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Abstract

This thesis employs translation theory in order to analyse a translation of William
Shakespeare’s Othello by Anna Radlova, which was written and performed in
Stalinist Russia. Radlova was the wife of Sergei Radlov, a respected theatre
producer and director, who staged several productions of Othello in his wife’s
translation. Their partnership therefore provides a fascinating example for
theatre translation research of a close working relationship between translator

and director.

The thesis begins by discussing the elements of translation theory appropriate to
such a task. Drawing on the theory identified, the next two chapters then set
Radlova’s work in context. Chapter 2 offers new perspective on the history of
Shakespeare, and specifically Othello, in Russia by analysing how his assimilation
into Russian culture was affected by developments and trends in the practice of
translation, while Chapter 3 provides the social background to the Radlovs’ work,
assessing how their approach to Shakespeare was shaped by the tense political
environment in which they were working. The close analysis of Radlova’s
translation choices in Chapter 4, alongside comparison with the translations of
Pétr Veinberg, Boris Pasternak and Mikhail Lozinskii which preceded and
followed her work, allows an assessment of the methods she employed to bring
a newly Soviet Shakespeare to her audiences. The incorporation of archival
material and contemporary reviews in the final chapter enables an examination

of the effects Radlova’s translation tactics had on the play in performance.

The thesis thus makes a contribution to the knowledge and understanding of the
work of the Radlovs, while the focus on translations of Othello and the
reconstruction of Radlov’s productions aims to add to the understanding of the
Russian performance tradition of the play. The exploration of the reasons behind
the popularity of Othello in the Stalinist period also provides insight into the

potential for accommodation to the constraints of cultural politics under Stalin.
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Note

Transliteration of Russian names adheres to the Library of Congress system,
unless the name in question is that of an author who has already been published
in English and transliterated in a particular format (eg. Mandelstam, Rudnitsky).
Where previous publications of an author vary in their system of transliteration,
the Library of Congress system is used (eg. Stanislavskii).

All quotations are reproduced with their original spelling and transliteration.

All translations from secondary sources are my own unless otherwise indicated.
All back-translations from Russian to English of citations from primary sources
are my own.

Archives visited and their abbreviations:

Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv literatury i isskustv, Moscow (RGALI)
[Russian State Archive of Literature and the Arts]

Otdel rukopisei Rossiiskoi natsional’noi biblioteki, St Petersburg (RNB)
[Manuscript department of the Russian National Library]

Sankt- Peterburgskii gosudarstvennyi muzei teatral’'nogo i muzykal’'nogo
isskustva, St Petersburg (SPTM)
[St Petersburg State Museum of Theatre and Music]

Teatral’nyi musei imeni A. A. Bakhrushina, Moscow (TMB)
[Bakhrushin Theatre Museum]

Arkhiv Malogo teatra, Moscow (MT)
[Archive of the Malyi Theatre]

Muzei Moskovskogo khudozhestvennogo teatra imeni A. P. Chekhova, Moscow
(MAT)
[Museum of the Moscow Art Theatre]
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Introduction

In 1939, in Moscow, the 375™ anniversary of Shakespeare’s birth was marked by
a year of celebrations. Events included two conferences jointly organised by the
All-Union Theatre Society and the Translator’s Section of the Union of Soviet
Writers. Since its formation in 1932, membership of this union was essential for a
writer or translator in order to be able to publish their work. The gatherings
brought together academics, critics, translators, directors and actors from all
over the Soviet Union, in order to engage in debate and discussion on
Shakespeare, and the staging and translation of his works. The first conference,
held in April, featured papers on subjects such as the relevance of Shakespeare
to Soviet society and the role of the director in a Shakespeare production.® When
the resolution of the conference was subsequently published, the importance of

Shakespeare to Soviet theatre was proudly proclaimed:

LWeKcnup asnaeTca o4HUM U3 Nt0bMMenLwmnx gpamaTypros COBETCKOro
3putensa. Mbecbl ero NayT B MHOFOYMUCAEHHbIX CTONNYHbIX U
nepudepunitHbix TeaTpax 6paTCKMX HapoA0B, a TaKXKe Ha KNybHoM
camoaeaTenbHOM 1 Konxo3Hoi cueHe. Lekcnup ctan B CoBeTckom Cotose
$HaKTOPOM OrPOMHOIO 06LLLE-KYNbTYPHOIO 3Ha4YEeHMUA, CNOCOHCTBYIOLLNM
POCTY TBOPYECKON MHAMBMAYANbHOCTM aKTepa, pexmccepa 1 Lenoro

I-(Ol'lﬂeKTl/IBa.2

Speakers at the second conference, in December, included Professor Mikhail
Morozov, the renowned Soviet Shakespeare scholar, Kornei Chukovskii, a

children’s author and literary critic whose involvement in the Vsemirnaia

' M. M. Morozov, ed., ‘Shekspir — Biulleten’ N2 1’ (Moscow: Kabinet Shekspira i zapadno-
evropeiskoi klassiki, vserossiiskogo teatral’'nogo obshchestva, 1939), pp.7-22.

2 Ibid, p.36. [Shakespeare is one of the favourite playwrights of Soviet audiences. His plays are
being performed in many metropolitan and provincial theatres of our family of nations, and also
on the stages of amateur clubs and collective farms. Shakespeare has become a factor of
enormous universal cultural importance in the Soviet Union, contributing to the growth of the
creative identity of the actor, director and the whole company.]



literatura (World Literature) project® in the 1920s had made him a respected
authority on translation, and the actor Solomon Mikhoels, whose performance in
several Shakespearean roles, including Lear at the State Jewish Theatre four
years earlier, had won wide him acclaim. However, on this occasion, there
seemed to be only one topic of discussion, the translations of Shakespeare by St
Petersburg poet-turned-translator, Anna Radlova. Her work was referred to by
one commentator as ‘nepeBobl, U3-3a KOTOPbIX «BeCb Cbipbop 3aropenca»’ (the

translations which all the fuss is about).

Radlova had produced her translations of five of Shakespeare’s tragedies’
between 1929 and 1938, and her translations had since been repeatedly used in
anthologies of Shakespeare’s plays and performed in numerous productions.®
However, at the conference, she was forced to defend her work against
accusations levelled at her by Chukovskii, Morozov and others, who, over the
course of their papers, listed a catalogue of faults in her work. Their charges
included using unnecessarily coarse language, failing to convey the emotion in
Shakespeare’s texts, and, through the frequent use of shortened and abrupt-
sounding phrases, destroying Shakespeare’s syntax and the rhythms of his text.
There was much disagreement over which elements of Shakespeare’s text were
the most important to preserve. Interestingly, however, while Chukovskii and
Morozov appear to have focused on the literary aspects of her translations, a
defence of her work was mounted by those at the conference who were directly
involved in the theatre. Mikhoels, for example, spoke in support of the
techniques used by Radlova in producing a workable text for actors. Radlova’s
translation choices were also defended by her husband, the theatre director,
Sergei Radlov. Having used his wife’s translations in several of his own

productions of Shakespeare, he argued that they were far more stageable than

* The aim of ‘Vsemirnaia literatura’ had been to ensure that Soviet citizens had access to the best
in world literature. Launched by the Commissar of Education, Anatolii Lunacharskii, and the
writer Maxim Gorky, the project involved hundreds of writers and translators, whose task was to
assess all existing translations of foreign literature, and then re-translate anything felt to be
substandard. Chukovskii’s role ran parallel to this work: he had been involved in establishing a
basis of scholarship and theory on which a “national school” of translation could be founded.

* K. Tomashevskii, ‘Kak perevodit’ Shekspir’, Teatr, 3 (1940), 142-146, (p.142).

> Radlova translated Othello, Romeo and Juliet, Macbeth, Richard Ill and Hamlet.

® A. D. Radlova, ‘Dogovory eé s izdatel’stvami na izdanie eé perevodov.” RNB, f.625. d.575.
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the translations of many of her predecessors and contemporaries. The
conference failed to reach a resolution on the merits or the faults of Radlova’s
translations. However, delegates were in agreement that events such as this
conference represented important opportunities for translators to be able
develop their skills, widen their ranks and work together to further the pursuit

for a truly living Shakespeare on the Soviet stage.’

These conferences and their subject matter highlight a number of key points
which are contributory to the content of this thesis. Firstly, the existence of
events such as these conferences seem to support Roman Samarin’s observation
that ‘[t]he study of Shakespeare in the USSR has developed in close contact with
the arts of the theatre and of translation.”® The fact that regular conferences on
Shakespeare and translation were held in Stalinist Russia also attests to the fact
that a great deal of importance was attributed to these two subjects at this time,
something which is certainly indicated by the conference resolution cited above.
While the centralised control of culture in Stalinist Russia through the formation
of organisations such as the Union of Soviet Writers undoubtedly imposed many
restrictions on writers and translators, events such as union congresses also
seem to have enabled much closer collaboration between different disciplines
within the arts. These increased levels of interaction suggest that the Soviet era
is a rich period for translation research, and that examining the history of
translation alongside that of Shakespeare in Russian culture may lead to a

greater understanding of both topics.

Added to this heightened degree of interest in Shakespeare and translation is the
second point for consideration: that Radlova, and many other creative members
of her generation, were focusing on the translation of Western classics in the
Stalinist period, rather than their own original writing. One article reporting on
the conference proceedings proudly states that translators of Shakespeare could

now count great poets such as Boris Pasternak amongst their number, which

7 Tomasheuvskii, p.146.
 Roman Samarin, ‘Preface’ to Shakespeare in the Soviet Union, eds. Roman Samarin and
Alexander Nikolyukin, trans. by Avril Pyman (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1966), pp.7-15 (p.9).
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could only serve to increase the prestige of Russian translations of Shakespeare.’
However, the reasons behind this augmentation in the numbers of translators
were not purely aesthetic. As Maurice Friedberg notes, there was ‘a tendency for
prominent victims of Communist thought control to seek refuge in translation

k.”*° Nevertheless, the

when they were no longer allowed to publish original wor
fact that so many talented writers were forced to turn to translation in order to
make a living again highlights the importance of translation in this period, and

consequently its value for research.

Thirdly, as Radlova herself asked at the event, why did a conference dedicated to
Shakespeare and translation become solely devoted to the discussion of her
work, or rather, her mistakes? What was it about her translations which made
them so divisive? December 1939 was not the first time that Anna Radlova’s
translations of Shakespeare had generated an unprecedented reaction. There
had already been a furore in the press when her translations were first
performed in Moscow in 1935. Many commentators expressed similar criticisms
to those of Chukovskii and his colleagues, while others made unfavourable
comparisons of Radlova’s work with pre-existing translations. However, many
had also spoken in favour of Radlova’s work. Of particular interest is the fact that
while many literary critics found fault with her style, the actors and directors
who staged and performed Radlova’s translations found her methods effective.
This difference of opinion hints at the contrasting demands which are made of a
translation when it is intended for performance, as opposed to reading, and
suggests that Radlova may have used translation tactics more suitable for a
translation meant for the stage. The fact that she was married to a theatre
director who went on to stage her translations may well have influenced her
approach to Shakespeare, and this close relationship between translator and
director therefore provides a fascinating case study for theatre translation

research.

9 .

Tomasheuvskii, p.146.
% Maurice Fried berg, Literary Translation in Russia: A Cultural History (University Park,
Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), p.7.
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This thesis will explore each of the key areas highlighted above. However, in
order to explain the approach that will be taken, it is first necessary to consider
the ways in which it contributes to existing research. As regards the
controversial nature of Anna Radlova’s translations, and the use of her work as a
case-study, it is important to note that in spite of their eminence at the time,
very little critical work on Radlova, her life and work (either her poetry or
translations) now exists. The most likely reason for this lack of assessment is that
like many other members of their generation, Radlova and her husband suffered
arrest and imprisonment at the hands of the Stalinist regime, leading to a ban on
the publication or discussion of their work which was to last for many years.
Therefore, Radlova’s collected works have never been published, and she is the
subject of very little research, even based on published sources. By drawing on
heretofore unexplored archival sources, Radlova’s own articles on the practice of
translation and contemporary reviews, this thesis provides a much more detailed
assessment of Radlova’s translations than has previously been available,
therefore contributing to the knowledge and understanding of Radlova and her

work.

Radlova’s translations of Shakespeare make a particularly suitable case study for
examining translation tactics under Stalin because, as Radlova began her work on
Shakespeare in 1929, she was one of the first translators to undertake the
translation of his plays in the new Soviet era. Her translations were performed
throughout the 1930s, the period which saw the introduction of socialist realism
as the only acceptable method for creative output. From its announcement at
the first congress of the Union of Soviet Writers in 1934, all forms of art officially
had a sole purpose: ‘the ideological remoulding and education of the working

people in the spirit of socialism.”**

In order to preserve their membership of the
Union, and therefore their right to publish, all writers and translators had to
adopt this new credo. Shakespeare was posited by those in authority as an ideal

dramatic model for Soviet writers to emulate, but in re-translating his works,

" Andrei Zhdanov, ‘Soviet Literature — The Richest in Ideas, The Most Advanced Literature’, in
Soviet Writers’ Congress, 1934: The Debate on Socialist Realism and Modernism in the Soviet
Union (London: Lawrence & Wishart Ltd, 1977), pp. 15-24 (p.21).
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Radlova would still have had to ensure that her interpretations of the plays fitted
within the boundaries of the new ideology. As Tom Cheesman argues in his
recent study of the translation of Othello in Germany: ‘[s]tudying re-translations
illuminates the history of the translating culture: its literary language, its canons
of style and taste, and its ideological politics.”** By examining Radlova’s
translation choices in detail, this thesis will explore the different tactics which

she used to acculturate Shakespeare to the new political climate.

The work of Radlova’s husband, the director Sergei Radlov, has been more fully
explored than that of his wife, most notably by the Russian academic David
Zolotnitsky. His work includes a complete study of Radlov’s directorial career,
published in English in 1996 as Sergei Radlov: The Shakespearean Fate of a Soviet
Director.” Radlov also features in studies of early revolutionary theatre, such as
the work of Konstantin Rudnitsky.'* However, the work of husband and wife has
rarely been considered together, and so the working relationship between this

translator and director of Shakespeare has never been fully explored.

In order to ensure appropriate depth for this thesis, a decision was taken to
focus on the translation and performance of a single play. Given the debate at
the All-Union Theatre conference regarding the more ‘theatrical’ nature of
Radlova’s translations, it seemed appropriate, in selecting a text for detailed
analysis, to choose a play which was regularly performed and appeared popular
with audiences. In his article, ‘Shakespeare as a Founding Father of Socialist
Realism: The Soviet Affair with Shakespeare’, Arkady Ostrovsky notes that
Othello was by far the most popular of Shakespeare’s plays in the 1930s, with
over one hundred more productions of the play than its nearest rival, Romeo and

Juliet.™ 1t seems that Othello fitted more easily within the new political

2 Tom Cheesman, ‘Thirty Times More Fair than Black’: Othello Re-Translation as Political Re-
Statement’, Angermion, 4 (2011) 1-52 (p.2.)

" David Zolotnitsky, Sergei Radlov: The Shakespearian Fate of a Soviet Director (Luxembourg:
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1995).

 Konstantin Rudnitsky, , Russian and Soviet Theatre: Tradition and the Avant-Garde, trans. by
Roxane Permar, ed. by Lesley Milne (London: Thames and Hudson Ltd., 1988).

B Arkady Ostrovsky, ‘Shakespeare as a Founding Father of Socialist Realism: The Soviet Affair
with Shakespeare’, in Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and Socialism, ed. by Irena
Makaryk and Joseph G. Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006), pp.56-83, p.61.
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boundaries for theatre. Discussing the Soviet novel, Katerina Clark notes that
‘The “positive hero” has been a defining feature of Soviet socialist realism. The
hero is expected to be an emblem of Bolshevik virtue, someone the reading
public might be inspired to emulate’.'® On stage, it appears that as a respected
soldier, Othello embodied these qualities more ably than some other
Shakespearean heroes, notably Hamlet. The Danish prince was generally thought
to be unpopular with Stalin ‘because he is a character who thinks,’*’ and
performances of Hamlet were tacitly banned until after the leader’s death. This
thesis will therefore focus on the analysis of Radlova’s translation of Othello, and
the productions of the play directed by her husband in which it was first
performed, at the Molodoi (Young) Theatre in St Petersburg in 1932, Radlov’s
Theatre Studio, also in St Petersburg, in April 1935, and again, at the Malyi
Theatre, Moscow in December of that year. Ostrovsky’s aforementioned article is
one of the few pieces of existing scholarship which reflects, albeit briefly, on the
effects which Radlov’s choice of his wife’s translation may have had on the
Moscow production of Othello, and this study will extend this research. The
thesis will include assessment of the Radlovs’ earlier work, enabling an
examination of how their approach to Shakespeare was developed. Theatre
translation theorists such as Patrice Pavis argue that in order to conceptualise
the act of theatre translation, the entire creative team involved in the production
should be consulted: the translator, director and actor.*® Using contemporary
reviews and accounts from those who were involved, the final section of this
thesis will reconstruct Radlov’s productions, in order to present, as far as is
possible, given the ephemeral nature of performance, an account of how the

translation functioned on stage.

The translator and the Shakespeare play for analysis have therefore been

established. However, the reasons behind the theoretical approach taken also

16 Katerina Clark, The Soviet Novel, 3 edn (Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
2000), p.46.

Irena R. Makaryk, ‘Wartime Hamlet’, in Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and
Socialism, ed. by Irena Makaryk and Joseph G. Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006), pp.119-133
(p.120).

'8 patrice Pavis, Theatre at the Crossroads of Culture (London and New York: Routledge, 1992),
p.136.
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need to be defined. As indicated by its title, this thesis employs modern
translation theory in order to analyse Radlova’s translation choices throughout
her creation of a new Stalinist Othello. Sirkku Aaltonen defines “acculturation” as
‘the process which is employed to tone down the Foreign and to help
identification with unfamiliar reality.”*® Certain aspects of the translation theory
used, such as the functionalist approaches of Katharina Reiss and Christiane
Nord, Lawrence Venuti’s theories of foreignization and domestication, and
Gideon Toury’s theories of operational norms are used to clarify Radlova’s
methods of acculturation within the target text itself, whilst other theories used
provide a broader outlook, adding a different theoretical perspective to existing

research.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given Shakespeare’s popularity, chronological studies of
the history of Shakespeare in Russia were completed by Soviet scholars. The two
most prominent of these are Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura (Shakespeare and
Russian Culture), edited by M. P. Alekseev, and published in 1965,% and Shekspir
i russkaia literatura XIX veka (Shakespeare and Russian literature of the
nineteenth century) by lurii D. Levin, published in 1988.%! As indicated by their
titles, the focus of these works is on the ways in which Shakespeare was
assimilated into Russian culture, and in particular, how key figures in Russian
literature chose to interpret his work. In a highly restrictive political climate,
analysing Shakespeare’s influence on Russian literature was one of the few ways
in which Soviet scholars of foreign literature were able to study Shakespeare, so
these works were regarded as monumental for their time. However, though the
work of the most seminal translators of Shakespeare and general trends in
translation style are addressed, as indeed they are in another work by Levin,
Russkie perevodchiki XIX veka i razvitie khudozhestvennogo perevoda (Russian

Translators of the Nineteenth Century and the Development of Artistic

' Sirkku Aaltonen, Acculturation of the Other (Joensuuu: Joensuu University Press, 1996) p.19.
%M. P. Alekseev, Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura (Leningrad: Nauka, 1965).
1 1U. D. Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura XIX veka (Leningrad: Nauka, 1988).
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Translation),? all of these studies were completed without the benefit of
modern translation theory. The same is true of George Gibian’s unpublished PhD
thesis from 1951, which is the first full study in English of Shakespeare in Russia
in English.23 Zdenék Stfibrny’s much more recent study, published in 2000, adds
an assessment of how Shakespeare fared in the other countries of Eastern

Europe to an updated account of the Russian situation.?*

Sttibrny’s post-Soviet
publication date also allows him to reflect on the Soviet treatment of
Shakespeare with a greater degree of objectivity than the studies completed in
that era, such as that of Mikhail M. Morozov, Shakespeare on the Soviet Stage,
and Sof’ia Nel’s’” identically titled Russian work, Shekspir na Sovetskoi stsene.”> A
recent collection, Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and Socialism,
edited by Irena R. Makaryk and Joseph G. Price,?® also helps reassess the Soviet
treatment of Shakespeare, containing several articles with many useful insights

on productions throughout the 1930s-1950s. Once again, however, discussion of

the translations in question is fairly minimal.

Alongside these studies of the history of Shakespeare, there have also been
studies into the history of translation. The most significant of these is the first
major study of translation in Russia, Literary Translation in Russia: A Cultural
History by Maurice Friedberg, published in 1997. Friedberg’s comprehensive
history is particularly detailed when analysing the implications for translation
during the political turbulence of the twentieth century. However, whilst
reference is made to many of the most prominent translators of Shakespeare

and their translations, they are understandably not discussed in detail.

The use of translation theory such as Itamar Even-Zohar’s polysystems theory in
this thesis, in conjunction with the complementary work of Gideon Toury and

André Lefevere on the forces which control a cultural system, enables a

?21U. D. Levin, Russkie perevodchiki XIX veka i razvitie khudozhestvennogo perevoda (Leningrad:
Nauka, 1985).

2 George Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Russia’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, Harvard University, 1951).
** zdenék Sttibrny, Shakespeare in Eastern Europe (Oxford: University Press, 2000).

2 M. M. Morozov, Shakespeare on the Soviet Stage, trans. by David Magarshack, (London: Soviet
News, 1947); S. Nel’s, Shekspir na Sovetskoi stsene (Moscow: Isskustvo, 1960).

2 Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and Socialism, ed. by Irena R. Makaryk and Joseph G.
Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006).
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consideration of the history of Shakespeare within the context of the history of
translation in Russia. This theoretical approach adds an appreciation of the
effects of the different trends in translation style on the way in which Radlova
chooses to acculturate Shakespeare. In order to clarify the influence or rejection
of these trends, this thesis will offer a comparative analysis of Radlova’s
translation of Othello, assessing her work alongside not only her source text, but
also against three other translations, that of Pétr Veinberg, from 1864, which
was still regularly being performed when Radlova began work on her Othello,
and two translations which were completed within a decade from Radlova’s, by
Boris Pasternak, published in 1945, and Mikhail Lozinskii, licensed for
performance in 1948. Incorporation of sociological approaches to translation,
influenced by the work of Pierre Bourdieu, also allows the assessment of the role
Radlova herself plays in the decision making process, as well as the influence of

the environment in which she was working.

One existing study which does consider the translation and performance of
Shakespeare in detail is Alexei Semenenko’s Hamlet the Sign: Russian
translations of Hamlet and Literary Canon Formation, published in 2007.% In this
extensive work, Semenenko traces the entire history of Hamlet in Russia, in
order to investigate which factors contribute to a translation obtaining canonical
status. Of particular interest is his identification of two parallel canons of Russian
Hamlets, one theatrical and one philological.”® In contrast to the approach
taken in this thesis, however, Semenenko rejects Even-Zohar’s polysystems
theory in favour of the work of semiotician lurii Lotman. Whilst Lotman’s
concepts of cultural systems are undoubtedly contiguous to Even-Zohar’s,
Lotman was not a translation theorist, and therefore this present thesis offers a
range of more specific perspectives on the relationship between the history of
translation and the history of Shakespeare in Russia. As already discussed,
translation theory also enables a closer analysis of the translation decisions

within the text itself. Semenenko’s work is one of several detailed studies

7 Mlexei Semenenko, Hamlet the Sign: Russian translations of Hamlet and Literary Canon
Formation (Stockholm: University Press, 2007).
%% |bid, p.100.
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focusing on the reception of Hamlet in Russia, a further justification as to why
this thesis focuses on Othello, in order to broaden the understanding of the

Russian Shakespeare tradition.?

The last remaining point highlighted by the debate at the 1939 Moscow
conference is the fact that many of the translators working on Shakespeare in
the Stalinist period were also talented writers and poets in their own right. As
already noted, this context makes it a particularly fertile one for translation
research. Boris Pasternak’s translations of Shakespeare remain some of the most
popular and performed in Russia, and as such have been the subject of several
different studies in both English and Russian. Anna Kay France’s Boris Pasternak’s
Translations of Shakespeare, offers a detailed assessment of Pasternak’s work,
focusing largely on his handling of the major characters and themes of the
plays.* France argues that in a time of political repression, Pasternak used
translation ‘as a means of personal creative expression’,** and therefore, in spite
of their popularity, his work has also been subject to much criticism for the
freedom he took in his approach. The most recent of these more critical
assessments is N. A. Nikiforovskaia’s Shekspir Borisa Pasternaka, (Boris
Pasternak’s Shakespeare) published in 1999.%% Pasternak’s free style of
translation is often contrasted with that of Mikhail Lozinskii, who as a translator
was an advocate of a far more literal approach. For example, in 1940, the poet

Anna Akhmatova commented:

"Manb MHe TONbKO, YTO I'IaCTepHaI-(OBCKMﬁ nepesos ceiyac NPUHATO

XBaNuTb B ywepb nepesosy JI03MHCKOro. A OH O4EHb XOPOLL, XOTA U

% Other studies include Hamlet: A Window on Russia by Eleanor Rowe (New York: New York
University Press, 1976); and articles focusing on particular periods in the play’s history, such as
‘Wartime Hamlet’ by Irena R. Makaryk, in Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and
Socialism, ed. by Irena R. Makaryk and Joseph G. Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006), pp.119-
133; and Spencer Golub’s ‘Between the curtain and the grave: the Taganka in the Hamlet gulag,’
in Dennis Kennedy, Foreign Shakespeare (Cambridge: University Press, 1993) pp.158-177.
*Anna Kay France, Boris Pasternak’s Translations of Shakespeare (Berkeley; London: University of
California Press, 1978).

* Ibid, p.6.

2 N. A. Nikorovskaia, Shekspir Borisa Pasternaka (St Petersburg: Biblioteka rossiiskoi akademii
nauk, 1999).
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coBcem gpyroii. MNepesos JIO3MHCKOTO /lyylle YNTaTb, KaK KHUTY, a

nepesog, MacTepHaka nyyLue CaywaThb Co CLEeHb.>

Akhmatova’s reflection is in line with Semenenko’s argument cited above
regarding the dual canon of theatrical and literary translations of Hamlet.
However, given the observations on the suitability of Radlova’s translations for
the stage, comparison of her work with translations constructed with such
different approaches will clarify where her work fits into this equation, and will
further understanding as to which tactics were most successful in creating a
stageable Shakespeare for Stalinist Russia. Pasternak actually expressed
admiration for Radlova’s choice of style, and therefore this study will offer a
different perspective on his translation of Othello, as well as providing further
insight into the work of Lozinskii, which by comparison, has been under-

researched.

Structure of the Thesis

Chapter 1 outlines the aspects of translation theory which are relevant to the
analysis of Anna Radlova’s translation of Othello, and which will therefore direct
the approaches to be taken in subsequent chapters. Following previous studies
in theatre translation, this thesis draws on the polysystems theory of Iltamar
Even-Zohar. His work allows translations to be viewed as a network of related
elements, while the complementary theories of André Lefevere and Gideon
Toury explore the controlling forces, both external and internal, which shape
that system. The chapter also highlights the criticisms of Even-Zohar’s approach,
and in reflection discusses the influence of Pierre Bourdieu’s work on translation
theory: the encouragement of a more sociological approach which takes into

account the shaping influence of the translator’s working environment. The

* Lidiia Chukovskaia, Zapiski ob Anne Akhmatovoi, tom. 1, 1938-1941 (Paris: YMCA Press, 1976),
p.90. Maurice Friedberg provides the following translation: ‘It is a pity that nowadays Pasternak’s
translation is being praised as superior to Lozinsky’s. Lozinsky’s rendition is very good, too,
though quite different. Lozinsky’s should be read like a book, while Pasternak’s should be heard
from the stage.’ (Friedberg, p.163.)
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chapter explores they ways in which the process of bringing a translation to the
stage has been theorised, as well as discussing the issues surrounding the
terminology to be used throughout the thesis such as ‘version’ and ‘adaptation’,
and ‘performability’. Finally, the chapter considers approaches taken by
Shakespeare scholars working in translation, examining the benefits of re-
translation, and the freedoms offered by performing Shakespeare in a foreign

language.

Chapter 2 establishes the historical context for Radlova’s Othello. Guided by the
framework established in the first chapter, it traces the history of Shakespeare in
Russia within the broader context of the history of translation. Trends in
translation style are identified in order to explore the ways in which Shakespeare
became assimilated into Russian culture, as well as the effects of the
canonisation of certain translations. Insights from theatre anthropology are
employed in order to consider foreign influences on Russian performance and
theatrical traditions. The effects of censorship on the translation of Shakespeare
in Russia are examined, with particular reference to the implications for both
Shakespeare and the practice of translation following the introduction of socialist
realism in 1934. The chapter includes a discussion of exactly why Othello became
the most popular of Shakespeare’s plays during this period, and details the work

of the translators who will feature in the comparative study below.

Chapter 3 offers a more sociological perspective, analysing the effects of the
environment in which she was working on Anna Radlova’s translation practices.
Drawing on archival resources and memoirs written by their contemporaries, the
chapter provides essential biographical information on Anna Radlova and her
husband Sergei Radlov, and investigates the social and cultural circles to which
they belonged. It provides a brief assessment of the creative work they
undertook before turning to Shakespeare, and examines how their approaches
to Shakespeare were developed. The chapter considers the influence which one
partner may have had over the other, and how their views on Shakespeare and

translation will have been shaped by the surrounding political climate.
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Chapter 4 provides a comparative analysis of Radlova’s translation of Othello.
This does not entail a fully annotated presentation of Radlova’s translation, but
rather the examination of the elements of her work which are of particular
importance to the context in which she was working, or are especially indicative
of her individual translation style. Radlova’s work is assessed not only alongside
her source text, but is also compared with the 1864 translation of Pétr Veinberg,
which was the established favourite on stage at the time Radlova began
translating, as well two translations which were completed within a decade from
Radlova’s, by Mikhail Lozinskii and Boris Pasternak. The chapter draws on further
elements of translation theory to support and clarify the analysis: the
functionalist theories of Katharina Reiss and Christiane Nord when examining
how Radlova’s principles of translation manifest themselves in her choices of
language; Lawrence Venuti’s theories of domestication and foreignisation when
assessing whether her translation shows evidence of ‘russification’ and the
influence of socialist realism; and Gideon Toury’s theories on operational norms
when exploring Radlova’s tactics for dealing with the frequent sexual references
and insults within the text. Conversely, the chapter also offers an assessment of
the difficulties of using modern theory in order to analyse a translation from a

particular historical and political context.

Chapter 5 then presents an evaluation of Radlova’s translation in performance.
Adopting the same framework as Chapter 2, polysystems theory is used to
establish the context for Radlov’s productions, examining the Russian
performance tradition of Othello, whilst the work of Patrice Pavis is incorporated
in order to explore the influence of foreign performers. Contemporary reviews
and accounts from the actors involved are then used in order to reconstruct
Radlov’s productions of Othello at his theatres in St Petersburg and the Malyi
Theatre in Moscow. In particular, the chapter focuses on the ways in which the
translation may have had a direct impact on the production, and on how the
tactics of translator and director combined in order to produce a politically

acceptable Othello for the Soviet stage.
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In a recent publication, Lawrence Venuti laments the apparent present-day focus

of current trends in translation studies:

The past decade has witnessed relatively few projects in which
translations have been studied in specific cultural situations at specific
historical moments, contextualized with the help of extensive archival
research. [...] As a result, the use of the past not merely as a source of
theoretical concepts and practical strategies but as a means of
understanding and criticizing the present has been less and less

pursued.g’4

This thesis argues the applicability of certain perspectives from modern theory to
a translation in a particular historical and political context. Its focus on the
Radlovs’ acculturation of Shakespeare in Stalinist Russia increases the knowledge
of their work and of the ways of negotiating cultural politics under Stalin.
However, through its examination of the translations at the centre of the All-
Union theatre conference in 1939, the thesis also provides more general insight
into the importance of the relationship between translator and director when
staging a translation, and adds to the understanding of the position of

Shakespeare and the translator under a totalitarian regime.

** Lawrence Venuti, Translation Changes Everything (London and New York: Routledge, 2012),
p.6.
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Chapter 1: Viewing the Russian
Acculturation of Shakespeare
through the Framework of
Translation Studies

1.1 Introduction

The primary aim of this thesis is to determine the ways in which modern
translation theory can be used to support and clarify the analysis of Anna
Radlova’s translation of Othello. The purpose of this first chapter is therefore to
outline the principal aspects of translation theory which are appropriate for such
a task: the analysis of a translation of a canonised text intended for performance,
which is written in historic English. The chapter will also include discussion of the
terminology to be used throughout the thesis: specifically the much-debated
term “performability”, and the issues concerning the utilisation of terms such as
“adaptation” and “version” when referring to translations intended for use in the
theatre. The theorists whose work will be incorporated include Itamar Even-
Zohar, André Lefevere, Gideon Toury, Susan Bassnett, Sirkuu Aaltonen, Annie

Brisset, Patrice Pavis, Pierre Bourdieu and Lawrence Venuti.

Translations for the theatre have often been viewed as an under-researched
category within the discipline of translation studies. For example, in 1991, Susan
Bassnett observed that ‘[i]n the history of translation studies, less has been
written on problems of translating theatre texts than on translating any other
text type.”t While in recent years, several published collections have sought to

redress this balance,2 studies which focus on the history of theatre translation

! Susan Bassnett, ‘Translating for the Theatre: The Case Against Performability’, TTR, 4, (1991),
99-111 (p.99).

* These collections include Stages of Translation, ed. by David Johnston (Bath: Absolute Classics,
1996); Moving Target: Theatre Translation and Cultural Relocation, ed. by Carole-Anne Upton
(Manchester: St Jerome, 2000); Staging and Performing Translation, ed. by Roger Baines, Cristina
Marinetti and Manuela Perteghella (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011) and Theatre
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practice, as opposed to current translations and productions, often draw on
insights from literary translation studies. Much of the discussion which follows
therefore operates under the broader term of “literature”. However, the
distinguishing features of drama, and therefore the requirements for a stage
translation, will also need to be taken into account. As Bassnett suggests, ‘[t]he
issues the translator of a play faces are complex.” Through the actors’
performances, drama texts engage a different type of language, and so ‘the
actual script is only one part of the total process which is theatre.” The
translation and performance of a foreign text will also involve the blending (or
clashing) of theatre styles of the two different cultures, and if, as in the case of
Shakespeare, the text is historical, then also the amalgamation of styles from
different time periods. In order to be well-received, the translation will need to
meet with the expectations of the host culture, aesthetically, socially and
politically. As this thesis centres on a translation for performance within an
authoritarian regime, this last set of requirements is of particular significance.
Performances generally gather large groups of people together in one location,
and any hint of subversion will be immediately obvious. Censorship of drama
therefore tends to be even more stringent than that of literature, and therefore

will have influence over a translator’s working practices.

In spite of the differences noted above, however, much can be drawn from the
theory of literary translation to assist in the analysis of translated works for the
theatre. As stated above, some of the most prominent studies in the history of
theatre translation, such as those conducted by Sirkku Aaltonen on the
translation of Irish drama in Finland, * Romy Heylen on the translation of Hamlet
into French® and Annie Brisset on translated theatre in Quebec® choose to draw

heavily on descriptive translation studies. The aim of such studies is not to

Translation in Performance, ed. by Silvia Bigliazzi, Paola Ambrosi and Peter Kofler (New York:
Routledge, 2013).

* Susan Bassnett, Reflections on Translation, (Bristol: Multilingual Matters, 2011), p.100.

* Sirkku Aaltonen, Acculturation of the Other: Irish Milieux in Finnish Drama Translation (Joensuu:
University Press, 1996); Time Sharing on Stage (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 2000).

> Romy Heylen, Translation, Poetics, and the Stage: Six French Hamlets (London: Routledge,
1993).

® Annie Brisset, A Sociocritique of Translation: Theatre and Alterity in Quebec, 1968-1988, trans.
by Rosalind Gill and Roger Ganon (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1996).
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evaluate whether particular translations should be judged as “good” or “bad”,
but to examine the ways in which to understand the choices that translators
make. Much of this work was formulated before theorists emerged who write
specifically on drama translation, though as noted, translation specialists

studying theatre still apply this theory to their research.

As will be outlined in Chapter 2, many translations of Shakespeare in Russia were
initially written to be read rather than performed, and therefore can arguably be
treated as literature. However, the translations which were performed often
displayed different styles and characteristics, so the lack of distinction between
literature and drama in descriptive studies will be compensated by the use of

later work which does apply specifically to drama.

1.2 Polysystems Theory

The polysystems theory of Itamar Even-Zohar has proved to be a key tool for
those theorists choosing to take this descriptive approach. Even-Zohar’s work
allowed theatre and literary translation theorists to examine how the
incorporation of foreign texts has shaped the repertoires of particular countries,
bringing about a reconsideration of the importance of the role played by
translation in literary development. As Bassnett comments, ‘[f]ar from being
considered a marginal activity, translation was perceived as having played a
fundamental part in literary and cultural history.”” Many of those studying
theatre translations have therefore used polysystems theory as a starting point
for their research. For example, in order to apply the systemic approach to the
analysis of translations within the Finnish theatrical repertoire, Aaltonen states
that she relies on the views of André Lefevere and Even-Zohar, who she suggests

are the scholars to ‘have developed the systems approach most fully’.?

7 Susan Bassnett, ‘The Meek or the Mighty: Reappraising the Role of the Translator’, in
Translation, Power, Subversion, eds. Roman Alvarez and M. Carmen Africa Vidal (Clevedon:
Multilingual Matters Ltd, 1996), pp.10-24, (p.22).

8 Sirkku Aaltonen, Acculturation of the Other, p.50.
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The polysystems concept, which views literature as a network of individual
elements which interact with one other, has been seen as a useful tool for
investigating why translators behave in certain ways, and why some translations
are more successful than others. It therefore seems highly appropriate for the
investigation of the techniques and reception of the work of a translator
operating in a particular historical context. Interestingly, the foundations of this
theory were laid in the work of the Russian Formalists in the 1920s, the period

when Anna Radlova was beginning to translate Shakespeare.

The idea of a system, as Theo Hermans describes, ‘invites us to think in terms of
functions, connections and interrelations. Contextualization of individual
phenomena is the key.”® Even-Zohar defines a system as ‘the network of relations

that can be hypothesized for a certain set of assumed observables

»10

” u.

(occurrences/phenomena).’””" He then uses what he terms “oppositions” ‘to
investigate the internal workings of the literary system. The “oppositions” exist
between the different positions of elements within the system, and are primarily
divided into three groups: opposition between canonised and non-canonised
products or models, opposition between the system’s centre and its periphery,
and opposition between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ activities.'! Even-Zohar
describes primary versus secondary opposition as that of ‘innovativeness vs.

12 The most common pattern of “opposition”

conservatism in the repertoire.
between primary and secondary activities is described as follows: ‘Typically,
“primary” models arise in the less regimented periphery of a system and
campaign to oust the comfortably entrenched models in the canonised centre.’*?
This competition prevents the stagnation of the repertoire, as under pressure

from non-canonised challengers, the central elements of a repertoire cannot

remain unchanged. For Even-Zohar, this opposition ‘guarantee[s] the evolution

° Theo Hermans, Translation in Systems (Manchester: St Jerome, 1999), pp.32-33.

'% |tamar Even-Zohar, ‘The “Literary System”, Poetics Today, 11 (1990), 27-44 (p.27).

" jtamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Relationship between Primary and Secondary Systems in the Literary
Polysystem’, in Papers in Historical Poetics, pp.16-22 (pp.17-18).

' |tamar Even-Zohar, ‘Polysystem Theory’, Poetics Today, 11 (1990), 9-26 (p.21).

B Hermans, p.108.
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of the system, which is the only means of its preservation.”** He argues that
translated literature should be regarded as a system within the literary system,
having its own canonised centre and periphery, and its own innovative and more
established conservative models. In fact, Even-Zohar asserts that translated
literature should be seen ‘not only as an integral system within any literary

polysystem, but as a most active system within it.”*>

Studies investigating the position of translated literature within different literary

I”

systems have generally indicated that ‘the “normal” position assumed by
translated literature tends to be the peripheral one’.*® Nevertheless, one of the
key aspects of Even-Zohar’s theory has been to ascertain those situations where
translated literature takes up a more central position. Even-Zohar identifies

these as:

a) When a literature is young, and therefore the polysystem has not yet

been crystallised;

III

b) When a literature is either “peripheral” (within a large group of

correlated literatures) or weak, or both;

c) When there are turning points, crises or literary vacuums within a

literature.’

In all of the above cases, translated literature fulfils a need within the native
literature of the home system, whether it is by helping a language develop and
become ‘serviceable as a literary language’,™® or by introducing new styles,

models and techniques into a less varied native system.

As far as the current project is concerned, the global translation history of

Shakespeare provides examples of each of these situations. In Germany during

' Even-Zohar, ‘Polysystem Theory’, p.16.

Y Jtamar Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem’, in
The Translation Studies Reader, ed. by Lawrence Venuti (London and New York: Routledge, 2000),
pp.192-197, (p.193).

'® Ibid, p.196.

Y Ibid, p.193.

¥ bid, p.194.
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the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Shakespeare’s plays provided a model
which could be used by writers to experiment with new theatrical styles and

develop their literary language:

The Germans did not discover in Shakespeare an archetypal Englishman;
they discovered instead a revolutionary writer, whose works offered an
opportunity to break the stranglehold of French classical theatre and
could provide German writers with a new model of tragedy. Significantly,
a large number of Shakespeare’s plays were translated into German,
Italian, Polish, Hungarian, Czech and other languages of those European
peoples engaged in a struggle to assert their national identity in the late

eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.*

Similarly, in the same era in Russia, as Maurice Friedberg describes,
‘[t]ranslations were a boon to Russian authors in the eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, serving as models for emulation to writers who were only
beginning to create a secular Russian literature’.?® As will be further discussed in
Chapter 2, the Russian literary language was still in the process of being
developed at this time. To cite a much more recent example of a classic being
used as a qualifying standard for a language, in her work on translated theatre in
Quebec, Annie Brisset demonstrates the function of translation in helping to
establish the country’s developing literary language: ‘the aim of translating a
canonical work into “Québécois” is to dedialectalize Québécois and to prove that

it is a language in its own right.’**

Translations of foreign classics have also often been used to bridge the gap in the
national literature following changes to a country’s political situation, before
more politically acceptable texts could be written, as indicated by Even-Zohar’s
third premise. For example, in Nazi Germany, ‘Goebbels recommended the

classics for an interim period, for as long as the new national steely romanticism

¥ Susan Bassnett-McGuire, Shakespeare: The Elizabethan Plays (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1993),
p.3.
20 .
Freidberg, p.17.
2 Brisset, p.116.
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had not yet taken on a satisfactory dramatic shape.””* Amongst the classics,
Shakespeare was awarded the highest status, so that even by 1939, when other
foreign dramatists began to be excluded from the Nazi repertoire, ‘the Ministry
of Propaganda made an explicit exception for Shakespeare; he was to be treated
as a German author.””® Similarly, when the policy of socialist realism was
introduced in Soviet Russia in 1934, translations of foreign works were also
treated as important educational sources, with the proletariat proclaimed as ‘the

sole heir of all that is best in the treasury of world literature.’**

Whilst widely accepted and adopted into many different studies of translation,
Even-Zohar’s theory has also been criticised by several scholars, largely because
of the lack of specificity of some of his definitions. Bassnett, describing them as

‘somewhat crude’, asked in 1998:

What does it mean to define a literature as peripheral or weak? [...] Is
Finland “weak”, for example, or Italy, since they both translate so much?

|II

In contrast, is the United Kingdom “strong” and “central” because it

translates so little?*

In his study of translations of Hamlet and literary canon formation in Russia
published in 2007, Alexei Semenenko also rejects Even-Zohar’s approach on the
basis that his definitions ‘can hardly be regarded as methodologically accurate,
because the term “literature” is tautologically explained through “literary

i

activities”’. Semenenko questions ‘What type of activities? What type of

relations?’%®

Semenenko instead advocates the theory of the Russian semiotician, lurii

Lotman, which he describes as ‘invaluable for an understanding of the

22 Werner Habicht, ‘Shakespeare and theatre politics in the Third Reich’, in The Play Out of
Context, eds. Hanna Scolnicov and Peter Holland (Cambridge: University Press, 1989) pp.110-120,
(p.111).

> |bid, p.113.

o Zhdanov, p.22.

> Susan Bassnett, ‘The Translation Turn in Cultural Studies’, in Constructing Cultures: Essays on
Literary Translation, Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd,
1998), pp.123-140 (p.127).

2 Semenenko, p.20.
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mechanisms of literary evolution.”®” Lotman’s work, which, like polysystems, has
its basis in Russian Formalism, is also employed by Rachel Polonsky, who utilises
what she terms his ‘typology of cultural interaction’ in order to analyse the
reception of nineteenth century English literature in Russia.?® Nevertheless, it is
possible to argue that these different theoretical approaches are closely linked:
Even-Zohar has in fact described the semiotic approach as ‘only one alley which
opened at the juncture of polysystems thinking and hypothesized semiotic

'2 Following Lotman, Semenenko defines a system as ‘a

phenomena.
methodological construction which allows us to describe literary phenomena in
terms of period, different and opposing tendencies, etc. as well as analyze the
relation between the main participants of the literary process.”* The use of
polysystems theory by several scholars of literature and drama in translation
would seem to indicate that the same is true of Even-Zohar’s concept. Similarly,
Polonsky highlights the fact that Lotman stresses the importance of asking in a
comparative literary study not ‘how the influence of one text upon another
becomes possible, but rather ‘why and in what conditions does a “foreign” text
become necessary for the creative development of “one’s own”.”*! As noted
above, Even-Zohar does address the conditions in which foreign texts (and

therefore translations) become important in the development of a country’s

literature.

However, other translation theorists have suggested that Even-Zohar’s theory
can only be applied to systems within certain types of cultures. Whilst
acknowledging that ‘[p]olysystem theory, as a tool for studying the literatures
from emerging nations, from developing countries, or countries undergoing
radical change, is becoming increasingly indispensable’, in the 1990s Edwin
Gentzler also found fault with the polysystem approach, particularly with its

applicability to cultural systems which are well established: ‘While Even-Zohar

7 Ibid, p.13.

*® Rachel Polonsky, English Literature and the Russian Aesthetic Renaissance (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998).

% |tamar Even-Zohar, ‘Polysystem Theory and Cultural Research’ in Papers in Culture Research
(Tel Aviv: Unit of Culture Research, Tel Aviv University, 2010), pp.35-39 (p.38).
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observes that translations can function as primary or innovative in “young”
literatures or in systems which are “weak”, he seldom observes such functioning
in “strong” literary systems’.>? Gentzler argues that Even-Zohar’s views are less
convincing when applied to strong cultures such as the French, British, or
Russian, which he states have ‘well-developed literary traditions’.
Nevertheless, in the case of the Russian literary and theatrical systems, it can be
argued that the conditions which lead to translation forming a more central part
of the system have occurred several times in the culture’s history. This situation
is amplified by the fact that the text to be studied here is a translation of
Shakespeare, a writer whose works have enjoyed canonical status in Russia, and

throughout the rest of the world.

For Theo Hermans, however, despite the seemingly all-inclusive nature of
polysystems theory, Even-Zohar’s terminology remains too abstract, and fails to

take account of many of the outside influences on cultural systems.

[Plolysystems theory is aware of the social embedding of cultural systems
but in practice takes little heed of actual political and social power
relations or more concrete entities such as institutions or groups with real
interests to look after. For all its emphasis on models and repertoires,

polysystems theory remains thoroughly text bound.’ 34

The political and social power relations to which Hermans refers would have had
a significant effect on the working practices of a translator working in Stalinist
Russia of the 1920s and 1930s, such as Anna Radlova. In her book on the Soviet
novel, Katerina Clark highlights the importance of considering the effect of
external factors when examining the literary output of this period: ‘The problem
of literature’s relationship to its political and social environment, and the
dependence of meaning on factors external to the texts themselves, cannot be

treated properly without introducing a historical or extratextual dimension.’

32 Edwin Gentzler, ‘Translation, Counter-Culture, and The Fifties in the USA’, in Translation,
Power, Subversion, eds. Roméan Alvarez and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal (Clevedon: Multilingual
Matters, 1996), pp.116-137, (p.117).
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Clark argues that this contextual information ‘becomes especially important in
the case of Soviet literature, because of the marginal importance of the aesthetic
function in texts and the unusually great importance of politics and ideology.’*
Whilst polysystems theory will therefore provide the central framework for the
approach of the thesis, it also therefore seems imperative to refer to the work of
other theorists who chose to extend polysystems theory, examining the

elements which affect the literary system beyond the texts themselves.

1.3 Patronage, Poetics and Ideology

André Lefevere was receptive to polysystems theory, but also criticised it,
devising his own categories and terms in the 1990s. However, Aaltonen argues
that Lefevere’s approach can be seen as complementary to the work of Even-
Zohar. She states that while Even-Zohar emphasises intra-literary relations,

Lefevere concentrates on extra-literary links.3®

Lefevere built on polysystems theory by examining the “control factors” which
function both within and outside the literary system. Lefevere divides these
control factors into two main groups, which for him manage the other elements
which have influence over the literary system. He terms the first control factor
“the professional”, by which he means critics, reviewers, teachers, and
translators. For Lefevere, it is the professionals within the system who are
responsible for ‘rewriting’ works of literature ‘until they are deemed acceptable

37 The second control factor is

to the poetics and ideology of a certain time.
“patronage” — ‘the powers (persons, institutions) that can further or hinder the

reading, writing and rewriting of literature.”*®

According to Lefevere, ‘[p]atrons try to regulate the relationship between the

literary system and the other systems, which, together, make up a society, a

» Clark, The Soviet Novel, p.xiii.

3 Aaltonen, Acculturation of the Other, p.50.

¥ André Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame (London:
Routledge, 1992) p.14.

* Ibid, p.15.
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culture.”®

They generally operate by means of institutions set up to regulate.
Lefevere’s concept of patronage consists of three elements: one ideological, one
economic and one which confers status. The ideological element of patronage
determines what the relation between literature and other social systems should
be. The patron or patrons will also ensure the writer’s livelihood, providing the

economic element, whilst they can also confer prestige and recognition: the

status component.

Patronage can be differentiated or undifferentiated. When it is differentiated,
the three elements are separated, so that ‘economic success is relatively
independent of ideological factors, and does not necessarily bring status with
it’.*? If a system’s patronage is undifferentiated, all three components are
controlled by one person or institution, as would be the case under a totalitarian
regime, such as there was in Stalinist Russia. As Lefevere describes, ‘[i]n systems
with undifferentiated patronage, the patron’s efforts will primarily be directed at
preserving the stability of the social system as a whole, and the literary
production that is accepted and actively promoted within that social system will

have to further that aim or, at the very least, not actively oppose [it].”*!

Again,
this type of patronage certainly existed in Stalinist Russia, especially following
the introduction of socialist realism as the only method of creative output in

1934. This situation will be explored in Chapter 2.

Lefevere’s concept of poetics consists of two components, one, ‘an inventory of
literary devices, genres, motifs, prototypical characters and situations, and
symbols’, and the other, a functional component, ‘a concept of what the role of

42 Eor Lefevere, this

literature is, or should be, in the social system as a whole.
functional component is closely tied to ideological influences outside the sphere

of poetics, and is therefore ‘influential in the selection of themes that must be

** Ibid.
“Ibid, p.17.
* Ibid.
* |bid, p.26.
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relevant to the social system if the work of literature is to be noticed at all.”** So,
whilst a patron may prefer to delegate questions of style to the professional,

their ideological concerns will still prove influential.

Lefevere also describes how the “codification” of a poetics ensures that it
becomes the dominant poetics of a given time. Codification ‘implies both the
selection of certain types of current practice and the exclusion of others.”* This
selection leads to the canonisation of the works of certain writers, whose work is
seen as conforming most closely to these ideals. Once a poetics has become
dominant, its authority is asserted in a number of ways: ‘every poetics tends to
posit itself as absolute, to dismiss its predecessors (which amounts, in practice,
to integrating them into itself) and to deny its own transience or, rather, to see
itself as the necessary outcome of a process of growth of which it happens to be
the final stage.” Each dominant poetics, therefore ‘freezes or certainly controls
the dynamics of the system.” Lefevere comments that this control is more easily
achieved in literary systems with undifferentiated patronage.** After 1934 in
Stalinist Russia, only texts which fitted with the ideals of socialist realism would
have been able to gain entry into the literary system. This restriction was
matched by the return of more traditional poetic forms in the 1930s; the severe
consequences of falling foul of the regime meant that experimentation was seen

as dangerous.

As far as translated texts are concerned, Lefevere also viewed the dominant
poetics in a system as having an important influence on which foreign texts
would be able to gain access to the literary system. ‘[A] changeable and changing
poetics, established mainly by means of rewritings, will also dictate which
original works of literature and which rewritings are acceptable in a given
system, or rather, such a poetics will be the touchstone used by teachers, critics,

146

and others to decide what is in and what is out.”™ A host poetics will therefore

have a great influence on what Lefevere terms the “interpenetration of two

* Ibid.

* Ibid, p.27
** Ibid, p.35.
*® Ibid, p.36.
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literary systems”,*” the selection of texts for translation, and the introduction of

new styles and ideas into a literary culture. In Stalinist Russia, for example,
authors considered ideologically unsuitable would not have been selected for
translation. From 1929, the works of authors such as Edgar Allen Poe and Guy de
Maupassant, and even at times Shakespeare, were purged from the shelves of

public libraries.*®

Lefevere lists poetics as one of two key factors ‘which basically determine the
image of a work of literature as projected by a translation.” * However, Lefevere
maintains that ideological considerations, whether those held personally by the
translator, or that which is imposed upon them by a patron, will take precedence
over the demands of a poetics, and that it is ideology which ‘dictates the basic

strategy the translator is going to use’.*

1.4 Normsin Translation

Whilst Lefevere chose to extend polysystems theory by examining forces outside
the literary system, Gideon Toury chose to identify and categorise the rules
which governed the position which individual elements could achieve within the

system, and ultimately affect translation decisions.

Toury took a behaviourist approach to the study of translation. For Toury,
“translatorship” amounts first and foremost to being able to play a social role,
ie. to fulfil a function allotted by a community — to the activity, its practitioners
and/or their products — in a way which is deemed appropriate in its own terms of

>! Toury notes that translation ‘can be described as being subject to

a reference.
constraints of several types and varying degree’, and that translators operating

under different types of constraints ‘often adopt different strategies, and

47 .
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ultimately come up with markedly different products.”>* This point is important
for this study, given the aim to investigate what a particular translation can tell

us about working under a particular political regime.

Toury describes the constraints which society, and in this specific case,
translators, operate under, as being along a scale, with absolute rules at one
extreme, and pure idiosyncrasies at the other. “Norms” are in the middle of the
scale, but these too form a graded continuum. Some are stronger, and are more
like rules, whereas others are closer to idiosyncrasies. However, norms are also
changeable: ideas and practices which begin as mere idiosyncrasies gain in
popularity, and so become more like norms, while ideas which were once rule-

like go out of fashion.>®

For Toury, ‘[n]Jorms are the key concept and focal point in any attempt to
account for the social relevance of activities, because their existence, and the
wider range of situations they apply to (with the conformity this implies), are the
main factors ensuring the establishment and retention of social order.”* At the
time when Radlova was writing, non-compliance with norms could have

extremely serious consequences.

Toury’s theories on translational norms began with the “initial norm”, which is
essentially the choice of whether to prioritise the needs of the source text, or the
target culture. ‘[A] translator may subject him/herself either to the original text,
with the norms it has realised, or to the norms active in the target culture’.>® An
adherence to the norms of the source language and culture would lead to what
Toury termed an ‘adequate translation’. Due to the translator’s close adherence
to the source text, an ‘adequate’ translation ‘may well entail certain
incompatibilities with target norms and practices’.”® Conversely, if the translator

subscribes to norms originating in the target culture, Toury terms the text they

>? Gideon Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond (John Benjamins Publishing Co.:
Philadephia, 1995), p.54.

> Toury, ‘The nature and role of norms in translation’, p.199.
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produce ‘acceptable translation’ though he notes that ‘shifts from the source

text are inevitable.”’

Toury did acknowledge that these two types of translation represented the two
extremes of the options which translators can choose to take, and that in reality,
most translation decisions involve a compromise between the two. However, as
already stated in the opening paragraph, the purpose of this study is not
primarily to judge whether Radlova’s translation was good or bad, on the basis of
how close her translation is to Shakespeare’s text, but to discover if, under the
influence of her particular context, she has opted for certain choices of language
or style. Toury’s “initial norm” is perhaps, therefore, not particularly relevant.
However, he also detailed many other norms which affect every stage of the
translation process, the recognition of which permits understanding of Radlova’s

translation decisions and how her work was received.

Toury’s ‘preliminary norms’ determine the decisions which are taken before
translations are undertaken. ‘Translation policy’ norms determine which types of
text are selected for translation, whilst the norms dictating ‘directness of
translation’ regulate whether translation via another, intermediary language is
permitted, camouflaged, or even preferred.58 Shakespeare was primarily
introduced into the repertoire of many European countries, including Russia,
through translations in French, and later German. These influential intermediary
translations will be further discussed in Chapter 2, as will the effect of
‘translation policy’ norms which determined which of Shakespeare’s texts have

proved most popular in Russia over time.

Toury’s ‘operational norms’ then direct decisions made during the act of
translation itself, and govern the relationship between source and target texts.
‘Matricial norms’ determine the fullness of translation — omissions, additions and
changes of location of target language material within the text. ‘Textual linguistic
norms’ govern the selection of material in which to formulate the target text, or

with which to replace the original textual and linguistic material. These norms

> bid.
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can be general, applying to all kinds of translation, or particular, applying to a
single text type or mode of translation.” These norms, which affect the
composition of the translated text itself, will be examined during the direct

analysis of Radlova’s translation in Chapter 4.

Toury acknowledges that norms are difficult to account for, ‘because of their
socio-cultural specificity and basic instability’. They are changeable, do not need
to apply to all sectors within a society, nor will they necessarily apply across
cultures.®® He also suggests that there is often more than one set of norms at

play within a cultural system:

it is not all that rare to find side by side in a society three sets of
competing norms, each having its own followers and a position of its own
in the culture at large: the ones that dominate the centre of the system,
and hence direct translational behaviour of the so-called mainstream,
alongside the remnants of previous sets of norms and the rudiments of

new ones hovering in the periphery.®

It is evident here that Toury’s theories on “norms” complement Even-Zohar’s
work on polysystems; norms are the conditions which determine which texts and
translated texts are allowed access into the literary system and whether they are

able to reach the canonised centre of the system.

However, it seems that the principal challenge with norms-based study is, as
Toury observes, that norms are not really directly observable: ‘[w]hat is actually
available for observation is not so much the norms themselves, but rather norm-
governed instances of behaviour, or the products of such behaviour.”®
Nevertheless, there are two major sources for the reconstruction and
investigation of translational norms: the texts themselves, which can be seen as

immediate representations of translational norms, and then secondary sources,

> Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, p.60.
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including criticism, reviews and statements made by those in the industry such as
publishers or the translators themselves. Toury warns that these secondary
sources should be treated with caution, as they are frequently biased. ®® In Soviet
Russia, for example, critics were bound by the same rules of socialist realism as
the writers themselves, and, in a society which was highly vigilant, they may have
been keen to highlight the fact that someone was perhaps not adhering to Party
rules as carefully as they should have been. Nevertheless, in the study of an
existing translation, they provide essential information on the reception of the
work in question, at the very least providing evidence of what society perceived

many of the operational norms should be.

1.5 The Influence of Pierre Bourdieu

In 2005, Moira Inghilleri noted that over the previous decade, research into
translation and interpreting had begun to draw on Bourdieu’s sociological
theory. As Randal Johnson explains, Bourdieu’s work addresses ‘such issues as
aesthetic value and canonicity, subjectification and structuration, the
relationship between cultural practices and broader social processes, the social
position and role of intellectuals and artists and the relationships between high
culture and popular culture, all of which have become increasingly prevalent in

)64

cultural debate since the 1970s.”>" The application of his theory has assisted with

the re-evaluation of descriptive and polysystem approaches, offering, as
Ingillheri describes it, ‘a more powerful set of concepts than norms and
conventions to describe socio-cultural constraints on acts of translation and their

165

resulting products.”” In his later papers, Even-Zohar himself refers to what he
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describes as the ‘fascinating work’ of Pierre Bourdieu and the influence which it

has had on the field of translation studies.®®

In order to narrow the field of Bourdieu’s wide-ranging theories, it is circumspect
to examine which elements of his work have been particularly valued by
translation theorists. Amongst the key concepts from Bourdieu which have been

adopted are ‘habitus’, ‘field’ and ‘capital’.

The concept of ‘habitus’ is central to Bourdieu’s approach to language and

linguistic exchange, and is defined as:

systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures
predisposed to function as structuring structures, that is, as principles of
the generation and structuring of practices and representations which
can be objectively “regulated” and “regular” without in any way being the
product of obedience to rules, objectively adapted to their goals without
presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an express mastery of the

operations necessary to attain them.®”’

As John B. Thompson explains, the ‘dispositions’ which constitute the habitus are
‘acquired through a gradual process of inculcation’ from early childhood.
Through the training and learning of gestures and behaviours such as social
etiquette, ‘the individual acquires a set of dispositions which literally mould the

%8 These dispositions are durable, in the sense

body and become second nature.
that they continue throughout the lifetime of the individual, as they are
subconscious and therefore not easily modifiable, and structured, in that they
inevitably reflect the social conditions in which they were acquired. Individuals
with different class backgrounds, or, perhaps more crucially for this project,

those brought up in different cultures, will acquire different dispositions.

Together, these dispositions make up an individual’s habitus, which provides

® Even-Zohar, ‘Introduction’, Poetics Today, 11 (1990), 1-6. (p.3).
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them with an understanding of how to act and respond throughout the course of
their day-to-day life.*® A translator working in a given society, for example, would
develop an awareness of the types of text which were suitable for translation,

and the most acceptable ways in which to translate them.

The second concept adopted by translation theorists, ‘field’, is defined by
Bourdieu as ‘a separate social universe having its own laws of functioning
independent of those of politics and the economy.”’® Applying this concept to
literature, (the literary field) Bourdieu argues that in order to understand writers
and their work, there is a need to understand the world in which they operate,

and how the position of ‘writer’ is viewed by that world:

To understand Flaubert or Baudelaire, or any writer, major or minor, is
first of all to understand what the status of writer consists of at the
moment considered; that is, more precisely, the social conditions of the

possibility of this social function, of this social personage.”

It is the effect of the relationship between the habitus (an individual’s
understanding of how they need to operate) and the field (the social context in
which they act), which is key to Bourdieu’s theory, and it is the relational nature
of his thinking which has been utilised by translation theorists. As Jean-Marc

Gouvanic describes,

With the key notions of field, habitus and capital [...] all of which are
applicable to translation studies, Bourdieu develops a philosophy of
action by constructing a fundamental relationship between the social
trajectory of the agent (based on his or her incorporated dispositions, or
habitus) and the objective structures (specified under fields). This is a

“two-way” relationship: the social trajectory that constitutes the habitus
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contributes to the structuring of fields, which in turn structure the

habitus.”

Gouvanic utilises ‘field’ and ‘habitus’ to investigate the role of translation in the
development of the science fiction genre in French culture. For Gouvanic,
Bourdieu’s concepts provide a powerful tool for analysing the reasons behind

translators’ behaviour, and how translations are received by their target cultures.

[It] is always the habitus of a translator that influences the way
translation is practised, and this habitus cannot be interpreted separately
from its rapport with the foreign culture, which is endowed with a greater
or lesser aura of legitimacy that is transmitted through translation and
tends to dictate a new orientation in the receiving culture, a new social

future.”®

Daniel Simeoni also employs Bourdieu’s terminology in order to analyse and
extend some of the translation theory already discussed. He uses the concept of
‘habitus’ to examine translation norms and their effect on translators’ decision-
making processes. He argues that whilst the two approaches do have elements in
common, ‘Toury places the focus of relevance on the pre-eminence of what
controls the agents’ behaviour — “translational norms”. A habitus-governed
account, by contrast, emphasises the extent to which translators themselves play

a role in the maintenance and perhaps creation of norms.””*

Recently, however, Lawrence Venuti has warned against what he sees as the
over-reliance of some translation theorists on Bourdieu’s ‘habitus’, arguing that

the concept oversimplifies the act of translation:

In the end, the recourse to the habitus strips the translator’s agency of
the full complexity of human behaviour, which encompasses not only

intended actions but also a self-reflexive monitoring in relation to rules

7% Jean-Marc Gouvanic, ‘A Bourdieusian Theory of Translation, or the Coincidence of Practical
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and resources (e.g. translation norms), not only a degree of
consciousness but also an unconscious composed of unacknowledged

conditions and unanticipated consequences.75

Nevertheless, Bourdieu’s theory has been used to analyse translation within the
Soviet context. Samantha Sherry employs the concepts of ‘field and ‘habitus’ to
examine the different levels of censorship of foreign literature during the Stalin
and Khrushchev eras. She comments: ‘[b]y conceiving of censorial agents as
existing in a hierarchy within the Soviet cultural field, the relationship between
the agents and their overlapping practices can be better illuminated.’’® Sherry
highlights the fact that while Bourdieu emphasises the autonomy of fields, he
does accept the possibility of the influence of external factors, through
‘refraction’, which results in a change in the structure of the field.”” She argues
that ‘[e]xternal interference on the part of institutions can structure dispositions,
instilling in the censorial agents a deeply held understanding of what may (or
may not) circulate in the field.””® Given the authoritarian nature of Soviet society,
the effect of external factors on the habitus and field of a translator is an
important consideration for those examining Soviet culture. However, like
Simeoni, Sherry uses Bourdieu’s theory to demonstrate the importance of the
individual’s actions in shaping trends and boundaries within a given society: ‘The
habitus accounts for the actions of censors, since it is the habitus that defines the

limit of the sayable in any given field.””

