENILCTBA 3aTPYIHSIH ObI CHIO TIPEICTABIISIONIYIOCS C IEPBAro B3TIISIY
yIOOHOCTb.

If we take a moment to analyze this excerpt by comparing Rizhskii’s recommendations to
Levshin’s translation from Halle, we can find some similarities. Both emphasize ocmpoymue
(wit) and the level of difficulty appropriate to allow the reader to get satisfaction of guessing the
answer while not becoming frustrated either by its simplicity or by impossibility of finding the
correct answer. For Rizhsky the abovementioned description of the riddle is one of the most
important “rules” of the genre.

Rizhsky’s further explanation about the use of contradictions in the riddle is somewhat
convoluted, at least in my opinion, in the rest of the excerpt:

Ilokasatp Takus CBOWCTBA MpEAMETa 3arajiki, 10 KOUM Obl Ka3aJI0Csl HETPYAHO Y3HATh €ro, €CTh AeJI0
Tpedyroliee 0OBIKHOBEHHAro UcKycTBa. Ho TpyaHee u o ceMy nocToliHee 3aMeuaHus Te IPUBOIUMBIS B
Hell 00CTOSATENBCTBA, KOTOPBISI IPOU3BOIST MPOTHBHOE. OHM OBIBAIOT WIIM TIPUHAIIICKAIIHS KPOME
IpeaMeTa 3arafku HEKOTOPBIM JPYTHUM BEIaM; WIH [0 BUIUMOMY NPOTUBOPEYAIUS IPYTHM B TOM ke
3araJike YIOMHHAEMBIX CBOMCTBAaX CBOWCTBA MPEAMETA, WU MPEACTBIIONINECS C TIEPBAro B3I Ia
HECOOOPa3HBIMHU C KAKMM HHOY/b TAKUM MTOHATHEM, KOTOPOE Bce BOOOIIE TOYUTAIOT HECOMHEHHBIM; HITH
HaKOHEI] HEBHATHBI OT TOTO, YTO K U3BSICHEHUIO UX YIIOTPEOICHbI TaKUS BBIPAXKEHUS, KOUMH PEIKO
ObIBaeT M300paKEH COAEPIKALUICS O HUM B 3araJiKe HeCOOCTBEHHBII CMBICII.

To rephrase the statement above: a riddle is especially adroit if its structure is based not
on suggestive description but on complex metaphor or on metonymic expression in which the
comparison is unexpected. This very typical characterstic of riddles, which is modelled on the “X
but not Y structural relationship of its elements, echoes Levshin/Halle’s “rule”, i.e. “Haanmexut

IoMeuIaThb MPOTUBYPCUHNA CaAMBIC PA3UTCIILHbBIA, 4TOOBI 3aMEIIAThH CcTaparomerocsd OTl"a,[[aTB.”
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Finally, it is important to point out that Rizhsky has also linked the literary style of
riddles to their purpose. According to his observation, “[c]i0or B ceM counHEeHHH, KOTOPOE
MUIIETCS ¢ TEM MPEATOI0KEHUEM, YTOOBI MTOCITYKHUII0 HEKOTOPOO 3a0aBO0 B KPYTY IPUSATEIICH,
ObiBaeT 0ObIKHOBEHHBIHN.” It can be said that the non-didactic nature of a riddle forms one of the
main theoretical conceptualizations, even though in practice authors also riddled abstract notions
in the spirit of personal edification. For example, besides everyday physical objects, the readers
had to guess abstract notions: time, eternity, fate, soul, virtue, etc. The activity of posing riddles
to friends was therefore equally a relaxation and a useful passing of time. Riddles were cognitive
excercies benefitial for the mind and the soul.

How prevalent was this point of view among the eighteenth-century Russian poets? As
we’ve noted before, the writing of riddles by the so-called major poets was either non-existant or
sporadic. The so-called minor poets (at least in terms of their dilettantism or literary status
assigned to them by literary critics) also published literary riddles. Some poetic riddles are
attributed to students of recently founded Moscow University (1755). It suggests that the
beginning of the favorite pastime of playing charades among young people at social gatherings
of the early nineteenth centurys first originated in the social circles of educated youth in the
preceding century. Using these clues, we can surmise that poetic riddles formed a literary genre
in which the “fugitive” element predominated from the very beginning. With scarce evidience,
however, it is difficult to say how prevalent was the game of riddles in Russian eighteenth-
century society, how often the poets were engaged in these activities, why some riddles were
published and others were considered not worthy of long-term cultural heritage.

A sense of the nostalgia for the vanished world of the eighteenth century was reflected in

the nineteenth-century attitudes. Piotr Viazemsky, a close friend of Pushkin, wrote in his
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Cmapas 3anuchas kHudicka: “Bblo BpeMs, IpaBia, 1aBHO, KOTJa 3araKy, IIapaabl, JOTOTPUQEI
CITY’KWJIA UTPYIIKOIO U 3a0aBOI0 YMHEHIIINX JIIO/ICH e/1Ba JIM HE yMHEHIIero oomecTsa, B
CpaBHCHHU C APYTUMU 06H.[CCTBaMI/I, KaK MMpeaAbIAyIIuMHU, TaK U MMOCJICIOBABIINMMU. Onu He
npeHedperan STUMUA TUMHACTUYECKUMHU UTrpaMu yMa (jeux d'esprit). YMHBIE JTrOM TOH 3I10XH,
T.€. JOPEBOJIIOLIMOHHOM, BO PpaHIINK U B IPYTUX KPasiX, HE CTHIIMINCEH U MOPEOSINTHCS B 4aChI
OT/BIXA OT JieJIa U OT TPYJIOB, HO 3aTO HUYETO He OBLIO pedsiuecKoro B mpueMax, Korjaa OHH
Opasnch 3a nenno” (299). Pushkin’s humorous riddle, too, most probably written in the spirit of
fugitive poetry and not meant for publication, echoes the poetic ambiance of the “classical”
period.'*

Nikolai Ostolopov’s Crosape opesneii u nosotl pycckou nossuu (1821) is a nineteenth
century theoretical work which symbolizes the nostalgic attitutudes towards the literary
traditions of the past century. Ostolopov worked on this project for fourteen years, and published
his brilliant synopsis of the classicist theoretical understanding of poetry at the period when
“archaists” and “innovators” continued to crusade against each other. Among hundreds of terms
and genres Ostolopov included also a detailed description of the genre of literary riddle.

3arajka ecTb KpaTKoe COYMHEHHE, 10 OOJBIIEH YaCTH B CTHXaX, B KOTOPOM 0€3 HANMEHOBAHUS BEIIH
U3BSICHSIOT €€ "epe3 MoA0003HATYIIHS CIIOBA, Upe3 ONMMUCAHUE IPUYNH, TCUCTBUM, CBOHCTB U TEM
BO30Y)KIAIOT JKeJIaHUE K OTKPBITUIO €5 3HAUCHUs. 3arajKa He JODKHA OBITE TaK sICHA, YTOO OTragaTh €€
MTOYTH HAUKAKOTO HE CTOWJIA TPY/Ia; OHA HE JIOJDKHA OBITh U CTOJIBKO TEMHA, 4TO0 0TraiaTh ee ObIIo He
BO3MOXHO. B 1iepBoM citydae oHe HE JIOCTaBUT OT JIETKOCTH CBOE€HW HU MaJelIaro y10BoJbCTBUS, a B
MOCJICHEM YMTATENb CKOPEe MOXKET OTKa3aThCs OT HEOOJIBbIIAr0 YrOKIACHHUS CBOEMY CaMOJIIOOHIO,
HEKEJIM MOIYYUTh IPUITHOCTh HECOPA3MEPHBIM TpyAoM. Ha ceM 0CHOBaHO riaBHOE MPABUIIO COUMHEHUS
3arajiku, TO €CTh, OHA JIOJDKHA COJIEPKaTh B ce0e HECKOIBKO TaKWUX MIPUHAIEKHOCTEN CBOETo IpeaMeTa,
KOTOPBIS, Kak Oy/ITO yKa3biBas Ha ero, Bo30y K1ainu Obl B HAC OOJIbIIe XKelaHus U HaIexkIbl K OTrajike; a
MEXJTy TeM, JIPYTHUs IIOMEIIESHHBIS B TOW e 3arajike 00CTOSATEILCTBA 3aTPYIHSIIN OBl CUIO
MIPEICTABJISIFOILYIOCS C IIEPBaro B3Tisiga YA0OHOCTb.

140
KTo Ha cHerax Bo3pacTtun CDEOKpVITOBbI HEeXHble p03bl?

B BeKe }enes3HoOM, CKa¥Ku, KTO 3010ToM yragan?
KTo cnaBAHMH MONOAOW, TPEK AyXOM, @ POAOM repMaHeL,?
BoT 3aragka mos: xutpblii 3amun, paspewn!
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In summary, Ostolopov restates the requirements of the genre which we’ve already
encountered in Levshin, Baibakov and Rizhsky; the genre of a literary riddle requires a
subjective equilibrium between clarity and cognitive obstruction. The aim of the author should
be to entertain the reader by granting to him (or her) a sense of personal satisfaction and a
realization of innate wit. From this point of view, the literary riddle reflects the tastes of the neo-
classical aesthetics because the expectation of clarity is still prioritized and a moderate level of
obscurity is allowed as long as clarity is restored using the faculty of reason.

On the other hand, Ostolopov’s presentation of the literary riddle exhibits a
comprehensive analysis in which, for the first time, the technique of ambiguity is explained by
the use of tropes such as metaphor, antithesis and allegory: “/IBycmbicneHHOCTS, 1’équivoque,
BEChbMa CBOMCTBEHHA 3arajike. YTOTpeOUTENbHbIA B Hell purypsl MoryT 6b1Th MeTadopa,
AHTHTE3 U AJNieropusi, KOTopas MHOT/Ia MPOA0HKAEeTCsl ¢ Havasa 10 KoHua.”

Noticeable is Ostolopov’s orientation on the ‘foreign’ model of the riddle genre. The
Latin terms “Aenigma” and “Griphus” are given, although not clearly differentiated. The Russian
term “nBycmbicieHHOCTH 1s elucidated by the French term “I’équivoque”. Unlike his
predecessors, Ostolopov offers to the reader a short but inclusive history of the genre in the
European literature of the Ancient period.

VY JlpeBHUX ceil poJ1 10331u ObLT B OOJBIIIOM yIIOTpeOieHuu. Equmm He MHave MOT MOTyYUTh MPECTOI, KaK
OTraJIaBIly MpeiokeHHyto eMy CPHUHKCOM 3arajiKy, O3HA4arolIyI0 TPH YeJIOBEUEeCKHsI BO3pacTa,
JE€TCTBO, MYKECTBO U CTAPOCTh, IOl BUJIOM KMBOTHOT'O, KOTOPOE YTPOM XOJUT Ha YETHIPEX HOrax, B
MOJIJICHb Ha ABYX, a B Beuepy Ha TpeX. Exxenu cue mpoucuiecTBue U HeCTIpaBEJIMBO, TOKpaitHell mepe [?]
OHaro rokasbiBaeT yBakeHue /[peBHux k 3aragkam. Brpodem u3zBecTHO U 1o uctopuy, uro Lapu
nepechbUIaiy APYT K APYTy 3arajky U IeIpo Harpax/jaail yMEBIIUX OTrajbiBaTh oHblsd. JInguiickuii [aps
Kpe3 noceutan no rakomy cinydaro Ezona k Amasucy, Lapro Erunerckomy. Mexay npouuMy 3arajikami,
npeiokeHHbIMU TaM @puruiickomy dadynucty, ciaenyronas 3acIy’>KiBacT BHUMaHUE: KaKOW 3TO Xpam,
KOTOPBII CTOUT Ha OJIHOM KaMHe, OKPY>KEH JBCHHAIATHI0 OANTHSIMHU, UMEIOIIUMHE 10 TPUALIATH CTOJIIOB,
BO KpPYyT KOTOPBIX NOMEPEMEHHO XOAAT JKEHIIMHBI, Oernast u uepHas? - E3on oTBevan, 4To XpaMm 3HaYUT
CBET, KAMEHb - T'0J1, OAIIHU - MECSALBI, CTOJIIBI - CYTKH, KEHIMHBI - IEHb U HOYb.
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The modern Russian element, inconspicuous as it is, can be discerned in the lack of
reference to the enigmatic traditions of late Antiquity or of European modern period. Ostolopov
has decided not to mention the Latin riddles of Ausonius or the Greek riddles from the Greek
Anthology. It is uncertain why Ostolopov excluded references to the Anglo-Saxon, German and
Scandinavian enigmatics if, as the title of the dictionary suggests, the modern period also
deserved his attention. Most likely, he was aware of the popularity of riddles in the popular press
in Western Europe and as a favorite pastime during the social gatherings of the high society in
Western Europe.**

Baibakov, Levshin and Rizhsky used examples of Russian poetic riddles, and Ostolopov
did not deviate from this pattern. Out of his four examples of riddles in verse, all are in Russian.
Three riddles consist of two rhymed lines and one riddle (by Dmitriev) of sixteen lines with the
rhyming scheme AAbbCCddEEfGfGhh. All four riddles contain the answer that denotes a
material object (i.e. xe371, TBO3/1b B carore, &1, )KypHa).

It is also noteworthy that a riddle with the answer “ice” figures in all instances which we
have considered. This riddle first appeared in Lomonosov’s rhetoric as a one-line version of the
riddle that also can be found in the European tradition.*** It also can be found in the Russian

collections of riddles of the eighteenth century. Because in its original form, it is a one-line riddle

M up66ar N., pasaaBaTesib MUIOCTbIHM NPU GPaHLYy3KOM MOCObCTBE, UTPasl BaXKHYHO POJIHO B }KEHEBCKUX
obuectBax. OH 6bl1 OBO/IBHO YY€EH, 3HAKOM CO BCeMM GPaHLLY3KMMM CNaBHbIMU U NOYCNABHbIMU
CTMXOTBOPL,AMM M NPO3anUCTaMM, OCTPOYMEH, Becen, 3abaseH. OT LWeCTN YacoB A0 BOCbMU - BpEMSA, KOTOpoe
06bIKHOBEHHO B BEYEPHMX }KEHEBCKUX COBPaHUAX BCe 6E3 UCKOUEHUA CagAaTCA 32 KapTOYHbIe CTONbI, - 6blBan OH
Aywow gamckon becepbl, 3arafblBan 3aragKku, Wapagbl, PacCKasbiBai CMELUHbIE U TPOraTe/ibHble NapPUNKCKMe
aHeKaoTbl, n Tomy nogobHoe." Feb. 2, 1790. KapamsauH, H. lMucema pycckozo nymewecmeeHHUKA. JIeHUHrpaa;:
XypoxecTBeHHana aMtepaTypa, 1984. ctp. 266-267.

