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Boris Zaitsev’s Uedinenie: A Case of Russian Petrarchism

Uedinenie, a short story written by Boris Zaitsev in 1921, is set
in the chaos of Revolutionary Moscow. There is little by way of
plot; instead there is a series of tableaux: the narrator escapes from
the bustle of everyday life into a Petrarchan sonnet; there is a tradi-
tional domestic scene in a Moscow flat, and the narrator’s wife
goes out onto the streets, followed by the narrator; a priest delivers
a sermon, and the narrator reflects on love and death; there is
a commotion, shouts of robbery, people executed in broad day-
light; passengers board an overfull provincial train; a young man
accidentally shot dead lies in the street, sniffed at by dogs, his
boots stolen; two young women discuss whether the soul is eter-
nal; abibliophile peasant coachman collects the narrator from
a station, and there is an altercation with travellers in another
coach; the pre-dawn stars are described; a writer is hard at work,
then goes out to the Arbat, remembers childhood and contem-
plates change whilst wandering through the ruins of Moscow,
which merge with those of Rome; the narrator predicts Moscow’s
resurrection. The story’s disparate fragments of contemporary life
are connected and interpreted through moments of peaceful intro-
spection which punctuate the narrative, alternating with the vio-
lence and confusion of the external narrative. As suggested by the
title, Uedinenie, these interludes provide the cohesion and true
philosophical focus of the story. Uedinenie’s characteristic voice of
solitary contemplation is linked throughout with Petrarca, who
acts as Zaitsev’s interlocutor in the story.
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Zaitsev was deeply influenced by Italy and its writers — his
travels there became the theme of much of his work, including
a collection of short prose Italiia: ‘3amedaTreAbHBIM BJOXHOBUTE-
AeM, HeCKOABKO I03Ke, OKazaaach Taioke Vitaams. C Hell BllepBbIe
s Berpetnaca B 1904 1. — a moToMm He pa3 XKMA TaM — U Ha BCIO
>KM3HB BoIlLia oHa B MeHs'.! He was a member of the “Studio ital-
iano” writers” group from 1918, which he formed along with his
friend Pavel Muratov, with whom he had shared his first visit to
Italy in 1908, and to whom he dedicates Uedinenie. Nevertheless,
Petrarca is an unusual choice of interlocutor for Zaitsev, as he
turns far more frequently to Dante. Zaitsev names Dante one of
‘AByX CIIyTHMKOB MoOMX HaBbceraa’:* many of his essays address
Dante; Dante seems almost one of the characters in Zaitsev’s novel
Drevo Zhizni, so often is he invoked; and early in his career Zaitsev
translated L’Inferno into Russian.® Elsewhere, Dante, rather than
Petrarca, unites Uedinenie’s themes of Italian culture and the after-
math of the Russian Revolution. In Moskva 20—21 gg. Zaitsev
schematises the events in early twentieth century Russia as a re-
versal of La Divina Commedia: ‘Tpyu SIOXU PYCCKOTO 4eloBeKa’,
from the paradisical turn of the century, ‘mepslas], [MupHO-
AOBOeHHas1|, mosTtnueck[ast], xoraa Mrtaams Bxoamaa 304A0THIM
csetoM’, through the purgatorial Revolution, ‘Brop[as] Tparu-
geck[as1], — B yKace, spoctu U OezoOpasum >kusHu [Vtaans]
Oblaa eAMHCTBeHHBIM Kak Obl mpmoOesxmirem’, to the hell on the
other side, ‘Pepoarorms komumaacek. Ho a4s1 Hac KOHUMAOCH U
MAaAeH4IeCKU-TIODTIYeCKoe. [...] crycTianch Mul B «ObiTue». IlycTts
BeJeT BeuHbll1 Beprmanit. Hauyaaock cxoxxaeHne B TOpPbKUI MUD, B

1 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V' 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 588.

2 Alexandra Smith, ‘Boris Zaitsev (1881 —1972)’, in Dictionary of Literary Bio-
graphy 317, ed. by Maria Rubins (Gale, 2005), p. 343.

3 N. Komolova, “’Vechnoe op’ianenie serdtsa Italiei’ Borisa Zaitseva’, in Prob-
lemy izucheniia zhizni i tvorchestva B. K. Zaitseva: Pervye Mezhdunarodnye Zait-
sevskie chteniia, ed. by A. P. Chernikov (Kaluga: Izdatel’stvo ‘Grif’, 1998) p. 109.

4 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 588.

° Alexandra Smith, ‘Boris Zaitsev (1881 —1972)’, in Dictionary of Literary Bio-
graphy 317, ed. by Maria Rubins (Gale, 2005), p. 343.



«TeMHBIN1 Aec».® He quotes from his own translation of the first
stanza of the first canto of L’Inferno, under the heading ‘JanTe y
ckndos’, implying Russia’s descent from classically-informed
civilisation into the dark forest of Scythian savagery:

Ha nmoaoBuHe cTpaHCTBMA HaIlell XKU3HU
51 oxazaacs B HEKOeM TeEMHOM 4ecy,
Vb0 c mpaseaHoro myTtn comacs.’

Whilst Moskva 20—21 gg. characterised Russia’s trajectory as
opposite to Dante’s, leading back to Hell, Uedinenie engages in-
stead with Petrarca’s Trionfi, which promotes a view defined by a
wider philosophical, temporal, and creative perspective. In Konets
Petrarki he schematises the Triumphs thus:

Kaxapiit Tpuym@ moraomraer npeabiAymmii. /110008
TOCIIOACTBYeT HaJ, BCeMU AIOAbMIU, caM ITOST ObLA ITOABEp-
keH eit. Ho Ileaomyapue, nog sugom JAaypsl, modexxaer
/11060Bb. CMepTh TOP>KECTBYeT HaJ, BceM BOOOIIle, AaKe Ha/
Aobpogeteario. AJaasmre uayr Caasa, IepesKmBalrolas
Cwmepts, HO Bpemsa ogoaesaer n CaaBy. A Bce ynoOKOATCS
B Beunoctn, Bo3soas1ieit Ha HeOo K bory.®

Uedinenie follows the same pattern (whether intentionally or
not): the story begins with Petrarca’s love poems, the glimpse of
Laura, and the alluring presence of the wife: Love. She exits, and
her place in the story is taken by a priest: Virtue. There follows
two episodes of random, shameful killings: Death. Next there is
the writer, the epitome of one seeking, like Petrarca, to outlive
death: Fame. By the end of Uedinenie its backdrop — time, eternity,
and God — becomes its focus: Time. So in Uedinenie, although his
abhorrence for the Revolution remains, Zaitsev wants to avoid an
atmosphere of Dantean torment, and to promote instead a quieter,

¢ Boris Zaitsev, ‘Moskva 20—21 gg.’, in Moskva (Munich: Izdatel’stvo Tsent-
ral’'nogo Ob"edineniia Politicheskikh Emigrantov iz SSSR (TsOPE) 1960), p. 125.