It can therefore be argued that Bourdieu’s concepts of ‘field’ and ‘habitus’
together provide a sociological alternative to polysystems and the
complementary theories already discussed. They encourage the analysis of the
role of translators themselves in the creation of translation trends as well as

emphasising the importance of considering the social background in which the
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act of translation is taking place. Living and working in Stalinist Russia, Anna
Radlova would have had to have an excellent understanding of what was
expected of a translator in order to continue practising, and indeed, as the
situation became increasingly dangerous, in order to exist at all. The types of
texts which were acceptable to translate, and the ways in which it was
acceptable to translate them, would have been part of the ingrained knowledge
she had to acquire as a member of her profession. However, by choosing to
translate particular texts in particular ways, Radlova was also helping to shape
the field in which she was working, and her actions would have affected those of

other translators working in Soviet Russia.

The other concept of Bourdieu’s which has been adopted by translation theorists
and is particularly relevant to this study is that of ‘capital’. Bourdieu advocates
that aside from economic capital, (i.e. material wealth), other forms of capital
also exist, for example, ‘cultural capital’ in the form of knowledge, skills and
qualifications; and ‘symbolic capital’ (accumulated prestige or honour). It is the
distribution of these forms of capital within a field which determine its structure

and the relations between elements within it.

Linguistic exchange — a relation of communication between a sender and
a receiver, based on enciphering and deciphering, and therefore on the
implementation of a code or a generative competence —is also an
economic exchange which is established within a particular symbolic
relation of power between a producer, endowed with a certain linguistic
capital, and a consumer (or a market), and which is capable of procuring a
certain material or symbolic profit. In other words, utterances are not
only (save in exceptional circumstances) signs to be understood and
deciphered; they are also signs of wealth, intended to be evaluated and
appreciated, and signs of authority, intended to be believed and

obeyed.®

% Bourdieu, Language and Symbolic Power, ed. by John B. Thompson, trans. by Gino Raymond
and Matthew Adamson (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991), p.66.
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Discussing the incorporation of foreign texts into the Finnish theatrical system,
Aaltonen terms a particular mode of translation as “reverence”. If a source text is
translated in full, Aaltonen argues, then ‘the attitude expressed through the
agency of translation strategy is that of reverence’.®! Reverence, as Aaltonen
explains, indicates that the foreign texts are ‘held in esteem and respected.’®?
When such texts are translated, the ‘[t]ranslations are used as a way of
increasing cultural capital in the indigenous system, which, among other
gualities, determines the position which a culture holds in the hierarchy of

’83 Here, Aaltonen uses Bourdieu’s concept of ‘cultural capital’ in order

cultures.
to extend Even-Zohar’s theory on the moments when translated literature gains
a more central place within the literary system. As an internationally renowned
dramatist, Shakespeare’s work can be viewed as possessing a high amount of
cultural capital, so any translation of his work in a developing culture has the
potential for a certain amount of prestige. In addition to this high status, within
the Soviet context, the high cultural capital of Shakespeare’s texts may also have

accorded them a certain amount protection from the interference of those in

authority.

The work of Pierre Bourdieu has therefore enabled theatre translation theorists
to extend the use of the system approach to ensure that the social function of
translators and their texts can be better investigated. As demonstrated, his work
has also provided key terminology for theorists to use when discussing the
reasons for the incorporation of translated literature and drama into home
repertoires. Nevertheless, there are still many questions of terminology within
theatre translation studies which remain unresolved. The following section will
therefore discuss some of these disputed terms, and explain those used

throughout this thesis.

8t Aaltonen, Time-Sharing on Stage, (Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, 2000), p.8.
% Ibid, p.64.
% Ibid.
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1.6 Terminology in Theatre Translation Studies:
Translation, Version or Adaptation?

The different choices of vocabulary which can be used to describe works of
translation have generated much discussion and disagreement. As David

Johnston has stated,

[i]t would be in the interests of all of those who work in the theatre and
who sell their wares to the public to have a common definition of all
these words — translation, adaptation, version — or at least to agree that
one should always be open about the process used in bringing a

particular play to the stage or even to the page.®*

According to Bassnett, attempts at distinction are usually based on how much
the target text diverges from its source: ‘if it seems so close as to be
recognisable, then it can be classified as a translation, but if it starts to move

away then it has to be deemed an adaptation.’®

However, this distinction is far from definitive. As Bassnett herself inquires, ‘how
close do you have to be, and how far away do you have to move before the
labels change?’®® Another choice for consideration is the word ‘version’,
described recently by one translator for the theatre, Ranjit Bolt, as ‘a much safer
word’.®” This is perhaps because it adds a degree of ambiguity. Bolt’s use of the
word ‘safer’ suggests that ‘version’ implies that the work in question is not as far
away from the original text as to be an adaptation, but perhaps contains enough
differences from the original for the translator to want to avoid the scrutiny of a
close, word-by-word comparison. Bassnett, on the other hand, suggests that the

word version ‘implies that the translation has been radically revised for the

* David Johnston, ‘Theatre Pragmatics’, in Stages of Translation, ed. by David Johnston (Bath:
Absolute Classics, 1996), pp.57-66 (p.66).

% Susan Bassnett, Reflections on Translation, p.40.

* Ibid.

& Ranijit Bolt, The Art of Translation (London: Oberon Books, 2010), p.8.
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target culture’.®® She instead advocates taking the approach of André Lefevere,

who chose to view all translations as “rewritings” of the original.

Radlova's Othello can certainly be described as a direct translation from English
into Russian. However, this is not the case for many of the “re-writings” which
are important to the history of Shakespeare in Russia. The historical aspect of
this project gives an important dimension, because as Romy Heylen notes, ‘[a]
text which functions as a translation today may not be called a translation
tomorrow and may be named a “version” instead.” It will always be important to
consider how a particular translation is viewed by its target audience at the time
it is translated, and this should perhaps determine how it should be described.
Heylen continues, ‘[h]istorical changes and the socio-cultural context of the
reception of translation determine a reader’s expectations, and form part of

what his or her notion of what constitutes translation.’®

Heylen’s reference to
socio-cultural context here reiterates the importance of the descriptive and
sociological approach: the conditions in which a translator is working need to be
taken into consideration as well as examining the reasons why a translator has
chosen to work in a particular style. The conditions under which Radlova was
working, the necessity of complying with the requirements of socialist realism

and the severe consequences if she did not, certainly would have affected her

translation decisions.

1.7 Acculturation or Domestication?

‘Acculturation’ and ‘domestication’ are both terms developed by translation
theorists in order to describe policies which may be adapted by translators to
ensure that the “re-writings” of texts they produce are suitable for their
intended target audience. As explained in the introduction, Aaltonen defines the

term ‘acculturation’, as ‘the process which is employed to tone down the Foreign

% Bassnett, ‘Translating for the Theatre: The Case Against Performability’, p.102.
8 Heylen, p.4.
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and to help identification with unfamiliar reality.” She argues that plays which
represent realities familiar to their audiences are more easily admitted into the
theatrical polysystem, stating that the process of acculturation ‘makes

understanding and, in consequence, integration possible.”*

In contrast, Lawrence Venuti has argued against the process of familiarising a
literary text for the target audience, a process which he terms ‘domestication.’
He views it as the main element in what he sees as the ‘ethnocentric violence’**

of translation:

Translation never communicates in an untroubled fashion because the
translator negotiates the linguistic and cultural differences of the foreign
text by reducing them and supplying another set of differences, basically
domestic, drawn from the receiving language and culture to enable the
foreign to be received there. The foreign text, then, is not so much

communicated as inscribed with domestic intelligibilities and interests.*?

Venuti’s concern over domesticating methods of translation is because he
asserts that ‘translation wields enormous power in the construction of identities
for foreign cultures’, and that it can therefore serve ‘an appropriation of foreign
cultures for agendas in the receiving situation, cultural, economic, poIiticaI.'93 In
order to avoid this inscription of domestic values into a foreign text, Venuti

advocates instead the alternative method of foreignization:

Foreignization does not offer unmediated access to the foreign —no
translation can do that — but rather constructs a certain image of the
foreign that is informed by the receiving situation but aims to question it
by drawing on materials that are not currently dominant, namely the

marginal and the nonstandard, the residual and the emergent.>*

% Sirkku Aaltonen, Acculturation of the Other, p.19.

' Lawrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, 2" edition (London: Routledge, 2008), p.16.
2 Lawrence Venuti, ‘Translation, Community, Utopia’ in The Translation Studies Reader, ed.
Lawrence Venuti (London: Routledge, 2000), pp.468-488, (p.468).

% Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.14.

* Ibid, pp.18-19.
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The method of translation which Venuti encourages here is not the deliberate
inclusion of source language and culture elements within the target text, but
rather the employment of non-standard language usage within the target
language to alert the reader to the fact that they are in fact reading a translation.
As Mona Baker describes, with foreignization, Venuti’s aim ‘is not to “preserve”
the source text as such, but to disrupt dominant values within the target
context,’””® in order to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that what they are

reading is a translation.

Venuti seeks to challenge what he views as the translator’s ‘invisibility’ in
Western culture, and ‘to question the marginal position of translation in
contemporary Anglo-American culture’.’® These aims may seem far removed
from a translation of Othello in 1930s Soviet Russia, but use of his theories will
present the opportunity to examine Radlova’s word choices with regard to their
particular significance to Russian culture. His policies of domestication and
foreignization will therefore be referred to during the close analysis of Radlova’s

translation in Chapter 4.

In his latest collection of work published in 2012, Venuti has rebalanced his
argument slightly, stressing the importance of recognising the hermeneutic
nature of the translation process. Describing translation as ‘the inscription of one
interpretative possibility among others’, he states that he now advocates a more
flexible approach, which ‘acknowledges the inevitable loss of source-cultural
difference as well as the exorbitant gain of translating — cultural difference, a

trade-off that exposes the creative possibilities of translation.””’

Selecting a different option to Aaltonen and Venuti, Brisset uses the term
“imitation” in order to describe how theatre texts are adapted to better meet

the requirements of their target audience:

* Mona Baker, ed. Critical Readings in Translation Studies, (London: Routledge, 2009), p.65.
96 . ’ TN

Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.viii.
%7 Lawrence Venuti, Translation Changes Everything, p.4.
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Imitation is a radical form of adaptation [...] This type of re-writing also
adapts the play to the new context in which it is produced, and pre-
supposes that selected elements from the original will be re-arranged and

combined with new elements.®

Brisset’s description of the process of ‘imitation” above refers to a situation
where a translator felt it necessary to alter the original text in order to make it
stageable in the target culture and accessible for their new audience. As she
continues, ‘[a]ny translation must select along a cline between literal respect for

the source text and the pragmatics imposed by the target milieu.”*®

The issues created by the demands of the target language to which Brisset refers
here are of course amplified when the translation in question is intended for a
performance in a theatre. A theatre audience does not have the luxury of being
able to interpret what they are watching ‘at their own pace and in their own
manner’,'® like the readers of other literary genres, but needs to be able to
understand and follow the play instantly. As Aaltonen describes, this need for
clarity often means that ‘[t]heatre translation is more tied to its immediate

context than literary translation.”***

The immediacy of understanding which a translation for the theatre is required
to generate has inevitably meant that translators have had to developed
strategies in order to ensure that they do not alienate their audience by
presenting them with a drastically unfamiliar-sounding text. Translation theorists
have devised a variety of further terms to describe the techniques which
translators might choose to employ during this process of familiarisation. For
example, Brisset also uses the term ‘reactualization’ to describe instances where
a translator provides the audience with an indicator, something familiar to their
audience which will set the play in the new target context. She uses the example

of Macbeth entering to the sound of the fiddle in a Quebecois translation of the

% Brisset, p.12.
* Ibid.
% pid, p.5.

1% Aaltonen, Timesharing on Stage, p.38.
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play by Michel Garneau, rather than the original drum. Brisset describes
instances of both spatial and temporal re-actualization in Quebecois translations,
where names are changed to create more neutral settings, or archaic forms of
language are used to locate the target text in a particular time period.'®* With his
work on Shakespeare, Garneau was in fact responsible for coining another term
for theatre translation, ‘tradaptation’, a mixture of both translation and

193 This term has frequently been used by scholars to describe

adaptation.
productions of Shakespeare where the translator, like Garneau, appears to use

their translation in order to engage its audience in a particular political debate.'®*

Importantly, the translation theorists dealing with texts intended for the theatre
do not view the process of adapting the language of a text to suit a target
audience in such a negative light as Venuti. Their emphasis is admittedly on the
ease of understanding for the audience rather than the preservation of the
source text, but as with Brisset’s concept of ‘re-actualization’, the changes in the
target text are viewed positively, as they allow the integration of a foreign text
into a different country’s system. This greater element of positivity perhaps
indicates that the term ‘acculturation’ implies less significant changes than the
violent nature of domestication that Venuti described. Acculturation can be seen
as the neutralising of any foreign elements within a text which are likely to cause
confusion for an audience, rather than direct replacement of terms with
domestic equivalents. Interestingly, neither Brisset nor Aaltonen address the
concern that the audience may not be aware that they are watching a
translation, but their difference of opinion from Venuti further emphasises the

importance of distinguishing between literary translation and that of drama.

102 Brisset, pp.110-111.

Leonore Lieblein, ““Cette Belle Langue”: The “Tradaptation of Shakespeare in Quebec’ in
Shakespeare and the Language of Translation, ed. by Ton Hoenslaars (London: The Arden
Shakespeare, 2004), pp.255-269 (p.255).

% For example, the term is also used by Tom Cheesman to describe the controversial 2003
translation of Othello into German by Ferdiun Zaimoglu and Giinter Senkel, who employ modern
‘multi-ethnic underclass slang’ and alter the action of Shakespeare’s play in order to comment on
European racial politics and the contemporary military occupations in the Middle East.

Tom Cheesman, ‘Shakespeare and Othello in Filthy Hell: Zaimoglu and Senkel’s Politico-Religious
Tradaptation’, Forum for Modern Language Studies, 46 (2010)207-220 <doi:
10.1093/fmls/cqp165> [accessed: 24 July 2014].
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1.8 The Question of Performability

In Bassnett’s opinion, many of the difficulties which researchers in theatre
translation studies have encountered are due to the much debated concept of
“performability.” ‘Plays, we are informed, must be transformed, must be
translated in order to be “performable”, though nobody seems able to explain

1105

quite what performability is.””> On the one hand, ‘performability’ is often used

‘to describe the indescribable, the supposedly existent concealed gestic text

within the written.’*%

This quotation indicates the confusion around the term, as
any translator or actor coming to the text would undoubtedly choose to interpret
this undefined, hidden sub-text in a different way. On the other hand, as
Bassnett continues, others have chosen to use performability as a term referring

to ‘the need for fluent speech rhythms within the target text.”*”’

Exploring the concept of the supposed ‘concealed gestic text’ to which Bassnett
refers, Patrice Pavis views the process of bringing a foreign text to the stage as a
series of steps, or ‘concretizations.” For Pavis, theatre translation goes ‘beyond
the rather limited phenomenon of the interlingual translation’ of the dramatic
text. In the theatre, the translation will reach the audience by way of the actor’s
bodies, and therefore ‘[w]e cannot simply translate a text linguistically; rather we
confront and communicate heterogenous cultures and situations of enunciation

that are separated in space and time.”*%

Pavis’ concretizations move the text for translation through from the original text
to the point when the translation reaches its audience. He terms the original
text, the result of the author’s choices and formulations ‘Ty’. This stage is
followed by ‘T; — an initial concretization.” Here, Pavis views the translator as ‘in
the position of a reader and a dramaturg’; they must perform a macrotextual

translation, reconstituting the plot and characters, as well as the artistic features

105Bassnett, Reflections on Translation, p.100.

Susan Bassnett, ‘Translating for the Theatre: The Case Against Performability’, p.102.
7 Ibid.

1% patrice Pavis, ‘Problems of translation for the stage: interculturalism and post-modern
theatre’, in The Play Out of Context, eds. Hanna Scolnikov and Peter Holland (Cambridge:
University Press, 1989), pp.25-44, p. 25.
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of the source text. This is followed by T,, the ‘dramaturgical analysis’, when the
spatio-temporal indications in the text must be considered, as well as the
transfer of the stage directions. The third stage, Ts involves testing on stage, or
‘concretization by stage enunciation.” The text is received by its audience, who
confirm whether or not it is an acceptable translation. Pavis’ final stage is T,
‘recipient concretization or recipient enunciation’ when the spectators form their
own interpretation of the text. Pavis notes that this final enunciation, and
therefore the overall meaning of the translated text, ‘depends on the way in
which the surrounding culture focuses attention and makes the characters (as
carriers of the fiction) and the actors (who belong to a theatrical tradition)

express themselves.”*%

For the purposes of this study, Pavis’ work draws attention to two factors which
are essential to consider when analysing a translation intended for performance.
Firstly, it highlights the importance of the situation in which a translated text is
performed, and the way in which the actors perform it, to the overall reception
of the translation by its audience. The importance which Pavis accords to the
latter stages of the translation-into-performance process emphasises the need to
examine how Radlova’s text functioned on stage. Were the actors receptive to
the text, and was it easy to work with? How was it received by contemporary
audiences? These questions will be addressed in Chapter 5, with further

reference to Pavis’ theories.

The second important concept, of which both Pavis and Bassnett are in favour, is
that theatre translation should always be viewed as a collaborative process, of
which the text itself is just one stage. ‘In order to conceptualize the act of theatre
translation, we must consult the literary translator and the director and actor;
we must incorporate their contribution and integrate the act of translation into
the much broader translation (that is the mise en scéne) of a dramatic text.”**

Given Radlova’s close relationship with the director who staged her translations,

and the fact that she was part of his theatre company, it is possible that she may

% 1bid, pp.27-28.

"% pid, p. 25.
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have been able to take a far more collaborative approach than many of the other
Russian translators of Shakespeare of her time. It will therefore be instructive to
examine to what extent this additional input may have affected her translation

decisions.

1.9 Shakespeare in Translation Studies

The final branch of theory to be considered in this chapter is that of Shakespeare
studies, or specifically, studies of Shakespeare in translation. The fact that the
text under consideration is a translation of a play by Shakespeare adds further
dimensions to this study. As canonical texts, well-known throughout the world,
Shakespeare plays present a unique set of challenges for any translator or
director. However, theorists have argued that staging Shakespeare in a foreign
language accords directors far more freedom than those working with the text in

its original language. As Bassnett describes,

[i]n languages other than English, however, Shakespearean productions
are very different indeed. Freed from the constraints of the text, from
having to speak every word of a classic text at all costs or be pilloried for
desecration of a sacred play, non-English speaking actors and directors
can continue the tradition of experimentation. In translation, the
language of Shakespeare’s plays is unleashed, it is decanonised and the

inherent energy can be released.’!

The additional energy to which Bassnett refers here may also be due to the fact
that, as Aaltonen comments, ‘[a] theatre production is always closely tied to its
own specific audience in a particular place at a particular point in time’.**? Every
translation, therefore, will bring about a natural process of updating, meaning
that the language of the translation may be easier for its audience to digest than

that of the original for an audience in the present-day UK. As John Russell Brown

! Bassnett, Shakespeare: The Elizabethan Plays, p.4.

2 Aaltonen, Timesharing on Stage, p.8.
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describes, ‘Sometimes an actor performing in translation is able to reanimate
suggestions which must remain obscure or dormant in the original text.'*> The
sometimes potent effects of this reanimation are demonstrated by an interesting
example of back-translation explored by Tom Cheesman in his work on
translations of Othello in Germany. When Feridun Zaimoglu and Gilinter Senkel’s
German ‘tradaptation’ of Othello was performed with an accompanying English
translation of the script at Stratford in 2006, the offence taken at the modern
slang used to convey the strength of lago’s insults was so great that all
subsequent foreign language productions were obliged to use surtitles featuring

only the words of Shakespeare himself.***

In many foreign productions, it seems that it has often been suggestions of a

political nature which have been reanimated. As Dennis Kennedy notes,

Greater political stability in the UK and the US has robbed Shakespeare of
some of the danger and force that other countries have (re)discovered in
his texts. [...] Some foreign performances may have a more direct access
to the power of the plays. In this respect the modernity of translation is

crucial.”**®

Importantly for the current study, other critics have highlighted the fact that the
political power of the plays becomes all the more potent in performances under

a totalitarian regime. As Mark Hilsky comments,

Shakespeare productions have always been the site of political and
ideological pressures, but in a totalitarian regime these pressures and
anxieties become more intense and more visible than in a liberal

community. Any production of Shakespeare in a totalitarian state can be

3 John Russell Brown, ‘Foreign Shakespeare and English audiences’ in Foreign Shakespeare, ed.

by Dennis Kennedy (Cambridge: University Press, 1993) pp.21-35, (p.27).

14 Cheesman, p.207. Words used by Jago (the German lago) in the opening minute of the play
included ‘fucking’, ‘blow-job’, ‘sucked off’, ‘shit-fag’ and ‘wanker’.

5 Dennis Kennedy, ‘Introduction’, in Foreign Shakespeare (Cambridge: University Press, 1993)
p.5.
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seen as a cultural and ideological battleground in which the ruling

ideology attempts to appropriate Shakespeare.116

As will be demonstrated in the next chapter, the Stalinist regime adopted several
of Shakespeare’s plays which they believed fitted with the heroic ideals of
socialist realism, whilst others which were considered unsuitable were removed.
Interestingly, however, many of the plays approved by the Soviet establishment
were also appropriated by the authorities in Nazi Germany, on very similar

grounds.

Nazi propagandists and educators employed a considerable amount of
intuition, especially when it came to sensing the plays’ heroic qualities.
For the Volk needed the compelling heroism of a leader. And did not
Shakespeare’s tragedies and histories celebrate the Germanic ideal of

leadership and allegiance?'"’

Werner Habicht’s observations here underline the ease with which the
approbation of Shakespeare has been carried out by supposedly very different
political regimes. Commenting on the early reception of Shakespeare’s plays in
Central and Eastern Europe, Zdenék Stfibrny describes how their very nature
seems to have eased their transition into foreign cultures: ‘[The] plays were
unusually adaptable to any geographical location, staging condition, social milieu

’ 118 Once again, it seems that translation may have

and religio-political situation.
had a part to play in this high level of adaptability. The German translations of
Schlegel and Tieck played an important role in introducing Shakespeare’s work to
the people of Eastern Europe, and, as Thomas Healy indicates, the fact that
Schlegel may have omitted some of the finer details of time and place in his
translations may have helped further ease the transition. ‘[T]he German

Romantic tradition emphasised the placeless Shakespeare. [...] He [Schlegel] had

1% Mark Hilsky, ‘Shakespeare in Czech: An Essay in Cultural Semantics’ in Shakespeare and the

New Europe, (Sheffield: University Press, 1994) pp.150-158, p.150.
" Habicht, p.114.
8 sttibrny, p.23.
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little concern with the original historical contexts, and worked to translate

historically conditioned idioms into supposedly timeless ones.” **°

Translations of Shakespeare’s plays across the world have therefore led to his
work achieving the same revered status as in his native country. However, this
canonical status has often resulted in the fact that any new translation is seen as
a major cultural event in the target culture. As shown by Brisset, in countries
where a literary language is still being developed, a translation of Shakespeare is
often viewed as an opportunity to demonstrate that the language can cope with
a text of such stature. Once the translation has been produced, however, the
existing stature of the original can lead to the translation itself also becoming
canonised. In Nazi Germany, for example, it was decreed in 1936 that only the
translation by Schlegel and Tieck should ever be performed: ‘If Shakespeare’s
status as a nationalised classic was to be maintained, the standardised German

h.”*2% The fact that translations can also be

text must not be tampered wit
canonised means that any translator producing a new version of a text will not
only face comparisons being drawn with the original, but with other translations,
a risk if their work is markedly different from what has come before. The
canonisation of a particular translation leading to newer translations struggling
to be accepted could be viewed as an example of the power of Lefevere’s

‘poetics’. Exactly how Radlova’s translation fared against these types of

comparisons will be examined in subsequent chapters.

The theory discussed in this chapter will direct the approach to be taken in the
remainder of this thesis. Even-Zohar’s polysystems theory provides a useful
framework for examining the position of translations within a literary or
theatrical system. It emphasises the importance of assessing the relationships
between different works of literature and theatre. The works of Lefevere and
Toury provide different perspectives on the factors which control these

relationships. In addition, the concepts of Bourdieu which have been adopted by

% Thomas Healy, ‘Past and Present Shakespeares: Shakespearian approbations in Europe’ in

Shakespeare and National Culture, ed. John J. Joughin, (Manchester: University Press, 1997),
pp.206- 232, p.222.
2% Habicht, p.113.
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translation theorists more recently have helped ensure that the role of
translators in shaping these controls and the social conditions in which they are
working are also taken into account. If the translations of Shakespeare in Russia
are viewed in a relational manner, as being part of their own system, it should be
possible to suggest which factors have influenced the inclusion or exclusion of
certain translations. In a society so restricted by its controlling regimes, the

effects of the regime’s patronage should be considered.

As the focus of this thesis is on a translation intended for performance, however,
it is important to note that drama translation theorists view the translation of
the source text as just one step in the process of bringing a translation to the
stage. Viewing the drama translation process in phases highlights the necessity
of examining the role of other contributors to the performance, such as the
director and actors. The function of these fellow contributors is particularly
important to the assessment of Radlova’s translation of Othello, given her close

relationship with the company which first performed it.

Informed by the theories detailed above, the following chapter will discuss the
history of the translation of Shakespeare in Russia, with particular reference to
translations, and, where appropriate, performances of Othello. This account will
establish the context for Radlova and her work, describing the expectations of

the system which her translation was to enter.
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Chapter 2: The History of
Shakespeare Translation in Russia

2.1 Introduction

When Anna Radlova began work on her translations of Shakespeare’s plays in
the late 1920s, she was very much aware that she was contributing to an already
established and extensive tradition. Shakespeare had been part of the Russian
cultural sphere since the 1740s, and had been adapted and translated for many
different purposes. The influence of his works extended not just into literary
reincarnations, but also into other branches of the arts such as opera and ballet.
As Even-Zohar would term it, the ‘polysystem’, of Shakespeare translation in
Russia, was well established. As will be explained in future chapters, Radlova was
keen to express why she felt a new and different approach was required for the
Soviet era. The task in this second chapter will be to outline the conditions within
this existing system so that the differences in Radlova’s style can be then be

analysed.

Russian scholars have completed comprehensive chronological studies of the
history of Shakespeare in Russia. These are Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura edited by
A. P. Alekseev, (1965) and lurii Levin’s work on the influence of Shakespeare on
Russian literature, Shekspir i russkaia literatura XIX veka (1988). Other scholars,
for example Maurice Friedberg and Lauren G. Leighton, have explored the
general history of literary translation in Russia. As the focus of this thesis is to
use translation theory to analyse a particular translation of the play Othello, the
aim of this chapter is to combine elements from the approaches of the scholars
above, identifying the key trends in the history of Shakespeare translation in
Russia which will inevitably have played a part in the shaping of Radlova’s

translation practices. The theories discussed in the first chapter will provide

! See Maurice Fried berg, A History of Literary Translation in Russia and Lauren G. Leighton, Two
Worlds, One Art: Literary translation in Russia and America.
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different perspectives from which to examine these changes and developments

in translation trends.

Othello was just one of several of Shakespeare’s plays which Radlova translated,
and her decision to adopt a different method for her work was based on her
assessment of the translations of her predecessors of many different plays.
While this chapter will take a general approach to the history of Shakespeare
translation in Russia, specific reference to translations and performances of

Othello is made where appropriate.

2.2 Translation Through Intermediary Languages

As discussed in the previous chapter, one of the translation trends identified by
Gideon Toury in his study of translational norms is the ‘preliminary norm’ of the
‘directness of translation.”” That is, whether a translation is made directly from
the text in the source language, or by referring to a translation of the source text
in another language. This practice of translating via another language will be the
first trend in translation style to be examined, as many of the first translators of
Shakespeare into Russian worked not from the English text, but from a French or

German translation.

2.2.1 The Influence of French Neoclassicism

The first appearance of a complete play in Russian which can be connected to
one of Shakespeare’s texts is Aleksandr Sumarokov’'s Gamlet, which was
published in 1748 and first performed in 1750. In light of the discussion of
terminology used to describe translations in the previous chapter, Sumarokov’s
work perhaps should not be referred to as a 'translation’, because, as Marcus C.
Levitt points out, ‘nowhere in the published version of his play did Sumarokov

explicitly acknowledge a connection with Shakespeare’, and that ‘were it not for

2 Toury, ‘The nature and role of norms in translation’, p. 203.
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the characters’ names, and the two plays’ basic point of departure, one might
hardly connect them.”? Indeed, following an accusation of borrowing by his arch-

rival, Vasilii Tred’iakovskii, Sumarokov wrote in his answer to the criticism,

FamneT mon, rosopun oH,[Trediakovskii] He 3Hato OT KOro ycabiWwas,
nepeseaeH ¢ PpaHuysckon nposbl ArnnHckon Lekcnuposoii Tparegum, B
4Yem OH o4YeHb ownbca. FamnetT moi Kpome MOHOOra B OKOHYaHUM
TPEeTbAro AencTema n Knasanesa Ha KoseHW nageHusn, Ha Lekcnuposy

Tpareguio egBa, eaga noxop,MT.4

Sumarokov therefore clearly wished his play to be viewed as an original work
rather than a translation, or even an adaptation. However, his decision to write a
play called Hamlet does follow a trend often adopted by writers and translators

of his time. As Levitt describes,

By choosing to call his play “Hamlet” Sumarokov was following common
eighteenth century practice of adopting well-known titles and character
names but informing them with new content. He was not “copying” the
works of other authors so much as announcing his appropriation of those

works for his own uses, thus often signalling a competition with them.”

Sumarokov seems to have considered Shakespeare as a writer with whom he
could compete and on whom he could even “improve”, given the assessment he
makes in his work Dve epistoly (Two Epistles): ‘lllekecnup, arMTMHCKUIA TPArUK u
KOMMK, B KOTOPOM M OYeHb Xy40Ba M YPE3BbIYaIHO XOPOLLEBA O4eHb MHOTO.”° In

expressing this view, Sumarokov echoes the opinion of Voltaire, whom he greatly

* Marcus C. Levitt, ‘Sumarokov’s Russianised Hamlet: Texts and Contexts’, The Slavic and East
European Journal, 38 (1994) 319-341 (pp.320-321).

“A.P. Sumarokov, Polnoe sobranie vsekh sochinenii v stikhakh i v proze, Vol. X, p.117, (Moscow,
1781-2) quoted in Levitt, p.320. Levitt provides the following translation of Sumarokov’s words:
My Hamlet, he says, and | do not know from whom he heard it, was translated from a French
prose [version] of Shakespeare’s tragedy — in this he is very much mistaken. My Hamlet, apart
from the Monologue at the end of the third act and Claudius’ falling down on his knees hardly
resembles Shakespeare’s tragedy whatsoever.

> Levitt, p.321.

®A.P. Sumarokov, quoted in M. P. Alekseev, ‘Pervoe znakomstvo s Shekspirom v Rossii’ in
Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura, ed. M. P. Alekseev (Moscow and St Petersburg: Nauka, 1965) pp.9-69
(pp.19-20). [Shakespeare, an English tragedian and comedian, in whom there is a lot that is very
bad and very much that is extraordinarily good.]
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admired. Voltaire considered Shakespeare too crude for the French stage, and
felt that his plays needed much adaptation in order to make them acceptable to
polite society.” His discussion of Shakespeare and English tragedy is contained in
his Lettres philosophiques, (Letter 18, published 1733-34) where he also
endeavours, as Levitt describes it, ‘to render the uncouth Englishman’s rough
blank verse into acceptable French alexandrines’,® and produces his own version
of Hamlet’s ‘To be, or not to be’ soliloquy. In spite of his protestations to the
contrary, Sumarokov appears to have taken a similar approach to the entire play.
In order to illustrate the use of alexandrines, below are the opening lines of the

first scene:

CmyTunca ayxb Bo MHb. O Howb! O CTpalHbIA COHDB!
Crynavite n3b yma ntob6e3Hbl B30pbl BOHB!
HanonHu apocTblo, o cepaue! HbXHbI MbICN,

N fHecb Mexay Bparosb Odenito MHb uncan!’

As Zdenék Stribrny comments, throughout the play, ‘The influence of French
neoclassical drama can be seen not only in the use of alexandrines, but also in
the strict observance of the unities of time, place, and action, as well as in the
conflict between love and duty, passion and reason.’* By adopting these
methods, as Lefevere would term it, to “re-write” Shakespeare’s text, Voltaire
and his follower Sumarokov were taking a typically neoclassical approach
towards the practice of translation. As Friedberg describes, neoclassicists

believed that:

translation is not the reconstruction of a foreign literary work in a new
language, but rather the creation of an impersonal new work seeking ever

more closely to approach the ideal form, though of course without ever

’ Friedberg, p.26.

® Levitt, p.322.

° A. P. Sumarokov, Gamlet, (St Petersburg: Imp. Akad. Nauk, 1748)
<http://lib.ru/SHAKESPEARE/hamlet8.pdf> [accessed 15 February 2010].
' sttibrny, p.27.
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attaining it. This attitude, in turn, allowed the translator freely to revise

the text of the original, if in his view, such revisions “improved” it."*

Sumarokov’s “improvements” include cutting the number of characters in the
play from seventeen to eight so that there are just four main figures: Hamlet,
Ophelia, Claudius and Gertrude, who, with the inclusion of a typical neoclassical
device, each have a confidant/e. Many key details of the plot are also simplified.
As Levitt explains, ‘all those things considered improper from the point of view of
neoclassicist dramaturgy [are] expunged.’*? Hamlet no longer feigns madness;
the play within the play is deleted, as is Ophelia’s madness and suicide. Any
supernatural details such as the ghost are also omitted. Crucially, the play has a

happy ending, as both Hamlet and Ophelia survive.

Sumarokov knew little English, and so the sources for Sumarokov’s work are, as
already implied, somewhat disputed. In spite of the author’s protestations, it is
generally understood that he referred mainly to Pierre Antoine La Place’s French
version of Hamlet, published in his Le Thédtre anglois in 1745. La Place’s Hamlet
was not in fact a complete version of Shakespeare’s play, as he only translated
what he felt were the most striking passages, and then linked them together
with plot synopses, so his works were never intended for performance. Like

Voltaire, La Place also translated Shakespeare’s blank verse into alexandrines.*®

Alekseev cites La Place’s text as Sumarokov’s main source: ‘[M]bl byaem cuntatb
Hanbonee BEPOATHLIM, YTO OCHOBHbIM UCTOYHMKOM PYCCKOTo gpamaTypra obin
COKpaLLEeHHbIN NPO3anyeckuii nepeeos Nannaca.”™* However, in addition to La
Place’s text, Levitt also argues that ‘Sumarokov also made repeated and very
specific use of Voltaire’s version’, borrowing particular phrases and images
which are not present in either the original or in La Place. Importantly, Levitt also

reveals the fact that Sumarokov borrowed the fourth folio edition of

u Freidberg, p.30.

2 Levitt, p.321.

B Heylen, p.26.

1 Alekseev, ‘Pervoe znakomstvo s Shekspir v Rossii’, p.24. [We consider it most likely that the
Russian dramatist’s main source was the abridged prose translation of La Place.]

B Levitt, p.322.
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Shakespeare in English from the library of the Academy of Sciences just at the

time when he was writing his Gamlet, and suggests that he may have asked an
acquaintance to interpret the text for him, as ‘there are a few individual words
that might indicate direct borrowing from Shakespeare; words which appear in

"16 Nevertheless, Levitt, as with other

Shakespeare but not in Voltaire or La Place.
scholars before him, concludes that ‘[t]here does not seem to be sufficient
reason to overturn the traditional wisdom that for his basic acquaintance with

the play and monologue Sumarokov was indebted to La Place.”"’

It is clear then, that while he may have had limited access to the original text,
Sumarokov chose primarily to refer to French translations of Shakespeare’s play,
which meant that his own work was shaped not by English Elizabethan culture
and theatrical customs, but by the French neoclassical traditions of La Place and
Voltaire. As Friedberg explains, the approach which Sumarokov and other
writers, influenced by the neoclassical viewpoint, took towards foreign texts
meant that many of the individual specifics which made a writer’s style

distinctive were lost:

Eighteenth century Neoclassicism as applied to translation theory and
practice is sometimes defended as creating a kind of cosmopolitan poetic
diction that made all the great poets converse in one language. However,
this deprived individual literary works of the attributes specific to the

time and place of their creation and the author’s artistic individuality. *®

This loss of the specifics of Shakespeare’s writing in Russian versions of his plays
because of the use of intermediary translations continued well into the next
century. The work of another French author was to become a very important
point of reference for translators working to transfer Shakespeare’s works into

Russian.

1% evitt, p.323.
Y Ibid.
18 Friedberg, p.26.
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Jean-Francois Ducis’ versions of Shakespeare were published across the last
three decades of the eighteenth century, from 1769-1792."° Interestingly, Ducis
himself did not actually have any knowledge of English, and therefore was also
working from the intermediary translations of La Place, and later those of Pierre
Letourneur (1776). Ducis published his adaptations as ‘inspired by’ or ‘imitations
of’ Shakespeare.”® Like Voltaire, Ducis translated into alexandrines. In contrast
with previous French versions of Shakespeare, however, Ducis’ plays were
extremely successful on stage. His version of Hamlet, for example, ‘became the
most frequently produced eighteenth-century drama at the Comédie Frangaise

after the works of Voltaire.”*

Perhaps because of their popularity on stage, Ducis’ translations were used by
several Russian translators of Shakespeare in the early nineteenth century, as
well as providing the basis for the first translations of Shakespeare’s plays into
many other European languages.?” N. I. Gnedich’s King Lear, published in 1808, S.
l. Viskovatov’'s Hamlet, published in 1811, and P. A. Korsakov’s unpublished
version of Macbeth from 1815 all counted Ducis’ versions of the plays as their
primary source. However, as Levin explains, those working with intermediary
translations were beginning to recognise the value of referring to the original
text as well. ‘Ho u tocuc He 6bin AnAa HUX HenpepeKkaembliM aBTOPUTETOM. OHU U
C HMM MOCTYNan BOJILHO M MOF/IM KOE B YeM Jaxe BepHyTbeA K Wekcnupy.’”® In

spite of this reference, however, they still considered it appropriate to attempt

improvement of Shakespeare’s lines wherever they felt necessary: ‘nepesoaumku

¥ Ducis’ works included “imitations” of Hamlet, Romeo and Juliet, King Lear, Macbeth, King John
and Othello.

2p R, Zaborov, ‘Ot klassitsizma k romanticizmu’, in Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura’ (Moscow &
Leningrad: Nauka, 1965), pp.70-128 (p.88).

2t Heylen, p.4.

2 Ibid, p.29. Heylen states that Ducis’ version of Hamlet was the key source for the first Italian
version of the play in 1772, the first in Spanish in 1772, the first Dutch version in 1777, as well as
the first Swedish Hamlet.

2 Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura XIX veka, p.243. [But Ducis was not an unquestioned
authority for them. They treated him freely and even could return to Shakespeare in places.]
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Camun gonuncbiBann U UISMEHANU Tparegnn, Korga MM Ka3anocCb, 4TO OHU MOTYT UX

24
yAy4wmnTb.’

As far as the focus of this study is concerned, Ducis’ work is of particular
importance because his ‘imitation” of Othello also provided the basis for the first
Russian version of the play, published by Ivan Alexandrovich Vel’iaminov in 1808.
Vel'iaminov was in fact a military man by profession, serving in campaigns in the
early 1800s and afterwards becoming Governor-General of Western Siberia.
Interested in literature from a young age, his Otello was his first published

work.>

Vel'iaminov translated mainly using Ducis’ version, but occasionally referred to
the older, more literal translations of La Place and Letourneur. However,
Vel'iaminov actually considered himself completely independent from his
predecessors, and followed them only when he felt that the French versions
suited Russian literary and theatrical traditions. His method seems to have been
to follow Ducis, referring to Letourneur occasionally, and if neither of these were
quite suitable, he made his own alterations. As noted above, by this time
translators of Shakespeare were beginning to recognise the value of referring to
the original English text, and Vel’iaminov was no exception. For the characters’
names he chose to revert to Shakespeare’s originals where they have been
altered by Ducis, except in the case of lago, who remained “Pezarro”, like the
“Pézare” of the French version. In spite of the continued change of name,
however, Vel'iaminov’s Pezarro does seem to be far closer to the character of
lago in Shakespeare’s original text than the character in Ducis’ French ‘imitation,’
as P. R. Zaborov notes: ‘CkpbITbIi, No 3ambicny [locuca, OT rnas 3puTens noytm
[0 KOHUa Tpareamu, MNe3appo CTaHOBMTCA B aganTaumm BenbammHoBa

nepcoHaem 3Ha4YnTeIbHbIM U AaXKe I-(Ol'|0|:)l/1THbIM.’26

** Ibid. [Translators added to and changed the tragedies themselves when it seemed to them that
they could improve them.]

> Zaborov, p.88.

2 Ibid, p.89. [Hidden from the view of the audience almost until the end of the tragedy in Ducis’
plot, Pezarro becomes a significant and even colourful character in the adaptation of
Vel'iaminov.]
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The influence of the French neoclassicism of Ducis’ work is still present, however.
Vel'iaminov’s play, like Ducis’s, lacks the complexity of Shakespeare’s play: the
passions displayed are the direct emotions portrayed in classical versions of
tragedy. Nevertheless, Vel'iaminov’s reference to the original text is also evident.
In his ‘imitation’ of the play, Ducis had changed the ending of the tragedy,
believing, as Catherine O’Neil indicates, that the smothering of Desdemona with
her own bridal sheets was ‘too intimate a slaying for genteel sensibilities’.”’
Initially, Ducis’ Othello stabbed his young wife instead, but even this proved too
much for the audiences at the first performances, leading Ducis to alter the
ending even more drastically, so that the villainy of Pézare (lago) is discovered in
time and the tragic events of the final scene are averted. In contrast to this
rather extreme adaptation, Vel’'iaminov preserves the original events of
Shakespeare’s final scene. His ‘re-writing’ of Othello, as O’Neil notes, ‘was
performed in Russia to thunderous applause throughout the 1820s’.?% As noted
by Zaborov, the popularity of Vel’'iaminov’s translation ensured that it played an
important role in the assimilation of Othello into Russian culture, as his version of
the play was still used on stage up until the 1830s: ‘Tem He meHee nepesBog, 3TOT
CbIrpan BaXKHY POJib B YCBOEHUM PYCCKOW NUTepaTypol u Teatpom «OTenno», n
ewé B 1830-e rogbl CTONNYHbIE U NPOBUHLMA/bHbIE aKTEPbI 0OPaLLLAINCh K HEMY
B MOWMCKaX NPUEMIIEMOTO CLLEHNYECKOro BapMaHTa 3HAMEHUTOM Tpareanm
LWekcnwupa.”®® The translation’s prevalence in the repertoire also meant that for
many key Russian literary figures, such as Aleksandr Pushkin, Vel’iaminov’s Otello

provided their first access to the play.

%7 catherine O’Neil, With Shakespeare’s Eyes: Pushkin’s Creative Appropriation of Shakespeare
(Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2003), p.106.

% Ibid.

» Zaborov, p.88 [Nevertheless, the translation played an important role in the assimilation of
Othello into Russian literature and theatre, and even in the 1830s, actors in the capital and the
provinces still turned to it when in search of a suitable stage version of Shakespeare’s famous
tragedy.]
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2.2.2 The Onset of German Romanticism

In spite of the continuing influence of French neoclassicism, however, the
eighteenth century also witnessed the start of the use of German as an
intermediary language in Russian translations of Shakespeare. This influx of yet
another culture into Russian ‘rewritings’ of Shakespeare brought about a gradual

change in attitudes towards the source text in the process of translation.

Catherine Il was a ruler who recognised the importance of theatre and saw it as a
means to educate her subjects and promote her political perspectives. She wrote
over two dozen plays and operas herself, some of which she published
anonymously. In 1786, she read the translations of Shakespeare by J. J.
Eschenburg, which were published in Zurich across thirteen volumes from 1775
to 1782. Catherine wrote to her correspondent Friedrich Melchior Grimm that
she “gobbled up” Eschenburg’s translations, which seem to have been the
primary source for her own works which followed.* Interestingly, as with the
plays of Ducis mentioned above, Eschenburg’s work was also the result of his
augmentation of an existing translation in his own language, the prose
translations of Christoph Martin Wieland, which had been published and staged

in Germany in the 1760s.

Catherine completed three plays ‘in imitation of Shakespeare.”*! These were The
Beginning of Oleg’s Reign, which was operatic and modelled on English chronicle
plays, and From the Life of Riurik, a historical spectacle. Their similarities to
Shakespeare were primarily structural, in that the action of each play took place
over a long period of time. Most important, as far as this study is concerned, was
Vot kakogo imet’ korzinu i bel’e or This ‘tis to Have Linen and Buck Baskets, which
Catherine herself described as a ‘BonbHoe Ho cnaboe nepenoxKeHue us

132

LWekcnupa'* of The Merry Wives of Windsor, and was thus the first Russian play

to formally credit Shakespeare’s influence on its title page. The play was

*® Lurana Donnels O’Malley, The Dramatic Works of Catherine the Great, (London: Ashgate, 2006)
p.122.

*bid, p.12.

* Ibid, p.121. [‘A free but feeble adaptation from Shakespeare’].
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published in St Petersburg in 1786, and premiered there in 1787 and then in
Moscow in 1788.Throughout the 1780s, Russian interest in English fashions,
language and literature was steadily growing and replacing the former
domination of French culture. According to O’Malley, Catherine’s decision to

emulate Shakespeare was highly significant:

Catherine’s rejection of the French model, by imitating Shakespeare
rather than Moliére or Racine, was an act with both cultural and political
connotations. The approbation of Shakespeare had the potential to
simultaneously express pro-English and anti-French sentiments, all in the

name of Russian cultural pride.*

Catherine’s decision to interpret this English play through a German translation
would seem to further strengthen her anti-French stance. In addition, she alters
several of Shakespeare’s characters in order to promote her anti-French theme.
Falstaff, for example, is transformed into Polkadov, a womanising Francophile
who mixes French phrases into his speech and brags about his fondness for
French products. Whilst remaining a comic character, Catherine’s version of

Falstaff is punished for his excessive Gallomania and his lustfulness.**

Catherine also took care to make her ‘arrangement’ accessible and relevant to
her Russian audiences. Characters’ names were changed to make them sound
more Russian, and the setting was relocated to St Petersburg. Meanwhile any
mention of places and practices specific to England were cut and replaced with
non-specific nouns. Ironically, however, some of these changes actually brought
her ‘imitation’ of Shakespeare closer to the traditions of the culture she was
perhaps trying to reject. The neutralisation of the specifically English elements of
the play meant that it gained a universality in tune with the neoclassical style and
it also enabled her to emphasise the instructive elements of the plot: a comedy
set in Russia about Russian characters would have had more of a didactic effect
than a play about the foibles of foreigners. Therefore, as O’'Malley describes,

‘[d]espite her conscious attempt to follow a Shakespearean model while

* Ibid.
**Ibid, p.123.
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satirizing Francophilia, Catherine instead crafted a typical neoclassical comedy,
still strongly influenced by the French mode. While seemingly rejecting the
French neoclassical model, she remained safely within its boundaries.”*
Nevertheless, Catherine’s balancing of “Russianness” with French neoclassicism
is regarded as a turning point for Russian drama. As O’Malley summarises, ‘This
‘tis reflects a complex historical moment: the intersection of Enlightenment
secularization, a new Russian cultural identity, and the older French playwriting

style.”®

A rather more successful attempt to move away from the influence of French
neoclassicism was made by Nikolai Karamzin, who in 1787 published what is
acknowledged by some as the first translation of a Shakespeare play undertaken
directly from the English original. Once again, however, there is some dispute
amongst scholars as to the sources for his work. Levin states that Karamzin used
the same German translation as Catherine 11,>” whereas others maintain that for
the most part, Karamzin ‘relied on Shakespeare’s original text’.*® Their evidence
for this comes from the preface which Karamzin wrote to accompany his
translation, where he explained his translation methods: ‘a Hanbonee ctapanca
nepeBecTy BEPHO, CTapasAcb NPUTOM U3bexKaTb U MPOTUBHBIX HALLEMY A3bIKY
BblpaxkeHuit [...] Mbicain aBTOpa MOEro HUrae He NepemMeHsn A, NoYMTas cue ana

nepesoa4mnKa HeI'IO3BOﬂeHHbIM.39

The preface demonstrated that Karamzin’s attitude towards the translation of
Shakespeare was very different from those previously expressed by his
contemporaries. Even if he was also referring to a German intermediary
translation, he was clearly trying to convey Shakespeare’s ideas and words as
directly as possible, and if he felt that he had strayed too far from his source, he

guoted Shakespeare’s original text in the accompanying commentary and added

* Ibid.

*® |bid, p.139.

¥ Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.243.

% St¥ibrny, p.33.

¥ N.M. Karamzin, 1787, quoted in Levin, p.243. [l tried to translate most faithfully, though trying
to avoid unpleasant expressions in our language [...] | did not change the ideas of my author
anywhere, honouring the fact that translators are not allowed to do this.]
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a literal translation to show the extent of the departure.*® Karamzin also
defended Shakespeare against the criticism levelled at him by Voltaire and his
supporters, arguing that Shakespeare’s imagination could not be bound by
neoclassical prescriptions, and that there was no need for the “improvements”

which had been made by his contemporary dramatists.**

The more respectful attitude towards foreign dramatists which Karamzin
expresses in his preface demonstrates a move towards the view of translation

which became prevalent with the onset of Romanticism.

Romanticism brought with it a more respectful attitude toward other
cultures, including those that earlier had been considered “uncivilized”
[...] Neoclassicism’s arbitrary “adjustments” of foreign writing in
translation to suit its own notions of beauty and decorum were

inconsistent with the new Romantic creed.*

One of the most prominent advocates of this new Romantic attitude was the
German writer and translator August Wilhelm Schlegel, whose translations of
Shakespeare were published between 1791 and 1810.* As Simon Williams
describes, Schlegel’s work did much to establish Shakespeare’s reputation as a
dramatist in Germany, ‘through both his essays and translations [Schlegel]
guaranteed a permanent home for the plays in the German theatre and greatly
increased people’s understanding of them’.** Whilst translators were now

beginning to work from original texts, the influence of the style and techniques

used by Schlegel and his compatriots spread right across Europe: ‘[n]epeBog

0 st¥ibrny, p.33.
* Ibid, p.34.
2 Friedberg, p.27.
* Simon Willia ms, Shakespeare on the German Stage, Volume 1: 1586 — 1914 (Cambridge:
University Press, 1990) p.150. According to Williams, Schlegel had intended to translate the
complete dramatic works of Shakespeare, but after translating sixteen of the plays, his interests
changed and he felt unable to resume the project. With Schlegel’s approval, his publishers gave
Ludwig Tieck the responsibility for the collection’s completion, but he lacked the stamina to finish
the project singlehandedly. The translations were eventually completed by Tieck’s daughter,
Dorothea, who translated five of the plays, and Wolf von Baudissin, who translated 12. In spite of
this collaboration, Williams states that the translations are regarded as remarkably uniform in
ﬁyle, and that as a whole, they remain close to Schlegel’s original intentions for the work.

Ibid, p.147.
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LLnerensa-Tuka cbirpan 6onbluyto ponb B nonynapusauum LWekecnupa v gonroe
BpeMma CAyXun obpasuom ans nepesoAUYMKOB pasHbIX CTPaH, B TOM Yyucie B

Poccum.’®

Schlegel argued for the need to reproduce a text faithfully, transferring the literal
meaning whilst also conveying something of the spirit and feel of the piece.*®
Structural features of the plays such as the alternation of prose and verse were
to be strictly observed, and he also spoke against translators making additions or
corrections to original works they were translating.47 Nevertheless, as Williams
describes, Schlegel did make some adjustments to the text, meaning that as with
French Neoclassicism before it, German Romanticism left its mark on translations

of Shakespeare of that period.

In his concern to prove Shakespeare’s consummate artistry, Schlegel had
failed to translate one crucial aspect of the plays [...] their roughness.
Shakespeare wrote for a popular theatre, and while Schlegel understood
this critically, his translations frequently seem directed towards creating
the image of Shakespeare as a harmonious writer whose language is

designed never to offend the sensibilities of his audience.*®

As will be demonstrated in detail in Chapter 4, Russian translators of
Shakespeare influenced by the German Romantic tradition also felt the need to
temper some of the ‘roughness’ of Shakespeare’s language in their own
translations. This was one element of their work which Anna Radlova identified

as problematic.

* Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.18. [The translation of Schlegel and Tieck played a big
role in the popularisation of Shakespeare and for a long time served as a model for translators of
different countries, including Russia.]

6 Williams, p.77.

* yuri Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations in the Romantic Era’, in European Shakespeares.
Translating Shakespeare in the Romantic Age, eds. Dirk Delabastita and Lieven d’Hulst
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1993) pp.75-90 (p.77).

*® Williams, p.152.
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2.3 Assuming a Position in the Literary Polysystem

As has been discussed in Chapter 1, in polysystems theory, Even-Zohar asserts
the fact that translations of foreign works assume a more central role within a
literary system when a literature is under-developed, or when there are literary
vacuums within a literature. He argues that the input of foreign literature can
serve as a useful tool to aid the formation of a developing literary language, and
can be viewed as a means of introducing new styles and techniques into the
literary system. Schlegel’s writing on Shakespeare was to influence not only
those in Russia who were interested in translating his works, but literary figures
who were keen, as in Even Zohar’s model, to introduce new styles of writing into

their own work.

2.3.1 The Influence of Shakespeare Translation on Russian Literature

Perhaps the most important of these literary pioneers was Aleksandr Pushkin,
who, as Levin describes, has played a significant role in both the development of
Russian literature and the assimilation of Shakespeare into Russian culture. ‘B
NCTOPUM PYCCKOTO LEKCMUPU3MA, KaK U BOObLLE B UICTOPUM HOBOI PYCCKOM

AuTepatypsl, MyLWKUH — LeHTpanbHas durypa.’”

Pushkin began studying Shakespeare in the 1820s. His knowledge of English was
limited, so like the translators discussed above he also referred to an
intermediary translation, that of Letourneur. At the same time, he read
Schlegel’s lectures on drama and literature. As Tatiana Wolff notes, ‘Pushkin had
long ago rejected the principles of neo-classic tragedy and had been anxious to
break the hold of the French on the Russian theatre’.>® In 1825, he began writing
Boris Godunov, and in a draft article written on completion of the tragedy, he

wrote: ‘A pacrnonoXxun cBoko Tparegmio No cmcteme oTua Hawero LWekenupa u

NPUHECWW eMy B KepTBY Npej, ero aAtapb AB8a KNaccMyeckue eanHCTBa U eaBa

9 Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literature, p.32. [In the history of Russian Shakespearianism, and in
the history of the new Russian literature in general, Pushkin is a central figure.]
*% Tatiana Wolff, ed. Pushkin on Literature (London: The Athlone Press, 1986) p.104.
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coxpaHnms nocnegree.”! Pushkin’s intention to introduce a new style into
Russian drama was therefore clear, and as Wolff describes, he ‘made full use of
all the flexibility and freedom from neoclassical restrictions which Shakespearian

drama affords.”?

He follows Shakespeare’s practices in a number of ways: the
play covers a long period of time, and contains constant scene changes from
public to private spaces, such as from square to garden, or contrasting locations
such as from court to monastery. Pushkin’s handling of humour within the play is
particularly Shakespearean, as rather than forming separate subplots, the comic
scenes within the play are directly connected to the main action of the tragedy.
Pushkin also alternates prose with blank verse, with prose for the comic scenes
and blank verse reserved for tragedy.53 Wolff also notes that there are
‘Shakespearian echoes’ in the handling of the character of Boris Godunov.’* This
similarity again marks Pushkin’s departure from the use of the French style. In
agreement with Schlegel, Pushkin felt that French theatre, and in particular the
work of Moliere, presented simple “types”, whereas in Shakespeare’s work, as

noted by Victor Terras, ‘the typical is wed to the individual, producing characters

instead of types.”>

Some of Pushkin’s contemporaries, such as Vilgel’'m Kiukhel’beker, the
Decembrist poet, followed Pushkin’s example, and began to fashion their dramas
on Shakespeare’s plays. Through reading a translation and incorporating
Shakespeare’s style into his own work, Pushkin introduced a new type of theatre
to Russia. As Terras describes, ‘Pushkin’s Boris Godunov launched the Russian
historical drama on a long streak of dominance on the Russian stage. Along with

it came Shakespeare and plays in the Shakespearean manner, Schiller’s in

>t Pushkin, quoted in M. P. Alekseev, ‘A. S. Pushkin’, in Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura, ed. M. P.
Alekseev, (Moscow: Nauka, 1965), pp.162-200, p.173. Wolff provides the following translation in
her edited volume of Pushkin’s writing, ‘l ordered my Tragedy according to the system of our
Father Shakespeare; and having sacrificed two of the classical unities on his altar, have barely
kept to the third.” (Pushkin on Literature, p.221.)

> Wolff, p.106.

> Ibid.

>* |bid, p.105

> Victor Terras, A History of Russian Literature, (New Haven & London: Yale University Press,
1991), p.183.



75

particular, all of which rendered the Russian tragic stage of the 1830s and 1840s

thoroughly romantic.”®

Many later Russian writers followed Pushkin’s example and drew on Shakespeare
in their own work. As detailed in the introduction to this chapter, the general
influence of Shakespeare on Russian literature has been documented in detail by
Russian scholars, and falls outside the boundaries of this study, which focuses on
the translation of Shakespeare. However, Pushkin is an important figure as far as
the history of Othello in Russia is concerned, because his interpretation has
proved so influential within the Russian reception of the tragedy. In her work of

the influence of Shakespeare on Pushkin, Catherine O’Neil notes that ‘Pushkin’s
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“personal” hero from Shakespeare was Othello.””’ He was drawn to the character
because of his ancestors; his great-grandfather on his mother’s side was African
and had been a prominent figure in the court of Peter I. Most importantly for this
study, however, unlike his contemporaries and predecessors, he does not view
jealousy as the central feature of Othello’s character. For Pushkin, ‘Otenno ot
npMpoabl He peBHUB — HanpoTuB: oH gosepuuns’ [Othello is not jealous by nature,
but trusting], >® and it is the manipulation of this trusting nature by lago which
provokes Othello’s jealousy. The implications of Pushkin’s interpretation of the
character of Othello, both in nature and appearance, on subsequent translations

and productions will be discussed in Chapter 5.

2.4 Establishing the Norms of Translation Practice

To return to translations of Shakespeare rather than the assimilation of his work
into literature, many early nineteenth century translators or “re-writers” of
Shakespeare in Russia were also keen to introduce readers and audiences to the
merits of the English writer, as they felt his works offered the opportunity to

break away from the influence of French neoclassical traditions.

*® |bid, p.282.
> O’Neil, p.26.
*% Ibid, p.135.



76

2.4.1 Direct Translation from Shakespeare: a Change in the Norm

In accordance with Schlegel’s stance on the importance of fidelity to the original
text, attitudes of Russian translators towards their original source texts began to
change, and the norm concerning the directness of Shakespearean translation
gradually began to alter. As Levin describes, ‘By the mid-1820s Russian men of
letters keenly felt a lack of reliable Shakespeare versions.””® In 1827, the writer
Mikhail Pogodin wrote, in some indignation, ‘[H]e cTblg "M AMTepaType PyccKon,
YTO Y Hac A0 cuX Nop HeT HM oaHou ero [of Shakespeare’s] Tpareanu,
nepeseseHHo ¢ noganHHuka? *° These concerns brought about a change in
translation practice, and led to the production of ‘re-writings’ of Shakespeare’s
plays which, as Levin notes, resembled more closely ‘our modern notion of

faithful translation’.®

2.4.2 Literal Translation: Unsuitable for the Stage?

Pogodin’s words indicate that Shakespeare’s growing status in Russia meant that
the composition of direct translations of his works into Russian was beginning to
be viewed as an important priority. As noted in Chapter 1, translation theorists
such as Annie Brisset have demonstrated how the translation of Shakespeare has
been used to test and demonstrate the capabilities of a developing literary

language, and increase its ‘cultural capital’.

In the years following Pogodin’s observation, a number of Russian translators
independently embarked on the task of translating Shakespeare’s works from
the original English text. From 1828-1832, whilst in prison, Wilhelm Kiukhel’beker
translated Richard Il, Macbeth, Henry IV Part One, the first two acts of Henry IV
Part Two and Richard Ill . He also later began, but never completed, translations
of The Merchant of Venice and King Lear. At the same time, the military

geographer and amateur translator Mikhail Vronchenko embarked on

> Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.76.

60 Pogodin, quoted in Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, pp.243-244. Levin provides the
following translation of his words: ‘Shame on Russian literature! We still haven’t got a single
tragedy of his translated from the original!’ (Levin, Russian Shakespeare Translations, p.76).
61 Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.75.
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translations of Hamlet, King Lear, and Macbeth. Vasilii lakimov, an assistant and
later lecturer at Kharkov University, then set out with the intention of translating
all thirty-seven of Shakespeare’s plays. However, only two of his translations

were ever actually published, King Lear and The Merchant of Venice in 1833.

These new translators of Shakespeare took a very scholarly approach to their
work, studying their source texts and the literary criticism about them in great
detail. Unfortunately, however, the target language into which they were
attempting to translate presented Vronchenko and his contemporaries with
many difficulties. As Levin describes, ‘[b]y the 1820s the Russian literary language
had not yet developed the means and the flexibility needed for the conveyance
of foreign textual forms, and specific literary styles had not been defined well
enough.” The means by which the translators chose to try and tackle these
deficiencies in the Russian language resulted in what Levin terms ‘a period of

naive romantic literalism.” ¢

All three of the translators listed above took a very similar approach to
Shakespeare. In the introduction to his translation of Hamlet, Vronchenko
summarised his translation principles, stressing the need to introduce new styles
and phrasing into the Russian language in order to translate the complexities of

Shakespeare’s text in full:

MepeBoAUTb CTUXM CTUXaMM, NPO3Y MPO30t0, CKOMIbKO BO3MOKHO BaMKe K
NOANMHHUKY (HE M3MEHAA HXU MbICNeRn, HXU NOPAAKA MX), AaXKe Ha cyeT
rNafKoCTU PYCCKMX CTUXOB, HEe NPUODOBBIKLIMX 3aKNt04aTh B cebe YacTuubl
peuu, NA NPOCTOTbl HEMPUHYXAEHHOrO, HeoTpbiBUCTOro LLlekcnmposa
cnora Heobxogumbie [...] NepeBoaa NoYTH Bcerga CTUX B CTUX, 4acTo
CNOBO B CNOBO, A0MNYCKas BblPa*KeHUA manoynorTpebutenbHsble, s
CTapanca 4OCTaBUTb MOMM COOTEYECTBEHHMKAM CKO/IbKO BO3MOMXKHO

TOYHelwyto Konuto NamneTa LLlekcnnpoBa; HO AnA cero A0AXKHO bbio

® Ibid, p.77.
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COXPaHUTb KpPaCoTbl, NOYTKN HENOAPaXKaemble, — a B CEM-TO UMEHHO

Henb3A U pyyatbea.®

Levin notes that Vronchenko followed these principles very carefully in practice,
and concedes that ‘as a rule, he succeeded in his aim to give the Russian reader a
more or less representative idea of Shakespeare.”®* However, he also maintains
that Vronchenko’s devotion to achieving equilinearity throughout his translation
meant that his lines had a very complex syntax, ‘sometimes to the point of

’% Both Kiukhel’beker and lakimov adopted similar principles

incomprehensibility.
to Vronchenko while carrying out their translations, which brought about similar
results. Levin notes that Kiukhel’beker renders Shakespeare’s images ‘with all
possible verbal precision, however unusual the result in the target language’, and
that lakimov ‘often renders Shakespeare’s metaphors word for word, even if the
result turns out to be incomprehensible.”®® Unsurprisingly, all three translators
were faced with criticism for the heaviness and difficulty of their language. Their
pioneering work was overshadowed by the more accessible translations that
followed, so that as Semenenko describes, ‘[b]y the middle of the nineteenth
century readers and spectators would not remember Vronchenko as the first
translator of Hamlet’,®” whilst much of Kiukhel’beker and lakimov’s work was not
published until much later, or in some cases, not at all. However, these three
translators should be credited with introducing a new concept of translation,

however imperfect their means of achieving it. As Levin describes, in the view of

the Russian translators of Shakespeare of the late 1820s, ‘[a] literary translation

% Mikhail Vronchenko, ‘Ot perevodchika’, preface to Gamlet, tragediia v piati deistvie V.
Shekspira, perevod s angliiskogo M. V. (St Petersburg: Tipografii meditsinskogo departamenta
ministerstva vnutrennikh del”, 1828) <http://www.lib.ru/SHAKESPEARE/hamlet9.pdf> [accessed
26 June 2013]. Levin provides the following translation: ‘Verse should be translated into verse,
prose into prose, as closely to the original as possible, without changing either the thought or the
order in which the author chose to express it — even at the expense of the felicity of Russian
verse, which is not attuned to the kind of phrasing needed to represent Shakespeare’s simple,
unconstrained, unbroken style [...]. By nearly always rendering verse for verse, and often word
for word, and by introducing phrases not in common use in Russian, | have striven to offer my
countrymen as exact a copy of Shakespeare’s Hamlet as possible. To achieve this aim would
involve preserving almost inexpressible beauties, and whether | have succeeded in this cannot be
guaranteed.’” (Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.77).

o Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.79.