2 The “ice riddle” is of ancient origin. It is mentioned by the Roman grammarian Pompeius; a version of this
riddle is found in Symphosius’ collection of riddles; it is present in the Flores of Bede, the Exeter Book, and is often
mentioned by Reusner; it is also in many other riddling collections both of folk and literary character. (Tupper, 5)
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it hardly can be considered a “poem”. In Ostolopov’s rendition it has been reworked into a
distich: “JIro6r0 MOPO3HI 5, B TEILJIE BCETAa cTpaaaro, /Poxyck oT MaTepu U cam ee poxaaro.”

The riddle as a literary form was fully incorporated into the Russian literary theory of the
modern period by the beginning of the nineteenth century. In practice, the production of literary
riddles spanned the period from 1750’s to 1800°s. This minor genre was appreciated for its
intellectual playfulness and the sense of its ancient origin. The ‘classicists’ discerned in riddles
the spirit of wisdom literature of the ancient world. In Europe and in Russia, major and minor
authors appealed to the tastes of the public by producing dramatic or lyrical works with Greek
riddling themes.

The most prominent European riddling theme that was well known in Russia is found in
the story of Oedipus. In his publication in the first issue of Ilapnacckuii [l]Jenemunvnux (1770),
Mikhail Chulkov included the neck-riddle posed to Oedipus by Sphynx in the list of “ancient
Russian folk riddles” (opesnue pycckue npocmonapoonsie 3aeaoku): “Iloyrpy Ha 4eThIpex, B
MOJIJICHb Ha JIBYX, a K Beuepy Ha Tpex.” In 1804, Ozerov’s Oedipus in Athens (1804) offered to
the public a fusion of neoclassical sentimentalist ideas from the 1790s-1800s. However, the
famous riddle in this dramatic work in verse was was implied rather than mentioned. The
eighteenth-century Russian reader was already well familiar with the story of Oedipus. It had
been summarized in the periodic journals and, in 1791, culminated with A. Golitsyn’s translation
of Voltaire’s tragedy Oedipus. The inclusion of riddles in dramatic works was warranted by the
plot itself and was considered “serious” in its intention.

Around the same time advocates of pedagogy began to advocate the usefulness of riddles
for the educational development of children. The literary aspect of these riddles defaulted to the

non-aesthetic and, as a result, became treated as both didactic and entertaining exercises for
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children and young adults. Further proof of the youthful audience is in the titles of the works:
Hemckoii I'ocmuney uau Yemuoipe Cma Jessimo 3acaook ¢ Omsemamu ... (1794), Ilpasuna
Tuumuueckue 6 I[lonv3zy FOnowecmesa Obyuarowazocs 6 Mockoeckou Cnagencko-I pexo
Jlamunckou Axademuu, [lucmosnuxk, cooepacawuii 6 cebe nayky Poccuiickazo azvika co mHo2um
NPUBOCOKYNIEHUEM PA3HA20 YuebHa20 u noie3nozabasnazo eeweciosus, [emckas Pumopuxka,
unu brnaeopasymuowiii sumus, k noavse ynompeonenusi FOnowecmea (1787), etc. In the Preface to
ITucmosnux, codeparcawuii 8 cebe HayKy pOCCUNICKA20 AZbIKA CO MHOSUM NPUCOBOKYHIEHUEM
pasnazo yuebnazo u nonesnozabasnazo sewecrosus, Kurganov wrote in the third person that
“HeKorza OH B3AyMaJl IeTeW CBOMX ITOYUYUTh IIPaBUJIaM HALIETO SA3bIKA 110 IIPEXKICH3AaHHON
Pyckoii I'pammaruke, HO OHa ITOKa3alach €My JUIsl HUIX MHOIOTPYIHOIO; TO IPUHYK/IEH OH €€
proOpa3uTh, mojapaxas CIaBIHCKUM H YyXecTpaHHbIM [IucMeHapsm, sl HAy9eHUS
IOHOIIIECTBA B yJOOHEMHIIIEe PacloyioKeHHE U 0OBSICHEHHE CO MHOTUM TononHeHueM. Cepx
TOr0 000TaTHII OH €€ C IPUCOBOKYIJICHUSMHU Pa3HbIX OJaronpucTOiHbIX Bemei. Benas, uyro
Pa3IMYHOCTH BECEIHUT, 00OTaIaeT MBICTH U IIpocBemaeT pazyM...” Levshin’s book 3aeaodku,
cysrcawue 0Jisl HeBUHHO20 pazoeieHust npazono2o epemenu, Which was printed by Novikov,
most probably was addressed to children audience (Putilov, 103). [Putilov, Printsipy
tekstologicheskogo izucheniia folklore 1966, p.103). Novikov’s publication of the first Russian
periodical for children, /Jlemckoe umenue ons cepoya u pazyma, contained six riddles (in prose),
of which the most striking is the first riddle: “Yro 3T0 Takoe, 4TO OUEHb U3BECTHO U OYEHB
HEM3BECTHO; Yero MHOTHE JKENIAl0T, © MHOTHE OOSATCS; 4TO OBIBaCT HaKa3aHWEM M IIACTHEM IS
IIEJTBIX HAPOJIOB; 3a4eM CJICIYIOT BEJIMKHS PAJOCTH U BEJIMKHE CTPAJIAaHUS; YTO HABOJIUT CTPax, U

yrexy npusocut?” (1785)

143 H " ”
The answer is “death”: 3aragkKa, npeanoXeHHaa B nocnegHem AUCTe, 3HaYUT cmepTb. CMepTb OYeHb U3BECTHa,

AONA TOro, YTO Mbl 3HaeM, YTO BCEM HaM HEKOrga HenpemeHHO ymepeTb A0/1XKHO; OHa O4YeHb HENU3BECTHA, B
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As we have seen, journals oriented toward a female audience published riddles that were
considered of insignificant literary value. The most representative eighteenth-century Russian
periodical for a female audience was Moonoe esxcemecsunoe uzoanue unu bubruomexa ons
oamckoeo myanema (1779). Modelled on English periodicals for women, Moonoe
edcemecsunoe uzoanue Was also published by Novikov (Anekcees 65; MenbuukoBa 182). The

wn

purpose of the journal was “"'mocTaBUTh PEKPACHOMY IOy B CBOOOIHBIE YaChI IPUATHOE
YTCHHUC, [IOUCMY U 6y,[[yT B OHOM IMOMECIIATHLCA TOJBKO TAKMEC COYMHCHUA UJIU IIEPCBOJAbLI, KOU
npusaTHBI U 3a0aBHBL" Among “the pleasant and entertaining” literary genres, such as eclogues,
anecdotes, idylls, songs, epigrams, etc. were featured also riddles (3amazos 17).2*

The popularity of charades in the early nineteenth century entered a phase of the
extraliterary phenomenon. Just as in the West, the composition of riddles became a pastime of
Russian people who were amateur writers or simply consumers of popular culture. At the same
time, the literary forms of these riddles were retained so that from the point of view of the
guardians of “serious” literature the riddles, once again, came to symbolize the period of spiritual
decline. The publications of charades and logogriphs in the journal braconamepenneoiii tarnished

the reputation of the poets who contributed to the journal as “backward” and “untalented”

(Bazanos 132). Pushkin’s epigrammatic humor in Eugene Onegin (3, XXVII) offered a common

paccyKaeHnn BpemMsaHu 1 Yaca. KopbICToNto6MBbIE NHOAN KenatoT CMepTh TEM, OT KOTOPbIX HAAEHTCA NONYYUTb
HacneacTBo; a 6ecnMoLLHbIe AETU, KOTOPbIM HYXKHO MMETb 0TUa, 6osTcA ee. OHa HGbiBaeT HaKasaHWEM A1 LLeNbIX
HapOAOB BO BpeMsA MOPOBOM A3Bbl, U LWACTUEM, KOrAa 0CBODOXKAAET Hapo, OT 3/1bix togen. [lobpble ntoan
[ONXKHbI OXKMAATb NOC/E CMEPTU BEZIMKUX PASlOCTEN, A 3/1ble BEIMKUX CTPadaHui. Toro, KTo ee He oxXuaaet
NPMBOAUT OHA B CTPaXx; a KOro M3baBaAeT OHa OT CTPaAaHuI Ha cem ceeTe, npuHocuT yTexy.” The other five riddles
appear more appropriate for children (from the 21% point of view): YTo 3T0 Takoe, YTO BECHOIO HAC BECE/IUT, 1ETOM
NPOXNax4aeT, 0CEHbIO KOPMUT, 3 3UMOIO rpeeT? Answer: tree (1785); OgHoOro A noagkpenasto, a 4pyrosa AnLwato
cun (1785); Tl bepellb Hac B PyKK, AeNaellb HaAMK TO, YTO SO/IKHO M YTO XOYeLlb, HO PEAKO TaK KaK Tbl Kenaellb.
(1785); OrpomHoe moe Teslo 04EeTO B CAMOE XON0A4HOE NaTbe; OAHAKO HET TaKOBA N/aTbA, KOTOpoe Obl rpesio
6onble ero B camoe xosogHoe Bpems. Answer: Snow on the ground (1785).

% At the moment of writing this dissertation | am still waiting to see these riddles.The microfilms of the journal
MooHoe excemecayHoe uzdaHue are held at Niedersachsische Staats- und Universitatsbibliothek Gottingen, SUB
Gottingen; Universitat Konstanz, Bibliotheksservice-Zentrum; Stanford University Libraries.
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opinion about Izmailov’s journal among the Romantic-oriented writers: “SI 3Har0: 1aM XOTSIT
3actaBuTh/Unrarhk mo-pyccku. [IpaBo, ctpax! /Mory nu ux cebe npeacraButh/C
biraronamepeHHbIM B pyKax!”145

With the new trends in Europe in the second half of the eighteenth century, Russian
readers also became exposed to the ideas of the German philological school. The pre-romantic
notions began to change the ways some Russian readers felt about the riddles. These novel ideas,
presented in the works of J. G. Herder, J.W. Goethe, F.Schiller, Karl and August Schlegels, were
dispersed and did not present a systematic treatment of the riddle genre. Some of these
statements are aphoristic and concern other ideas. For example, in his conceptualization of irony,
Friedrich Schlegel wrote,“Die Sokratische Ironie ist die einzige durchaus unwillkiirliche, und
doch durchaus besonnene Verstellung. Es ist gleich unmdglich sie zu erkinsteln, und sie zu
verraten. Wer sie nicht hat, dem bleibt sie auch nach dem offensten Gesténdis ein
Riitzel.”(160)*; or, in his fragment #96 he wrote, “A good riddle should be witty; otherwise
nothing remains once the answer has been found. And there’s a charm in having a witty idea
which is enigmatic to the point of needing to be solved: only its meaning should be immediately
and completely clear as soon it’s been hit upon” (Critical Fragments, p.43 in German Aesthetics

and Literary Criticism ... 1984). In fragment #108, Schlegel also wrote, “Socratic irony is the

only involuntary and yet completely deliberate dissimulation. It is equally impossible to feign or

143 Viazmesky in the letter to Pushkin jokes about the riddling meaning of the phrase “c baaroHamepeHHbIM B
pykax”: “B Hawem coceacTtBe ecTb bekeToB, ABotopoaHbI 6paT CoHuoBa, f00pPbIA M 06pa3oBaHHbLIN YENOBEK: Y
Hero A Hawen 3a ctosiom naduT 10-pybeBbli M WaMMNaHCKoe BO by (HPAaBCTBEHHO-MONUTUKO-3KOHOMUYECKOE
HabaoaeHue a la Lomonossoff). Ho Bcero nyuuie To, qu'il entend malice a votre vers: /C 6naroHamepeHHbIM B
pyKax/ 1 nonaraert, 4To Tbl Cyellb B PYKW AAaMCKME TO, YTO Y Hac mexKay Hor.” . Bazemckuii - MywKuHy. 26 nons
1828 r. MeH3a

148 “The Socratic irony is completely involuntary, and, therefore, is completely prudent in disguise. It is equally
impossible craft it, and to give it away. If one does not have it, it will remain a riddle even if it is revealed.” (my
translation).
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divulge it. To a person who hasn’t got it, it remains a riddle even after it is openly
confessed.”(Wheeler and Schlegel)

The enigmatic dimension of Goethe’s and Schiller’s philosophical and religious
contemplations reflected ongoing debates regarding the limits of reason, the mystery of Nature,
and the contradictions of mankind. In literature, the theme of riddling was becoming popular,
such as in Goethe’s Faust. The metaphor of scientific progress as the essence of human evolution
found new expressions, such as Goethe’s chemical metaphor of marriage in Die
Wahlverwandtschaften (1809). It paralleled the archetypical notion of human life as a riddle:
“Das Leben war ihnen ein Ritsel, dessen Auflosung sie nur miteinander fanden" (Herrmann
178)147

In Russia, the theme of human life as a riddle also became a dominant theme among
writers in both their works and in private correspondence. Novelistic plots of pre-romantic and
Romantic authors are permeated with secrets and mysteries that conceptually expand the
boundaries of the riddle genre.**® The central place in the novelistic universe (literary or in real
life) was assigned by the Romantics to characters whose psychological contradictions has opened

up the infinite possibility of riddle-like characters.

147 «To them life was a riddle whose solution they only found in each other.” (my translation)

8 1n the 1830’s the theme of life as a “useless” riddle was further elaborated by the Russian Romantic poets. The

following citation from Lermontov’s drama in verse The Masquerade (1835) illustrates the ingenious literary skills
of incorporating the charade into the body of the lyrical drama:
... KusHb - Bewwb nyctas!
MoKyaa B cepalie bbICTPO NbETCA KPOBb.
Bce B Mmnpe Ham 1 pagocTb M 0TPaLa;
MpoiayT roaa XenaHu u ctpacten -
M BCce BOKPYr TeMHen, TeMHewn!
Y70 }KM3HbL? [laBHO M3BECTHasA Wapasa
[na ynpaxHeHus getein,
F'ne nepBoe - POXKAEHbE, rAae - BTOpoe,
YKacHbI psag 3a60T M MyKM TalHbIX TalH,
Fae cmepTb - NocnegHee ... a Lenoe - obmaH.
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The Romantic poets reeinterpreted rather than jettisoned the riddling genre. In Romantic
poetry the witty riddle is gradually replaced by the enigmatic symbolism or code-words which
become either to obscure or too intimate. In the Romantic aesthetics of the inexpressible, the
answers to the questions that arise during the act of reading are either unanswered or left to guess
by intimate circle of initiated readers. The intertextual references in literary works establish a
certain closed system of aesthetic games based on obscurity rather than clarity.

