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Abstract

The Russian presence of Dickens can generally be reduced to several types: first, he is a “teach-
er” admired at the national level, the creator of the “Christmas narrative canon”; second, a
mythological figure, his texts being the source of parables and anecdotes; finally, his name has
turned into a common thing, an object of everyday life, a symbol in the representative list of
European writers. Mandelstams’ poem “Dombey and son” is a pattern of Russian Dickensian.
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Learning and acquisition of Dickens heritage by the Russian culture went through several
stages, each of them knowing their climaxes: 1840s-1860s, the turn of the 20th century,
and the 1930s. Then in 1950-1970s.

While the nineteenth century has been studied quite comprehensively in this regard
(Katarsky), the reception of Dickens works and biography in the 20th century has been
investigated rather incoherently and mostly had to do with the history of translations and
ardent translators’ discussions around the linguistic and stylistic interpretations (Azov ).

Nevertheless, there is a big gap between the perception of Dickens heritage and Rus-
sian and European Dickens studies. So for decades special periodicals and projects exist
in Anglo-Saxon academic space. For instance, Dickens Quarterly is the official scholarly
publication of the Dickens Society, founded in 1970 at the Modern Language Associa-
tion Convention. The journal publishes papers on all aspects of Dickens’s life and liter-
ary works in a range of formats including scholarly articles, essays, notes, and reviews.
Another one is the Fellowship’s journal, The Dickensian, founded in 1905, publishes a
wide range of articles on the life and work of Charles Dickens, contributed by scholars
from around the world. It also publishes edited and annotated transcriptions of newly
discovered Dickens letters. In addition to its articles, each issue carries reviews of books,
plays, films and TV productions, together with reports of Fellowship activities and other
Dickens-related news.

A lot of new research appeared up to the 200th anniversary of Charles Dickens (Hol-
lington).

The Reception of Charles Dickens in Europe — the latest addition to Bloomsbury’s Reception
of British and Irish Authors in Enrope setries — presents forty-two essays, written by a multi-
national group of Dickens scholars and translators, that survey Dickens’ pan-European
and influence.



The essays in this collection track how Dickens could be simultaneously subsumed
into powerful preexisting literary templates and catalyze avant-garde aesthetic currents.

Emily Finer investigated the Russian and Soviet reception of the novels of Chatles
Dickens in the twentieth century. She asked why Dickens was canonized for the mass
reader and how his novels were translated, re-written, theorized and imitated. She also
included into the research field the Mandelstam’s poem “Dombey and son”. But the in-
terpretation of the poem projections on the Soviet lyrics and prose of 1920-1930s re-
mained beyond of its focus. (Hollington)

However, it is important for us to recognize that each of those periods (of revived in-
terest in and affection for Dickens generated precedent texts in poetry, prose, and jour-
nalism, which opened up and ‘privatized” again and again the figure of Dickens and his
writing paradigms, which form a special world. In this paper, we are going to talk about
the forms of this “Dickens infection” in the Russian organism.

Attraction to Dickens in the poetry of the 20th century may be fully illustrated
through the example of Mandelstam’s poem “Dombey and Son”.

The poetic nature of Mandelstam appears to be close to that of Dickens. Mandelstam
used similar techniques in his work: he could hear the humming of the finished poem
and would not rest until the text was all articulated and each word took its place—and
then he only had to do the polishing. Physical presence of an almost materialized lyric
image is what brings Dickens and Mandelstam together.

The poem “Dombey and Son” is a perfect proof of this affinity and kinship. The text
seems to be quite understandable. What’s in there, at first glance? Recognizable features
of the Dickens universe. A familiar scenery. Yet, something is confusing. It’s the sputter.
The parlance. The transfer and reassembly of details which form sort of a dedicated
workshop with a layout table. However, if we take a closer look, we will see that all the
details have gone mixed up. Mikhail Gasparov explains this organization of Mandel-
stam’s poems by his habit “k mpomycky cBA3yIOIINX 3BEHBEB MEKAY OIIOPHBIMU
obpasamu” (to omit the links between the backbone images) (Gasparov 91). That is why
the poem “Dombey and Son” is a set of concise and intensive fragmentary images, or
outer markers:

[...] cBucTAmnNt A3bIK, rpAsHas Temsa, AOKAH KU CAE3BI, KOHTOPA M KOHTOPCKHE KHUTH, Ta-
OavuHas MrAa, «Ha INMAAMHIHE H IICHCBI CUCT», CyA€OHAs MHTPUTIA, )KEAC3HBIN 3aKOH, pasope-
HUe U caMoyOuicTBO. Bee 0Opassl — AMKKEHCOBCKHE, HO K pOMaHy «AOMOH U CBIH» OHH HE
cBoanMel. OamBep TBHCT — IIEPCOHAXK U3 COBCEM APYIOrO POMaH4; B KOHTOPE OH HHKOIAA
He paboTas; AOMOH-CBIH C KAEPKAMH HE OOIMAACH; CYACOHOH mMHTpHUIH B «AOMOM H CHIHE»
HeT; OaHKPOT B IIETAE ABHACH, CKOpEE BCErO, U3 KOHIIOBKH TpeTbero pomana, «Hwukoaac
Huxapbm»; HO AT0OBeOOHABHAA AOYD OLIATEH BO3BpaIaeT Hac K «Aombu u ceruy». [Toayuaercs
MOHTQK OTPBIBKOB, AAIOIIHMH KaK OBl CHHTETHYECKHN OOpa3 AMKKEHCOBCKOIO MHpa, — BCE
CBA3M MCEKAY HUMH HOBbIC. UHTATECAD, BOCIPUHUMAA UX Ha (POHE 3araaBus «AOMOH U CHIH»,
OIIIYIIAET BCE 3TU OOPAZHEIC CABHIH C OCOOCHHOM OCTPOTOMH. «AOMOHU U CBIH» — AETKOE CTH-
xorBoperue arf «Hosoro CatupuKOH2», HO MBI YBHAUM, KAKOE CEPBE3HOC PA3BHTUE IIOAY-
YHAA 9T4 IOITHKA IPOIYILICHHBIX 3BCHbEB y MaHAEABIIITAMA B AaAbHEHIIEM. 1 He TOABKO B
CTHXaX, HO U B IIPO3E, TAC ¥ HETO IIOYTH HEBO3MOMKHO YCACAUTD 32 CIOKETOM; U AQKE B OOH-
xoAHo# peun.! (Gasparov 91-92)

" whistling language, dirty Thames, showers and tears, office and office books, tobacco haze, “na

IUAAMHTT U 11eHCH caer” (sums of shillings and pence), judicial intrigue, iron law, desolation and sui-
cide. All images are borrowed from Dickens but not restricted to the novel Dombey and Son. Oliver




The demonstrable results of the “poetics of omitted links” in “Dombey and Son”
mentioned by Gasparov virtually echo the interpretation of Chesterton, which confirms
the legitimacy and appropriateness of such “vaults” of characters from one Dickens’s
novel to another. The same specifics of Mandelstam’s distortions was noticed by Lidiya
Ginzburg: He would

CO3HATEABHO H3MCHAA peaauu. B cruxorsoperun «Koraa mpoH3HTEABHEE CBHCTA..» Y HETO
crapuxk Aom6u mosecuacs, a OauBep TBHUCT CAyKUT B KOHTOpe — dero Her y AnKkeH-
ca...KyApTypoii, KyABTYpHBIMU acconuanuamMu MaHAEABIITAM HACBIIIAET, VTMKEASCT CEMaH-
THKY CTHX4; (DAKTUYECKUE OTKAOHECHHS HE AOXOAAT AO CO3HaHHsA duTaTeas.? (Zapisnye 42)

Mandelstam about Dickens and more

Mandelstam “concerning Dickens”... Both Chesterton and Mandelstam, each in his own
way, showed the conventionality of boundaries between the texts and the specific nature
of characters in this literary and beyond-literary world. Here, characters and their speech
casily drop their original, inherent author’s roots, break free from their leashes and live
their own lives, independent from the author, critics, translators, or readers. As we can
see, Mandelstam implemented the “Chesterton program” quite demonstrably in his po-
em by adjusting Chesterton’s method of reading to a different, poetic language and ma-
terializing Chesterton’s idea and understanding of how the Dickens novel is organized.
Both Chesterton and Mandelstam regard the Dickens novel as a novel club where the
importance of novel narration patterns is inferior to that of characters or readers, who
access the club and exist there as equal members, migrating freely within it in accordance
with their vision of the plot and choosing partners at their own discretion. It should be
appreciated that Mandelstam most likely never read Chesterton, so the coincidence was
purely accidental, yet no less significant, “trap-like”. Mandelstam’s “piercing whistle” re-
veals Gogol’s metaphor from Dead Souls:

BHPO“ICM, C€CAH CAOBO M3 YAHIIBI IIOITAAO B KHHIY, HC IIMCATCAD BHHOBAT, BHHOBATHI YH-
TATCA U Hpeme BCCIro 4YUTATCAM BBICIIICTO ()6H_[CCTB’AZ OT HUX HCpBbIX HC YCABIITHUIND HH
OAHOTO HOpﬂAO"IH()l"O pyCCKOI‘O CAOBa, a (i)paHL[yBCKI/IMI/I, HCMCIOKUMU U AHTAMHCKIMI
OHU, H())KaAyfI, HAACAAT B TAKOM KOAUYECCTBE, YTO W HE 3aXOYCIIb, 1 HAACAAT AAKE C CO-
XpaHeHI/IeM BCEX BO3MOKHBIX HpOHSHOH.ICHHfIZ HO—(i)paHHySCKI/I B HOC " KapTaBH, II0-
AHTAHMHCKHA HpOI/ISHCCyT, KaK CACAYCT IITHIIC, I AAXKC (bPISI/IOHOMI/HO CACAAFOT IITUYBIO, U

Twist is a character from a totally different novel, and he never worked in an office; Mr. Dombey’s
son never interacted with clerks; there was no judicial intrigue in Dombey and Son; the bankrupt person
with his neck in a noose was most probably taken from the end-piece of the third novel, Nicholas Nick-
leby; but the loving daughter brings us back to Dombey and Son again. Thus, we can see a montage of
fragments, a synthesis of the Dickens’s world, as all links between the fragments are new. The reader,
who perceives this fragmentary picture against the background of the title (Dombey and Son), feels these
imaginative shifts particularly sharply. Dombey and Son is a frivolous poem for Novy Satirikon magazine,
but we will see how Mandelstam developed his poetics of omitted links later, not only in poetry but
also in prose where his storylines are almost untraceable, and even in everyday conversations. ..

: deliberately change the realia. The old Dombey hangs himself in the poem “Kogda pronzitelneye
svista...” [When I Hear English Spoken...], and Oliver Twist works in an office, which he never did
in Dickens’s novel... Mandelstam saturates the poem semantics with cultural associations, making it
heavier; the reader’s conscience is unable to embrace the distorted facts.




A2KE TIOCMEIOTCH HaA TeM, KTO HE CyMEEeT CAeAarh mrruubeii pusumonomun’. (Gogol 164-

165)

Dickens-Chesterton-Mandelstam-Gogol

This pattern forms a “trap” that interpreters of Mandelstam’s “Dombey and Son” and
successors-practitioners fall really zestfully into.

This ‘pocket-size’ Dickens, compressed and “zipped’, if we resort to computer terms,
into the six lines — this Mandelstam’s Dickens is very structured. What we have in the
end is “morphology” of the Dickens novel, 14 or 15 years before Propp’s Morphology of
the Folktale. Mandelstam’s “morphology” is what builds the meta-plot described by Delir
Lakhuti. However, this ‘supertex’ is to some extent bigger than just an abstract formula
of a novel, although the latter is certainly implied. The ‘supertext’ has several orienta-
tions. The first one, using Lakhuti’s terminology, is an abstract of Mandelstam’s poetic
wortld as it had developed by the 1910s based on what was only projected, looming and
taking shape. The second one is about the “Russian disease”, the “Dickens infection”,
and subsequent recovery from it. Dickens’s material per se or passed through the poetic
filter of Mandelstam and others, who got ‘infected’ earlier or later, the immune resistance
of culture after Dickens and thanks to him—that’s the sophisticated perspective opened
by the discussions on Mandelstam’s “Dombey and Son”.

The phrase “Amnramiickmit a3sk”™ with the intentional shift of stress to the first sylla-
ble (['Angluskii]) becomes a deliberate colloquialism, distortion, and mockety, providing
a panoramic accessibility of concise and sketchy formulae of the Dickens world, which
miraculously fit and grew into the world of Mandelstam’s poetry and Russian language.
“Dombey and Son” is not about Dickens, Dombey or son at all. It’s about Dickens 4 /
russe, about [ Angliiskir] and ['Aglitskir] (Bely) instead of [an'gluskir], about the unique
type of language, “Englishrussian”, which pervades every corner of the Russian litera-
ture, and also about the phonetic phenomena of sound matrixes, elementary particles of
the two languages grown together, which demonstrate how the Dickens artistic space
took root into the Russian deepest conscience, language habits and culture as a universal
role model in charge of everything English. This way, the original “Dombey and Son” is
an observation platform providing a panoramic view of the underlying overlaps, and the
poem is a verbal map presented in a convenient ‘pocket-size’, look-through format.