7Ibid., p. 122.

8 Boris Zaitsev, ‘Konets Petrarki’, Dalekoe (Washington, DC: Inter-Language
Literary Associates, 1965), pp. 181—2.



more reflective attitude, creation amidst turmoil, the transforma-
tion of turbulent events into measured art. For this Petrarca, who
in his Canzoniere transformed suffering into elegant and refined
art, is the ideal model.

Petrarchism had been a fact of Western European poetry for
centuries before the phenomenon appeared in Russia. After Pe-
trarca’s death in 1374 his Italian poetry spread westwards through
Italy, France, Spain, and England during the fifteenth and six-
teenth centuries, inspiring imitations as it went, so that by the
eighteenth century Petrarca was credited with dispelling the Dark
Ages through his poetic descendants: “Il a dissipé les ténebres de
la barbarie qui couvroient 'Europe [...]. Il a donné a votre Poésie
une douceur, une harmonie, des graces...”® The spread of Petrar-
chan poetry eastwards into Russia was far slower. Under the nar-
row definition of Petrarchism, “the writing of lyric verse under the
direct or indirect influence of Petrarch in a period beginning in his
lifetime and ending about 1600”,"° Russia could not possibly be the
site of such a movement, as Petrarca did not become known there
until the eighteenth century: “O6mmenpusnanno, uro B Poccun, rae
[leTpapka NHOAy4MA M3BECTHOCTb TOpa3A0 II033Ke, HACTOSIIEro
netpapkusma He 6b110.”" According to Pil'shchikov, the first in-
stance of Russian Petrarchism is in the poetry of the eighteenth
century polymath Lomonosov, whose line ‘m3 Mpican xoaum B
MBICAD, U3 cBeTa B cseT nHOI recalls Petrarca’s ‘Di pensier in pen-
sier, di monte in monte’.”> Then comes a trickle of poems and
translations, such as Dmitriev’s Podrazhanie Petrarke, or Sonet k
Nine attributed to Krylov."”® The first sustained attempt to famil-

° Abbé J. F. P. A. de Sade, Mémoires pour la vie de Frangois Pétrarque, in Ste-
phen Minta, Petrarch and Petrarchism: the English and French Traditions (Manches-
ter University Press, 1980), p. 2.

10 E. H. Wilkins, A General Survey of Renaissance Petrarchism, p. 281, ibid., p. 9.

1. A. Pil'shchikov, ‘Petrarka v Rossii’, in Petrarka v russkoi literature (kniga
pervaia), ed. by V. T. Danchenko and Iu. G. Fridshtein (Moscow: Izdatel’stvo
‘Rudomino’, 2006), p. 16.

2 Tbid.

13 Grigorii Lozinskii, ‘Petrarka i rannie russkie petrarkisty’, Vestnik Evropy 12
(2004) <http://magazines.russ.ru/vestnik/2004/12/1023.html> [accessed 20 Janu-
ary 2012] (para. 16-end).



iarise Russian readers with Petrarca was Batiushkov’s translations
of Rotta e I'alta colonna... and Ne la stagion che I ciel rapido inchina...,
and his essay ‘Petrarka’, which moved Pushkin to (mis)quote Pe-
trarca in Metel’, ‘Se amor non e, che dun<qu>e?...” (Pushkin wrote
‘no’ instead of ‘non’, following the mistake in the first edition of
Batiushkov’s essay)."* He also misquoted Petrarca in Evgenii One-
gin, ‘La sotto i giorni nubilosi e brevi / Nasce una gente a cui
I'morir non dole’, taking the quotation from Sismondi’s De la lit-
térature du midi de I’Europe rather than the original.” However, quo-
tation of Petrarca by Pushkin, in any form, brought the Italian poet
into the Russian literary mainstream. Nevertheless Petrarchism
was by and large a minor current in Russian literature until the Sil-
ver Age, when the Symbolists seized upon Petrarca as a predeces-
sor who was relevant to their aesthetic, and began to translate and
reference him.

Vladimir Solov’ev’s cycle Iz Petrarki: Khvaly i moleniia Presviatoi
Deve first brought the attention of his fellow poets and the Russian
reading public to Petrarca. It comprises seven sections, the first six
taken from the final poem of the Canzoniere, the last Solov'ev’s
own. He chooses the most atypical poem in the Canzoniere to trans-
late, in which Petrarca switches from praise of Laura to praise of
the Virgin Mary (in the artistic equivalent of a death-bed conver-
sion). Solov’ev does so in order to teach “the true meaning of
love”, the “graduation from the love of a real woman to the mystic
love of Sophia”." His translation introduces Sophiological vocabu-
lary not present in the original, and the final section breaks Pe-
trarca’s pattern of beginning each stanza with ‘Vergine” and de-
creases Christian imagery to increase the Sophiological, mystical,
Romantic imagery. Solov’ev’s use of Petrarca cannot have been lost
on Zaitsev, as he cites Solov’ev as a fundamental influence: ‘Aast

14 1. A. Pil'shchikov, ‘Pushkin i Petrarka (iz kommentariev k Evgeniiu One-
ginu)’, Philologica 6 (1999/2000)

<http://www.rvb.ru/philologica/06rus/06rus_pilshchikov.htm> [accessed 20
January 2012] (para. 5).

5 Ibid., (para. 8).

16 Pamela Davidson, The Poetic Imagination of Vyacheslav Ivanov: A Russian
Symbolist’s Perception of Dante (Cambridge University Press, 1989), p. 67.


http://www.rvb.ru/philologica/06rus/06rus_pilshchikov.htm

BHYTPEHHOIO K€ MOero mmpa, ero pocra, Baagumup Coaosbes
Ob121 OueHb, oueHb BaKeH.”” Later Symbolists, influenced in part by
Petrarca, followed Solov’ev in elevating earthly women to an em-
bodiment of Sophia, as Belyi (Bugaev) recalls:

B sauBape 1901 roga 3as0’KeHa omacHasl B HaC «MIUCTUYEC-
Kas» TieTapaa, IIOpPOAMBIIAs CTOAbKUE KpUBOTOAKM O «[Ipe-
KpacHoi1 Jame»; KopeHb ee B TOM, 4TO B siHBape 1901 roaa
bops byraes u Cepesxa Coa0BbeB, BAIOOAEHHEIE B CBETCKYIO
ABBUILY M B apCEHBEBCKYIO TMMHA3MCTKY, 11aroc Cama baok,
BAIOOAEHHBI B 404b MeHgeaeeBa, 3ammcaau «MUCTHYe-
CKMe» CTUXM M IOYYBCTBOBAAM MHTepec K AI00OBHOM I103-
sun I'ete, lepmontosa, Ilerpapkn, Aanre.'®

Blok acknowledges Petrarca’s influence as a prototype with the
epigraph to a poem in Stikhi k Prekrasnoi Dame: ‘Bce asepu sanep-
TBI, M OTAQHBI KAIOUM / TropemikoM TBOel 6e35kaA0CTHOI Iapu-
re’, ' which he attributes to Petrarca. It is taken from the second of
Merezhkovskii’s ‘Dva soneta Petrarki’, which is a free translation
of Petrarca’s sonnet 76:%

Amor [...]
mi ricondusse a la prigione antica,
et die' le chiavi a quella mia nemica.”