The departure from the culture of gallant witticism towards the culture of irrationalism
and mysticism that Viazemsky was lamenting is best exemplified by the loss of appreciation of
riddles in verse form. As Jochen Horish observes, “The secret is sacred, serious, of a
metaphysical quality. The riddle, in contrast, is profane, witty, illuminating” (162).**° Even
though pre-romantic poets such as Goethe continued to write riddles, the cultural trend away
from the neo-classical conceptualization of aesthetics as the privileging of clarity towards
romantic obscurity was inevitable. Baumgarten’s statement of 1735 that “clear representations
are more poetic than obscure ones” (Tucker, 29) was going to be rejected by the rebellious spirit
of the new times.

As if guided by the chemical fusion of clarity and obscurity, the aesthetic value of the
eighteenth century riddle, was replaced by the new Romantic aesthetics. In his book Reading
Riddles: Rhetorics of Obscurity from Romanticism to Freud, Brian Tucker argueed that
Romantics “inaugurate a modern poetics of the riddle” (Tucker 27). The the riddle genre as it
was known in the eighteenth century gradually disappeared, and, instead, reemerged as an
aesthetic function of art itself. The enigmatic character of art has become the focus of theoretical

discussions. The literary form of a riddle, in the eyes of the literary avant-garde, was even more

% Cited in Tucker, 16.
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marginalized denigrated. Riddles almost completely lost its aesthetic value and continued to be
associated with childrens’ literature.

It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to study the decline of the riddle genre over the
period of nineteenth century. | have chosen to argue that the majority of Russian literary riddles
published between 1750 and 1799 were modelled on the French classical model. The riddle in
verse was cultivated as an intellectual game and an exercise of wit during the various periods of
the European literary history. By the time when Baroque and Neoclassical schools coexisted and
competed with each other in the seventeenth- and eighteenth centuries, the riddle genre has
become rationalized. The rationalization of obscurity guaranteed the harmonious combination of
rational and irrational elements. As we have seen from the practical and theoretical poetics, at
least in the selected few examples from Sumarokov to Dmitriev, and from Baibakov to Rizhsky,
the poetic riddle in eighteenth-century Russia existed as a cultural construct that was founded on
the ancient model (Greek and Roman) and the modern neoclassical model (mainly French).

The Russian literary encounter with German enigmatic requires a more detailed study.
also led The German riddling tradition most likely had influenced Russian poets before the rise
of the Romantic school. The German influence, and to a certain degree English influence, during
the last decade of the eighteenth century, precipitated stylistic changes. The riddle genre was
popularized in the sentimental genres such as comic opera. In the works of Shakespeare, too,
riddles reminded the viewers of the rise in new tastes with predilection for the irrational.

The Russian poet who personifies this shift in cultural paradigm from “the eighteenth
century” to “the nineteenth century” was Vasily Zhukovsky. In the history of the evolution of the
poetic riddle over the period of a century of Russian modern literature (i.e. post-Petrine)

Zhukovsky’s /[se 3acaoku illustrate the irrevocable moment in the transformation of the Russian
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literary riddle to the new phase. Even though this poem, consisting of two riddles, was published
in 1831 (Muraveinik, #3), it was Zhukovskii’s translation of “Von Perlen baut sich eine
Briicker...” and “Auf einer grossen Weide gehen...” from Schiller’s (1801) romantic adaptation
of Gozzi’s Turandot (1762) that established a harmonious equilibrium of feeling and reason.
Paradoxically, Zhukovsky achieves the Romantic emotional atmosphere in these two poems by
rejecting the lyrical voice. Typically, an eighteenth-century poetic riddle is lyrical. The hidden
subject(s) or object speak(s) in an active or passive voice: “S BApyT U3 HUYETO POKIAIOCH...”
(Kheraskov, 1755); “He co3man TOT MeHsI, KTO co3ziai Bce oT Beka...” (Dubrovskii, 1756); “Mabl
pas3Hbl ecrecTBOM, paBHO Kak [IA u HET...” (Sumarokov, 1758); “be3 rpy0octu KOCHYTbCS HE
ymero...” (Sumarokov, 1760); “MsI iaTepo Apy3ei, a MbICIIUM Bce HecxoaHo...” (Rzhevskii,
1761); “Tel maBmu MHE )KUBOT, ocTaBmI 1o cede...” (Rzhevskii, 1763); “S B nome cpenu BoIH
ibIByIIeM oburato...” (Fonvizin, 1764), “S au Bo3nyx, Hu Boga...” (Maikov, 1773); “S uu
BO3IYX, HH Boza...” (Antonskii, 1782); “HecueTHbI B MUPE CEM POIMIIUCH MOJIb3BI MHOIO. ..
(Karabanov, 1786), etc.

A second typical feature of the poetic riddle, which Zhukovsky discarded, is the author’s
request or the riddle’s own plea to solve the riddle: “O dem neuantocs 51, KOJIb XOYEIIb TO
y3HaTh,/To AOMKEeH BoceMb OyKB BO MHE Thl oTrajath...” (Rzhevskii, 1761); “Eme 11 Tb1 MeHs
He 3”aemb? A ecms ...” (Maikov, 1773); UuTaTens oTraaaii, o uem 3aaymain s1,/YTto 3HaUUT, MHE
CKaxH, 3arajgouka most?” (?, 1782); “Otraauuk, Hy Tenepsb y3Haeub g1 MeHs?” (7, 1782),
“CkaxuTe: KaK Ha3BaTh JIOPOTyY €Ty A0KHO...” (?, 1786), “Uurarens, orragaii ... “ (Lafinov,
1789),etc. It is therefore significant that Zhukovsky decided not to translate Schiller’s last two
lines: “So sprich, wo sich die Briicke findet,/Und wer sie kiinstlich hat gefiigt!”. Schiller’s

emotional outburst framed by the request to solve the problem rationally is contrasted by
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Zhukovsky’s impersonal reference to an imagined reader: “Unéms k HEMY - OH TPOYb
crpemurcs...” Instead, Zhukovsky’s poetic mood is vaguely reminiscent of the odic vostorg
(Uynecusrii Bua! orpomuslil poct!), except that certainly this poem was not meant to be

associated with the oratorical ode.

The Cultural Context of Literary Riddles

In the seventheeth century France the literary riddle has acquired a function of gallant
behavior and, as a result, has also become an integral part of the literary salons of the time. The
French salon, the legacy of the ancient régime, represented a range of norms of social behavior,
including political and apolitical types of behavior. The salons of Paris, and outside of France,
went through a maze-like evolution, with different levels of alterations from the conservative and

150 As much

aristocratic to the libertine and socially less rigid private gatherings. (Habermas, 45)
as there have been temporal and geographic variations and differences among the seventeeth-
and eighteenth- century salons, the art of gallant behavior, especially cultivated by the art of
conversation, was reserved as a constant of civic politeness (Goodman, 111).

In the context of literary developments, the Paris salons that many European salons were
modelled on formed a unique cultural institution of the “republic of letters” guided by highly
educated female hostesses. The literary and non-literary gatherings therefore took place in an

atmosphere of gallantry and polite but intellectually quick-witted conversations. Epicurean tastes

were formed according to the authority of social circles of enlightened readers (Fumaroli, 17).

% There are various interpretations of the degree of “private” vs. “public” in the activities of salons. J. Habermas

developed the model of the public sphere in which eighteenth-century salons formed the new bourgeois public
sphere.
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These were public spaces of leisurly socialization with a range of social functions from
intellectual activities to entertainment (Lilti 5).

With the passage of time, attitudes toward salons changed. Retrospectively, the salons
were derided as a culture of anti-social behavior in which superficial amusements replaced the
sense of urgency of social and political activism. In the entry “Salons” Pierre Larousse wrote,
“The salons are dead. Some people miss them, deploring what they call the loss of the spirit of
conversation. If that is to be understood as the art of saying nothing in an elegant style, the art of
a boring waste of time, we will be the last to complain that the French mind has finally turned
toward serious matters and thoughts” (Lilti 2).

In Russia, the literary salons became full-fledged institutions only in the second half of
the eighteenth century.™" Their cultural apogee coincided with the first half of the nineteenth
century. Russian writers visited the famous salons of the first half of the X1X century. According
to Aronson and Reiser, nineteenth-century male authors especially enjoyed the company of salon
hostesses Kvashnina-Samarina, S.D. Ponomarev, and Elizaveta Olenina (neé Poltaratskaya)
(Aponcon and Peticep).

The “salon” or “parlor” culture, for lack of a better term, should be allowed to be
generalized as a certain type of social behavior which transcends the social status of guests, a
physical location, or the purpose of the gathering.'®? It is known that social interactions involving
the improvisational compositions of bouts-rimeés, charades, logogriphs, exprompts, and

epigrams occurred not only in the salons (i.e. cocmunnsie) but also at balls and banquets

! The formation of literary circles such as of the Sukhoputnyi shliakhetskii korpus began in the 1730s and 1740s.

In the 1750s the house of Ivan Shuvalov became a location of salon-like gathering. The gatherings at Kheraskov’s
and later at Derzhavin’s residencies can be classified as both a literary circle and a salon.

12 Although the term “salon” as a concrete historical phenomenon encompasses a set of characteristics which sets
it apart from Kpyxcku, sevepa, obwecmea, cobpaHus, cxodku, and so on, in my view, the general term “salon” is
justified by the idea that the original salon has evolved into a meriad of cultural manifestations.
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(TeiasiroB 252). Citing Tynyanov, Aronson wrote, “Pycckas KynbTypa Hauasia 19 Beka Obuia
JIUTEepaTypHa HAaCKBO3b, M B 3TUX YCIOBUIX XapaKTEpPHO, YTO JIaXe CBETCKUIl Oal Hapsiay C
IUTeparypHo-noTpedsomeii pyHkimei (dreHue JI00UMBIX CTUXOB, KaK BT Oece/ibl), co3aaBall
TaK)Ke€ YCJIOBUS Ul IMTEPATypHOro NMPOon3BoACTBa” (ApOHCOH 22).

That the riddle and its variations such as charades and logogriphs became a popular
entertainment outside of the salon proper is evidenced by the profusion of references to the
pastimes of the young aristocrats and even of the entourage of the imperial family. In her letter to
Grimm, Catherine Il described moments of relaxation interspersed between the discussion of
politics, history, economics, and so on, characterized by her enjoyment of solving and
composing riddles of her own. (Apoucon 22).

The first Russian acquaintance with the European literary salons is attributed to Antiokh
Kantemir and Vasilii Trediakovsky. By referring to the "French nature of his poetry,” lu. Lotman
has suggested that in Paris Trediakovsky was involved in the life of literary
salons.Trediakovsky’s translation of Paul Tallemant’s Le Voyage de [’Isle d’Amour, notes
Lotman , was an earnest attempt to introduce the concept of preocite to the Russian society of St.
Petersburg in the 1730, thus "mepekitouasi ero B KyJabTypy, HE 3HAIONIYIO, YTO TAKOE
nutepaTypHbiil canion" (Jlorman 127).

However, we should note that although Trediakovsky borrowed playful poetic forms such
as the sonnet, madrigal and rondeau, he (for unknown reasons) did not experiment with the genre
of a literary riddle. Kantemir, too, did note leave any poems in this genre, despite an almost
certain familiarity with the literary riddles (and subgenres, such as charades and logogriphs) in

France and England. We should therefore be critical of Lotman’s assertion that "[3]a
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HCTOPUYECKH HCKITIOUUTEIBHO KOPOTKUI CPOK [IIepBhIC IBE TPETU BEKa| TUTEpaTypa Moy
00pas1ibl 6cex svipabomannvlx 6 Eepone rumepamypnuix scanpos [KS.]"(Jlorman 157).

3211"&,[[1(3 BBINOJIHAJIA IBE KYJIbBTYPHBIX (byHKI_II/II/I B CAaJIOHE: OHA ABJIAJIAaCh IIPU3HAKOM HpHSITHOﬁ GCCCI[BI, a

TaKKe CUMBOJIM3UPOBaAIa aTMOC(hepy CAIOHHOH "3araiouHocTh". SI3bIK OOIICHYS B CATIOHE SIBJISIICS

330TEPUUECKUM, U OTHOBPEMEHHO UCKYCHBIM M UCKYCTBEHHBIM JJIsl HEMOCBSIICHHBIX. OJTHUM U3
0OBHHEHMI B IPETEHIINO3HOCTH PEUYEBHIX MMPAKTHK B CAJIOHE, a 3aT€M B TIOJIpAYKATEITLHOM MOBEIEHUHN
IIETOJICH U METOINX, CTAT HeTTOHATHBINA KaproH OCHOBAHHBIN HA IMTOBBIIICHHONH MeTaOpHIHOCTH.

As it is evident from the portrayal of dandies in Russian satirical literature, cultural attitudes
toward dandyism were, overall, extremely negative. The “riddling” effect of Russian jargon
peppered with French words was considered a harmful mangling of Russian language.

On the other hand, rules of "correct” (i.e., gallant) behavior in Russia evolved gradually.
Social behavior required a model of refined linguistic behavior as well. It was between 1790s
and 1810s that particularly intense debates focused on the qualities of literary language. From the
“karamzinian” point of view, Russian literary language was expected to reflect the gallant style
cultivated in conversations in the salons. Although the literary riddle was not discussed in respect
to the formation of the literary norms, the concept of 6eceoda (conversation) encompassed the
tradition of linguistic games such as riddles and charades. The most representative form of
linguistic games became nonsense compositions (earumamss). But the fashion of riddles in
Western Europe continued to influence Russian authors who aesthetically sided with Karamzin.
Ivan Dmitirev was among the most famous representatives of sentimentalism and he, as we have
already seen, published some riddles in Karamzin’s Becmuux Eeponeit.