® |bid, pp.80-81.

* Ibid, pp.83-84.

& Semenenko, p.77.
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could no longer be perceived as an autonomous and self-sufficient work of art: it
had to be a maximal and strictly subordinate reproduction of the original.’®®
Perhaps more importantly as far as the central aims of this study are concerned,
however, is the fact that the contrast between these translations and the
translation of Hamlet which immediately followed raises questions regarding the

different requirements for translations intended for reading, and those intended

for performance.

2.4.3 New Translations for the Theatre

As has already been indicated, however good the intentions of Vronchenko and
his contemporaries, these scholarly translations were largely intended for
reading, and were considered completely unsuitable for the stage. Consequently,
as Levin describes, ‘until the mid-1830s Shakespeare had continued to be staged

’%% The Russian Imperial

in Russian versions of Ducis’ neoclassical adaptations.
Theatres continued to be a stronghold of neoclassicism. However, as in literary
circles, the lack of performances using translations made directly from
Shakespeare’s original texts began to rest uneasy with many theatre
practitioners. In 1836, for example, the actor lakov Brianskii actually insisted that
the production of Othello he was starring in was advertised as a performance

from a translation from the English original, rather than the French of Ducis as it

was in reality.”®

As the translations available at this time which could cite Shakespeare as their
source author were considered unperformable, actors themselves began to get
involved with the translation of Shakespeare and with the promotion of new
versions of his work on stage. In 1835, the actor Aleksandr Slavin produced a
version of The Merchant of Venice, while in the following year lvan Panaev
published a prose, as opposed to verse, translation of Othello. Also keen to

perform Shakespeare on stage, the renowned St Petersburg actor Vasilii

68 Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.78.
* Ibid, pp.84-85.
70 Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.244.



80

Karatygin published prose versions of King Lear (1837) and Coriolanus (1841). In

III

spite of these actors’ desire to bring the “real” Shakespeare to the Russian stage,
however, Levin notes that their translations were all extremely free. ‘As these
actor-translators were mainly concerned for the immediate needs of the
contemporary theatre, they had no scruples about compositional changes and all

)71

kinds of abridgments.”’” He does acknowledge, however, that their work

remained closer to the originals than the ‘imitations’ of Shakespeare by Ducis.

The translations of Slavin, Panaev and Karatygin were all performed, with
PanaeV’s translation of Othello replacing Vel'iaminov’s as the one more
frequently staged.72 However, the translations of these actors had relatively
short stage-lives, and so, as Levin indicates, ‘their part in establishing
Shakespeare on the Russian stage was not decisive.””> The next really significant
event was Nikolai Polevoi’s 1837 translation of Hamlet. The translation was
important for two principal reasons: firstly because Polevoi’s translation style,
unique for its time, generated some of the first significant debate about the
principles of Shakespeare translation, and translation in general; and secondly,
because its tremendous success on stage helped further cement Shakespeare as

an intrinsic part of Russian culture.

As Levin describes, Polevoi took a very different approach towards translation
from his predecessors Vronchenko and lakimov, whose first aim had been fidelity

to the original text.

Faithful reproduction of the original did not rank very high in Polevoy’s
order of priorities. He cut Hamlet by a quarter and shortened most of the
monologues. For the sake of easy comprehension he simplified complex
imagery, eliminated references to mythology, and omitted any detail he
thought might need explanation. The translator aimed at producing a

natural sounding colloquial text, which lent itself to performance on the

& Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.85.
72 Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.261.
7 Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.85.
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Russian stage and allowed the actors to portray living people whose ways

and motives would be clear to the audience.”

The freedom with which Polevoi translated Shakespeare’s text allowed him to
ensure that his text had particular political significance for his Russian audiences.
Working under the stifling military regime of Nikolai I, Polevoi, Levin notes,
‘created a Hamlet in his own image and wanted to express the miserable lot of
his generation through Hamlet’s sufferings.””® Here, his modifications to
Shakespeare’s text proved extremely useful. As Anatoly Altschuller notes,
‘Denmark is very seldom mentioned in the translation; often the word
‘fatherland’ [oTeuecTBo] is substituted, so that there is an implication that it is
not Denmark which is a prison, but Russia.’’® The appropriation of Shakespeare’s
plays for political purposes is significant, and will be discussed in more detail
later in this chapter. However, Polevoi’s personal interpretation of Hamlet was
further aided by the actor who made the leading role his own. Pavel Stepanovich
Mochalov chose to use Polevoi’s translation for a benefit performance in January
1837. His Hamlet was, as Altschuller continues, ‘no weak and uncertain ditherer,
but rather a fierce and heroic avenger. Instead of a suffering and meditative

hero, this Hamlet was someone full of vitality and energy’.”’

Altschuller describes Mochalov’s performance as ‘a triumph.” The actor’s success
was further publicised by the prominent literary critic, Vissarion Belinskii. In his
article, ““Gamlet”, Drama Shekspira, Mochalov v roli Gamleta’ (Hamlet,
Shakespeare’s Drama, Mochalov in the role of Hamlet), Belinskii analysed
MochaloVv’s performance and stated that he had not fully understood the tragedy
until watching Mochalov in the role. In addition to his assessment of the
performance, Belinskii wrote a further article, ‘Gamlet, Prints Datskii’ (Hamlet,
Prince of Denmark’) this time discussing Polevoi’s translation, and comparing his

work with Vronchenko’s earlier and more literal translation.

" Ibid, p.86.
” |bid, p.85.
e Anatoly Altschuller, ‘Actors and acting, 1820-1850’, in A History of Russian Theatre,
%Cambridge: University Press, 1999) pp.104-123 (p.109).
Ibid.
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Belinskii described Vronchenko as a man with poetic talent and a great love for
Shakespeare, whose work deserved respect. However, he concluded that his
translation had been unsuccessful with the public because it was a far too literal
translation, difficult to understand, which did not capture the spirit (ayx) of the
play. For Belinskii, capturing the ‘spirit’ of the original was the key aim for a
translation. ‘ban30CcTb K NOANMHHMKY COCTOUT B NepeaaHun He ByKBbl, a Ayxa
cosp,aHMﬂ.’78 In contrast to his negative assessment of Vronchenko, Belinskii
praised Polevoi for using everyday language, and yet still managing to make his
translation sound like poetry: ‘CKa)kute — He TOT 1M 3TO A3bIK, KOTOPbIN BbI
€XeZlHEBHO C/IbILINTE OKONO Ce6A U KOTOPbIM Bbl €XXeAHEBHO CaMu rosopuTe? A
MeX/y TEM 3TO A3bIK BbICOKO No3sun’.”® Comparing the works of Vronchenko
with those of Polevoi, Belinskii provided the definition of two different types of
translation: ‘xyaoskectBeHHbIi’ (artistic) and ‘noatuyecknit’ (poetic). He stated
that the aim of an “artistic” translation was to render the text as fully as possible,
with no changes, deletions or additions, a complete version of the original in a
different language. He argued that Vronchenko had translated with this goal in
mind, but that at the present time, Shakespeare’s language remained largely
inaccessible for the Russian public. On the other hand, a translator working to
produce a “poetic” translation could be more original, attribute more
importance to the demands of his readership or audience, and accordingly alter
his translation to suit them. In this way, a translator could attempt to ensure that
the overall meaning and “spirit” of a text is conveyed. He placed Polevoi’s

translation of Hamlet in this category.®’ As Friedberg describes,

‘[e]ager to popularize Shakespeare among newly literate Russian readers,

Belinsky sanctioned such translations as temporarily justified, believing

78 Viissarion Belinskii, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii, tom 2, ed. N. F. Bel’chikov, (Moscow: Izd-vo
Akademii nauk SSSR, 1953-1959) p.429. [Closeness to the original is in the transmission not of the
letters, but the spirit of the work.]

7 Ibid, p.432. Levin provides the following translation: ‘Isn’t this the language we all hear around
us every day, the language you yourself speak every day? And yet it is also the language of lofty
poetry.’ (Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.87).

% bid, p.427.
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that with the growth of literary sophistication among the Russian public

they would be supplanted in time by more literal renditions.”®*

For Belinskii, the need to educate the masses in the 1830s meant that presenting
Shakespeare in a manner which was accessible for members of the Russian
public was of greater importance at that time than replicating the metre and
exact syntactical structures of Shakespeare’s language. ‘Ecau 6bl nckaxkeHue
LLlekcnupa 6b110 eAUHCTBEHHBIM CPEACTBOM A1 O3HAKOMJ/IEHUA €70 C HaLleto
nyb6anKOLo, - 1 B TAKOM Cydae He ana yero 6 6blno uepemMoHUTbCA; UCKAXKalTe

CMeno, MMLb Bbl YCriex onpasAan Balle HamepeHue.’®

Levin views the concepts which Belinskii put forward regarding the process of
translation as a critical stage in the development of Russian literary translation in
the nineteenth century.?’ His defence of Polevoi’s free translation style on the
basis that it produced a more accessible text was supported by the fact that
Polevoi’s Hamlet was performed on stage well into the twentieth century, and
so had a stage life far longer than any other translation of its time. ®* It will
therefore be important to consider whether the translation history of
Shakespeare in Russia provides further examples which indicate that a less literal
translation, which is not so constricted by the demands of the source language, is

more suitable for performance on the stage.

As Semenenko describes, ‘the period of the 1820-30s was the turning point in
Shakespeare reception in Russian culture.”® His plays were beginning to form an
important part of the Russian theatrical repertoire, whilst many Russian writers

were incorporating elements of his writing into their own work. The remainder

8t Friedberg, p.47.

8 Belinskii, pp.427-428. [If the distortion of Shakespeare was the only means by which our public
could become familiar with him, then in this case, do not stand on ceremony: distort fearlessly, if
only to justify the success of your intention.]

8 Levin, Russkie perevodchiki XIX veka i razvitie khudozhestvennogo perevoda, p.104. The
popularity of Polevoi’s translation of Hamlet led to his work also having an important influence
on Russian literature: quotations from his translation of Act Il Scene 4 were used by Anton
Chekhov in The Seagull. See Richard Peace, ‘Chekhov into English: the case of The Seagull’, in
Chekhov on the British Stage, ed. Patrick Miles (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993),
pp.216-223.

84 Levin, ‘Russian Shakespeare Translations’, p.87.

& Semenenko, p.76.
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of the nineteenth century was to witness the establishment of more carefully
defined translation principles which would further strengthen Shakespeare’s

position in the Russian literary and theatrical canon.

2.4.4 The Demand for Greater Accuracy

Though the initial reaction to Polevoi’s translation was, as described, extremely
positive, by 1840, opinions were beginning to change. Following his writing and
publication of an unfavourable review of Nestor Kukol’nik’s play Ruka
vsevyshnego otechestvo spasla (The Hand of the Almighty has Saved the
Fatherland), Polevoi’s journal, Moskovskii telegraf, was closed on the personal
orders of Tsar Nikolai |, and his professional reputation was ruined. 8 Criticisms
of his work began to escalate. The journalist and translator Andrei Kroneberg, a
colleague of Belinskii, published an article entitled ‘«FamneT», ucnpasneHHbIN r-
Hom MonesbiMm’ (Hamlet, corrected by Mr. Polevoi) in which he accused Polevoi
of distorting the original text. Implying that Polevoi had taken a somewhat
neoclassical approach towards the translation, and had sought to improve on the
original text, he declared: ‘uto nepeBsog r. [loneBon He TONbKO XOPOLL, HO YTO OH
CTOWT JaneKo Bbilwe ceoero noaavHHuka’.’ Belinskii also revised his opinion,
condemning Polevoi as a reactionary journalist, and from that point there were
hardly any positive reviews of the translation until after Polevoi’s death in 1846.
Semenenko acknowledges that much of the criticism of Polevoi and his work may
well have been personal, but states that ‘those that did not focus on Polevoj’s
personality but on the text claimed there was a need for “accurate”

translation.’®®

Throughout the 1840s, several translators therefore decided to attempt to

produce more accurate translations, whilst avoiding the unbending literalism of

8 Kukol'nik’s play was set in the ‘Time of Troubles’ of the early seventeenth century, and showed
how, by the will of God, the early Romanov rulers had brought harmony and control to Russia. It
seems that without the camouflage which a translation of Shakespeare afforded, Polevoi’s
criticism of the regime could not go unheeded.
& Kroneberg, quoted in Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.265. [Mr Polevoi’s translation is not
only good, but far above the original].
88

Semenenko, p.82.
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the translators of the 1820s. One of these was Andrei Kroneberg, who following
his criticism of Polevoi’s work, completed his own translations of four of
Shakespeare’s plays: Twelfth Night (1840), Hamlet (completed in 1841 but not
published until 1844), Macbeth (1846), and Much Ado About Nothing (1847). As
Semenenko explains, when working on his version of Hamlet, Kroneberg was
able to take advantage of the criticism levelled at his predecessors: ‘He saw, on
the one hand, how unpopular Vronéenko’s literalist translation was, and, on the
other, being one of the critics of Polevoj’s “too liberal” rendition, he realized the

necessity of finding a compromise between these two opposing tendencies.®

Semenenko argues that Kroneberg sought to achieve this compromise by
creating a Hamlet which was ‘less foreign than Vroncenko’s text and more
faithful than Polevoj’s.””® In order to make his text more understandable for
potential readers and audiences , Kroneberg followed Polevoi’s lead and
rendered Shakespeare’s texts into contemporary Russian, simplifying
Shakespeare’s original with what Semenenko describes as ‘the help of
contemporary poetic clichés’. Unlike Vronchenko, he avoided the use of
alienating archaic expressions, though he did add his own embellishments to the
text where he deemed it appropriate. These alterations frequently led to the
disruption of Shakespeare’s poetic structure. However, Levin argues that
compared with the works of his contemporaries, Kroneberg’s translations
represented an important step forward in the development of Russian
Shakespeare. His works demonstrated a thorough knowledge and understanding
of Shakespeare’s text, whilst his use of language free of archaisms made his work
accessible: ‘Papom ¢ «Ffamnetom» Monesoro, Ha poHe nepeBogo0B BpoHUEHKO
OHW He TONIbKO BbITNAAENN, HO U AeNCTBUTENBHO ABAAANCE TOYHBIMW, C OAHOM

CTOPOHDbI, U NETKUM U UBALWHbIMKX, AOCTYNMHbIMUN LWUNPOKUM KpPyram l-Il/ITaTeI'Iel\/'I, c

* Ibid, p.83.
% |bid.
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apyroit. °* Kroneberg’s translations established a new standard, introducing new

principles which future translators of Shakespeare would adopt and develop:

[lBe WeKcnMpoBCKMe Tpareann 1 ABe KOMeaUK B UHTepNpeTaLma
KpoHebepra ctanun He TONIbKO KaHOHMYEeCKUMM gna XIX B., HO B U3BECTHOM
Mepe 1 HOPMATUBHbIMU AN NMPUHLMNOB PYCCKOrOo CTUXOTBOPHOIO

nepesopja LI.IeKcnvlpa.92

2.5 Establishing the Centre of the Polysystem:
Formation of the Nineteenth Century Canon

By the mid-nineteenth century, therefore, the principles of Shakespeare
translation were beginning to be determined. Different approaches had been
trialled and assessed and a preference for the use of accessible, familiar language
had come to the fore. The volume of people involved in the practice and criticism
of translation had also brought about a change in its status. As Friedberg notes,
‘[alfter 1840 translation ceased to be viewed as primarily a literary activity, but

rather as part of commercial publishing. Translation became a profession.’®

However, whilst translation practice itself had taken on new prominence, the
1850s represented a brief dip in Shakespeare’s popularity. Whilst patriotic
feeling roused by the Crimean War (1853-1856) will have played its part in this
decline, questions also began to be raised regarding Shakespeare’s aesthetic
qualities. The 1850s saw the beginnings of the anti-Shakespeare movement
which eventually came to fruition with the publication of Lev Tolstoi’s article ‘O
Shekspire i o drame’ (‘On Shakespeare and on Drama’), which was published in
1906. As Levin indicates, writers such as Tolstoi and Chernyshevskii were

searching for a new and different type of realism, which seemed entirely absent

! Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, pp.279-80. [Next to Polevoi’'s Hamlet, and against the
backdrop of Vronchenko's translations, they not only looked, but really were accurate on the one
hand, and light, elegant and accessible for a wide circle of readers on the other.]
% lbid, p.277. [Two Shakespeare tragedies and two comedies in Kroneberg’s interpretation
became not only canonical for the nineteenth century but, to a certain extent, normative for the
principles of Russian verse translation of Shakespeare.]
93 .

Friedberg, p.38.
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from much of Shakespeare’s work: ‘Metadopuryeckan o6pa3HOCTb A3bIKa €ro
repoes, BblparkaloLLaa MHOM, MO3TUYECKUIA CTPOWN MbILNEHUA U METOA,
TUNM3aLUMK, Ka3anacb HECOBMECTMMOM C COBPEMEHHOW 3CTETUKOM, TpebytoLel

n306parkaTb XKM3Hb KaK OHa ectb.*

2.5.1 Classic Translations

In spite of this criticism, translations of Shakespeare’s works were still being
undertaken. Aleksandr Druzhinin was a prose-writer, literary critic and journal
editor, who did much to popularise English literature in Russia in the mid-
nineteenth century. However, it is his translations of four of Shakespeare’s plays
for which he is best remembered. His translation of King Lear was completed in
1856, then Coriolanus (1858), Richard Il (1860) and King John, which was

published posthumously in 1865.

Druzhinin never supported Tolstoi’s views publicly, though he did admit in his
diary that he struggled to appreciate Shakespeare’s comedies.” Nevertheless,
his translation methods do suggest that he at least agreed in part with the
detractors. As Levin describes, he regarded certain aspects of Shakespeare’s style
as only superficial decoration. ‘Opy*MHKH owmnbanca, Koraa cunTan
MeTadopuryeckyto 06pa3HoCTb LLlekcnnpa BHEWHMM 31eMEHTOM, KOTOPbIN
MOKeT 6bITb yCTpaHeH 6e3 cylwecTBeHHOro ywepba ans uenoro.””® However, this
was a common perception in the mid to late nineteenth century. For Druzhinin,
the most important function for a translation was to create the same effect as
the original, an attribute which many future translators would also try to
emulate. ‘B nepeBoayYeckunx yctaHoBKax JpyKUHMHA NPUHLMMNMANBHO BAaXKHbIM

6b110 TpeboBaHUe, YTOObI NepeBoa NPOM3BOANA TO e BrevaTaeHNe Ha

% Levin, Russkie perevodchiki, pp.147-148. [The metaphorical imagery in the language of his
characters expressed another poetic system of thought and method of typification, which
seemed incompatible with contemporary aesthetics that demanded the depiction of life as it
really is.]

% |bid, p.148.

% Ibid, p.151. [Druzhinin was mistaken when he thought that Shakespeare’s metaphorical
imagery was a superficial element, which could be removed without considerable damage to the
work as a whole.]
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PYCCKOTO YMTaTeNIA, YTO M OPUTMHANA — Ha aHranickoro.””’ In order to achieve
this he followed the norm established by Kroneberg, using more modern

language to ensure his reader would understand the text.

Though in places it was quite different from the Shakespeare’s text, Druzhinin’s
translation of King Lear remains his most lauded. When beginning his own
translation, Boris Pasternak commented that Druzhinin’s Lear had entered deep
into the Russian consciousness.”® The canonisation of this translation was aided
by the appearance in the 1860s of a new concept, the anthology. Shakespeare’s
collected works in Russian, with translations of thirty four of the plays, was
edited by Gerbel and Nekrasov, and first published in 1865-8. It went through a
further four editions throughout the remainder of the century.*® In addition to
Druzhinin’s Lear and Richard Ill, the volumes contained translations by
Kroneberg, N. M. Satin, Sokolovskii and Aleksandr Ostrovskii’s Taming of the
Shrew. The collection also included eight translations by Pétr Veinberg.
Importantly for this study, these eight included Veinberg’s translation of Othello.
It had been his first translation of Shakespeare, and was first published in the

journal Sovremennik in 1864.

Veinberg is viewed by Russian critics as not only an important figure in the
history of the translation of Shakespeare, but in the history of translation in

Russia in general:

B uctopumn pycckoi nepeBoaHoOM nnTepatypbl XIX B. HU OAMH NepeBOAYMNK
HUM A0, HW nocne BeltHbepra He N0/1b30BaJICA TaKMM aBTOPUTETOM, He
nosly4an Takoro obLLeCcTBEHHOro NPU3HAHUA M NoYeTa, KaKMMM 6bin

OKPYKEH OH B KOHLLe CBOEro TBopyeckoro nytu. Cpeam cBomx

% Ibid, p.151. [In the translation aims of Druzhinin, of principal importance was that the
translation produces the same impression in the Russian reader as the original does for the
English.]

% France, p.78.

% George Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Russia’, p.339.
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coBpeMeHHMKOoB BeliHbepr cTaxan cnasy Nyyllero nepeBogynka, a ero

nepeBoabl A0NM0e BPeMs NpusHaBanuch o6pasuosbimu.’®

Like Druzhinin, he viewed the translation of foreign works as an opportunity to
enhance the education of his readers. In addition to Shakespeare, he translated a
lot of poetry, including works by Byron, Shelley and Hugo. For Veinberg, the most
important function for a translation was to provide full understanding of the
content of the original, and he did his best to communicate the meaning of each
individual word. This necessitated a great deal of explanation and expansion,
resulting in the fact that Veinberg’s translation of Othello is, in word count,

almost an entire act longer than the original Shakespearean text.'%*

He did not, however, attach any meaning to Shakespeare’s poetic form, so in
many places, the dramatic effect of Shakespeare’s monologues is greatly altered.
He also devotes much attention to correct versification — carefully alternating
masculine and feminine endings, making sure stress and meter are correct. But
this rigid structure he imposes is, for the most part, completely independent
from his source text, and his devotion to form in fact leads to multiple
inaccuracies in word choice. Levin cites the example of Othello’s final line, ‘And
smote him - thus’ (Act V Scene 2) which finishes abruptly, disrupting the rhythm
of the blank verse as Othello performs his final suicidal act. Veinberg corrects this
irregularity, lengthening the line to the correct number of syllables. ‘U 3akonon

ero - BOT TOYHO TakK...' %

George Gibian also notes that Veinberg, influenced by the expectations of the
society at the time, was embarrassed by the “coarseness” of Othello, changing
Desdemona’s ballad from Act IV Scene 3 into a romantic, sentimental song, and

translating the word “whore” ‘by five different biblical or elegant periphrastic

% pid, p.261. [‘In the history of Russian translated literature of the nineteenth century, no

translator before or after Veinberg commanded such authority, nor received such public
recognition and honour as surrounded him at the end of his career. Amongst his contemporaries,
Veinberg enjoyed fame as the best translator, and his translations were for a long time
recognised as exemplary.’]

1ot Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura, p.308.

Vil'iam Shekspir, Otello, venetsianskii mavr, perevod Pétra Veinberga (V.2).
<www.lib.ru/SHAKESPEARE> [accessed: 23/10/2012]. [And stabbed him — just like that...]

102
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Russian words’. ' The differences between this approach and Radlova’s

treatment of the bad language and sexual references within Othello will be

explored in Chapter 4.

In his work on translation and canon formation, André Lefevere emphasises the
role of the anthology in providing an ‘image’ of a literature. He states that
anthologies can wield much power in the formation of a literary or dramatic
canon, because they can often provide the only experience of certain texts for

104 Where translations are concerned, this can then become

many readers.
problematic for newly-produced translations because the canonised ones
become viewed as the ‘correct’ versions of the plays in the target language. As
Levin describes, certain quotations from Veinberg’s translation of Othello
became extremely well known amongst the Russian public. ‘LLlekcnnposckue
BbIPA*KEHWA CTANIN KPbIATbIMU B PYCCKOM A3blKe B UHTEpnpuTaunmn BenHbepra:
«OHa 3a MyKM nonbuna, A s eé 3a cocTpagiaHue K Hum»” % The critical reaction
when Radlova decided to differ from this popular version will be discussed in

detail in Chapter 4.

As well as their prevalence in popular anthologies, Veinberg’s translations, in
particular Othello, were also regarded as some of the best versions to stage
during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He had a great love of
theatre, which may have aided him in the production of translations which Levin
describes as ‘06bl4HO 61aro3By4HbI, yA06OHbI Ana aeknamauum’ (usually

196 konstantin Stanislavskii elected to use

harmonious and easy to recite).
Veinberg’s translation in both his 1896 and 1930 productions of Othello, meaning
it would not have been too far from the memories of many audience members

viewing Radlova’s new translation for the first time in 1935.

103 Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Russia’, p.343.

André Lefevere, ‘Translation and Canon Formation: Nine decades of drama in the United
States’, in Translation, Power, Subversion, eds. Roman Alvarez and M. Carmen-Africa Vidal
(Clevedon: Multilingual Matters Ltd., 1996) pp.138-155 (p.139)

105 Levin, Russkie perevodchiki, p.285. [Shakespearean expressions have become popular sayings
in the Russian language in Veinberg’s interpretation] Levin then cites Veinberg’s translation of
the lines ‘She loved me for the dangers | had passed/And | loved her that she did pity them’
(1.3.167-8).

% Ibid.

104
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The translators of the mid to late-nineteenth centuries created target texts
which, though far from exact replications of their source texts, were versions of
the plays which were easily accessible for their readers and audiences. As
Friedberg describes, ‘All of these Russian translators tended toward compromise
between a literal and free method. To create a smooth and graceful effect, they
simplified Shakespeare’s language, replacing unusual or complex images with

more familiar ones.”*"’

Kroneberg, Druzhinin, Veinberg and their contemporaries
attempted to blend the best elements of those translations which preceded their
work. It was these translations which were still established at the centre of the

Shakespeare polysystem when Radlova began her work on the plays, and against

which her translation style would be judged.

The end of the century saw further changes in attitudes towards Shakespeare,
and the practice of translation. Rachel Polonsky notes that knowledge of the
English language amongst the Russian population increased considerably during
the 1870s and 1880s, and that the late nineteenth century witnessed a renewed
“anglomania”,'®® similar to that which had existed one hundred years previously.
However, in spite of this renewed interest, Polonsky comments that Russian
readers at that time were drawn primarily to English prose fiction. The Symbolist
movement, which began in the 1890s, saw the introduction of much European
poetry and drama into the mainstream of Russian culture,’® but there were also
growing concerns over what kind of effect all these imports would have on the

native language and creative works. As Polonsky states, the turn of the century

period was:

characterized by an appetite for, interwoven with an intense fear of,
translation. [...] Anxiety about Russia’s place in the history of the peoples,
and the effects of foreign influence on national cultural development,

reveal themselves in Symbolist writings about the art of translation.**

107 Friedberg, p.51.
108 Polonsky, p.24.
% pid, p.188.

" pid, p.74.
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This unease over the influx of foreign culture is perhaps one of the reasons why
no new translations of Shakespeare plays appeared until after the Revolution,
and why the work of Veinberg and his contemporaries remained at the centre of

the system.

2.5.2 Foreign Influences on Russian Shakespearean Performance

As has been demonstrated, over the course of the nineteenth century, the
translation of Shakespeare in Russia underwent many significant developments.
However, as this is also a study of a translation in performance, it is important to
note that developments in Russian Shakespeare in this period were not solely
confined to the page. As noted in Chapter 1, theatre translation theorists such as
Patrice Pavis have identified that the text is just one element of a performance,
and that there are many other means of expression involved. In addition to this
line of research, scholars and practitioners in the field of theatre anthropology
have identified the differences in the means of expression used by people in
their everyday lives, and those used by performers, and the role which culture

plays in shaping them.

In his guide to theatre anthropology, Eugenio Barba argues that in an organised
performance situation, ‘the performer’s physical and vocal presence is modelled

11 He terms

according to principles which are different from those of daily life.
the result of these principles ‘extra-daily techniques’. Whereas ‘daily’ body
techniques are used to communicate and are generally designed to obtain a
maximum result with minimum effort, Barba maintains that ‘extra-daily
techniques’ lead to information, and are based on the wasting of energy, putting
the body into an artistic but believable form.'2 Importantly for this study of

acculturation, Barba posits that these techniques are culturally determined. He

states that in daily life, ‘body technique is conditioned by culture, social status,

mu Eugenio Barba, The Paper Canoe: A Guide to Theatre Anthropology, trans. by Richard Fowler
(Routledge: London & New York, 1995), p.9.
2 bid, pp.15-16.
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profession’, and that ‘[d]ifferent cultures determine different body techniques’,
such as whether people carry things with their head or their hands, or kiss with

113 Whilst he views ‘extra-daily techniques’ as being

their lips or their nose.
common to all performers, Barba contends that performers’ profiles are also
shaped by the theatrical traditions and cultural context in which they have grown

up and developed their art.***

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, there were several visits by
foreign actors to Moscow and St Petersburg which enabled Russian theatre
practitioners to learn from these different theatrical traditions and cultures. The
impact of the tours undertaken by the African-American actor Ira Aldridge, in
1858 and 1860, the Italian actor Tommaso Salvini in 1882, the Meiningen Players
from Germany in 1885 and 1890 and finally the British director, Edward Gordon
Craig, in 1911-12 was to be far-reaching, shaping many different aspects of

Shakespearean productions on the Russian stage.

Whilst today, as Barba observes, performers often travel outside of their own

" ra

cultures in order to engage in the exchange of ideas and techniques,
Aldridge was one of the first touring actors many members of Russian public had
had the opportunity to see. His performances proved extremely popular, and his
success paved the way for many more foreign actors to visit Russia. However, in
line with Barba’s observations, Gibian states that Aldridge also ‘deserves credit
for introducing the tradition of Garrick, Kemble, Kean, and Macready into

"118 He was able to present interpretations of Shakespeare’s characters

Russia.
shaped by the source culture, and performed in English, rather than in a Russian
translation. His portrayal of Othello was of particular significance to the Russian

tradition, as will be explored in more detail in Chapter 5.

B bid p.15.

Barba posits that the profile of any performer is fused together from three distinct levels of
organisation: the performer’s unique personality (his sensitivity, artistic intelligence and social
persona); the use of what he terms the ‘extra-daily techniques’ common to all performers; and
lastly, the characteristics of the theatrical traditions and the historical-cultural context through
which the performer’s unique personality manifests itself. Barba, p.10.
115

Barba, p.14.
Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Russia’, p.351.
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The techniques learnt from foreign performers were to extend beyond that of
the interpretation of character, however. In his autobiography, Moia zhizn’ v
iskusstve (My Life in Art), Stanislavskii notes how impressed he was by the Duke
of Saxe-Meiningen’s troupe when they visited in Moscow in 1890: ‘Ux cnekTaknu
BnepBble NoKa3am MocKBe HOBbIM PoA, MOCTAHOBKU — C UCTOPUYECKOM
BEPHOCTbIO 3MOXe, C HAPOAHbIMM CLLEHAMM, C MPEKPACHOM BHeLHeN popmoli
CMEKTaKAA, C USYyMUTENbHOW AUCUNIMHOM U BCEM CTPOEM BE/IMKONENHOIO
npasgHuKka uckycersa.’ ™’ As will be addressed in Chapter 5, Stanislavskii was
keen to incorporate some of the elements of this new kind of theatre into his
own work. However, Stanislavskii was also impressed by the company’s working
methods and attended rehearsals in order to learn more about the process.
Whilst he did not rate the talents of many of the company’s actors especially
highly, he was struck by the key position assumed by the director, Ludwig
Chronegk, and felt that he shared this weight of responsibility within his own

company, the Society of Art and Literature:

MHe Ka3anocb, YTO U Mbl — peXuccepbl-ntobuTenn — 6bi1m B NONOKEHUU
KpoHeKa 1 meHUHreHcKoro repuora. M mbl xoTenn cosgasaTb 6oablune
CNEeKTaKM, BCKPbIBATb BE/IMKME MbIC/IN U YYBCTBA, HO, 33 HEMMEHMEM
roTOBbIX aKTEPOB, A0NXKHbI OblM OTAABaTb BCE BO B/1aCTb pexxuccepa,
KOTOPOMY NPUXOANNOCHE TBOPUTb O4HOMY, NPU MOMOLLM NOCTaHOBKY,
Aexkopauuii, bytadopuii, MHTEPECHON MU3AHCLEHbI U PEXUCCEPCKOM
BblAYMKWU. BOT noyemy AecnoTnam MeMHUHIEHCKMX PeXMCCEpPOB Kasascs

MHe 060cHOBaHHbIM. M8

7 Konstantin Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1972), p.159. Jean

Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘Their productions gave Moscow its first view of a
new kind of theatre — period authenticity, crowd scenes, visually beautiful staging, amazing
discipline, a festival of art in every respect.’

Stanislavski, My Life in Art, trans. by Jean Benedetti (London & New York: Routledge, 2008),
p.113.

s Ibid, p.160. Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘It seemed to me that we amateur
directors were in the same situation as Chronegk and the Duke. We, too, wanted to put on major
productions and reveal great thoughts and feelings but in the absence of trained actors, the
director had to take charge of everything, had to work on his own, using the staging, the scenery,
the props and interesting moves, and his own ingenuity. That is why the Meininger director-
dictator seemed to me essential.” (Stanislavski, p.114).
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Stanislavskii describes how he felt Chronegk’s composure and control in
rehearsals to be extremely effective, and that over time, he, like Chronegk,
became a ‘pexkuccep-gecnot’ (a director-dictator). He maintains that other
directors then began to imitate him, as he had imitated Chronegk, which led to
the creation of a whole generation of “dictators” within the theatre. This
observation would seem to indicate that the Meiningen company introduced the
modern concept of the all-controlling director to Russia. However, Stanislavskii
also expresses a note of caution, stating that many of these new-style directors

1.1 Nevertheless, as

lacked Chronegk’s talent, and were therefore ineffectua
Nick Worrall notes, after he founded the Moscow Art Theatre, Stanislavskii

continued to follow conventions he learnt from the German visitors.

In addition to surface detail and atmosphere, the Art Theatre also
adopted the Meiningen troupe’s strict adherence to company discipline.
The Meininger were the first to adopt the practice of collective play-
reading and to institute rehearsal periods which lasted for months rather
than weeks. They were also the first to hold dress rehearsals and “closed

previews” — a practice which the Art Theatre took over.'*

The final instance of foreign influence on the Russian Shakespeare tradition to be
discussed in this section is a production which generated very different reactions
in Russia and the West. In 1911, Edward Gordon Craig was introduced to
Stanislavskii by the American dancer, Isadora Duncan, and was invited to direct a
production of Hamlet at the Moscow Art Theatre. Interestingly, as Laurence
Senelick notes, whereas Craig’s production was ‘considered a qualified failure’ in

121 However, it is

Russia, in the West it ‘quickly won a reputation for brilliance.
important to this study for two principal reasons: firstly, because it established

an ideological and design concept of Hamlet which was to be both emulated and

19 Ibid, p.162. Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘I liked Chronegk’s control and

sangfroid. | imitated him and with time became a dictator-director, and other Russian directors
began to imitate me just as | had imitated him. A whole generation of dictators was born.’
(Stanislavski, p.115.)

2% Nick Worrall, The Moscow Art Theatre (London & New York: Routledge, 1996), p.23.

21 aurence Senelick, Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet (London: Greenwood Press, 1982), Preface.
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contradicted by future directors worldwide,'*? and secondly, because it provides
an important example of the differences a translation can make to the

interpretation of a play.

Dennis Kennedy argues that at the dawn of the new century, a new style of
theatre was needed for Shakespearean productions: ‘What was needed was an
entirely fresh approach, one that could revitalize the content of the plays by

1123

transforming the nature of their representation.”””” Senelick comments that

‘Shakespeare was not in fashion among the Russian youth of the time’,"** so it
seems that this need was also felt in Russia. In Kennedy’s view, Craig was one of
the theatre artists whose work brought about this required change.125 In contrast
to theatre sets like those of the Meiningen company, which were detailed and
historically accurate, Craig’s designs involved simple structures, large open acting
spaces, and he made use of beams of light. As Kennedy describes, ‘[h]is visual
intention was to abandon the premises of Realism in order to free the

spectator’s imagination’.'*®

Stanislavskii gives an enthusiastic account of his first discussion with Craig in My
Life in Art. He felt that they had much in common, particularly with their mutual
dislike of the current methods used in staging and scenery. ‘OH, KaK 1 1, cTan
HeHaBUAETb TeaTpanbHyo AeKkopauuto. HyxeH 6onee npocton poH ans akTepa,
N3 KOTOPOro, 0AHAKO, MOXHO 6b1N10 6bl M3BNIEKaTb HECKOHEYHOE KONMYECTBO
HACTPOEHUI, C NOMOLLHIO COMETAaHUSA NHWNIA, CBETOBbLIX MNATEH U npou.'127
Stanislavskii describes how Craig wanted to create a new ‘nckycctso asuxeHus’
(art of movement), and that he in fact envisioned a theatre without actors, but

with puppets and marionettes. Craig believed that works of art should be created

from natural, inanimate matter - stone, marble, bronze, canvas - and that they

122

Ibid, p.186.

Dennis Kennedy, Looking at Shakespeare (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993),
p.43.

124 senelick, Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet p.22.

Kennedy, Looking at Shakespeare, p.43. Kennedy states that Adolphe Appia was the other.
Ibid, pp.45-47.

127 Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, p.378. Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘He,
like me, had started to hate theatrical sets. What he needed was a simple background for the
actor, out of which occasionally to draw an infinite number of moods, using lines and spots of
light, etc’ (Stanislavski, p.287).

123

125
126
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should be permanently fixed in their artistic form, which rendered constantly

moving actors’ bodies unsuitable for creative works. **

Senelick comments that the innovations of the two men differed ‘in direction but

not intent.’**

Although the initial discussions seem to have gone well, however,
the production was beset with problems. Craig travelled to Moscow several
times, and was to provide the concept, designs and outline for the direction,
which Stanislavskii and his assistant could then execute. But the practicalities of
putting Craig’s designs into practice caused many difficulties, not least because
much of the work had to be done in Craig’s absence. As an example of one of the

problems, a central idea of Craig’s was the use of screens as opposed to more

traditional backdrops:

Craig’s famous screens [...] placed flat against the upstage wall, were his
major innovation in setting. As he envisioned them, they were a dynamic
and living element, arranged in new shapes and angles to reflect the
shifting emotional content of Hamlet’s mind as well as to solve the

practical problems of shifting the twenty scenes of the play.**°

The screens were simple flats, made from canvas stretched onto wooden frames.
Unfortunately, however the screens manufactured in Moscow were weightier
than those Craig was used to, and were too heavy to be practical. In keeping with
the notions expressed above, Craig wanted them to be moved quickly in full view
of the audience. However, the screens fell over during the dress rehearsal, which
meant that they had to be weighted down for the performances, necessitating
that the curtains had to be dropped instead. When Craig heard of this change, he
did not believe the reasoning behind it and was furious. Senelick notes that
eventual use of the screens was more like the construction of realistic sets,

rendering Craig’s concept ineffective.'*

128

Ibid, pp.377-378.

Senelick, ‘Preface’ to Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet.
Kennedy, Looking at Shakespeare, p.52.

Senelick, Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet, p.180
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Unfortunately, the difficulties were not confined to the visual effects of the
production. As discussed, Barba highlights the way cultural and theatrical
traditions shape the work of performers. Some of the problems Craig and
Stanislavskii experienced in their collaboration highlight the role translation plays
in the formation of those shaping traditions. One of the central reasons behind
the disagreements between Craig and Stanislavskii was because, as Senelick
explains, ‘they had grown up with widely divergent traditions’,"*? and therefore
could not agree on an interpretation of Hamlet. The Russian tradition had been
much shaped by Mochalov’s interpretation of the 1820s, which, as already
discussed, was based on Polevoi’s less than accurate translation. Mochalov had
played Hamlet ‘as an impassioned temperament, given to soul-searing outbursts
and flamboyant gestures’.’*® Stanislavskii and Craig were using the translation by

Kroneberg, which although closer to the source text, was still found to be

insufficient in conveying the full entirety of Shakespeare’s text:

Npu YTEHUN NEPBOI e CTPAHULbI NMbECbI BbISCHUAOCH, MEXAY NPoYnMm,
YTO PYCCKMI NepeBo, O4eHb YacToO HENPABUIbHO NepesaeT He TONbKO
TOHKOCTU, HO M BHYTPEHHIOK CyTb LEKCNUPOBCKOro TekcTa. Kper
[A0Ka3bIBa/1 3TO C MOMOLLIO LLe/IOM aHTINMCKOM BubanoTekn o «famnete,
npuBe3eHHOM um c coboit. Ha aTo noyBe HeBepHOro nepesoaa

NPOMUCXOAMAN HACTO OYEHb KPYMHble Hegopasymerus.

Stanislavskii goes on to describe how these misunderstanding led to many
differences in their interpretation of character, and how working with Craig
helped him to broaden the scope of Hamlet’s mind."’ Craig’s concept of the play
began with the notion that ‘Hamlet is a monodrama, that the universe of the

1136

play should be shown through the eyes of the central character.”””” Even allowing

2 bid, p.78.

 bid.

34 Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, p.380. Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘Even
after reading the very first page it was clear that the Russian translation often poorly conveyed
not only the nuances but the substance of Shakespeare’s text. Craig demonstrated this with a
whole library of English books he had brought with him. This frequently inaccurate translation led
to many misunderstandings.’ (Stanislavski, My Life in Art, p.289.)

135 Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, p.381/ Stanislavski, p.290.

B3¢ Ken nedy, Looking at Shakespeare, p.50.
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for the differences in the Russian and British traditions, however, Senelick
stresses that Craig’s interpretation ‘jarred with traditional versions of the play’.
This discrepancy led Stanislavskii to claim on occasions that Craig’s ideas were

‘un-Shakespearean.’”*’

Stanislavskii’s readiness to accept Craig’s concepts of the play were sincere, as he
recognised that they would ensure that the Art Theatre kept abreast with

theatrical fashion.'®

In practice, however, the disparity between concept and
realisation was too great. Nevertheless, Senelick states that ‘[w]hatever its
shortcomings, the production consolidated Craig’s reputation, disseminated his
ideas, and revolutionized the staging of Shakespeare in this century’."*® Craig
toured England and Ireland with an exhibition of his ideas for the production,
whilst directors in Russia such as Vsevolod Meierkhol’d, who were already
beginning to experiment with similar ideas, began to champion Craig’s work. The
effects of Craig’s ideas on the staging of future productions of Othello will be

discussed later in the chapter on performance.

In spite of its difficulties then, the Stanislavskii-Craig Hamlet would therefore
seem to highlight the benefits of cross-cultural collaboration in the theatre.
However, the influx of foreign influences on Shakespeare performance in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries provides stark contrast to the years
following the Revolution and Stalin’s era. There was a change of emphasis, and
the focus became one of taking ownership of Shakespeare and creating a truly

Soviet version, appropriate for the new political climate.

2.6 Political Translation and Censorship

The translation theory employed so far in this chapter has assisted the
examination of the position of Shakespeare translations within the Russian

cultural system, as well as that of how the trends in translation practice have

17 Senelick, Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet, p.63.

Ibid, p.71.
Senelick, ‘Preface’ to Gordon Craig’s Moscow Hamlet.
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changed over time. However, as discussed in Chapter 1, Lefevere argued for the
need to investigate the effect of the controlling forces outside the literary
system, namely the patrons ensuring the ideological suitability of translations
produced as well as the financial survival and status of the translators. The
history of Shakespeare in Russia has certainly been shaped by the country’s

controlling regimes, firstly by Tsarist rule, and then by Soviet ideology.

2.6.1 Examples of Censorship Under the Tsars

This chapter has so far demonstrated that by the beginning of the twentieth
century, Shakespeare had become fully assimilated into Russian culture.
Adaptations and translations of his work had been used to educate and aid in the
development of new literary styles, whilst the performances of his roles on stage
had served to establish the careers of many of Russian’s most famous actors.
However, from his earliest introduction into the Russian cultural sphere, the
political nature of his plays has often led to controversy. As illustrated by the
case of Polevoi’s translation of Hamlet, actors and translators used
Shakespeare’s status as a foreign, classic writer to make statements about their

own situation, though this has not always led to the avoidance of censorship.

To cite the very earliest example, the reception of Sumarokov’s Gamlet, Victor
Borovsky comments that it would not have been difficult for audience members
to draw parallels with real-life people and events. For this reason the play was

taken off the stage.

The political sensitivity of the play inevitably affected its stage life. In the
1750s [G]amlet was successfully performed in many theatres, but
afterwards it disappeared from the stage for a long time, because it
coincided too closely with the actual course of events in the country.

After the assassination of Peter Il (1762) and Catherine II’s accession to
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the throne, a number of unexpected and undesirable parallels became

evident.*

In 1794, Nikolai Karamzin’s translation of Julius Caesar was also censored in
dramatic fashion when, at the height of the revolution in France, the ‘republican
tragedy’ was burned along with other ‘revolutionary literature’ on the

instructions of Catherine 11.*4!

Stfibrny notes that in the mid-nineteenth century, whilst many new translations
were being published, they were not all allowed to be performed, as several of
the plays were considered to be incendiary by the Tsarist regime. Throughout the
1840s and 1850s, productions of Henry 1V, Richard Ill, The Comedy of Errors,
Cymbeline and Julius Caesar were all suppressed.*** This censorship was made
possible by the strict laws which required plays to be granted special permission
for performance which was separate to that for being published.'*® The fact that
it contained a regicide meant that Macbeth also had a chequered history in
Russia in the early nineteenth century. The play had first suffered the effects of
censorship back in the late 1820s, when the publication of Mikhail Vronchenko’s
translation was delayed until 1836, while it was not actually approved for
performance until 1861, and only then with considerable cuts. Perhaps because
of its focus on a more personal, domestic tragedy, however, the play at the
centre of this study escaped notable censorship throughout the nineteenth
century. Othello regularly appeared in the repertoires of the Malyi and

Alexandrinskii theatres from the 1840s until 1917.

0 Victor Borovsky, ‘The Organisation of the Russian Theatre 1645-1763’, in A History of Russian

Theatre, eds. Robert Leach and Victor Borovsky (Cambridge: University Press, 1999), pp.41-56
(p.51).

! St¥ibrny, p.35.

2 |bid, p.45.

13 Cynthia Marsh, ‘Realism in the Russian theatre, 1850-1882’, in A History of Russian Theatre,
ed. by Robert Leach and Victor Borovsky (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp.146-
165 (p.147).
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2.6.2 Shakespeare After the Revolution

As the central focus of this thesis is a translation from the 1930s, however, it is
important to take into account that the most significant changes in the
patronage of Shakespeare in Russia occurred after the Bolshevik Revolution of
1917, and then with Stalin’s rise to power. These changes did not bring about a
more stable position for Shakespeare’s works, however, as their position in the
Soviet literary system continued to be volatile. As Irena R. Makaryk describes, in

Soviet Russia,

Shakespeare took on various, often contradictory, guises: as
representative of “bourgeois” artistic traditions; as indispensable classic;
as alien, foreign text; as Renaissance precursor of the new Soviet society;
as valuable box office draw; as dramatic master; and as outmoded

sympathizer of aristocratic circles.**

The Bolsheviks recognised that culture was a vital ‘means of extending their
influence’.'* Culture was to be used to educate the Soviet people, in order to
enable them to participate fully in bringing about the aims of the Revolution. The
theatre was a tool of particular importance in this education. Eighty per cent of
the population were still largely illiterate, and so, as Konstantin Rudnitsky
identifies, theatre performances became unusually important in people’s lives:
‘the theatre and only the theatre could serve as primary school and newspaper
for the masses thirsting for education, enlightenment and knowledge.’**®
Foreign culture was also to play an important part in this educative process.

Susanna Witt notes that ‘[o]fficial attitudes towards to translation were initially

positive [...] Translations should give the masses access to the cultural heritage of

“renaR. Makaryk, 'Introduction — When Worlds Collide: Shakespeare and Communisms', in

Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and Socialism, ed. by Irena Makaryk and Joseph G.
Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006), pp.3-10, (p.4).

> Nick Worrall, Modernism to Realism on the Soviet Stage: Tairov-Vakhtangov-Okhlopkov
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), p.6.

16 Rudnitsky, p.41.
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all nations and contribute to a sense of solidarity with workers and peasants of

other countries.’**’

To this end, the ambitious translation project Vsemirnaia literatura (World
Literature) was launched, with Lenin’s full support. It was overseen by the
Commissar of Education, Anatolii Lunacharskii, who represented the
government, and the writer Maxim Gorky, who acted as spokesperson for the

148 The task was to evaluate all the existing translations of

authors and publishers.
world literature, and to assess which were worth preserving and which would
need to be redone (The number of translations included 2000 pamphlets and
800 volumes of Western and American writing, which was later extended to
1500 volumes in order to include Oriental Literature).**® Alongside the
assessment and production of the translations, a secondary element of the
project was to construct a base of scholarship, theory and criticism on which a

|II

“national school” of translation could be established. As noted in the

introduction, this task was assigned to the children’s writer and literary critic

Kornei Chukovskii.**°

As Leighton describes, one of the overall intentions of the project was also ‘to
support and encourage writers during the civil war and ensure that the
revolution established close intellectual and cultural contact with the world and

among the peoples of the new union.*!

As well as establishing a new studio for
the training of literary translators, this ‘support and encouragement’ meant
recruiting vast numbers of writers from the former intelligentsia. Friedberg
describes how the unlucky members of this enterprise were paid in worthless
paper money, whereas the more fortunate translators received grain and salted

fish for their work.™ Sustenance payments were particularly welcome in this

period, when many were starving due to the food shortages caused by war and

%7 susanna Witt, ‘Totalitarianism and translation in the USSR’, in Contexts, Subtexts and Pretexts,

ed. Brian James Baer (Amsterdam: John Benjamin’s Publishing Co, 2011), pp.149-170 (p.155).
148 Friedberg, p.4.

' Ibid.

%) quren G. Leighton, Two Worlds, One Art: Literary Translation in Russia and America, 1991,
p.8.

" bid, p.7.

12 Friedberg, p.4.



104

poor harvests. This ambitious project would therefore seem to be a clear
example of Lefevere’s ‘undifferentiated patronage’,>* with the Soviet
government ensuring ideologically-correct output whilst providing appropriate

status and financial support.

As translation of foreign literature gained initial approval under the new regime,
Shakespeare’s works also enjoyed early popularity on the stages of the new
Soviet Russia. Whilst no new translations were produced in the years
immediately following the revolution, stage productions of his works were
extremely successful. Aleksandr Blok was one of the key literary figures
responsible for this popularity. He became one of the directors of the “Theatre of
Tragedy, Romantic Drama and High Comedy”, which was set up in Leningrad in
1918, and, convinced by the ‘value and ultimate victory of the classics of drama’,
posited that Shakespeare should feature prominently in its repertoire. Much Ado
About Nothing was one of the two plays with which the theatre opened in
December of that year, and King Lear, Hamlet, Othello, The Merchant of Venice,
Twelfth Night, Julius Caesar and Macbeth all featured over the course of the next
three years."™ Rudnitsky notes that Macbeth, so frequently censored during
Tsarist times, was in fact staged more frequently than Shakespeare’s other plays
directly after the revolution, because ‘it was easily interpreted in the spirit of

“consonance with the Revolution”, as anti-monarchical.’*>

However, this early prospering of literary translation and Shakespeare under the
new Soviet regime was not to last. Foreign literature remained popular in the
mid-1920s; studies of the reading habits of the users of Moscow trade-union
libraries between 1926 and 1928 reveal that nearly a third of all fiction borrowed
was foreign.® By the end of the decade, however, the authorities tried to steer
people away from fiction towards what they considered to be more “useful”
reading matter, such as technical or political literature. As mentioned in Chapter

1, from the end of the 1920s, politically ‘suspect’ literature, including works by

>3 André Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame, p.17.

George Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Soviet Russia’, Russian Review, 11 (1952), 24-34 (p.25)
155 .

Rudnitsky, p.110.
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Tolstoi, Poe, Maupassant, and most importantly, Shakespeare, was routinely
removed from public libraries.™ The popularity of his works sharply declined.
Echoing Tolstoi’s criticism at the beginning of the century, the view that
Shakespeare’s works had an aristocratic tendency became dominant and it was
argued that their author ‘despised the common people and held reactionary
feudal views’.”® Literary critic Vladimir Friche was one of the most ardent
supporters of this view. He posited that only an aristocrat could have written
Shakespeare’s plays. Influenced by the publications of the Belgian socialist
politican and writer, Célestin Demblon, who argued that Roger Manners, the 5t
Earl of Rutland, had been the true author, Friche’s views commanded a growing
support in Russia throughout the 1920s. Even Lunacharskii expressed the view
that it was unlikely that an actor born in a small town could have produced such
works of art.>® Critics such as Aleksandr Smirnov opposed Friche’s view, arguing
that whilst Shakespeare may have been a bourgeois writer, he was in fact critical
of the greed and philistinism of his own class, who were unable to properly

understand his work.*®°

Nevertheless, Gibian notes a ‘lull’ in Shakespeare
productions during this time, whilst Rudnitsky comments that productions of
Shakespeare were rare compared to those of Russian dramatists such as

Ostrovskii, who was staged by nearly every Russian director in the 1920s.*%*

The Vsemirnaia literatura project was also short-lived. The enterprise closed in
1927, partly due to the emigration of many of those involved. Leighton argues
that in spite of its short existence, Vsemirnaia Literatura nevertheless laid the
groundwork for its ambitious programme which was eventually realised, whilst it

provided an example for future state publishing enterprises to follow.***

7 Ibid
158 Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Soviet Russia’, p.27.

"1 bid, p.31, Rudnitsky, p.174.

The popularity of Ostrovskii’s work with directors in this period was also due to “Back to
Ostrovskiil” campaign instituted by Lunacharskii on the hundredth anniversary of the
playwright’s birth in 1923. Lunacharskii called on writers and directors to follow Ostrovskii’s
example in realistically depicting everyday life. His works also were viewed as politically
appropriate as Ostrovskii was critical of the ‘bourgeios’ society of his time (Rudnitsky, p.116).
162 Leighton, p.8.
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However, Friedberg notes that from the point of closure onwards, ‘Soviet
translations — at least of poetry [...] began to decline in importance.” Whilst at the
time this decline was attributed to the fact that the Soviets no longer had need
for foreign verse, Friedberg argues that the more likely explanation was Stalin’s
rise to power, which had ‘immediate repercussions in literature’, and in all areas

of cultural life.®®

Stalin made clear his views on written culture in 1930, when in an article for the
Party journal Bol’shevik, he declared that nothing contrary to the Party view

should be ever be published.*®*

As far as he was concerned, all intellectual and
cultural activity was to be channelled into fighting the battle for socialism. As
Lefevere describes, patrons seeking to control the relationship between the
literary or cultural system and society usually operate by the means of
institutions set up to regulate.’® Stringent controls were put into place by the

Stalinist regime to ensure that the politically educative function of culture

remained dominant.

As already stated, the instructive power of the theatre had long been recognised
by the authorities. However, even though censors always attended dress
rehearsals of upcoming public performances,166 the limitations of the control
that could be applied pre-performance meant that it was still dangerous for the
regime. Therefore, in 1927, a conference on theatrical activity was held by the
Department of Agitation and Propaganda attached to the Central Communist
Party. Following the conference, faculties and courses were set up at theatre
institutes for the training of theatre managers, so that Party members could be
equipped with knowledge of the theatre and the stage. All theatres were now to
have confirmed Party members as their General Managers. The General
Manager therefore served as political monitor on behalf of the Party, controlling

the theatre’s resources so that only “acceptable” shows were staged. In addition

163 Friedberg, p.112.

*% Martin McCauley, Stalin and Stalinism (London and New York: Longman, 1995), p.34.

165 Lefevere, Translation, Rewriting and the Manipulation of Literary Fame, p.15.

1% Herman Ermolaey, Censorship in Soviet Literature 1917-1991 (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman &
Littlefield, 1997), p.7.
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to this insider censorship, compulsory study groups, artistic councils and activists
groups were created for theatre professionals. Actors and directors had to have a
“social load”, seemingly leaving them with far less free time for creative,

independent thought.'®’

Further changes for the Soviet cultural system were to come with literary reform
in 1932, which as Boris Schwarz describes, ‘redirected the Party’s cultural

*1%8 This act did away with revolutionary organisations like Proletkul’t and

policy.
The Association of Proletarian Writers (RAPP). As Gleb Struve explains, in place of
numerous different artistic groups, ‘a homogenous writers’ organisation pledged
to support the domestic and international policies of the Soviet government’*®®
was created, the Union of Soviet Writers. Within the Writers’ Union was the

Translators’ Section, membership of which was ‘de facto obligatory’ for anyone

wishing to publish a translation.”®

Like the Vsemirnaia Literatura project before
it, the Writers’ Union provided financial support for its members, along with

many other benefits.

[W]riters became one of the most privileged categories of the population
in the Stalinist thirties. A new system of (greatly enhanced) royalty
payments were introduced, a differentiated system largely based on
ideological criteria. The Writers Union now treated its members to
dachas, a high-class restaurant in their headquarters, new apartment

blocks, and subsidized vacations in choice locations.*”*

Amongst all these changes to the controlling forces of the literary system,
Shakespeare received endorsement from an important literary figure and was
once again posited as a writer from whom much could be learnt. In his 1932

article on dramaturgy, ‘O p’esakh’, whilst arguing the importance of the class-

7 N. A. Gorchakov, The Theater in Soviet Russia, trans. by Edgar Lehrman (London: Oxford

University Press, 1957), p.283.

1% Boris Schwarz, Music and Musical Life in Soviet Russia 1917-1970 (London: Barrie & Jenkins,
1972), p.205.

169 Struve, p.276.
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1 Katerina Clark, Moscow: The Fourth Rome (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
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character for every Soviet play, Maxim Gorky called on all Soviet playwrights to

draw on Shakespeare’s expertise.

BoT 3TOT yuntenb, AeaTenb, CTPOUTEIb HOBOTO MMUpPA U AO/XKEH ObITb
rNaBHbIM repoem COBPEMEHHOM Apambl. A ans Toro, 4Tob n3o6pasunTtb
3TOrO repoA C SOMKHON CUNOMN N APKOCTbIO C/I0BA, HYXKHO YYNTLCA NUCATb
Nbecbl Y CTapbIX, HENPEB30MAEHHbIX MACTEPOB 3TOWN INTEPATYPHOM

dopmbl, 1 Bonblue Bcero y Lekcnupa.’

The endorsement of Shakespeare can be seen as a shrewd choice on Gorky’s
part: Marx and Engels’ previous praise of Shakespeare meant that he was a
writer with whom Stalin was unlikely to quarrel, and yet he was a highly
emulated writer who could be very productive as a theatrical model. Gorky’s
approval brought about a resurgence in Shakespeare’s popularity. As Alexey
Bartoshevitch describes, the negative critique of the 1920s ‘gave way to the
concept of Shakespeare as the poet of the rising class, infinitely excited by the
coming of the life-affirming age of discoveries and great inventions, and shaking
up the feudal world at the turn of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.”*”
This concept of Shakespeare was of particular importance in the work of Sergei
Radlov, as will be discussed in subsequent chapters. However, Gorky’s emphasis
on the importance of the “class-character” indicates that under the Stalinist

regime, Shakespeare’s plays were only to be interpreted within very specific

boundaries.

172 [This teacher, leader, this builder of the new world must be the main character in

contemporary drama. And we must learn how to portray this character with the needed strength
and clarity, to learn how to write plays from the old, unequalled masters of this literary form,
especially from Shakespeare.]

Maxim Gorky, ‘O p’esakh’ in Sobranie sochinenii v tridtsati tomakh (Moscow: Goslitizdat, 1949-
55), XXVI, pp.409-426 (p. 426).

173 Alexey Bartoshevitch, ‘The Forest of Arden in Stalin’s Russia: Shakespeare’s Comedies in the
Soviet Theatre of the Thirties’, in Shakespeare in the Worlds of Communism and Socialism, ed. by
Irena R.Makaryk and Joseph G. Price (Toronto: University Press, 2006) pp.104-113 (p.106).
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2.6.3 A Socialist Realist Shakespeare?

The first congress of the new Writers’ Union took place in August 1934. This
meeting marked the moment when socialist realism was formally approved as
‘the basic method of Soviet artistic literature and literary criticism’.*’* The
government representative at the congress was Andrei Zhdanov, the secretary of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party. In his opening speech, Zhdanov

outlined the statute to which members of the new union were now bound:

Comrade Stalin has called our writers engineers of human souls. What
does this mean? What duties does the title confer upon you? In the first
place, it means knowing life so as to be able to depict it truthfully in
works of art, not to depict it in a dead, scholastic way, not simply as
"objective reality," but to depict reality in its revolutionary development.
In addition to this, the truthfulness and historical concreteness of the
artistic portrayal should be combined with the ideological remoulding and

education of the working people in the spirit of socialism.*”

Zhdanov stressed the need for literature to be political, arguing that in a time of
class-struggle, no other kind was possible. Significantly, in terms of the
translation of foreign works, he departed from the earlier calls of Proletkult,
which had argued for a complete break from the art and culture of the past, and
for the creation of new art forms stemming solely from the working class, and
proclaimed the proletariat as ‘the sole heir of all that is best in the treasury of
world literature’. Foreign culture was not to be dismissed, but learnt from. As
noted in Chapter 1, this approbation of foreign literature following political
change would seem to be an example of a situation where translations take a
more central position in the literary polysystems, as posited by Even-Zohar.
However, Zhdanov’s next words made it clear that the process was to be

selective, with each work read within certain boundaries: ‘The bourgeoisie has

74 Zhdanov, pp.21-22.
5 |bid, p.21.
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squandered its literary heritage; it is our duty to gather it up carefully, to study it

and having critically assimilated it, to advance further.”*”®

It was clear from the Congress that within the “treasury of world literature”,
Shakespeare held a primary position. As Arkady Ostrovsky describes, the fact
that a large portrait of the Bard decorated the congress hall was ‘physical proof’
that Shakespeare had been assimilated into the ranks of Soviet writers.”*”’
Further to this pictorial tribute, in the same year the Theatre Union of Russia set
up a special Shakespearean department, providing consultation for directors.
Jeffrey Brooks notes that jubilees and memorials of Russian cultural figures such

as Pushkin were important in the 1930s.'7®

In spite of his foreign origins,
Shakespeare was deemed worthy of the same treatment — his birthday was
celebrated on the scale of a national holiday, with annual conferences marking
the occasion. By 1939, as Ostrovsky comments, ‘mass Shakespearization was in

full swing.””®

Ostrovsky sees two main reasons for this outstanding popularity. Firstly, Soviet
intellectuals of the 1930s liked to see their culture as a direct heir of the
Renaissance, so parallels between the two periods were often drawn.
Shakespeare was viewed as ‘the first messenger of the Renaissance,’**° ensuring
that it was his plays, particularly those which were set in that period, which were
performed as opposed to the works of other foreign dramatists. Secondly,
Ostrovsky argues that the revival of interest in Shakespeare in the 1930s ‘was
dictated by the feeling of exuberance, ebullition, and energy in the country.”*8!
While the 1930s was largely a decade of tremendous hardship for the Soviet

182

people,”™ 1934 to 1936 represented three good years in industry, where higher

living standards, the end of rationing and a series of better harvests, together
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d.'® stalin’s

with a more relaxed atmosphere produced a more positive moo
claim that ‘Life has become better, comrades; life has become more joyful’
needed to be reflected in the theatre of the time. As Ostrovsky argues, ‘the
force, emotional power, and vitality of Shakespeare’s plays answered the mood

'18%4 As the decade continued, however, with the onslaught of the

of the country.
purges of the Great Terror, Shakespeare’s status as an endorsed classic
increasingly represented an element of safety for actors and directors. Worrall
therefore asserts that ‘[i]n the conservative atmosphere of the mid 1930s [...]
Shakespeare’s popularity lay as much in his uncontroversial status as in the
intrinsic merits of his work.”*®> The fact that he was a foreign writer provided an

additional element of security; any ‘political mistakes’ could be excused on this

basis.

Whilst the interest in Shakespeare in the 1930s is unquestionable, this popularity
did not apply to the entirety of his works. It is important to consider exactly how
the dogma of socialist realism affected the practice of Soviet theatre in the 1930s
and 1940s. Socialist realism became the main factor shaping the ‘dominant
poetics’ of the system, and it therefore dictated the selection of Shakespeare’s
plays for inclusion in the repertoire. As Inna Solovyova observes, the values of

the theatre were:

no longer private but public and open. Its distinguishing marks were
clarity, truth-to-life, moralism, hard-line didacticism and a striving for
clear-cut simplicity. Adjectives like elusive, oblique, fluid, rare, sensitive,
mutable, airy, melting are no longer part of the critical vocabulary. All
these qualities had practically disappeared from the stage, which was
distinguished by its power, vitality, its pictorial and emotional energy.