17 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 588.

8 Andrei Belyi, Nachalo Veka (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia Literatura, 1990),
ch. 1, ‘Argonavty: God zor”.

19 Aleksandr Blok, ‘Mne bitva serdtse veselit’, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i
pisem v dvadtsati tomakh, Vol. 1 (Moscow: Nauka, 1997 —), p. 83. An interesting
discussion of Blok’s influence on Uedinenie can be found in A. M. Liubomudrov,
“Pokazat’ by vam svetlyi Bozhii mir...” (Liricheskii esse B. Zaitseva ‘Ued-
inenie’ — polemicheskii otklik na ‘Dvenadtsat”” A. Bloka)’, Problemy izucheniia
zhizni i tvorchestva B. K. Zaitseva: Tret'ie Mezhdunarodnye Zaitsevskie chteniia,
ed. by A. P. Chernikov (Kaluga: Izdatel’stvo ‘Grif’, 2001) pp. 120—7.

2 ‘Lukavyi bog liubvi, ia vnov’ v tvoei temnitse’ originally published in Mir
bozhii, no. 3 (1893), pp. 52-3. Ibid., p. 503.

2 Francesco Petrarca, Sonnets and Songs, trans. by Anna Maria Armi (Univer-
sal Library Edition, 1968), p. 128. All further references to Petrarca’s poems are
from this edition, given in brackets after the text.
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The most serious Russian Petrarchist was Viacheslav Ivanov.
He translated more of Petrarca’s Canzoniere than any other Russian
poet — thirty three poems.* His interest was not only poetic but
scholarly: he gave lectures on Petrarca at Baku university in 1920—
21,7 and wrote a paper in Italian which he gave at a conference on
Petrarca, ‘Il lauro nella poesia del Petrarca’. Ivanov frames poetry
about his earthly loves in Petrarchan terms. His poems mourning
his first wife are consciously styled on Petrarca’s Sonetti e Canzoni
in morte di Madonna Laura, “42 conera u 12 KaHIIOH AOAKHHI [...]
BOWTU B MOIO 0ydyujyto KHIDKKY «sub specie mortis»”.?* His cycle
Zolotye zavesy, inspired by a later romantic relationship, is prefaced
with the well-known lines ‘Di pensier in pensier, di monte in
monte / mi guida Amor’.* The poetic process that the various
beloveds of the Russian Symbolists undergo is the same as that
undergone by Laura into “the sublime ideal, expressed in terms
strongly reminiscent of Platonic thought [...] the ‘real” Laura [...]
has become the image of the concept of the beautiful, [...] the em-
bodiment [..] of good and right.”?* The Symbolists’ dream of
Sophia and their equation of their women to her pre-dated their
enthusiasm for Petrarca, but it is unsurprising that they were
drawn to the expression of love and fidelity to the Eternal Femi-
nine that they found in his poetry.

Uedinenie forms an unusual case of Silver Age Petrarchism in
prose, doubtless prompted by this Petrarchan atmosphere around
the Symbolist poets, as much as Zaitsev’s enthusiasm for Italian lit-
erature. Zaitsev moved in the same circles as the Symbolist poets;
their poetry and the directions it took affected his writing: “Bozayx

2 Grigorii Lozinskii, ‘Petrarka i rannie russkie petrarkisty’, Vestnik Evropy 12
(2004) <http://magazines.russ.ru/vestnik/2004/12/1023.html> [accessed 20 Janu-
ary 2012] (para. 12).

% Pamela Davidson, ‘Ivanov and Dante’, in Vyacheslav Ivanov: Poet, Critic and
Philosopher, ed. by Robert Louis Jackson and Lowry Nelson Jr. (Yale Russian and
East European Publications, 1986), p. 150.

% Pamela Davidson, The Poetic Imagination of Vyacheslav Ivanov: A Russian
Symbolist’s Perception of Dante (Cambridge University Press, 1989), pp. 192—3.

# Ibid., p. 183

% Theodor E. Mommsen, in Francesco Petrarca, Sonnets and Songs, trans. by
Anna Maria Armi (Universal Library Edition, 1968), p. xxxvii.
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TOTZAIlIHMII HaIll OblA — IIOsIBA€HIe cuMBoAn3Mma B Poccun”.?” He
viewed the Symbolists’ cult of the Beautiful Lady in terms of its
Italian predecessors, Dante’s Beatrice (and by extension Petrarca’s
Laura): ‘baok Hammcaa KHUTH, TAYOOKO BOIIEAIIINe B HAIIly I109-
3uio. [...] «IIpekpacnaa Jdama» pyxHyaa, BMeCTO Hee Merean [...]
Xaoc, I0AO3pUTeAbHbIE HEe3HAKOMKM — WCKa’KeHHBII OTOAecK
npesxHero, beatpuue y xabarkoit croiikn.’® Zaitsev’s approach to
Uedinenie through Petrarca introduces a poetic, markedly Symbol-
ist aesthetic which contrasts with the realism of the other parts of
the story. This is not unusual for Zaitsev’s prose, whose “lyrisme”,
“réverie «sans objet»” places him “a mi-chemin entre le symbo-
lisme et le réalisme.”? But Uedinenie displays more extreme shifts
between Realist and Symbolist characteristics than most of his
work, due perhaps to the connection Zaitsev sees between Pe-
trarca’s Laura and the Symbolists” Prekrasnaia Dama. Zaitsev’s
narrator voices his understanding of life and love (the fabric of Pe-
trarca’s poems) in overtly Symbolist, poetic terms: ‘T'ae aasyps, cu-
sHue, BecHa? Heap3s 6e3 Hux Beans. Tam >xe. Bce B Harese, B ciuM-
BOJe, B MUCTepun. B Hell BbIcTyIIaeM MBI 3a 5KI3HB, MBI A100MM."
This single question and answer phrase introduces many Symbolist
key-words into the text at an early point, the second contemplative
interlude. “/lasyps” was a central part of Symbolist vocabulary —
Belyi entitled a collection of poems Zoloto v lazuri; Blok’s poems in-
clude the lines ‘Gesana pazopsaHHOI B KA04bs Aa3ypu’, ‘Po3bl B aa-
sypu. Ilopa!’, “/lasyprio 6aeanoit mecan nasia’,* all of which in-
volve the poet meeting a mysterious woman. Spring also features

2 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V' 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 588.