Karamzin’s attitude towards the literary riddle is not easily grasped. The fact that he left
no examples of this genre in his work suggests that Karamzin considered this genre if not useless
then at least unworthy, even for his 6esoenxu (trifles). It may be paradoxical, but it seems that in

relation to riddles or other types of purely entertaining genres the concept of nenoaesnocmuo
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(inutility) survived traditional disapproval and metamorphosed in the modern period. The literary
riddle was imitated because it was amusing and fashionable. And yet, it was culturally
marginalized to a “non-serious” genre that was not taken seriously even by those authors who
began to experiment with its poetic possibilities.

I agree with Eliza Matek, a scholar of “non-useful” reading in Russia of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, that “despite the fact that at the turn of 17-18 centuries a transition took
place from the medieval to modern times, the repertoire of ‘non-useful” literature did not
undergo significant changes. The arguments of the plaintiffs of ‘useful’ literature became
different but the objects of accusations often remained the same (the classic example would be
the literary fate of novels of Bova Korolevich and Eruslan Lazarevich™ (Matek 7). Indeed,
regardless of the literary movement, high-brow attitudes toward adventure novels and stories
remained throughout the eighteenth century. Among the modern “classical” Russian authors such
as Kantemir, Lomonosov, Sumarokov or Karamzin the separating line between literature and
non-literature did not always run the same but they all seemed to agree that the boundary was
necessary.

We should note that, in terms of uncompromising order of the classical hierarchy of
genres, contradictions in the aesthetic positions are often interpreted today as a deviation. But, in
fact, these contradictions have their own logic. For example, while continuing the tradition of
including Bova among the “non-useful” readings, Karamzin nevertheless avoided strict
prescriptions to write only “useful” literary texts. In my view, the reason for it was Karamzin’s
aesthetic position that an enlightened reader must expand the horizons of sensory perception,
including a personal experience of free time. Spiritual pleasure that the individual is able to

experience in Nature also grants that individual a right to relax mentally in the privacy of the
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home. The individual is free to enjoy the natural living by variance between the serious and the
frivolous. This alternation of intellectual gravity and frivolity allows a person to comply with the
obligations of a moral equilibrium. According to this kind of thinking, the conflict of labeling
one type of frivolity “useful” and another “useless”, when it is placed in the context of human
morality, is rationally resolved in favor of the emotive aspect of human relationship with Nature
and God.

Furthemore, “inutility” at the level of moral equilibrium is determined by the individual’s
inclinations towards accepted or non-accepted behavior. The reading of novels, like ITpucoorcas
nosapuxa, or stories, like Bova, results in demoralization. Consequently, these texts are not only
“non-useful” but are also morally harmful. Other forms of entertainment, for example the
reading of poetic triffles or playing literary games are harmless and, moreover, pleasant for the
soul.

Another example of the contradictions in the Russian salon tradition is Konstantin
Batiushkov’s poesie legere. On the one hand, Batiushkov absorbs the French tradition of Parni,
Verger, Grekura, Gresset, and Choiet. He admires the salon culture of the eighteenth century, in
which “"B srydriiem o011eCTBE HAYUMIIMCH OHU yeaodsieams matinyio uepy cmpacmet [K.S.],
Ha6J'IIO)IaTI> HpaBbI, COXPAaHATH BCC YCIIOBUSA U OTHOICHUA CBETCKUEC U TOBOPUTH SACHO, JICTKO, U
npusitHO " (Batromkos 35). On the other hand, Batiushkov’s poesie legére excludes the genre of
the poetic riddle. As Maikov notes, Batiushkov’s affinity witht the eighteenth century did not
mean that he was not selective in his tastes: “cam oH X0TS U He Uy ObLIT OJIPa’KaTEIbHOCTH B
CBOMX MEPBBIX ONBITAX, HUKOI/Ia HE THCall O] (pepysIoi MIKOIbI, 3200TACH JHIb O COOII0IEHUN
IIpaBUJI, Y3aKOHEHHBIX MUUTHKOMN. .. HO kpoMe Toro, baTronikoB oTaenuics ot npegasui

IIKOJIBHOM MUUTHUKH €11 B IPYTOM OTHOILIEHHH: C CAMOI'0 €ro Hadaja CBOEH MO3TUYECKON
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ACATCIIbHOCTHU OH BbIpaKajl B CBOUX IMMPOU3BCACHUAX JIUIIb TO, YTO AyMaJl U
yyBCcTBOBaI...”(MalikoB 26).

Besides Batiushkov, the masters of light verse were Vasily Pushkin, Neledinsky-
Meletsky, and Peter VVyazemsky. There is no doubt that the light verse reflected the intellectual
mood of these Russian poets, and it should not be reduced to a pure intellectual game. In the
context of Russian political reality the genre of light poetry symbolized a certain lifestyle. In
their desire to become free, to create literary works in a carefree rural environment, these poets,
whenever this genre was evoked, emphasized a certain degree of intellectual independence.
Apparently, their appeal to the genre of literary riddles, even if rare, can be contextualized by the
principles of Epicurean aesthetics.

Curiously, if the poetic riddle of the eighteenth century were oriented toward the Ancient
Greek tradition the tradition, then stylistically it was entirely based on the French model. Even
though this was a low genre, the language of riddles was expected to be elegant and refined. In
this sense, the humorous riddle that Pushkin addressed to Kiuchelbeckerwas stylistically closer
to the ancient Greek riddle because Pushkin wrote it in hexameter.

The poetic imagination of Russian folklore also played a role, as we have seen, but, in my
opinion, comparative themes or parallelisms between literary and folk riddles are conceptually
secondary. The aesthetic principles of the salon culture of the time were the main forces in the
formation of the literary riddle. Just as the evaluation of folklorists tends to show bias for
original, simple and non-deteriorated “true” riddles, the modern aesthetic evaluation of the poetic
riddle in eighteenth-century Russia that excludes the tastes of the gallant society displays a

certain bias for the post-Romantic aesthetics.
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Unfortunately, the poetics of literary riddles was not fully developed in Russia to the
degree it was in the West. One reason for it, as we have already noted, was the late adoption of
the European model at the time when the genre was already in decline. In the XVI and XVI1I
centuries, during the period of the popularity of literary riddles, Russia did not participate in the
formative theoretical framework of the genre. Most Western European historical commentaries
or theoretical essays concerning the poetics of riddles on the most part fall on this time period.
The eighteenth century is characterized mainly by practical literary activity, that is to say, by the
cultivation of an already established literary tradition. Occasionally one can find in the journals
recommendations or instructions regarding the composition of riddles (for example, in the
Mercure de France).

Another interesting observation related to the cultural role of literary riddles concerns the
perception of the genre as poésie fugitive. The terms poésie fugitive and poésie Iégere are often
used synonymously. Batiushkov’s famous speech in front of the members of O6wecmeo
sobumenetl poccuiickotl crosecnocmu in 1816 introduced the conception of eekas nossus that
fused the differences between poésie fugitive and poésie Iégere. As Etkind points out, the
nineteenth century denotation of zeexkas nossus in Russia implied lyrical and satirical modes.
(Etkind 126). The unorthodox understanding of reekas nossus in Russia at the beginning of the
XIX century can be discerned in Batiushkov’s belief that it was Lomonosov introduced light
verse to Russian literature:

JlomoHOCOB TOMY sIBHBIN TipuMep. OH mpeodpa3oBal A3bIK Halll, CO3UAast 00pasisl BO Beex ponax, OH To
K€ YIMHWJI Ha TpyaHoM nonpuiie CroBecHocTH, 4To [letp Benukwmii Ha monpuie rpaxmaanckom. [lerp
Benukwuii npoOy i HapoA yCHIIJICHHBIH B OKOBax HeBexkecTBa; OH co3/1aJ JJisl HErO 3aKOHBI, CHITY
BOCHHYIO U ciaBy. JIOMOHOCOB mpoOyAnII A3bIK YCHIIUIEHHAr0 Hapo/a; OH co3fan eMy KpacHopeune u
CTHUXOTBOPCTBO, OH UCIIBITANI €r0 CHITy BO BCEX POAAX M MPUTOTOBMII IS TPSAYIINX TaJaHTOB BEPHBISA
opynus k ycriexam. OH BO3BeJ B CBO€ BpeMsI SI3bIK Pycckoif 10 BO3MOKHOM CTETIEHN COBEPIICHCTBA —
BO3MOXHOM, TOBOPIO, HOO S3BIK UIET BCErla HApaBHE C yCIeXaMH OPYXKHS U CJIaBbl HAPOJAHOM, C
IIPOCBELLEHHUEM, C HYKJJaMU O0ILECTBa, C IPasKIAaHCKOI0 00pa30BaHHOCTHUIO U JrojckocTuio. Ho
JIoMOHOCOB, ceil HCIIOJIMH B HAyKax U B UICKyCCTBE MUCATh, HCTIBITYS PyCCKOM S3bIK B BAXKHBIX POJAX,
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JKerar 000TaTHTh ero HeXKHEHIITMME BRIpAKEHUIMU AHaKpeoHOBOH My3sl. Ceil BeTuKHii 00pa3oBareib
Hameit CIOBECHOCTH, 3HAJ M YyBCTBOBAJ, YTO A3BIK MPOCBELICHHATO HAPOJa TOJKEH yIOBIETBOPATD
BCEM €ro TPpeOOBaHUSIM M COCTOSTh HE U3 OJTHUX BRICOKOMAPHBIX CIIOB UM BhIpaxkeHuid. OH 3HAJ, YTO y BCEX
HapoJIOB, ¥ IPEBHHUX M HOBEHIINX, jerkas [1033us, KOTOpyo MOYKHO HA3BaTh MIPEIECTHOO POCKOIIHIO
CrnoBecHocTH, UMeTa OTIIMYHOE MecTo Ha [lapHace 1 maBama HOBYIO MTUIY SI3BIKY CTHXOTBOPHOMY.

Lomonosov, as | have pointed out before, did not experiment with the riddle genre, and
Batiushkov’s claim that Lomonosov “changed the Russian language by creating the examples in
all genres™ is not historically accurate. The genres of “light verse”, including love songs, letters
in verse (épitre, mocianue), etc., were experimented with by Russian poets before Lomonosov,
for example, by Kantemir and Trediakovsky, by Sumarokov, and by many other Russian poets
during the second half of the eighteenth the century. Batiushkov acknowledges that Lomonosov
and Sumarokov’s “erotic” poetry was an early phase of Russian light poetry but he does not
specify genres of either Russian or European light poetry: “Tak Ha3biBaeMbIii DpOTHUECKON U
BooO1II€ J1erkoit pox [1os3um Bocpusisi y Hac Hadaso co BpemeH JIomonocoBa n CymapokoBa.
OnpITHI X HPEIIECTBEHHUKOB OBbLIIM MAJIOBAKHBI: SI3bIK M OOILIECTBO €11e HE ObLIIM 00pa30BaHbI.
Mpbt ne 6ydem ucuuciamo 6cex u0os, pazoenenuil u usmereHut neekou Iloszuu, komopas menee
unu 6onee npuraonexcum K axcuvim pooam [KS]: Ho 3ameTuM, 4TO Ha MOMPHUIIE U3SAIIHBIX
HCKYCCTB, IT0JJ00HO KaK U B HDAaBCTBEHHOM MHUpPE, HUYTO IIPEKPACHOE U J0Opoe He TepsieTcs,
MIPUHOCUT CO BPEMEHEM I10JIb3Y U JIEUCTBYET HEMOCPEACTBEHHO HA BECh COCTaB S3bIKA.”

Because Batiushkov’s conceptualization of light verse had influenced young Pushkin, it
is likely that the riddle genre did not appeal to Pushkin’s aesthetic tastes, who imitated French
light verse based on the elegies of de Parny. Pushkin’s views on light verse matured over the
period of time, but did not radically change. In his unfinished essay “O Hu4TOMX)eCTBE PYCCKOM
nutepatypsl,” he dismissed the frivolous wit of the seventeenth- and early eighteenth-century
French poets who excelled in the minor forms: “B nauane 18-ro cronetus ¢ppaniysckas
nutepatypa obdnanana EBponoro. Ona nomkHa Obuta UMeTh Ha Poccuro goaToe u pemuTensHoe
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BIIMSTHHUC. Hpenc;[e BCETrO HAAJIC)KUT HaAM €€ UCCIICA0BATh. PaCCMOTpH OeCUHCIIEHHOE MHOXKECTBO
MEJKUX CTUXOTBOPEHUH, Oasiaj, poH10, BUPJIE, COHETOB U IOAM aJUIETOPUICCKUX,
CaTUPHUYECKUX, PHILIAPCKIX POMAHOB, CKa30K, (abdirno, MUCTepHil etc., KOMMH HAaBOJIHEHA ObLIa
@pannus B Havasne 17-ro cTONETHs, HENb3sl He CO3HATHCS B OSCTUIOAHON HUYTOKHOCTH CETO
MHUMOTO0 H300mwst. TpyJHOCTh, HICKYCHO MOOEXKIEHHAs, CYACTIIMBO OJOOpaHHOE TTIOBTOPECHHE,
JIETKOCTh 000pOTa, MPOCTONYIIHAS IITYTKA, UCKPECHHEE U3PEUCHUE — PEIKO BO3HATPAKIAOT
yCTaJIOro m3bicKaress.” >

The differentiation between poésie legére and poésie fugitive in Russia in the early
nineteenth century was not definitive. However, such attempts were made, as one can observe in
the article “Ctuxu s coobectsa (u3 Spectateur du Nord) published in Znokpenna, unu
Vmexu Jlio6ocnosus na 1801 roa. Again, the riddle genre is not considered here, even though
practically a range of “high” and “low” genres was defined as “fugitive” when the audience is
private and small.

[lox cTuxamu 15t cooOIIecTBa 5 pa3yMero Te, KOM COUYMHSIOTCS Ha KaKOW-HUOYIb CITy4aid, M He CTOJIBKO
Ha3HAYCHBI IS yOJIUKH, KaK JJIsi 0COOBI, MM COOOIECTBA, KOTOPOE MPUEMJIET YUaCTHE B TOM
oOcTosTebCTBE. Mapurai, anurpaMMa, mecHs, 3J1erus, IOCIaHue, CaTupa, AHUTalaM, pPOMaHC, 0/1a,
camasi KOMeJIs, He PEJIKO COUMHSIOTCS JIUIsl BEChMa OTPaHHYEHHOTO KpyTa IO,

Other Russian terms for poesie fugitive which did not gain wide usage were 6eznas
noasus and remyuas nossus. This was the poetry of the moment of relexation, a fleeting feeling
of the humorous or lighthearted passage of time. The poetic riddle of the eighteenth century was
such a reflection of the leisurly time, which was only occasionally allowed into the literary
domain even of light poetry. Even though the metaphor of emphemeral time was popular among
the preromantic and later Romantic poets, the light poetry cultivated by Batiushkov and Pushkin

was diametrically opposed to Izmailov’s or Karabanov’s “superficial” literary riddles, charades,

153 Although Pushkin did not mention the riddle, it can be said that, following his logic, the 18" century literary

riddle belonged to the category of “6ecuncieHHoe MHOXECTBO MeKMX CTUXOTBOPEHNI” .