Artists were attracted by the clearness, the openness of the world. No

183 Barber, p.9.

184 Ostrovsky, p.60.
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one, apparently, was attracted by its hidden side. Tragedy was something

that arrived from elsewhere.'®®

These concepts are reflected in those plays which were most popular at the time.
Ostrovsky notes that directors showed a preference for the southern tragedies
and comedies: Othello, Romeo and Juliet, Much Ado About Nothing and The
Taming of the Shrew. Othello, the soldier, who fights for his adopted country and
the woman he loves, was a more recognisable hero than Hamlet the philosopher.
Characters such as the ghost of Hamlet’s father or the witches in Macbeth also
did not fit with the new insistence on truth-to-life. Most important, however, as
Solovyova has indicated, the nature of tragedy within the chosen plays had to be
very specific. As Ostrovsky explains, ‘[t]he source of tragedy in the 1930s could
be an accident, a misunderstanding, or a mistake as in Othello or Romeo and
Juliet, but not the innate conflict or guilt of the protagonist as in Hamlet or
Macbeth.”*®” Othello again emerges as the most fitting hero within this concept
of tragedy — he is manipulated by lago rather than being innately capable of
wrongdoing himself. As Solovyova summarises, ‘[e]vil is something that comes

from the outside, it is not revealed from within.’*5®

Viewing the plays in this way,
it is perhaps unsurprising that Othello was by far the most performed
Shakespearean play during the late 1930s. In 1938, there were 100 productions
staged in the Soviet Union, and by 1941 there were a further 143. Romeo and
Juliet was the second most popular play, but this was performed considerably
less, with 35 productions in 1938 and another 78 in the course of the next three
years.’® There is also the fact that much of the play’s plot hinges on the need for

evidence and untruthful reports of events, something which may have struck a

chord with audience members living through the terrifying purges of the 1930s.

Aydin Dzhebrailov suggests a further reason for the popularity of Othello; a direct

connection with Stalin himself. He notes that in order for a play of this time to be

%8 Inna Solovyova, ‘The theatre and Socialist Realism, 1929-1953’, trans. Jean Benedetti, in A
History of Russian Theatre, eds. Robert Leach and Victor Borovsky (Cambridge: University Press,
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successful, it had to ‘touch the leader’s heart.” As already discussed, the image of
the ‘ideal hero’ had to be created, ‘who would embody not only the fundamental
myths of Stalinist ideology, but also the official image of the great leader

himself.”*%

He argues that Othello lent itself more readily to this kind of reading
than any other Shakespeare play, as there are numerous instances where Othello
might be identified with Stalin and his times. Dzhebrailov lists history and
genealogy of the two figures — living in exile, escaping from jail and slavery, their
character and habits — living a frugal and nomadic life, and the importance which
each man put upon loyalty and matters of state and power as areas where Stalin
could perhaps identify with Shakespeare’s hero. Dzhebrailov also notes both
Stalin’s and Othello’s lack of faith in their public speaking abilities. Throughout
the play, Othello frequently comments on his lack of eloquence: ‘Rude am in my
speech/And little bless’d with the soft phrase of peace’ (111.3.82-3); ‘Haply, for |
am black/And have not those soft parts of conversation/That chamberers have’

(111.3.266-268). For Dzhebrailov, this anxiety may have been something which

Stalin could relate to:

Stalin too was not known for his verbal elegance. His limited vocabulary,
poor public speaking style and strong Georgian accent may well have

caused him feelings of in adequacy, especially when surrounded by such

brilliant speakers as Lenin, Trotsky, Bukharin and Lunacharsky.***

The final similarity which Dzhebrailov posits is Stalin’s “blackness”. The leader

was also ‘a “foreigner” [from Georgia] who had made it to the top in “white”

1192

society.”””* Dzhebrailov counteracts these observations with the statement that

these comparisons should not be taken too far, and that in fact, Stalin can be
seen to have rather more in common with lago. The dictator is apparently
supposed to have approved of Shakespeare’s villain, remarking after one

»193

performance, ‘[t]hat chap lago’s a fine organiser.”””” But Dzhebrailov also

190 Aydin Dzhebrailov, ‘The King is Dead. Long Live the King! Post-Revolutionary and Stalinist
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suggests that lago can be compared to figures such as Yagoda, Yezhov, and Beria,
‘organisers’ who conducted the blame away from Stalin, so that he could always

"19% Splovyova’s observation, that ‘evil did

maintain the ‘aura of the popular hero.
not come from within’ characters on the Soviet stage, also had to apply to the

leader himself.

Similarly, it can also be argued that Stalin’s personal tastes were also reflected in
the absence of certain plays from the repertoire. From the beginning of the
1940s, Hamlet disappeared from the Soviet stage and was not to be seen again
until after the leader’s death. Writing in 1947, and therefore still subject to the
rigours of Stalinist censorship, Mikhail Morozov tries to explain the absence of
the play from the Soviet stage by suggesting that Hamlet was held in such high
regard by Soviet actors and directors that many working in the theatre did not
feel themselves worthy of staging such a production. He comments
apologetically that before considering taking on the play which ‘forms an
important part of some of the most treasured traditions of the Russian theatre,’
any theatre company considering including Hamlet in their repertoire would
question whether they had the right to put on the play considered ‘the pinnacle

and crowning glory of world theatre.”**®

With the benefits of hindsight, however, it is possible to see there may have
been other factors affecting the exclusion of Hamlet from Stalinist theatre
repertoires. Eleanor Rowe explains that in Spring 1941, an ‘offhand remark from
Stalin’ put an end to rehearsals for an impending production of Hamlet.**® His
displeasure was such that the staging of the play was subsequently implicitly
banned. It was widely known that Stalin detested Hamlet, because, as suggested

197 rather than a man of action.

in the introduction, ‘he is a character who thinks
Rather than serving Stalin’s self-image, as it can be argued Othello may have
done, Irena R. Makaryk argues that aspects of Hamlet’s character such as his

intelligence and ironic questioning of authority would have displeased the

194 Dzhebrailov, p.14.

19 Morozov, p.44.
196 Rowe, p.134.

7 |renaR. Makaryk, 'Wartime Hamlet', p.120.
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leader, whilst the Prince’s wit and polish would have added further insult, as they

d.*®® In addition to the

were characteristics which Stalin feared he lacke
possibilities of unflattering self-reflection for the Soviet leader, however, there is
the more obvious fact that both Hamlet and the similarly unpopular Macbeth
both contain regicides, surely an unpopular subject for the leader of a
totalitarian regime. Similarly, Morozov notes that apart from Richard Ill, none of
the history plays had yet been performed on the Soviet stage by the end of the
1940s.'*° Once again, these plays may have contained uncomfortable lessons

from history on the fates of autocratic rulers, which Stalin and his government

may have wanted to avoid.

2.6.4 Socialist Realist Translation

Whilst the Shakespeare canon on the Soviet stage may have been limited to
certain boundaries, the Stalin era witnessed the creation of many new
translations of the majority of his works. As will be explained in Chapters 3 and 4,
translators like Anna Radlova expressed a desire to create a new Shakespeare
suitable for the Soviet era, free from nineteenth century romantic
embellishments. However, this need for the political re-interpretation of
Shakespeare’s works was perhaps only part of the reason for the resurgence of

new translations in 1920s-40s.

Echoing the educative intentions of projects such as Vsemirnaia literatura,
translators initially chose to keep their “re-writings” of Shakespeare as close to
the original as possible. As Friedberg describes, ‘Literalism flourished in Soviet
Russia in the 1920s [...] In retrospect, it appears that this early Soviet literalism
was a reaction against the excesses of free translation in the prerevolutionary
period’. Similarly, the excessive “improvements” of the neoclassical approach

had led to a period of literalism in the early nineteenth century.”®

% |bid
% Morozov, Shakespeare on the Soviet Stage, p.58.
200 .

Friedberg, p.87.
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The translators of the 1920s and 1930s paid particular attention to the structural
aspects of the texts they were translating. According to Lauren G. Leighton, the
new enthusiasm for literal translation led to the creation of what was viewed as

an entirely new approach to translation:

In the Soviet school, [of translation] extreme formalism — the belief that
once the meter, rhyme scheme, stanzaic articulation, and such other
technical features as alliteration and rhythmics are conveyed, the
translation is complete and perfect — encouraged a method called
scientific. The theorists of the scientific method emphasized such notions
as equilinearity, equimetrics, and equirhythmics, and proclaimed their

method a revolution in art.>*

Anna Radlova and Mikhail Lozinskii were both translators who employed these
literalist techniques in their translation work. In the preface to his translation of
Hamlet, first published in 1932, Lozinskii states that he has translated the play
with two ideals in mind. Firstly, he strived to achieve ‘TouH[oe]
BocnpousseaeHu[e] cMbICN0BOM TKaHM NOANIMHHUKA' (exact reproduction of the
semantic fabric of the original text); here he included elements of Shakespeare’s
stylistics such as his vocabulary, the artistic structure of his speeches, and the
representation of his characters. Lozinskii’s second aim was to achieve
‘nostuyeck[an] paBHOLLEHHOCT[b] KaXA40ro pyCCKOro CTuxa CTUXy NoA/IMHHMKA'
(poetic equivalence of every Russian line with each line of the original). With this
point he argued his belief that poetry should be treated almost as a living
creature. He therefore stressed that each individual line of Shakespeare’s poetry
was like a gesture, and that the gestures of the translation should match those of

the source text.?*?

It could be suggested that Lozinskii sets practically impossible standards here.

Nevertheless, Friedberg argues that the literalists” emphasis on closeness to the

201 Leighton, pp.64-65.

%2 Mikhail Lozinskii, ‘K perevodu “Gamleta™, in V. Shekspir, Tragediia o Gamlete, printse
datskom, perevod M. Lozinskogo (Moscow, 1937), cited in |. Chekalov, ‘Perevody “Gamleta” M.
Lozinskim, A. Radlovoi i B. Pasternakom v otsenke sovetskoi kritiki 30-x godoV’, in Shekspirovskie
chteniia, ed. A. Anikst (Moscow: Nauka, 1990), pp.177-200 (p.178).

”r
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originals certainly increased the scholarly understanding of foreign texts.?%®

However, by the 1930s, arguments against literal translation were gaining
strength. Critics such as Chukovskii (formerly of the Vsemirnaia literatura
project), and Ivan Kashkin, a leading theoretician of socialist realist literary
translation, advocated a freer method of translation, arguing the impossibility of
conveying an exact copy of a text in another, very different language. However, it
is also clear that there were political implications for the official approval of non-

literal translation.

As Friedberg indicates, whilst original Soviet writing was subject to extremely
stringent controls, in contrast literary translation ‘was traditionally viewed as a

1204 s explained in the introduction, once the boundaries of

non political activity.
socialist realism were firmly established, many writers who were viewed as
politically questionable by the regime were forced to turn to translation as a
means of making a living. In this way, Friedberg suggests, ‘Soviet authorities
approved of the existence of translation as a purgatory for authors in

disfavour.’?®

Boris Pasternak, Anna Akhmatova, Osip Mandelstam and Mikhail
Zoshchenko were some of the most prominent writers who fell into this
category, becoming translators out of necessity. However, whilst the promotion
of a freer approach to translation facilitated a means of creative output for many
otherwise restricted writers, it also helped to veil the routine censorship of many
‘re-writings’ of Western literature. As Friedberg describes, ‘[t]he philosophy of
non-literal translation both justified and facilitated minor censorship of foreign
literature. Passages objectionable for political or moral reasons could thus be

1206

deleted inconspicuously.”” These clear political advantages meant that by the

end of the 1930s, literal translation was ‘held in nearly universal disrepute’, and

remained out of favour in the Soviet Union until glasnost’ in the late 1980s.%%

203 Friedberg, p.87.
%% |bid, p.7.

Ibid, p.79.

2% |pid.

7 |bid, p.84.
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2.7 Othello in Stalinist Russia: Three Soviet translators

The number of writers now working as translators evidently contributed to the
large number of new Shakespeare translations produced in this period, and the
dominance of Othello on stage in the Stalinist period ensured that its popularity
was matched amongst translators. Three new translations of the play Othello
therefore emerged within two decades of each other: Anna Radlova’s translation
was commissioned in 1929; Boris Pasternak’s in 1945; and Mikhail Lozinskii’s in

1948.

As will be documented and analysed in the following chapters, Anna Radlova’s
translations generated much debate over the “correct” way to translate
Shakespeare. In order to assess fully the difference in Radlova’s style, and the
significance of her work to the canon translation of Shakespeare in Russia, it will
be necessary to analyse her work not only in comparison with what preceded her
translations, but with those which followed her ‘re-writing’ of Othello into the
polysystem of Russian Shakespeare. Specific comparisons of the three
translations of Othello will be reserved for the analysis in Chapter 4, but this final
section of Chapter 2 will provide an overview of the translational approach of

Radlova’s two contemporaries.

2.7.1 Mikhail Lozinskii

Mikhail Lozinskii was an eminent translator in the Soviet period, regarded by

298 As well as his

many as ‘perhaps the best Soviet translator of verse.
translations of Shakespeare’s plays (Hamlet, Twelfth Night, Macbeth, Othello,
and A Midsummer Night’s Dream, he translated works from French, Italian,
German and Armenian, and also wrote many articles on the practice of literary

translation.

% |bid, p.87.
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As a theoretician, Lozinskii was an advocate of literalism. Addressing the First All-
Union Conference of Translators in 1936, Lozinskii identified two ways to
translate a literary text. The first he called “reorganizational”
(nepectpauBautowmit) translation, where the translator reshaped the work to
suit his literary tastes and ideological predilections. The second, which he called
reproductive (Boccospatouwmin) translation, was described a maximally faithful
replica of the form and content of the original. Lozinskii stated that only the

299 | a different article, Lozinskii

second type could truly be called a translation.
identified two basic functions for translated works: either aesthetic (as a work of
art) or educational (familiarizing the reader with another country, another era,
another culture). He argued that a translation should therefore provide a clear
view of the original, and that a translator should not try to alter the language
with any of their own idiosyncrasies or inclinations: ‘A3bIk nepeBoga f0MKeH
6bITb YeM-TO BPOZE NPO3PAYHOro OKHA, KOTOPOE N03BOAUAO Bbl yBUAETb

NOANTNHHUNK HE3aMYTHEHHbIM U Hel/ICKpl/IBI'IeHHbIM.’210

In the period when the ‘scientific method’ was at its height, Lozinskii’s devotion
to accuracy was frequently praised. One reviewer, for example, commented that
‘[o]ne of the principal merits of Lozinskij’s translation [of Dante] is equilinear
exactitude’.”™ In spite of the fact that free translation had become the
established norm, Lozinskii was awarded the Order of Stalin (1 degree) in 1946
for his translations of the Italian poet. However, because of the formal and
technical literalism of his work, Lozinskii’s translations were also criticised for
using over-complicated language which is difficult for actors to use in

?12 This aspect of his translation style is particularly evident when

performance.
his translations are compared to those of Pasternak, whose freer approach to
translation enabled him to use more contemporary language and expressions.

This contrast once again poses the translation question first highlighted by the

209 Lozinskii, ‘Iskusstvo stikhotvornogo perevoda’ [1936] reprinted in Druzhba narodov, no.7,

[1955]:160) cited in Friedberg, Literary Translation in Russia, p.87.

210 Lozinskii, Mysli o perevode (Leningrad, 1955) quoted in Chekalov, p.177. [the language of a
translation should be something like a transparent window, which allows a clear and undistorted
view of the original.]

1 vera Sandomirsky, ‘The New Russian Dante’, in [talica, 18:3 (1941), 117-119 (p.118).

*12 | eighton, pp.198-199.
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conference described in the introduction, and by the nineteenth century
translations of Hamlet: that a different style is required when a translation is

intended for performance.

2.7.2 Boris Pasternak

Pasternak translated seven of Shakespeare’s plays: Hamlet (1940), Romeo and
Juliet (1943), Antony and Cleopatra (1944), Othello (1945), Henry IV - Parts | and
11 (1948), King Lear (1949) and Macbeth (1951). In addition to his work on
Shakespeare, he also translated works by Jonson, Byron, Shelley and Keats,
German writers such as Goethe and Schiller, and with the aid of an intermediary
translation, the work of the Georgian poet, Titsian Tabidze. It has been suggested

that this latter undertaking may have won him some favour with Stalin.**?

As has already been indicated, Pasternak was a writer who was forced to turn to

translation whilst unable to publish his own work.

Pasternak’s translations served him as a means of personal creative
expression, through the very choice of subject and through changes
introduced into the wording of the original text, at a time when other
avenues of artistic self-expression were closed to him, when he could not
express himself freely or hope to have his own work published in the

Soviet Union.***

Perhaps because of the restrictions imposed upon the production of his own
creative work, but conveniently in line with the theoretical leanings of the
establishment, Pasternak took a very free approach to translation, arguing the
case for his principles in articles and prefaces to his work. In his view, strict
adherence to the original text was only one concern among many for the
translator: ‘PaboTy Haf0 CyaUTb KaK PyCCKOe OPUTMHA/IbHOE ApamaTuyecKoe

npoussegeHne, nOTomMy 4T1o, NOMMMO TOYHOCTHN, PaBHOCTPOYHOCTU C

213 Henry Gifford, Pasternak (Bristol: The Bristol Press, 1977), p.11.

214
France, p.6.
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NOA/IMHHUKOM M NPOYEro, B Helt 6oblue BCero Toi HamepeHHol ceoboabl, 6e3

213 Eor Pasternak, a

KOTOPOM He bblBaeT NpUBANKEHUS K 6ONbLIMM BELLAM.
translation had to have the capacity to be appreciated as a work of art in its own
right. ‘MepeBoAbl MbICAMMbI: NOTOMY YTO B MAEaNE U OHU AO/IKHbI ObITb
XY/ZLO0XKEeCTBEHHbIMW NPOU3BEAEHUAMM U, MPU OBLLHOCTU TEKCTA, CTAHOBUTbLCA
BPOBEHb C OPUrMHANAMM CBOE COBCTBEHHOI HenoBTopumMocTbio.’>'® The latitude
which Pasternak believed should be allowed to a translator enabled him to
render the plays into modern Russian, making them more accessible for both
audiences and performers. As Henry Gifford indicates, Pasternak’s Shakespeare
‘has ceased to be Jacobean. Gone is much of the complexity in Shakespeare’s
metaphorical language [...] The general effect of Pasternak’s translations from
Shakespeare is to thin out the original, so that it becomes an autumn wood with

217 pasternak was of

fewer leaves and with the outlines showing more clearly.
course a considerable poet in his own right, so there was a creative strength in

his use of language.

Pasternak’s translations were given much attention, and as Anna Kay France
advocates, ‘the very frequency with which they have been published and

218 However, his

performed attests to their popularity and wide acceptance.
work has also attracted much criticism, as many did not agree with the freedom
he took in his approach to his source texts. In one of the more recent
assessments of his work, N.A. Nikiforevskaia goes as far as to state that his “re-
writings” cannot truly be described as translations: ‘chnyeHve nepesosos

MacTepHaKa c NogAMHHUKOM no3BosaeT 6e3 Tpyaa ybeamTca, YTo 3T Nnepesosbl

o4YeHb Aanekn ot LLekcnunpa n Boobuie He moryT 6bITb Ha3BaHbl NepeBogamn B

> Boris Pasternak, ‘Gamlet, prints datskii’ in Sobranie sochinenii v piati tomakh, ed. A.A.

Vosnenskii (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1989-1992), VI, pp.385-386, (p.386). [The
work needs to be judged as an original Russian dramatic work, because in addition to accuracy,
equilinearity with the original, et cetera, above all there has to be an intentional degree of
freedom in it, without which one cannot get close to bigger things.]

*'® Boris Pasternak, ‘Zametki perevodchika’ in Sobranie sochinenii v piati tomakh, ed. A.A.
Vosnenskii (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1989-1992), VI, pp.392-395 (p.393).
[Translations are conceivable because ideally they should be pieces of art, and through the
harmony of the text, become as unique as their originals.]

*Y Gifford, pp.150-151.

218 France, p.9.
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cTporom cmbicsie cnosa.’?*® With particular reference to Pasternak’s translation

of Othello, scholars have commented on the changes in character which the
differences in his ‘re-writing’ have brought about. France draws attention to the

lack of power which lago exhibits in Pasternak’s interpretation:

the persuasiveness and cunning with which lago works upon his victims is
conveyed ineffectively by Pasternak. His lago is often as blunt and lacking
in subtlety as the other characters in the play would expect “honest lago”
to be, and he is less convincing as a manipulator because of this.
Throughout the play, the power of self-assertion, the will to dominate
and control, the readiness and the ability to use other people, is

weakened by Pasternak’s lago.*?

Nikiforovskaya also adds a negative assessment of the portrayal of Desdemona:
‘Nepen, HamKn NpeacTaeT cOBCEM He Ta [le34eMOoHa, KaKyrto Mbl BUAENU B
Tpareauu Lekcnupa. Y WWeKkcnunpa de3gemoHa bnaropogHa, CKpOMHa U
KpacHopeuuBsa, y [acTepHaka oHa By/ibrapHa, PassA3Ha U KOCHOA3bIYHA. >
Further attention will be paid to the differences in the translators’ interpretation

of characters, including Desdemona, in Chapter 4.

Interestingly, many of the critical interpretations of Pasternak’s work deal with
his translation in print, and do not assess their performance on stage. In spite of
the criticism, however, there is no doubt that Pasternak’s translations of
Shakespeare’s tragedies remain extremely prevalent in the Russian cultural
sphere, and are still regularly published and performed. Many believe this is
because as Rowe describes, Pasternak used his translations ‘to reflect Russian
life’.2** Vladimir Markov suggests that Pasternak’s use of contemporary

vocabulary is actually a form of Aesopian language which would have resonated

2% Nikiforovskaia, p.7. [Comparison of Pasternak’s translations with the original easily enables

the realisation that these translations are very far from Shakespeare and cannot be called
translations in the strict sense of the word.]
220

France, p.60.
21 Nikiforovskaia, p.92. [The Desdemona who appears before us is not the same Desdemona we
see in Shakespeare’s tragedies. Shakespeare’s Desdemona is noble, modest and eloquent; in
Pasternak’s version she is vulgar, overly familiar and inarticulate.]
222

Rowe, p.152.
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politically with his readers and audiences. In effect, Markov argues, Pasternak’s
translations should be viewed not only as translations, but also as his attempts
‘to tell the truth about his own life, discuss problems of his generation, engage in

polemics with authorities.”*?

In her study on the effects of censorship on
Pasternak’s Hamlet, Aoife Gallagher takes Markov’s argument a step further,
suggesting that far from using translation simply as an available means of
personal expression, Pasternak sought ‘to maintain lines of communication with

his readers’,?** and, in the guise of Shakespeare, engaged in ‘active, dangerous,

indirect communication.”*?

Both Markov and Gallagher focus on Pasternak’s translation of Hamlet, which
appears to have resonated most strongly with Soviet audiences: ‘Russians love it
because they understand that Pasternak offered them a humane Hamlet
profoundly re-interpreted to express their anxieties during the Stalinist
period’.?%® It will be important to assess to what extent this view can be applied
to his translation of Othello, and whether the same can be said of the work of

Radlova and Lozinskii, also writing for audiences living under the Stalinist regime.

Whilst Pasternak made his own intentions in translation practice extremely clear,
he also acknowledged the achievements of his contemporaries. He praised
Lozinskii’s translation of Hamlet for its close adherence to the original: ‘B cmbicne

6/11M30CTN B COEAMHEHUM C XOPOLLUMM A3bIKOM U CTPOroi ¢opmMmoin naeaneH

2 Vladimir Markov, ‘An Unnoticed Aspect of Pasternak’s Translations’, Slavic Review, 20 (1961),

503-508 (p.508)

Markov uses a section of Hamlet’s soliloquy from Act Ill Scene 1 as a specific example: For who
would bear the whips and scorns of time, | Th’oppressor’s wrong, the proud man’s

contumely, | The pangs of despised love, the law’s delay, | The insolence of office, and the
spurns|That patient merit of the unworthy takes’. Pasternak’s translation of these lines reads as
follows: ‘A To KTo cHec 6bl I0XKHOE Benndbe | NpaBuTenen, HeBeXecTBO Be/bMOXK, | Bceobuiee
NPUTBOPCTBO, HEBO3MOXKHOCTb | U31nTb cebsn, HecuacTHyto N10608Bb | M NpM3payYHOCTb 3acayr B
rnasax Hu4YTOoXKecTs’. Markov back translates these lines as: ‘Or else who would bear the phony
greatness of the rulers, the ignorance of the bigwigs, the common hypocrisy, the impossibility to
express oneself, the unrequited love and illusoriness of merits in the eyes of the mediocrities.’
224 poife Gallagher, ‘Pasternak’s Hamlet: translation, censorship and indirect communication’, in
Translation and Censorship : Patterns of Communication and Interference, eds. Eiléan Ni
Chuilleandin, Cormac O Cuillean&in & David Parris (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2009), pp.120-131
(p.121).

*® bid, p.125.

226 Leighton, p.199.
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nepesog JloauHckoro'.??” In Radlova’s work, Pasternak valued the liveliness of

her dialogue (“*knBocTb pasrosopHoi peun’), and her knowledge of the theatrical
requirements of the text: ‘Y Hee abcoNtOTHbIN CLUEHUYECKNI CNYX, BEPHbIN
CNYTHMK ApPamaTUYecKoro gapoBaHusa, 6e3 KoToporo Henb3a H6bi1o 6bl NepeaaTthb

npo3sanyecKkne 4acth aunanora Tak, Kak cnpasmanacb C HUMU OHa.I228

Pasternak has here highlighted some of the key differences between his style
and those of Radlova and Lozinskii. One of the fundamental points which this
study of the history of Shakespeare in Russia has emphasised is the different
requirements for a translation intended to be read, and one which is intended
for performance. Interestingly, Pasternak views Radlova’s knowledge of
theatrical requirements as one of the paramount advantages of her work. In the
analysis of her life and work which follows, the extent to which this knowledge
governed her translation decisions will be assessed. The other important trend
which has been brought to light by this chapter is that a period where a literal
style of translation is preferred is frequently followed by a reaction against it,
which produces a number of much freer translations. An important

consideration will be to assess where Radlova’s translations fit in to this cycle.

This chapter has established the context in which Radlova was working, forming
a clear picture of the polysystem her translations were to enter, as well as the
external controlling forces which shaped it. The following chapters will assess to
what extent Radlova’s translations were able to enter and remain in that

system, and what factors prevented or promoted this process.

27 Pasternak, ‘Gamlet, prints datskii’, p.386. [In the sense of closeness, {to the original} in
conjunction with good language and strict form, the ideal translation is Lozinskii’s.]

%% |bid. [She has an absolutely scenic pitch, a true companion to dramatic talent, without which it
would be impossible to reproduce parts of the prose dialogue as she has managed to.’]
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Chapter 3: A Translator of
Shakespeare and her Director

3.1 Introduction

While the framework of polysystems theory has proved effective for establishing
the historical context of Anna Radlova’s work, Chapter 1 highlighted the
concerns regarding its lack of emphasis on the effects of the social and political
conditions within a system on the texts themselves. In answer to these
concerns, the work of Pierre Bourdieu has been employed by translation
theorists in order to analyse the shaping role of the environment in which the
translator operates, and how their actions are affected by the way in which their
position is viewed by their society. Other theorists have chosen instead to focus
on the actions of translator. In his discussion of the ‘violent’ effects which a
strategy of domestication in translation can have, Lawrence Venuti emphasises
the importance of the role of the translator in influencing translation choices.
‘[T]he freelance literary translator always exercises a choice concerning the
degree and direction of the violence at work in any translating.”* Venuti is
referring to the modern Western publishing market here, naturally a very
different environment from the stringently controlled world in which Radlova
was working, where writers, dramatists and translators had to ensure that their
work portrayed life ‘not simply as “objective reality,”” but rather that it depicted
‘reality in its revolutionary development.”? However, in accordance with Venuti’s
views, other theorists have also highlighted the importance of the role of the
translator in creating an ideologically-suitable target text. Annie Brisset
emphasises the importance of the translator’s role in ensuring that the
translation meets with contemporary ideological demands. She argues that

translators ‘construct an intelligible representation of the original text from a

! Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.15.
2 Zhdanov, p.21.
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particular discursive position. The transformation of the text is constructed or
deconstructed in terms of a particular point of view. [...] Through manipulation of
point of view, a translator can ensure the ideological relevance of the foreign

text within the target society.”

Before presenting the detailed analyses of Anna Radlova’s translation of Othello
and of how her text fared in performance, it therefore seems imperative to
examine the social context of the Radlovs, in order to establish how their ‘point
of view’ may have been shaped by the society in which they lived. The task in this
chapter is therefore to provide biographical information on husband and wife,
and use the available sources in order to establish the position which they
occupied in the Soviet cultural sphere of the 1920s and 1930s. The motives and
themes of their earlier work will be examined, including any key influences on
their artistic development and style. Most importantly, given the analysis of
Radlova’s translation of Othello and her husband’s subsequent productions of
the play which are to follow in the final two chapters of this thesis, the Radlovs’
approach to Shakespeare will be examined, with particular reference to their

interpretation of Othello.

As detailed in the introduction to this thesis, the critical work which exists on
Anna Radlova, her life and poetry is extremely limited. Many of the published
sources which refer to her are difficult to locate, and as one commentator
writing in the 1980s described it, finding them requires researching ‘B
apxeonorundyecknx cnosx’ (in the archaeological layers) of the biggest city libraries
available.” The fact that the considerable literary talents of many other members
of her generation may have outshone her own is one possible reason for this
absence of information. However, there were members of the St Petersburg
cultural elite who championed Radlova’s poetry, such as Mikhail Kuzmin, himself
a critic, poet and translator, and therefore she does appear in some
commentaries on Russian poetry of the early twentieth century, and in some

more recent encyclopaedias of Russian writers. There are also brief references to

3 Brisset, p.159.
* A. Mikhailov and A. Kravtsova, ‘Anna Radlova’, Smena, 25 October 1989, p.1.
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her in memoirs written by other members of the intelligentsia of the 1920s and
1930s. The second and likely more significant reason for the lack of academic
discussion on the Radlovs is that like so many other creative members of their
generation, they suffered arrest and imprisonment at the hands of the Stalinist
regime. This led to a ban on the publication or discussion of their work for many
years to come. As Olga Muller Cooke describes, ‘[w]hile many writers from her
generation enjoyed rehabilitation after Stalin’s death, the fate of Anna Radlova
and her husband, Sergei Radlov, took another thirty years to be redressed. As a

result, very little of her poetic legacy survived.”

The work of Sergei Radlov, however, has received greater attention in both
Russian and English than that of his wife, though as Konstantin Rudnitsky
describes, his work is now also ‘less well known’ than that of many of his
contemporaries. Nevertheless, as noted in the introduction, there is assessment
of his work in several commentaries on the theatre of his time, such as that of
Rudnitsky (1988) as well as full-length study of his work by David Zolotnitsky,
published in 1995. For the purposes of this thesis, however, it will be important
to understand Radlov’s development as a performer and director in order to try
and establish how far his approach towards theatre and Shakespeare may have
shaped his wife’s approach to her translation, or whether they had conflicting
views. The scholarship on Radlov offers a way through to greater understanding
of that of his wife. The work of the Radlovs has not been examined in this way
before, and this chapter incorporates the use of previously unexplored archival

material.

> Olga Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’ in Russian Women Writers, Volume I, ed. by Christine Tomei
(New York: Garland Publishing, 1999), pp. 753-761, p.753.
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3.2 Anna Radlova: Life before translation

Anna Dmitrievna Darmolatova was born on 22" January 1891 in St Petersburg.
Born into what has been described as a ‘aBopsHckan cembn,’® (a family of the
landed gentry) she was one of three sisters who through their work and their
marriages were fully involved in the St Petersburg cultural scene of the early
twentieth century. One of her sisters married Evgenii Mandelstam, the brother
of the poet Osip, whilst the other, Sarra Darmolatova, became a respected

sculptor and was married to the artist and illustrator Vladimir Lebedev.

The references made to Radlova in memoirs must of course be treated with
caution, containing as they do personal opinions which have been recorded long
after the events which they describe took place. Nevertheless, the works of
Nadezhda Mandelstam, Vtoraia kniga (Second Book, titled Hope Abandoned in
English) and Irina Odoevtseva, Na beregakh Nevy (On the Banks of the Neva) do
provide some understanding of the Radlovs’ standing within St Petersburg
society, with whom they associated and what their beliefs were. Odoevtseva
makes several references to Radlova’s appearance, describing her as a reputed
beauty. However, she does this in a rather negative fashion, using the adjective
‘raxkenosatbii’ (heavyish, ponderous) on several occasions. ‘AHHa Pagnosa
CNaBUTLCA CBOEI HECKOBbKO TAKEI0BaTOM HO BeccrnopHoit KpacoToii.” We also
learn that the Radlovs lived on Vasil’evskii Island. Perhaps more important than
these details, however, is that we discover a little about the Radlovs’ social
connections. Odoevtseva describes attending a gathering of cultural figures
which was held at the Radlovs’ home, and notes that Mikhail Kuz’min was a
supporter of Anna Radlova’s work: ‘Ky3bMWH B Hauny4YLWNX OTHOLWEHUAX C AHHOM
PagnoBoW, NOKPOBUTENLCTBYET €M INTEPATYPHO U NPOBOAUT Y HEE YIOTHbIE

Beuepa 3a yaem ¢ 6ynoukamu.'® Once again, this comment could be taken as a

® Mikhailov and Kravtsova, p.1.

" Irina Odoevtseva, Na beregakh Nevy (Moscow: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1988), pp.291-
292. [Anna Radlova was famous for her somewhat ponderous but undeniable beauty]

% Ibid, p.292. [Kuz’min is on the best terms with Anna Radlova, he protects her literary interests
and enjoys cosy evenings at hers with tea and buns.]
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little suggestive, and Odoevtseva implies that she does not particularly want to
attend the evening at Radlova’s, perhaps indicating a certain level of animosity.

However, she is nothing like as critical as her fellow memoirist.

Indeed, in spite of being related to Radlova by marriage, Nadezhda Mandelstam
seems to have been one of her harshest critics. It is Mandelstam who refers to
the rivalry which existed between Radlova and her close friend, Anna
Akhmatova, terming Radlova ‘apyr[as] Aun[a]’ (the other Anna).’ She describes
how Radlova would frequently criticise Akhmatova, often resorting to remarks
on her appearance and private life, and states that if one were a guest at
Radlova’s house, then criticism of Akhmatova was positively encouraged; so
much so that friends of Akhmatova ceased visiting. Like Odoevtseva,
Mandelstam also refers to the cultural gatherings which took place at the
Radlovs’ flat. However, this is also reflected in an unfavourable light, with a
description of Radlov boasting that the cultural elite were gathered in his home:
‘Cepreit Papgnos, pexuccep, ¢ N0OJIbHOM OTKPOBEHHOCTbIO 06bACHUA

MaHZenbLUTamy, 4TO BCE AyYLLEE B UCKYCCTBE COBPAHO 3a ero YaitHbim crosiom.' ™

3.2.1 Radlova’s Career as a Poet

Radlova received a university education, and she began her career as a poet
publishing in the journal Apollon, as early as 1915. She later published three
volumes of poetry: Soty (Honeycomb) in 1918, Korabli (Ships) in 1920 and
Krylatyyi gost’ (The Winged Guest) in 1922. Radlova’s only play, Bogoroditsyn
korabl’ (The Ship of the Virgin Mother), was published in 1923." Her final work,

Povesti o Tatarinovoi (Tales of Tatarinova) was written in 1931, but not published

° Nadezhda Mandel’shtam, Vtoraia kniga (Moscow: Olimp Astrel’, 2001), p.331.

10 Ibid, p.89. [Sergei Radlov, the director, told Mandelstam frankly that the best in art were
gathered around his tea table.]

1 Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, p.754.
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until 1996. Consequently, the editor of this latest collection, Aleksandr Etkind,

describes it as a ‘forgotten text’."?

As noted by Odoevtseva, Mikhail Kuz’'min was one of the main supporters of
Radlova’s poetic career. For example, in his collection of essays Uslovnosti,
(Conventions) first published in 1922, Kuz’min devotes considerable attention to
Radlova’s work. In 'Golos poeta’, an essay devoted entirely to discussion of
Radlova’s collection Ships, he states that her second volume of poetry has
elevated her to the same status as other great poets of her generation: ‘KHuroi
«Kopabnun» A. PagnoBa BCTynuaa nosIHONPABHO U 3aKOHHO B CeMbio H60/1bLLINX
COBPEMEHHbIX NMPUKOB, KaK AXxmaToBa, baok, Bay. MBaHoB, MaHaenbwTam n
Conory6.”*® However, whilst noting the influence of Akhmatova, Mandelstam and
the Muscovite poet Maiakovskii on Radlova’s work, he also compliments her on
her originality: ‘AHHa PagnoBa nsbpana cmeno u ropao nyTb oanHouectsa. ™ He
singles out the distinguishing feature in her work as her ‘poetic reflection of the

present’— ‘noaTUYecKoe OTpaxeHue coBpemeHHocTu.

Another reviewer and supporter of her work, D. S. Mirsky, also groups Radlova in
the St Petersburg school of poets, though he notes a distinct difference in style
between Radlova and her compatriot Akhmatova. ‘OnaTb Bce 4epTbl
MeTepbyprcKom WKObl — MYXeCTBO U CTPOrocTb. Ho B NPOTMBOMNO/IOXKHOCTb
AxmaToBo# PagnoBa, HECMOTPA Ha BCe, COXPaHW/IA BOCTOPT U BbICOKOE
HanpsxeHwue xn3Hn. ™ He also praised Radlova for her individuality, and for
developing her own style from the founding principles of the St Petersburg

school:

12 Aleksandr Etkind, ‘Predislovie’ (Preface) to Anna Radlova, Bogoroditsyn korabl’. Krylatyi gost’.
Povest’ o Tatarinovoi (Moscow: ITS-Garant, 1996), p.5.

B Mikhail Kuz’min, ‘Golos poeta’ in Uslovnosti, rev. edn. (Tomsk: Vodolei, 1996), pp.143-146,
p.145. [With her collection Ships, Anna Radlova has legitimately gained full rights to enter into
the family of major contemporary lyric poets, like Akhmatova, Blok, Viach. Ilvanov, Mandel’shtam
and Sologub.]

1 Ibid, p.143. [Anna Radlova has chosen a bold and proud path of solitude.]

 Ibid, p.145.

*p.s. Mirsky, ‘O sovremennom sostoianii russkoi poezii’ in Uncollected Writings on Russian
Literature, ed. G. S. Smith (Berkeley: Berkeley Slavic Specialties, 1989), pp.87-117, p.113. [Again
all the features of the Petersburg School are here — courage and severity. But in contrast with
Akhmatova, despite everything, Radlova has preserved the delight and extreme tension of life.]
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PagnoBa 3ameyaTenibHa He TO/IbKO 3TOM CBOEM BELLLEN KMBYYECTbIO, HO U

Kak npogo/irkaTenbHuua nytei MeTepbyprckon WKo/bl: B ee N033um elle
Aanblue naeT NoAYMHEHME U UCNOb30BaHME NOTMYECKOM CTUXMM C0Ba U
COBEPLUEHHbIN OTKa3 OT UpPaLMOHANbHbIX SMOLMOHAbHbIX U

MY3blKa/IbHbIX METO408B a|:)Xl/ITeKTypbl.17

Other references to Radlova’s poetic talents, however, are not so
complimentary. Osip Mandelstam makes a scathing reference to her work in his
critique of Moscow’s writers, the essay ‘Literary Moscow’: ‘As far as Moscow is
concerned, the saddest symptom is the pious needlework of Marina Tsvetaeva,
who seems to echo the dubious solemnity of the Petersburg poetess Anna
Radlova.” Mandelstam continues with a more general attack on women writers,
stating that their poetry is the ‘worst thing’ about Moscow’s literary output.'®
This specific criticism of the work of women writers was continued by Leon

Trotsky in his 1924 publication, Literature and Revolution.

One reads with dismay most of the poetic collections, especially those of
the women. Here, indeed, one cannot take a step without God. The lyric
circle of Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva, Radlova, and other real and near-
poetesses, is very small. It embraces the poetess herself, an unknown one
in a derby or in spurs, and inevitably God, without any special marks. He
is a very convenient and portable third person, quite domestic, a friend of
the family who fulfils from time to time the duties of a doctor of female
ailments. How this individual, no longer young, and burdened with the
personal and too often bothersome errands of Akhmatova, Tsvetaeva and
others, can manage in his spare time to direct the destinies of the

universe, is simply incomprehensible.*?

" Ibid. [Radlova is excellent not only in her prophetic vitality, but as a follower of the Petersburg
school, in her poetry she goes further still in the submission and use of the logical elements of
speech and the complete rejection of the irrational emotional and musical practices of
architecture.]

18 Osip Mandelstam, ‘Literary Moscow’ in Osip Mandelstam: Selected Essays, trans. by Sidney
Monas (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977), p.134.

¥ Leon Trotsky, Literature and Revolution, trans. by Rose Strunsky (Michigan: Ann Arbor,
University of Michigan Press, 1960), p.41.
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Though Radlova was not the only poetess to be criticised here, according to Olga
Muller Cooke, it was Trotsky’s attack, which followed soon after her third
collection of poetry was published, which ‘paved the way for Radlova’s

abandoning poetry in favor of translating.’*°

In her entries on Radlova in two reference volumes from the 1990s on Russian
women writers, Muller Cooke is in agreement with Radlova’s contemporaries
regarding the influences on her work, stating that her poems share ‘a close

)21

affinity with Acmeism, more than any other school of poetry.””” She notes that

Radlova ‘employs archaic diction and rhetorical flourishes in subtexts recalling

’22 The degree of reference to classical literature and

classical and biblical motifs.
mythology, as well as the carefully researched knowledge of historical events
which Radlova’s work displays certainly demonstrates that she was highly
educated, and therefore well positioned to tackle the translation of a writer such
as Shakespeare. However, the use of archaic language in her poetry would seem
to be in sharp contrast to her translation style, where, as will be demonstrated
later, she wanted to render Shakespeare in much more contemporary Russian.
Muller Cooke also notes that Radlova’s poetry reveals an adherence to ‘the
principles of precision and harmony’,?* something which is certainly reflected in

her strict reproductions of Shakespeare’s poetic form, and her disregard for

translators who did not apply these principles.

Muller Cooke offers an assessment of some of the reasons behind much of the
criticism that Radlov’s work received, noting the changes of theme over the
course of the three volumes, ‘Whereas Honeycomb is punctuated by an

obviously personal feminine voice, the second and third volumes read as

2 Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, p.754.

! Muller Cooke ‘Radlova, Anna Dmitrievna’ in Dictionary of Russian Women Writers, eds. Marina
Ledkovsky, Charlotte Rosenthal and Mary Zirin (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1994), pp.524-526,
p.525. The Acemist school of poetry was formed as a breakaway movement from Russian
Symbolism in 1910. Drawing on the beauty of the natural world, its members sought to reject
what they viewed as the excessive mysticism of the Symbolist movement, in view of obtaining a
new ideal of clarity. The leading poets in the Acmeist school included Anna Akhmatova, Nikolai
Gumilev and Osip Mandelstam and Mikhail Kuzmin. Michael Wachtel, The Cambridge
Introduction to Russian Poetry (Cambridge: University Press, 2004), p.8.

2 Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, p.754.

% Ibid.
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universal denunciation of the Bolshevik revolution.” The increase in violent
imagery in her writing is perhaps unsurprising, given that Radlova’s three
volumes of poetry were published throughout the course of the Civil War. For
example, her second volume, Korabli (1920), from which the poem below is

taken, ‘is strewn with images of violence and wholesale bloodshed.”**

Memepbype

YAunubl NycTblHHbIE, KaK NoAs,

Moa ropsayunm acdanbTom NpUTUXLLAA 3EMAA,

[oma, pa3pyLleHHble NIAbMU U NNaMeEHEM —

Kak nponeTan Hag ropoaom, BCENIEHCKOM TPEBOMOM Abllla,
OrHeKkpblna, orHennknii AHren MsTexa,

KaK cnenun oH rnasa ucnyraHHbIM U paHeHbIM,

Kak nobexaanu, Kak naganu nos KpblaaTblM 3HAMEHEM
YTy4YHEHHaA CMepTbio HE MOMHUT 3eMAA,

TonbKO ocTpee 3anaxam BeCHOM Tonons

M conHeyHbI BbIK 3naTOpPOrnn,

MouysaBLIKIA 3aNax KPOBMY,

OcTaBWAN apaBUNCKME, OCTABUA CULMUIUNCKME 3HONHbIE YEepPTOrK
N, oTaaHHbI HoBOWM MNasndanHon nioboswu,

BcTan Hapg cTtonmuen, NpoH3aeT ee BCE AHM U BCE HOYM,

MamATb O MPOLLIOM CXUFAeT U CbiHa NPOPOUNT.

St Petersburg is depicted here as the victim of nightmarish visions from the Bible

and Greek mythology. The Angel of Rebellion swooping over the city bringing

> Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, p.754.

% Anna Radlova, Korabli, (St Petersburg: Alkonost, 1920), p.20.

Muller Cooke presents the following literal translation of this poem: ‘The streets are desolate,
like the fields,/Under the burning asphalt the land has grown silent,/Houses, destroyed by people
and flames - /How the goldenwinged, goldenfaced Angel of Rebellion,/Flew over the city,
breathing universal alarm,/How he blinded the eyes of the wounded and frightened/ How they
conquered, how they fell under the winged banner/The land does not recall when enveloped in
death,/Only the more pungent poplars have turned up in spring/And the goldenhorned solar
bull,/Sensing the smell of blood,/Left his Arabic, his Sicilian sultry dens/And given over to
Pasiphae’s new love,/He rises above the capital and pierces her day and night,/The memory of
the past burns and prophesises the sun.” Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, pp.757-758.
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pain and destruction is perhaps a reference to Revelation 12: 7-13, the war in
Heaven, when there is a battle against Satan and his angels and they are cast
out. The image of the bull in the poem appears to be a reference to Pasiphae,
daughter of the sun, who is cursed by Poseidon to mate with a bull and therefore
gives birth to a monster, the Minotaur. However, Radlova’s description of the
bull as ‘solar’ and ‘golden horned’ also connects it to another event in the Bible,
Aaron’s creation of the Golden Calf in Exodus 32: 1-6. Both these narratives
contain themes of sin and worshipping inappropriate idols. For Muller Cooke, it
was Radlova’s moral viewpoint which ultimately led to her having to give up
publishing her original writing. ‘Because of her strong pacifist stance, her poetry
must have fallen out of favor with the critics who sought a more boldly stated

*28 If, for example, the Angel of Rebellion is seen as

allegiance with the Bolsheviks.
a metaphor for the spirit of the Revolution sweeping through the city, bringing
about Civil War, it is perhaps not difficult to envisage why her writing might have

raised questions with the authorities.

As Nathaniel Davis notes, Marx and Engels had taught ‘that religion was a
symptom of oppression, an “opium” to dull the workers’ outrage and convert
their revolutionary zeal into passivity’.?” Lenin had therefore embarked on a
militant program of secularisation, including anti-religious propaganda.?®
Therefore, another feature of Radlova’s work which cannot have endeared
Radlova to the authorities was its religious intensity. Much of her work features
references to secretive religious sects in Russian history, the Skoptsy and the
Khlysty. Muller Cooke describes how her poetic drama, Bogoroditsyn korab!’,

‘incorporates historical and religious elements, entailing false empresses,

sectarian Khlyst rituals and miracles,” whilst the Biblical references continue

% Muller Cooke, ‘Radlova, Anna Dmitrievna’, p.526.

%’ Nathaniel Davis, A Long Walk to Church: A Contemporary History of Russian Orthodoxy, 2" ed.
(Boulder, Colorado and Oxford, Westview Press, 2003), p.6.

*® David E. Powell, Antireligious Propaganda in the Soviet Union: A Study of Mass Persuasion
(Cambridge, Mass.: M. I. T. Press, 1975), p.5.
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throughout all her original writing. Muller Cooke notes that in her final collection

of poems, Krylatyi gost’, ‘[a]ngels pervade her verse’. >

Like many other writers of her generation, by the end of the 1920s, Radlova
sought refuge in translation. Whilst providing these ‘politically questionable’
writers with a suitable profession, those in power could still heavily censor their
output, whilst the mass production of re-writings of foreign literature provided

the USSR with the added benefit of appearing international.

3.3 Sergei Radlov: Life Before Shakespeare

Sergei Ernestovich Radlov was born in St Petersburg in 1892, the son of Ernest
Leopol’dovich Radlov, who was an historian of philosophy, librarian and
translator. As a university graduate, he was interested in antiquity and the
Renaissance. In his youth, he translated and wrote poetry; whilst he was still in
his late teens, his translations of poems by the German writer Stefan George
appeared in Apollon, the same journal which featured the earliest publications of

his wife.*°

In 1913, Radlov joined the studio which the director Vsevolod Meierkhol’d had
founded on Borodinskaia Street. According to David Zolotnitsky, students at the
Borodinskaia studio could follow two different courses of study, one which
focused on the “Grotesque” or the other which focused on the “Eighteenth
Century.” Radlov, was the leading member of this latter group, and was singled
out by Meierkhol’d as ‘gifted’.>! The relationship between teacher and student
was to be a turbulent one: though it began with mutual respect, by the mid-
1930s they were engaged in an extremely public dispute writing highly critical
articles on each other’s work, as will be seen in their dispute over Radlov’s

productions of Othello.

2 Muller Cooke, ‘Anna Radlova’, p.755.
*° David Zolotnitsky, Sergei Radlov: The Shakespearean Fate of a Soviet Director (Luxembourg:
Harwood Academic Publishers, 1995), p.3.
31 .
Ibid, p.4.
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In 1918, however, Radlov was still keen to follow Meierkhol’d’s example, and like
his teacher, had joined TEOQ, (teatral’nyi otdel’) the Theatre Department attached
to the People’s Commissariat of Education. Konstantin Rudnitsky notes that
following the Revolution, ‘[t]he public’s tastes and the new society’s spiritual
needs were not by any means defined immediately,” and that Radlov was one of
the key directors who was ‘actively setting the tone in the early stages’.** Like
many of the TEO activists, Radlov worked ‘in the mass cultural organizations of

’33 For Rudnitsky, these ““mass

the Petrograd military district and the Baltic Navy.
festivals” or “mass pageants” represent the most striking form of propagandist
theatre,” and were ‘a remarkable trend in the theatrical life of the first
Revolutionary years.” They involved the participation of hundreds, sometimes
thousands of people, ‘not just actors but workers, soldiers and sailors as well,
who not only appeared in them but also simultaneously, together with others,

134

became its spectators.””” In the summer of 1920, Radlov staged the mass

pageants “The Siege of Russia” and “Toward a Worldwide Commune”, and in

1922, “The Victory of the Revolution.”*

He returned to staging mass spectacles
several times during his career, directing festivals to mark special events such as
the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution, and Party Congresses.>®
Working on the mass productions clearly afforded Radlov the opportunity to
hone his skills in directing scenes with a large cast. Zolotnitsky notes that crowd

scenes in his dramatic and operatic productions were frequently lauded by the

press.’’

Meierkhol’d’s work at the Borodinskaia studio had focused on cultivating ‘the

38 Ag Rudnitsky describes, this exploration of

methods of Commedia dell’Arte.
different methods led Radlov to begin experimenting with his own styles of

comedy:

2 Rudnitsky, p.8.

3 Zolotnitsky, p.5.
4 Rudnitsky, p.44.
» Zolotnitsky, p.292.
*® |bid, pp.67-68.

*” Ibid, p.80.

3 Rudnitsky, p.57.
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Meyerhold encouraged silent improvisation in gestures and even
presented excerpts from Hamlet in mime. His student, Radlov,
transferred the emphasis to verbal, textual improvisation. After
Meyerhold left Petrograd to settle in Moscow, Radlov became the most
noticeable innovator on the Petrograd theatrical scene and immediately
steered towards a type of comedy where the actor would be entirely free
to chatter ‘in his own words’, that is, towards a crude, clowning

comedy.39

3.3.1 Radlov’s Theatre of Popular Comedy

In November 1919, Radlov formed his own modern, comic troupe of actors and
performers. At first known as the Theatre of Artistic Experimentation, the group
soon ‘became widely known as the Theatre of Popular Comedy’ (Teatr narodnoi
komedii).*° Building on the ideas of improvisation experimented with in
Meierkhol’'d’s studio, Radlov wanted to move away completely from the idea of
the “set text” usually referred to in academic styles of theatre. He declared that
it was necessary ‘to destroy that pernicious being, the armchair literary man who

41 Instead, his

writes words for the theatre in the tranquillity of his flat.
experimentation ‘aimed at free contact between the performer and the
audience,”*® and the ‘main criterion for success lay in the audience response.’*®
As Rudnitsky describes, the working and performance practices of the Theatre of

Popular Comedy allowed cast members to make their own original contributions:

He [Radlov] himself usually composed and directed the half-comedies,
half-scenarios which encouraged actors’ improvisation. He proposed a

chain of amusing situations to the actors, precisely designating the

* Ibid.

“* Mel Gordon, ‘Radlov’s Theatre of Popular Comedy’, The Drama Review: TDR, 19.4 (1975), 113-
116, (p.113).

o Radlov, 1920, quoted in Rudnitsky, p.57.

2 Zolotnitsky, p.8.

” Rudnitsky, p.57.
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essential action, but only roughly indicating what kind of dialogue was

desired and what kinds of tirades and banter were possible.**

Radlov’s performers were allowed to say whatever came to mind, and to
exchange topical jokes with the audience; interaction was positively encouraged.
Rudnitsky notes that Radlov’s insistence on verbal improvisation meant the
employment of techniques such as compeéring and clowning which had first been
legitimized in the circus arts.”” Indeed, to this end, Radlov invited professional
circus artistes, such as the celebrated clown Georges Delvari and the aerial
gymnast and acrobat Serge, into his troupe. He was in fact the first director to do
this in Russia, though Meierkhol’d and Sergei Eisenstein (whose later projects
included the films The Battleship Potemkin and Ivan the Terrible), were soon to
follow suit. Radlov also invited the compére Konstantin Gibshman, who had
previously worked with Meierkhol’d, and the singer Stepan Nefedov, a singer of
satirical ballads. There were also trained dramatic actors in the company, but

they were in the minority and initially often took on secondary roles.*®

Performances of the Popular Comedy took place in the hall of a large club
situated in a district of Petrograd where primarily workers and minor officials
lived. The venue was known as the “Iron Hall” due to the fact that much of its
metal construction work had been left exposed. Radlov liked the stark contrast
which the bare, grey space provided with the loud, bright colours of the actors’
costumes and boldly painted sets, and ensured that his performers were always
the centre of attention.*” The “Iron Hall” had a permanent stage constructed, a
simple wooden platform without footlights, borders or wings. Zolotnitsky notes
that the simple staging bore ‘resemblance to Shakespeare’s Globe’,*® whilst the
audiences who came to watch the performances were perhaps of a similar social

standing to those who would have stood watching Shakespeare’s plays in the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. ‘The most ordinary, undemanding public

o Rudnitsky, p.57.

* Ibid.

6 Rudnitsky, pp.57-58.
v Rudnitsky, p.58.

8 Zolotnitsky, p.9.
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gathered in the hall — workers, who brought their wives and children; soldiers
and sailors; caretakers; postmen; and stallholders from the neighbouring
market’.*® Radlov had a strong desire to ensure that his theatre appealed to this
new audience, writing that ‘[t]he intelligentsia is alien to our theatre.”*
Rudnitsky states that Radlov was quite intentionally creating a theatre which was
‘orientated round the primitive taste of its unsophisticated and naive audience’,
a strategy which seems to have been successful, given that Zolotnitsky notes that

> Whilst in his early career,

his circus comedies were ‘a success with the public.
Radlov was occupied in creating types of comedy very different from some of his
later productions; his aim of making the theatre accessible for everyone were
certainly reflected later in his approach to Shakespeare and in the translation

choices of his wife.

In spite of the popularity with the general public, however, the critics were not
so easily impressed with Radlov’s theatre. Mel Gordon notes that his first
productions were accused of being ‘nothing more than up-dated commedia

’>2 However, Rudnitsky notes that

dell’arte scenarios performed in a circus style.
while the dependence of Radlov’s “circus comedies” on Meierkhol’d’s variations
on Commedia dell’Arte were striking to begin with, Radlov then began

‘experimenting in the spirit of the detective thriller with the chases, investigators

and other devices canonical to the genre.”>

Performances by the Popular Comedy gradually became more and more
dynamic, with increasingly daring and sensational stunts. However, in the
progressively more politicised climate of the 1920s, a further criticism targeted
at Radlov’s theatre was that his productions were ‘far removed from both
politics and contemporary life.”>* Critics called for Radlov to address
contemporary issues and use his works to engage in political satire. An

opportunity to experiment with this type of comedy presented itself when

9 Rudnitsky, p.58.

>0 Sergei Radlov, quoted in Rudnitsky, p.58.
>t Zolotnitsky, p.10.

> Gordon, p.113.

>3 Rudnitsky, p.58.

** Ibid.
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Maksim Gorky, interested in the idea of improvisation, provided Radlov with a
script. Gorky’s play, The Hardworking Slovotokov ‘provided Radlov with a good
foundation for a witty, satirical improvisation with topical allusions.””> Radlov
took on the project with enthusiasm, and the leading role of the official,
Slovotekov, was taken by the clown, Georges Delvari. Gorky’s satire was
intended to correspond with the government campaign against revolutionary
‘speak’ over revolutionary action, but unfortunately, as Cynthia Marsh notes,

’>6 Rudnitsky asserts that

‘the play appears not to have been received that way.
the slapstick techniques of Radlov’s actors meant that the comedy became less
of a satire and more of a farce, which left Gorky bitterly disappointed.’’ It has
also been suggested that political figures who had watched the production had
taken offence at the portrayal of the garrulous and ineffective official. It was

cancelled after only four days, and proclaimed ‘counter-revolutionary’ by the

newspaper Krasnaia gazeta.”®

The failure of this production led Radlov to initiate a complete change of
direction for his company, with a return to performances with a set text. As

Gordon describes:

In a new statement of policy, published in Zhizn iskusstva (November 12"
1920), Radlov declared that he was searching for productions based on
the great comic plays of the pre-capitalist past. The dramas of
Shakespeare, Moliere, Hans Sachs, and Calderon, Radlov felt, expressed
the true popular aspiration of past-epochs; besides, the technical aspects
of these plays and their production styles were of the highest order and

still applicable for today’s popular audience.>

Alongside his new statement of policy, Radlov argued that it was the influence of

attitudes from the nineteenth century which had destroyed the concept of “the

*® Ibid.

> Cynthia Marsh, Maxim Gorky Russian Dramatist (Oxford: Peter Lang, 2006), pp.297-298.
> Rudnitsky, p.58.

>% Marsh, pp.297-298.

> Gordon, p.115.
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people’s theatre”.®® In a spirit of contemporaneity, both Radlov in his

productions of Shakespeare, and Radlova in her translations, strove to reflect
what they believed was the true nature of Shakespeare’s texts, unburdened by

the more genteel interpretations of the nineteenth century.

One of the first plays to be staged under the new criteria of using a ‘fixed text’
provided Radlov with his first experience of directing one of Shakespeare’s plays.
The production of The Merry Wives of Windsor still maintained elements of the
Popular Comedy’s original style, however, in that it was also ‘a comedy combined
with the circus.” The circus performers within the company were given the parts
of the servants, and the actors often performed out in the auditorium. The
performance also still involved elements of improvisation, as Radlov later
described: ‘Tpynna, coctaBneHHasa HANONOBUHY U3 APAMATUYECKUX, HANOOBUHY
U3 LLMPKOBbIX aKTEPOB, Pa3bIrpbiBasia raBHbIM 06Pa3oM COYMHEHHbIE MHOID
CUEHapuK1, UMNPOBU3NPOBAHHO CO34aBasA TEKCT B NpoLuecce penetTuumit. YectHo
roBops, oHa bbln1a K aToMy ropasgo 6osee npucnocobneHa, Yem K paboTe Hag

LLIEeKCNMPOBCKOM noasuein.’®!

The change in direction for the Popular Comedy caused a change in the
company’s composition, as many of the circus artistes disliked having to take on
minor roles, and so left to return to more traditional circus troupes. The theatre
also began to struggle financially when the reforms of the New Economic Policy
(NEP) were introduced in March 1921. The NEP permitted a certain amount of
private trade and ownership, but imposed severe restrictions on the availability
of state resources. Like the majority of theatres, the Popular Comedy was
therefore no longer supported by state funding, and was now required to make a

profit.®” In spite of their best efforts to raise box office returns, it finally closed in

* Ibid.

ot Sergei Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspir,” in Nasha rabota nad klassikami, ed. A. A. Gvozdev
(Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1936), pp.11-70, p.16. [The troupe, half comprising of
dramatic actors and half of circus performers, chiefly performed a script written by me, a text
improvised and created in the process of rehearsals. Honestly speaking, the troupe was much
more suited to this type of work than to working with Shakespeare’s poetry.]

6 Rudnitsky, p.89.
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1922.%% However, in spite of this setback, Zolotnitsky notes that circus arts were
always ‘highly valued’ by Radlov. He was involved in several circus productions
throughout his career, whilst many of his dramatic performances also

incorporated circus elements.**

3.4 Anna Radlova: The Principles of Translating
Shakespeare

Though it appears that her turn to the profession of translation was not an
entirely free choice, it can certainly be argued that ‘Radlova made her most
notable contribution to Russian culture as a translator.’® Her translations of
Shakespeare became the most prominent through her husband’s use of them in
his stage productions, but she also translated other European writers including
Christopher Marlowe, Guy de Maupassant, Honoré de Balzac and André Gide.
Whilst it may not have been her first choice of profession, Radlova had very clear
views about how the process of translation should be conducted, and she was
certainly not afraid to voice these opinions, writing articles and giving speeches
at conferences to explain and justify her translation decisions. Chapter 4 will
provide a theoretical analysis of Radlova’s strategies in her version of Othello,
but in order to establish the ‘point of view’ from which Radlova was operating,

her general principles of translation will be discussed here.

Between 1929 and 1938, Radlova translated five of Shakespeare’s plays: Romeo
and Juliet, Othello, Macbeth, Richard Ill and Hamlet. She never explicitly stated
the reasons why she chose only to focus on the tragedies, though the subject
matter of her poetry would suggest she was more drawn to the tragic genre than
comedy. Much would have depended on the commissions she was able to
obtain, while she may also have been influenced by her husband’s choices of

plays to include in the repertoire of his company. The modern language with

63 Zolotnitsky, pp.23-24.
* Ibid, pp.68-69.
% Muller Cooke, ‘Radlova, Anna Dmitrievna’, p.524.
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which Radlova chose to re-write Shakespeare and the close adherence she
maintained to the formal structure of his text were in sharp contrast to the older
translations which were still in circulation at this time, and her translations
therefore proved extremely controversial. They generated much discussion in
the press following their publication and first performances in the mid-1930s,
sparking a debate over the “correct” way to translate Shakespeare which was to

continue for over a decade.

In her articles and speeches on her working methods, Radlova demonstrated an
excellent knowledge of the translation history of Shakespeare in Russia.
However, she argued that the new Soviet era necessitated a different approach
to Shakespeare. She frequently refers to the fact that Shakespeare was first
received in Russia in the eighteenth century through the use of French
intermediary translations, and the fact that French literary traditions therefore
influenced the Russian interpretations of that time: ‘XVIII B. nepeaensiBan
LLlekcnupa nocBoemMy, MeHAA pasmep U AaxKe CaMbli CHOXKET, youpas «rpybbie»
MeCTa, MPUNUCHIBAA KBO3BbILEHHbIE» CLLEHbI, COKPALLAA M NOAYULLAA, 3aTATMBAA
LUEKCMMPOBCKYHO «BAPBAPCKYO» My3Y B XKe/le3Hbl KOPCeT PaCMHOBCKOM
skemaHHuubl.’®® She was extremely critical of translators from the nineteenth
century, like Veinberg, who had elevated Shakespeare’s language and
romanticised the more earthy nature of his imagery. Radlova wanted a return to
a “realistic” Shakespeare, a return to the richness of everyday speech. ‘Mol
byaem apaTbca 3a HedanbCUPULMPOBAHHOIO, 32 NOAJNHHOIO, HEXHOIO U

rpy6oro peanuctuyeckoro LLlekcnvpa.’’

Radlova was not alone in the belief that the “old” Russian translations of
Shakespeare had many faults. The literary critic Osaf Litovskii, who was also head

of the Main Repertory Committee, responsible for granting licences for the

® Anna Radlova, ‘Kipiachennyi dukh’, Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 26 February 1933, p.3. [The eighteenth
century altered Shakespeare in its own way, changing the scope and even the very subject,
removing any “coarse” sections, adding “elevated” scenes, shortening and erasing, lacing
Shakespeare’s barbarian muse into the iron corset of a Racinian prude.’]

 Anna Radlova, ‘K diskusii o postanovke “Otello” v Malom teatr’ RGALI, f.614, op.1, d.264, 11.1-8,
1.8. [We will fight for the unfalsified, the original, tender and coarse, realistic Shakespeare.]
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performance of plays,®® defended Radlova’s choice of more earthy language in
her translation. Litovskii argued that the translators of the past simply avoided
the rudeness of the plays for fear of upsetting their audiences, and instead
conveyed Shakespeare’s words using language more suited to that of a well-
mannered and sentimental old spinster.® Meanwhile, the Shakespeare scholar,
critic and editor Aleksandr Smirnov dismissed many of the old translations as
being littered with mistakes, and accused past translators and editors of failing to

carry out adequate research.

370, NpeKae BCErO, CMbIC/IOBbIE OWNOKM, HEPeAKO BO3MYTUTENbHbIE, N6O
MHorAaa oHM rpybo McKaxatT 06pas nam coBepieHHO obeccmbicnBalOT
TeKcT. A3bIK LeKkcnupa, KOHEYHO, OYEHDb TPYAEH; OAHAKO CyLLecTByeT
Lenbli pag cneunanbHblX LEKCMMPOBCKUX CNOBAPEN, r4e BCe apXansmbl

N HeAcHble mecTa y LLlekcnupa TwaTtenbHo pasbAcHeHbl. Ho nepeBogunkm
N pefakTopbl 6BPOKray3aBCKOro U3aaHus, No BCei BUAMMOCTH, Npuberanm
K 9TUM CN10BapAM O4YeHb pPeaKo. Xy»Ke TO, YTO HEKOTOPbIe NepeBoAYNKM
NPOABU/IN HEXKENAHME NN HEYMEHME NO/Ib30BaTbCA AaXKe

06bIKHOBEHHbBIM aHI10-PYCCKUM cnoBapem.”’