% Boris Zaitsev, ‘Pobezhdennyi’, Dalekoe (Washington, DC: Inter-Language
Literary Associates, 1965), p. 8.

¥ René Guerra, Bibliographie des oeuvres de Boris Zaitsev (Paris: Institut
d'études slaves, 1982), p. 13.

30 Boris Zaitsev, ‘Uedinenie’, Sobranie sochinenii: V' 5 tomakh, Tom 2, Ulitsa
sviatogo Nikolaia: Povesti. Rasskazy. (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 331. All further
references to Uedinenie are from this edition, given in brackets after the text.

31 Aleksandr Blok, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii i pisem v dvadtsati tomakh (Mo-
scow: Nauka, 1997—): ‘Na serye kamni lozhilas’ dremota’, vol. 2 p. 136;
‘Videnie’, vol. 4 p. 132; “Lazur’iu blednoi mesiats plyl’, vol. 2 p. 120.
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frequently in Blok’s work. Bal'mont’s poetry in particular is strewn
with various kinds of ‘cusnme’. Music is central to the Symbolist
aesthetic, as they followed Schopenhauer’s theory of music as the
“ideal and absolute form of art”* and elevated music to “that
intermediate realm between heaven and earth usually occupied by
Sophia”-* It is unsurprising that Zaitsev connects Petrarca’s ‘little
songs’ that reach up to his Ideal, Laura, with the musicality of
Symbolist poetry. Zaitsev identifies poeticism and musicality as a
fundamental element of his style, and cites unspecified ‘literary in-
fluences’ (probably Symbolism) as its source:

TaK MOTY OIIpeJeANTh paHHee CBOe IIMCaHIe: YUCTO IIODTU-
geckasl CTMxysl, m3Opasinass GpOpMOI He CTUXM, a IIPO3yY.
(ITosTOMY M IPO3a IIPOHMKHYTa AYXOM MY3BIKI. B TO Bpems1
MeHs HepeJKO Ha3bIBaAM B IIeJaTH «IIODTOM IIPO3LI».) DTO
OCHOBHOE, «IIpMPOgHOe», cBoe. OHO OIIpaBA€HO BAVSHUAMU
AUTepaTypHBIMI*

The final words, ‘symbol’ and ‘mystery’, are unambiguously
Symbolist.

The text’s Symbolist aesthetic also manifests itself in the way
that art becomes more real than the reality it depicts. The narrator
perceives events in Moscow as unreal. After describing the scene
of a young man’s death, complete with realistic details and dia-
logue, he dismisses it: ‘Bce BrigymMKa Houn Hemcropoit’ (332). The
dismissal then takes the form of a poetic flight with Petrarchan un-
dertones: ‘Hecimch, yepHbIl KOpaOAb HOYel HOSAOPLCKMX [...] KO-
pabab crpaganmit, 6ea’ (332). (Petrarca uses the metaphor of an ill-
fated ship to encapsulate the none-too-smooth course of his life
and love in poems 80, 189, 235, and 268.) The duality of poetry and
prose, Italy and Moscow, contemplation and chaos, Symbolism
and Realism that pervades Uedinenie — that is, indeed, its main

%2 In Janet G. Tucker, Innokentij Annenskij and the Acmeist Doctrine (Columbus:
Slavika, 1986), p. 11.

% Samuel D. Cioran, Viadimir Solov’ev and the Knighthood of the Divine Sophia
(Waterloo: Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1977), p. 123.

34 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V' 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 588.
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stylistic feature — expresses the disconnection Zaitsev sees be-
tween the artistic life of pre-revolutionary Russia and the horror of
post-revolutionary Russia. Zaitsev describes the effect the violence
of the revolution had upon his prose: 'B camslit pasrap teppopa,
KPOBH, aBTOP YXOAUT, OTXOAUT OT OKPY>KaIOIero — CO3HaTeAbHO
9TO He 4ea1al0Ch, DTO IIPOCTO HeKOTOpasl évasion, BhI3BaHHAs Ta-
KIM «peaAu3MOM» BOKPYT, OT KOTOPOTO Hajo OBLA0 KyJ4a-TO CIla-
cruce.’® His description of the resulting work, the book which
Uedinenie is part of, applies closely to Uedinenie: ‘anpuyaeckuii ot-
3bIB Ha COBPEMEHHOCTD, IPOHUKHYTHIII MUCTUIIMI3MOM ¥ OCTPOI
HalpsDKeHHOCThIo («Yanna Cearoro Humkoaas»)'.* This drama,
Zaitsev’s dilemma of ‘évasion’, is played out in Uedinenie, both in
the trajectory of the main character and the dual modes of the
story’s style, as each is torn between the ‘Realism’” of reality and the
safety of a poetic inner world.

Zaitsev may have been drawn to Petrarca by a certain similar-
ity between their writing styles. Critics frequently highlight the
poetic character of Zaitsev’s fiction, in which “short episodes are
put together to form a kind of poem in prose”,¥ a form Zaitsev
himself called ‘GeccroxxeTnsiit pacckas-riosm[a]’.*® “There is no
movement in Zaitsev’s stories; all illuminated with the same
steady pale light, they are written in a transparent style where
words do not correspond to realities but only to moods”,* like Pe-
trarca’s static, mono-thematic, stylised, emotional poems. Simi-
larly, Zaitsev “is not afraid of stale words and clichés, but under
his pen they become part of a fragile structure”* — so the repeat-
ing motifs of the Petrarchan style, turned by centuries of imitation
into clichés, and phrases in which musicality takes precedence

% Ibid., p. 590.

% Ibid., p. 589.

% Vsevolod Setchkarev, ‘Review of Bibliographie des Oeuvres de Boris Zaitsev.
by René Guerra; Wladimir Weidle’, Slavic Review, vol. 43, no. 3 (Autumn, 1984),
pp- 524—5.

38 Boris Zaitsev, ‘O sebe’, Sobranie sochinenii: V' 5 tomakh, Tom 4, Puteshestvie
Gleba (Moscow: Russkaia kniga), p. 587.

3 Leonid I. Strakhovskii, ‘Boris Zaitsev — The Humanist’, Russian Review,
vol. 12, no. 2 (April, 1953), p. 96.

40 ITbid.
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over meaning, actually create atmosphere and structure in his
writing, and hint at the realer reality beyond them, as the same
technique does amongst the Symbolist poets.