Mandelstam’s verbal and figurative poignancy is most of all felt against the back-
ground of other texts where Dickens is “present’

UYepHsrit MATPOC, O KOTOPOM AHKKEHC CKa3aA OFL,
Yo ero HeM3BeCTHOCTh U3BECTHA 110 Bcel Poccum;
UepHEIT MaTPOC B IIApycaxe CypPOBOH OYIIAATKH,

3 However, it’s not the writer’s fault if a word from the street gets in a book. It’s the fault of readers,
first of all those from the high society: they are the ones you won’t hear a single decent Russian word
from, the ones who will pour tremendous amounts of French, German, and English on you and will
even imitate all possible pronunciations, talking through their nose and making guttural sounds in
French, talking in a bird-manner in English, and even making a bird’s face, and even laughing at those
who cannot make a bird’s face.

4 “Amramiickuit a3pk” (angliyskiy yazyk) is Russian for “English language”. The correct pronunciation
requites the second syllable to be stressed, i.e. [an"gliskii].




VIMeBIIIuil MaHEpy XMyPHTBCA IIPH YABIOKE

W gacTo 3eBath (eMy HE XBATAAO BETPa),

B anTHYHON 1T03€ KAYAACT HA HOMKKE CTyAQ

C oOHaKEeHHBIMI MBIIIIIAME roAoca 1 pyk. (Selvinsky)

A 9TOT, HOBBIH, BCE IIPOTHAA
Poxaectserckoro ckaskoit Ankkenca. (Pasternak)

I1puBBIYHbBIC TOKHHYB CTEHEL,

KAy0, morpyxeHHEBII B COHHBIH TPaHC,

ITaTb KPACHOIIEKUX AKEHT|€]ABMECHOB,

Kpsaxra, Baesaror B amamkanc. (Rozhdestvensky)

Mandelstam’s “Dombey and Son” is a clot, a concentration, and a milestone of how the
body of the Russian culture was experiencing Dickens as a healthy infection at both po-
etic and, broader, cultural levels. It’s not only the recognizable features of the Dickens
novel world that are of importance but also the ones that are ‘invented’ by the poem, the
ones that migrate from Russia to the Dickens universe, the ones that mark the seemingly
accidental exchange, which is absolutely legitimate, in fact. Thus, careful readers know
that Dickens never mentioned “yellow” water, while Mandelstam talked about “Temser
xeaTas Boaa” (yellow waters of the river Thames). Yellow color symbolizes the cultural
optics of the city, mostly that of Saint Petersburg. This symbolism was mastered very
well by the Russian literary tradition and had become quite recognizable by the 1910s.
Thus, the picture of London life suddenly reveals familiar strokes of Saint Petersburg.
Mandelstam’s iambic pentameter ‘swishes’ both in English and in Russian, offering an-
other, third verbal dimension and opening a new perspective of continuing the Russian
Dickens in the 20th century. The strange ‘prophetic’ fate of Mandelstam’s “Russianeng-
lish” poem can be proved by its “anonymous” creeping into “Povest o pustyakakh” (The
Story of Trifles) by Yuri Annenkov (Botis Temiryazev), in which images of Moscow and
Saint Petersburg are peeping out through the author’s reminiscence of puppet, toy-like
sceneries of the Dickens theater.

Haa IlerepOyprom maeser tymas. IleTrepOyprekuii TyMaH IIOXOXK Ha AOHAOHCKHIA, Kak
KaHmeAspus Axakus AxakueBmda Ha KOHTOPY Ckpyaxa. TyMaH ITOPOMKAAET IyACCHBIE
Beru. <...> HeiHde yyaec He OBIBacT, HO TYMaH OCTaACH TakuM xe. Ero xaomss, Aoc-
KYTbfl — CEPO-’KEATBIC IIPU3PAKUA 3aBOAAKHBAIOT TOPOA, MEAACHHO H3IHOafCh, MCHSASA
OdYepTAHUsA, CTAHOBACH BCE IIAOTHEE M HempoHuraemee. ['OpOA IIABIBET, IIOKAYHBASACH,
IIyCTOH, XOAOAHBIH, Oe33By4HEINA. [IABIBET BOCIIOMHHAHIE O TOPOAE, IPOIIABIIEM B Ty-
mane®. (Annenkov)

This is an excerpt from Chapter I. Whistle, various types of whistling, and hoots cut
through the narration, accompanying the theme of the old and the new life shattering to
pieces. These pieces are brought back together forming a different mosaic, and suddenly

5> The fog is floating over Saint Petersburg. Saint Petersburg fog resembles that of London like Akaky
Akakievich’s department resembles Scrooge’s office. Fog produces miraculous things. [...] There are
no miracles these days but the fog remains the same. Its flakes and rags are hazing the city as ghosts
dressed in grey and yellow, curving slowly, changing their shapes, growing thicker, impermeable. The
city is floating and rocking on the waves of fog, empty, cold, and silent. Floating is the memory of the
city that once dissolved in fog.