436



and logogriphs, or to Miatlev’s macaronic poetry. of Playing charades was culturally acceptable
in the gallant society as a type of “childish” behavior. The publication of these humorous
literary pieces was condoned as long as these were considered as private or dilettante writing.

The humorous aspects of riddles and charades were also a reflection of the aesthetic taste
of clarity. Few Russian authors of the eighteenth century before Derzhavin were convincingly
successful in their challenge of the classical principles of clarity, and it was his entertaining style
(3abasnuviii cnoe) that combined humor and seriousness in the most ingenious poetic experiments
in Russian poetry. The obscure style of Derzhavin’s last years was no longer riddling in the
sense of the tradition of the eighteenth-century poetic riddles.

During the formation of modern Russian poetry, the question of obscurity and clarity in
regards to the poetic language has emerged as one of the central disagreements among the
theorists and practitioners of versification. As latecomers to the European poetic tradition,
Russian poets had to navigate among the abundance of texts in various languages or translations
of selected works in order to synthesize the complex system of opinions, prescriptions and
measures against or in favor of the enigmatic writing. The breadth of opinions that Russian
intellectuals encountered was breathtaking. The problem of obscurity ranged in the European
traditions from rhetoric, philososophy, and linguistics to proto-sciences (like alchemy), religion,
music, etc. In the beginning of the nineteenth century, the riddle genre was in decline not
because it stood for “obscurity” but because the concept of “obscurity” had evolved. The
Romantics sought to cultivate the poetics of enigma (3aeadounocmy) rather than the poetic form

of the riddle.
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The Apology of Bad Taste

The decline of the genre of the literary riddles occurred in the nineteenth century, but the
pathway to cultural depreciation had already begun in the second half of the eighteenth century.
Interestingly, the short span of Russian literary riddles during this time period coincided with the
European literary trends and critical opinions of this genre.

One such criticism addressed the issue of bad taste based on the belief that riddles were
published in the magazines to help editors navigate economic hardship. Indications of such
judgement in regards to other content, not just riddles, can be surveyed from anonymous readers
themselves, such as in bapeiwex écsxoii 6csauunsl: "IIpaBaa v TO, 9YTO €CTh MUCMELA BKIIIOYCHEI B
Bamiu CKXCHCACIBbHBIC JIMCTKHU, KOX MOIJIM OBl BBITYCTUTB, HO IIOHUMALO K€, YTO 0e3 OHBIX BBI HE
MOTJIM TTPOJIOJIKATh U3JaHUsl BAIIEro 1eJible MITHaAaTh MecsieB." bBB, 535.1%

On the other hand, a demand for entertaining materials in the periodicals also appeared,
unless it was concocted. Noteworhty are some rare comments and observations on the purpose of
riddles in the eighteenth-century journalism expressed in anonymous opinions in the form of
letters to the publisher. In the first part of beceoyrowuii I'pasxcoanun, the reader Pustobaev
advises the publisher to avoid the moralizing tone and appeal to the tastes of the readers:

OTcTaHbTe OT BaIIUX HOy‘IGHHﬁ, " OCTaBbTC UX MPOIMOBEAHHNKAM, KOTOPBIX TAKKE MaJIO CIIyIIarOT, a
MUIIATE TO, 9TO BceM OBl HpaBwiiock! HamprumMep: cka3zouku, M3BECTHSI O HOBBIX (DpaHITy3KHX MOJIAX;
kakusi B [laprke HOCAT ILISIIBI, JICHTBI, IJIAThs, HAKJIAJKH, KU, (Gpaku, TPOCTOUKH; TAK)KE aBAHTIOPBI
WJIN MIPUKITIOYCHU A TaKOM-TO Fpa(I)I/IHI/I C IIOJIKOBHUKOM, CTpadaHUuA KHA34...; HC XYy/10 BKIIIOYUTH
WIWIDTAAKY, TIECEHKHU, 0ACEHKH, 3araJIK| MK SKJIOTH, TOJILKO YTOOKI ITOIBYCMBICIICHHEE U IIOCMEIITHEE.
[TocmoTpuTe, Kakoii OymeT pacxona Ha Bamie uznanue! (becemyromuii I'paxxnanun, 4.1, Mapr, ctp. 384-
388)

' shortage or insufficient quantity of suitable content might also explain reprints of literary riddles. For

example, Dubrovskii’s riddles published anonymously in ExtemecauHeie CoyuHeHus in 1756 were republished,
anonymously, in 1793 in the magazine Ceo600Hble Yacebi.
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However, a publisher’s inclusion of riddles did not necessarily guarantee profit. The
journal Jlexapcmeo om ckyxu for the first time began regularly to offer readers riddles in verse
and in prose (at least one riddle per issue). These riddles were printed on the first page, most
likely to appeal to the tastes of readers. Answers to previous riddles were prominently displayed
on the first page as well. These were poems from the Mercure de France translated by an
anonymous translator. Despite the effort to replicate the format of the Mercure de France due to
the lack of interest or a small number of subscribers, the life-span of the journal was short. The
editor acknowledged his failure in the letter to the readers: “Cue uzmanue KOHUUTCS C TCICHHEM
Hrons Mecsa, TO €CTh C 52 HOM.; O YEM BE€CbMa MAJIOC YMCJIO MMOATIMCAaBIINXCA YPE3 CUC
N3BCIIACTCA. HpI/I‘II/IHa IMpeCCUYCHUA Ta, UYTO U3AATCIIb JOCCIIC U IITOHN YacTu HU3JACpIKaHHAro
WXXIUBCHUA HC BO3BPATUII, U BTOPYIO YaCTh XOTA C BEJIMKHUM CBOUM y6I)ITKOM mpoaoJrKal, I[a6BI
COXPAaHUTH CBOC CJIOBO. Ilo CCMY HUKTO B BUHY €MY HC IIOCTAaBUT, YTO OH IIPOTHUBY KCIAHUA
CBOEIr0 KOHYHUTh NOJDKeH.” (Jlekapcmeo om cxkyku, Maii 26, 1787, ctp.169).

The critical stance that riddles of low poetic quality that promote bad taste are published
in order to increase readership, especially among young women, can also be found in the first
half of the ninetheenth century. For example, an anonymous contributor (G. Zh. K.) in a letter
published in Ceia Oteuectra (1823, u.1) expressed dismay of the publication of charades in
Pycckuu Uneanuo:

... CKQXXy HECKOJIbKO cJioB 0 ero (KS. Hreanuode) [1o33un u [IpnbaBrieHus X, BEIXOIAIINX 0] IMEHEM
Hogocreit JIuteparypsl. [loMHUIIB JIM ThI, C KAKOH TOUHOCTUIO HBIHEITHUM M3naresb MIHBanuaa 3aMmeTui
3a 1Ba roja npen cuM B CoiHe OTeuecTBa Ty POKOBYIO AII0XY, KOTJa B IEPBLIN pa3 nosBuiach BecTHuke
EBponsl mapana? Heine oH B kaxxaoM Hymepe MHBanuga, To €CTh €XKEIHEBHO, IApUT HAC MIapajaMH U3
KOTOPBIX MOChIIa0 Te0e HECKOIBKO Ha Mpo0y, U 0e3 0TraZoK, B KOTOPhIX HET HaJ00HOCTH. B
npubaBiaeHuIX K MHBaIKY TTOMEIIEHO ObLTO HECKOJIBKO XOPOIIMX CTUXOTBOPEHUM, HO MPO3anyecKas uxX
qacTh camas npo3andeckas. (CoiH Oreuectsa, 1823, u.1)

Another reviewer voiced his or her criticism of the collection of charades published (also

anonymously) in 1827. This two-volume collection, according to the reviewer, was an example

439



of the declining genre. “JIumb 3a necsats ner, lapaas! Obutu B 00nbIoil Mose y Pycckux
yutaresnend. JKypraansl: Bectauk EBponsl, biaronamepennsiil, MTHBanuz, u npod. AeCATKaMU
MPEACTABIISUINA UX MyOnuKe ...... u3aarensd . XK. (K.S. - Jamckuii Kypuan) no cux mop yroiaer
CBOWIX YHMTATEIBHMUII [IApaaMu, TOTJa Kak Bce Apyrue Pycckue XXypHanucTsl 3a0bU1H JyMaTh O
mapanax.” (MockoBckuii Tenerpad, u. 15, 1827). It is clear from this review, however, that the
reviewer is also nostalgic for the past. The anonymous reviewer deplores the bad taste of the
anonymous collector rather than the genre itself:

O nuTteparypHOM JocTouHCTBE cero CoOpaHus TOBOPHUTH HEYETO, IIOTOMY YTO OYEHb HEMHOTHSI U3
moMerieHHeIX B onoM Ilapan, AHarpamMm, v IpoY. UMEIOT KaKoe-T100 JOCTOMHCTBO; MHOTHE OYEHb,
OYEeHb IUIOXH ... JKanb, uro Cobuparesib He MOMECTHII MHOTHX HCTHHHO XOPOIIHUX MPOU3BEICHHI CEro
poa, KakoBa HaIpUMep U3BECTHAsI OCTPOIO 3ara0dHOCThIO cBoeto [lapana: Kapakanmak, HareyaTaHHas
B 17 Hom. Jlamckoro XKypuana na 1824 rox. (ibid).

The apology of the genre (at least the one | was able to find) is relatively modest. In a
footnote to G.zZh.K. letter in Coin Omeuecmsa (1823, no 1), the editors wrote that they disagree
that all charades indicate bad taste. As a retort to the abovementioned letter, the most ardent
apology of the riddle genres was published in Pyccxuit Hnsanuo.

Criticism of riddles was often directed not at literary but social aspects. Gallant behavior
was becoming a fashion. As a result, the perceptions of riddling changed. The wit of dandies was
contrasted with the use of wit based on originality and social sensibility. The misuse of riddles,
therefore, became both a subject of satire and a sign of the decline of the cultural status of
riddling.

Just as in the eighteenth century, when European trends and attitudes toward new
fashions were introduced into Russia either via direct contact (i.e., travelling or interactions with
foreigners in Russia) or indirectly (i.e., reading in original languages or in translation), the

diversity of opinions continued to spread and even accelerated due to the rooted European
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identity among the nineteenth-century Russian elites. The sense of Russian pride in the context
of general identification with the European community allowed Russian authors to adopt
authentic French trends which, ironically, were focused on criticizing the French modernity for
its corrupting influences. Shishkov’s famous anti-French position, for example, was firmly
grounded on his superb knowledge of the French language and of the contemporary European
culture.

This inherent contradiction, in which a country’s nationalism and the European
cosmopolitan culture that transcended political boundaries formed a basic binary opposition, has
characterized the cultural paradigm of the time. With the growing trends of cultural and political
nationalism this phenomenon became common in many European nations, but was especially
acute in Russia due to its relatively late integration into the social community of Europe. Hence
on the one hand, social conservatives like Shishkov wanted to see Russian language to become
purged of French influences. On the other hand, in the everyday life of Russian elites, French
culture and French linguistic influences continued to predominate even among those who
strongly opposed them. For example, Shishkov strongly disapproved of using foreign terms such
as charades and logogriphs™>, but in his private letter he did not mind using the very same
words: “Buepa yexan oTcemne npyCccKuil KOpOJib; CIBIIITHO, YTO U MBI JHU Y€pe3 J1Ba OTIPABUMCHI.
B ObITHOCTH €ro 371ech OBLTN wapaosl, OcBelIeHue ropoaa, ooeast u oan” (lumkos 527).

The cultural memory of the eighteenth century in the first half of the nineteenth century

was deeply rooted despite the desire for change. The typical derision toward dandyism,

> “BpaHLy3bl BLIKPACAT CyKHa 1 AaAYT LBETAM UX Ha3BaHUA: MepALa, By-Ae-napu, U Npoy. - OHW HaAeNaoT
[OMaLHMX YBOPOB M HAa30BYT UX: Tabype, We3NOoH, KyweT, U Npoy. - OHM BbIAYMAIOT Wapagbl, fororpudsbl,
aKpoCTUxM, abpakagabpbl, v Npou. .... Kak! 1 Bce 3To LOKHO NOTpAcaTh A3bIK Haw?! Kak! ansa Bcex aTux B3A0poB
OOJ/IKHO Ham npeHebperaTb CNnaBeHCKUI, KOPEHHbIM A3blK CBOW M BblAYyMbIBaTb HOBOM, Tapabapckon?” (LLUunwKos,
A. C. "PascyKaeHue 0 CTapoM M HOBOM ciore Poccuiickaro s3bika." CobpaHue counHeHnin u nepeBoaos Agmmpana
LWnwkoBga. u. 2. Cn6 1824, p.431)
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bequeathed from Novikov’s journals, but more so toward the Western demoralizing influence,
became a common trope in Russian modern culture. Ironically, criticism of Western mores was
often borrowed from the French sources:

MHorue 13 HOBBIX IIEr0JIEH KAIYIOTCS Ha CKyYHOE 00IIECTBO XKEHIIMH, U AJIs1 TOTO 4acTO UIPAaloT B
OUJIBSIpA, WK BEITBEP)KUBAIOT HAU3YCTh KanamOypsl. BonbTep nucan Hekoraa k rocmnoxe Jodenc o
kanamOypax "Cynapsiss! He omycTuTe, 4ToOBl TaKHE TIIYNOCTH OBNaaeny O6onbsmmm ceetoM!" BonbTepy
HE yJaJIoCch MoOeIuTh cuX rirynocteil. Teneps, KTo Ooee 3HaeT KaraMOypoB U IIapaji, TOT YMHee.
Illapas! 1 KamaMOypbl TEeph U B CI0BAX U B Aeax.

The above exerpt is abidingly representative of the epoch that transcended the temporal
limits of the 18" century. Published in 1823, the critical opinion of Louis-Marie Prudhomee, a
social conservative hostile to the French Revolution,” implies a hidden political message in the
phrase “charades and calambours are now in the words and deeds.”