It is not only Petrarca’s style that Zaitsev was drawn to. Zaitsev
perceived affinities between himself and Petrarca: he frames his bi-
ographical sketch of Petrarca, Konets Petrarki, with autobiographi-
cal reminiscences of visits to Italy, and pictures himself at Arqua,
in Petrarca’s home. He stresses the elements of Petrarca’s life that
coincide with his own — his exile, and the civil wars that raged
around him. He calls Petrarca ‘meps[slif] B cpesHeBeKOBbe UeA0-
Bek|[] HoBoro Bpemenn’*! — that is, the first Humanist, the first per-
son in history with a world view with which Zaitsev can identify.
Zaitsev, too, has been called a Humanist:

To him the human being seeking happiness and salva-
tion, the human being with all its weaknesses and failings,
yet carrying in its breast the spark of God in the form of its
immortal soul, is the most important subject. Zaitsev is im-
mensely attracted by man — the seeker, not man — the
doer. (‘Boris Zaitsev — The Humanist)*

Petrarca is one of those ‘seekers’ whom Zaitsev chooses to por-
tray, and Uedinenie is ultimately about the evolution of a ‘seeker” in
the Petrarchan mould, conveyed through the increasing domi-
nance in the narrative of poetically styled reflection over real life
action.

Despite the Petrarchan atmosphere, and the references to and
quotation of Petrarca through the text, the story’s focus on the Ital-
ian poet would not be obvious without the title and epigraph,
which introduce the story’s main theme, solitude — one which is
quintessentially Petrarchan. As well as the constant recurrence of
the motif of the solitary poet in his Canzoniere, Petrarca also wrote
the treatise De vita solitaria (‘OO yeannenHo xus3Hn’ in Russian),
“which calls for a divesting of oneself [...] in order to [attain] the

4 Boris Zaitsev, ‘M. O. Gershenzon’, Moskva (Munich: Izdatel’stvo Tsent-
ral'nogo Ob"edineniia Politicheskikh Emigrantov iz SSSR (TsOPE), 1960), p. 126.

% Leonid I. Strakhovskii, ‘Boris Zaitsev — The Humanist’, Russian Review,
vol. 12, no. 2 (April, 1953), p. 99.
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realm of pure spiritual perfection”.® The epigraph comes from a
Latin motto ‘Beata solitudo, sola beatitudo’ and recalls ‘Solo et
pensoso’, Petrarca’s sonnet 35, which depicts the poet’s flight from
other men. This is echoed in the narrator’s pointed avoidance of
company on the road, and the many occurrences of the words
‘alone’, ‘distant’, and cognates in the text. In sonnet 35 Petrarca
“joins together thinking and solitude in order to dramatize how
self-reflection can be best achieved”,* a process Zaitsev also
dramatises in the first paragraph of Uedinenie, and explores and
questions through the rest of the piece. The title word *Yeannenne’
is repeated three times in the body of the text at key points, the
first two times in direct reference to Petrarca, the last one in con-
nection with the story’s narrator. Each occurrence signals an explo-
ration and questioning of the significance of writing for the narra-
tor. The first is after the first paragraph, in which one person
amidst the crowd starts to become a thinker, a solitary individual,
a monk; and before the need for solitude is questioned. The second
precedes an evaluation — first positive, then negative — of Pe-
trarca’s life and work. It is framed by unconnected incidents from
realistic sections of the story, which are relevant to the Petrarchan
theme, if removed from its mood. A snatch of conversation be-
tween two girls contains the phrase ‘ayma He MoxxeT ymepeTs.
Beaw 1 a10008p OeccmeptHa.” (333) This is what the entirety of the
Canzoniere must prove to its reader, as Petrarca’s love crosses the
boundary of death time and again. A peasant is introduced as
‘ltobureas npocserienns’ and ‘Ilounrtarear’, and his inarticulate,
enthusiastic speech, ‘/la Beap 910 TpocBeleHbe! Beap mnosHaHm:A
kaknme... kaurn!” (333), suggests that although not entirely enlight-
ened by (The) Enlightenment, it has nevertheless touched him. The
peasant greatly resembles Petrarca’s fans amongst Italian peasants
in Zaitsev’s imagining of the end of Petrarca’s life, Konets Petrarki.
The final occurrence of “yeaunenne’ coincides with the completion
of the transformation, when the reader is shown the author/narra-
tor figure at work in Petrarchan solitude: ‘anms yropssii Tpy>ke-

# Giuseppe Mazzotta, The Worlds of Petrarch (Duke University Press, 1993),
p- 43.
#Tbid., p. 51.
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HIIK BHI3Y BCe CTPOYUT YTO-TO, IMIIIET, U CIIVHEI He pasruoaer [...]
xoporro paboraTs B 9ac yeansHenus. (335) This portrait is strik-
ingly similar to his depiction of Petrarca as a solitary graphoma-
niac in Konets Petrarki, a work which, tellingly, is a blend of biogra-
phy and autobiography.