On the other hand, as already noted in Chapter 2, the translations of
Shakespeare from the nineteenth century were still very much in the public
consciousness. Tatiana Shchepkina-Kupernik, herself a translator of
Shakespeare’s comedies, commented in her autobiography that in some cases,

the work of translators like Veinberg could not be improved on: ‘U B cTapbIx

68 Ermolaev, p.23.

0. Litovskii, ‘Posle spektaklia v Malom teatre,” Literaturnaia gazeta, 20 December 1935, p.4.
A A Smirnov, ‘O russkikh perevodakh Shekspira’, Zvezda, 4, 1934, pp.165-172, p.166. [There
are, first and foremost, distortions of meaning, not infrequently outrageous ones, because they
sometimes grossly distort the imagery or render the text completely meaningless. The language
of Shakespeare is of course very difficult, however, there are a great many special Shakespeare
dictionaries in existence, where all the archaisms and ambiguities in Shakespeare are carefully
explained. But the translators and editors of the Brockhaus and Efron publishing house
apparently resorted to these dictionaries very rarely. Even worse is the fact that several
translators display an unwillingness or inability to use even a standard English-Russian
dictionary.]
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nepesoaax nonagakTcCAa, Takne cH4acCtaimBble mecCTta, 4TO aydlle Ux He

nepeBeeLlb U He cKaxewwsb.' '

However, for Radlova, the translator was first and foremost a communicator, a
mouthpiece through which the great works of foreign literature and drama could
speak to the Soviet people. She viewed this role as one which carried a huge
amount of responsibility, and wrote of the importance of considering the target
audience when translating, and the fact that the Soviet people had a right to be
able to understand and appreciate Shakespeare. To this end, Radlova stated that
she often made the simplest of word choices, opting for the word which did not

require a lengthy technical commentary.

Mepesoaunk LLekcnupa, paboTasa AoNKeH NpeacTaBaaTb cebe Toro, «K
KOMY OH obpaluaeTcs, cBoero «cobecegHunka». CobecegHUKOM
nepesoayunKa LLiekcnnpa gonKeH 6bITb COBPEMEHHbIN COBETCKUIA
3puTENb W YMTATE b, KOTOPbIN BMNpaBe 0XKKaaTb OT NEePeBOAYNKA, YTOObI
OH OTKPbI/N eMy peasibHoe U peannctmyekcoe amuo Lekcnupa, a He
3aTPYAHsA ero BocnpuatTne agedysmamm u mmdonornen, Tpebyrowmmm

HAay4HOro I-(OMMeHTapMFL72

In addition to her concern for her audiences, undoubtedly because of her close
involvement in a theatrical company, one of the most important principles of
translating Shakespeare for Radlova was to ensure the ‘cueHnyHocTb’ of the
translation she produced, that is, its suitability for the stage. She was also
anxious that her text was accessible for the actors who were to perform it. ‘MHe
XOTeNocCb, YTOObI aKTEPY, MPOU3HOCALLLEMY MOW TEKCT, €r0 aKTEPCKUI TpyA, Bbin

6bl PagOCTEH U NETOK M YTOObI OH MOT, BXXUBLUUCL B 06pas, NPON3HOCUTb C/I0Ba

" Tatiana Shchepkina-Kupernik, Teatr v moei zhizni (Moscow and Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1948),
p.380. [And in the old translations can be found such happy places that cannot be translated or
said better.’]

2 Anna Radlova, ‘O roli i otvetstvennosti perevodchika’, Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 11 April 1934, p.4.
[While working, a translator of Shakespeare should picture the person who he is addressing, his
‘interlocutor’. The interlocutor for a translator of Shakespeare should be the modern Soviet
audience member and reader, who has the right to expect that the translator will reveal to him
the real and realistic face of Shakespeare, and not hamper his perception with euphuisms and
mythology which require scholarly commentary.]
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LLlekcnnpa Kak CBOU, He MyYyad CBOIO NaMATb, A3bIK U AbIXaHME U He Tep3as yLu

3pUTENEN KHUKHOM TAXKECTbIO ctuxa.’”?

In articles she published on the translation of Shakespeare, Radlova argued that
because the Soviets have such a great respect for the cultural value of the past,
the utmost accuracy is demanded from translations of the classics, in terms of
both content and form. Once again, she berated translators of the past, like
Veinberg, who had not followed Shakespeare’s form and rhythm. For Radlova,
perhaps because of her sensitivity to poetry, verse needed to be translated as

verse, and prose as prose.

MepeBOAUYMKM OYEHb HacTo pMdMbl HE NepeBOdAT, a MHOrAa NepBoANT
pUPMOBaHHbIM CTUXOM TO, YTO Yy LLlekcnunpa HanucaHo 6enbim. To ke
NPOUCXOANT U C NPO30IA, KOTOPYIO Yallle BCEro COKPaLLaloT, a HepeaKo
nepeBoOAAT CTUXaMM BCE 3TO — IMLb 6ernbiii nepeyeHb Tex CBOMCTB
CTapblix NepeBoA0B, KOTOPble AeNaloT UX HE TONbKO YCTapesibiMu, HO No

cyuwectsy HeBepHbIMU, HETOYHbBIMU U HeCLI,eHM'-leIMl/I.74

Whilst most critics were in agreement with Radlova that the handling of
Shakespeare’s verse by the nineteenth century translators could be greatly
improved, as will be demonstrated in a later section of this chapter, it was
Radlova’s devotion to reproducing the exact structure of Shakespeare’s texts

which was to generate some of the strongest criticism of her work.

In spite of her demands for accuracy, however, Radlova also criticised those
commentators who appear to have gone through her translation line by line,
analysing her translation choices for each individual word. She argued that

literal, word for word translation was only possible for works of prose, and not

” Anna Radlova, ‘O perevode’ in Leningradskii Gosudarstvennyi teatr pod rukovodstvom S. E.
Radlova — “Gamlet”, 1938, pp.23-30, p.24. [| wanted the work of an actor delivering my text to be
enjoyable and easy, so that, getting accustomed to the character, he can pronounce the words of
Shakespeare like his own, not taxing his memory, and so that his language and breathing do not
tear the ears of the audience to pieces with the bookish heaviness of the verse.]

“ Radlova, ‘Kipiachennyi dukh’, p.3. [The translators frequently do not translate rhymes, and
sometimes translate in rhyming verse where Shakespeare’s verse is blank. This also happens with
prose, which is mostly shortened and frequently translated in verse. This is just a cursory list of
those characteristics of the old translations which make them not only out-dated, but in essence
incorrect, inaccurate and unstageable.]
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poetry. A translator, she argued, should always strive to convey the overall
meaning of a piece, and not become too constricted by the need to translate
every single word, as some loss in translation was always inevitable. ‘Bcaknit
nepesoa, a 0CO6EHHO CTUXOTBOPHbIM, CBA3AH C }KEPTBOM — BAX*KHO NMLLb
KepTBOBATb HaMMEHee CyLLeCTBEHHbIM paau rnasHoro.””” In order to deduce
which elements should be preserved and which sacrificed, Radlova argued that a
translator working on any one of the plays should have a thorough knowledge of
all of his works.”® For Radlova, the elements of Shakespeare’s work which were
of primary importance were the poetic and theatrical essence of his work.
Importantly, given the political climate in which she was working, however, she
also argued for the preservation of the social core of his writing. ‘310 rnasHoe -

NO3TUYeCKasa n coumanbHaa cywHocTb LLlekcnupa n ero TeatpasnbHas

cneundura.’”’”’

Viewed in the light of modern theory, Radlova’s principles of translation indicate
that her approach was largely a target-centred one. Her focus was on creating a
text which her audiences and readers could easily understand while her concern
for the actors who were to perform her translation also suggests that she took
care to consider the function which her text was to have in the target society.
Given the prevalence of Bourdieu’s theoretical concepts in the field of translation
studies in recent years, however, it also seems circumspect to reflect on how the
social situation in which the Radlovs were working may have shaped their
concepts of Shakespeare and translation. Chapter 2 explained how Stalin had
called on writers to become the ‘engineers of human souls’. Culture needed to
educate and inform the working people, and Radlova’s desire to create an
“accessible” Shakespeare would seem to fulfil that requirement. Her views
regarding the role of translator as a mouthpiece for the greats of foreign

literature correspond neatly with Zhdanov’s statements on the proletariat being

S Radlova, ‘O roli i otvetstvennosti perevodchika’, p.4. [Every translation, especially of verse, is
connected with sacrifice, but it is important to only sacrifice the least essential elements in favour
of the most important ones.]

e Radlova, ‘Perevody Shekspira’, Literaturnaia gazeta, 4 December 1935, p.4.

"7 Radlova ‘O roli i otvetstvennosti perevodchika’, p.4 [This is the most important — the poetic and
social essence of Shakespeare and his theatrical specifity.]
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the heir to the treasures of world literature. Brisset’s argument regarding the
role played by the translator in the construction of a text from a particular
ideological standpoint is important here: whether consciously or unconsciously,

Radlova is arguing for socialist realist principles in the translation of Shakespeare.

From the personal letters stored in the Radlovs’ archive, it is clear that the
couple discussed their work on Shakespeare. In a letter to her husband dated 9
August 1929, Radlova describes the difficulties she is having in starting her
translation of Othello, stating that she has spent one and half hours working on
the first seven lines.”® In later letters, Radlov describes to his wife how the
productions he is working on are progressing.”® However, it is difficult to discern
whether the couple reached joint conclusions on an approach to Shakespeare
and then translated and directed accordingly, or whether one partner’s
methodology may have shaped the other. Nevertheless, it is clear that many of
their principles were extremely similar, and that their individual projects
complemented each other. As Valerii Gaidabura notes, working on Shakespeare
seems to have been central to their life together. ‘PagnoBa nmena npaso

CYUTaTb, YTO €€ COKO3 C MYKeM CKpenneH LUEKCI'IVIpOM.'80

3.5 Sergei Radlov: A Director’s Approach to Shakespeare

Throughout the 1920s, Soviet theatre practitioners worked to understand the
demands which the Revolution had placed upon them, experimenting with new
approaches to theatre. As discussed in Chapter 2, the theatre now assumed a
central part in Soviet cultural life, and was an important means of education for
the millions of working people coming to terms with the complexities of their
new political situation. In order to ensure that their work fulfilled this new

function, directors considered it important to ‘use a language comprehensible to

% A.D. Radlova, ‘Pis’'ma i telegrammy Sergeiu Ernestovichu Radlovu’ (29 January 1929 - 30
August 1930), RNB, .625, d.484.

7S, E. Radlov, ‘Pis’'ma, telegrammy i fototelegrammy Anne Dmitrievne Radlovoi’ (1935-1936),
RNB, f.625, d.681.

8 valerii Gaidabura, ‘Tak rasskazhi pravdivo...”, Sovetskaia kul’tura, 100 (1989), p.6. [Radlova had
the right to believe that her union with her husband was fastened by Shakespeare.]
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all’,®* and so many more popular forms of entertainment were incorporated. As
with Radlov’s Theatre of Popular Comedy, ‘the theatre was “music-hallized”,

82 | spite of the apparent freedom of

“circusized” and “cinematographized”.
this experimental phase, however, there was also an increasing awareness of the
importance of approval from those in authority. Founded in 1923, the Main
Repertory Committee (Glavrepertkom) became an increasingly impeding
presence. No play could be performed without the committee’s permission, and
the zealous nature of their officials meant that even plays which had been
approved previously were often re-checked during rehearsals and banned until
further censorial demands were met. This vehement attention to duty caused

frequent delays in the staging of new productions.?? As noted in Chapter 2, with

Stalin’s rise to power, censorship of Soviet culture became even more stringent.

Following the closure of the theatre of Popular Comedy, Radlov gradually
established himself as one of the most prominent directors of the 1920s and
1930s. He founded several of his own workshops and theatres, but was also
invited to direct at and manage State theatres such as the former Alexandrinskii
in St Petersburg and the Malyi Theatre in Moscow. He also taught for many years
at the College of Stage Arts. He received several honours for his theatre work
throughout his career, including the Order of the Red Banner in 1939. Aside from
his dramatic productions, Radlov also directed operettas, operas and ballets,
most notably working with Prokofiev on his version of Romeo and Juliet. He was
appointed Chief Artistic Manager of the Leningrad Academic Opera and Ballet
theatre in 1931.

RadloVv’s first Shakespearean production, The Merry Wives of Windsor, was to be
his only venture into Shakespeare’s comedies, as from this point on, he only ever
staged the tragedies. He went on to present several different productions of

Othello in 1927, 1932 and 1935; Romeo and Juliet in 1934; King Lear at the State
Jewish Theatre (GOSET) in 1935; and Hamlet in 1938. Shakespeare was always to

8t Rudnitsky, p.56.
% bid, p.91.
8 Ermolaev, p.7.
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be central to his company’s repertoire, but it was Othello which seems to have
been of primary importance to the director himself: ‘NMocraHoBKa 3TOM NbECHI

6bina moeii 3aBeTHoOM meuTo.’®*

Just as his wife had an excellent knowledge of the translation history of
Shakespeare in Russia, and asserted that a translator of his plays should have an
understanding of all of his works, Radlov had an extremely thorough knowledge
of life in Shakespearean England, and of Elizabethan/Jacobean theatre. He
argued that an understanding of the time from which the plays had originated
was essential for ensuring that the true spirit of classic plays could be portrayed
on the Soviet stage: ‘[MoANMHHO-COBETCKUI NOCTAHOBLUMK KNACCUKN HENPEMEHHO
[OJ/IKEH 3HaTb M YyBCTBOBATb 3MOXY, KOTA4A BO3HMK/IA Nbeca, KOTOPYHO OH CTaBUT,
3HATb M YyBCTBOBATb CBOK COOCTBEHHYHO 3MOXY, KOTrAa OH CTaBUT 3TO
npoussegerue.’®® For Radlov, Shakespeare’s England was a place of great
discovery; he speaks at length on the exploits of several different explorers, but
also significant tension and danger, with the heads of executed criminals always
prominently displayed, and threats of invasion such as the Spanish Armada.®
This identification and portrayal of the conflict and apprehension in
Shakespeare’s world may have allowed Radlov to connect his productions with
the tensions in the Soviet world more clearly, so that his work had greater

resonance for his audiences.

In addition to an understanding of the era in which Shakespeare was writing,
Radlov also argued the importance of remembering for whom Shakespeare
created his plays, the ordinary Englishman, and for whom his own productions
were intended. Very much in keeping with the ideals of socialist realism, he
argued for the importance of making the classics accessible to working people.

|II

He wanted his productions to reflect what he saw as the “original” Shakespeare

84 Sergei Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavlu Shekspira’, in Nasha rabota nad klassikami, ed. A. A. Gvozdev
(Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura, 1936), pp.11-70, p.18. [A production of this play was
my cherished dream.]

& Ibid, p.15. [A genuinely-Soviet director of the classics certainly must know and feel the era
when the play which he is putting on came into existence, just as he knows and feels his own
time when he stages the production.]

8 Sergei Radlov, ‘Voin li Otello’, Literaturnyi kritik, 3 (1936), 110-117.
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and for the workers in the audience to be able to understand it. ‘Ecau cerogHs
pabounii 3puTenb NnpuaeT B Teatp, Ha apulle KoToporo ctout uma LLekcnupa, To
ero npexae BCero MHTepecyeT U OH MMeeT NPaBO MHTEPECoBaTbLCA TeM, YTOObI
emy bbin NnokasaH LLlekcnup, He CBEPXMHAMBUAYAIbHAA, CBEPXOPUTMHANbHAA
TpakToBa AaHHoi nbeckr’.?’ This was a principle which was certainly shared by his
wife. However, Radlov also intended his words here as a criticism of directors
such as Meierkhol’d, who perhaps offered more strikingly individual
interpretations of classic plays. This difference of opinion will be further explored

in Chapter 5.

Radlov viewed Shakespeare’s language as an essential element in his
productions, describing it as a fact of theatre in its own right.®® The quality of the
translation was therefore very important and he considered a good translation
essential for any successful production. In agreement with his wife, Radlov
believed that the translations from the nineteenth century were no longer
sufficient, and he counted the eradication of some of the coarser aspects of

Shakespeare’s text as one of the major faults of the old translations:

OueHb AYPHYIO U INLEMEPHYIO CAEPHKAHHOCTL NPOABASIN NEPEBOAYNKN
XIX BeKa, BbITpaBamBana rpybosaTyto NPOCTOHAPOAHOCTb B NECEHKe
BapBapbl, KOTOpyto NOET [lesgemoHa, nnum B 6e3ymHbix necHsax Odenu.
[...]TonbKo Tenepb, Korga Mbl UMeeM B CBOUX pyKax ropa3ao bonee
TOYHbIE MO CMbicNy 1 61M3KMe No Ayxy nepeBoapl, npexae scero M.
KyamuHa, M. Jlo3nHckoro 1 A. PagnoBbl, Mbl MOXKeM 3HaYUTENbHO BanXKe

NOZOMTM B HALLMX MOCTAHOBKAX K NOAAMHHOMY Ayxy LLekcnupa.’®

¥ s.E. Radlov, ‘Shekspir i sovremennost”’, speech given to the Tea-klub (Theatre Club), 10 October
1933. Bakhrushin Theatre Museum Library, p.2. [If a working spectator comes to the theatre
today, on the bill of which is the name of Shakespeare, then above all he is interested, and has
the right to be interested in the fact that he has been shown Shakespeare, not a highly-individual,
highly-original version of the given play.]

88 Sergei Radlov, ‘Rabota nad Shekspirom’, Teatr, 4 (1939), 61-69 (p.67).

* |bid. [The very bad and hypocritical restraint shown by the translators of the nineteenth
century, destroying the somewhat coarse, common touch in Barbary’s song, which Desdemona
sings, or in the mad songs of Ophelia. [...] Only now, when we have in our hands the translations
which are much more accurate in sense and closer in spirit, first and foremost of M. Kuzmin, M.
Lozinskii and Anna Radlova, we can get considerably closer in our productions to the original
spirit of Shakespeare.]
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Radlov saw a modern translation as one of the key elements needed for a
production to really engage the Soviet audience, and to move away from the
romanticised ideals of the previous century. Like Radlova, he often spoke of
fighting to preserve the true spirit of Shakespeare. ‘3aecb o4eHb xapaKTepHa
nonbITKa Ha4aTb 60pbOY CO CAULLIKOM Cepbe3HbIM, CIMKOM aKageMUYeCcKUM U

dunocodckMm BonpusTMEM NPON3BEAEHUN LIJeKcnvlpa.'90

As already acknowledged, it is difficult to deduce whether the Radlovs worked
together to form their interpretations of Shakespeare, or whether one partner
had the greater influence on the other. Nevertheless, it is clear that their
principles were exceedingly similar. Following Radlov’s defence of his wife’s work
at the 1939 All-Union Theatre Society Shakespeare Conference, one
commentator remarked that his justification of her concept of Shakespeare was
hardly surprising, given that Radlov’s own concept was very much the same:
‘Mpu3HaB TOXKAECTBEHHOCTb €ro KOHUENLMN B TOHMMaHWK LLekcnupa c
KoHuenuuen A. [1. PaanoBoi, OH 3almilan He CToNbKo PaanoBy, CKOMbKO 3TH
koHuenumn.””* The Radlovs’ Shakespearean philosophy fitted comfortably within

the boundaries of socialist realism, which should have enabled their work to

enjoy considerable success.

3.6 Translation Principles: Further Controversy

The discussion surrounding Anna Radlova’s translations which followed their
performance in Radlov’s 1935 productions was not the end of the controversy.
As mentioned in the introduction to this thesis, in 1939, Kornei Chukovskii,
having worked on a study of the different methods which had been used to
translate Shakespeare over the years, was moved to write and present a reading
from his forthcoming book on literary translation at the All-Union Theatre

Society Shakespeare Conference. In addition to his reading at the conference,

% Ibid, p.19. [Here is a very typical attempt to begin the fight against a perception of
Shakespeare’s works which is too serious, too academic and too philosophical.]
*'Tomashevskii, p.145. [Recognising the identity of his concept of understanding Shakespeare
with the concept of A. D. Radlova, he defended not so much Radlova, as the concept itself.]
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Chukovskii supplemented his polemic with the publication of several articles in
prominent journals such as Pravda and Teatr, and questioned why Radlova’s
translations still seemed to be receiving preferential treatment from publishing

houses and theatres across the Soviet Union.

Ye pecatb net AHHa PagnoBa nepesoanT Lekcnunpa. 3To npuHecno e
Hemanyto cnasy. Korga oHa nepesena «OTenno» un «Puuapg ll»,
KYPHaAbl Npa3gHMYHO NO34pPaBUAN YnTaTenen. «JlntepatypHas
SHUMKIONEeAuA» B BOCTOPre OoT 3TUX nepesoos. «Leaespbl
nepeBoAYecKoi paboTbl» - F(POMKO BOCXULLL@ETCA OHa. Mexay Tem cTouT
TO/IbKO B€erfio B3rnAHyTb Ha 3TU «LIeAeBPbI», U BCAKOMY CTaHET ACHO, YTO
OHW He nepeaatoT HM NOSTUYHOCTU LUEKCMNPOBCKMX CTUXOB, HU NX

KpacoTbl.”

Much of Chukovskii’s criticism focused on Radlova’s translation of Othello, and
many of the specific points which he makes regarding this text will be addressed
in Chapter 4. However, he felt that many of the problems in Radlova’s translation
were endemic of the style prominent in the 1920s and 1930s which accorded
highest priority to the principle of equilinearity (maintaining exactly the same
number of lines in the target text as there are in the source). As stated,
Chukovskii included a discussion of this phenomenon in the chapter on the
translation of Shakespeare in his book on literary translation, Vysokoe iskusstvo:
Printsipy khudozhestvennogo perevoda (A High Art: Principles of Artistic
Translation), which was first published in 1941, with further editions in 1964 and
1966. He describes how this new rigid devotion to form came about as a reaction
by a fresh generation of translators against the many liberties which nineteenth
century translators had taken with Shakespeare’s verse forms. Chukovskii refers

to this method as “scientific” translation. ‘Hay4HocTb, no ux ybexxaeHuio,

%2 Kornei Chukovskii, ‘Iskalechennyi Shekspir’, Pravda, 25 November 1939. RGALI, f.2861, op.1,
d.215, 1.13-14. [It is already ten years since Anna Radlova began translating Shakespeare. This
has brought her considerable fame. When she translated Othello and Richard I, the papers
hailed their readers in celebration. The Literary Encyclopaedia was in raptures over these
translations, admiringly proclaiming them as “masterpieces of translation.” Meanwhile, one only
has to take a cursory glance at the “masterpieces”, and it will become clear to anyone that they
translate neither the poetry of Shakespeare’s lines, nor their beauty.]
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3aK/Il04anacb B 06BEKTUBHOM y4éTe BceX GOPMabHbIX 3N1EMEHTOB
nepeBOAMMOro TEKCTa, KOTopble NepeBoaYnK 06a3aH BOCNPOU3BECTU C
nefaHTUYECKO TOUHOCTbIO.” He argues that whilst close consideration of a
source text’s structural form can be valuable in some instances, if the policy is
applied indiscriminately throughout a translation, it can be to the detriment of
many other important aspects of a writer’s original style.®* As noted in Chapter
2, Mikhail Lozinskii was also a translator who often followed the scientific
method. However, Chukovskii’s criticism of Lozinskii is nowhere near as harsh,
stating that if devotion to equilinearity causes problems for such a skilful
translator as Lozinskii, then there is not much that can be said for the other

translators who apply this policy.

Chukovskii’s attacks on Radlova’s work were so severe that she lodged a
complaint with the Writers’ Union.” Interestingly, however, she does later
appear to revise her opinion on equilinearity. In a speech given at the
Shakespeare conference in April 1939, she states that it was in fact the editors of
the anthology commissioned in 1929 who insisted on the restrictions of
equilinearity. ‘Korga mbl Havyanun nepesogutb LLekcnupa, J1o3nHcKknin, KysabMuH n
A, TO Mbl H6bI1M O4EHDb CTECHEHbI YACTO GOPMaNbHbIMW 334aHUAMMU, KOTOPblE
6blnM AaHbl HaMm TorgalHen pegakumeit flochmtrusgara. 371o 6bi10 TpeboBaHue
COOTBETCTBEHHOTO KOAMYecTBa cTpouek.”® She maintains that she allowed
herself more freedom in her later translations. Comparing her working methods
for her translation of Hamlet as opposed to her earlier work, Radlova stated that

whilst remaining as close to the source text as possible was important; she no

longer regarded an equal number of lines as the highest priority: ‘[A] He aenato

» Kornei Chukovskii, Vysokoe iskusstvo: Printsipy khudozhestvennogo perevoda (Moscow: Avalon
“Azbuka Klassika”, 2011), pp.244-245. Lauren G. Leighton provides the following translation:
According to their convictions, a scientific translation consisted of an objective regard for all the
formal elements of an original text, which the translator is obliged to reproduce with pedantic
precision.” In Kornei Chukovsky’s A High Art, trans. by Lauren G. Leighton (Knoxville: University of
Tennessee Press, 1984), pp.174.175 .

** |bid, p.257.

* RGALI, f.2861, op.1, d.215, 11.13-21.

% Morozov, Shekspir — Biulleten’ No. 1 Kabineta Shekspira i zapadno-evropeiskoi klassikov,
Vserossiiskogo Teatral’nogo Obshchestva, pp.22-23. [When we started to translate Shakespeare,
Lozinskii, Kuzmin and |, we were very constrained by the purely formal tasks which were given to
us by the then editor, Goslitizdat. There was a demand for a corresponding number of lines.]
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n3 Heé ana ceba peTuL, Kak genana B MOUX ABYX NepBbix nepesogax («Otenno»
n «Pomeo»), Korga NoAYMHANACH SIKBUIMHEAPHOCTU KaK HENPENOXKHOMY

3akony.”?’

Chukovskii’s description of the “scientific” method of translation as a response to
the styles which had come before it is in agreement with the identification made
in Chapter 2 regarding the trends of free and literal translation style which
appear to have followed each other in a cyclical fashion throughout the history
of the translation of Shakespeare in Russia. By the end of the 1930s, it did seem
as though Anna Radlova’s style of translation was losing its popularity. Although
Radlova’s last translation from Shakespeare, Hamlet, had been used in her
husband’s 1938 production at his Studio Theatre, according to Evgenii Pasternak,
her translation had in fact been specially commissioned by the Moscow Art
Theatre. In spite of this agreement, however, after hearing Boris Pasternak read
the first two acts of his new translation of the play, in 1939 Vladimir Nemirovich-
Danchenko apparently tore up the contract he had established with Radlova, and
wrote to her explaining the reasons for his decision for wanting to use Boris

Pasternak’s translation instead:

MNepeBon 3TOT UCKAKUNTENbHBIM MO MO3TUYECKUM KayecTBaMm, 3TO,
HECOMHEHHO, cobbITne B inTepaType. U xyaoxKecTBeHHbIN TeaTp,
paboTatoLnit CBOM CNEKTAKNM HA MHOTME roAbl, He MOT NPOATU MUMO
TAKoro Bblaatoleroca nepesoga «lamaeta»... Baw nepesog A
NPOAONXKA0 CYNTATb XOPOLUMM, HO Pa3 NOABM/ICA NePeBOS,

NcKNtoUnTENbHbIM, MXAT A0NKEH NPUHATL €ro. %

°7 Anna Radlova ‘O perevode’ in Leningradskii Gosydarstvennyi teatr p/r zasl. art. S. E. Radlova —
Gamlet (Leningrad: Leningradskii Gosydarstvennyi teatr p/r zasl. art. S. E. Radlova, 1938), pp.22-
30, p.26. [l did not make it an obsession as | had done in my first two translations (Othello and
Romeo), when | was subordinate to equilinearity like an indisputable law.]

% Vladimir Nemirovich-Danchenko, quoted in Evgenii Pasternak, Boris Pasternak: Materialy dlia
biografii (Moscow: Sovietskii Pisatel’, 1989) p.541. Michael Duncan provides the following
translation: ‘His translation is exceptional in its poetic quality and is, undoubtedly, an event in
literature. Nor could the Arts Theatre, which has been responsible for its own productions for
many years past, afford to pass over such an outstanding rendering of Hamlet... | continue to
consider your translation a good one, but with such an exceptional translation becoming
available the Arts Theatre had to accept the latter.” Evgeny Pasternak, Boris Pasternak: The Tragic
Years 1930-60, trans. by Michael Duncan (London: Collins Harvill, 1990), p.116.
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It seems that there was now a desire for a freer, more poetic style of translation,
less concerned with preserving the exact structure of the source text. It could be
argued that it was simply Pasternak’s greater literary talents which were
responsible for the fall in the popularity of Radlova’s translations, though
Chukovskii’s reputation as the most prominent of Russian experts on translation,
and the fact his book, with its critical chapter on Radlova’s work, became a
seminal text on Russian literary translation, cannot have helped Radlova’s cause.
However the tragic fate which was to befall the Radlovs following the outbreak
of war must also be taken into consideration when analysing why the work of the

Radlovs is now largely overlooked.

3.7 The Radlovs’ Final Years

The Leningrad Soviet Theatre (or Lensovet, as Radlov’s theatre was now known),
continued working throughout the Second World War and the Leningrad
Blockade. Productions of foreign classics were still performed, such as further
stagings of Othello and Romeo and Juliet, Alexandre Dumas’ La Dame aux
Camelias (The Lady of the Camellias) and Oscar Wilde’s An Ideal Husband. There
was, however, some danger in too much internationalism, so Russian classics
were also included in the repertoire, with a production of Ostrovskii’s
Bespridannitsa (Without a Dowry). The company was often praised by the press
for never closing their theatre, and for visiting army units and hospitals and
giving performances in air-raid shelters.”® Radlov frequently found himself taking
on acting roles when his actors became incapacitated through hunger and illness,

whilst Radlova continued to help with the training of troupe members.*®

On orders from Moscow, the Lensovet Theatre was evacuated to Piatigorsk in
March 1942. The company received a warm welcome in the city and initially
established a successful repertoire. Zolotnitsky notes that ‘Radlov’s actors took

an active part in the public life of the citizens of Pyatigorsk’ and that they

% Zolotnitsky, p.193.
% pid, p.199.
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101 However, in August 1942, rumours

‘transformed theatrical life” within the city.
began to circulate that the Germans were soon to invade the city. There were
still routes out available, and some members of the theatre company were able
to escape, but the Radlovs were prevented from leaving due to Radlova’s poor
health; she had recently suffered a severe heart attack. On the night of gth

102

August 1942, the Germans entered the city.” * As Muller Cooke describes,

‘[t]hereafter began a nightmarish odyssey which took the Radlovs from one

"1%3 Their company performed in enemy prisoner-

occupied territory to another.
of-war camps in Southern Ukraine, Berlin and Paris. According to Gaidabura,
some of Radlov’s ancestors had been German immigrants, and for this reason,
the Nazis had offered Radlov German citizenship. Radlov declined the offer,
stating that he would die a Russian: ‘OH 0TBETWM UM, YTO YMPET PYCCKUM,

nobawmm Poan Hy.'104

The Radlovs’ son, Dmitrii, still lived in Russia, and at the end of the war the
Radlovs willingly chose to return to their homeland. However, as Gaidabura
describes, since their detention behind enemy lines, rumours regarding the
Radlovs’ true loyalties had begun to circulate. ‘OTcyTcTBME AOCTOBEPHO
MHPopMaLmm, ocobeHHO B BOEHHOE BPeMSA, MOPOXKAAET CNYXM, LOMBIC/bI,

»105

n3BpalLeHHble TonKoBaHMA ¢akToB.”” - The Radlovs were met from the plane by

% 1bid, p.200.

102 Zolotnitsky, pp.201-202.

Muller Cooke, ‘Radlova, Anna Dmitrievna’, p.525.

Valerii Gaidabura, ‘Tak rasskazhi pravdivo...”, Sovetskaia kul’tura, 100 (1989), p.6. [He told
them that he would die a Russian, who loved the Motherland.]

% |bid. [The lack of reliable information, especially during wartime, gave rise to speculation,
conjecture, and a distorted interpretation of the facts.]

According to Gaidabura, accusations that the Radlovs were traitors continued long after their
rehabilitation. In particular, he notes the account of the dramatist Dmitrii Shcheglov, who in
1965, published a book, Upolnomochennyi voennogo soveta (The Deputy of the Military Council),
about his work interrogating people during the war. Shcheglov asserted that one former member
of Radlov’s company had described how Radlov had deliberately kept his company behind in
Piatigorsk, in order that they could then go and work in Nazi Germany. Gaidabura demonstrates
that accounts from other members of Radlov’'s company completely disprove this theory, and
that Shcheglov’s rather fictional account should be viewed as a kind of revenge on Radlov for
criticism which the director made of his work before the war. However, he also suggests that
even by 1970, Radlov remained an extremely controversial figure. In that year, the Ukrainian
dramatist Nikolai Makarenko published a book, Dve zimy nadezhdy (Two Winters of Hope) about
the artists who continued performing in occupied territories. Makarenko initially planned to
include a chapter on Radlov, but the editors of his Kiev publishing house decided that it was too

103
104
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the authorities, and taken directly to the Lubianka. ‘Kak HenaTpnoTtoBs Cepres
JdpHecToBuya U AHHY AmutpuesHy Pagnosbix cyannu 8 1945 roay, npurosopms K
nesatv rogom narepu.''% They were sent to a camp near Shcherbakov, in the
larovslavl’ region, but were treated with rare generosity by not being separated
‘HeM3BeCTHO KaKUM 4y0M, N0 YbeEMY MUIOCEPAMUIO OHA OKA3a/10Ch C MYXKEM B

ofHOM narepe, pagom’.’”’

The couple bravely continued with their work in the camp, establishing a
company of actor-prisoners called the “Jazz” theatre. Their repertoire comprised
works from Radlov’s past, including Hamlet, Romeo and Juliet and Othello, and as
several famous dancers were also prisoners, ballet was also performed.'*
Devotion to their theatrical work could not protect them from the harsh realities
of camp life, however, and Anna Radlova suffered with kidney disease and
further heart problems. She died, after three and half years of imprisonment, in
February 1949. Radlov survived his term and was released from the camp in
1953, and rehabilitated a year later. Rather than returning to Leningrad,
however, he relocated to Latvia, first to the town of Daugavils, and then the
capital, Riga. He continued to work in the theatre, initially working as a producer,

and then a director, staging further productions of Hamlet, Macbeth and Romeo

and Juliet. He died on 27 October 1958.

For Zolotnitsky, ‘[t]he Soviet theatre knew no greater devotion to

*199 3nd it seems that Radlov’s dedication remained with him until

Shakespeare,
the end. Perhaps reflecting the injustices which he, his wife and so many other
members of his generation had suffered through rumour and unfaithful
reporting, his epitaph in the Riga cemetery is taken from the final scene of

Hamlet:

dangerous to print it. [Nikolai Makarenko, Dve zimy nadezhdy (Kiev: Radians’kii pis’mennik,
1970)].

1% bid. [The Radlovs were tried as traitors {literally non-patriots} in 1945, and sentenced to nine
years in a labour camp.

7 1bid. [thanks to mercy as unheard of as a miracle, she found herself together in the same camp
as her husband.]

108 Zolotnitsky, p.224. Zolotnitsky refers to an article written by Radlov’s grandson and namesake,
Sergei Radlov, about his grandfather’s theatre work in the Shcherbakov camp, entitled ‘Jazz — The
Theatre of the People’s Enemies.’

109 Zolotnitsky, p.243.
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MycTb 6yaeT Tak. Flopaumo, 1 MepTs.
A Tbl XXMBeLWb - TaK PacCKaXn npasgmnBo
Bce 060 MHe 1 0 Moux aenax

Bcem, KTO 3axo4eT 3HaThb.

Naturally, Shakespeare’s words are inscribed in the translation of Anna

Radlova.'*

Viewed with the benefit of the translation theory which has since been
developed, it is clear that the debates in the 1930s centred on issues which have
always been central to the discipline of translation studies. The question of
equivalence in translation, and which elements of a literary source text should be
given first priority when creating the target text still occupy the minds of
translators and scholars today. Radlova was one of the first translators to
attempt a new style of translation for the Soviet period, and in collaboration with
her husband, it can be argued that she succeeded in bringing a modernised
Shakespeare to many of the Soviet people. Chapter 2 noted the cycle of literal
and then free translation which has been rotating throughout the history of
Shakespeare in Russia. The debate her translations generated may have been
partly responsible for the production of the freer renderings of Shakespeare
which followed her translations, such as those by Boris Pasternak. The style of
these translations has also now been questioned, as it can be argued that they

represent more about the translator than they do about the original text.

However, it does seem apparent that Anna Radlova suffered a certain amount of
victimisation, firstly in the attacks on her poetry and then in the reaction to her
translations. The evidence in memoirs does suggest a degree of animosity
towards her, which was possibly of her own making, given the supposed
difficulties caused by the “rivalry” with Anna Akhmatova. Chukovskii’s criticism

also appears to be quite personal in places, particularly when he refers to

1o Gaidabura, p.6. The lines from Shakespeare read: ‘But let it be. — Horatio, | am dead;|Thou

liv’st; report me and my cause aright|To the unsatisfied.” V. 2. 320-322). William Shakespeare,
Hamlet, New Swan Shakespeare Advanced Series, ed. by Bernard Lott (Harlow: Longman Group,
1968).
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Radlova’s apparent mobilisation of the majority of theatre critics against those

1 The final fate of the Radlovs seems to

who dared to criticise her work in 1935.
demonstrate that the old divisions and rivalries within the former intelligentsia

still ran deep.

The creative partnership which the Radlovs established enabled them to
contribute productions of Shakespeare to the Soviet repertoire which fitted with
the political ideals of the time, whilst still remaining close to what they saw as
the ‘original spirit’ of Shakespeare. Using Othello as a case study, the following
analysis of Radlova’s translation and the performances in which it featured will
shed further light on how their working relationship affected translation and
directorial decisions, and which elements of the text they focused on in order to

achieve political approval.

"1 chukovskii, Vysokoe iskusstvo, pp.202-3.
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Chapter 4: A Comparative
Analysis of Anna Radlova’s
Translation of Othello

4.1 Introduction

In 1929, the Leningrad State publishing house (LENGIZ)*, commissioned Anna
Radlova to produce a new translation of Othello, which was to be included in
a new collected edition of Shakespeare’s works. Only four new translations
were commissioned for this collection, the majority of the plays being
represented by older, existing translations. The other new translations to be
included were King Lear by Mikhail Kuz’'min, Macbeth by Solov’ev, and Hamlet
by Mikhail Lozinskii. For Radlova, these new additions to the volume
presented an opportunity to demonstrate how the translation of Shakespeare
should now be undertaken in the new Soviet era.” As discussed in Chapter 2,
the early 1930s witnessed a resurgence in Shakespeare’s popularity, and the
new translations in this collected volume represented the first step in the re-

shaping of translation principles for Shakespeare in the Stalinist period.

The contextual analysis in Chapter 2 demonstrated the ways in which aspects
of translation theory can be used to evaluate the history of Shakespeare in
Russia: how translations first entered the Russian cultural sphere, the
developments in translation style over time, and to what extent the history of
Shakespeare in Russia has been shaped by the political changes which have
occurred. Chapter 3 then provided a more personal and social context, with
further detail on the environment in which Anna Radlova was translating, and
its influence on her work. The aim of this chapter is now to present an

analysis of her translation of Othello, in order to explore what effect these

! Leningradskii gosudarstvennyi izdatel'stvo (Leningrad State Publishing house), known as
Nlenrus (LENGIZ) from1924 to 1933.

> Anna Radlova, ‘Kak ia pabotaiu nad perevodom Shekspira’, Literaturnyi sovremennik, 3
(1934), 138-145, p.139.
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developments in style had on actual translation decisions, and whether it is
possible to perceive the constraints imposed by the social situation in which a
translator is working in their choices within the text. Over the course of the
analysis, the chapter will demonstrate the ways in which modern translation
theory can be used to assess translation decisions. The theory will be applied
in order to evaluate whether her work is significantly different from the
translations which came before and after her version, and whether or not her
tactics led to the production of a more acceptable translation of the play for
audiences in the Stalinist period. Conversely, this chapter will also offer an
assessment of the limitations of modern theory when applying it to a

particular historical, and indeed, political context.

The polysystems theory of Even-Zohar provided the framework for the
foregoing analysis of the historical and political influences on Shakespeare in
Russia. However, as this chapter will deal exclusively with translation
decisions within the text itself, other theories are arguably more appropriate
for examining the translator’s individual choices with regard to language,
form and cultural explanation. Functionalist approaches, such as those
proposed by Katharina Reiss and Christiane Nord seem appropriate for
considering how far Radlova’s concept of the purpose of her work influenced
her translation choices. In addition to their role as the controlling factors
which shape the literary polysystem which has already been discussed,
Gideon Toury’s work on norms in translation will also be utilised in order to
examine how Radlova’s translation decisions within the text differ from her
predecessors and contemporaries. Finally, Lawrence Venuti’s theories on the
influence of both source and target cultures on translators and their target
texts, his policies of domestication and foreignization, will be employed in
order to explore whether any elements of Russian and Soviet culture became

incorporated into Radlova’s version of Shakespeare’s text.
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4.1.1 Methodology

Rather than provide a fully annotated presentation of Radlova’s translation,
this chapter will instead focus on the discussion of particular topics judged to
be of most significance to Radlova’s translation style and working
environment. Prior to commencing the analysis of Radlova’s Othello, a close
study of Shakespeare’s text was made in order to identify key areas for
consideration during the analysis. Contemporary reviews of Radlova’s work,
and her own articles on Shakespeare and translation were also consulted.
Topics chosen included the presentation of characters, and whether Radlova’s
translation choices affect them in any way, how the translator deals with
references to foreign cultures and religion, and whether her decisions on
verse structures reflect those present in Shakespeare’s text. The translation
was also examined for any evidence of how Radlova’s version of the play
might have been performed. Over the course of the analysis, it became clear
which of the initial questions generated enough evidence in order to become
a significant topic for discussion. Nevertheless, this chapter will discuss the
findings on Radlova’s translation decisions for each of the key areas
identified, with reference to the appropriate translation theory from those
cited above. In addition, the ways in which Radlova’s own views on

translation manifest themselves in her work will also be examined.

The analysis of the translation was carried out by comparing Radlova’s text
with Shakespeare’s play line by line. Her translation was then also compared
with other Russian versions, in order to assess whether the decisions Radlova
had taken were dramatically different from those of translators working
before and after her. In order to set Radlova’s work in context, the
translations used for the comparative analysis were Pétr Veinberg’s version of
Othello from 1864, which was the most popular in Russia at the time
Radlova’s work was first published and performed, and then two translations
which were published within two decades of Radlova’s Othello, that of

Mikhail Lozinskii, an advocate of literalism, which was licensed for
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performance in 1948, and Boris Pasternak’s much freer translation, written in

1945, but not staged until after Stalin’s death.

4.1.2 The “Original” Shakespeare?

In the many speeches and articles which the Radlovs contributed to the
discussions on Shakespeare in the 1920s and 1930s, they make frequent

III

reference to the fact that their aim is to stage the “original” Shakespeare for
Soviet audiences. As discussed, their intention was to present a Russian
Shakespeare which was free from the pretensions imposed by nineteenth
century translators. However, describing their work as a return to the

III

“original” Shakespeare is undoubtedly a rather problematic claim, particularly
in the case of Othello, as three different versions of the play exist. The earliest
printed editions of Othello were the Quarto, published in 1622, and the
version of the play which appeared in the First Folio, the collection of
Shakespeare’s plays published in 1623. A second Quarto was then published

in 1630.

There has been much debate amongst scholars as to the relationship between
the Quarto and First Folio, exactly who was involved in putting these two
texts together and what accounts for the differences between them.
Suggested explanations have included the argument that the omissions in the
Quarto text are due to the fact that it was transcribed from a prompt book,
and that the missing sections indicate cuts which were made to shorten the
play in performance.? Other commentators have maintained that the Quarto
was transcribed from a rather illegible and confused rough draft, or ‘foul

papers’ as it would have been known in Shakespeare’s time, and that the

* This view was put forward by Alice Walker in the 1950s, an idea seemingly supported by the
fact that the Quarto’s stage directions are much more comprehensive. However, this
argument was later dismissed by Nevil Coghill in 1964, whose study showed that the removal
of these “cut” sections would shorten the play by only eight minutes.
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mistakes and omissions are simply due to scribal errors.* However, in a
comprehensive study published in 1996, E. A. J. Honigmann proposed the

theory that there were in fact six early versions of the play:

Shakespeare (like other dramatists of the period) wrote a first draft or
‘foul papers’ and also a fair copy, and that these two authorial
versions were both copied by professional scribes, the scribal

transcripts serving as printer’s copy for both the Quarto and Folio.’

Honigmann’s findings included the possible identification of one of the scribes
who worked on Shakespeare’s texts, and new information on the publisher of
the Quarto. He argued that the rather complicated arrangement described
above meant that many of the discrepancies between the two texts can be
explained by a combination of incompetence in scribal transmission, and
compositorial error and alteration, all of which were caused initially by the

complexities of Shakespeare’s own deteriorating handwriting.

As far as the differences between these two texts are concerned, the Folio has
approximately one hundred and sixty more lines than the Quarto. Among the
additions considered of most importance are Roderigo’s account of
Desdemona’s elopement, Desdemona’s Willow Song, and Emilia’s speech on
marital fidelity.® The Quarto also contains some lines which are not found in
the Folio, though these are generally thought to be largely due to errors.
However, as Honigmann describes, ‘More than fifty oaths, printed by the
Quarto, were deleted in the Folio or replaced by less offensive words.’ /
Editors have assumed previously that this editing was due to the 1606 “Act of
Abuses”, which prohibited profanity and swearing. It is now understood that
some scribes also chose to omit profanity for purely ‘literary’ reasons, leading

to the purging of all kinds of different texts, including private transcripts.

* William Shakespeare, Othello, The New Cambridge Shakespeare, Updated Edition, ed.
Norman Sanders, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003) p.205.

*E.A.J Honigmann, The Texts of Othello and Shakespearian Revision (London and New York:
Routledge, 1996), p.1.

® Ibid, p.3.

7 Ibid.
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Therefore, Honigmann states, ‘[o]n the assumption that the profanity stems
from Shakespeare, modern editors revert to the Quarto’s reading’,® and

restore the oaths and swear words.

The stage directions in the Quarto and Folio are similar, although those in the
Quarto are more detailed and therefore seem more complete. Honigmann
explains that the Folio text ‘lacks many directions that one would expect from
a prompt book: sound effects, stage movement and lighting are all
neglected.’9 On the other hand, he also notes that the directions in the
Quarto are sometimes vague, and in places omit essential equipment, such as
Desdemona’s bed. Both the Quarto and Folio divide the play into acts and
scenes: the Folio numbers acts and scenes as in modern editions, apart from
the combination of two scenes, (1.2 and I1.3). However, though on first
appearance the Quarto only numbers Acts Il, IV and V and only one scene,
(Act Il, Scene 1), all the scene changes are marked with the usual ‘Exeunt”,
and so this text has in fact initiated the divisions which have been adopted by

all subsequent versions.™°

Most modern day editors base their texts on both early editions, using the
evidence before them to choose what they feel to be the most likely
components of Shakespeare’s initial text, and there are no notable omissions
or additions in Radlova’s translation to suggest that she had sole access to
either the Folio or Quarto edition. The Radlovs’ personal archive lists Russian
translations of key critical works from the British tradition of Othello amongst
their possessions, such as the essays of A. C. Bradley and G. Wilson Knight.'!
The fact that they had access to critical sources such as these suggests that
the Radlovs would have had full knowledge of the history of Shakespeare’s
text, and would therefore have been able to make editorial decisions

regarding the lines used, in the same way as their British counterparts.

® Ibid.

% |bid, p.4

% bid.

"' RNB, f.625, d.179.
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4.2 Anna Radlova’s Othello: A Functionalist Approach?

As outlined in Chapter 3, Radlova was determined that her translations of
Shakespeare would enable the Soviet people to understand and appreciate
his work. Though her opinions may have been shaped by the political
demands of her time, Radlova’s views on the translation process also bear
resemblance to those of functionalist translation theorists. Radlova is advising
Soviet translators of Shakespeare to ask themselves the question phrased by
Katharina Reiss as ‘to what end and for whom is the text translated?'lz, and to
keep the receivers of their text in mind at all times. Reiss argued that for a
translator to take a functionalist approach towards translation, the text’s
function in both the source and target cultures needed to be identified and
given preference in all translation decisions, in order for functional
equivalence to be achieved. Reiss stated that for translation purposes texts
could broadly be divided into three types: informative, (the communication of
content) expressive, (the communication of artistically organised content) and
operative (the communication of content with a persuasive character).™

Shakespeare’s plays would therefore fall into the second category.

There has in fact been much debate over whether literary texts and
translations can be viewed as actually having a specific “function”, but as
Christiane Nord indicates, ‘[e]ven if a source text has been written without
any particular purpose or intention, the translation is always addressed to
some audience (however undefined it may be) and is thus intended to have

1% As far as Anna Radlova was concerned, in

some function for the readers.
the articles that she wrote on translation, she made it clear that her main
purpose in undertaking the translation of Shakespeare’s plays was to make
them accessible for all. ‘vl yenb Halwa — He 3arpomorkaaTh ABepw, 3a

KOTOpbIMM KuBeT LLieKkcnup, a WMPOKO pacnaxHyTb UX 418 MUIJIUOHOB,

12 Katharina Reiss, ‘Type, kind and individuality of text: Decision Making in Translation’, in The
Translation Studies Reader (London: Routledge, 2000), pp.160-171, p.170.
13 .

lbid, p.163.
 Christiane Nord, Translating as a purposeful activity — functionalist approaches explained
(Manchester: St Jerome, 1997), p.83.
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"> Whilst it is perhaps problematic to argue that a

MMeLLMX NPaBO BOMTW.
translation produced more than three hundred years after its source text
could claim to have the same function, by striving to make her translations
easy to understand and readily performable, Radlova was, in one way at least,
attempting to make her translations function in a similar way in Soviet society

as they would have done in Elizabethan and Jacobean England, that is, as

entertainment for everyone.

Naturally, however, Shakespeare’s status in Soviet Russia as a classic writer,
who was lauded by those in authority as someone to whom others ought to
aspire, would also have led to a difference in function for the target text.
Radlova also wanted to educate her audiences in understanding the literary
genius of Shakespeare. However, in these “special cases” as Reiss describes
them, when there is a difference between the original text function and the
function of a translation, Reiss advises a translator to produce a target text

7118 and again cites the

with ‘a form adequate to the “foreign function
necessity of considering for whom the translation is produced. Radlova’s
concern for her audiences was paramount, but she also insisted that a
translator of Shakespeare’s plays needed to remember that they were
translating primarily for the stage. ‘A agymalto, 4To Lenbio Kaxao0ro nepesosa
ApamaTuyeckoro npoussegeHus LLekcnmpa, 40MKHO ObiTb BO3SMOMKHOCTb He
TONIbKO ero MPOYTEHUA, HO U Peanu3aLya STOro NPousBeeHUs Ha cueHe’.'’
She felt that it was important that translators should not only keep in mind

their intended modern Soviet audience at all times, but also the actors who

would be delivering their translation. ‘OcHoBHOE, YTO A0MKEH NOMHUTbL AaBTOP

> Anna Radlova, ‘O roli i otvetstvennosti perevodchika’, p.4. [Our task is not to block up the
doors behind which Shakespeare lives, but to throw them open wide for the millions who
have the right to enter.]

te Reiss, p.170.

Y Anna Radlova, ‘Perevody Shekspira’, p.4. [I think that the aim of every translation of a
Shakespeare play should be the possibility not only that it should be read, but that it should
be realised on stage.]
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cueHunyeckoro nepesoga LLekcnvpa — 3To To, K KOMy OH 0bpalyaeTcs, yepes

KOro OH K 3TOMY 3pUTENIO o6pau.|,aeTc;=|.'18

4.2.1 ‘Rude amIin my speech’:
Translation of Form and Language

Radlova’s concerns for the performance function of her translation and its
accessibility for the recipients of her target text do seem to shape many of her
translation decisions. She frequently chooses simpler language and
explanations than are present in Shakespeare’s text, making the lines easier
for audiences to comprehend, and easier to deliver for the actors performing

them.

Radlova employs several different strategies for simplification. Many of
Shakespeare’s phrases are updated, producing more modern and
straightforward versions of the lines. For example, one of Roderigo’s early
insistences to lago, which begins ‘Thou told’st me...”*? is translated as ‘Tbi
rosopun...".*° Othello speaks of ‘nyTewectsuax monx’>" in Act I, Scene 3,
rather than his ‘travailous history’ from the source text. Desdemona’s
assertion in the same scene that she does not want to return to her father’s

house following her marriage ‘l would not there reside’*? becomes the

simpler ‘S He xouy Tam xuTb.'>>

On other occasions, Radlova’s choice of translation provides an explanation of

her interpretation of Shakespeare’s apparent meaning, rather than a strictly

' bid. [The main thing for the author of a translation of Shakespeare for the stage is the
audience he is addressing and those through whom he is addressing this audience.]
BWwilliam Shakespeare, Othello ed. by Michael Neill, Oxford World’s Classics (Oxford:
University Press, 2006), I. 1. 7.

20 viil'iam Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi (Leningrad: Khudozhestvennaia literatura,
1939), <http://www.lib.ru/SHAKESPEARE> [accessed 27 July 2010], I.1 [you said...].

2t Ibid, I. 3. [my travels]

2 Shakespeare, Othello, |. 3. 240.

2 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [| don’t want to live there]
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literal, word-for-word translation. For example, in Act |, Scene 1, Brabantio’s
line to lago,
BRABANTIO [...Jand now in madness,

Being full of supper, and distempering draughts®*

is translated as:
BPABAHLIMO [...]Tenepsb, B 6e3ymbe
3a YKMHOM YNUBLUMCb KPEMKUX BUH.®

One of Othello’s descriptions of his adventures in Act | Scene 3, ‘Of moving
accidents by flood and field’,?® becomes in translation: ‘OnacHocTax Ha cywe un

Ha mope’.”’

At other points in her translation, Radlova goes even further with her
explanations, replacing Shakespeare’s original words with terms which she
seems to have felt would be more familiar to her audience. This example is
lago’s description of how he hopes Othello’s feeling towards Desdemona will

change:

IAGO [...] The food that to him now is as luscious as locusts shall be to him

shortly as acerb as coloquintida.?®
Radlova translates this description as:

Aro [...] KoTopaa ana Hero ceiyac cnague mega, CKopo byaeT emy roplue

swenun.’?

Honey (‘men’) would make much more sense to a modern audience as a

sweet and valued food, but it is also closely in keeping with the biblical

24 Shakespeare, Othello, 1. 1. 99-100.

» Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 1. [Now in madness, at supper drinking strong
wine]

2 Shakespeare, Othello, |. 3. 135.

7 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [Dangers on land and on sea]

28 Shakespeare, Othello, 1. 3. 41-43.

» Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [What is to him now as sweet as honey will
soon be as bitter as bile.]
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references to locusts and wild honey (Matthew 3: 4) to which Shakespeare
was probably aIIuding.30 Radlova also substitutes the much more familiar bile

(‘*kenub’) for ‘coloquintida’ (bitter apple).

It is important to acknowledge here that any translation of a text such as a
Shakespeare play which is undertaken many years after the source was first
composed will naturally involve an element of updating the language. If
Radlova’s translations of the lines above are compared with the nineteenth
century translation of Pétr Veinberg, and those of her contemporaries Mikhail
Lozinskii and Boris Pasternak, it is clear that it is not only Radlova who has
chosen to use simpler or more modern alternatives. Roderigo’s line ‘Thou
told’st me...” (I. 1. 6) is similarly translated by Veinberg as ‘Tbl Bcerga| MHe
rosopun’.>" Lozinskii and Pasternak choose to change the emphasis of the line
slightly, opting for ‘Tel knancs’*2and ‘Tbl Bpan mue™> respectively. Veinberg’s
translation of Desdemona’s line ‘I would not there reside’ (I. 3. 240) is
identical to that of Radlova, ‘A He xo4y Tam xuTb’, demonstrating that even by
the 1860s, translators were using more contemporary language and not

necessarily trying to replicate the archaic nature of Shakespeare’s text.

Radlova’s explanatory translations of Shakespeare’s lines are handled rather
differently by the other translators. Veinberg translates ‘distempering

draughts’ more literally, as ‘Hanutkos ogypstowmx’,>* whereas Lozinskii and
Pasternak instead opt to have Brabantio simply describe Roderigo as having

had far too much to eat and drink:
Lozinskii: PasayTbin yKUHOM U NbAHOM BNaroii>>

Pasternak: YépT 3HaeT rae Hanuaca u Haenca’®

30 Shakespeare, Othello, editor’s notes, p.237.

31 Shekspir, Otello, venetsianskiy mavr, perevod Petra Veinberga, I. 1. [You always said to me]
32 viliam Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, <http://www.lib.ru/SHAKESPEARE>
[accessed 29 October 2012], I. 1. [“You swore’]

Byiliam Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, in Tragedii (Moscow: Eksmo, 2010),
pp.331-492, I. 1. [You lied to me]

4 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Petra Veinberga, I. 1. [Intoxicating drinks]

» Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, I, 1. [Bloated with supper and intoxicating
liquid]
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These comparisons demonstrate that whilst Radlova is keen to simplify
Shakespeare’s language for her audiences, she does not choose to stray as far

from the structure of the source text as would perhaps be possible.

Radlova’s decision to translate the line in the last of the examples by using
completely different words from those used by Shakespeare is an approach
which is also adopted by Pasternak, but not Veinberg and Lozinskii. Veinberg

provides a word for word translation of this line:

AFO  [...] KOTOpas KarKeTca emy Tenepb TaKO e CNaZKo, Kak capaHua,

CKOpPO caenaetTca onAa Hero ropuwe KOJ1OLI,I!1HTOB.37

It could perhaps be argued that a nineteenth century audience and
readership may well have been more able to recognise the reference to the
Bible. However, Mikhail Lozinskii also chooses to translate the word ‘locusts’
literally, and though he does maintain the word meaning apple, the term he
uses for ‘coloquintida’, ‘ueptoBa abnokKa,’ is actually an archaic term for a

potato.*®

AFO  KylwaHbe, KOTOpOe ceryac A/1A HEero cnalie akpupa, BCKope CTaHeT

A5 HEro roplue yeptosa A6noka.>”

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given his greater credentials as a poet as well as a
translator, it is Pasternak who deviates furthest from his source text in

translation, instead choosing more familiar horticultural terms.

AFO  To, uyTo emy Tenepb KaxKeTca CNaAKMM, KaK CTPYUYKMU, CKOPO CTaHEeT

ropuwe xpeHa.40

3 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, I. 1. [God knows where you’ve been drinking
and gorging.]

37Shekspir, Otello, perevod Pétra Veinberga, I. 3. [that which seems to him now so sweet as
locusts, will soon become for him more bitter than coloquintida.]

% Definition found on a number of online sources.
<http://dic.academic.ru/dic.nsf/dic_synonims/196076/yepTtoBo> [accessed 4 November
2012].

39Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, I. 3. [The dish which now for him is sweeter
than locusts will soon become for him bitterer than potato.]
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By using the term honey, Radlova’s translation does at least maintain a link to
Shakespeare’s original source, again demonstrating her desire to remain close
to her source text, and her purpose of giving the ordinary working person

access to the beauty of Shakespeare’s imagery.

Whilst she may have updated Shakespeare’s wording by using more
contemporary language in her translation, in other aspects of her work,
Radlova strove to remain as close to her source text as possible. As well as
reflecting on this approach, her desire to educate people about Shakespeare’s
writing also demonstrates that she recognises that the text’s artistic qualities
need to be reflected in translation, a text of the type which Reiss would later

term “expressive”.

In the articles she wrote on what she viewed as the correct way to translate
Shakespeare, Radlova berated previous translators for their lack of respect for

Shakespeare’s linear and rhythmical structures.

MNepeBoAYMKM OYEeHb YacTo pndMbl He NEPEBOANAT, a UHOrAa
nepesoanT puPpMoBaHHbIM CTUXOM TO, YTO Yy LLIekcnunpa HanucaHo
6enbim. To e NPOUCXo4uT 1 C NPO30H, KOTOPYHO Yallle BCero
COKpaLLatloT, a HepeaKo NepeBoaaT CTUXaMK BCE 3TO — AnLb bernbli
nepeyeHb Tex CBOMCTB CTapbIX NepeBoA0B, KOTOPbIE AEeNA0T UX He
TOJIbKO YCTapesibiMK, HO MO CYLLLECTBY HEBEPHbIMWU, HETOUYHbIMM U

HeCLI,eHl/I‘-IHbIMM.41

In contrast to the modifications made by the authors of the ‘old translations’,
Radlova believed that adherence to Shakespeare’s structure was of
paramount importance. She therefore consistently translated verse sections

as verse and prose as prose, maintaining the deterioration of the grandiose

a0 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, I. 3. [That which to him now seems sweet as
seed pods will soon become bitterer than horseradish.]

* Radlova, ‘Kipiachennyi dukh’, p.4. [Very often, translators did not translate rhymes, and
sometimes translated rhyming verse when Shakespeare had written blank verse. The same
happens with prose, which more often than not is reduced, and not infrequently all
translated as verse. This is only a brief list of the properties which make the old translations
not only outdated, but essentially incorrect, inaccurate and unstageable.]
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nature of Othello’s speech when he descends into jealousy. This devotion to
the maintenance of the original structure of the text denotes a marked
change in Radlova’s translation style from that of her predecessors, as
previous translators often willingly altered their versions of Shakespeare’s
lines to fit with the dominant poetic styles of their day. As previously
discussed in Chapter 2, lurii Levin has noted that Veinberg frequently devoted
much attention to correct versification and metrical stress in his translations.
Using his translation of Othello’s final monologue as an example, Levin
demonstrates how Veinberg carefully altered masculine and feminine
endings, with pauses observed after the second foot of each line, a structure
which has very little in common with the source text: ‘Ho genan ato
He3aBMCUMMO OT OPUTMHANA, KOHKPETHOE CTPOEHUE, KOTOPOro NOYTH He

npuUHMManock B pacyer.*?

In sharp contrast to Veinberg, and many of her other predecessors, Radlova is
very careful to maintain the correct meter, rigidly retaining iambic
pentameter wherever it appears in Shakespeare’s text. She follows the same

rhyme scheme as Shakespeare, ending each act with rhyming couplets:

IAGO [...]Soliciting his wife. Ay that’s the way:

Dull not device by coldness and delay.*

Ar0 [..]Ee oH bygeT ymonsaTb. BoT nnaH —

be3 npomeaneHbA BbINOAHUTD O6MaH.44

LODOVICO [...]IMyself will straight abroad, and to the state

This heavy act with heavy heart relate.*

Levin, Shekspir i russkaia literatura XIX veka, p.309. [But he did so regardless of the original
fixed structure, which is hardly taken into account.]

* Shakespeare, Othello, 11.3.372-373.

o Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, 11.3. [He will implore her. That’s the plan - |To
carry out this deception without delay.] Transliterated, the final words in each line which
provide the rhyme are ‘plan’ and ‘obman.’

45 Shakespeare, Othello, V.2.365-70.
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NNOOAOBUKO [...]MnbiBy Hasaa, N — ropecTHbI roHew,

CobbITMiM cTpallHbIX coobLLy KoHew,.*°

She also carefully keeps the same rhythms and rhyme schemes in the drinking

songs which feature in Act Il Scene 3:

IAGO And let me the cannikin clink, clink,
And let me the cannikin clink,
A soldier’s a man;
O, man’s life but a span -

Why then let a soldier drink.”*’

AFO0 A Hy-Ka, cTaKaHaMM — YOK-YOK!
A Hy-Ka, CTaKaHamMu —4OK!
Conpat He Oypak.

A KU3Hb YTO? — NycmskK.

MycTb BbIMeT BOsIKa pasok.*®

IAGO King Stephen was and a worthy peer
His breeches cost him but a crown,
He held them sixpence all too dear
With that he called the tailor lown.
He was a wight of high renown,
And thou art but of low degree:
‘Tis pride that pulls the country down,

Then take thy old cloak about thee.”*?

6 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, V. 2. [I will sail back, and — a sorrowful
messenger |Report the end of these terrible events.] Transliterated, the final words in each
line which provide the rhyme are ‘gonets’ and ‘konets’.

47Shakespeare, Othello, 1. 3. 63-64.

48Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 3. [Come on, with your glasses — clink clink!|
Come on, your glasses — clink!| A soldier’s not an idiot.| But life’s what? — A trifle. | Let a
solider drink once more.] Transliterated, the aa,bb,a rhyme scheme is as follows: ‘chok-chok!’
‘chok’; ‘durak’ ‘pustiak’; ‘razok’.

49 Shakespeare, Othello, II. 3. 81-88.
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Ar0  Koponb CtedaH bbin cnasHbIN N3P,
LUTaHbl 32 KpOHY cwnn. llomom,
Hanga, uyto TpaTta cBbiwe mep,
MopTHOro obpyran ckomom.
Koponb CtedaH — repoit Bo 8cem,
A Tbl — HUYTOXKE MWK 6oNBaH.