The 1820s was a decade of the apogee of Russian Romantic movement. The Romantics
were portrayed as rebellious youths, and their behavior, although not entirely devoid of
dandyism, was seen as equally anti-social. Their cultural and political worldviews were
diametrically opposite to the convictions of Shishkov and other members of the Beceoa.
Nevertheless, the cultural considerations of the eighteenth century were as important to the new
generation.

Fedor Glinka’s poem Illapaoa is usually included in all major anthologies of Decembrist
poetry. Modzalevskii found the handwritten poem among the papers in the archives of 3ezenas
Jlamna, a secret society whose members became known Decembrists. But the charade was first
published in the Copesnosamens npocsewenus u 6aacomsopenus in 1820. The genre of the
poetic riddle which was derided as insignificant and worthless, as we’ve seen from the opinions

above, was originally repurposed for a revolutionary goal. The answer to the charade, npecmon

156 . . . . .
Prudhomee, L.-M. “Zerkalo novago Parizha, izdannoe Priuedomom” in Teatr Sveta, lzobrazhenie

dostopamiatneishikh proizshestvii ... (1823)
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(throne), was also the answer to the political question of those who dreamt to see “sitting

serenely the permanent rule of law”. But was this charade truly anti-establishment in both a

literary and political sense? Why did the censor allow it to get published?

Glinka had a stronger identification with the eighteenth century and with contemporary

Russian Neoclassicism. “Cpenu mo3ToB-aekadpuctoB ['JiuHKa ObLT 0OJIBIIE KITACCUKOM, YeM

pomanTrkoM,” said Bazanov. (Bazanov 8-10). A censor didn’t discern any political message

because it was classical and, perhaps, even unoriginal. Glinka’s imagery was borrowed from the

vocabulary of the eighteenth century project of Enlightenment. The theme of mupanobopuecmso

was permitted as long as it was abstract and decontextualized. For example, compare Glinka’s

charade and Dubrovskii’s riddle:

Uro mydimiaro HM €CTh BO BCEX MpeAesiax CBeTa,
YTo HU LBETET B NOJIAX CPEAN IPEKPACHA JIETA.
Uro B BO3/1yXe, BOJIC HE MOXKHO H300pECTb,
Bce ciyxuT, 4TO MEHS Ha CBET C€il MPOU3BECTb,
Bce cnyxut, 4T0 MOE OHO COCTaBUT TEJIO.
Poxxnenue Moe o Kok BEIHKO Aeno!
PazpymmThCst JOIKHBI BCE BEIM Hallepes,

Ilo nx noruGenu MHE TOJHKHO BUAETH CBET.
Bce nronn Moemy moaBepKeHbI 3aKOHY,

S qacro u lapeii camux crousto ¢ Tpony;

A €eCTb JIM sl KOTO OCIYLUIHUKOM Hainy,

S ToTHyac Bpen TOMy XKECTOKOW HaBeny.

Ho He cmMoTpst Ha TO, THYIIAIOTCS BCE MHOIO,

U TonuyT cMerourch CBOEH MEHS HOro1o,

He criopro, st KoMy 10cagHO ITOKaXKycCh,

ToT mycTh IpbI3€T MEHS, HA TO 51 HE CEPHKYCh.
(Dubrovskii, 1756)

Cror nepBblil MO Be3/i€ €CTh MIPU3HAK MPEBOCXOCTBA.
Bropas gacts Hy>KHa JUIs UM, U1 JOPOACTBA,
Hepenxo u pyis1 kHyr, a yame A Oymar;

JJ1st TaKOMBIX OHA UCTOYHUK JIyYIIHX OJar.

UYro x nenoe moe? - Beerna jKUIIHILE BIACTH.

U 6naro, rae Ha HEM, CMUPHUB KHYINBBI CTPACTH,
CIIOKOMHO BOCCEIUT HEZLIOIEMBII 3aKOH:

Torna HU 3ByK OKOB, HY YTHETEHHBIX CTOH

He Bo3my1miaroT 1yx B cTpaHax, eMy IOJBIACTHBIX,
[TosHBI CHACTIMBBIX CET U TOPOJOB MPEKPACHBIX,
JIroOyroTCSl OHM Kpacoi CBOMX ITOJIEH,

U comnie, kaxeTcs, CUSET UM CBETJIEH. ..

Ho rope, rie momnpas cBsillieHHbIE 3aKOHBI,

3a0bIB CBOM 0T, IPE3pEB I'PaskAaH NpaBa U CTOHBI,
Boccaaer paBHBIN UM CTPACTBMU - @ HE 3aKOH;

Tam BMUT IpeoOpaTHT CTPONTHBOM BIACTHIO OH

B HuuTO - 00MNIBS OJNIECK, JTyra ¥ HUBHI - B CTEIH,

W ngetam ot 0TLOB HacneAbe - TPYCTh U LEMH;

U 3eMI110 OKpOTIAT IOTOKM TOPHKUX CIIE3,

U B3BIZIET CTOH MIOJIEH 10 BRICTIPeHHUX Hebec!
(F.Glinka, 1820)

Stylistically, the similarities of these poems partitioned by more than seventy years are

noticeable: happy living is set against the background of an idillyc landscape (“Uto mydmaro Hu

€CTh BO BCeX Ipezenax cBera,/YTo HM LBETET B MOJSAX cpenu mpekpacHa jera” (Dubrovskii),
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“TToJHBI CYACTIMBBIX CEJI M TOPOJOB MpEeKpacHbIX,/ JIFoOyroTcss OHM Kpacoii cBoux mosei,/ 1
COJTHIIE, KaXKkeTcs, cusieT uM cBeTiei... (Glinka); the opposition between order and chaos (“Bce
CIIy>)KHT, 9TO MCHSI Ha CBET CEil MPOU3BECTh,/Bce CIy)KHT, 4TO MOE OJTHO COCTaBUT TEJO”
(Dubrovskii), “Pa3pymuThcs TOJDKHBI Bee Ben Harepe,/[1o ux morubenu MHE TOJKHO BHJIETh
cget.” (Dubrovskii); “Uro x menoe moe? - Beerna xwumie Biactu. M Giaro, rie Ha HEM,
CMHPUB KUWIMBHI cTpacTd, CIOKOIHO BocceuT He3bI0MeMbIi 3aKkoH. .. (Glinka), “Ho rope, rae
MIOTIPaB CBAIICHHBIE 3aKOHBL,/3a0bIB CBOM JOT, MPE3PEB IpakaH Mpasa U CToHbL,/Boccsaer
paBHBII UM CTpacThMU - a He 3akoH’(Glinka); the abstract depiction of violence (“A ecth nu 5
KOTO OCJIYITHUKOM Haiiny,/$1 ToTuac Bpen ToMy xkectokoi HaBeay ' (Dubrovskii), “U TomayT
CMEIOYHUCH CBOEH MeHs HOTo10...” (Dubrovskii), “ToT mycTh rpbI3eT MeHs, Ha TO 51 HE CEpPKYCh.”;
Tam BMHT TIPEOOPATUT CTPONITUBOM BIACTHIO OH/B HUYTO - 00WMIIBS OJIeCK, JTyra U HUBHI - B
crenu,/U neTsim oT OTHOB Hacieabe - TpycTh 1 enu’’(Glinka). Violence against the Tsar is also
abstract and, as a result, non-political (“fI wacro u Ilapeit camux crousito ¢ Tpony”(Dubrovskii).
Finally, in both poems the rule of law, either natural or human, is emphasized (“Bce moau
MOEMY MOJIBEPKEHBI 3aKOHY. .. (Dubrovskii), “CriokoitHO BOCCeTUT HE3BIOIEMBII
3akoH”(Glinka).

From the Romantic and post-Romantic point of view, the style of poems such as
Dubrovskii’s and Glinka’s was outdated. It was simply in bad taste. Pushkin, who valued Glinka
as a friend, did not think much of his poetry.™’ In the 1820s, riddles, charades and logogriphes
were no longer marginal within a hierarchy of genres. Instead, the riddle genre became gradually
marginalized from literature. If Glinka’s charade was indicative of its revolutionary spirit, then
the riddles, charades and logogriphes that were ocassionally published in the thick journals

indicated rather the nostalgia for the bygone era of Catherine Il. What these authors did not

157 . . v v
See Pushkin’s epigram “Haw gpyr ®uta, Kyteikun B anonetax,/bopmoyeT Ham pacTAHyTbIA ncanom...”
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remember was that throughout the eighteenth and early nineteenth century the genre of the riddle
was very often derided and trivialized. Due to its marginalization, the riddle genre was constantly
in need of advocates who were willing to reinforce its legitimacy either by argument or by a
practical illustration. In my role as a researcher, however, the most powerful line of defense is to

place the Russian riddle in its historical context — the period of Elightenment.

The Russian Enlightenment and the riddle

The riddle genre in the Russian literature of the eighteenth century was trivialized, but
it was trivialized within the neo-classical hierarchy of genres. It was an insignificant genre
because those poets who wrote riddles for entertainment minimized societal expectations that
literary energies should be spent on the social betterment of Russian society. The riddle was an
exercise of wit and good taste. It was a genre of personal amusement rather than of social
edification. But whether a literary gem or a trifle, it was a part of the zeitgeist founded on the
optimism and trust of human rationality. Its enigmatic, almost anti-rational characteristics were
justified by creative versatility. The riddle’s irrationalism was contained and, as a result,
rationalized. From the point of view of the eighteenth century reader, the interchangeability of
the rational and irrational, of serious and frivolous, was a natural path to self-perfection guided
by good taste and a sense of moderation.

Genres which represented the non-serious and humorous side of human nature were
required to juxtapose the “non-serious” with the “serious.” Hence in Bogdanovich’s poem
Cyeyboe Brascencmeo, the didactic tone may be interpreted as “boring” by a post-enlightenment
reader, but it wasn’t seen as “boring” by Bogdanovich’s contemporaries who shared the ideas of
Enlightenment. Didactic elements, which may appear unaesthetic to us, were not intended to be
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entertaining. Didacticism, overt or hidden, was an essential part of the edifying structure of all
genres, including that in the following excerpt:

HcTounuk Hamero u mactusi 1 6eacTaa
SBnsieT cMEpTHOMY €ro CIOCOOHOCTD CHIL,
SBnsier yM eMy Jpyrus K LIacThiO CPENICTBA,
OH AbCTUTCA CIAAO0CTHIO, KOTOPOH HE BKYCHIL.
OH Hayan N03HaBaTh CBOE HECOBEPIIEHCTBO,
XpaHs B JOBOJIBCTBUU €AMHY IIPOCTOTY:

OH B JXH3HU JIyTUee jKeJall IMETh OJIa)KeHCTBO,
U B mactee He XOTEN IOJOOUTHCS CKOTY.
Heorpannuenno npoctpaHHON yM UMes,

Ho maneiM 1 pocThIM MO3HAHUEM CTECHEH,
OH 4yBCTBOBAJI CBOI Jap CTBIISCS U KaJes,
Uto oH HeBeIeHbEM OBLI TIPEK/IEC TOMpPAYCH.
IIperemubIs OT a3 3aBechl pa3AupacT,
CrpeMuTCs NPOHULIATH HEBUIUMOE UM,

U ThICAYy OH KPBIT OBICTPEHIIIUX MTPOCTHPAET,
Uro0 BBIIIE BO3HECTHCH MOT Pa3yMOM CBOHUM.

It is this sense of empowerment to “tear apart the dark veils” and to “perceive the
invisible” that contextualizes all human activities, including those of apparently non-serious
behavior. Thus the genre of the literary riddle became useful when it was applied to faculties of
the reason. Human happiness can be attained by the imaginative forces of reason. Compare the
above excerpt with the following riddle, also authored by Bogdanovich:

Uro0 Mor, unTaresb, Thl MEHSI HMEHOBATb,

To nomxeH aeBATH OyKB pa3InUHBIX Thl COOPATH,

W3 xoux ecnu Thl 10 HECKOJIBbKY yOaBHIIIb,
[IpemMHOXKECTBO IPYTUX PA3TUYHBIX CIIOB COCTABUIIIb.
U moxenib Tel BO MHE CUM 00pa3oM HalTH

Ty KOHCKY YacThb BOJIOC, YTO JIIOOUM MBI IIJIECTH,
Moserty, 3IeMEHT 1 HEKOTopoe Opems,

XOJOHBIN CBETA Kpaid, FOPSYECTh HEKY, BPEMSI;
Hatinems Bo MHe Imtofieit ThI XpaOpBIX peMecsIo;

JIBa paza Thl Hailienb YUCIo;

To c10BO, YTO B IPOCTOM MBI pEeYH ITPOU3HOCHM,
Korna dero mel mpocuwm;

U cnoBo, koe MBI B TO BpeMsl TPOU3HOCHM,

Kak mpl, cepasch, KOTo TOJKaeM WIIb BEIHOCHM;

U Ty *XMBOTHYI0, YTO MBI Ha TEJI€ HOCHUM.

Haiinews 61 B OykBax cux

BricokocTh, BHYTPEHHOCTD M HU30CTh MECT 3€MHBIX,
BecuncneHHOCTh OJJHUX JIETAIONINX TBOPEHH,
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Kosnsicounyto 4acTh ¥ 4acTh CTUXOTBOPEHHUIA.
Haitpems Thl ©MEHA: TOTO, KTO KpaJIET HaC,
Toro, KTO K Kpaxke MOKYIIIAET,

N mecto cTpaniHoe, KyAa B OCIEAHUMN yac
ITo Bepe ocyXZieH, KTO B CBETE COIPEILAET;
To coBo, KaK 30BEM MBI MOI3YIOIIYIO TBaph;
To xagecTBO, KaKUM 0C000 OBLIT TTOPOUCH,
Korna B M3paune sBuiicsS NOJTHOMOYEH,
Erunerckuii, B BoJIHaxX yTOMILIHM JIPEBIE, LAPh.
U cocTosiHuEe B pOXK/ICHBU YEIIOBEKA,

KakoB BBIXOIUT OH Ha CBET,

U cBo#iCcTBO, KOMM MBI, B CPEJIMHE HAIIKX JICT,
[IpuoOperaem yecTh U XyIy JJIS BeKa.

To uMs THI HalIENTh, 9YTO MBI TaCM BEIIaM,
3a KOu HUYETO, UX B3sB ceOe, He TPaTHM;

To MecTo, Ko€ Mbl TOPOJIUM, CYEM, TLIaTHM,
Komotum n KJICUM, I-ITO6 TO IMOIIPABUTH HaM.
Haiinems npuponHoe opyiue CKOTOB,
Pactyiiee nepeBo u HEKOTOpY MUILY,

W napedenne poxxIeHHBIX OTPOKOB,

N mecto, rae cynmm Mbl poKb WM OILICHULLY,
[loroxy, maryoHyto eii.