The narrator’s transformation from just another face in the
crowd into a reader, then a thinker, then a writer, begins with a
sonnet, Petrarca’s signature form: ‘Bapyr ueaosek ocraHoBUTCH,
npounraeTr cruxm. Aump coner rpouret. 3agymaercs. V 3axoder
Ha MuHyTy ObITh OAMH. (330) Poetry becomes a force for calm
against the chaos of post-revolutionary Moscow described in the
story’s first words: ‘I'poxoT 1 BeTep, mbLAb pymiamierocs. Kposs,
roA04, u ceITeIl Xup. Peun, cobpanums. Ilym pasrosopos.” (330)
The escape offered by poetry is equated with religion, the ascetic
lifestyle of a monk, Petrarca’s profession: ‘ocHOBaa MaAblil CKUT Ha
Dasape [...] IIpossenut B Hem k 3ayrpene’. (330) Having built up
these references to Petrarca, at the end of the paragraph Zaitsev re-
veals that it is from him that the call to poetry has come: ‘6aeaH0-
cepebpsHpIM ctuxoM Ilerpapka. U pyka aypsl mponabiser, B
II1eAKOBON Tiepuatke, Immrton 30a0ToM.” (330) This is an impres-
sionistic, personal summary of Petrarca, evocative of his oeuvre as
a whole rather than alluding specifically to any one poem. ‘Pale’ is
an apt word to describe Petrarca’s poetry, for it is one he frequently
applies to himself programmatically to show the suffering of unre-
quited love. The opposition of silver and gold is also appropriate,
for Petrarca often portrays himself and even compares himself
with the moon (e. g. sonnet 237), and constantly compares Laura
to the sun and comments on her golden hair: “pit bei capelli, / che
facean I'oro e '1 sol parer men belli’ (348: 484); the single instance of
the word ‘silver” in the Canzoniere is in sonnet 12, as the opposite of
gold — Laura’s hair in old age: ‘i cape” d’oro fin farsi d’argento’
(12). Zaitsev orchestrates Laura’s appearance with a typical Petrar-
chan device, a blason, which focuses on a single part of the
beloved’s body. Here, it is Laura’s gloved hand, as in the famous
pair of sonnets 199 and 200: ‘O bella man, che mi destringi '1 core /
[...] Candido, leggiadretto et caro guanto’ (199: 290).
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An authoritative voice, probably God’s, addresses Zaitsev’s
monk at prayer: “Yac crosHms Txoro — u orserta. Kak >xusens,
gyea0Bek? I[Tomoaun. V1 6yap ckpomen.” (330) This voice denies the
apparent rightness of being at one with Petrarca’s poetry, ‘He ay-
Maif, 9TO TaKOM YK IIOABUI — 3aMedTaThCs Haj CTUXOM. |[...]
Ouens gazexo Tebe 40 moasura’, before giving the dreamer patro-
nising permission to continue, ‘Ho noOyap B cBOel KMHOBUU IIPU-
aopoxknoit.” (330) This suggests that by removing himself into po-
etry, the narrator risks real life passing him by. Against the back-
drop of an exaggeratedly typical scene of traditional Russian life
Zaitsev introduces an exotic, Petrarchan element: the narrator’s
wife. ‘Caerka roaseAeHsl I1a3a, cAerka AyXiu, CAerka U3sIecTBo;
IIOXOAKOI AerKoil, OTAdaleHHoN ydaasercsa us agoma’. (330) Her
grace, distance, fragrance and desirability, as well as the strange
lyricism of the phrase, recall Laura. The description also follows
Petrarca’s representation of Laura’s twin role as divine guide and
temptress. The identification of this woman with Laura is sup-
ported by the unattributed lines of Italian that follow, which are, in
their original form, the final lines of Petrarca’s sonnet 293 about
Laura’s death. They describe how, having sorrowed for his loss in
poetry long enough, Petrarca would like to write pleasing verses
for his readers, yet cannot, as Laura is calling him after her. The
quotation applies well to the situation in the story, as the narrator
has followed his wife out into the night: “Hous, npusercrsyit
cepatle. /lMKOM sICHBIM U IIpoxAadHbIM Hac oseit.” (331) But the
lines in Uedinenie are misquoted. Instead of ‘ma quella altera, / Tac-
ito, stanco, dopo sé mi chiama’ (293: 414), Zaitsev has ‘ma questa
altera, / tacita, stanca, dopo sé mi chiama’, and mistranslates it as
‘Ho TOT, Apyroit, MOA4aAMBLIN IIPYA C TeX IIOp MeH: Ipu3bIBaeT’
(331). It is difficult to say whether the mistakes are Zaitsev’s. The
misquotation of Petrarca makes sense in Italian, and could have
been a slip of his memory, or could even have been deliberate:
‘that lofty woman’ of the original has become ‘this lofty woman’,
and could make the poetry refer not to the obvious, only, universal
woman whom the reader will recognise instantly as Laura, but to
a specific woman just referred to, the wife; and the adjectives
‘silent’ and ‘weary” have had their gender altered to apply not to
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the poet but to the woman. However, the Russian mistranslation
of this misquotation is so erroneous as to be ridiculous: ‘altera’,
‘lofty’, is mistaken for ‘altra’, ‘other’; ‘stanca’, ‘weary’, is mistaken
for “stagno’, “pond’ (!); and ‘dopo sé’ is translated as ‘ever since’, in-
stead of ‘after her(self)’. Zaitsev’s acquaintance with Italian was
too great to allow such errors, it seems, so the Russian translation
of a foreign quotation within the text is more likely that of an edi-
tor.

Zaitsev begins the middle section’s foray into Petrarca with his
defining word for the man and his poetry: ‘Yeaunenne Bokarosa,
Copra, xusnp Ilerpapku. OTgaseHHble IIPOTyAKM IIO XOAMaM B
ITposance.” (333) Here he encapsulates briefly the central aspects
of Petrarca’s biography and poetry. Inspired by the beauty of the
place, Petrarca made his home in a valley in Vaucluse, Provence;
his poems are suffused with this beloved natural setting. Zaitsev is
right to select the Sorgue, and rivers in general, as integral to Pe-
trarca’s natural aesthetic: ‘VI pyusn. U pexu cperasie.” (333) The
poems in the Canzoniere that mention rivers and streams are too
many to list; but Petrarca often associates such water sources with
the laurel, Laura’s plant. Laurel is also the plant of inspired poetry,
traditionally Apollo’s emblem since Daphne, the water nymph he
was chasing, transformed into a laurel on a riverbank. Sonnet 148
most exemplifies this: the entire first quatrain consists of names of
rivers; Petrarca attributes his writing to an inner stream of tears, its
purpose — praising the laurel: “un bel rio ch'ad ogni or meco pi-
ange, / co l'arboscel che 'n rime orno et celebro’; and he ends the
poem with an image of himself writing by a river: ‘al suon de
l'acque scriva.” (240) Zaitsev cites the air as the other bright ele-
ment of Petrarca’s poetry: ‘11 cBerani Bozayx'. ‘L'aura’ is Petrarca’s
favourite pun in the Canzoniere — the word appears in that form
thirty two times, twelve of them capitalised at the start of a line,
and each one not merely in the simple sense of ‘the air’, but with
the added meaning and thrill of being Laura’s name. These aspects
are brought out most completely in poem 129:

Ove l'aura si sente
D'un fresco et odorifero laureto:
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Ivi & 'l mio cor, et quella che 'l m'invola (214).

The air is experienced sensorily by Petrarca as real air, but it smells
of (significantly loaded) laurel; it is not just I'aura but Laura. Pe-
trarca chooses the latter interpretation: both his heart and his
beloved reside where this air is.