Mbl pocKoLb NoYUTaem 3/10M,

TaK cTapeHbKKUIM HansaAb Kad)TaH.50

Radlova’s translation of these songs demonstrate that while she attempts to
convey Shakespeare’s original meaning as far as possible, at places in her
translation it is the text’s structure and rhythm and rhyme schemes to which
she seems to devote most importance. This aspect of her working practice led
to criticism from some of her contemporaries, in particular from Chukovskii,
as has already been noted. In one of his commentaries on her version of
Othello, ‘Astma u Dezdemony’, Chukovskii discusses the elements in her style
he finds difficult to comprehend, which he describes as the ‘oddities’
(ctpanHocTH) of her translation.”® As noted in Chapter 3, one of Chukovskii’s
major criticisms was Radlova’s devotion to the method he terms “scientific
translation”, in particular, her policy of equilinearity. Chukovskii argued that
Radlova’s determination to create a translation with an equal number of lines
to Shakespeare’s text had a derogatory effect on all other elements in her
translation. In order to achieve equilinearity, Chukovskii claimed, many other
crucial elements of Shakespeare’s language were discarded, destroying

Shakespeare’s syntax: 'koraa el npeacrasniserca Bblbop: AMbo

>0 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 3. [King Stephen was a glorious peer, | His
trousers were sewn for a crown. Then, finding that the cost was beyond measure|He called
the tailor a brute.|King Stephen was a hero to everyone, | And you are a contemptible idiot |
We have the luxury of honouring evil |So pull on your old coat.] Transliterated, the
a,b,a,b,b,c,b,c rhyme scheme is as follows: ‘per’, ‘potom’, ‘mer’, ‘skotom’, ‘vsém’, ‘bolvan’,
‘zlom’, ‘kaftan’.

> Kornei Chukovskii, ‘Astma u Dezdemony’, Teatr, 2, 1940, pp.98-109.
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PaBHOCTPOUMNE, nmbo LWEKCNMMPOBCKNE MbICIN U O6pa3bl, OHa BCeraa

npesnouTeT paBHocTpoume. >

Chukovskii’s views do not reflect those of all Radlova’s contemporaries.
Nevertheless, they highlight one of the many difficult decisions faced by a
translator of Shakespeare as to which element of his text to give priority.
Radlova herself acknowledged that loss in translation, or “»xeptBa” (sacrifice)
as she terms it, was inevitable, particularly with the translation of poetry.
However, she argued that it was the translator’s responsibility to decide
which are the least essential elements in the writing, so that these can be
sacrificed in order to preserve the more important elements. Radlova
maintained that despite the fact that a translator of Shakespeare would face
many “TpyaHble mecTa” (difficult places) within the text, these difficulties
could be overcome by conveying the overall meaning of the text, and not by
translating the meaning of each individual word. According to Radlova, the
way to achieve this was for the translator to have a good knowledge of all of
Shakespeare’s works, and not only the individual play on which they were

working.”?

The question of which elements of a source text are essential to preserve in
order to achieve an acceptable translation, or rather, what constitutes
“equivalence” in translation is a debate which has been central to the
discipline of translation studies since its inception. In her task of re-
introducing Shakespeare to the Soviet people, Radlova seems to be driven by
the competing requirements of her target text: making Shakespeare
accessible yet still educational. However, she will also have been guided by
what she judged to be the expectations of her audiences and readers. At
certain points in the text, “TpyaHble mecTa”, as Radlova described them, an
observation of the usual translation norms is helpful in order to analyse

whether Radlova’s translation strategy is significantly different from that of

> Ibid, p.109. [When she is presented with a choice: either equilinearity or Shakespeare’s
ideas and images, she always prefers equilinearity.]
> Anna Radlova, ‘Perevody Shekspira’, p.4.
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other translators. One area where this kind of analysis would seem to be
appropriate is for the translation of insults and sexual references within

Shakespeare’s text.

4.2.2 ‘I cannot say “whore”’:
Translation of Insults and Sexual References

In his study of the censorship of Soviet literature, Herman Ermolaev notes
that in the 1920s, ‘[t]he puritanical censorship of literary works began
simultaneously with the political one and was carried out with an equal

>4 This ‘puritanical’ censorship included the discarding of

degree of vigilance.
swear words and curses, obscenities associated with the parts and functions
of the human body related to sex, and eroticisms. Ermolaev therefore
describes Soviet literature as ‘essentially prudish’, even in the immediate
post-revolutionary period.>®> While Othello was undoubtedly the most popular
of Shakespeare’s plays during the 1930s and 1940s, much of the language
spoken by its characters would seem to be contrary to these new expected
levels of purity. In particular, lago is singled out by Pauline Kiernan as the

' *® She posits that almost every

‘filthiest-minded character in Shakespeare.
one of his 1070 lines, the largest part in the play, contains some sort of sexual

pun.

It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that with her quest to present a ‘realistic’
Shakespeare to Soviet audiences, the ‘rpyboctb’ or coarse nature of the
language used by Radlova in her translation of Othello generated a lot of
discussion and no small amount of discomfort amongst the critics. losif
luzovskii, for example, stated that it was clear that Radlova had taken the
decision to remove the genteel, philosophising influence of French and

German translations from her work, and return some of the physicality to the

> Ermolaev, p.42.

> |bid, pp.44-45.

*® pauline Kierna n, Filthy Shakespeare: Shakespeare’s most outrageous sexual puns (London:
Quercus, 2006), p.120.
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language of the plays: ‘Hn putopryeckmin, opaToPCKUIA, aiBOKaTCKUM
LLleKcnup, a BCA €ro MA0Tb U KPOBb, €10 MACO M MycKyAbl'.>” Whilst luzovskii
did acknowledge that Radlova’s achievements in her translation were
considerable, he also felt that Radlova, and subsequently her husband, in the
direction of his production, had unfortunately taken their “realistic”
Shakespeare to extremes, leading to a translation almost too graphic to be
staged: ‘U ecnu npexHne nepeBoapbl M NOCTAHOBKM BO3BENNYNBANIMU
YMCTBEHHOE TPEeTUpPOBanu p13nMyeckoe, Kak HU3MeHHoe 1 PaanoBbl
cnpaBeA/IMBO PeabunnuTUPYIOT 3TO GU3NYECKOoe, TO HeNb3A A0MNYCKaTb

06paTHOro nepervbbl B MOCTaHOBKE, Kak PagnoBsa B nepesoge.”™®

The work of Gideon Toury on the norms which shape literary systems and
therefore govern the translation process has already been discussed in
Chapter 1. However, in addition to the “preliminary norms”, which shape
decisions regarding the types of text to be translated, and how this
translation is then undertaken, there are also “operational norms”, which
govern translation decisions at text level. Toury depicts operational norms as
‘serving a model, in accordance with which translations come into being,
whether involving the norms realized by the source text [...] plus certain
modifications or purely target norms, or a particular compromise between

»*% As outlined in Chapter 1, Toury views “translatorship” as ‘being

the two.
able to play a social role.” In order for a person to be able to fulfil the role as a
translator successfully, they must therefore acquire ‘a set of norms for
determining the suitability of that kind of behaviour [translation], and for
manoeuvring between all the factors which may constrain it’.*° In order to use

Toury’s concept of the norms of translation to examine Radlova’s translation

> |osif luzovskii, ‘Na spektakle v Malom teatre’, Literaturnaia gazeta, 69, 15 December 1935,
p.3. [Not a rhetorical, oratorical, advocatory Shakespeare, but with all his flesh and blood, his
meat and muscles.]

*%|bid. [And i previous translations and productions elevated the intellectual and unfairly
treated the physical as vile, and the Radlovs have rightly rehabilitated the physical, the
opposite extremes to which Radlova goes in her translation should never be allowed in a
production.]

**Tou ry, Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond, p.60.

60 Toury, ‘The Nature and Role of Norms in Translation’, p.198.
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of the insults and sexual references within Othello, it seems appropriate to

examine how other translators dealt with this kind of language in the play.

The word “whore” appears thirteen times in Shakespeare’s text, once used by
Emilia as a verb, to “bewhore” (to call someone a whore). As already noted in
Chapter 2, previous translators of the play often studiously avoided using a
direct Russian equivalent of this term, considering it too offensive for the
sensibilities of their audience. ®* Radlova’s translation choices will therefore
be examined to determine whether her decisions differ significantly from
those of her predecessors and contemporaries, and thus how far she went
against the established “norms” for translating Shakespeare in the period

when she was working.

The Oxford Russian Dictionary®® classifies the term ‘whore’ as archaic, and
gives ‘npoctuTyTKa’ as the equivalent term in Russian, listing both ‘wnioxa’
and ‘noTackywka’ as alternatives. Both these terms are listed as
colloquialisms, with‘wntoxa’ classified as a stronger, more offensive term.
Radlova chooses to use ‘wntoxa’ throughout her translation, whenever it

appears in the original.
OTHELLO Villain, be sure thou prove my love a whore! (111.3.361).

OTENNO MNMongeu, Tol 4OMKEH A0KA3aTb, YTO LUAOXA
Mosn nto60Bb

In addition to her literal translations of the term, Radlova also uses the word
‘wnioxa’ to translate the term “strumpet” when it is used by Othello in some

of his final lines to Desdemona in Act V Scene 2.

OTHELLO Out strumpet! —Weep’st thou for him to my face? (V.2.79)

OTENNO BoH, wAatoxa, npeao MHOM O HEM Tbl nnavews?®

ot Smirnov, p.169.
®2 Oxford Russian Dictionary, 4™ edition (Oxford: University Press, 2007).
63 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, V. 2. [Out, whore, you cry for him in front of me?’]
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OTHELLO Down, strumpet! (V.2.81)
OTENNO CmepTb wntoxe!®

The Oxford English Dictionary defines the term ‘whore’ as ‘a woman who
prostitutes herself for hire, a prostitute, harlot.”®® ‘Strumpet’ is defined as ‘a
debauched or unchaste woman, a harlot, a prostitute.” ‘Whore’ is the older of
the two words, originating from the Old English hdre, its first recorded usage
listed as 1100, whereas ‘strumpet’ is from Middle English, of unknown origin,
and was first used in the fourteenth century. In previous scenes, Radlova
treats the term “strumpet” as a slightly weaker term, and translates it using
the word ‘geBka’ (tart, but also an old fashioned term meaning simply ‘girl’, or
‘wench’).%® Modern dictionaries categorise this term as colloquial slang,
whereas ‘wntoxa’ is classed as a vulgarism. Perhaps as the words above are
spoken by Othello when he is on the point of killing his wife, Radlova felt
justified in choosing a stronger version of the term in her translation.
Nevertheless, these additional usages of the term mean that ‘watoxa’ appears
seventeen times in Radlova’s version of the play, three more instances than

her source text.

When Pétr Veinberg was translating Shakespeare in the mid-1800s, the norms
established for the translation of Shakespeare would have still been
influenced by the ideals of French Neoclassicism and German Romanticism.
As already indicated, translators of this period therefore refrained from
shocking their audiences with language to which they were unaccustomed.
Consequently, in contrast to Radlova’s, the word “wntoxa” does not appear in
Veinberg’s translation. Instead, he frequently chooses milder terms to

describe the women in question. For example, for the first instance of the

o lbid, V. 2. [Death to the whore!]

® The Oxford English Dictionary, 2" edition, eds. J. A. Simpson and E. S. C. Weiner (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1989).

® For example, Othello’s line ‘Impudent strumpet!” in Act IV, Scene 2 is translated by
Radlova as ‘O peBkal’.
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word ‘whore’, Veinberg’s Othello asks for proof of his wife’s lechery, rather

than using the direct insult.

OTENNO Meps3aBeLl, Tbl 06A3aH

MHe f0Ka3aTb pa3BpaT Moeit KeHbl®

This kind of language may well have been viewed as fairly strong by
nineteenth century audiences, but it is not as blunt or vulgar as Radlova's
translation. Similarly, in Act IV, Scene 2, Othello says of Emilia’s defence of

Desdemona:

OTHELLO She says enough; yet she’s a simple bawd
That cannot say as much. This is a subtle whore,
A closet, lock and key of villainous secrets;

And yet she’ll kneel and pray — | have seen her do’t.®®

Radlova translates these lines using the equivalent term in Russian, adding
further emphasis to the term by breaking Othello’s lines into two sentences

and providing an exclamation mark.

OTENNO Harosopuna! [la npoctaa cBoaHA
Ckaszana 6 cTonbKo xe. Jlykasa, wakoxa!l
OHa — 3aMOK M K/1t04Y NOCTbIAHbIX TalH.

A Ha KONeHAX MOJINTCA, CaM Bl/I,CI,eJT.69

Once again, Veinberg omits a direct equivalent for the word ‘whore’
completely, instead translating Othello’s insulting description as the far more

neutral term “creation”.

67Shekspir, Otello, perevod Pétra Veinberga, Ill. 3. [Scoundrel, you have to prove to me my
wife’s depravity.]

68 Shakespeare, Othello, IV. 2. 20-23.

69Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, IV. 2. [She talked a lot! Why she said as much as a
simple bawd could. A cunning whore! |She is the lock and key to shameful secrets. |But she
prays on her knees — | have seen her myself.’]
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OTENNO B 33Ty el OHa ckasana MHOrO.
[a Beab 1 TO - OHa NpocTas CBOAHS,
TaK roBopuTb YyMeeT XopoLlo.
O, xnTpoe, NykaBoe TBOPEHbE,
3aMOK M KNOY FTHYCHENLIMX CaMblX TalH!
A TOXKe BeZlb KO/IEHWN NpeKNoHAET

N monuTcs - A 310 Buaen cam!’®

Even at some points in the play when the term is used as a direct insult, such
as lago’s line to Emilia, ‘Villainous whore!”,”* Veinberg does not translate the
term using a word of equivalent meaning in Russian. In this instance he
translates “whore” using the adjective ‘mep3kas’, which means loathsome or
disgusting. Whilst undoubtedly insulting, and strong language for the stage of
the nineteenth century, particularly when used by a husband of his wife,
Veinberg refrains from using a term with any sexual implications. Radlova

translates this line as ‘HerogHenwas wntoxal', meaning ‘Worthless whore!’.

However, in Act IV, Scene 2, Othello questions Desdemona about her

supposed infidelity, asking her directly whether or not she is a “whore”:
OTHELLO What, not a whore?

In the heated dialogue in this scene, it would be extremely difficult for any
translator completely to avoid using terms with a similar meaning. Therefore,
at this point in the play, Veinberg translates the instances of the word ‘whore’
in the text by using the words ‘6aygHuua’ and ‘notackywka’. Modern
dictionaries now classify the word ‘6nyaHunua’ as obsolete, and ‘notackyuwka’
as colloquial, though derogatory.”? Writing in 1934, the editor and literary

critic Aleksandr Smirnov described Veinberg’s choice of ‘6nyanuua’ as

70Shekspir, Otello, perevod Pétr Veinberg, IV. 2. [In her defence, she says a lot, | Why, but then
she’s a simple bawd, so can speak well.|O cunning, crafty creation,|The lock and key to the
most abominable secrets!|But she also kneels|And prays — | have seen it myself!]

& Shakespeare, Othello, V. 2. 228.

72 Slovar’ russkogo iazyka, ed. A. P. Evgen’eva (Moscow: Russkii iazyk, 1984).
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‘6naroumHHo 6ubneicku[it])’ (decently biblical).”® It does therefore seem that
Radlova’s choice of the translation ‘watoxa’ represents the most vulgar
language used. This level of vulgarity would perhaps have been further
heightened for Radlova’s audiences if they had become accustomed to the
norms established by Veinberg’s translation, which contained rather diluted

versions of some of the more explicit insults in Shakespeare’s text.

Comparing Radlova’s translation to the slightly later works of her
contemporaries, Lozinskii and Pasternak, it is apparent that they also use
stronger terms for the word “whore” than those which Veinberg considered
appropriate. This indicates that the norms which govern translation
production have been updated in the seventy year gap between the
translations. Nevertheless, the word ‘whore’ is handled differently by both of
the other translators. The word “wntoxa” appears thirteen times in Lozinskii's
translation, exactly the same number as the word ‘whore in the source text.
He then uses Veinberg’s terms ‘6nyaHnua’ and ‘notackywka’ for the instances

of the word ‘strumpet’ in the text.
OTtenno LoKaxu,

HecuyacTHbIR, 4TO Mmos N1to60Bb - 611y,cu,|-|14|.|,a!74

Pasternak also uses the word ‘watoxa’ in his translation:

Otenno TakK Tbl He LLII1I'OX3?75

However, like Lozinskii, he does opt for other terms such as ‘6ayaHmua’, and
at times, like Veinberg, he chooses not to translate with an equivalent term

for ‘whore’ at all, and instead describes the situation in a different way:

3 Smirnov, p.169.

74Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, lll. 3. [Prove, miserable wretch, that my
love’s a loose woman!]

75Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, IV. 2, [So you are not a whore?]
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Otenno Meps3aBeL, NOMHM,
E& no3op Tbl AOMKEH foKa3aTb!”’®

Interestingly, Anna Kay France observes that many of the direct allusions to
sexual activity are modified in Pasternak’s translation.”” Therefore, whilst
both her contemporaries do choose to use stronger language than Veinberg,
Radlova’s consistent use of the vulgar term ‘wntoxa’ arguably means that her
translation contains the strongest language. Given her policy of updating
Shakespeare for the modern age, she may have considered some of the other
choices used by Veinberg too archaic, but as they are both used by Lozinskii
and Pasternak, it seems they would have still been understandable for her

audiences.

In addition to the direct use of the word ‘whore’ in the play, characters in
Shakespeare’s original text use many other terms which have a similar
meaning. Radlova’s policy of simplification and updating the language may
again have meant that her translation had a more shocking effect on its
audiences than that of its predecessors. In Act |, Scene 3, for example, lago

states that:

IAGO Ere | would say | would drown myself for the love of a guinea hen, |

would change my humanity with a baboon.”®

In Shakespeare’s day, “guinea-hen” was a slang term for prostitute, so

Radlova translates this word as “hussy”:

A0  Mpexae Yyem cKazaTb, YTO A YTOMNIHOCL OT Nt06BM K NOTAaCKyLIKe, A

obmeHsANCcA 6bl CBOMM YeN0BEYECKUM AOCTONHCTBOM C I'IaBMaHOM.79

In contrast, by choosing to translate the word literally as ‘uecapke’, Veinberg

may well have left his audience unaware of the term’s original meaning.

76Ibid, . 3. [Scoundrel, remember, you must prove her shame!]

7 France, p.55.

78 Shakespeare, Othello, I. 3. 310-12.

7 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I1.3. [Before | said that | drowned myself for the
love for a hussy, | would exchange my human qualities with a baboon.]
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Lozinskii and Pasternak select different options here, with Lozinskii choosing
the literal alternative ‘uHgtowka’ (turkey) and Pasternak the slightly
derogatory though less offensive ‘tobka’ (‘bit of skirt’). Radlova’s translation

could therefore again be viewed as using more “shocking” language.

However, there are also other occasions in the play where Radlova also
translates insults literally, so that she too could have obscured Shakespeare’s
intended meaning from the audience. The word “fitchew” in Cassio’s line, “Tis
such another fitchew —marry, a perfumed one!’®® means “polecat” in
modern English. In Shakespeare’s England, polecats had a lecherous
reputation, and therefore the term was commonly used as another word for
prostitute.?* Radlova has translated this literal meaning for her audiences, but
whether for them the term would have had the same associations is unclear.
‘BoT ewwe xopék! YopT Bozbmu! HagywweHHbii xopék!’®2 Nevertheless, the fact
that both Pasternak and Lozinskii have also translated the term literally, as
‘Xxopék’ suggests that either none of the translators understood Shakespeare’s
intended meaning here, or that the word may well have had lecherous
connotations, even for a twentieth century audience. The term ‘polecat’ is in
fact used in Chekhov’s play Uncle Vanya. In Act 3, Astrov provocatively calls

’83 (a beautiful, fluffy polecat)

Elena a ‘[K]pacusblii, NyLWKCTbIN XOPEK
suggesting that the term does have a double meaning in Russian, though it is

rarely translated into English with any suggestion of sexual innuendo.

Similarly, in one of her replies to Cassio in the same scene, Bianca exclaims
angrily ‘There, give it your hobby-horse’.®* This term would also have had an
equivalent meaning to ‘whore’ for Shakespeare’s audience. Radlova translates
the line as, ‘HaTe, otgaiite ero Bawei Ko6binke!’® keeping the equine

reference, but perhaps losing some of the original spite intended by the term.

%Shakespeare, Othello, IV. 1. 141-142.

81 Shakespeare, Othello, ed. Michael Neill, Notes, p.334.

82Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Akt IV, tsena 1. [Here’s another polecat! Oh damn!
A perfumed polecat!’]

8. P. Chekhov, ‘Diadia Vania’ in P’esy, 2" ed, Act 3, p.97. (Moscow: Drofa, 2002).

84 Shakespeare, Othello, IV. 1. 148-149.

% |bid. [‘Here you are, give it to your filly!]
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However, the fact that Veinberg felt it necessary to translate ‘hobby-horse’
entirely differently, as ‘kykna’ (doll) suggests that Radlova’s translation

implies enough of the original’s meaning.

Moving away from the translation of the word ‘whore’” and its synonymes,
Radlova also chooses to use somewhat more graphic language for some of

the other sexual references in the play.

OTHELLO But this denoted a foregone conclusion®®

OTENNO OH o61nyaert 6bisLumit 6aya’’

The meaning of ‘conclusion’ here is previous copulation, and Radlova chooses
to translate this sense literally, perhaps making it far plainer than
Shakespeare’s original wording. In contrast, both Lozinskii and Pasternak

choose a translation which leaves more to the imagination.

Lozinskii: OCHOBaHHbI Ha YEM-TO paHblLUe 6biwem.®

Pasternak: Ho B kakom!®’

Pasternak’s re-writing here is a further example of his freer style of
translation, but this comparison of the translations also indicates why
Radlova’s choice of language could be seen as coarser than that of her

contemporaries.

The translation of a sexual reference which generated a lot of debate
amongst critics concerned Radlova’s rendering of lago’s callous description of
what probably going on between the newly married couple to the bride’s

unsuspecting father, Brabantio:

IAGO [...] Even now, now, very now, an old black ram

8 Shakespeare, Othello, Ill. 3. 429.

& Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, lll. 3. [It {Cassio’s dream} reveals previous
fornication]

88 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, Ill. 3. [Based on something which was
before]

8 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, Ill. 3. [But in what!]
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Is tupping your white ewe.

Radlova translated these lines using the accepted animal husbandry term, ‘to

cover’.

Aro [...] Ceityac, cmto MUHYTY, CTapbl YepHbI
BapaH oBeuyKy BaLuy Kpoer.”’

However, in his review of her translation, critic loann Al’'tman berated

Radlova for deviating from the translation used by Veinberg:
AFO  [a, B 3TOT Yac, B MUHYTY 3TY YEPHbI

Crapuk-6apaH B 06bATbAX AYLIUT BaLLy

OBeuky 6enyto.”

Perhaps in a further attempt to shield his audiences from the embarrassment
of a rather graphic image of copulation, Veinberg chooses to use the verb
‘aywinTe’, to smother or suffocate. In Al'tman’s opinion, Veinberg’s choice
here is extremely important, as the image which lago describes is a
premonition of what happens between Othello and Desdemona in the final
act. However, this metaphor is notably absent from Shakespeare’s text.
Radlova had no difficulty in defending her translation. In a speech to a
conference of the translators’ section of the Writers” Union, she commented
that she was unsure what kind of zoological textbook Al'tman could have
read, or collective farm he could have visited, to have witnessed the rather

monstrous event of a ram trying to suffocate a ewe.*

Neither Lozinskii nor Pasternak seem to have considered Veinberg’s metaphor

to be worthy of preservation. Like Radlova, Lozinskii translates ‘tupping’ using

90Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 1. [Now, this minute, an old black|ram is
covering your ewe.]

ot Shekspir, Otello, perevod Petra Veinberga, I.1. [Yes, at this hour, at this minute a black|old
ram is suffocating your ewe in an embrace.]

%2 Radlova, ‘K diskussii o postanovke “Otello” v Malom teatre’, Rech’ na vsesoiuznom s”ezde
perevodchikov (1936), RGALI, f.614, op.1, d.264, 1.1-9.



the verb ‘kpbITb’ (to cover):

Aro [...]BbiI - 3aecb, a Bawy 6enyo oBeyKy
Tam Kpoet YyepHbIt maTepoi 6apaH.93

Pasternak, however, selects a different option. The ram in his translation

becomes ‘evil’ rather than ‘old’, and he ‘dishonours’ the ewe:

ArQl[...]JKak pas celtuac, bbITb MOXKeET,
C1I0 MUHYTY YepHblii 3101 6apaH

BecuecTut Baluy 6enyio oseyky.”

While the meaning here remains clear, Pasternak’s choice is arguably more

189

euphemistic, and a further example of his ‘modification’ of some of the sexual

references in the play. France argues that the cumulative effect of the

changes to the allusions to sexual activities, bestiality and monstrosity is

drastic. As previously indicated in Chapter 2, she maintains that the character

of lago is seriously weakened in Pasternak’s hands, altering the play’s

messages on human nature:

The most assured and articulate spokesman for a cynical and

pessimistic view of humanity is deprived of much of his

persuasiveness, vitality and power. The assertion that man is drawn by

his inherent sexual nature to perversion, unnaturalness, bestiality, and

often his own ruin is markedly weakened. The means by which one

man attains power over others, and then uses it to destroy them,

becomes less credible, little more than a dramatic convention.”

93Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, I. 1. [You’re here, but over there your white

ewe/ is being covered by an old black ram.]

o Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, I. 1. [Just now, possibly,/this minute, a black,

evil ram/is dishonouring your white ewe.]
> France, pp.76-77.
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France uses Pasternak’s translation of some of lago’s later lines from his
exchange with Brabantio as further example of his use of euphemism. The

lines from Shakespeare’s text are as follows:

IAGO [...] you’ll have your daughter covered with a Barbary horse, you’ll

have your nephews neigh to you®®

Pasternak translates these lines by describing the situation slightly differently:

Aro [...]sam xouetca, 4Tob y Ballen Aodyepu 6bln POMaH C apabckum
97
}epebuom, UTobbl BalLM BHYKM pXKanum

His lago suggests that Brabantio’s daughter will have a love affair with the
Barbary horse, rather than referring directly to the sexual act itself. Both
Lozinskii and Radlova, on the other hand, translate the lines literally, using the

erfective version of the verb to cover, ‘noKpbITb'.
p p

In her study of another of Pasternak’s translations, Hamlet, France observes
that the sexual references, in particular with regard to the character of
Ophelia, are also bowdlerized.”® She argues that, as with his Othello, these
omissions significantly alter the play in translation, specifically the theme of
the spread of corruption. It is important to consider the possible effects of
censorship here. Ermolaev notes that ‘in the 1930s the censors greatly
increased their vigilance with respect to the sexual behaviour of Communist
characters’.’* Communist women were not allowed to be seen as sexually
aggressive. Of course, Ophelia, or Desdemona, were not strictly communist
characters, but Shakespeare was a writer whom others had been instructed

to emulate, so the need to conform to these ideals may explain some of

Pasternak’s choices. However, in response to France’s criticism of Pasternak’s

% Shakespeare, Othello, I. 1. 110-113.
7 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, I. 1 [you want your daughter to have had an
affair with an Arabian stallion, so that your grandchildren neigh].
% These include her most sexually allusive song in Act IV, Scene 5, which is omitted, and much
of the sexual innuendo in the conversation between Hamlet and Ophelia before the play
within the play in Ill. 2. France, p.33.
99

Ermolaev, p.65.
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translation, Aoife Gallagher argues that he was simply being selective, and
prioritising the elements within the play which he felt most important for his
readers. ‘By refusing to let corruption touch the hero and heroine, Pasternak
gives his readers a lesson: it is possible to be a free individual in history, to

*100 Nevertheless,

avoid moral relativism and corruption and lead a normal life.
whatever the reasons behind Pasternak’s decision to modify many of the
sexual references in his translations of Shakespeare’s plays, the fact that he
did so further enhances the impression that Radlova uses coarser language in

her translation of Othello, going beyond the accepted norms of her time.

Contributing to the discussion on the coarse nature of Radlova’s translation,
Chukovskii commented that whilst many adjectives denoting praise or love
are discarded, Radlova reproduces all of the insulting adjectives with the
utmost accuracy.'® It could also be argued that Radlova’s choices in
translation occasionally make characters’ lines sound harsher than in the

original.

IAGO [...] and the woman hath found him already. (11.1.240-241)

Aro [...] ¥ *KeHWMHa yuyana ero. 102

‘Yuyatb’ is ‘to smell out’, which is far more unpleasant than the original
‘found’. It fits well with the spiteful nature of lago’s speech, but makes his
words seem even more callous. Similarly, in Act Il Scene 3, during lago and
Cassio’s bawdy discussion of Desdemona, lago describes her as ‘full of
game’.!® ‘Game’ means “amorous sport” *** here. With a slight change of
meaning, Radlova translates this line as ‘oHa co3gaHa ans urpsl’, so
Desdemona becomes “created” for amorous sport. Radlova’s choice of

translation here perhaps suggests that Desdemona has been solely created

100 Gallagher, p.124.

Chukovskii, Astma u Dezdemony, pp.99-100.

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 1. [and the woman has smelled him out.]
Shakespeare, Othello, Il. 3. 19.

Ibid, editor’s notes, p.261.

101
102
103
104
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for men’s enjoyment, rather than her participation in these activities being
her own choice. Whilst Radlova does not really stray far from Shakespeare’s
original text in these instances, it is possible to understand why critics of her
day felt that her choice of language deviated from contemporary accepted

norms.

Radlova defended her decision to maintain the cruder elements of
Shakespeare’s language vehemently. Citing Pushkin, who once protested that
his play Boris Godunov was not for the ears of delicate young ladies, Radlova
suggested that perhaps Shakespeare was not to the taste of genteel literary
critics either. She insisted that if the critics deemed it necessary to neutralise
the language of Shakespeare, then the language used by contemporary poets
should also be subject to copious editing. As an example of the effects of the
critics’ sensibilities, she proposed the alterations which she felt would be
required to Vladimir Maiakovskii’s poem Vo ves’ golos’ (At the top of my
voice). In Radlova’s edited version, the prostitutes in the poem become
simply “girls”, the hooligans “boys”, spitting becomes “coughing”, while an
allusion to the disease syphilis is changed to that of a harmless cold.*®
Radlova maintained that whilst she welcomed constructive criticism from her
peers, the best of the new Soviet translators accepted that the romantic
versions of Shakespeare from the nineteenth century were no longer
acceptable. The comparative analysis in this section indicates that Radlova

was pushing the boundaries of the norms of her time.

4.2.3 ‘My dear Othello’:
Translation of Terms of Address

The way in which characters address each other throughout Radlova’s
translation was another aspect of her work which Chukovskii described as an
oddity. He lists many examples where Radlova has failed to translate the

terms of endearment or respect which Shakespeare’s characters use when

105 Radlova, ‘K diskussii o postanovke “Otello” v Malom teatre’,|.8.
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speaking to one another, calculating that these discarded terms add up to
approximately two and half pages of text. For Chukovskii, this is damaging for
several reasons. Firstly, he argues that removing the respectful terms of
address in the early scenes detracts from the grandeur of the play’s Venetian
setting, where a person’s manners and deportment would be crucial for

maintaining their standing within high society.'%

Secondly, Chukovskii
contends that Radlova’s failure to include many of the courtesies which
characters use to one another fundamentally alters the way the relationships
between them are portrayed. He cites Act IV Scene 3 as an example, where, in
Shakespeare’s text, Desdemona uses the word ‘prithee’ a total of four times

when asking for Emilia’s assistance in getting ready for bed.'?’

Radlova clearly
did not consider this important, as any Russian equivalent, even a simple
‘noxkanyiicta’ (please), is absent from her translation, and so for Chukovskii,
Radlova’s Desdemona sounds more like she is giving orders than making
gentle requests of her confidante. It could be argued that ‘prithee’ adds little
meaning to the conversation, and that Radlova rightly gives precedence to
maintaining correct verse form and meter. However, it is certainly true that at
certain points in the play, Radlova’s briefer translation does perhaps alter the
impression given of characters’ regard for one another. For example, in Act V
Scene 2, after hearing from Othello that he and lago had plotted to murder
him, Cassio exclaims ‘Dear general, | never gave you cause’.'®® His mode of
addressing Othello here demonstrates that even after everything which has
taken place, he still feels affection and pity for him. Radlova’s translation ‘A
nosoaa Bam He gan, reHepan!' (1 didn’t give you cause, general!’) conveys
Cassio’s meaning correctly, but perhaps not his emotion. However, with her
knowledge of the theatre and a view to the translation in performance,
Radlova may simply have felt that any emotion necessary could be conveyed

by the actor playing the role. Nevertheless, the lack of courtesies used by

Radlova’s characters would have further emphasised the differences in the

106 Chukovskii, ‘Astma u Dezdemony’ p.99.

% Ibid
108 Shakespeare, Othello, V. 2. 297.
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language of Radlova’s translation from that of her nineteenth century

predecessors.

There is a particular form of address which appears frequently in
Shakespeare’s original text, but is largely absent from Radlova’s, the address
‘my lord’. A literal equivalent does exist in Russian, ‘munopa’*®, but this word
does not appear in any of the Russian translations reviewed in this analysis.
This address is clearly a borrowing from English, and modern dictionaries
indicate that it is usually only used when referring to the English aristocracy,
which the translators may not have felt appropriate for a play set in Italy and
Cyprus. A more Russian translation of the address would seem to be ‘moi
rocnoauH’. Emilia uses this address for lago, but neither Desdemona nor lago
ever use the term for Othello in Radlova’s translation, either to address him
directly, or when speaking about him to other characters. Instead, Radlova’s
Desdemona simply addresses Othello as ‘my husband’, or uses his name. This
could simply be another example of Radlova’s modernising approach, or an
attempt by the translator to emphasise the strength of their relationship, and
the fact that, at the beginning of the play, this is a much happier and equal
relationship than that which exists between Emilia and lago. lago does not
use the term ‘moit rocnoauH’ either, addressing Othello as the more modern
and militaristic ‘renepan’ (General) or ‘HayanbHUK’ (chief or boss). When
speaking of him, as in Shakespeare’s text, he also uses the term ‘masp’
(Moor). Interestingly however, lago uses Othello’s name in the first scene in
Radlova’s translation, which does not happen until Act | Scene 3 in her source

text.

Whilst it could be viewed as forming part of her strategy of modernisation,
Radlova’s decision to impersonalise many of the terms of address which
Shakespeare’s characters use for one another could also be a reflection of the
social situation in Soviet Russia, where, from the 1920s onwards, it was
accepted practice for everyone to be addressed on an equal footing, using the

term ‘ToBapuwy’ (Comrade). In order to investigate to what extent Radlova

% “Milord’]
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may have incorporated other elements of Russian culture into her Othello,
specific points in her translation will now be analysed in light of Lawrence

Venuti’s theories of domestication and foreignisation.

4.2.4 Translation Decisions: Domestication?

Venuti argues that ‘[a] translation always communicates an interpretation, a
foreign text that is partial and altered, supplemented with features peculiar to
the translating language, no longer inscrutably foreign but made
comprehensible in a distinctively domestic style. Translations, in other words,

»110

inevitably perform a work of domestication.””™ Whilst Venuti’s main purpose,

‘to question the marginal position of translation in contemporary Anglo-

111 seems far removed from a translation of Othello in 1930s

American culture
Soviet Russia, use of his theories presents the opportunity to examine
Radlova’s word choices with regard to their particular significance to Russian
culture. Venuti states that a domesticating translation will inscribe a foreign
text ‘with linguistic and cultural values that are intelligible to specific domestic

)11

constituencies.”**? Evidence of the inclusion of specifically Russian vocabulary

was therefore sought throughout the analysis of Radlova’s translation.

A notable example of a particularly Russian term being inserted into
Shakespeare’s text is Radlova’s use of the word ‘gywa’ (soul). This word is
incorporated into the translation on ten separate occasions when the word
‘soul’ is not present in Shakespeare’s original. In English, and certainly in
Shakespeare’s time, it is the heart which is at the centre of emotions, but in
Russian culture, the soul is more important, and this is indicated by the

number of times Radlova chooses to use the word.

Firstly, an example where Radlova translates ‘heart’ as ‘soul’:

19 awrence Venuti, The Scandals of Translation (London: Routledge, 1998), p.5.
1 awrence Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.viii.
12 Venuti, The Scandals of Translation, p.67.



196

OTHELLO With all my heart.'*?

OTENNO A pag p,yLLIeBHO.114

Secondly, Radlova also uses the word to replace terms which describe a
person’s general character or behaviour, further emphasising the importance

of the term “aywa” in Russian.

IAGO [...] The Moor (howbeit that | endure him not)

Is of a constant, loving, noble nature.'’

Aro [...]JA Masp, - XoTA ero He BbIHOWY I, -

NpwBsA3umMBan, BepHas aywa’®
RODERIGO [...] she’s full of most blest condition.*"’
POAOPUIO [...] y Hee 6narocnoserHan aywa.'*®

Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the term’s religious connotations, Radlova also
emphasises the term ‘gywa’ when characters in the original are swearing

oaths or talking of damnation.

OTHELLO [...] For nothing canst thou to damnation add
Greater than that.'”

OTENNO [...]JHnyem BepHelt Tbl Aywy He norybulib

Yem 3tmm.*°

13 Shakespeare, Othello, |. 3. 276.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [My soul is glad/I’'m glad from the bottom of my soul.]
Shakespeare, Othello, 1. 1. 279-80.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, II. 1. [The Moor — although | cannot stand him, is an
affectionate, loyal soul.]

1w Shakespeare, Othello, 1. 1. 242-3.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 1. [she has a blessed soul.]

Shakespeare, Othello, Ill. 3. 374-5.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Ill. 3. [You can truly do nothing more to destroy the soul
than this.]

114
115
116

118
119
120
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IAGO Before me, look where she comes!***

Ar0  KnaHycb AywWwoiA, BOT oHa naert. >

Aside from Radlova’s use of the word ‘soul’, there are some other examples in
her text which would seem to have been more familiar to a Russian audience.
In his speech describing the tales with which he wooed Desdemona, Othello
speaks of ‘antres vast and deserts idle’.*** Deserts would appear to be very
logical, given Othello’s African origins, but Radlova chooses to translate this
line with a different term, ‘steppe’, perhaps because it would have been a
more recognizable geographical concept for Russians: ‘[6]onblwmnx newepax u

crenax 6ecnnogHbix’. %

Similarly, in the teasing and joking that goes on between lago, Desdemona
and Cassio as they await news of Othello, lago explains how he believes the
ideal woman should behave. Included in his description are the following

lines:

IAGO She that in wisdom never was so frail

To change the cod’s head for the salmon’s tail'*®

Ar0 U pasnunyaeTt TOHKUMN YM KPacoThbl

JIOCOCMIt XBOCT OT ro/108bl ceneprn’®

Here, Radlova has translated ‘cod’ as ‘ceneaka’ (herring), perhaps again
because it would have been a far more familiar comparison for her audience.
Other translators do not seem to have felt that this was necessary, with
Veinberg, Lozinskii and Pasternak each opting for the literal translation
‘Tpecka’. For Shakespeare’s audience, these lines would have contained a lot

of sexual innuendo — particularly the word ‘cod’. It could therefore be argued

121 Shakespeare, Othello, IV. 1. 140.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, IV. 1. 140. [I swear by my soul, here she comes.]
Shakespeare, Othello, 1.3.140.

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [Large caves and barren steppes]
Shakespeare, Othello, II. 1. 152-3.

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 1. [And distinguish the subtle mind of beauty,
the salmon'’s tail from the head of a herring.]

122
123
124
125
126
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that Radlova’s substitution of another word means incurring translation loss,
though it is also possible that these references would have been too archaic

for a 1930s audience to have been aware of them.

As Venuti notes, however, it is not simply cultural elements which make up
the domestic constituencies to which he refers. ‘Translations thus position
readers in domestic intelligibilities that are also ideological positions,
ensembles of values, beliefs, and representations that further the interests of

*127 Rradlova was one of the first translators

certain social groups over others.
in the Soviet era to undertake the task of transferring Shakespeare into
Russian. It therefore seemed likely that her translation would contain
evidence within the text that the new political regime and their policies were

having an effect on the process of translation.

Radlova’s translation of Othello’s description of why he and Desdemona fell in
love with one another is one which generated many columns’ worth of
discussion. The controversy was initially because it was strikingly different
from Veinberg’s existing translation, which was held in high regard by many

critics. Shakespeare’s original lines are as follows:

OTHELLO [...] She loved me for the dangers | had passed,
And | loved her that she did pity them.?®

Veinberg had translated the lines as:

OTENNO OHa meHA 3a MyKKU nontobuna,

A A ee - 33 cocTpajaHbe K Hl/IM.129

According to Chukovskii, this particular translation was so popular that it had
become a quotation in its own right. ‘Komy, Hanpumep, HenssecTHO

BesnKonenHoe Asyctmiine n3 nepBoro akTta, caenasweeca s Poccum TaKkoit ke

127 Venuti, The Scandals of Translation, p.78.

Shakespere, Othello, 1. 3. 167-8.
Shekspir, Otello, perevod Pétra Veinberga, I. 3. [She fell in love with me for the torments,
|and | with her compassion for her for them.]

128
129
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130 |1 uzovskii

LUMPOKO PaCNPOCTAHEHHOM LMTATOM, KaK OHO ABAAETCA B AHIAUMN.
hailed it as a ‘noaTnyeckan xemuyxmnHa pycckoro nepesoga’, (a poetic gem of
Russian translation)™! and stated that he would never have chosen to deviate
from Veinberg’s version. ‘Hu 3a KakrMe nepeBoaYeCcKNE KOPUKKM Mbl HE

1321t should be noted, however, that Radlova was

oTAaaMMm 3Tou dpasbl.
certainly not the only translator who chose not to do so. Lozinskii translated

the lines as:

OTENNIO Al cTan et popor Tem, YTO KU B TPEBOrax,
A MHe OHa - couyBcTBuem csoum.

Whereas Boris Pasternak worded the lines as follows:

OTENNO A eli TPEBOXKHOW M3HbIO NoNOOUACS,

OHa e MHe — ropAYHoCTbio Aywn. ™

Therefore, in spite of its popularity in some quarters, it seems that Veinberg's
translation of the word ‘dangers’ as ‘myku’ — literally “torments” was not seen
as untouchable by other translators. Interestingly, neither Lozinskii nor
Pasternak chose to translate the word literally as ‘onacHocti’ either. But it is
the militaristic nature of Radlova’s departure from Shakespeare’s original

wording which makes her translation conspicuously different.

OTENNO OHa 3a 6paHHbIi TPy Mo nontobuna,

A 2 3a anoctb nonobun ee.r>

B9 kornei Chukovskii, ‘Astma u Dezdemony’, p.103. [Who, for example, does not know the

magnificent couplet from the first act, which is as widely cited as a quotation in Russia as it is
in England.]

11 luzovskii, p.3.

Ibid. [Not for love nor money would we have given up this phrase.]

Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, I. 3. [| became dear to her for having lived in

anxiety, | And she to me for her sympathy.]

134 Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, I. 3. [She fell in love with me because of my troubled
life,| and | with her for the fervour of her soul.]

13> Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 3. [She fell in love for my martial labours, | And |
for compassion fell in love with her.]

132
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luzovskii argued that this couplet from Shakespeare’s original conveyed the
central idea of both the character of Othello and the entire play —and that
with her new translation Radlova had demonstrated her misconception of
both. ‘Ha aTa nakoHMYHas 1 ncuyepnbiBatowWwan Gopmyna BbiparkaeTt
dunnocodckuit 3amblicen WeKcnMpoBcKkoro «OTenno». Ecam xe 3a «bpaHHbIN
TPYyA» Mok nontobuna» - To, NnpocTuTe, Ho [lesgemoHa BoBce He [le34eMoHa,

a OTenno — He Otenno.’**®

However, other critics wrote in support of
Radlova’s translation, arguing that Veinberg’s translation was categorically
incorrect. ‘Ho mbl 3Has 06A3aHbl eMy CKa3aTb, YTO HUKAKUX KMYK»! Y
LLlekcnnpa He 3HaunTCA M YTO NepeBog PaanoBol B TOYHOCTU COOTBETCTBYET

LIeKCMMpPOBCKOMY TeKcTy.'

luzovskii also insisted that if Desdemona had wanted a military man, then she
would have chosen the younger and more attractive Cassio. ‘Kaccno — oH
TOXKe BOWH, HO B/1ecTAWMN, KpacuBbIi, MONOAOM, 6AaropoaHbli, 3HaTHbLIN.

?'38 However, both Radlova and her husband

MNouemy ke Bce-Taku OTenno
defended her choice of translation by stating that Othello was first and
foremost a soldier. In Elizabethan times, they argued, soldiers and
adventurers were looked up to in much the same way that aviators were
idolised in the 1930s, so it was natural that Desdemona would have found this
element of his character attractive. Radlov, in particular, accused luzovskii

and his colleagues for failing to understand what he believed were the

motivations of Shakespeare’s characters.

BosmyuwieHne AnbTmaHa 1 KO30BCKOro BbI3BaHO Obl/10 HEBLIHOCMMOWA
ONA HUX naeen, yto lesgemoHa nontobmna BOEHHOro YeNoBeKa, Aa
eLé 3a To, YTO OH BOEHHbIMN. [...] MoA HanbIBOM HEKOTOPOTO,

I'IO)KBJTVVI, Yype3smMepHOro CEHTUMEHTA/IM3Ma OHU KaxXaau, 4yTOObI

3¢ |uzovskii, p.3. [In this concise yet comprehensive formula is expressed the philosophical

concept of Shakespeare’s Othello. If it was for “martial labours” that she fell in love, - then,
forgive me, but Desdemona is not Desdemona at all, and Othello is not Othello.]

B70. Litovskii, ‘Posle spektaklia v Malom teatre’, Literaturnaia Gazeta, 20 December 1935,
p.4. [But we know we are obliged to tell him that there is no “torment”! It does not appear in
Shakespeare, and Radlova’s translation corresponds to Shakespeare’s text with precision.]

138 luzovskii, p.3. [Cassio — he is also a solider, but bright, handsome, young, noble,
distinguished. Why then, for all that, Othello?]
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Je3snemoHa Brobunack B rnyboKo WITAaTCKOro, HO 3a TO CTPaAatoLLErO
YyesloBeEKA, BOEHHOrO C/ly4aliHO, HO My4YeHMKa No yoexaeHuto,

MYYeHbAMM CBOMMM 3apabaTbiBatolero 6aaxeHcTso nobsu. >

For Radlov, as a soldier Othello arguably epitomised the type of positive
character needed for the socialist realist stage. As has been previously
discussed, the fact that the character of Othello gives rise to such an
interpretation was one of the principal reasons why Othello was such a
popular play during the Stalinist period. Radlova’s choice of wording certainly
emphasises the militaristic nature of her hero. The phrase “6paHHbiii Tpya”
appears in patriotic war songs and poems, such as those about the Leningrad
Blockade.*® Whilst perhaps not overtly socialist realist, it does seem to be
part of the kind of patriotic and heroic discourse which Radlova and her
director would want to associate with their hero. The emphasis placed on the
militaristic aspects of the play and its hero will be further discussed in the

following chapter.

Venuti argues against domestication in translation because of his concern
over its ‘violence’: ‘Translation is the forcible replacement of the linguistic and
cultural differences of the foreign text with a text that is intelligible to the
target-language reader. [...] Whatever difference the translation conveys is
now imprinted by the receiving culture, assimilated to its positions of
intelligibility, its canons and taboos, its codes and ideologies.”*** Whilst the
above examples do demonstrate instances of the inclusion of Russian and
Soviet culture, they are by no means numerous and, whilst they are
noticeable at text level, they do not dramatically alter the overall meaning

and understanding of the play and its plot. For Venuti, ‘[t]he aim of

139 Sergei Radlov, ‘Voin li Otello?’, p.114. [The indignation of Alt’'man and luzovskii was caused

by the idea, intolerable for them, that Desdemona fell in love with a military man, and even
for the fact that he was military. [...] Under an influx of some, perhaps, excessive
sentimentalism, they crave for Desdemona to fall in love with a truly civilian man, but one
who suffers for this; a military man by chance, yet a martyr to his beliefs, who through his
own torments has earned the bliss of love.]

YO Eror example, the term appears in the poem, ‘Pesnia o Leningradskoi materi’ by Ol'ga
Berggol'ts in Stikhi i poemy (Leningrad: Sovietskii pisatel’, 1979)
<http://blokada.otrok.ru/poetry.php?t=6> [accessed 7 November 2012].

1 Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.14.
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translation is to bring back a cultural other as the same, the recognizable,
even the familiar’.**? However, it is here that the context in which Venuti is
writing, the present day translation market in Britain and the United States of
America, where minority languages are translated into one more dominant,
creates problems for the application of his theory to the context of translating
Shakespeare in 1930s Russia. The status of Othello as a classic text, and
Shakespeare’s status as a writer from whom those in power argued other
writers could learn, meant that Radlova would never have been in the
position where her readers or audiences did not know that they were viewing
a translation. Her only purpose in domesticating her translation would have
been to ensure that it fell within the boundaries of socialist realism, so that it

would remain stageable under the tight restrictions of the Soviet regime,

which included making her text more accessible for her audiences.

4.2.5 Translation Decisions: Foreignisation?

In addition to the play’s settings in Venice in the first scene, and subsequently
the island of Cyprus, there are several references to other countries and
cultures throughout the text of Othello. Alongside the above examples of
domestication within the translation, it seemed probable that these foreign
references would have been altered in some way, making them less specific
and therefore minimising the risk of alienating the audience with unfamiliar
names and situations. However, the findings from the analysis of Radlova’s
text indicate that there are no great changes to the way the play’s setting is
spoken about by the characters. In Act |, Scene 3, the Duke describes the
Turks as the ‘general’ enemy (everyone’s enemy),143 whereas Radlova
translates this as ‘BcergawHux’, which means ‘habitual’ or ‘constant’, but this
is the only significant difference. Very occasionally, Radlova’s characters

choose to refer to their home city when the reference is not there in

142 .
Ibid.
13 Shakespeare, Othello, |. 3. 50.
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Shakespeare’s text, but it difficult to conclude that this is of particular
importance, and is more likely to be due to concerns of meter or simply

variation.

References to other foreign cultures within the play are also transferred into
Russian without any great deviation from Shakespeare’s text. As an example,
there are several references to other countries in the drunken teasing
between lago, Cassio and the rest of the men in Act Il Scene 3, and Radlova
reproduces them all extremely faithfully, even substituting the effect of
assonance in order to make up for the lack of alliteration in the Russian

1% However, it is

equivalent of ‘potent in potting’ — ‘8 nonotike 601KuN.
possible that the translation of the description of the English as the most
prolific drinkers in Europe may have generated a different reaction from a

Russian audience.

IAGO Ilearned it in England, where indeed they are most potent in potting.
Your Dane, your German, and your swag-bellied Hollander — drink —

ho! — are nothing to your English. (11.3.69-72)

Aro A Bblyunun ee B AHrAum, rae nogm B nononke 6OMKK; AaTyaHe,
HeMLUbl, TOAICTONY3ble roNNaHALbI - 314, NelTe el - HUYTO nepes,

aHI'J1l/1'-laHaMl/1.145

The strategy which Radlova employs here is not the approach which Venuti

advocates, that of foreignization:

Foreignization does not offer unmediated access to the foreign — no
translation can do that — but rather constructs a certain image of the
foreign that is informed by the receiving situation but aims to question

it by drawing on materials that are not currently dominant, namely the

144 Transliterated, this phrase reads as: ‘v popoike boike’.

145Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, Il. 3. [l learned it in England, where people are
ready for a booze-up. The Danes, the Germans, the pot-bellied Dutch — hey — drink! — They
are nothing to the Englishmen.]



204

marginal and the nonstandard, the residual and the emergent.**®

In translating the foreign names and vocabulary she does not use unusual
language - she is not trying to draw attention to her task as the translator.
However, she does not attempt to domesticate or explain the foreign
elements in the text either. Instead, she leaves them untouched, maintaining
the distance between the setting of the play and her own situation.
Shakespeare’s own choice of exotic settings such as Venice and Cyprus may
have been deliberate, distancing the plays from Elizabethan/Jacobean
England and providing, as translation scholar Dirk Delabastita describes, ‘a

147 It is possible that Radlova was

dramatic safeguard against censorship.
aiming for the same effect, making it clear that this was play set in a foreign
location with foreign characters, far removed from the Stalinist Russia where

it would be performed.

4.2.6 ‘Well, God’s above all’:
Translation of Religious References

A further aspect of Shakespeare’s text which it seemed would inevitably be
affected by the demands of the target culture into which Othello was
translated were the many references to religion within the play. Venuti views
translation as ‘the reconstitution of the foreign text in accordance with
values, beliefs and representations that pre-exist it in the target language.”**
If this were the case with Radlova’s translation, it would be expected that any

references to religion within the text would have been removed, given the

programme of secularization enforced by the Soviet government. 1929, the

1 Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, pp.19-20.

Dirk Delabastita, “’If | knew the letters and the language” — Translation as a dramatic
device in Shakespeare’s plays’, in Shakespeare and the Language of Translation, ed. Ton
Hoenselaars (London: Arden Shakespeare, 2004), pp.31-49, p.45.

148 Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.14.

147
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year Radlova’s translation was commissioned, marked the beginning of a

wave of extensive closings of churches.'*?

It is certainly true that the religious references in expressions that characters
use are often replaced with different ones which generally remove any

religious undertones. For example, lago’s exclamation ‘S’blood’ in the fourth
line of the play is translated as ‘Ax, 4opt!’,™® his use of ‘Marry’ (By the Virgin

» Bwhilst Lodovico’s

Mary) in Act | Scene ii is represented by ‘Knanyce...
greeting to Othello in Act IV Scene 1, ‘God save you, worthy general!’
becomes simply ‘Mpuset Bam, rerepan!’*>* However, as is perhaps most
evident in the last example, it is possible that Radlova is simply replacing the
expressions in Shakespeare’s text with the most natural-sounding, modern
Russian equivalents rather than adopting a deliberate policy to remove

religion from her text. Both Lozinskii and Pasternak also choose to use more

modern expressions for these lines.

Another example of Radlova’s attempt to write more natural sounding verse

for her actors to speak could be her treatment of the lines and exclamations

which include references to heaven in the original. These are frequently

translated as expressions referring directly to God instead. For example,

Montano’s exclamation ‘Pray heavens he be!” in Act I, Scene 1 is translated

by Radlova as ‘Cnacu rocnogp!’,*>* while Desdemona’s line in the same scene
y 154

‘The heavens forbid’ becomes ‘NMomunyii 6oxke’.”" Pasternak and Lozinskii

also frequently use expressions referring to God, rather than heaven, such as

|;155 |,156

‘Oan-to bor and ‘U3basu bor There are similar examples throughout
Radlova’s text, suggesting that she felt it was more natural for her characters
to use expressions referring to God. It could also be argued that the removal

of many of these oaths and exclamations are just further examples of

149 Davis, p.5.

Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, I. 1. [Oh damn!]

Ibid, I. 2. [I swear...]

Ibid, IV. 1. [Hello to you, General!]

Ibid, II. 1. [Lord save us!]

Ibid. [God have mercy.]

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, Il. 1. [God grant!]
Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, Il. 1. [God forbid!]

150
151
152
153
154
155
156
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Radlova’s “sacrificing” of what she considered the less essential elements.
Given her devotion to maintaining iambic pentameter throughout all the
sections of the play in verse, it is possible that she felt that an exclamation of

o

Swounds!” or similar was simply the most expendable element.

Other references to religious beliefs and practices, such as catechisms and

purgatory are fully translated by Radlova, and by Pasternak and Lozinskii.

157

EMILIA [...]I should venture purgatory for’t.

Radlova: [...] A 6bl OTBarKMNACb OTNPABUTLCA B YUNCTUAULLE PAaM
storo.™®

Pasternak: [...] Pagym aToro s nowna 6bi 8 unctuanwe.

Lozinskii:" [...] f 6b1 M YnCTUAMLLA paaym 3TOrO He nobosnack.

The preservation of these religious elements within the text suggests that
again, Radlova was aiming to maintain distance between the world of the play
and the world in which she was translating, and that as such, the play’s
setting was far enough removed from Stalinist Russia for its actors to be safe

from being accused of advocating pro-religious propaganda.

4.2.7 ‘Your son in law is far more fair than black’:
Translation of Racial References

Many of the racial references within Shakespeare’s play rely on wordplay and
double entendres, which would create problems for any translator. For

example, the references contained in these lines from Act Il Scene 1:

17 Shakespeare, Othello, IV.3.71-72.

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, IV. 3. [| would have dared to go into purgatory for
the sake of it.]

159 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, IV. 3. [For the sake of it | would have gone to
purgatory.]

160 Shekspir, Otello, perevod Mikhaila Lozinskogo, IV. 3. [| would not have been afraid of
purgatory for the sake of it.]
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IAGO If she be fair and wise: fairness and wit,

The one’s for use, the other useth it.
DESDEMONA Well praised! How if she be black and witty?

IAGO If she be black and thereto have a wit,

She’ll find a white that shall her blackness hit.
DESDEMONA Worse and worse.
EMILIA How if fair and foolish?*®*

In these lines, there is a lot of play on the word ‘fair’ meaning fair-skinned as
well as pretty, and black meaning ugly. This is very difficult to reproduce in
Russian, so for the most part, Radlova translates using words meaning either

pretty or plain, or words referring to hair colour.

Aro Konb A yMHa 1 KpacoTol Bnageto,

Knag — KpacoTa, a ym Topryer eto.

OE3NEMOHA Hy noxsana! A Konb YMHa AYPHYLLKA?
Aro Konb mbl YepHbl c06010, HO C YMOM,

KpacaBumka-610HaAMHA Mbl Haligem.’
OE3AEMOHA Ewe TOro xyxe.
IMUNNA A ecnu xopotwua v rayna?'®

Interestingly, in other places, Radlova does seem to compensate for the lack
of word play occasionally, using a different meaning of the word '4épHbiir’

when 'black’ is not there in the original:

OTHELLO [...] If thou does slander her and torture me (111.3.370)

te1 Shakespeare, Othello, II. 1. 129-134.

Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi, IlI. 1. [As | possess both wit and beauty|A treasure
— the beauty and the mind selling it.| Well praised! And as a clever plain girl?|As | am black
myself — but with wit| A handsome blonde will | find. |Even worse.|And if good and stupid?
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OTENNO [...] A ecnu Tbl ee YepHULLIbL, MEHA e

MbiTaewpb

Inevitably, however, the fact that the Russian language does not provide quite
so many opportunities for double meanings on this subject means that some

translation loss is incurred.

EMILIA [...] She was too fond of her most filthy bargain®®*

IMUNNA [...] OHa Nto6MNa rHYCHbI BbIGOP CBOIA. ™

Here, the original ‘filthy’ could also refer to Othello’s skin colour, whereas the
Russian ‘rHycHbIi’ (foul or vile) does not quite provide this option. Pasternak

and Lozinskii also avoid any play on words here.

In addition to the incidences of translation loss, Radlova also alters some of
the key expressions in the play which refer to race, creating a different effect.
Returning to lago’s description of the consummation of Othello and
Desdemona’s marriage, arguably one of the key “black : white” images in the

play, Radlova has actually removed the word “white” completely.

IAGO Even now, very now, an old black ram

Is tupping your white ewe.’

A0  Cemyac, CUO MUHYTY, CTApbIM YepHbIM

BapaH oBeuKy Baly KpoerT..."

In the source text, Shakespeare’s Othello laments that his skin colour could be

the reason for some of his perceived inadequacies:

OTHELLO Haply, for | am black

And have not those soft parts of conversation

That chamberers have’*®®

'3 1bid, 11. 3. [If you blacken (slander) her and torture me]

Shakespeare, Othello, V. 2. 155.
Shekspir, Otello, perevod Anny Radlovoi V, 2. [She loved her foul choice.]
Shakespeare, Othello, lll. 3. 266-268.
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Possibly because ‘haply ‘can mean “perhaps”, Radlova has changed these

lines into questions:

OTENNO [...]YepHbIN 57
fl He ymelo rnagKo roBopUTb,

KaK aTu WwapKyHbI?’

A guestioning tone would certainly emphasise Othello’s distress and
uncertainty here, though clearly much would depend on how the actor
playing Othello delivered these lines. However, it is interesting to note that in
contrast, Boris Pasternak removes any doubt from Othello’s words in his

translation:
OTENNO [...] A yepeH, BOT NpMyMHa. A3bIKOM
Y30poB He neTy, KaK 3T1 dpaHTbl. "’

The slight changes of emphasis in these examples could suggest that Radlova
attributed less significance to the issues of race within the play than perhaps
would be expected. The translation loss incurred though the lack of
opportunities for word play may also have lessened the impact of this aspect
of the play. The question of race in Othello and how this theme was
interpreted by the actors who played the role on the Russian stage will be

further explored in Chapter 5.

4.2.8 Translation of Stage Directions

The translation decisions discussed in this chapter so far have all concerned
the text itself. However, before moving on to the analysis of the translation in
performance, consideration also needs to be given to the process of updating

the text for contemporary script presentation and stage conventions.

167Shekspir, Otello, perevod Borisa Pasternaka, IIl.3. [| am black, there’s the reason. | | do not

weave patterns with language like these dandies.]
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Radlova’s translation contains several stage directions which are additions to
Shakespeare’s original text. There are descriptions at the beginning of each

scene as to the setting which are not there in the original, such as ‘BeHeuus.

Yanua','®® ‘NMepepg 3amkom’*® or ‘KomHarte 8 3amke’.’”° Some minor
characters from Shakespeare’s text have also been cut, or had their names
changed. One of the lines spoken by a ‘Senator’ in Act | Scene 3 of the source
text is given to the Duke in Radlova’s translation, while a line spoken by
‘Second Gentleman’ in Act Il, Scene 1 of the original is attributed to ‘4-i
nsopaHuH’.'’! The character ‘Boy Musician’ in Act IlI, Scene 1 becomes simply
‘1- my3bIkaHT . It has been suggested that Shakespeare intended this role to
be played by a child as the crudeness of the Clown would sound more

172 Radlova, however, does not

amusing delivered to a more naive recipient.
appear to have felt that this added humour was particularly important, nor do
any of the other translators featured in this chapter. Characters occasionally
enter and exit at different times. For example, in Act IV, Scene 2, the change
in the moment which Emilia enters could mean that one of Othello’s lines
would have to be addressed to Desdemona, rather than Emilia as per the

original. However, these small changes rarely affect the overall presentation

of a scene.

On first appearances, then, Radlova’s translation reads as though it were the
script for a particular production, with additional descriptions for stage
settings, and changes to the cast of characters perhaps reflecting the available
actors in the company. However, on comparison with the stage directions
included in Veinberg’s earlier translation, it is apparent that the two sets of
directions are extremely similar. He too includes additional descriptions as to
the location of each scene, though there are occasional differences in his
choice of wording. Wherever Radlova has deviated from Shakespeare’s

original in terms of the name or movements of a particular character, the

168 Act I, Scene 1 [Venice. Street.]

Act lll, Scene 1; Act lll Scene 4; Act IV, Scene 1 [in front of the castle].
Act IV, Scene 2 [a room in the castle].
171 ; pth ’
4" Nobleman’.
Shakespeare, Othello, editor’s notes, p.279.

169
170

172
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same difference is also present in Veinberg’s directions. It would therefore
appear that in spite of her criticism of much of Veinberg’s work, she appears
to have used this aspect of his translation as something of a guide. Both
Lozinskii and Pasternak also use very similar stage directions, suggesting that
a brief description for the setting of each scene was a standard inclusion in a

translation of one of Shakespeare’s plays.

As stated in Chapter 2, the director Konstantin Stanislavskii used Veinberg’s
translation when he staged his production of Othello at the Moscow Art
Theatre in 1930. Owing to the publication of his production plan, the ways in
which Stanislavskii adapted Veinberg’s brief scene descriptions are well
documented. Stanislavskii states in his introductory notes to the plan that
Shakespeare’s original approach to the staging of his plays was extremely
flexible: ‘Urpas Ha YepHOM CyKHe U MeaHAA AO0CKKU C HAZNUCAMW, BMECTO TOTO
4TO6bI MEHATL LieNble AeKopauumn AaBan Takne cueHnYeckne Gpopmol,
KOTOpble NO3BONAIOT NEPEKNAbIBATL AENCTBME U3 OAHOrO MECTa U BPEMEHU B
apyroe.”'”® He therefore chooses to split Act I1I, Scene 3 into three parts. The
first section of Act IV, Scene 1 is also moved by Stanislavskii to form a fifth
scene in Act Ill. The remainder of the scenes in Act IV and the whole of Act V
are then combined to create Stanislavskii’s final act. The changes which
Stanislavskii makes mean that whilst Veinberg’s setting descriptions remain in
the script, for the actual staging of the play they were then further developed
and embellished by the director. Thus, scenes in the streets of Venice are
played out in gondolas, and the scene described by Veinberg as set in simply
‘Opyras ynuua’ (Another street), is actually staged outside Othello’s house

(‘“Aom OTenno’). Scenes set in and around the castle are transformed into

173 Konstantin Stanislavskii, Rezhisserskii plan “Otello” (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1945), pp.6-7. Dr.

Helen Nowak provides the following translation: ‘Acting against a background of black cloth
and changing boards with inscriptions instead of whole sets he produced scenic forms which
permit the switching of acts from one place and time to another.” Stanislavsky Produces
Othello, trans. by Dr. Helen Nowak (London: Geoffrey Bless, 1948), p.7.
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much more specific locations, such as ‘The Fountain’ (‘Bacceinn’), ‘The Study’

(‘Kabunet’) and ‘The Stairs’ (‘NlectHuua’).”