Hatinems cenenue nroe,

W Mecto npaBenHbIX, U TO, UTO JIETOM B IOJIE
KpecTrsaua 6epexer 1 HaBemaeT Oore;

N Ty pOCKOILIHYIO IPUATHOCTH, HAKOHELL,
Koropoii 5 orer;

Ho 49T06 poauts ee, MEHS ¥ KMYT U JIaBAT,

1 noce 3a HUYTO OCTaBSIT;

Korna e ko Bcemy nprOaBHILb TH OJTHO,

41 3HAYy COpPOK CIIOB U, €CJIA XOYeIlh, OOJIe.

B TBOEH, ynTaTEH, BOJIC:

Ha pudmy npubupaii, mocrass B mepBbIX JTHO.

(Bormanosud, 1773)™®

The length and complexity of the aforementioned riddle is remarkable given the
contemporary assignment of this poetic structure to a “minor” genre. The list of clues is
extensive, and its references are quite representative of “scientific”” observation about the world.
Referenced are parts of the physical and non-physical world which require an astute mind to
piece all clues back together. And yet, the cognitive activity is not just edifying, but is also

entertaining. The riddle reminds us of a mathematical problem that keeps a solution hidden from

158 o
BorgaHoswy, Jlnpa, nnm CobpaHue pasHbIX B CTUXaX COYMHEHUI 1 NepeBoLOB HeKOToporo mys nobutens. Cr6.,
1773, p.77.
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us. The mechanism of finding the answer is nevertheless imaginative and creative since it
requires skills of poetic art. Rhyme here plays a twofold role, so that it is an amusing feature of a
poetic text and yet a useful tool for uncovering the hidden answer.

The argument that riddles published in the European journals were in conflict with the
cultural program of the Englightenment is not entirely excluding. Many philosophes decried the
mass phenomenon of witty but mindless activities which they saw as diversion in both senses: a
seemingly harmless amusement but also a distraction from tasteful choices. At the same time, an
entrenched belief that development of taste is possible has allowed most enlightenment figures to
refabricate the literary effect of riddles by the commanding array of stylistic devices. Even
though thematically the literary riddle was analogous to folk riddles, such as in the choice of
everyday objects as a thematic key, the language and the didactic tone of these epigrammatic
gems conveyed the sense of irony and humor.

The image of the riddle as a confounding cultural phenomenon in which the binary
opposition between reason based on logic and pseudo-reason based on the illogical or irrational
phenomena, whether natural or human-made, is symbolic of the Englightenment paradigm as a
whole. As it has been argued by the post-structuralists such as Michele Foucault, the period of
Enlightment was not entirely based on the elimination of irrationality from its discourse. The
cultural aspects of irrationality were equally suppressed, re-imagined, and re-invented with a
concrete goal of social and moral progress in the unidirectional path of world history. The
irrational and illogical elements of the genre of the riddle as its most important (although not

required) characteristic therefore fit perfectly with the spirit of the times.
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CONCLUSION

The continued study of the Russian literary riddle in verse, a topic that has attracted
limited discussion in literary scholarship, is important because it informs us of its cultural role in
the formation of the modern Russian society. In my dissertation | have attempted to reconstruct
the literary and cultural context of the riddle as a minor poetic genre of the eighteenth century,
hoping that further investigations of it will follow. Characterized by the complex interactions of
oral folklore, Russian Orthodox book-learning culture (xknuoicrnocmy), the Greco-Latin rhetorical
tradition, and the blending of the Baroque and Neoclassical trends, the study of the genre of the
poetic riddle in Russia has offered an opportunity to investigate the evolution of Russia’s
westernization using the notion of cultural marginality. In other words, by studying a marginal
genre, such as in the case of seemingly entertaining eighteenth-century riddles, | hoped to
demonstrate that we can better understand the processes of axiological decisions, including the
logic of cultural transmission.

The implications of the study of the Russian literary riddles in verse of the eighteenth
century can be summarized as follows: as a literary form, the riddle was excluded from the
process of westernization of Russian literature between 1700 and 1754. Beginning in 1755, the
literary riddle became a popular literary type of amusement among the consumers of Russian
belle-lettres. Among the educated and wealthy who learned to read in foreign languages, French
and German literary journals also furnished adults, young adults and children with the pastime of
solving riddles, logogriphs and charades. On the surface, the appearance of riddles in verse in

Russian periodicals was, similarly, an appreciation of poetic experimentation and an innocuous
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accommodation of frivolity and entertainment that was brought to Russia mainly via French, and
to a certain degree German literary influences. My conclusions, however, reveal a much more
sophisticated configuration of cultural trends. The broader context of minor genres such as the
riddle calls attention to the use of ludic poetry as a semiotic sign of cultural change.

It is the nature of the mechanisms of cultural memory that differentiates the experience of
Russian eighteenth-century readers from the Western European contemporaries. First, the
tradition of literary riddles was continuous in Western Europe despite the ongoing antithesis of
Baroque and Neoclassical trends throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Both
traditions carved out the entrenched positions of le godt classique in which the poetic practices,
contrary to the theoretical prescriptions, were fluid rather than rigid. The continuity of the
European riddling tradition may explain why Boileau and Voltaire wrote literary riddles, few as
these were. The longevity of the genre of the riddle in the most popular European periodical, the
Mercure de France, demonstrates that the neoclassical concept of the timelessness of the genre
was embraced and the hermetic discourse during the so called Age of Reason was repurposed
rather than entirely rejected.

Second, the terms “Enlightenment” and “the Age of Reason” suggest that the European
cultural trend in the eighteenth century was monolithic in its determination to eradicate social
ills, which were considered a by-product of the traditions of Western religious esotericism. The
philosophes denounced magic, astrology and occultism as the remains of superstition and
irrationalism. (Goodrick-Clarke). These ideas have echoed in Russian culture through
translations from French into Russian. (Vanslov). Coincidentally, the Russian Orthodox Church
traditionally censored and inhibited non-Orthodox esoteric practices, including the practice of

divinations. However, the third major cultural trend that counterbalanced the European
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philosophy of rationalism and the traditionalism of the Orthodox teachings was the cultural
phenomenon of Freemasonry. The Russian spiritual revival in the eighteenth century that
modeled itself on the esoteric tradition of the European institution of Freemasonry dispels the
myth of a monolithic vision of the Russian Enlightenment based solely on rationalism and
scientific thinking.

The European riddling tradition had deep roots in the Gnosticism, Hermeticism, and
Neoplatonism, which, in the process of evolution, interacted with the other religious,
philosophical and artistic spheres of European cultural life. As a form of esoteric language,
riddles were employed for various social purposes. In this sense, the social functions of riddles,
such as the veiling of critical information as a tool of cultural memory, were common to all pre-
modern peoples, in Europe, in Russia, and throughout the world. The sexual connotations in
riddles, therefore, represent vital rituals of liminal significance. Birth and death are perhaps the
most archetypal stages of human experience. The mythopoetic nature of folk riddles that we have
seen in the scholarly discussions attests to the continuance of the esoteric tradition in which
apparently nonsignificant household objects or natural phenomena, such as wind, planets, water,
etc., recall the mythopoetic worldviews of the ancient world.

Beginning with Trediakovsky and Kantemir, Russian writers were influenced by the
seventeenth- and eighteenth-century European literary quarrels of “the ancients and the
moderns”. They sided with neoclassicists in their Neoplatonic desire to reconstruct the Ideal of
the Golden Age, as paradoxically as it was, in the context of emphasized Aristotelean standards
of linguistic clarity. The riddling tradition of the bygone past was therefore revived as an

imitation of the Greeks and Romans revived during the Renaissance period, which, as we know,
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echoed in Russia but did not gain the same level or type of cultural revival with the endorsement
of the cultural manifestations of secularism in art and literature.

The process of Europeanization in Russia during the eighteenth-century can be
characterized not by the re-discovery of the ancient Greek and Roman past but by the
unprecedented cultural turn away from traditional anti-Latin rhetoric. It was a discovery of the
ancient heritage through the prism of European post-Renaissance culture as a shifting cultural
paradigm. The symbolic break with “Old” Russia was represented by incorporation of the pagan
Greek and Roman literatures, which were acquired through the selective reception of ancient and
modern European literary works. The pervasive transformation of Russian culture initiated by
Peter the Great was therefore perceived as noticeably secular and anticlerical. However, the
mechanism of cultural selectivity, rather than direct transmission, paralleled the traditional
cultural mechanism of abrupt change that mythicized the complete transformation. As Lotman
and Uspensky explain,

O6pa3 «HoBoM Poccum» 1 «HOBOTO Hapoaa» caealcs CBOeoOpa3sHbIM MUGOM, KOTOPBII BO3HUK YK€ B
Havasie XVIII cronerus u ObUT 3aBelliaH MOCIICAYIONIEMY KyJIbTYpHOMY CO3HaHUI0. [IpecraBieHue o
TOM, 4TO KyJbTypa XVIII B. cOcTaBisieT COBEPILIEHHO HOBBIM OTJEJIECHHBIN OT MPEAIIECTBYIOIIETO
Pa3BUTHS, HACTOJIBKO TITyOOKO YKOPEHMIIOCH, UTO, 110 CYTH JIeja, He OABEPTaioch COMHEHHIO; CIIOPHI
MOIJIA BECTHUCh O TOM, IIPOM30LIEI JIU Pa3pbIB CO CTAPUHOM B KOHILIE WK cepeauHe X VII B., uMmel 1 oH
MTHOBEHHBIN MIJIM TTOCTENIEHHBIN XapaKTep U, HAaKOHEll, KaK CIeyeT K HEMYy OTHOCUTBHCS B TIEPCIIEKTHUBE
MOCTEIYIOUIeH PYCCKOM NCTOPUH: KaK K COOBITHIO TTOJIOKHUTEIBHOMY, 00€CIIeUUBLIEMY OBICTPBIN
KYJIBTYPHBIH niporpecc Poccun, uin Kak K SIBJI€HUIO OTPULATEILHOMY, TIOBJIEKILIEMY 3a COOOH yTpaTy
HaIMOHATBHOM caMOOBITHOCTH. OIHAKO caMblii PaKT MPUHUMAETCS BCEMH TIOYTH B TOM BHJIE, B KAKOM
ero chopMynupoBana cama uccieayemas snoxa. Cuuraercs, uro Kynbrypa X VIII Bexa nmena
MTOCIIE0BATENIBHO CBETCKHI, TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIN M aHTHIIEPKOBHBIN XapakTep U 3TUM NMPOTHUBOCTOSIIA
JOTIETPOBCKOMY rieproay. OTHOBPEMEHHO ATOT e MPOIIECC MPEJICTAET Mepe] HaMH B 00JIMKE
[IOCJIEI0BATENBHON €BPONIEU3ALUU PYCCKON KYJIBTYPBI.

Mexay TeMm, OmmKaiiiee paccMOTpeHne yOeKIaeT B TOM, UTO HOBas (ITOCIICTIETPOBCKAsT ) KYJIbTypa
3HAYUTEILHO OOJIee TpagulIMOHHA, YEM 3TO IIPHUHATO AyMaThb. Hosas KyJIbTypa CTpOUJIaCh HE CTOJIBKO I10
MOJIETISIM «3anaHON (XOTs CyObEKTHBHO MEePEeKNBATACE UMEHHO KaK «3araiHas), CKOJIbKO 110
«IEePEBEPHYTOMY» CTPYKTYPHOMY IUJIaHYy CTapod KyJiabTyphl. UMEHHO 371€Ch IPOUCXOIUIIO SIBHOE
OTJIEJICHNE TTOJIEKAIIETO M3MEHEHHUIO 00JIee MOBEPXHOCTHOTO KYJIBTYPHOTO CIIOS OT BCEX TITyOMHHBIX
(hopM, KOTOpBIE B HOBBIX MITOCTACSIX CO3HAHUS BBICTYIIAJIH JIUIIE C OOJNBIIEH SPKOCTHIO.

(JTorman and Ycnenckwuit)
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The sudden formation of the poetic genre of the riddle in Russian literature fits into the
dualistic cultural orientation of Russian culture. On the one hand, the riddle as a folk genre was
associated with paganism and anti-cultural behavior. The folk riddling tradition was legitimized
by the traditional pre-Petrine cultural dichotomy of anti-Christian vs. Christian worlds coexisting
in the everyday lives of ordinary Russians. The antagonism of these two worldviews was a
necessary cultural constant that warranted the cultural authority of the Russian Orthodox Church.
For instance, the biblical riddling tradition embedded in the Greek-Byzantine rhetorical paradigm
of Russian culture was contrasted with local folk practices as well as with the contamination of
folk and rhetorical practices in the traditions of Latinized Europe.

On the other hand, the turnaround of cultural orientation did not necessarily reject the
didactic and pedagogical aspects of pre-Petrine riddling practices. The eighteenth-century poetic
riddles in display the comparable social function of moral edification. In the system of Russian
values the conceptualization of Christian morality is manifested in the notions of faith, virtue,
humility, etc. The depiction in poetic riddles of the material world is reflective of the
acknowledgment of changeability and instability. The poetic images of permanence and stability,
which are indicatively distinguished by instability and change in the modern world, are based on
the Neoplatonic ideas such as God, time, justice, law, dignity, nobility, etc.

The metaphoric and allegorical nature of poetic riddles seems to reflect the dualistic
nature of the cultural process in eighteenth-century Russia. Based on the cognitive presentation
of paradox and the antithesis of the irreconcilable descriptions, the riddle in verse was perceived
as a cultural innovation that imitated the gallant behavior of the European elites. Its ludic
elements presented the opportunity to express secular elements of new culture while emphasizing

the importance of wit and intellectual acumen. This type of social behavior symbolized a secular
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orientation, which was adopted by the proponents of the Petrine cultural revolution. With the
formation of salon culture in the second half of the eighteenth century, Russian writers began
more frequently to include minor forms, such as sonnets, madrigals, rondeaux, riddles, etc. to
express the idea of tasteful leisurely activities. By following the Horatian principle of dulce et
utile, the editorial inclusion of light poetry was justified (besides being a commercial strategy to
increase subscriptions) by the relaxation of the mind during the process of reading serious
sections of the periodicals.