Just as at the beginning the narrator first promoted then ques-
tioned the rightness of solitary contemplation, in this middle Pe-
trarchan digression he negates the positive statements about Pe-
trarca’s poems he had made just a sentence before: “Bce — coH.
Bce — HesxHOCTB, cTOH A100BM, TOMAeHbe cmepTn.” (333) If this is
read as a mere statement of their content, then this is a fair judge-
ment. It is also, by Zaitsev’s own measure, praise, for in the in-
tensely prosaic era of post-revolutionary Russia, such inconse-
quential, poetic, Petrarchan suffering raised the artist above the
crowd: “YTo ckasaa Obl KTO-HMOYAb M3 Hac O MaliKaX, CMBIUKaX,
rsrTuAeTKax! CauTaa0Ch, YTO HACTOSIIINIL YeA0BEK — DTO pOMaH-
THUK, SKUBYIIUI HEYJAOBUMBIMM TOMAEHVSIMU CepAlla, KPacoToil
(ctuxa, Mraaun, tearpa).’* Once again Zaitsev conflicts poetic ab-
straction and reality, taking the poetic, intangible terms he had
used to describe Petrarca’s corpus and translating them into con-
crete elements of existence: ‘CmepTh — Halll XO35MH; KPOBb — YTY-
yHeHMe 1oael; cToH — tecHs.” (333) Despite reality’s supremacy
in the first two instances, in the third he shows poetry prevailing:
the groan of pain becomes song. The ‘we” of “Mn1 a100uM. A He
21001 — Hac (333) seems to refer to the narrator and Petrarca. Pe-
trarca’s love for Laura was notoriously unrequited; he relates only
one meeting with her. Petrarca’s fleeting contact with Laura is
hinted at in the coachman’s two cries of ‘A GaprinbKa...” (334), both
followed by murmuring of the wind that suggests to the narrator
the play of a woman’s fingers: ‘BeTepok OGepeT apresX1o rnepcra-
mu Aesrabumu’ (334). It is unclear in the text to whom this refers:
it could either recall the narrator’s wife from three pages previ-
ously, or the female outlaw in the coach racing against the narra-

% Boris Zaitsev, ‘P. M. lartsev’, Moskva (Munich: Izdatel’stvo Tsentral’'nogo
Ob'"edineniia Politicheskikh Emigrantov iz SSSR (TsOPE), 1960), p. 74.
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tor’s; so the most prominent reference is to the story’s other, non-
appearing yet omnipresent woman, Laura.

Night, the quintessential Petrarchan setting, suffuses Uedinenie
from the beginning, and the word ‘night” appears 16 times in the
story. That Petrarca depicts himself writing poetry at night high-
lights the disturbance love has brought to his daily rhythms:

Quando la sera scaccia il chiaro giorno,
et le tenebre nostre altrui fanno alba,
miro pensoso le crudeli stelle (22: 22).

Like Petrarca, Zaitsev personifies night and welcomes it:
‘Hous, npusercTByit cepatie. /lMKOM SICHBIM UM IPOXAaJAHBIM Hac
oseir’ (331), feels trepidation about the dawn, although night is
difficult, ‘O, cMyTHBIE yTpa U HOUM TSDKKMe, TsKeAble pa3AyMbst’
(331), and links it with the overlooking, unchanging stars, “HeGo
IpeBeyHOe C HOYHOIO CMHBIO U 3Be3401 HeABVDKHOIO. (332) The
stars disappear from Uedinenie when the moon appears. In Pe-
trarca the moon is the border between the human sphere and the
celestial: above it are the eternal, uncaring stars, ‘sopra 'l cerchio de
la luna / [...] tante stelle’ (237: 338), whereas the phrase 'under the
moon' becomes a set phrase and synonym for being alive, appear-
ing three times in the Canzoniere, each with the same metaphorical
meaning. He links it with his suffering: ‘tanti affanni uom mai
sotto la luna / Non sofferse quant'io’ (237: 338). It becomes part of
his elaborate poetic system: with Laura as his sun, the moon sym-
bolises her absence and the poetry which is a pale reflection of her
brilliance: ‘al lume de la luna / Canzon nata di notte” (237: 340).
Like Petrarca’s, Zaitsev’s moon brings thoughts of suffering and
poetic escape: ‘Mup, otaoxun! 3aBTpa >KM3Hb HOBasl, HOBbIe CTpa-
CTH, TATOTHL, MydeHus. Ho ceityac ayHa Tak cBeTuT. Tak BBICOKO,
gncTo B HeOe, Tak Oe30pexxHO B cepane.” (335) The introduction of
the moon begins a grounding process for the story as it moves
from the higher, uncaring backdrop of the stars to the earthly
sphere.

The presence of Petrarca in a story of contemporary Moscow
brings perspective — both temporal and spatial distance, a sense
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that all the events depicted have been seen before, that they are
both familiar and relatively unimportant. Perspective defines the
contemplative interludes from the beginning. When the narrator
and his wife lose themselves in the crowds the lens of the story
pans out to view change against the scale of eternity: ‘V1 Ts 0anH,
IIyCTBIHEH, A€TOK VI HECABIIIIEH B IIeCTPOII CyTOAOKe OyaAbBapa, B
Mope Auil, Guryp, >xeaaHui u cepaiedbuenuit. He ogna >xena
yxoanT. JKu3Hu HaYMHAIOTCsI, TEKYT, PacXoaATcs. [...] DTo apeBHee,
BCe TO ke, Muaoe 1 >kapkoe. Tpl momunms?’ (331) When the nar-
rator is introduced in the final part of Uedinenie as not just a reader
of Petrarca, or a critic of his life and work, but a writer in the Pe-
trarchan mould, he sees his life and surroundings in context, from
birth to death and further: ‘Kak Bce 3nakomo 3aecs! I crapo, u
HOBO, M0, TPYCTHO, KAaaOuitle 1 poctok >kusHu.” (335) Fleeting
images of childhood play and adult disaster are summed up by an
inverted translation of the first line of Petrarca’s sonnet 272: ‘La
vita fugge, et non s'arresta una hora’ (394) — “>ku3Hb He XJeT, U
qac naet’ (335). This affects even the narrator’s perception of Mos-
cow. The ruins of modern Moscow, ‘@yHAaMeHTHI BUAHEI eI1je T10J,
rpy4oii kupmnuaeit’, bring to mind the ruins of Ancient Rome from
Zaitsev’s memories of contemporary Rome: ‘Boga, 1 MOX, U Iae-
ceHb, TOUHO OBl poAHMK IOTYypHBI B Pume. [...] komky, xak Ha ¢o-
pyme Tpasna’ (335). In Moskva 20—21 gg. he makes this com-
parison overt: ‘mpoiigenis cpeau [..] pasBaauH (pyHAAMEHTOB,
«puMcKM popymMom», Kak s Haspibaa'.* Following the myth of
Moscow as the Third Rome, Zaitsev hints that the ruins of Rome
are literally the foundations of the Russian city, which is now re-
peating its predecessor’s fate.