As no such detailed information on the actual staging plans for the
productions which used Radlova’s translations has yet been uncovered, it is
difficult to know where the additional descriptions she includes in her
translation do in fact refer to a particular production or whether she was
simply adhering to the accepted conventions for the staging of Othello and
providing further information for the readers for whom the translation was
initially commissioned. The available evidence for Radlov’s choice of staging

for his productions will be discussed in Chapter 5.

4.3 Concluding Remarks

In creating her new Soviet Othello, Radlova used simple, more modern
language for her audiences and actors. One effect of this process of updating
is that in comparison with her predecessor, Veinberg, and her
contemporaries, Pasternak and Lozinskii Radlova uses slightly coarser
language in her translation, but certainly no stronger than that which is
present in her source text. She follows Shakespeare’s schemes of versification
and rhyme more carefully than her predecessors, aiming to educate Soviet
audiences in the genius of Shakespeare. Examples of domestication within the
translation are not particularly numerous, though some of Radlova’s
translation choices do emphasise the militaristic nature of Othello’s character,

in order to make him a more suitable socialist realist hero.

The theories referred to during this analysis provide a framework through
which the translation can be analysed. They each identify points within the
translation process which can provide information on how and why
translators take the decisions which they make. Nevertheless, modern

translation theory does have limitations when applied to historical examples

174 Stanislavskii, Rezhisserskii plan, pp.7-8.
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of translation for a number of reasons. It focuses largely on the English
language translation market, and largely views the translator as a free agent,
able to make their own independent choices. Gideon Toury comments that
‘lo]ne’s status as a translator may of course be temporary, especially if one
fails to adjust to the changing requirements, or does so to an extent which is

deemed insufficient.”*”

In Stalinist Russia, of course, if a translator failed to
adjust to requirements, it was not simply their job which was at risk, but their
life and probably those of their family. This heightened level of danger would
naturally have led to much greater constraints on their decision making
process. In this instance, as Venuti asserts: ‘[t]ranslation is not an untroubled
communication of a foreign text, but an interpretation that is always limited
by its address to specific audiences and by the cultural or institutional
situations where the translated text is intended to circulate and function.”*’®
Likewise, Radlova’s translation had to be acceptable within the boundaries of
socialist realism, which also shaped her own principles of translation,
producing a workable version of Othello for actors which could easily be
understood by their audiences. The fact she was translating Shakespeare and

specifically Othello for performance had already been predetermined by the

constraints imposed by the political regime.

17 Toury, ‘The nature and role of norms in translation’, p.205.

17e Venuti, The Translator’s Invisibility, p.14.
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Chapter 5: Radlova’s Othello in
Performance

5.1 Introduction

Anna Radlova’s translation of Othello generated much critical debate, not
simply over whether her version of the play was acceptable, but about how
the translation of Shakespeare and other “classic” texts should be handled in
the new Soviet era. The analysis in the previous chapter demonstrated the
ways in which, within the text, Radlova’s translation presented the Soviet
audience with a new approach to Shakespeare: employing simpler, more
modern and sometimes coarser language than previous translations had
allowed, yet adhering closely to the structure and rhyme schemes of the

source text.

However, as Patrice Pavis notes, when a translation is intended for
performance, a completely new set of demands are placed upon the work.
‘The phenomenon of translation for the stage [...] goes beyond the rather
limited phenomenon of the interlingual translation of the dramatic text.”
While Radlova first undertook her translation of Othello for inclusion in a
printed collection of Shakespeare’s plays, she also made it clear that she was
well aware of the additional demands made on a translation which was
intended for the theatre. Her close links with a theatrical company seem to
have made her sensitive to the needs of actors, and what was required of a
translated text in order to make it performable. ‘NepeBoas, a Bceraa
BbIBEPSAIO CTUXM Ha NPOU3HECEHMA MOMHSA, 4To LLlekcnup nucan He gna yTeHuA
npo ceba, a ANA KMBbIX aKTEPOB, MPOU3HOCUBLLMX EFO CTUXM NEPES, XKUBbIMU

caywaTensimm u 3pVITe}1FIMVI.'2 Radlova’s translation of Othello was chosen by

1Pavis, Theatre at the Crossroads of Culture, p.136.
% Anna Radlova, ‘Ot perevodchika’, in K postanovke Otello, Molodoi teatr, Leningrad, 1932,
RNB, .625, d.65, 11.17-18. [When translating, | always proofread the poetry by reading it
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her husband for use in his production at his theatre in Leningrad in May 1932,
and again, in April 1935. The translation was then staged for the first time in
Moscow in December 1935, when Radlov was invited to direct at the Malyi

Theatre.

Susan Bassnett acknowledges that within theatre translation theory, there is
‘the notion of the playtext that is somehow incomplete in itself until realised
in performance.”® In order to provide a complete analysis of Radlova’s
translation, it therefore seems imperative to investigate, as far as is possible
given the ephemeral nature of performance, the strengths and weaknesses of
Radlova’s translation when used on stage. The Radlovs’ Othello will therefore
first be set in context by examining some of the key elements in the history of
the Russian interpretation of the play, and the productions which
immediately preceded and followed their work. Contemporary reviews and
archival accounts from those who worked on the productions will then be
used to provide as complete a picture as possible of Radlova’s playtext on
stage. Particular attention will be paid to commentary regarding the ways in

which the translation had a direct impact on the production.

5.2 The Polysystem of Productions: Russian
Interpretations of Othello

Even-Zohar’s polysystems theory encourages the contextualisation of
individual elements within the cultural sphere, and the use of this theory has
so far enabled the analysis of Radlova’s Othello in relation to the trends and
traditions within the general history of Shakespeare translation in Russia. In
order to assess how Radlova’s translation functioned in performance, it
therefore seems appropriate to examine the performance tradition of Othello

on the Russian stage. In order to gauge whether Radlov’s interpretation of the

aloud, remembering that Shakespeare wrote not for reading alone, but for live actors,

delivering his poetry before live listeners and viewers.]

* Susan Bassnett, ‘Still Trapped in the Labyrinth: Further Reflections on Translation and
Theatre’, in Constructing Cultures, eds. Susan Bassnett and André Lefevere (Clevedon:

Multilingual Matters, 1998), pp.90-108, (p.91).
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play could be viewed as a “primary” (innovative) or “secondary”
(conservative) activity4 in the 1930s, this section will explore several key
productions and their reception: the earliest on the Russian stage featuring
the “re-writing” of Ivan Vel'iaminov; the interpretations of visiting actors such
as Ira Aldridge and Tommaso Salvini; and the productions of Konstantin
Stanislavskii in 1896 and 1930. This contextualising section will be completed
by the assessment of a production directed by Nikolai Okhlopkov staged the
year after Radlov’s productions at his studio in Leningrad and at the Malyi in

Moscow.

5.2.1 Earliest Interpretations

When examining the history of Othello in Russia, it is clear that, as in the
British tradition, contrasting opinions on the central themes of the play and
the character of its hero have existed since its earliest performance. In her
account of the history of Othello on the stage, Lois Potter notes that the play
has always held a special place in the Russian Shakespeare repertoire. She
attributes this high status to the fact that Pushkin had a particular admiration
for the play.” Whilst Pushkin’s unrivalled status in the hierarchy of Russian
literary figures is no doubt of significance, there are two aspects to his
interpretation of Othello which are particularly important for the Russian

performance tradition of the play.

The version of Othello which Pushkin is most likely to have seen on stage is
that of Ivan Vel'iaminov, which, as discussed in Chapter 2, was largely based
on the French “imitation” of Jean-Francgois Ducis. Vel'iaminov’s Othello was
first performed on the Russian stage in St Petersburg in 1806, and then in
Moscow in 1808. It remained popular on the Russian stage for the next two

decades, and, as with Nikolai Polevoi’s later translation of Hamlet, benefited

4 Even-Zohar, ‘Polysystem Theory’, p.21.
> Lois Potter, Othello: Shakespeare in Performance (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
2002), p.99.
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from the skills of one of the period’s most popular Shakespearean actors,
Pavel Mochalov. His performance in the title role ‘made an unforgettable
impression’, so much so that Pétr Veinberg, future translator of the play,
recalled the power of Mochalov’s Othello in his memoirs more than half a

century after the actor’s death.®

The first aspect of Pushkin’s interpretation of the play which is of interest is
that that Pushkin viewed Othello as a man of a trusting, rather than a jealous
nature. As O’Neil argues, ‘Pushkin does not associate the hero of Othello with
jealousy, nor indeed does Othello’s jealousy constitute the play’s primary
interest for him.”” Pushkin does not seem to have been alone in wishing to
explore the importance of themes other than jealousy within the play. O’Neil
notes the publication of a literal prose translation of Act Il Scene 3, when lago
first plants the seed of suspicion and jealousy in Othello’s mind, in the journal
Moskovskii vestnik in the late 1820s. The translation was introduced by a
lengthy article on Othello by S.P. Shevyrev. O’Neil argues that ‘[t]he choice of
this scene for publication reflects the attempt in the Romantic era to reinstate
Shakespeare’s lago as a supremely subtle villain in his own right; in
eighteenth-century stage adaptations he had been reduced by and large to a
stock-figure melodramatic villain, a superficial foil to the hero.”® As discussed
in Chapter 2, Vel’'iaminov had sought to strengthen the character of ‘Pezarro’,
the lago of the French ‘imitation’ of Ducis on which his translation was largely
based, and this representation of a more complex and calculating antagonist

may have influenced Pushkin’s interpretation.

However, O’Neil also acknowledges that while Pushkin may not have
considered the theme of jealousy an important one, this was not the case for

many of his contemporaries:

6 Altschuller, p.109.

Pavel Mochalov (1800-1848) was one of the most popular romantic actors of the 1820s and
1830s. He made his debut in 1817, and throughout his early career, acted mainly in
melodramas. His career reached his peak in the 1830s when he undertook several
Shakespearean roles with great success, including Lear and Richard Il as well as the
aforementioned Hamlet and Othello.

7 O’Neil, p.103.

® Ibid, p.105.
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any story of murderous jealousy was associated at the time with
Othello. [...] Mikhail Lermontov’s play Masquerade (1835-36) is
considered to be the quintessential “Russian Othello” since it concerns
a man who murders his wife after mistakenly assuming her to have

been unfaithful to him.’

Debates over whether jealousy was inherent in Othello’s nature were still
continuing when Radlov staged his productions in the 1930s. He argued that
that he offered a fresh interpretation of the character’s motivations, though it
is important to remember that, owing to Pushkin, the concept of an Othello
who was not essentially a jealous man had already existed for just over a

century.

The second significant element in Pushkin’s interpretation of Othello is the
importance which the poet attributed to the character’s skin colour. Pushkin’s
maternal great-grandfather was African, and so as O’Neil suggests,
Shakespeare’s play provided a literary model on which he could base his own
fictionalized renderings of his African heritage.”*° The works which O’Neil
singles out as being explicitly connected with Othello are the unfinished
historical romance The Moor of Peter the Great (Arap Petra Velikogo) and the
narrative poem Poltava,'! which features a relationship between an older

man and much younger woman. O’Neil highlights the fact that the character

? |bid, p.137.

10 Ibid, p.103. Pushkin’s maternal great-grandfather, lbraghim Avram, was born a member of
the Kotdko tribe, in the principality of Logo, south of Lake Chad, in territory now part of the
Republic of Cameroon. His father was a prince whose territory was under attack from its
more powerful neighbours, and he was abducted and sold into slavery. He was first sent to
Constantinople, where he served in the palace of the Sultan Ahmed Ill, and he was then sent
to Moscow. He became a servant to Tsar Petr |, then his godson and ward. He later took the
name Abram Petrov Gannibal; Petrov after his benefactor, Gannibal was simply an impressive
sounding surname. He accompanied the Tsar on several tours of Europe and all of his military
campaigns, fighting in many decisive battles, notably the Battle of Poltava. He also studied
engineering in France for five years. He married twice and had four sons and two daughters.
On his death at the age of 85, his estate included several country properties and a house in St
Petersburg.

N. K Teletova, ‘A. P. Gannibal: On the Occasion of the Three Hundreth Anniversary of the
Birth of Alexander Pushkin’s Great-Grandfather’, trans. by Ronald Meyer, in Under the Sky of
My Africa: Alexander Pushkin and Blackness (Evanston, lllinois: Northwestern University
Press, 2006), pp.46-78.

" Ibid.
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Ibraghim in the former work, seemingly named after his great-grandfather, is
the first black character of significance in Russian literature, and that Russians
would have had very little personal experience of actual blacks.*? She notes
that in Pushkin’s time, Africa was seen as an exotic and uncivilized place, and
that stereotypes regarding the country and its people as wild and fiery were
common. In the context of these ideas, the character of Othello was therefore
often interpreted as a ‘cbiH npupoabl’, a ‘son of nature’ or ‘noble savage’, as

he is called in Vel'iaminov’s translation.™

While the foreignness of Othello may have been something with which
Pushkin could empathise, for many of his contemporaries, his black skin
created exotic associations of savagery and passion. Many productions in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries therefore chose to lighten the colour of
Othello’s skin, so that he was of North African descent rather than the sub-
Saharan origin, which is perhaps indicated by Shakespeare’s descriptions of
Othello’s appearance in the text.” Ducis, for example, felt that a hero with a
lighter skin colour would be less shocking for his audiences in France,
particularly any female members.'> Audiences therefore became accustomed
to an Othello of North African appearance, and portrayals of this kind
continued throughout the nineteenth century. Photographs displayed in the
Moscow Art Theatre museum indicate that when Stanislavskii played the role
of Othello in 1896 with the Society of Art and Literature, he adopted a more
North-African appearance, as he appears to be wearing a keffiyeh, a

traditional Middle-Eastern headdress.

The discussions in the early nineteenth century over whether Othello was an
Arabian “Moor” or an African “Negro” seem to have transcended questions of
skin colour, however, and are also linked to the question of the hero’s

temperament. As O’Neil comments:

2 bid, p.110.
 Ibid, pp.104-106.
“For example: ‘Roderigo: What a full fortune does the thick-lips owe’ (1.1.67).
15 A, .
O’Neil, p.106.
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As far as Coleridge, Schlegel and other romantic theorists go, it seems that
it was essential to them to distinguish between the “noble-savages who
dwell between some primordial “golden age” and the Christian “civilised”
world of Europe (that is, “Moors”), and the primitive peoples sold as
slaves (“Negroes”). Othello’s conflict was seen as a result of the war
between the elemental passions of his original “natural” state and the

controlling force of the enlightened world.*®

As O’Neil notes, this distinction between “Moor” and “Negro” was less
significant in Russia because, aside from a few notable exceptions, it had no
real involvement in the African slave trade. However, the concept of Othello
being a partially-civilised savage clearly took hold within the Russian tradition,
as Soviet theatre practitioners including Radlov argued against what they saw
as an extremely prejudiced interpretation of the character: ‘NoHMmaHne
ob6pasa OTenno Bceraa MeLwanm ecim He OTKPbITO PacUCTCKME Teopuu, TO
pacuCcTCKMe npeapaccyakm 6onbwiMHCTBA BypiKyasHbix uccnegoBaTene,
BMAEBLUNX UCTOYHUK Tpareamm B NepBoObITHOM XapaKTepe MaBpa, B ero
Heoby34aHHOM TeMMNepPaMeHTe UM AaXe B HU3KOM YMCTBEHHOM ypoBHe.”!
As far as nineteenth century preconceptions regarding skin colour were
concerned, however, these were to be challenged by the first of many foreign
visiting actors who were to have an influence over the Russian performance

tradition of Othello.

5.2.2 The Influence of Foreign Performers

As discussed in Chapter 2, the theatrical traditions and cultural context in
which a performer is brought up play an important shaping role in

determining his or her stage profile and techniques. When foreign actors

' Ibid, p.108.

Y sof’ia Nel’s, Shekspir na sovetskoi stsene (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1960), p.143. [The
understanding of Othello’s character has always been hampered, if not by overtly racist
theories, then by the racial prejudices of the majority of bourgeois scholars, who saw the
source of the tragedy in the primitive character of the Moor, in his ungovernable
temperament or even in his lower level of intelligence.]
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visited Russia in the nineteenth century, their performances and interaction
with Russian theatrical circles facilitated the blending of theatrical cultures,
enabling Russian performers to learn from their work and develop new

approaches to their productions of Othello.

Ira Aldridge was an African-American who was born in New York in 1807, but
had travelled to England in 1824. By the 1830s, Aldridge had firmly
established his reputation as a respected tragedian, and was popular with
theatregoers throughout the British Isles. However, the colour of his skin
meant that he was never truly accepted by London society, and many reviews
of his performances were extremely racist. He therefore took the decision to
begin touring Europe, and undertook his first continental tour in 1852, visiting

cities including Brussels, Frankfurt, Berlin, Prague and Budapest.

Aldridge’s first trip to Russia took place in 1858, where he gave 31
performances at the Imperial Theatre in St Petersburg, 21 of which were in
the role of Othello. In their study of Aldridge’s life and work, Herbert Marshall
and Mildred Stock note that the timing of this visit was extremely opportune,
as there was ‘a complete absence of Shakespeare’ on the Russian stage at the
time. *® Marshall and Stock attribute this absence to a lack of successful
leading actors: Vasily Karatygin and Pavel Mochalov were now dead, and
Mikhail Shchepkin had retired. Aldridge’s performances were therefore very
well received. Even-Zohar posits that translations of foreign texts can often
help to fill vacuums within a developing literature,™® and Aldridge’s success in
Shakespearean roles in Russia would seem to indicate that the same can be

true of foreign actors in a theatrical system.

Rather than Aldridge encountering prejudice, Marshall and Stock maintain
that the reaction to his arrival and performances in Russia was more one of
curiosity. They also suggest that, three years before the emancipation of the

serfs in 1861, Aldridge became something of ‘a symbol of liberation from

¥ Herbert Marshall and Mildred Stock, Ira Aldridge: The Negro Tragedian (Carbondale &
Edwardsville: Southern lllinois University Press, 1958), p.223.
9 Even-Zohar, ‘The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysystem’, p.193.
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slavery and backwardness’? for the intelligentsia, who linked the liberation of
the slaves in America with the situation of the serfs in Russia. As his popularity
grew, Aldridge also began to play many white roles, including Shylock and
King Lear, using white make-up. He performed in English, supported by a
German troupe using Schlegel’s translation, which must have further
enhanced the influence of the German Romantic versions of Shakespeare’s
works in Russia at this time. Aldridge then made a second tour to Russia in
1862, to perform at the Malyi Theatre in Moscow. He once again played his
roles in English, but this time was supported by the Malyi company, who of
course performed in Russian. Once again, the interest in Aldridge was
considerable, so much so that the majority of his performances were
transferred to the larger Bolshoi theatre, usually solely reserved for
performances of ballet and opera.”* Following his success in Moscow,
Aldridge then made several long tours through the Volga and Central Russian
provinces, and is believed to have been the first foreign actor to have done
so. The provinces allowed the actor greater freedom, and he was therefore
able to stage productions of plays such as Macbeth and Richard Ill, which

were forbidden in the larger cities.

As noted in Chapter 2, Aldridge was able to bring a different performance
style and new interpretations of Shakespeare’s characters which had been
shaped by the British tradition to the Russian stage. Through his touring, he
reached an extremely wide audience, and also established good relationships
with several key figures within Russian theatrical circles, many of whom were
keen to learn from this Shakespeare specialist.22 However, it is his
performance in the role of Othello for which he is best remembered. Soviet
critics identified elements in Aldridge’s interpretation which they recognised
as parallel to their own understanding of the character. lurii Levin comments

on the emphasis which Aldridge placed on his character’s faith in

% Marshall and Stock, p.221.
! |bid, p.257.
*? |bid, p.223.
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Desdemona,?® whilst Sof’ia Nel’s notes that though Aldridge portrayed the
passion, jealousy and thirst for revenge which was typical of the mid-
nineteenth century, he also introduced a deeper interpretation to the
character of Othello than had previously been seen. This depth perhaps
brought his Othello closer to the versions of Shakespeare’s hero which would
become popular on the Soviet stage: ‘Onagpuas aasan paclumpeHHoe
TOoNIKOBaHWe obpasza OTenno, NokasbiBas, YTO MaBp CTPaLaEeT 3a NopyraHue

obLLeyenoBeyecknx ngeanos.’ >

As Irena R. Makaryk notes, Aldridge can also be given credit for the fact that

he ‘opened the theatrical trade routes to the East.”?

Many foreign actors
were to follow in his footsteps and embark on tours of Russia throughout the
remaining decades of the nineteenth century, playing Shakespeare in their
native languages. The most significant of these further visitors as far as the
Russian tradition of Othello was concerned was the Italian actor, Tommaso

Salvini.

Salvini played the role of Othello, supported by his Italian troupe at the
Bolshoi Theatre in Moscow during Lent in 1882. Potter describes this as
‘[p]robably the most important event in the “international” history of
Othello’, as his performance was to prove a great inspiration to the director
Konstantin Stanislavskii. From his descriptions in his autobiographical work
Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve (My Life in Art), it seems that Stanislavskii was most
impressed by the strength of emotion in Salvini’s performance, describing
how the Italian actor held the entire theatre in his power, as if in the palm of
his hand. Stanislavskii in fact found the performance so striking that he feels

the need to use images (likening Salvini to a sculptor and a tiger) in order to

% uri Levin, ‘Shestidesiatye gody’ in Shekspir i russkaia kul’tura (Moscow: Nauka, 1965),
pp.407-527 (p.542).

" Sof’ia Nel’s, Shekspir na Sovetskoi stsene, p.147. [Aldridge gave a wider interpretation of
the character of Othello, showing that the Moor suffered for the violation of universal ideals.]
> Irena R. Makaryk, ““The Tsar of Poets”? The Changing Fortunes of Shakespeare in Russia’,
Toronto Slavic Quarterly, 23 (2008) <http://www.utoronto.ca/tsq/23/Makaryk.shtml>
[accessed 21 March 2014] (para 30 of 54).
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convey the full effect of the actor’s technique.?® As Pavis and many other
theorists have indicated, the text is only one part of a theatrical performance,
as an actor will supplement his role ‘with all sorts of aural, gestural, mimic
and postural means’.”” The fact that Salvini was performing in Italian, and so a
text with which Stanislavskii was far less familiar, may have allowed him to

concentrate more on the ‘supplementary means’ in Salvini’s work, which

evidently left an extremely strong impression.

5.2.3 StanislavsKkii’'s Productions of Othello

Stanislavskii was so inspired by Salvini that he was determined to stage and
star in his own production of Othello with the Society for Art and Literature. In
preparation, he and his wife visited Venice and spent time in museums,
sketching costumes from frescoes and looking for antiques and tapestries for
the sets. This detailed research is perhaps the result of the influence of
another set of foreign visitors; the Meiningen Players, who visited Moscow in
1885 and 1890. Stanislavskii notes in My Life in Art that viewing performances
by this German company had led him to attribute more importance to the
visual representation of the historical setting of the plays that he staged: ‘Nog,
BAUAHMEM MENHUHTEHLLEB Mbl BO3/1aranun 6onbwnit, Yem 6bIn0 HYXKHO, pacyeT
Ha BHELLHIOK CTOPOHY NOCTAHOBKM, r1aBHbIM 06Pa30M Ha KOCTHOMbI,
NCTOPMYECKYIO, My3eiHYI BEPHOCTb anoxe’.?® Stanislavskii’s first production
of Othello consequently featured lavish scenery, complete with gondolas

which floated across the stage.”

%K. s. Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, pp.194-195.

7 Pavis, Theatre at the Crossroads of Culture, p.144.

BK.s. Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1978), p.178.

Jean Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘Under the influence of the Meininger we
paid more attention than we should to the externals of the production, especially the
costumes and period authenticity, particularly in the crowd scenes, which at the time were an
important innovation on the theatre.” Stanislavski, My Life in Art, p.128.

» Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, pp.198-202.
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Later on in his travels, Stanislavskii also describes a chance meeting with a
‘kpacaBeu-apab’ (a handsome Arab), who was wearing his national costume,
in a restaurant in Paris. Fascinated, Stanislavskii asked to be introduced and
spent time with him discussing his costume, and studying his body language
and movements. Stanislavskii then returned to his hotel and attempted to
replicate these gestures in front of the mirror with the aid of sheets and
towels as a makeshift costume. As has already been indicated, when playing
the role of Othello, Stanislavskii adopted a costume similar to that of the man
he met in the Paris restaurant, suggesting that he felt that Othello was a
character of North African origin. His description of the persona he was
striving to perfect also indicates that for Stanislavskii, Othello was far from
the uncivilised savage which had been suggested by some nineteenth century
interpretations, and even the passionate incarnations of Aldridge and Salvini:
‘cTpoiHOro maBpa ¢ 6bICTPbIMM MOBOPOTAMM FO1I0BbI, ABUKEHUAMMU PYK U
Tena, TOYHO Y HACTOPOKMBLUENCA TAHW, NNABHYIO, LLAPCTBEHHYIO NOCTYMb U
NAOCKNE KUCTU PYK, 0bpalLeHHble TaA0HAMWN B CTOPOHY cobecegHmka.”>®
Stanislavskii states that his concept of Othello was now a combination of the
two men who had inspired him to the role: a man with the passion of Salvini

but the grace of his new acquaintance.

On his return to Moscow, Stanislavskii began preparations to stage the
production, which eventually premiered in January 1896. His description of
the rehearsals in My Life in Art makes no reference to his choice of translation
for the play. This absence of reference could suggest that Stanislavskii did not
attribute much importance to the differences a translation could make to the
performance of a foreign work, or simply that Veinberg’s translation of 1864
had long been the canonised version, and so no other choice was possible.
Stanislavskii describes the production as a work beset with problems. The

company was very short of money and so they had to rehearse in his

%% Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, p.197. Benedetti provides the following translation:
‘an elegant Moor with swift turns of the head, movement of the hands and body like a
graceful deer, an imperious walk, slender arms with palms turned towards anyone speaking
to me.’” (Stanislavski, My Life in Art, p.277).

*! Ibid.
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apartment, his wife was unwell, and he therefore had to cast an extremely
inexperienced actress in the role of Desdemona, and he had to employ an
actor from outside the company to take on the role of lago, with whose
performance the director was not satisfied. Stanislavskii himself found the
role of Othello extremely difficult, struggling with the emotions which were

required of him, and experiencing problems with his voice.*?

Stanislavskii did not therefore regard this first production of Othello as a
success. Nevertheless, it did allow him to experiment and develop his concept
of the themes in Shakespeare’s tragedy. One element of the plot to which he
gave great prominence was the racial differences between the play’s two

settings of Venice and Cyprus.

HauaTb c Toro, uto Kunp — coBcem He BeHeuus, Kak ero 06bIKHOBEHHO
nsobpaxatot B Teatpe. Kunpe — Typuma. OH HaceneH He
esponenuamm, a Typkamu. NosTomy yyacTByoLiMe B HAPOAHOM CUeHe
6b11M oaeTbl Typkamu. He cneayet 3abbiBaThb, 4tTo OTENNO NpUExan Ha
OCTpPOB, r4e TONbKO YTO H6bIN0 NOTYWHO BOCCTaHKe. O4Ha UCKpa — U

BCe BHOBb BCnN bIXHeT.33

The political and racial undertones of the plot were to take on even greater
significance in Stanislavskii’s next production of Othello, which, 34 years later,

took place after the Bolshevik Revolution.

5.2.4 Othello at the Moscow Art Theatre, 1930

As can be seen from the subsequently published production plan,

Stanislavskii’s second production of Othello was presented in the 1864

*2 |bid, pp.197-202.

* Ibid, p.199. Benedetti provides the following translation: ‘Let me start with the fact that
Cyprus was not Venetian, as it was normally depicted in the theatre, but Turkish. It was
inhabited not by Europeans, but by Turks. The extras in the crowd scenes were dressed as
such. We must not forget that Othello had come to an island where a rebellion had been put
down. One spark and everything would burst into flame again.” (Stanislavski, My Life in Art,
p.146).
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translation of Pétr Veinberg. Work started on the production as early as late
December 1926, and there were 157 rehearsals. However, due to his
deteriorating health, Stanislavskii had to relocate to Nice in 1929, on the
advice of his doctor. In order to compensate for his absence, Stanislavskii
wrote a detailed production plan which was sent to the company in Moscow
page by page. As B. Zingerman describes, however, the production was to
have a ‘HecyacTamsas cyabba’ (an unhappy fate).>* There were only ten
performances, from 14 March to 25 May 1930, as on 29 May, the actor
playing lago, Vladimir Sinitsyn, was killed when he fell from a fourth floor
window. *> Nevertheless, although short-lived, the production appears to
have been extremely popular with the public, as the applause was such after

the second performance that the curtain had to be raised 22 times.*®

The role of Othello was played by Leonid Leonidov, described as ‘oauH u3
Kopudees' (one of the leading lights) of the Moscow Art Theatre, whose
intense performance was likened by Stanislavskii to the much admired Salvini.
Interestingly, as can be seen from the photograph below, his appearance
seems to be of a more sub-Saharan African than the character Stanislavskii

portrayed in 1896.

*B. Zingerman, ‘Otello’ in Moskovskii khudozhestvennyi teatr: 100 let, ed. by A. M.
Smelianskii (Moscow: lzd-vo Moskovskii khudozhestvennyi teatr, 1998), pp.127-128, p.127.
» Stanislavsky — A Life in Letters, ed. and trans. by Laurence Senelick, p.538.

3 Zingerman, p.127.
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Figure 1: Leonid Leonidov as Othello.

This initial success with audiences was to be continued when Stanislavskii’s
unfinished production plan was published in 1945. The work was therefore to
influence many future productions, both in Russia and across the rest of
Europe. The Soviet critic Sof’ia Nel’s enthusiastically describes the plan’s
publication as ‘bonbLl[oe] cobbiTU[€] B UCTOPUM COBETCKOTO
LWeKcnMpoBeaeHnAa n Teana'.37 However, writing in 2002, Potter notes that
Othello is ‘so pervasive in [Stanislavskii’s] posthumously published writings on

the theatre [...] that it had a disproportionate effect in central and Eastern

7 Nel’s, Shekspir na Sovetskom stsene, p.154. [A major event in the history of Soviet
Shakespeare studies and theatre].
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38 However ‘disproportionate’ the effect, the publication must

Europe.
nevertheless have cemented Stanislavskii’s interpretation of Othello in the
minds of audiences and critics alike. In Russia, it must also have further
strengthened the canonisation of Veinberg’s translation. Writing in 1997,
Maurice Friedberg notes that phrases from Veinberg’s Othello ‘continue to
live in the Russian language as commonly used quotations from
Shakespeare.””” Interestingly, he refers in particular here to the lines ‘She
loved me for the dangers | had passed|And | loved her that she did pity them’

(Othello, 1.1.158), over which Radlova was so strongly criticised when she

offered an alternative translation.

In his plan for the new production, it is clear that Stanislavskii drew on many
of the ideas which had formed the basis for his 1896 staging of the play. The
sets featured a similarly lavish design by the artist A. la. Golovin. Possibly
influenced by his collaboration with Edward Gordon-Craig, Stanislavskii was
keen to avoid prolonged breaks between scenes, and so a revolving stage was
used in order that there was no break in the action, whilst the Venice scenes
again involved gondolas which were moved across the stage on wheels. The
elaborate nature of the sets can be seen from the photograph of the mock-up
of Brabantio’s house from Act | Scene 1, and the design for the Senate set in

Act | Scene 3.

® Potter, p.98.
9 Friedberg, p.56.



Figure 2: Mock-up for Act | Scene 1, Outside Brabantio’s House

Though the set design may have been based on ideas from a previous
production, they must have seemed even more ornate to audiences
accustomed to the austerity of the late 1920s and early 1930s. Radlov’s
theatre company, it may be remembered, started life in the “Iron Hall” of a

working club.

Figure 3: Set design for Act | Scene 3 — The Senate
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As far as characterisation was concerned, Stanislavskii’s production plan
typically contains ‘detailed discussions of individual characters and scenes,
accompanied by many drawings of mise-en-sceéne.”*® For example, he
describes at length how Roderigo came to fall in love with Desdemona, and

why Othello has chosen Cassio, rather than lago, to be his lieutenant:

Ho B BeHeuunun cpeaun 6aecka, HONoOpHOCTU, BbICOKOMEPUA Ha
odnLManbHbIX NPUEMAX, CPEAM BbICOKOMOCTABAEHHbIX AL, C
KOTOpPbIMM NpuxoauTca umeTb aeno Otenno, Aro — He Ha mecTe.
Kpome Toro, cam reHepan cnab no 4acTu Hayk, MUCAHUA U
obpaszoBaHuA. Emy HyXHO nMmeTb nogse cebs YenoBeKa, KOTOPbIA MoOr
6bl 3aN0NHATL NPobenbl 06pa3oBaHMA, aAbloTaHTa, KOTOPOTrO MOMKHO
6b110 6bl 6€3 60A3HM NOCNATb C NOPYHEHUAMMU K CAMOMY A0MXKY, K

cenatopam.™

Significantly however, critics have noted that Stanislavskii offered fresh
interpretations of Shakespeare’s principal characters. Sof’ia Nel’s highlights
the fact that Stanislavskii did not view jealousy as the central element of the
hero’s character: ‘CTaHMC/1aBCKMIA CYMTAET, YTO PEBHOCTb He AB/IAETCA
OCHOBHbIM COZiepKaH1em nepeskmsaHuit Otenno’.*” She argued that he
instead chose to concentrate on the competing emotions which the character
experiences. In addition to lack of focus on jealousy, Potter asserts that
Stanislavskii’s treatment of the role of Desdemona was quite different from
anything which would have been seen on stages in Britain or America at that
time. She was usually an extremely passive character, with her more
important scenes cut for fear of offending audiences. ‘It would be several

decades before the western theatre paid as much attention as he did to

0 st¥ibrny, p.81.

*L K. S. Stanislavskii. Rezhisserskii plan Otello (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1945), p.14. Helen Nowak
provides the following translation of this description: ‘But in Venice, in the glittering, haughty
and disdainful atmosphere of official receptions, amongst people of high standing with whom
Othello is forced to mix, lago is out of place. Besides, the general himself sadly lacks the art of
spelling and general education. He needs a person who can fill these gaps, an adjutant whom
he can send without hesitation as an envoy to the senators or even the Duke himself.’
Stanislavsky Produces Othello, p.18.

2 Nel’s, p.155. [Stanislavskii believed that jealousy was not the main component in the
emotional experience of Othello.]
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*43 From Stanislavskii’s notes on the character, it also

Desdemona’s sexuality.
seems that he was keen for the Desdemona in his new production to depart
from the established traditions for the character on the Russian stage: ‘He
cneayet 3abbiBaTh, YTO [le3geMoHa COBCEM He Ta, KaKoto ee 06bIKHOBEHHO
UrpatoT Ha cueHe. Tam 13 Hee AeNaloT KaKyto-To POOKYHO 1 3anyraHHy
Odenunto. Ho lespemoHa coscem He Odenna. OHa pewuntenbHasa, cMenas.

OHa He xo4eT 06bl4HbIX BpakoB NO JOMOCTPOIO. EM HYXKEH CKAa304HbIN

uapesmy.*

One of the other most notable aspects of Stanislavskii’s interpretation of
Othello is his emphasis of the political and social context of Othello’s
encampment on Cyprus, which are again highlighted in his second production.
By 1930, the political content of plays and the social responsibility of the
theatre had of course taken on greater significance. As Zdenek Stfibrny notes,
‘[w]hereas Othello had often been seen primarily as a domestic tragedy,
Stanislavskii took great pains to plan the action on a large background of
clashing political and social forces.”* Just as in the 1896 production, the
discontent of Turkish inhabitants at the colonial situation in Cyprus was, as
George Gibian describes, ‘given great prominence’.*® This prominence is

clearly illustrated in this extract from Stanislavskii’s instructions for Act Il,

Scene 1:

Kunp — Typeukmnii ropoa v »KagHo XAeT cBoero ocBoboXKaeHUA oT
TAxeno ura. Cyabba Tysemues A0NKHA TeNnepb PeLwnTbCa: U BAANN
NOABUTCA TYpeLKUin Ga0T, U TOrAa OHM CNACEHbI, U NPUAYT
BEHeLMaHLbl, M TOraa oHn byayT ewe 6onee yrHeteHbl. HaBepxy,

BeHeUuunaHubl XXaaHoO XA4yT CBOUX, MOTOMY YTO, €C/I1 OHUN HEe

43 Potter, p.99.

“Stanislavskii, Rezhisserskii plan, p.17. Nowak’s translation is as follows: ‘One must not forget
that Desdemona is not in the least like the girl usually portrayed on the stage. More often
than not she is shown as a diffident and timid Ophelia. She is resolute, courageous, resists the
orthodox type of marriage prescribed by tradition. She longs for a Prince Charming.” (p.20).

* st¥ibrny, p.81.

6 George Gibian, ‘Shakespeare in Russia’, p.31.
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npuNAbIBYT, TO MOHTAHO M BCA OXpaHa ocTpoBa byayT nepepesaHsbl. Mx

OKUAATENbHOE COCTOSHME MOHATHO. Y

The costumes of the supporting cast used in the Cypriot port and street
scenes certainly emphasise the “Eastern” nature of the play’s second setting.
The detailed attention which Stanislavskii paid to the costumes and actions of
his supporting cast members could also be seen as a further example of the
influence of the Meiningen Company, by whose handling of ‘HapogHble
cueHbl’ (crowd scenes) Stanislavskii was extremely impressed, and therefore

later incorporated this detail into his work.*®

Figure 4: A supporting cast member in Cypriot costume

*’ Stanislavskii, Rezhisserskii plan, p.119. Nowak provides the following translation: ‘Cyprus is
a Turkish town feverishly waiting for its liberation from the Venetian yoke. The fate of the
natives is at stake: if the Turkish Fleet appears from afar they will be saved, but if the
Venetians come, their life will be harder than ever. Above, the Venetians eagerly wait for
reinforcements; they know, if reinforcements fail to come, Montano and his whole garrison
can expect to be slaughtered by the natives.” Stanislavsky Produces Othello, p.81.

*® See Stanislavskii, Moia zhizn’ v iskusstve, pp. 159 and 178.
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As will be demonstrated in the next section of this chapter, in creating his
productions of Othello, Radlov chose to draw on many elements which had
already been established within the Russian performance tradition of the
play. There were already competing interpretations of Othello’s character:
jealous or not jealous; civilised yet passionate foreigner or ill-educated
savage. Stanislavskii had also demonstrated how the political elements in the
play could be exploited. The fact that Radlov chose to work with a fresh new
translation may have allowed him to better shape his own interpretation of
the play. Before examining the work of the Radlovs, however, the last part of
this contextual section will examine a production which followed a year after
the Radlovs’ Othello was first performed, in order to demonstrate the position

within the theatrical polysystem which their work held.

5.2.5 Othello at the Realistic Theatre, 1936

Whilst much of the debate over Radlova’s translation was still continuing,
another Othello was staged in Moscow the following year, premiering on 23
March 1936.*° The production, directed by another former student of
Meierkhol’d, Nikolai Pavlovich Okhlopkov, offered an interpretation very
different from Radlov’s, and was described by one commentator as a

‘«lweKcnupemeHT»’ (a “Shakesperiment”).”

As Nick Worrall describes, ‘Okhlopkov did not appear to have any clear
philosophical conception of the play, but typically, tended to imagine it in
terms of striking imagery’.>* The set for the production, designed by Boris
Knoblok, was therefore, like that for Stanislavskii’s production, extremely
elaborate, with some seamstresses employed to work on the project for three

months. The staging encompassed a huge gondola, a symbol of Venice, which

was split into two sections and jutted out into the audience. In the middle of

* David Zolotnitsky, Zakat teatral’nogo oktiabria (St Petersburg: Rossiiskii institut istorii
iskusstv, 2006), p.393.

0, Reykh, ‘Shekspir v Realisticheskom teatre’, Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 29 May 1936, p.3.
>t Worrall, Modernism to Realism on the Soviet Stage, p.166-167.
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the gondola’s two sections was a raised acting area, which could be reached
by four ramps which cut diagonally across the entire auditorium.>* Worrall
argues that Okhlopkov’s approach to the play was based on a study of ‘folk
culture’, and that he wanted to stage Othello ‘as a piece of street theatre,
involving something reminiscent of pageant-waggons processing from station

to station.””®

The unconventional entrance arrangements allowed the
audience to view the actors processing onto the stage in palanquins, or on
stretchers carried by stage servants. The director and his designer had
originally intended to install swivel seats so that the audience could turn and
follow the action as it moved around. This proposal was eventually
abandoned due to the expense in favour of a more conventional seating
arrangement, though Okhlopkov’s measures to surround the audience with

the performance here are very similar to those explored by Antonin Artaud

with his concept of the Theatre of Cruelty.>

In spite of the impressive visual effects of the production, however, Worrall

notes that production was a ‘critical failure’>

. Contemporary reviews indicate
that critics were unsure of the main concept behind the production.>® Sof’ia
Nel’s argues that Okhlopkov’s Othello was not particularly close to
Shakespeare, calling it a ‘reworking’. She states that in contrast to Radlov,
Okhlopkov emphasises the theme of jealousy: Nel’s likens it to an Italian
melodrama.>’ Adding to the debate over the use of coarse language in

Radlova’s translation, the critic B. Ber comments that the translation used by

Okhlopkov, that of lu. Ansimov, does not contain any of the coarser language

>? |bid, p.167.

> Ibid, p.166.

>* Artaud wrote Le Thédtre et son Double (The Theatre and its Double) between 1931 and
1935, it was later published in 1938. In this work, he describes how the spectacle of the
Theatre of Cruelty should surround the audience, advocating what Kimberly Jannarone has
described as ‘a more immediate involvement of spectator with performance'. Okhlopkov also
seems to have been keen to achieve this effect of immersion for his audience.

Kimberly Jannarone, Artaud and his Doubles (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2012),
p.91.

> Worrall, Modernism to Realism on the Soviet Stage, p.166.

>®B. Ber, ‘Iskazhennyi Shekspir — “Otello” v realisticheskom teatre’, Teatr i dramaturgiia, 6
(1936), 330-333 (p.330).

>7s. Nel’s, ““Otello” na moskovskom stsene’, Sovetskii teatr, 4-5, (1936), 16-21. (pp.20-21)
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and expressions used by Radlova. He notes in particular that the term
‘wntoxa’ (whore) has been substituted for slightly more decorous term
‘6nynHnua’ (a much older word, with a meaning more like ‘woman of loose
morals’). As may be recalled from Chapters 2 and 4, Ansimov has here made
the same choice as the nineteenth century translator Veinberg. Ironically,
however, Ber states that the action in Okhlopkov’s production is far more

sexually motivated than in Radlov’s concept of the play.”®

It has unfortunately not been possible so far to locate the translation by
Ansimov, or any further information on the translator. However, in a footnote
to his biography of D. S Mirsky, G. S. Smith states that Mirsky was involved in
the editing of Ansimov’s translation, and that Mirsky had thought the
translation was of a high standard. > This connection is interesting, given
Mirsky’s earlier support of Radlova’s work, but as yet no further sources on
Ansimov and his working process have been uncovered, as there is no
mention of his translations in Soviet encyclopaedias. It is of course possible
that the name is a pseudonym, or that it is an indication of the lack of
attention paid to translators which is still a contentious issue for those in the
profession today. Nevertheless, Ber’s observation on the apparent discord
between AnsimovV’s ‘politer’ translation and Okhlopkov’s interpretation of
Shakespeare’s characters’ motivations raises an interesting point regarding
the implications for a production if the translator and director have a
different concept of the play, or do not have any contact with each other.
Pavis notes that one of the fundamental problems of preparing a translation
for the theatre is that the translation ‘is intended for a future situation of

%0 |t has not

enunciation with which the translator is barely, if at all, familiar.
been possible to discover whether Okhlopkov had any communication with
his translator, but the Radlovs’ personal relationship and the fact that they

had clearly come to an agreement over their interpretation of Othello meant

>% Ber, pp.332-333.

¥ G.s. Smith, D. S. Mirsky: A Russian-English Life, 1890-1939 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), p.356.

60 Pavis, Theatre at the Crossroads of Culture, p.137.
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that Radlova’s familiarity with the ‘situation of enunciation’ which her
director intended must have been better than that of many others preparing

translations for the stage.

Though many of the critics reviewing Okhopkov’s Othello recognised his
directorial talent and ingenuity, many viewed his decision to stage the play as
a mistake. His production appears to have been completely overshadowed by
that of Radlov, but also seems to have failed to meet the expectations of a
production of an established classic. As Arkady Ostrovsky explains, ‘[w]hile
the 1920s sought to modernize and adjust classics to the purposes of the
proletarian art, the 1930s demanded a complete “faithfulness” and allowed
no diversion from the canon.’®* Amongst all the debate about the best way to
present the true spirit of Shakespeare in order to educate the Soviet people,
freer interpretations of Shakespeare’s texts on stage were, in this period,

apparently no longer welcome.

5.3 Radlov’s Productions of Othello

Productions of Othello were central to Radlov’s directorial oeuvre, and with
each production came developments and the re-shaping of his interpretation
of the play. However, his key concept of the play’s plot and characters seem
to have remained fairly constant throughout. In an interview given to the
newspaper Literaturnaia gazeta in December 1935, Radlov stated that he
interpreted Othello ‘Kak nbecy He 0 peBHOCTU, a 0 bosblioK NobBK (as a play
not about jealousy, but about great love).®” He maintained that he formed
this concept of the play ‘[B]Jonpeku Tpaauumn’ (in spite of the tradition)
indicating that he felt jealousy had previously always been seen as the central
theme of the play. For Radlov, Othello is not a jealous character: ‘He BapBap-
AMKapb, NOJIHbIA PEBHOCTM M FOTOBbIN BCMbIXHYTb B 1H0OYH0 MUHYTY, NOA06HO

604Ke C NOPOXOM [...] @ HA060POT, YMHbI, 6ONbLION, COBPEMEHHDbIM,

ot Ostrovsky, p.73.
2, P., ‘Otello v Malom teatre’, Literaturnaia gazeta, 9 December 1935, p.5.
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%3 He instead argued that

[0BEpPYMBbI YenoBeK — BOT Takoe OTenno.
previous interpretations of the play had begun from the wrong starting point.
The key to the play, as far as Radlov was concerned, was not how quickly

Othello becomes jealous, but rather how ingenious lago has to be in order to

destroy the trusting relationship between Othello and Desdemona:

[B]cKkpbliBaTb He TO, KaK HBbICTPO HauMHAeT peBHOBaTb OTENNO, A KaK
TPYAHO 3aCTaBUTb €ro PeBHOBATb, He TO, KaK NPOCTa 3a4a4a Aro, a,
Hao0bO0pPOT, KAaKOM OrPOMHbBIN N AbABONLCKUIA TaNAHT AOJIKEH Obln
NPUIATU emy Ha NOMOLLb, YTOObI CNOMUTL eCTeCTBEHHOE U rnybokoe

posepue Otenno k esgemone.®

Long after the staging of Radlov’s productions of Othello, Soviet critics such as
Sof’ia Nel’s continued to reinforce Radlov’s interpretation by arguing that
placing jealousy at the centre of the play was simply an extremely old-
fashioned concept, typical of pre-revolutionary ideas: ‘OcHoBHOe
cogeprkaHue Tparegumn «OTenno» bypxyasHble uccnegosatenu Lekcnupa
06bIYHO CBOAMAM K Npobaeme pesHocTn.’® Twenty-first century critics have
also suggested that the greater emphasis on the scheming skills of lago is an
example of how Soviet directors such as Radlov took the opportunity to
accentuate those elements of the play’s plot which best suited the ideology of
the new Soviet epoch. As Potter notes, ‘lago’s obsession with money and his
ruthless individualism made him an obvious representative of the rising
capitalist culture of the Renaissance’® and therefore an ideal villain in the

new Communist world.

63 Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspira’, p.51. [Not a savage barbarian, full of jealousy and ready
to flare up at any minute, like a keg of gunpowder [...] but on the contrary, a clever, great,
modern, trusting person; that is Othello.

* Ibid, p.51. [to reveal not how quickly Othello starts to become jealous, but how difficult it is
to make him jealous: not how simple lago’s task is, but on the contrary, what immense and
devilish talent he has to call on in order to break the natural and deep trust which Othello has
in Desdemona.]

® Sofia Nel’s, Shekspir na Sovetskom stsene, (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1964), p.140. [Bourgeois
scholars of Shakespeare usually reduce the main substance of the tragedy Othello to the
problem of jealousy.]

60 Potter, p.100.
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Radlov was also keen to dismiss the previous concepts of Othello as an
uncivilised, wild savage, again dismissing them as pre-revolutionary prejudice:
‘OTenno npeacraeT nepes Hamu He B BUAE AMKApA, rpyboro, 310ro u
PEBHMBOIO, KAKMM €ro XoTeNo BUAETb HEYMHHOE apuinckoe Bbicokomepue XIX
BEKa, @ CUbHbIM, MY}eCTBEHHbIM BOMHOM, COBPEMEHHUKOM OTBaXKHbIX

*%7 For Radlov, Othello clearly

MopenaaBaTenel eNn3aBeTUHCKOM 3MOXM.
embodied all the best qualities of a man of the Elizabethan era. As has been
noted in Chapter 2, ‘the Soviet culture of the 1930s saw itself as a direct heir

of the Renaissance',68 which made Othello the ideal hero for the Soviet stage.

Radlov’s decision to emphasise the elements in Othello which corresponded
with the ideals of the Renaissance era was, as indicated, very much in keeping
with how Soviet society wanted to be seen. Ostrovsky notes that ‘[d]Jrawing
parallels between the socialist era and the Renaissance became almost
commonplace in the 1930s,’®® and these perceived parallels raise a number of
fascinating connections. For many, the Renaissance represented the birth of
modern man, ‘a break from the Middle Ages, creating a modern
understanding of humanity and its place in the world’.”® It was a period of
great advances in education, philosophy, exploration and scientific discovery.
Likewise, in Russia in the 1930s, Stalin’s brand of Communism was promoted
as the only way forward to a better life, whilst the principles of socialist
realism ensured a programme of mass education through the arts. However,
as Jerry Brotton notes, the Renaissance period also had a much darker side.”?
It was a time of religious debate and conflict, and enormous inequality.
Through war and disease, it witnessed the destruction of many indigenous
peoples and cultures unprepared for adopting European beliefs and ways of

living, while there were gruesome punishments in store for anyone falling foul

& Leningradskii gosudarstvennyi teatr p/r S. Radlova — K Shekspirovskomy festivaliu: Otello —
Romeo i Dzhul’etta — Gamlet (Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1939), p.10. [Othello appears to us not as
the crude, fierce and jealous savage which the unwise arrogance of the nineteenth century
wanted him to be seen as, but as a strong, brave warrior, a contemporary of the courageous
seafarers of the Elizabethan era.]

68 Ostrovsky, p.61.

* Ibid.

7 Jerry Brotton, The Renaissance Bazaar (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), pp.21-22.
& Brotton, pp.10-12.
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of those in power. While Soviet directors may have been happy to attribute
characteristics typical of the rise of capitalism to their villains, it is unlikely

that these other, darker parallels were ever highlighted at the time.

5.3.1 The First Leningrad Production

RadloV’s first attempt at staging Othello was in 1927, when he was invited to
direct a production of the play in Pétr Veinberg’s translation at the State
Drama Theatre in Leningrad (formerly the Aleksandrinskii). He did not look
back on this piece of work with satisfaction, going as far as to describe it in
one article as one of the worst and least convincing productions he had ever
staged.”? Radlov gives a number of reasons for the failure of the production.
Firstly, the leading role was shared by lurii luriev and lllarion Pevtsov, who,
whilst both talented actors, had such dissimilar styles that they almost
delivered two completely different versions of the play. Secondly, he viewed
the fact that the theatre refused to commission a new translation, and
insisted that he use that of Veinberg, as a principal reason for the difficulties
he faced with the production: ‘Y meHsa 6bi11 B pyKax cTapblil U 04eHb
Hexopowwni nepesoy, BeliHbepra, n A He mor y6eauTb TeaTp 3aKa3aTb HOBbIM,

XOTA U NbITa/CA ero B 3Tom y6eauty.’”

However, Radlov also admits that another cause for the lack of success in the
production was a fault of his own. He asserts that he failed to recognise the
importance of the contrasts which Shakespeare creates throughout the play,
many of which are provided by the sub-plots, seemingly not connected to the
central action of the tragedy. He singles out the comical scenes between
Cassio and Bianca, which he had initially understood as simply offering the
audience a reprise from the intense nature of the tragic scenes, but which he

later came to understand provided an important contrast in order to better

72 Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspira’, p.18.
” Ibid. p.18. [I had in hand the old and very bad translation of Veinberg, and | could not
persuade the theatre to order a new one, though | tried to persuade them of this.]
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understand the relationship between Othello and Desdemona: ‘3T1 cueHb!
CBA3aHbl C OCHOBHOM TEMOM Nbecbl, MO0 OTHOLWEHMA MmexXay BruaHkol n
Kaccro — ato rpyban ¢pusmnyeckasn ntoboBb, Tak KOHTpAcTMpytoLwasn ¢ 60abLuon

YenoBeyecKoit No6osbio OTenno u Jesgemonsbt.””

While Radlov may not have looked back favourably on his 1927 staging of
Othello, it is clear that his work on this production helped to shape his
interpretations of the play which were to follow in the 1930s. He later
described how it was this work which had made him realise the necessity of
moving away from the traditional, pre-revolutionary interpretations of
Shakespeare. For Radlov, the difference between the production at the State
Drama Theatre and his next staging of Othello at the Molodoi (Young)
Theatre, which premiered in 1932, was a clear example of the ‘6opbba 3a

cosetckoro LLekcnupa' (‘the fight for a Soviet Shakespeare’).”

5.3.2 Othello at the Molodoi Theatre

In contrast to his criticism of the use of Veinberg’s translation in the 1927
production, Radlov attributes much of his satisfaction with the 1932
production to the fact that he was able to use the new translation by his wife:
‘y MeHA B pyKax MMenca HOBbIN NPeBOCXOAHbIN NepeBos AHHbI Pagnosol, B
CYLLHOCTW, BCEM CBOMM }KMBbIM MacTepPCTBOM NpeaonpeaenvBLLIMIA NEPEXOS, K

peanmncTMuecKoi TpakToske LLlekcnumpa.’”®

Indeed, in his “Expositional thesis”,
published to accompany the premiere of the production, Radlov keenly
explains the importance of using a new translation. The reasons he gives are
very similar to those his wife asserts in her writings on translation: that the

translators of the nineteenth century failed to pay adequate attention to the

“ Radlov,’Shekspir i problemy rezhissury’, Teatr i dramaturgiia, 2 (1936), 57-62

( p.61). [these scenes are connected with the main theme of the play, because the
relationship between Bianca and Cassio is a coarse, physical love, so a contrast with the
great, human love of Othello and Desdemona.]

S E. Radlov, ‘Vstupitel’'noe slovo S. E. Radlova k p’ese Shekspira Otello’, RNB, f.625, d.127
e Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspira’, p.20. ‘l had in hand the excellent new translation by Anna
Radlova, which in essence, with all its vivid mastery, predetermined the transition to a
realistic interpretation of Shakespeare.]
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rhythms and verse of Shakespeare’s text; that they removed much of the
coarser language which was present in the original; that there were numerous
inaccuracies; and that their work was extremely verbose and much longer
than their source text, so that the power of Shakespeare’s work was diluted.”’
Possibly anticipating much of the criticism which was to follow, Radlov made
a particular point of defending his wife’s decision to use much coarser
language in her translation of certain scenes than had previously been

employed by nineteenth century translators:

B To nbece B nepesoge A. PaanoBoi, KOTOPYHO Bbl CEMYAC YCAbIWMUTE,
Bbl HalAeTe J,0BO/IbHO MHOIO OY€Hb BO/IHbIX M pe3Kux cios. Ons yero
OHM HYXKHbI? Hy, npexae Bcero, NOTOMY YTO OHW HanucaHbl y
LWeKkcnupa. A Ana 4yero oHW Hy»KHbl LLekcnupy? MoTomy YTO OH UMM

NPUBAMKAET UCKYCCTBO K PEanbHOM KU3HM, K peanHbiM aoaam.”

Radlov’s reference here to the fact that Shakespeare’s characters should be
recognisable as real people was clearly an important aim for the production,
as he also stated that it was an essential factor in the design of scenery and
costumes, which were completed by the artist Aleksandr Rykov: ‘KocTiom
AB/IAETCA HE HAPALOM A/1A BbIXOAa Ha CLLEHY, @ peasibHO GYHKUNOHUPYOLWUM
B ABUKEHMAX U B KM3HM Yenoseka’.”” Both Radlov as director and Radlova as

translator argued for the need for Shakespeare to be accessible to ordinary

people, so that they could identify with the characters on stage.

In an article he wrote in celebration of a “Shakespeare festival” in 1939 which
reflected on all his Shakespearean productions, Radlov stated that one of the
key realisations he had between the productions in 1927 and 1932 was that a

greater knowledge of the period in which the play was written would allow

7S, E. Radlov, ‘Ekspozitsionnye tezisy k postanovke Otello v Leningradskom
Gosudarstvennom Molodom Teatre (1932), RNB, f.625, d. 65.

78 Radlov, ‘Vstupitel’'noe slovo S. E. Radlova k p’ese Shekspira Otello’, RNB, .625, d.127. ‘In
this play, in the translation of A. Radlova, which you are now going to hear, you will find quite
a lot of very free and harsh words. Why are they necessary? Well, first and foremost because
they are written in Shakespeare. And why were they necessary for Shakespeare? Because
with them he brings art closer to real life, to real people.]

7 Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspira’, p.54. [A costume is not just clothes for wearing on stage,
but for really functioning in the movements and life of a person.]
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him to develop a better understanding of the characters: ‘Bonee 6anskoe
3HAKOMCTBO C 3MOXOM OKPACWUIO AN1A MEHA COBEPLLUEHHO 3aHOBO LebIN pAag,
CLLeH, NOIOMKEHWIA, HaMeKOB 1 xapakTepos Tpareann.’® He clearly imparted
the importance of this contextual knowledge to the actors in his company, as
can be seen in the reflections of Tamara lakobson, who played the role of
Desdemona. In her notes on the role, lakobson makes it clear that this
understanding of the time provided crucial insight into the character of
Desdemona. She argued that a new, stronger interpretation of the role was
required: ‘3Ta bypHas anoxa, aNoxa aHrIMMCKOro BO3pOKAEeHMA U ABMIACh
OCHOBOM A1 HOBOFO TONIKOBaHUA 06pa3a [le3aeMoHbl, Aanekoi ot
[e3aeMoHbl NpexXHen n 0bbIYHOM TPAKTOBKKU, B KOTOPOM TMXas U NOKOPHas
FPYCTb, 6ECNOMOLLHbIE KEHCKME CNe3bl BbIAM FNaBHLIMM Kpackamu poau.’s:
lakobson argues that the clues to this stronger incarnation of Desdemona are
there in her actions in the play, remarking that eloping with Othello without
the knowledge of her father is a far greater flouting of social conventions than
sharing in lago’s rather coarse banter at the beginning of the second act.
lakobson states that ‘TonbKo KeHlKWHa NonHas co3HaHUA cBoel cBoboapbl U
aHeprum K bopbe 3a Hee’ (‘only a woman fully conscious of her freedom and
the energy to fight for it’) would speak up for Othello in front of her father

and national dignitaries in the way that she does.®

The fact that Radlov was working with actors who were part of his company
and whom he had helped to train was clearly an advantage for the director, as
it was easier for him to help shape their interpretations, and instil his own
principles into their work. Othello was played by Georgii Eremeev. He was
very young to take on the part, as he had only graduated from theatre school

in 1929, but it became one of the most important roles of his career, and one

80 Leningradskii gosudarstvennyi teatr p/r S. Radlova — K Shekspirovskomu festivaliu: Otello —
Romeo i Dzhul’etta — Gamlet (Leningrad: Iskusstvo, 1939), pp.7-8. [A much closer knowledge
of the era completely coloured anew quite a number of scenes for me, the situations,
allusions and characters of the tragedy.]

81 lakobson, Tamara. ‘Dezdemona — Zametka’, RNB, f.625, d.781. [This turbulent era, the era
of the English Renaissance, was the basis for a new interpretation of the character of
Desdemona, far from the usual Desdemona of previous interpretations, in which quiet and
sadness, with helpless female tears, were the main features of the role.]

* Ibid.
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that he returned to many times. When writing the actor’s obituary in 1940,
Radlov noted that Eremeev’s Othello had always been regarded as his best
performance by his colleagues.®®> EremeeV’s interpretation of the role
emphasised the contrasting elements in the hero’s character, his almost
childlike trust in people alongside the power he exerts as a strong and capable
military leader.®* Clearly influenced by his director, the actor stresses the
importance of understanding the social order of Shakespeare’s society in
order to portray the conflicting elements of Othello’s character successfully.
Radlov was also satisfied that the actor Dmitrii Dudnikov, in the role of lago,
had fully understood and conveyed the importance of lago’s calculating
nature in the downfall of Othello: ‘oH co3gaeT B Aro 06pa3 UCKAOYNTENBHOTO

06asHUsA, KOTOPOMY TPYAHO He MOAYUHUTLCA.” &

David Zolotnitsky notes that the lack of criticism written on this production
makes its analysis difficult.®® However, the sources which do exist imply that
Radlov was not alone in believing that his production successfully conveyed
his aims to the audience. On the treatment of jealousy in the play, the critic,

Sergei Tsimbal wrote:

Cam OTenno conpoTMBAAETCA BO3HMKAIOLWEMY B HEM YYBCTBY, HO
NPOBOKALUK Aro, MHTPUIU N XUTPOCNNETEHUA, KOTOPbIMU OH OKPYIKEH,
NPMBOAAT €ro K KaTacTpode — 3HaUuT, AeN0 He B CAMOM YyBCTBE
PEeBHOCTU, KOTOPOE UrpaeT NnoAapobHYIO pPonb, a B TeX
B3aMMOOTHOLLEHUAX YeI0BEKA M cpeabl, KOoTopble 06yC10BAMBAIOTCA U
COUMaNbHbIMU, N PACOBbLIM, U BCAKUMWU UHBIMWU NPU3HAKamK. BoT aTa

TeMa M CTasla OCHOBOM Ana cnektakna Mosogoro Teana.87

% Radlov, ‘Georgii EremeeV’, Teatr, 3 (1940) 111-115, (p.114).

84 Georgii Eremeev, ‘Otello — Zametka’, RNB, f.625, d.742.

% Radlov, ‘Kak ia stavliu Shekspira’, p.53. [he creates in lago a character of exceptional charm,
whom it is difficult not to obey.]

86 Zolotnitsky, Sergei Radlov, p.102.

¥ 5. Tsimbal, ‘Molodoi teatr i ego puti’, Rabochii | teatr, 19 (1933), 5-7 (p.6). [Othello himself
resists the feeling rising up inside him, but the provocation from lago, the intrigue and web of
artful designs with which he is surrounded, lead him to catastrophe. This means that it is not
the feeling of jealousy itself, whose role is circumstantial, but those interrelations between
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Othello’s jealousy is no longer viewed as the principal driving force of the plot,
as was always Radlov’s intention. Instead, it is lago’s manipulation of the
wider social forces at play which lead to the hero’s downfall. As has been
demonstrated, Stanislavskii was already placing a heavy emphasis on his own
interpretation of the political forces underlying the plot of Othello in his 1930
production. Two years later, when, following the formation of the Writers’
Union, the concept of socialist realism was beginning to take shape, the
prominence of social and political subject matter was all the more important.
RadloV’s use of a new translation, which not only refreshed and modernised
Shakespeare’s text, but emphasised the elements of the Othello’s character
most fitting with his concept of the socialist realist ‘positive hero’®®, must
have allowed him to further shape the play to his cause for a Soviet

Shakespeare.

5.3.3 Othello at Radlov’s Studio-Theatre

In 1935, Radlov revived Othello at his studio theatre in Leningrad (Teatr-
Studio pod rukovodstvom Sergeia Radlova). This was in fact the same venue
as the Molodoi Theatre, but had been re-named following its transfer into the
Leningrad State Theatre system.®® The production therefore used Radlova’s
translation once more, and featured the same cast as his 1932 work, with

Eremeev in the lead role, Dudnikov as lago and lakobson as Desdemona.

man and his environment, which are conditioned by social, racial and various other criteria.
This is the theme which became the foundation for the play at the Molodoi Theatre.]

% Cla rk, The Soviet Novel, p.46.

8 Zolotnitsky, Sergei Radlov, p.108.
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Figure 5: Georgii Eremeev as Othello

In his subsequent writings on Shakespeare, Radlov seems to view this third
attempt at Othello as a great success, and the realisation of all his previous
work on the play. The theatre critic Aleksei Gvozdev was in agreement that
RadloVv’s revival of Othello represented a considerable achievement: ‘HoBas
perkuccepckana pegakuma noctaHoBKM «OTenno» B Teatpe-ctyamm um. C. 3.

PapnoBa oTmeyeHa NCKIIOYNTENIBHOM CBEXKECTbIO IMOUMNANBbHOIO PaCKpPbITUA
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06pa3sos Lekcnupa.””® He noted that rather than simply making the
characters of Othello and lago of primary importance, the strength of the
production meant that the attention of the audience was drawn to many
different aspects of the play. ‘Ka)kgaa getanb cTaHOBUTCA 3HAYUTENBHOM, HO
He cama no cebe B3ATaA, a KAaK HEOTbEM/IEMAA YacCTb PBYLLETOCA BNepes,

91 This observation seems to echo that of Tsimbal on Radlov’s

AeNcTBumS.
earlier production, that the wider social concerns of Shakespeare’s era had
been given greater prominence alongside the personal experience of the
characters. The social morals of any theatre production were now under even

greater scrutiny following the formal advent of socialist realism in 1934.