It is important to stress that the apparent contradictions between the “serious” and “non-
serious” literary writing were reconciled perhaps only in the second half of the eighteenth
century. For this reason, “non-serious” literature was marginalized before in the shift of tastes
toward the poésie fugitive (zeckas nossus) which in eighteenth-century Russian literature
culminated with the Anacreontic poetry of Derzhavin, L’vov, Karamzin, and Dmitriev.

Even though in the beginning of the nineteenth century the riddle was once more
marginalized, this time from “non-serious” poetry into the ridiculed literary subgenres such as
charades and logogriphs, the cultural weight of the eighteenth-century literary riddle continued to
be echoed in the literary experiments of young writers. The neoclassical theoretical foundation of
the riddles as a literary genre also found its roots in the beginning of the nineteenth century,
when preromantic trends started to supersede the hierarchical structure of literary genres.

The evolution of the eighteenth century into the nineteenth century is a fascinating topic
of its own that deserves a more detailed analysis. | have provided some examples, such as
Zhukovsky’s translations of Schiller’s riddles, F. Glinka’s charades, as well as Lermontov’s and
Pushkin’s literary references to the enigmatic tradition. Although the cultural history of charades

in Russia from the second half of the eighteenth century to the twentieth century was studied by
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M. lunisov, the evolution of the charade as a literary genre has not yet been thoroughly
investigated. Moreover, the evolution of the genre of the charade is directly tied to the history of
the Russian literary riddles. The connection to French charades here is obvious, but it is
important to point out that even though the first charades appeared in Russian periodicals in the
eighteenth century, the fashion for literary and dramatic charades propagated Russian popular
culture in the first half of the nineteenth century and beyond. As a result, charades replaced the
literary form of the riddles in the nineteenth century. The recognized cultural connection still
existed, nonetheless, and some literary experimentations with riddles as a literary expression
reappeared in Nekrasov’s poetry (for example, 3aeaoxa [HenocTukHO0 CBATHIHEIO... |, 3aeadka

[XynoxecrBa nobureis...])°

%% HenocTuskHOIO CBATBIHED,
Mepen Hamu, 6e3 peyeit,
Heb60 Kpyrnoto paBHWHOIO
BneweT B p13e 13 ayyen.

Y70 }Ke Tam 3a Aa/iblo CUHELD,
[anbto BUAHOM gnAa oyen,
e CAUTO OHO C NYCTbIHELD,
[Hem n B cympake Houeir?

He noHsaTb Ham. YyaHoM TalHOCTbIO,
To gns rnas obneyeHo;

M NOCTUrHYTble KPaNHOCTbIO,
BrMaMm TONbKO Mbl O4HO,

YTo MMp cO34aH He CNy4alHOCTbIO,
ECcTb HayanbHOE 3epHo ...

Nikolai Nekrasov's early poem 3aragka ("HenoctuxHoto cBATbiHeto..) (1839) is especially telling if it is
contextualized in the trajectory of the eighteenth century Russian literary riddle through its interconnected mythic,
religious, enlightening, and ludic stages of poetic engagement with the reader. As we have seen, the philosophical
aspect of many riddles by Kheraskov, Sumarokov, Rzhevsky, Baibakov, and Derzhavin are veiled in the masonic
symbolism of material and immaterial concepts: Point (der Punkt) or Time, Sun and Moon, Ship, Bees, Virtue, Love,
Law, Nature, etc.

The Romantic philosophy of the sublime inherited a hermeneutic tradition in which Nature appeared as a riddle
(Tucker, 39). As L. Leighton has shown the Masonic and other esoteric elements played an important role in
Russian Romantic literature (1994). Tiutche’v poem “Priroda — sfinks ...” (1869/1870) is a notable abandonment of
the Romantic worldview was depicted using the motive of a riddle (cf. see also /1. MymnaHckuit, "MNoasus ®.N.
TiotyeBa": "Bcsa pomaHTUYECKasa MHTepnpeTauma Npupoabl 3a4epKknsaeTca cTuxorsopeHmem 1871 roaa. pyroi
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The formation of the poetic riddle genre in eighteenth-century Russia was part of the long
process. The riddle in oral tradition was the expression of Russian proto-poetic form of wisdom
and humor. The conservative social policy of the Russian Orthodox Church impeded the
development of riddles as a form of entertainment. The concept of book-learning culture as a
path to redemption was promulgated among believers. In Russian-Orthodox Christian
communities, religious parables, proverbs, and religious riddles were considered as the hallmark
of wisdom. The toleration of poetic experiments in which riddling devices were used for
rhetorical purposes appeared in Russia only in the seventeenth century. The Russian Baroque
period introduced the cultural paradigm of emblematic symbolism. The connection between the
rhetorical and poetic imagination in Russia in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries has
provided an enduring foundation for a difficult and contradictory assimilation of the European
genre of the literary riddle.

In my view, the core cultural shift in the second half of the eighteenth century Russian
literature is the justification, or at least toleration, of poetry as play. The concept of poetic play
(nosmuueckas uepywxa) emerges as a pure enjoyment of poetic devices, such as rhyme and
rhythm, alliteration, assonance, etc., as well as poetic forms (madrigals, sonnets, rondeaux,
riddles, etc.). The original Russian folk riddle that evolved from the mythopoetic and hermetic

subject matter to a pure form of entertainment was after a long delay reincorporated into the

OTPbIBOK, TOXe cTapyeckuin (1870) n ToxKe ryboKo HUTMAUCTUYECKMI, 3a4epPKMBaET CaMyto METOANYECKYIO
NMOCTaHOBKY POMaHTUYECKOMN TeMbI, CaMblli MeTog, uHTepnpeTauuu... CrenoBatenbHO, NagaeT HeE06XoANMOCTb
TO/NIKOBaHUA NPUPOAbI, @ Cef0BaTeNbHO, U BCA BOOBLLE poMaHTMYecKas nosumuma” (238).

In the post-Romantic period, the riddle again was used to underscore its folkloric roots. For example, Nekrasov’s
poem “Komy Ha Pycu »xuTtb xopowo?” includes riddling moments in which folkloric motives like “"Oi1 TeHn! TeHn
yepHble!/Koro Bbl He HaroHMTe?/Koro He neperoHuTe?/Bac TONbLKO, TEHU YepHble,/Henb3a noimaTtb-06HATL!”
references a folk riddle "Yero He goroHmMwb?" YTo rnasamm BUAETb MOXKHO, @ pyKamu B3aTb Hesib3A?" However, in
my opinion, Nekrasov also referred the reader to the eighteenth century literary riddles (see 2Dub: “XoTb a 6e3
rnas, mory 6erywmx A0oroHsATb,/Ho TONbKO HUKOMY MeHA He b3 06HATL.”)

456



literary imagination of the Europeanized Russian culture. The Western literary form was
transposed to the Russian cultural model in which serious and non-serious literary genres
represented a network of binary oppositions. Either of these categories could have been used to
combat the ideological position of the opponents of light poetry. For example, in his famous
address during the first session of the Society of Lovers of the Russian Word, Shishkov said,

CroBeCHOCTB HaIlly MOXKHO Pa3ZeiuTh Ha TpU poaa. OHO U3 HUX MPOIBETAET, U CKOJIBKO APEBHOCTHIO
CBOCIO, CTOJILKO K€ U3SIISCTBOM M BRICOTOIO BCIKOE HOBEUIINX S3BIKOB BUTHHCTBO IpeBocxoauT. Ho
OHasl MOCBsIIeHa ObUIA OAHUM TyXOBHBIM YMCTBOBaHHSAM U pa3MbIIIIeHUsIM. OTCIOly HbIHEIITHEE Hallle
Hapeyue WIH CIIOT MOIYYMII, U MOXKET €Ille MOTyYUTh, HEIOCATaeMYIO JPYTHMH BBICOTY M KPETIOCTb.
Bropast cioBECHOCTH Hallla COCTOUT B HAPOIHOM SI3BIKE, HE CTOIb BEICOKOM, KaK CBSIIICHHBIN S3bIK,
OJTHAKO 3K BECbMa IPUSATHOM, 1 KOTOPBIH B IPOCTOTE CBOCH CKPBIBAET CaMOE CIIAAKOE JUIA CepALa 1
qyBCTB KPAaCHOpEUHE.... TPETHs CIOBECHOCT Hallla, COCTABIISIONIAst T€ POJBI COYMHEHNH, KOTOPBIX MBI HE
MMeEJH, TIPOIIBETAaeT He Ooree 0THOTO BeKa. MBI B3sUIH €€ OT 4yKUX HapoJOB, HO, 3aMMCTBYSI OT HUX
XOpOILIee, MOXKET OBITh, CITUIIKOM PaOCTBEHHO UM MOJPaKalH U, TOHSICH 32 00pa3oM MBICIIEH 1

CBOWCTBAMH SI3BIKOB MX, MHOT'O OTKJIOHWJIH ce0st OT COOCTBEHHBIX cBOMX mousTuid. (Cited in Altshuller,
53).

Judging from the statement above, one would postulate that the “archaists” rejected the
genre of the riddle or riddling poems because this genre was the “slavish imitation” of French
literature. Altshuller mentions unpublished epigram from the archive of Antonovsky, in which
the fashion of French hats in Russia is compared to a disastrous French model.*®® At the same
time, Shishkov and other archaists freely use the French forms of “third literature” (“mpemsos
cnosecnocms ) 10 mock their opponents. In the rondeau titled IIpocyixa. Cmuxu k A.C.
Xesocmosy, Shishkov combines epigrammatic and enigmatic modes to satirize real individuals of
his epoch. The macaronic language of one of the stanzas underlines the unsolvability of
linguistic chaos and the irrational, Russian slavish imitation of French tastes.

Pemn, XBocTOB 3a1auy:
S wen rynsaTe Ha Javy.

%0 e ¢dpaHuy308B cTanmM moapl bpato,

W Wwnanbl UX Ha Hac ogenu.
He ctanu nocne 6bl NeHATD,
Konb Bce noiger no ux moaenu.
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Tynma x mycbio bo6o

C Bonbium uaet xabo,

C JOpHETOM IpH 3CHHUIIE,
Maccro 1 DpKoJb B ICCHUIIE,
Onet a 1’ MHKPOSIOE,
[Ipuuecan a 1’ agpsa0b,
Bouenurcs, kpuBuTCA,

30BeT MeHS ¢ COOOM:

He nyudme ms BopoTHTHCS
Otcene MHE IOMOH.

On the other hand, Karamzin in his article “Otuero B Poccun Mano aBTopckux
tanantoB?” (1802) had argued that the Russian literature does not have many “true” authors
because they did not excel in all genres: “ncTuHHBIX NHcaTenel ObLUIO y HAC €IIle TaK MaJlo, YTO
OHHU HC YCIICJIN OaThb HaAM o6pa3u0B BO MHOTHX pOJdax; HEC YCIICIIN 000raTuTh CJIOB TOHKUMH
HACAMU, HC II0Ka3aJIi, KaK Ha,I[O6HO BbIpaXaTb IMIPHUATHO HCKOTOPLIC, JaKC OOBIKHOBEHHBIE
meicn.” (Karamzin). Hence, Karamzin’s and Dmitriev’s poetic trifles (6ez0enxu), as been
repeatedly emphasized in scholarship, represented an ideological position in which “light”
everyday language appropriate for gallant society was preferred to the “heavy” artificial
language derived from Church Slavic vocabulary and intricate syntax that excluded non-serious
genres. It is noteworthy that in poetry Karamzin experiments with “light” poetic forms such as
the triolet, madrigal, sonnet, etc. but excludes the genre of the riddle. Karamzin’s translation of
Boinvilliers’s article Description topographique du royaume de poésie, librement imitée de
I'anglais, in which the genre of the riddle is dismissed as inappropriate, suggests that Karamzin
shared this point of view. But he did not firmly object to the riddle genre, and, as an editor of
Becmnux Esponei, published Dmitriev’s 3aeaoxa ("Her rosnoca Bo MHe, a 51 BCe FOBOPIO...).

In Russian literature the riddle genre was theoretically justified as a type of epigrammatic
mode. Inherited from the Baroque poetics, the riddle was designated as a classical genre that due

to its association with poésia curiosa fell into disfavor with the Neoclassical school of thought.
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French theoreticians such as Nicolas Boileau-Despréaux and Charles Batteux did not consider
riddles worthy of rationalized literary tastes. Although the literary riddles, logogriphs and
charades were quite popular in France throughout the eighteenth century, these poems published
in the Mercure de France were considered an amusement and a literary fashion rather than
literature. The cultural memory of the riddle genre, however, retained the previously established
literary tradition of enigmatic poetry during the Renaissance and Baroque periods. Throughout
the second half of the eighteenth century, Russian poets tried their hand at imitating the French
literary phenomenon without any kind of serious polemics. Theoretical treatment of Russian
experimentation with the riddle genre was rather terse. It consists mainly of the pedagogical
works of Baibakov, Rizhsky and Ostolopov. These works, especially Rizhsky’s and Ostolopov’s,
offered the most comprehensive treatment of Neoclassical poetic genres in the early nineteenth-
century Russia when the cultural prestige of neoclassical ideas was already weakened.

Even though the Russian literary riddle was oriented toward the folk riddle and Old
Russian “learned” riddle in the framework of the creation of a national literature, the European
roots of the Russian riddle genre emphasized modernity. This is evident not only in the depiction
of materialistic culture (e.g., microscope, cards, clock, money, book shelf, etc.) but also in the
spiritual reflections of the modernity. The Russian poetic riddle, therefore, is characterized by a
range of ideas that range from French philosophes (who did not favor the non-seriousness of the
poetic riddles) to the Masonic worldview that the social betterment of the unjust material world
is feasible through individual spiritual edification (hence, the hidden symbolism in some riddles,
e.g., compass, anchor, ship, etc.). The ideological reflections of the Russian poets were
manifested in the language of the Enlightenment that also promoted traditional Russian Orthodox

Christian values: love, justice, eternity, immortality of the soul, etc. At the same time, the main
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distinction of the Russian poetic riddle as a literary genre was its adoption of the wide range of
cultural functions. Its semiotic mechanisms of historical and social change bequeathed to the
riddle genre the conceptual construction of historical presence in the individual voice. It is not
accidental that most riddles give voice to the voiceless objects or ideas through the use of
personal pronouns and the verbal constructions in historical present tense. Symbolically, the
riddle as a new poetic genre in eighteenth-century Russian literature gave a sense of cultural
voice to Russian poets at the time when Russian culture was still linguistically, culturally and

socially pronounced by the chronic ideological conflicts.
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