The move to classical, rather than medieval, antiquity triggers
the change from Petrarchan, Christian diction, to pagan: ‘Pyxka cy-
2€0. Boas boxxects.” (335) Zaitsev rarely engages with Italy’s clas-
sical period; when he does, it is in response to the classicism of
Italian writers. The classical tone is not incompatible with Petrar-
chism, for Zaitsev would have known of Petrarca’s intense engage-
ment with classical authors: that he rediscovered and imitated Ci-

# Boris Zaitsev, “‘Moskva 20-21 gg.’, ibid., p. 122.
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cero’s lost letters, took greater pride in his Latin works than his
Canzoniere in the vulgar tongue — although these were ultimately
what he was remembered for — and strove to bring medieval
Latin back to classical standards. Zaitsev uses a quotation from
Tibullus as the epigraph for his essay [u. I. Aikhenval’d: ‘“Te spectem
suprema mihi cum venerit hora, / Te teneam moriens, deficiente
manu’. He wrongly attributes to Catullus, ‘xaxkercs, n3 Karya-
aa’.* The quotation appears in Batiushkov’s essay Petrarka, where
it serves to exemplify the difference between Petrarca’s Christian
poetry and his pagan forebears” poetry on the same theme. From
Zaitsev’s haziness as to the author of the quotation, and the fact
that is coincides exactly with the citation in Batiushkov, it appears
that he both read and remembered this essay.*

When describing Petrarca’s poems Zaitsev calls them ‘csetanre
crixn’ (333). It is odd that he should term them ‘bright’, as they
are inherently, persistently sorrowful. Yet despite all their lament-
ing, their moments of deep despair, Petrarca’s poems about his un-
requited love for Laura are a pleasure to read, for the beauty of the
language and Petrarca’s joy in the various beauties of life, even
when its crowning beauty was denied him, shine through. And so
the vocabulary Zaitsev uses to talk about Petrarca in Uedinenie and
elsewhere comes from this word ‘light” and its semantic field. Re-
calling the period when he wrote Uedinenie Zaitsev describes Pe-
trarca’s poetry as a source of heat: “IImenHo BoT TOrAa 51 40BOABHO
mHoro unutaa Ilerpapky, Tom «Canzoniere» [...], KOTOpBI KyIma
Hekorga Bo ®aopennun, Ha naomaau Can-/openno [...]. Aymaa
AU A, TIOKyIlas, 4TO ®Ta KHMIa OyJeT MeHs cOTpeBaTbh B JAHU
rocrioActsa Toro /lynagapckoro [...]?”# This hints at the vital, and
frequently deadly, seriousness that literature took on at this time in
Russia. For Zaitsev, writing Uedinenie in a Petrarchan manner was
not mere art for art’s sake, it was a means of keeping a grasp on
what was for him a better time, and it ultimately set him apart

¥ Boris Zaitsev, ‘Iu. I. Aikhenval'd’, ibid., p. 69.

% See K. N. Batiushkov, ‘Petrarka’, Opyty v stikhakh i proze (Moscow: Nauka,
1977), p. 151.

% Boris Zaitsev, ‘Moskva 20—21gg.’, Moskva (Munich: Izdatel'stvo Tsent-
ral’'nogo Ob"edineniia Politicheskikh Emigrantov iz SSSR (TsOPE), 1960), p. 121.
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from a regime that did not take kindly to dissent. When explaining
Petrarca’s significance for him Zaitsev purposefully equates Pe-
trarca the writer and Petrarca the persona with a physical book of
his poetry and with his works, which becomes a very real pres-
ence:

Mot Iletpapka — HexuTpoe u3jaHue, HO B IleperLieTe ¢ KO-
peLKOM OCAMHOI cBeTA0M Koxk1. OH yexaa co MHOI B Poc-
CcUIo, A0Aro TaMm KuA. Ilo HeM s HeCKOAbKO BOIIIEA B €ro
Mup. KHmkka ke ¢ mepraMeHTHBIM IleperiaeToM norndaa
B Poccun, B pepoarorimio. Ho mostuyecknit caes ocraacs —
U B paHHMX MOMX IIMCaHMAX, U B Ayllle, B BOCHIOMUHaHUU
O CTpaIlIHbIX Todax. Takol CIyTHUK IIOMOraAa Torga. («3BOH
cBeTA0-cepeOpsnbI ctuxa Ilerpapkm»).

The book’s ‘death” demonstrates the impossibility of survival for
beautiful art in such dark times, yet equally the impossibility of its
total destruction.

The phrase Zaitsev uses here to characterise the bright mark
that Petrarca’s poetry left with him, ‘3Bon cBeTA0-cepeOpsHbIL
cruxa Ilerpapxn’, appears thrice in Uedinenie: slightly altered at
the beginning, ‘Ilpossenut [...] 61eaHO-CepeOpPAHBIM CTUXOM
Ilerpapka’ (330), as an echo in the middle, ‘Cepebpsnoe, Tuxoe
npormao no Houn' (334), and unchanged at the end. The ‘call’,
whilst primarily from Petrarca, is also linked on each occasion
with nature and God, most evidently in its final occurrence: ‘Pyka
cyaed. Boas boxxecrs. CumsiaA TBepab, IyCTHIHHOE Mope. 3BOH
cseTa0-cepeOpsnblt ctuxa Ilerpapkn.” (335) Thus Zaitsev views
Petrarca’s poetry as equivalent to a natural and supernatural force,
a constant in a changing world, and something to turn to in
hardship: “B «Yeaunennm» MpayHOI CTUXUM, ITPOCHYBILIENCSA B
PYCCKOM HapoJe, IpOTMBOIIOCTaBA€Ha BeyHas MUpOBas TapMo-
HII4, sIBA€HHas B AYHOBEeHHI BeTepKa 1 cTuxax Ilerpapku, B Tmxmx
Boaraacax cesjeHHnka.””' The plea that follows and closes Uedi-

% Boris Zaitsev, ‘Konets Petrarki’, Dalekoe (Washington, DC: Inter-Language
Literary Associates, 1965), p. 185.

' A. M. Liubomudrov, “Pokazat’ by vam svetlyi Bozhii mir...” (Liricheskii
esse B. Zaitseva “Uedinenie’ — polemicheskii otklik na ‘Dvenadtsat” A. Bloka)’,
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nenie is directed to God and nature, but above all to Petrarca and
his poetry: ‘Aait 210681 — BbeIHECTU. Aait Beppl — >kAathb.” (335)
These qualities — love, endurance, faith, and patience — are the
core of Petrarca’s persona in the Canzoniere.

As the tome of Petrarca had done for Zaitsev in real life, in
Uedinenie the ‘call” of Petrarca’s poetry is to make sense of chaos
through art. Zaitsev recognised that Petrarca, too, lived through
revolution and civil war: ‘I'paxkaaHcKue BOVHBI He C HaIlIMX Bpe-
MeH cy1ecTByIoT. B Bex Jante u Ilerpapku Oblau oHU 4yTh He 00-
muM npasuaoM’.* The quality he perceives in Petrarca and hopes
to replicate in Uedinenie is the creation of beauty from pain and out
of the midst of chaos. By quoting, alluding to, and replicating the
atmosphere of the Canzoniere, Zaitsev views suffering through the
prism of Petrarca’s world of complaint and sorrow, but also beauty
and light. It is the largely superficial, beautiful complexion of pain
within Petrarca’s poetry that causes Zaitsev to turn to him at a time
of darkness and real suffering.
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