As this was the second time Radlov had used his wife’s translation, he does
not seem to have felt the need to promote his choice in quite the same way
as he did for the 1932 production. Nevertheless, the translation’s innovative
gualities were still picked up on by critics. Echoing the earlier arguments of
the Radlovs themselves, Tsimbal proclaimed that Radlova’s translation

|II

brought Soviet audiences closer to the “original” Shakespeare, returning the
‘rpyboBaT[an] my*KecTBeHHOCTb 1 noaTuyeck[an] cunfa]’ (rough masculinity
and poetic power) to his work which had been smoothed out by the
translators of the past.””> Gvozdev does not make any comment on Anna
Radlova’s translation, preferring to focus solely on aspects of the
performance. However, he does note the clarity of diction with which the text
is conveyed to the audience, implying that it was easy for the actors to work

with. He also notes that the actors appear extremely well-rehearsed, ensuring

they are able to successfully convey the action to the audience.”®

'y Gvozdev, ‘K vysotam tragicheskogo spektaklia — Otello v teatre-studii p/r S. E. Radlova’,
Rabochii i teatr, 9 (1935), 110-111 (p.110). [The new directorial version of the production
Othello at Sergei Radlov’s Theatre-Studio is noted for the exceptional freshness of the
emotional manifestation of Shakespeare’s characters.]

*! Gvozdev, p.110. [Every detail becomes significant, not taken by itself, but as an integral
part of the action surging forward.]

%5, Tsimbal, ‘Otello — prem’era teatra studii p/r S. E. Radlova’, Literaturnyi Leningrad, 26 April
1935, p.4.

3 Gvozdev, p.110.
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Reviewers provide rather mixed reactions to the performances of the
individual actors. Gvozdev views the portrayal of lago by Dudnikov as stronger
than that of Othello by Eremeev. Nevertheless, whilst he compliments
Dudnikov on his portrayal of the outward lago, the ‘honest soldier,” trying to
further his career, Gvozdev also stresses that he lacks the inner passions by

which the character is driven.

Figure 6: Georgii Eremeev as Othello and Dmitrii Dudnikov as lago

Gvozdev also suggests that while lakobson’s portrayal of Desdemona is
outwardly beautiful, the inner emotions of the character are not successfully
conveyed to the audience. The critic S. Tsimbal, however, praises lakobson for

the maturity and flair of her performance, particularly in the final scene.®*

s, Tsimbal, ‘Otello — prem’era teatra studii p/r S. E. Radlova’, Literaturnyi Leningrad, 26 April
1935, p.4.
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Figure 7: Georgii Eremeev as Othello and Tamara lakobson as Desdemona

The performances of the supporting cast members are also viewed in a mixed
light. The actress Solshal’skaia, playing Emilia, is singled out for her
performance in the final scene, and the actor Smirnov, portraying the role of
Cassio, is complimented by both Gvozdev and Tsimbal for his gentle, yet vivid
performance.”> However, both critics view the portrayal of the secondary
roles of Roderigo and Bianca in a less positive light. For Gvozdev, both
characters have traces of the grotesque about them, which goes against the
realistic aims of the production, whilst Tsimbal describes the performances of

actors Fedorov and Smirnova as superficial caricatures.”®

> Gvozdev, p.111.
% Tsimbal, ‘Otello’, p.4.
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Figure 8: Dmitrii Dudnikov as lago, Fedorov as Roderigo
(The backdrop is a map showing Rhodes and Cyprus)

As far as the visual aspects of the production were concerned, Gvozdev notes
the success of the collaboration between director and set designer for the
production, Victor Basov. He describes what he felt was a rare degree of
harmonisation: ‘Xya0*HUK He TONbKO «NpoYen» Nbecy, HO U 3a*Kercs
3aMbIC/IOM peXkumccepa, B CBOK oyepeb BAOXHOBAAA ero TBop4YecTBo. Takoro

97 Gvozdev continues to

poAa meTtog, paboTbl Ha TeaTpe — peaKo ABNEHMeE.
describe Basov’'s mastery at creating a design for the stage out of simple
materials which was reminiscent of the work of some of the greatest Italian
painters such as Tiepolo, while Tsimbal also notes how well the director and
designer complemented each other: ‘Mbicnb pexkunccepa npeBocxoaHO
peannsoBaHa B paboTe XyA0MKHUKa bacosa’.”® GvozdeV’s reference to simple

materials reflects the fact that Radlov’s choice of staging for his production

%7 Gvozdev, p.110. [The artist has not only ‘read through’ the play, but has been captivated by
the concept of the director, in turn inspiring his work. Such an affinity of work methods rarely
happens in the theatre.]

% Tsimbal, ‘Otello — prem’era teatra studii p/r S. E. Radlova’, Literaturnyi Leningrad, 26 April
1935, p.4. [The concept of the director was superbly realised in the work of the designer
Basov.]
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was far less ornate than that of Stanislavskii, though this is perhaps
unsurprising given the experimental nature of his “studio” as opposed to an
established theatre with traditions to maintain and more financial resources
on which to draw. Nevertheless, the simpler staging, along with the seemingly
somewhat satiric costumes, indicates that this was a conceptually modern
production, in keeping with Radlova’s quest to produce a newly accessible

version of the text.

Figure 9: Act | Scene 3 - The Senate. Georgii Eremeev as Othello and Tamara lakobson as
Desdemona

5.3.4 Othello at the Malyi Theatre, Moscow

Based on the success of his other Shakespearean productions, Radlov was
then invited to stage a production of Othello at the Malyi theatre in Moscow.
The production premiered on 10" December 1935. Once again, it used Anna
Radlova’s translation, the first time it had been seen on stage in Moscow. In
the pamphlet published by the Malyi theatre to accompany the new
production, it was described as a ‘resurrection’ of Othello: ‘Manbiii TeaTp

CTPEMUTCA NOKa3aTb B CBOEWN HOBOM pa60Te He ToNbKo Omess10, HO U
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199

Bocco3aatb Omenso.””” Once again, Radlova’s translation was promoted as an

essential part of this innovative interpretation.

CyLLecTBeHHbIM BONPOCOM paboTbl Hag, LLiekcnupom ABNSETCA TakKe
BbIbOp Nnepesoga. Manbiii TeaTp U 34eCb CTPEMUTCA CTOATb HAa YPOBHE
TpeboBaHWIA, NPeabABAAEMbIX COBPEMEHHOCTbIO, U BbIBOP ero
OCTaHaB/MBaeTCA Ha HOBOM nepesoe AHHbI PagnoBoii, caenaHHOM C
60/blUelt TOYHOCTbIO, YEM 3TO MMENI0 MECTO B paHee
CYLLLeCTBOBABLUMX NepeBoaax, BO MHOTOM 3HaYMUTE/IbHO MCKaXKaBLUMNX

LIJeKchpa.100

The pamphlet highlights the importance of the developments in the practice
of Soviet translation in enabling audiences to fully understand and appreciate
Shakespeare’s work, and also advertises the fact that the Malyi theatre was
co-organising a conferences on Shakespeare with the Shakespeare section of
the All-Russian Theatre Society (Vserossiiskoe teatral’'noe obshchestvo), in
order to facilitate discussion of Russian interpretations of Shakespeare in
translations and productions. This collaboration put the production, and with
it, Radlova’s translation, at the heart of the debate on the Soviet
interpretation of Shakespeare, and is a further example of how discussion
between theatre practitioners, academics and translators seems to have been
officially promoted far more within the Soviet Union than in many other
cultures. As highlighted in the introduction to this thesis, the centralised
control of the Stalinist cultural system made possible this type of all-

encompassing debate.

Much of the reaction to Radlova’s translation, such as the distaste at her use

of coarser, everyday language and the controversy over her translation of the

% Otello v Malom teatre — postanovke 1935 (Moscow: lzdanie muzeia gosudarstvennogo
akademicheskogo Malogo Teatra, 1935), p.9. [The Malyi theatre tries to show in its new work
not only Othello, a recreation of Othello.]

1% “Otello” v Malom teatre — postanovka 1935 g. (Moscow: Publishing House of the Museum
of the State Academic Malyi Theatre, 1935), p.11. [The essential question of working on
Shakespeare is also a choice of translation. The Malyi theatre aspires here to meet the
requirements of modernity, and its choice in favour of the new translation by Anna Radlova,
carried out with greater accuracy than has occurred in earlier, existing translations, which in
many ways considerably distorted Shakespeare.]
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phrase ‘she loved me for the dangers | had passed’ has already been
discussed in Chapter 4. For the purposes of this chapter, however, the focus
will be on the criticism which deals with the direct effect which the translation
had on the production itself, and how workable it seemed to be for the actors
performing it. As has already been noted, the theatre critic lu. luzovskii was
one of the chief detractors of Radlova’s translation. With regard to the
translation in performance, luzovskii comments that whilst Veinberg may
have only thought of the readers of his translation, Radlova seems to have
only thought of her audience, and the actors performing it. He asserts that
the language she uses is often very condensed, giving the actors space to

101 1 other

perform: ‘OHa npurnawaeT akTepa K TBOPYECKON NHMLMATUBE.
words, the concise nature of Radlova’s text allows the actors to have
maximum input, employing many of the supplementary means (gestural,
postural) to which Pavis referred in order to magnify meaning, rather than the
verbal text driving the action. However, luzovskii states that Radlova’s lines
are sometimes too compact, so that one has to return to an older translation,
such as that of Veinberg, in order to understand them, and that he would
rather sacrifice this density, so that the audience is not left to solve riddles:
‘Mbl rOTOBbI HEMEZL/IEHHO MOXKEePTBOBATb 3TOM CKATOCTbIO, €C/IU U3-33 3TOrO
TepaeTca AcHOCTb Mbican.” %% luzovskii’s confusion over the meaning of some
lines in Radlova’s translation could also support Kornei Chukovskii’s
observations on the problems caused by Radlova’s devotion to the principle
of equilinearity, where he argued that crucial elements of Shakespeare’s

language were discarded in order to maintain the correct number of

syllables.'®?

In a review published later in December 1935, the critic S. Ignatov makes a
mixture of positive and negative points about Radlova’s translation. He begins

by proclaiming that the leading actor, Aleksandr Ostuzhev has been able to

101 luzovskii, p.3. [She invites the actor to have creative initiative.]

102 luzovskii, p.3. [We would immediately sacrifice this compactness because of the loss of
clarity of meaning.]
19 Kornei Chukovskii, ‘Astma u Dezdemony’, Teatr, 2, 1940, pp.98-109.
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reveal the real, “original” Shakespeare to Soviet audiences, and that he has
been helped in this by Radlova’s translation, which had removed the
‘cnawasocTb’ (saccharine aspects) of Veinberg’s earlier ‘re-writing’ of the
play. Providing an interesting contrast to luzovskii, he commends Radlova for
the succinct nature of her language. However, he does comment that
Radlova’s pedantic accuracy and some mistakes in her translation hamper the
actors, indicating a few places where he found the text difficult to
comprehend. Nevertheless, Ignatov acknowledges that Radlova’s translation
is still a considerable achievement, which has played a significant part in

making Radlov’s Moscow production a success.

Fopasao BaXkKHee U LeHee, YTO NepeBoAYMLLA YAAN0Ch HAUTU A3bIK
OYeHb CXKaTbl U BblIPa3nUTENbHbIN, HECOMHEHHO NOMOTAOLLNI aKTepy
He AeKNaMMpPOoBaTb, @ NENUTb CIOBECHYIO TKaHb PO/IN. B 3TOM, Kak 1 B
TOYHOCTM NEPEBOAA, BCE ¥Ke HECKO/IbKO CMAMYatoLLero pas
BbIPA*KEHWN NOAJNHHMKA, U B APKOCTU U COYHOCTM A3blKa — BonbLuan

3acnyra A. [. Pa,a,noaoﬁ.104

Ignatov also refers to the ‘polemic’ which had arisen over Radlova’s
translation. Though he comments that he does not particularly want to enter
the debate, he dismisses many of luzovskii’s criticisms, and suggests that
luzovskii is not really in a position to evaluate the translation, clearly never
having read the Shakespeare’s text in English. ‘Ectb xopowwit obbi4an: npu
OLLEHKe NepeBoAa 3arnaaplBaTh B noaamHHuK. *%> However, both the criticism
of luzovskii and that of Ignatov regarding the difficulties which the translation

causes for the actors are perhaps best answered by the actor in the leading

role — Aleksandr Ostuzhev.

104 Ignatov, ‘Torzhestvo aktera Otello v Malom teatre’, Teatr i dramaturgiia, 2 (1935), 63-69

(p.63). [Much more important and valuable is the fact that the translator has been successful
in finding very succinct and expressive language, undoubtedly helping the actor not to recite
but sculpt the oral fabric of the role. This, and the accuracy of the translation, though
somewhat softening a number of expressions from the original, and the brilliance and
succulence of the language is the major input from Anna Radlova.]

%pid. [There is a good custom: before appraising a translation, glance at the original.]
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In the furore which surrounded Radlova’s translation during the run of the
production at the Malyi, Ostuzhev became one of her most ardent
supporters, speaking in her defence at conferences and writing letters to the
press. In an interview first published in 1938, Ostuzhev described the reasons

for his preference:

Mpurna>keHHbI, NeBy4Ynin TeKcT BeriHbepra 6bin AnweH
CTPEMUTENBHOCTU, ANHAMUYHOCTM LUEKCMIMPOBCKOM MblIcau [...]
Hepeako TeKCT BCcTaBan NPenATCTBMEM MEXAY aKTEPOM U
BOM/IOLW,AEMOM UM naeen. IToT He40CTaTOK BaecTaLLe ycpTpaHeH
HOBbIM NepeBogom A. PaanoBoi, n ckonb 6bl He BblN0 TPYAHO
nepeyyYnBaTbCA C NPUBLIYHO TEKCTA HA HOBbIM, i PELUUTENBHO
OTKas3a/ica oT nepeBoa BeltHbepra n nepewen K nepesoay Pagnosoit:
3[,eCb A M B TEKCTE NOYYBCTBOBA/ LUEKCMUPOBCKYH KOHKPETHOCTD,

ACHOCTDb, LeneycrpemneHHoCTb Cl'IOBa.106

The fact that Ostuzhev states that he had to completely re-learn the role also
emphasises the fact that Veinberg’s translation of Othello had complete
dominance in theatres up until these first performances using Radlova’s
translation. His comments here regarding Radlova’s text allowing room for
artistic expression, reflect those of luzovskii, though as an actor, Ostuzhev
only sees this opportunity for creativity in a positive light, and makes no
mention of being hampered by inaccuracies in the translation. The concept of
the production enabling maximum input from the actors is further reflected in

a review of the production from Nel’s, who comments that Radlov’s

VA ) Tizengauzen, ‘Ostuzhev ob Otello’ in Ostuzhev-Otello: sbornik, ed. by V. L.

Finkel’shtein (Leningrad, Moscow: Vseros. teatral’noe ob-vo, 1938), pp.19-36 (pp.35-36). This
interview is also published in an English translation by Avril Pyman in the collection
Shakespeare in the Soviet Union, ed. by Roman Samarin and Alexander Nikolyukin (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1966), pp.150-164. Pyman therefore provides the following translation
of this quotation: ‘Weinberg’s polished, sing-song translation lacked the vigour and the
dynamic quality of Shakespeare’s thought [...] Often the text served as a barrier between the
actor and the image he was trying to create. This fault has been brilliantly corrected by the
new translation by Anna Radlova and, although it was extremely hard to relearn the text to
which | had become accustomed , | definitely rejected Weinberg’s translation in favour of
Radlova’s: in this text | felt Shakespeare’s earthiness, his clarity and the purposefulness of his
language.’ (p.164).
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interpretation of Shakespeare, whilst perhaps not highly innovative, is free
from pretentiousness or affectation, and that this clarity gives the actors
freedom to develop their roles. ‘Y PagnoBa HeT HUKaKMX 0COBbIX YNCTO
PEXKMCCEPCKUX BbIAYMOK, HU XOPOLLUMX, HU NAOXMX. HO OH He 3arpomorkaaeT
CUEHY, He MeLLaeT aKTepy BHelWHUMK ByTadopoK — numn pokycamu. Tem
CaMbIM OH AaeT 60bLIOoM NPOCTOP KaK GMU3NYECKUIM, TaK U BHYTPEHHE

"1%7 The simple and modern nature of

3MOUMA/bHbIN, A5 TBOPYECTBA aKTepa.
Radlova’s translation could well have assisted the actors in their bodily
amplification of the verbal text, as Ostuzhev’s words suggest. These points
would seem to add weight to the arguments of Shakespeare translation
scholars which were discussed in Chapter 1, regarding the freedom which
performing a canonised text in a foreign language allows. Re-translation,
bringing the text up-to-date so that the actors are working with essentially

contemporary vocabulary, can only serve to enhance this freedom. It also

ensures a greater degree of accessibility and relevance for the audience.

Radlov’s decision to cast Ostuzhev in the role of Othello caused some
controversy amongst other members of the Malyi Theatre company, as
Ostuzhev was 61 by the time of the first performance. Many considered his
career to be all but over, as he had lost his hearing and had not been cast in a

198 yowever, Radlov was convinced that he had

significant role since 1929.
made the correct choice of leading actor, and in the eyes of many spectators,
it proved to be an extremely wise decision: ‘Otenno 8 Masnom Teatpe —

CNeKTaKNb aKTepa, U 3ac/yra noctaHoswmKa C. Pagnos npekae BCero B ToOm,

4YTO OH Haluen sToro aktepa.’

975 Nel’s, ““Otello” na Moskovskom stsene’, p.19. [Radlov does not have any particular

purely directorial ideas, not good, not bad. But he does not overload the stage; the actor is
not disturbed by the props man, by his tricks. Thus he gives a lot of space for the physical and
so the inherently emotional interpretation of the actor.]

108 Zolotnitsky, The Shakespearian Fate of a Soviet Director, p.131.

109 Ignatov, p.69. [Othello at the Malyi Theatre is the performance of an actor, and the prime
merit of director S. Radlov has been that he found that actor.]
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Figure 10: Aleksandr Ostuzhev as Othello

Radlov stated in interviews with the press that his concept for this production
of Othello was the same as it had been for his production in Leningrad,
though naturally, with a group of different performers, these ideas were
expressed in a different way. He also spoke of the importance of using the

individual talents and skills of each actor. Nevertheless, Radlov also admitted
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that working with actors used to the traditions of a company different from
his own was not without its problems: ‘Nepeao mHoi 6bina 3agaya
MaKCMManbHO MCMNO/Ib30BaTb aKTEPCKYIO KynbTypy Manoro TeaTpa.
LleHTpanbHasa npobaema moero BapmaHTa KNacCMYecKoi NOCTaHOBKM
LUEeKCNMPOBCKOM TpareAnn 3aKnto4anacb B NOMCKax OPraHMYecKkoro covyeTaHumsa
LWEeKCNMPOBCKOro peannama c pomantuamom.’ ° This difference in theatre
traditions is reflected in some of the reviews of the production, with luzovskii
commenting that the Leningrad studio production provided a far stronger
reflection of Radlov’s interpretation of the play. Nevertheless, Radlov was
quick to praise his leading actor for being prepared to take on a new
translation and new interpretation of Othello: ‘OTenno — HapoAHbIM aPTUCTOM
OcTy»KeBblM, KOTOPbIA MY¥ECTBEHHO U PELUNTENbHO CTan Ha NyTb HaWero
HOBOro NoHMMaHua LWekcnnpa, oTbpocms cTapbln n 06BeTWanbin Nnepesos,
BeiHbepra, nepey4ms 3aHOBO OrpoMHYyto poab OTenno, cosgas obpas

o o o v ;111
NnAaMeHHbIN, HEXHbIN, CTPACTHbIN U He3abblBaembli.’

The production was originally supposed to have its premiere in February

1936, but this date was moved forward to December 1935.1%2

According to
the diary of Ostuzhev, rehearsals for the production began early in 1935,
though there was a prolonged break from mid-January to mid-March.'?
Radlov therefore rehearsed his Leningrad production alongside preparing for
his Moscow Othello. Due to this rather unconventional rehearsal schedule,
and rather fortunately for modern research, Radlov and Ostuzhev discussed

much of their interpretation of the character of Othello in letters, rather than

WE P, p.5. [Before me was the task of making the most of the acting culture of the Malyi

Theatre. The central challenge of my version of a classical production of Shakespeare tragedy
was in the search for a combination which integrated Shakespeare’s realism with
romanticism.]

mu Sergei Radlov, ‘Shekspir na sovetskom stsene’, Stat’ia dlia gazety Vecherhniaia Moskva, 19
April 1939.

RNB, f.625, d.87, |.5. [Othello, performed by the people’s artist Ostuzhev, who courageously
and decisively started on the path of our new understanding of Shakespeare, discarding the
old and decrepit translation of Veinberg, learning anew the enormous role of Othello,
creating an ardent, tender, passionate and unforgettable figure.]

" P, p.5.

3 ‘Dnevnikovaia zapis’ Ostuzheva A. A. Raboty nad rol’iu Otello po odnoimennoi tragedii
Shekspira V' (1935).

RGALI, f.2016, op.1, d.182.
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in person. The tone of these letters is respectful, though the impression given
is that of a director gently coaxing his leading actor round to his way of
interpreting the character: ‘MeHs o4eHb pagyeT, 4TO Mbl TaK COBMaAN C BaMu
owyweHnn cunbl OTenno, cuabl ero Ntobsun n ero gosepus K [lesgemoHe, B

L4 Eor his

OLLYLLLEHWNWN TOTO, KaK TpyAHO Aro nobeguTb 3Ty BEpY, 3TO AOBEPUE.
part, in an interview published in 1938, Ostuzhev stated that he valued his
working relationship with Radlov, and had found his ideas on the character
extremely valuable: ‘OrpomHas spyanuma Cepres dpHecToBMYa, ero
WCKNOUYUTENIbHOE 3HAHWEe MaTepuana U TOHKana MHTYUUMA NOAJIMHHOIO
apTtucTa [...] HepeaKo Nnomoranan mMHe NPOHMKaTb B NOHMMaHKUe
LUEKCNNpPOBCKNX 06pa3os [...] Pagnosckuii Liekcnup 6bia TO OCHOBOM, Ha

KOTOpYIO A onuparncs, cosaasasn moero Otenno.’

In his 2006 article on Shakespeare and socialist realism in the 1930s,
Ostrovsky asserts that Ostuzhev’s portrayal of Othello was very different from
Radlov’s interpretation. ‘In Radlov’s interpretation, Othello was first and
foremost a soldier and remained so until the end. [...] Ostuzhev, renowned for
his lyricism, did not play a conquistador or a great warrior’."*® It is certainly
true that Radlov wanted to emphasise the military talents of his hero, and in
his letters he encourages Ostuzhev to take every opportunity in which to
showcase these. As discussed in Chapter 4, Radlova’s modern translation also
assisted in the accentuation of the military elements in Othello’s character,
most notably with her wording of the line ‘She loved me for dangers | had
passed’ where she translated the word ‘dangers’ with the phrase ‘6paHHbIii

117

Tpya' (martial labour).””" Ostrovsky posits that Ostuzhev found it very difficult

14 ‘Stenogramma — Zamechanii tov. Radlova k roli Otello’, 29 September 1935, RGALI, f.2016,
op.3, d.9. [l am very glad that our impressions of Othello’s strength are so in agreement with
one another; the strength of his love and faith in Desdemona and how difficult it is for lago to
win this belief, this trust.]

By, D. Tizengauzen, p.32. Avril Pyman provides the following translation: Sergei
Ernestovich’s immense erudition, his exceptional knowledge of the material and his subtle
theatrical intuition [...] often helped me to a deeper understanding of Shakespeare’s
characters [...] Radlov’s Shakespeare was the foundation on which | based my approach to
Othello.(Tizengauzen, p.161.)

16 Ostrovsky, pp.70-71.

" Othello, 1. 3. 168.
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to correlate Radlov’s interpretation of Othello with his own, and instead drew
on the nineteenth century Romantic traditions to which he was

d.*® As has been noted, Radlov himself reflected on the difficulties

accustome
he experienced due to differences in acting styles and theatrical training, and
critics such as luzovskii did comment on what they felt was a disparity
between the interpretations of actor and director. However, Ostuzhev’s
defence of the Radlovs’ work should also be taken into account. Whilst there
were undoubtedly differences in their interpretations, it can also be argued
that Radlov and Ostuzhev were drawing selectively on the same tradition,

influenced by the conditions which socialist realism imposed on all theatres at

that time.

Radlov stressed the importance of not viewing Othello’s jealousy as the
central force of the plot. Similarly, Ostuzhev argued that to portray Othello as
a jealous husband would be to diminish the scale of the meaning of the play.
‘TpaktoBaTb OTeNN0 Kak peBHUBLA, [...] 03Ha4YaeT 06eAHUTb, Cy3UTb 06pas,
ybuTb B HEM BCe camoe npuBeKaTenbHoe, U 6onblyto npobnemy
NPeBPaTUTb B YaCTHbIN CyYail, MHTEPeCHbIN pasBe ANLb AN aeTekTusa. '
Instead, Radlov stated that the play was about a great love. Ostuzhev also
spoke of the importance of portraying the strength of the relationship
between Othello and Desdemona. ‘Jlio6oBb OTenno n lesaemoHbl —
3[,0pOBas, YenoBeyecKasn, HactToAwasn, 6oablwan BHyTpeHHAA Nt060Bb, MAayLLan

1120

n3 rnybm nx xapakrepos.” " He warns against the vulgarization of Othello’s

love, arguing that previous interpretations which have portrayed the hero as

having the uncontrollable temperament of a ‘Berber stallion’.*** This concern

18 Ostrovsky, p.71.

Tizengauzen, p.33. Pyman provides the following translation: ‘To show Othello as a jealous
husband [...] would be to impoverish and narrow the image, to destroy what is most
attractive in him and to turn a great problem into an individual murder case, fit only to serve
as the plot of a detective story.” (Tizengauzen, p.161.)

2% pid, p.28. Pyman’s translation reads as follows: ‘Othello’s and Desdemona’s love is a
healthy, human, real, big, inner love, which springs from the depths of their natures.’
(Tizengauzen, p.156)

A Berber, or ‘Barbary’ stallion, is a North African breed of horse with a reputation for
hardiness and stamina, but a fiery temperament. While in Shakespeare’s day, they were
viewed as an extremely valuable commodity, as per Osric’s line, Hamlet, V. 2.140 ‘The king,
sir, hath wagered with him six Barbary horses’, they also had a reputation for a voracious

119
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is also reflected in Radlov’s reasoning on the importance of contrasting the
love between Othello and Desdemona and the lust between Bianca and

Cassio.

Like Eremeev, Ostuzhev recognises the contradictions in Othello’s character,
‘npocToTa U BENNYME, HAUBHOCTb U TNYBOKNUI yMm, CYpOBOCTb M J,06pOTa,
NbIIKOCTb U MArkocTy’, 2% but he too attributes these to Othello’s complicated
social position. The colour of his skin makes him an outsider, and though he
has been elevated to a position of power within in his newly adopted society,
this is only on account of his military talents. Ostuzhev also drew on the
tradition begun by Pushkin that it was Othello’s deeply trusting nature which

was the key to his tragedy.'??

Chapter 2 reflected on the types of tragedy which were acceptable within the
boundaries of socialist realism. Othello, the victim of a misunderstanding and
lago’s manipulation, was an ideal hero for the 1930s. He was not innately
capable of wrong-doing; his tragedy had been inflicted upon him, in Inna

y 124

Solovyova’s words, ‘from elsewhere’.””" Ostuzhev therefore explains how

Othello’s actions could then be interpreted as positive:

Otenno He ybusaeT [le3aeMoHy; OH YHUTOXKAET UCTOUYHMK 313 [...] U
TONbKO NO3TOMY, yOeaMBLUMCL NO3XKe, YTO HE OHA, @ OH CaM OKa3ancsa
WMCTOYHWKOM 3/1a, OH COBEpPLUAET Cya Haf, COO0M N YHUUTONKAET yKe
cebe TaK Xe, KaK UCTOYHMK 3/1a. TONbKO NPU TAKOM peLLleHnmn
camoybuincteo OTeN1o MOXKET BbITb BOCMPUHATO, KaK NPU3HAK ero

Chnbl, a HE €ro cna6ocm.125

sexual appetite. See for example, lago’s line, Othello I. 1. 110-111, ‘you’ll have your daughter
covered with a Barbary horse’.

2 bid, p.24. Pyman provides the following translation: ‘simplicity and greatness, naiveté and
profundity, severity and kindness, fiery temper and gentleness of heart’ (Tizengauzen, p.153.)
3 |bid, p.28-29.

124 Solovyova, p.338.

125 Tizengauzen, p.34. Pyman provides the following translation: ‘Othello does not kill
Desdemona, he destroys a source of evil [...] and for this reason alone, when he later
discovers that not she but he himself is a source of evil, does he execute judgement on his
own person and destroy himself — also as a source of evil. Only on this basis can Othello’s
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The question of race within the production provides a further example of how
the Radlovs and their leading actor were able to ensure that this staging of
Othello was politically relevant. As noted in Chapter 4, Radlova inserts a
question mark into her translation of the line ‘Haply for | am black’ (Act lll,
Scene 3), which becomes simply ‘YepHbint 5?’, further emphasising Othello’s
fear that Desdemona has left him because of his race. Ostrovsky notes that all
critics remembered the anguish with which Ostuzhev delivered this line.'*®
When interviewed about his role, Ostuzhev stated that he chose to emphasise
the nobility of the ‘black’ Othello in sharp contrast to the ‘6enbiit Herogan’
(white villain) lago, ‘6enas npoctutyTKa’ (White prostitute) Bianca and

the‘6enan 6esgapHocTy’ (white nonentity) Roderigo. **

Ostuzhev argued that
this contrast provided a clear protest against the fascism which was gaining in
popularity in other parts of Europe, and that it was only in an all-

encompassing society such as the Soviet Union that the character and tragedy

of Othello could be fully appreciated.

Becb coBeTCKMIA Hapoa, Kak u A, Ntobut OTenno, NoTomy, 4To Mbl
nobum yenoseka. Bca Halla XU3Hb, Halla YyaecHas coBeTCcKan
AEeNCTBUTENbHOCTb NpeacTaBnseT coboto HeobblvaiHo
LeNeyCcTpeM/IeHHY10, MOCAeA0BaTe/IbHY0 TMHUIO OCYLLECTBAEHNA

3a60Tbl O 4yenosekKe, o tnaAax, nobBu K HMM.128

As Stfibrny describes, this idealised vision of Soviet society can now be read

with ‘a sense of colossal discrepancy between utopian illusion and cruel

1129

reality. However, it is a further example of how crucial it was for a

production in the 1930s to ensure that it was politically relevant for its time.

suicide be interpreted as a sign of strength rather than of weakness.” (Tizengauzen, pp.162-
163.)

126 Ostrovsky, p.71.

Tizengauzen, p.29.

Ibid, p.35. Pyman provides the following translation: ‘The Soviet people love Othello, as |
do, because we love man. Life in our country is devoted to ensuring through all its policies the
realisation of a society which will care for man, for people, and teach the love of man.’
(Tizengauzen, p.163.)

12 St¥ibrny, p.83.

127
128
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However, in spite of Ostuzhev’s protestations of his modern and accepting
portrayal of Othello, the choice of design for his costume does seem to draw
on several aspects of the history of the character’s interpretation on the
Russian stage. As can be seen from the photographs already shown, whilst
Ostuzhev’s make-up appears to be quite dark, his costume in the first act
appears to be North-African in appearance, perhaps reminiscent of the
sophisticated character whom Stanislavskii met in the Parisian restaurant.
However, when he appears in his capacity as Commander of the Venetian
forces in Cyprus, the cloak and headdress are removed and he appears in a far
more conventional soldier’s outfit. Interestingly, however, the uniform

appears more Napoleonic than Elizabethan.

Figure 11: Othello at the Malyi Theatre, Act Il Scene 1

There is then another noted change in the later scenes of the play. The
pictures of Ostuzhev in the role, once doubt in Desdemona begins to set in
and he becomes enmeshed in lago’s web, show an Othello whose costume
looks far more tribal, and perhaps more sub-Saharan in appearance. This
contrast perhaps also reflects the more domestic and private nature of these

scenes, as opposed to the earlier, public ones.
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Figure 12: Vladimir Meier as lago and Aleksandr Ostuzhev as Othello

Whilst the established traditions of the Malyi theatre may have had an
influence here, there is also a similarity with Georgii Eremeev’s costume from
the Leningrad Studio production. In the later scenes of the show, Eremeev

adopted a long white coat, much like that of Ostuzhev.

Figure 13: Georgii Eremeev as Othello
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Whilst Radlova’s translation undoubtedly caused controversy and debate
amongst critics, the reception of Ostuzhev’s performance was almost
unanimously positive. logann Al'tman described the profound effect which
the production had on its audience, particularly younger members who had
never seen the play before. He depicted spectators as having their eyes fixed
on the hero as he struggles with his doubts, fidgeting nervously in their seats
when he challenges lago, and bowing their heads and lowering their eyes as
the dying Othello falls on the bed beside the body of Desdemona.™*° The
mesmerising effect of the leading actor was reflected in the applause he
received at the end of the performance; Ostuzhev received thirty seven

curtain calls on the first night."*!

Ignatov described Ostuzhev as a ‘mactep cueHbl’ (master of the stage), and
commented on the detailed nature of his performance; the way Ostuzhev
demonstrates the many different nuances of Othello’s character. ‘oH B
KaXkOM CreKTaKne AONOHAET 3Ty TWATebHYH0 OTAE/IKY HOBbIMU LITPUXaMM,
WMHOTAa HE3HAYUTENbHbIMU, HO HEM3MEHHO OOHAPYKMBAKOLLMMM TOHKYIO
4yTKOCTb apTucta.’*? The carefully thought-out nature of his performance is
also noted by Al'tman, who also praises Ostuzhev's attention to detail, and
the effectiveness of even his slightest movement. Ostuzhev was clearly
successful in conveying the elements in Othello’s character which were
central to his interpretation: ‘OTenno — aTo 4eCTHOCTb, BHYTPEHHEE
6naropoacTBO, BeIMYABasA NPOCTOTa, ryboyanwan yenoseyeckas
HenocpeacTBEHHOCTb. JloBepumBbIi Kak pebeHoK, U HecaepKaHHbIN, Kak
ctuxua, OTeNNo He 3HaeT TOHKOCTEMN, XUTPOCNIETEHUI BEHELLMAHCKOTO

133 More importantly, however, as far as the intentions of the

obulecTsa.
Radlovs for their production were concerned, many critics argued that with

this production, Ostuzhev had been able to reveal a depth to the character of

B0 Artma n, p.4.

Zolotnitsky, The Shakespearean Fate of a Soviet Director, p.131.

Ignatov, p.68. [in every performance he adds this careful refinement with new details,
sometimes insignificant, but invariably displaying the subtle sensitivity of the artiste.]

133 Al'tman, ‘A. Ostuzhev v roli Otello’, p.4. [Othello — this honesty, inner nobility and majestic
simplicity, deep human sincerity. Trusting as a child, and as unrestrained as the elements,
Othello does not know the refinement and artful designs of Venetian society.

131
132
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Othello which had not previously been seen on the Soviet stage, allowing
Soviet audiences to experience something akin to genuine Shakespeare:

‘OCTY’KEB PacKpblN COBETCKOMY 3pUTEI0 nogaunHHoro LWekcnupa.’***

In spite of the praise which Ostuzhev received for his performance, however,
critics were not as complimentary regarding the performances of the rest of
the cast. Many felt that their performances lacked strength compared to that
of the leading actor. Here, it seems that the rather rushed rehearsal schedule
may have had a detrimental effect, as Radlov is criticised by some reviewers
for not devoting enough time to working with the remainder of the actors in
the company. Ignatov goes as far as to argue against the principle of the
touring “system” (presumably a reference to the fact that Radlov was a
“guest” director at the Malyi), stating that it was damaging to Soviet theatre
as a whole. Once again, the difference in theatrical traditions and training
seem to have been problematic, as Ignatov maintains that the younger actors
in the Malyi company will have been brought up with a different repertoire,
and that they needed more time to adapt to using Radlov’s contrasting

approach.™®

Ignatov criticised the actresses sharing the role of Desdemona, L. Nazarova
and O. Malysheva, for not being equal to the role, and not demonstrating the
depth of her character. ‘Y Hee BbICOKUIA, BoraTbiit ym, y Hee 6osblian BOAA U

"13% Though Ignatov acknowledges that Desdemona

TOKe «60o/blloe cepaue».
is always a very difficult part to get right, he accuses Nazarova of playing the
role with ‘usnuwHee KoketcTso’ (superfluous coquetry), making her portrayal
of the character in important scenes far less sympathetic for the audience:
‘Ha [lespemoHy B ncnonHeHmun HasapoBoi He NPOn3BOAMT BNEYaTAEHUA U

PaccCKas3 Otenno o 4yyaecHbIX CBOMCTBAxX NAaTKa, B OTBET Ha KOTOprﬁ OHa C

B, Ignatov, p.63. [Ostuzhev has revealed the original Shakespeare to the Soviet audience.]

Ibid, p.67.
% bid, p.66.

135
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37 n contrast to Ignatov’s rather

KanpusHbIM yropcTsom rosoput o Kaccumo.
negative assessment, however, Karl Radek congratulates Nazarova for the
‘reanimation’ (oxunenenue) of one of Shakespeare’s most difficult female
roles. Interestingly, Radek also refers to the ‘coquetry’ of Nazarova’s
performance, but he chooses to view this in a positive light, praising the
actress for demonstrating Desdemona’s courage and cheerfulness.'*®
Nazarova’s costume, complete with fur and feathers, appeared to echo the

wealth of the Venetian society, which in her marriage to Othello, Desdemona

was leaving behind.

Figure 14: L. Nazarova as Desdemona

Ignatov writes in a slightly more complimentary fashion of the performance of
Nazarova’s compatriot, Malysheva. He acknowledges that she performs some
scenes extremely well, in particular singling out the strength of will she
displays in the Senate in Act | Scene 3, the expressive nature of her
performance of the Willow song and discussion of betrayal with Emilia in Act

IV Scene 3, and her final conversation with Othello in Act V Scene 2:

7 Ignatov, p.67. [Othello’s story of the miraculous properties of the handkerchief does not
impress Nazarova’s rendition of Desdemona, and in response she talks of Cassio with
capricious persistence.]

38 Karl Radek, 'Otello v Malom teatre', Izvestiia, 6 January 1936, p.4.
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‘UckpeHHOCTb 1 60raTcTBO BHYTPEHHErO COAEPKAHNA AenatoT 06pa3
npuBAeKaTeNbHbIM U TparnuHbiM.’ *? However, Ignatov states that
Malysheva’s performance is inconsistent, and that sometimes her portrayal of
the character becomes too ordinary, and at times, interestingly, too Russian:
‘BepHble MHTOHALMM YacTO COYETA/INCh C HEBEPHbBIMM }KECTAMMU U MUMUKOM,

149 \Whilst Ignatov appears to be

N3NULWHE 6bITOBBIMU U Yepecyyp... PYCCKUMMU.
referring to the body language used by Malysheva here, it is possible the fact
that Radlova employed simpler, more everyday language in her translation,
and with the removal of formal terms of address such as “munopa’ (‘my

Lord’), may also have contributed to this ‘everyday’ impression.

Ignatov views the interpretation of lago’s character in the production as
problematic, stating that too great an emphasis is placed upon lago’s
ambition. He argued that the actor playing the role, Vladimir Meier, had
turned away from the traditional portrayal of lago as a villain, and instead had
depicted him as man largely motivated by jealousy.'*" Ignatov acknowledges
that some scenes work better than others, ‘[n]yywe mecto — puHan | akta m lli
aKT, rae Aro o4eHb TOHKO NOCENSeT COMHEHMA B Aylle Otenno’** but on the
whole, states that Meier’s performance is not strong enough in comparison
with that of Ostuzhev: ‘emy HepgocTaeT mactepcTsa 1 WKoAbl OCTyXeBa,

*193 |uzovskii also argues that Meier’s

4yTob6bI NOCTaBUTL Aro Hapagy c OTenno.
lago looks weak compared to the performance of Ostuzhev, suggesting that
Shakespeare’s brilliant manipulator had been reduced to a simple ‘menkuit
synuk’ (swindler/crook).™** This description of a weaker and less effective

lago seems to be at odds with Radlov’s insistence on the importance of lago’s

139 Ignatov, p.67. [The sincerity and richness of her inner core made an attractive yet tragic

character study.]

0 pid. [Correct intonation is often combined with incorrect gestures and mimicry,
excessively mundane and too...Russian.]

“!bid, p.64.

Ibid. [The best places are the end of Act | and Act Ill, where lago very subtly lodges doubt
in the soul of Othello.]

3 bid. [he lacks the mastery and training of Ostuzhev, in order to place lago on a level with
Othello.]

144 luzovskii, p.3.

142
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role in the downfall of Othello, and perhaps again indicates the lack of time

which the director may have had to work with the individual actors.

Figure 15: Vladimir Meier as lago

Ignatov also finds fault with the interpretations of Cassio and Brabantio,
describing both actors who shared the role (Aleksandr Zrazhevskii and

Aleksandr Vasenin) as portraying Desdemona’s aggrieved father as a foolish
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character, likening him to a character from a simple comedy or even

vaudeville.'** luzovskii also viewed the portrayal of Brabantio as comic.'*®

Figure 16: Aleksandr Zrazhevskii as Brabantio

Ignatov also criticises Radlov for not devoting enough attention to the part of
Cassio, commenting that in the hands of the actor Vsevolod Aksenov, the
character is little more than a passive instrument to be used by lago in his
schemes. Whilst this may be the basis for the role, Ignatov argues, there
needs to be further depth to the character to warrant his position in Othello’s
company: ‘[...] B Kaccmo ecTb YTO-TO, UTO CTAaBUT ero B rnasax OTenno Bbille

147 |anatov does, however rate the performance of one member of the

Aro.
company as nearly equal to that of Ostuzhev, that of Vera Pashennaia, one of
the two actresses sharing the role of Emilia: ‘OrpomHbIi cLueHUYeckuit

TemnepameHT B. MalweHHOM NO3B0OIMA el NOAHATb POAb IMUAUN Ha

1> Ignatov, p.64.

146 luzovskii, p.3.

w Ignatov, p.68. [In Cassio, there is something which places him higher than lago in the eyes
of Othello.]
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NUCKNHOYNUTENTbHYHO BbICOTY NOA/IMHHOIO Tparnama B V aKTe 1 NOCTaBwun eé B

OAMH pag, ¢ OCTY}KEBbIM KaK HacToswwero macrepa.’ *®

Figure 17: Vera Pashennaia as Emilia

The costumes of both Pashennaia and Zrazhevskii appear to have been more
traditionally Elizabethan than many of the others. The production seems to

have featured a broad mixture of periods; though it is not clear whether this
is a deliberate choice or simply a reflection of the Malyi company’s wardrobe

stock.

Ignatov also praises both actresses playing the role of Bianca, L. Merkulova
and M. Polovikova. In particular, Ignatov singles out Polovikova, stating that
she emphasises the character’s more positive qualities, so that she becomes
more than the common prostitute so often seen on stage: ‘oHa noa4epkHyna
B KYPTU3aHKe Nt0BALLYIO KEeHLMHY U 3TUM NOAHANA e€, Npnubansmna K

» 149

Oe3snemone’.”™ luzovskii, on the other hand, describes the character as

‘cTpawHan, pagnosckasa buaHka’ (the awful Radlovian Bianca), suggesting that

18 Ignatov, p.68. ‘The enormous stage temperament of V. Pashennaia allowed her to raise

the role of Emilia to the exceptional heights of genuine tragedy in Act V and placed her on a
par with Ostuzhev as a true master.]’

9 |gnatov, p.68. [she underlines the loving woman in the courtesan and this raises her,
bringing her nearer to Desdemona.]
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his distaste for the coarser language in Radlova’s translation overtook any

impression which an actress could create.*®

As with Radlov’s second Leningrad production, the sets were designed by
Victor Basov. However, given that this was the Malyi Theatre, with a
reputation and traditions to uphold, as well as presumably far greater
financial resources, the staging was far grander than that at Radlov’s Studio-
Theatre. In his discussion of Shakespeare and Socialist Realism in the 1930s,
Ostrovsky posits that the sets designed by Basov represented Radlov’s
understanding of the principles of realism, ‘with their massive balustrades
and bridges, heavy balconies and wide loggias, stone bastions and lavish

hangings.*!

They also clearly reflected the architectural grandeur of the
Renaissance period Radlov strove to emulate. Critics at the time gave mixed
reactions, with N. Verkhovskii asserting that the historically-authentic sets
designed by Basov for the production aided the search for the authentic
Shakespeare which Radlov was striving for.">* In contrast to Verkhovskii,
however, Ignatov argued that Basov has not fully grasped the ‘reatpanbHasn

peanHocTb’ (theatrical reality) of Shakespeare, and that the sets were too

distracting, drawing attention away from the actors.'*

150 luzovskii, p.3.
1 Ostrovsky, p.69.
152 verkhovskii, RGALI, f.2016, op.1, d.176.

B, Ignatov, p.64.
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Figure 18: Othello at the Malyi Theatre, Act | Scene 2

A further criticism on the set design was to come from Vsevolod Meierkhol’d,
who in his 1936 speech ‘Meierkhol’d against Meierkhol’dism’, likened Basov’s
sets to second-rate illustrations in a nineteenth century edition of
Shakespeare translations from the publishing house Brockhaus and Efron,
which had absolutely nothing to do with the Venice in which Shakespeare had

1% These comments must have been particularly chastening, given

set his play.
Radlov’s ambitions to present his audiences with a realistic and original
Shakespeare, but Meierkhol’d’s criticism of the production was not limited to
comments on the scenery. He questioned the fact that Radlov’s productions
and Radlova’s translations of Shakespeare had been posited as standards
which could not be bettered, dismissing Radlova’s translations as ‘nnoxue’
(bad), and suggesting that corrected versions of Veinberg would be much
better. He does not give any details as to why he dislikes the translations, but
argued in the case of Othello that the play should centre on the intrigue

created by lago, rather than on the theme of love or jealousy, and therefore

maintained that lago should be the character of prime importance.

By E. Meierkhol’d, ‘Meierkhol’d protiv Meierkhol’dovshchiny (iz doklada 14 marta 1936 g.)’

in Stat’i, pis’ma, rechi, besedy, chast’ vtoraia, 1917-1939 (Moscow: Iskusstvo, 1968), pp.330-
347, p.341.
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In response, Radlov claimed that the criticism of his wife’s translations was
extremely unconvincing, given that Meierkhol’d had no knowledge of English,
and had praised the translation some years before.'>> However, this conflict
was about more than a choice of translation or set design. Katerina Clark
notes that 1935 marked the point at which the controversy over whether
Meierkhol’'d’s or Stanislavskii’s approach to theatre was more appropriate for
the Soviet theatre was at its most intense, and the comments of the two men
need to be read in the context of this wider debate on theatrical style.’*® The
Radlovs had both argued for the return to a Shakespeare free from any traces
of nineteenth century romanticism, but Radlov extended this idea of purity to
encompass directorial intent. He stated that when a director worked with any
classical text, it was the play itself which should always take priority, rather
than director’s personal interpretation, or the assertion of a particular
directorial style. ‘B paboTe coBeTCKOro Teatpa Haz, KN1acCU4eCKMMM Nbecamm
6b1210 MHOTO OLUIMBOK. TN OWMOKM NPOUCTEKANN OTTOrO, YTO ANA
NOCTaHOBLMKa Bbl0 6oNee MHTEpPECHbIM CBOE IMYHOE AEeN0, YeM Uaen
cnektaknsa. >’ This was a veiled attack on Meierkhol’d’s freer directorial style;
Radlov later used a staging of Revizor by Meierkhol’d as an example of a
production where the director’s personal interpretation took precedence

over the ideas in the original text."®

As has already been seen in the case of
Okhlopkov's production of Othello, in the 1930s, deviations from the canon
were viewed as unacceptable, and there were severe implications for

directors who did not ensure that their work met with Party expectations.

In spite of the criticism and political tensions, however, the public reaction to
the production was extremely positive, and demand for tickets was huge.

‘UHTepec COBETCKOro TeaTpanbHOro 3puTeNa K NnoctaHoBke «OTenno» B

15, Radlov, ‘Meierkhol’d i Meierkhol’dovshchina’, Literaturnyi Leningrad, 27 March 1936,

p.6.

156 Clark, Moscow: The Fourth Rome, p.196.

S. E. Radlov, ‘Shekspir i problemy rezhissury’, Teatr i dramaturgiia, 2 (1936), 57-62, (p.57).
Radlov, ‘Shekspir i problemy rezhissury’, p.57.

157
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159 One reviewer

Manom TeaTpe HeobblYeH M BO3PACTAET C KaXKAbIM AHEM.
commented that no other production, even dating back to those in the 1890s
starring the acclaimed actress Maria Ermolova, had generated such an
unprecedented reaction from the theatre-going public. Many people watched
the play several times; even those who did not usually choose to go to the

theatre. °

Othello was therefore to become an essential part of the Malyi
Theatre’s repertoire in the 1930s. In December 1937, the 100" performance
took place. David Zolotnitsky comments that the number of performances
would have been even greater, had it not been for OstuzheV’s failing health; a
heart attack which the actor suffered during a performance in summer 1936
had left him incapacitated for several months. Once recovered however,
Ostuzhev returned to play to full houses once more, in what Zolotnitsky
concludes was ‘one of the greatest Shakespeare productions’ of the

decade.'®*

In 1938, a collection of essays and interviews with the actor,
director and other cast members was published in celebration of Ostuzhev’s
performance, while histories of Shakespeare on the Russian stage continue to
regard his interpretation as a major event in the legacy of Othello on the

Russian stage.

5.4 Concluding Remarks

The fact that Radlov always chose to emphasise the fact that he was using his
wife’s new translation in his productions demonstrates that it formed an
essential part of his interpretation, and therefore Radlova’s translation
choices must, in some part at least, underlie their success. Her use of more
contemporary language freed Shakespeare from the trappings of nineteenth

century refinement, while giving the actors space for their own creative input.

159 ‘Uspekh Otello’, Sovetskoe iskusstvo, 17 February 1936, p.4. [‘The interest of Soviet
theatre audiences in the production of Othello at the Malyi Theatre is extraordinary, and
grows with every day that passes.’]
160 .

Ibid.
te1 Zolotnitsky, p.138.
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As this chapter has demonstrated, Radlov drew on those elements within the
Russian tradition of Othello which best suited his intention of creating a
“Soviet Shakespeare.” Working closely with a translator who shared such
similar aims also enabled him to amplify the elements of the play most
relevant to Soviet audiences. As Pavis notes, a translation for the theatre
needs to be ‘clearly and immediately understood’ by spectators, and
therefore must be ‘adapted and fitted to [the] present situation.”*®® This
statement corresponds neatly with Radlova’s own arguments for the need to
re-translate Shakespeare to suit the new Soviet audiences. This adaptation
was all the more crucial in the dangerous political climate of Soviet Russia in
the 1930s. Critics who supported the Radlovs’ work argued that they had
successfully brought Shakespeare to the Soviet public, educating each

audience member as they undertook their individual quest for socialism:

TeaTp, KOTOPbIN, KaK B JaHHOM ciydae Manblii TeaTp cBOEM
noctaHoBKol «OTenno» byauT B LUMPOKMX Maccax 3puTenei
NOHMMaHWE Ky/IbTYPHOIo Hacneans, paboTaeT Hag, pa3BuUTUE U
COBETCKOro COLMANNCTUYECKOTO TYMaHM3Ma U ABNAETCA, TAKUM

o6pa30N\, COYYaCTHUKOM CTPOUTENDBLCTBA coumanmsma.163

As to the question of whether the Radlovs’ Othello can be viewed as a
‘primary’ or ‘secondary’ activity within the ‘Shakespeare polysystem’, it is
perhaps better to conclude that the translator and director made shrewd
choices in defining their approach to the acculturation of Shakespeare. Whilst
some aspects of Radlova’s translation style, such as the use of much more
modern vocabulary, could be seen as ‘primary’, they also fitted neatly with
the socialist realist doctrine of bringing classic literature (and drama) to the
masses. Similarly, the traditions which Radlov drew on selectively from the

performance history of Othello enabled him to focus on the positive

192 pavis, p.141.

Radek, p.4. [Theatre which awakens an understanding of cultural heritage in the grass
roots spectator, as in the case of the Malyi theatre with its production of Othello, works on
the development of Soviet socialist humanism, and in this way, appears to be a participator in
the building of Socialism.]

163
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associations with the Renaissance popular at the time. A combination of
tradition, modernity and political acclimatisation therefore ensured that
Radlov’s Moscow Othello and with it, Anna Radlova’s translation, became one

of the central talking points of Shakespeare production in the 1930s.

Figure 19: Othello at the Malyi Theatre, Act | Scene 3
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Conclusion

The Moscow All-Union Theatre Society conference in December 1939, which was
described at the very beginning of this thesis, highlighted three key points
regarding Shakespeare and translation in Soviet Russia. Firstly, that Russian and
Soviet study of these two subjects has often developed in close collaboration
with one another; secondly, that many talented writers in this period were
working on the translation of foreign classics, and thirdly, that Anna Radlova’s
translations of Shakespeare were extremely prominent in the 1930s, albeit very
controversial. The adoption of a framework of translation theory in order to
explore these points has enabled the examination of Anna Radlova’s work from

several different perspectives.

Viewing the history of Shakespeare in Russia alongside the history of translation
has emphasised the fact that attempts throughout history to theorise translation
in Russia have often been connected to the translations of Shakespeare, from
the early example of Belinskii’s article on “artistic” and “poetic” translation from
1837, through to Chukovskii’s highly critical chapter on the “scientific”
translations of Shakespeare in his book on literary translation, Vysokoe iskusstvo

(A High Art), first published in 1941.

Polysystems theory emphasises the importance of assessing the relationships
between the different works of literature (and theatre) within a culture’s
repertoire. This relational thinking enables the evaluation of the effects of the
canonisation of certain translations on those which are subsequently produced.
The use of Even-Zohar’s work therefore allowed both Radlova’s translation and
the productions in which it was used to be set in the context of the Russian
tradition of Shakespeare, and specifically Othello, thus updating current

scholarship on Shakespeare in Russia.

Examining trends in translation style has helped to explain the appearance of

certain ‘re-writings’ of Shakespeare at particular moments in history, enabling
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the assessment of the reasons behind the controversy surrounding Radlova’s
translations. Her translation tactics were therefore viewed as a reaction to the
methods of the translators of the nineteenth century, a rejection of their
bowdlerisation of Shakespeare’s language and imagery, lengthy explanations and
their alterations of Shakespeare’s verse structure and the rhythms of his text.
Chapter 2 discussed how the rejection of the styles of previous translations
brought about cycles of several literal renditions of Shakespeare, followed by
translators who then took a far freer approach. Radlova, who strove to maintain
a commitment to equilinearity, followed a largely literal method of translation,
albeit with elements of modernisation. Her translations were then succeeded by
Pasternak’s freer ‘re-writings’, which he argued should be viewed as works of art

in their own right.

Setting Radlov’s productions of Othello in the context of the stagings of the play
by Konstantin Stanislavskii and Nikolai Okhlopkov which preceded and followed
it also clarified understanding of the elements from the Russian tradition on
which Radlov was choosing to draw in order to create his own, Soviet version of
Othello. The resurrection of the history of the Shakespeare polysystem has
therefore shown the efficacy of Even-Zohar’s theory. However, as explained in
Chapter 1, in order to understand all the influences on the work of the Radlovs, it
was necessary to employ the work of other theorists, such as André Lefevere and
Gideon Toury in order to explore the extent of the controlling forces on that
polysystem. For Radlova and her husband, the most significant of these were the
changes brought about by the introduction of socialist realism. Stalin’s call that
writers should be the ‘engineers of human souls’> meant that all literature and
theatre had to serve a political purpose, educating the working people in the
ways of socialism. The use of Bourdieu’s concept of ‘habitus’ in Chapter 3
demonstrated how Radlova’s own concepts of translation were shaped by these

ideals; her arguments about creating a Shakespeare in a language which could be

! Pasternak, ‘Zametki perevodchika’, p.393.
2 Zhdanov, p.21.
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comfortably performed by actors and easily understood by the new Soviet

audiences fit neatly into this doctrine.

The second point highlighted by the 1939 conference was the fact that so many
famous Soviet writers now worked in translation. Later in the Stalinist period,
Mikhail Lozinskii continued arguing for the educational function of translation,
and its role in familiarising readers with different cultures and time periods,3 and
won awards for translations completed with his literal approach. In contrast,
Boris Pasternak translated Shakespeare much more freely, using his translations
as ‘a means of personal creative expression’,* and as a way of maintaining ‘lines
of communication with his readers’.” His attitude fitted with the official advice on
a freer approach to translation, designed to allow, as Friedberg terms it, ‘the
minor censorship of foreign literature’.® The comparative assessment of the
different styles of Radlova, Lozinskii and Pasternak in this thesis demonstrates
that there was in fact a surprising flexibility under Stalinism, and that the
individual translator within the polysystem could still operate under their own
particular theories, providing that they were careful to ensure that their
translation tactics could be attributed to the official doctrine in some way. These
possibilities for individual style suggest that the position of the translator under a

totalitarian state is not as constricted as would perhaps be expected.

The reasons behind the popularity of Othello in the Stalinist period demonstrate
that different approaches to translation were not the only way in which
Shakespeare could be used to negotiate cultural politics under Stalin. As explored
in Chapter 2, compliance with the personal tastes of the leader himself was often
a method of avoiding persecution, and his preferences for characters of action
were extremely influential in shaping the Stalinist Shakespearean repertoire. On
a more official note, Othello fitted the demands of socialist realism better than
many of Shakespeare’s other plays because as an honourable soldier, Othello

matched the criteria of the ‘positive hero’ required in Soviet drama. Radlova’s

3 Chekalov, p.177.
4

France, p.6.
> Gallagher, p.121.
6 Friedberg, p.79.
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decision to underline the military strengths of the character in her translation
ensured that her husband’s productions were able to rely on this argument.
However, Radlov’s emphasis on lago’s skills of plotting and manipulation was
also important in the socialist realist shaping of his productions. As Katerina Clark
notes, literature and drama needed to represent ‘what is’ as well as ‘what ought
to be’.” In this way, the manipulative evil of lago could also serve as a lesson to

Soviet audiences:

Villains who present one face to the world and another in private also
illustrated the rhetorical dictum that the country was full of “masked
enemies”, pretending to be loyal citizens but, underneath, seething with
anti-Soviet sentiment and watching for every opportunity to use it
effectively. Thus the villains of fiction served the further function of
providing object lessons in the need for “vigilance”, the need “to take

nothing on trust but to examine everything very closely.®

The analysis of the history of Shakespeare in Russia within this thesis also
highlighted the difference in requirements for a translation intended for
performance, as opposed to reading. Of the many different Russian translations
of Shakespeare produced, less literal translations, not as constricted by the
demands of the source language, such as those by Nikolai Polevoi and Boris
Pasternak, appear to have been more popular with theatre audiences. As
discussed in Chapter 1, a translated play text is viewed by theatre translation
theorists today as simply one element in the process of bringing the performance
of a translated work to the stage. David Johnston, for example, argues that ‘[a]
play text is a special form of scripting which, even from the most prescriptive of
dramatists, cannot be taken as anything other than providing a springboard
towards performance.”’ Similarly, in a recent article, playwright Simon Stephens

described all play texts, including translations, as ‘starting points for a night in

7 Clark, The Soviet Novel, p.37.
® Ibid, p.187-188.
° David Johnston, ‘Theatre Pragmatics’, p.58.
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the theatre.”*®

As far as the language and style to be used in a translation for the
theatre, Johnson states that translators ‘must write for actors’, by preparing
‘speakable and actable versions.”** Stephens, who does not translate from the
source text but adapts foreign plays from literal translations, argues that his
task is to turn this literal translation into something ‘actable’, which ‘sits happily

in actors’ mouths.’*?

In the same way, Radlova insisted that translators of
Shakespeare’s plays should always aim for their work to be realised on stage.*
She also argued for the need to consider the actors, stating that those on stage
should be able to pronounce the words of Shakespeare as their own.** Debate at
the 1939 conference suggests that Radlova may have been successful in these
aims, given that her work was defended by the actors who had taken part in the
performance of her translations. However, as explored in Chapters 3 and 5, the
principles which the Radlovs shared in their approach to Shakespeare and their
close working ensured that the translation complemented and strengthened the

director’s aims for the production, and therefore functioned successfully on

stage.

In one of her most recent studies, Sirkku Aaltonen combined approaches from
translation and performance studies in order to examine how a Finnish
translation of the play Incendies by Lebanese/Canadian playwright Wajdi
Mouawad was brought to the stage. She posits that ‘the translation process
involved an enthusiastic team with the translator cooperating closely with the
theatre practitioners’."> Aaltonen explores the hierarchy of translator, director
and other members of the creative team, concluding that ‘the directorial position

in itself carries a certain amount of power.”*°

For the purposes of her research,
Aaltonen corresponded regularly with the translator, in order to explore the

working process fully. Whilst further examination of the Radlovs’ letters held in

% Simon Stephens, ‘Why my Cherry Orchard is a failure’, The Guardian, 16 October 2014
<http://www.theguardian.com/stage/2014/oct/16/the-cherry-orchard-chekhov-simon-stephens-
katie-mitchell> [accessed 21 October 2014] (para 13 of 25)
u Johnson, p.66.
'2 Stephens (para 6 of 25).
B Radlova, ‘Perevody Shekspira’, p.4.
1 Radlova, ‘O perevode’, p.24.
12 Sirkku Aaltonen, ‘Theatre translation as performance’, Target, 25 (2013) 385-406 (p.400).
Ibid, p.396.
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their personal archive at the National Library of Russia would add strength to
further study of their work, one of the undoubted strengths of their productions
was the importance which the director placed on the translation which he used
in the production, as well as his close relationship with his translator. Though in
his work with Edward Gordon Craig, Konstantin Stanislavskii became aware of
some of the problems caused by inaccuracies in the Russian translations
available, he does not seem to have been concerned with such difficulties in any
of his productions of Othello. Using Veinberg’s translation meant that he could
never be anything but distant from his translator. Whilst extremely prominent in
his writings on theatre, the actual stagings of Othello which Stanislavskii directed
never became such significant events in the repertoire of his theatres as Radlov’s
production at the Malyi starring Aleksandr Ostuzhev. This thesis therefore adds
further emphasis to the importance of a good working relationship between
translator and director when staging a play in translation. Furthermore, the
reconstruction of the Radlovs’ Othello provides a counterweight to the
dominance of Stanislavskii’s views on Othello in English scholarship on the

Russian tradition of the play.

The final point raised by the All-Union Theatre Society conference is the
eminence and controversial nature of Radlova’s translations in the 1930s. In
exploring the development of her approach to Shakespeare, and providing the
detailed analysis of her translation and its performance, this study extends the
knowledge and understanding of Radlova’s life and work. The arrest and
imprisonment of Radlova and her husband, and the rumours which continued to
circulate even after their rehabilitation are the principal reasons behind the fact
that her work has been largely been overlooked in modern scholarship. As an
example of the ill-feeling towards Radlova which persisted long after her death,
this is an extract taken from Kornei Chukovskii’s diary, written in March 1955,

and later edited and published by his granddaughter in 1994:

9TO MHEe HanoMMHaEeT ciyyan ¢ AHHoM Pagnoson. OHa rHycHo
nepesoauna LLlekcnupa. A Hanucan o6 aTom, AOKasan 3To C

MaTeMaTUYeCKON TOYHOCTbIO. Manblt pebeHoK mor ybeanTtbes, uTo ee
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nepesoAbl HUKyAa He rogaTca. Ho oHa npogonikana npouseTatb, —u
LLlekcnup cTaBuAca B ee nepeBodax. Ho BOT 0Ka3anoch, YTo OHa yLWwia B
narepb M'Mtnepa —u Torga odmumanbHO 66110 NPU3HAHO, YTO OHA

AeiicTBUTENbHO N0X0 Nnepesoauna Lekcnupa.'’

Chukovskii’s quote betrays a note of envy here. Radlova was first castigated in
the 1930s for being too modern; she was viewed as wanting to take the
translation of Shakespeare too far towards the new era, thus betraying the
surviving old intelligentsia. However, once they had suffered persecution in the
same way as many of their contemporaries, they then became pariahs because
of the reasons behind their arrest, due to the fact that they had unfairly been

labelled as traitors.

The work of the Radlovs is still treated with caution in more recent English
research, where the fairly minimal references contain phrases such as ‘it is not
for us to judge’ and ‘extremely chequered career.”*® Further exploration of the
work of their theatre company in Nazi occupied territories during the Second
World War, and their continued commitment to performance following their
imprisonment in a labour camp, would aid the improvement of their reputation.
However, in highlighting the value of their contribution to the acculturation of
Shakespeare in Russia, this thesis provides a more positive assessment of the
work of Sergei and Anna Radlov, as well as a more objective view of the terribly

difficult situation with which they were faced.

7K. Chukovskii, Dnevnik 1930-1969, ed. E. Chukovskaia (Moscow: Sovremennyi pisatel’, 1994)
p.223. The following translation of this entry is provided by Michael Henry Heim: ‘It reminds me
of the case of Anna Radlova. Her Shakespeare translations were awful. | wrote about them,
making my points with mathematical precision. A child could have told the translations were
worthless. But she flourished, and they kept being staged. Not until she went over to Hitler was
she acknowledged to be the poor translator she was.” Kornei Chukovskii, Diary, 1901 — 1969, ed.
Victor Erlich, trans. by Michael Henry Heim (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), p.394.

'8 Sttibrny, (2000) p.89.
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