— distinctly and anonymously, as in a photo, like a tune, or another autonomous verbal
structure, or a part of speech — Mandelstam’s passage is reproduced word by word, hav-
ing become urban folkloric and almost anyone’s by 1934, when “Povest o pustyakakh”
was written:

Haa nerepOypreknm [TaHTeOHOM IABIBET XOAOAHBIMH, KEATHIH TyMaH. B Tymane maddar Gec-
IIAOTHBIC KOHTYPHI, BEIPE3aHHBIC U3 KAPTOHA IIOAOOUA AIOAEH, cepble, OECIIBETHBIE, HEAO-
kparnerHbre. OHI ABIKYTCA KaK 3aBOAHBIE KYKABL. OHI MafJaT B TYMAHHBIX YAHIIAX TOPOAA,
KaK KYKABI B KOMHaTe urpymredsoro macrepa Kaaeba. Hycsa Crpykosa B rapcoubepke, HACBH-
creBas «IHTepHAIIMOHAAY, PA3TAAKUBAET ITH/KAMY CBOETO MYKAa.

V Uapabsa AHKKEHCA CIPOCHTE,
Yro Gb1A0 B AOHAOHE TOrA2 —
Konrtopa Aom6u B crapom Curn
W Temsnbl xxeATas BOAA... —

TaK 9UTACT BIIOATOAOCA O3AOMINN IOAHTPYK IIPOOUPAACH B TyMaHE, U AMOBI OIIAAAIOT K
HOT'aM OPaHKEBBIM AMCTOIIAAOM, M — ITOKA B KBApTHpPE AOKTOpa PpeHKEAs TOCTH OTraAbIBa-
o1 cmeicA coserckux cokparmeHuit (P.C.®.C.P. osmauaer: «Pasmas Coaour Pakrmdaecku
Crybuaa Poccuroy; Cosaapkom osnadaer: «Coser Hapoansix Komukos»; BUK — «Bek Yeao-
Bedeckuii Koporoxy; BCHX — «Bcepoccniickuit Caer Hosoucnedennsix Xamym; PKIT(0) —
«Peaxas Kapruma IToaxaammcrsa (Gesrpanuunoro)y mau «Poccunm Kamyr Ilpumrea (Ges-
YVCAOBHOIO)» H T.A.), IIOK4 TOCTH IPOOABASIFOTCA OTIAABIBAHHEM, 3aMCHHUBIIUM PaclIpOCTpa-
HEHHYIO HIPY B IIAPAABL, IIOKA — B JTOAY AoukaM PpeHkeass H 6aOyIIIKaM — BEAYTCH pasro-
BOPEHI O Daaere, 00 ummeparopckom TearpaabHOM YUHAUIIE, O BBIE3AAX FOHBIX BOCIIHTAHHUIL
Ha ABOPIIOBOI AmHelike, o Ilermra m Yekerrn, o ITasrosoit m Kapcasumoil, o mapmxckux
TpuyM@ax U IPEBOCXOACTBE KAACCUKU HAA IAACTUYECKUMH HMIIpoBu3aruaMu AyHKaH, — B
IIepeAHEN pasAaAci IPOMKHIL 3BOHOK xo3suHal. (Annenkov)

¢ A cold yellow fog is floating over the Pantheon of Saint Petersburg. Ethereal figures, cardboard cut-
outs resembling people are looming in the fog, undercolored or colotless. They are moving like wind-
up dolls, looming in the foggy city streets like dolls in toymaker Caleb’s room. Nusya Strukova is iron-
ing her husband’s pyjamas in the garconnicre, whistling /Tuternationale.

“V Yapasza AukkeHca cripocure,
Yrt0o 661A0 B AOHAOHE TOTAZ —
Konropa Aombu B crapom Curu
W Temssr xeaTas Boaa...”

the political commissar was reading in a low voice, making his way through the fog, feeling cold; iam-
bic verses were falling to his feet like orange leaves; and, as the guests were guessing Soviet abbrevia-
tions (RSFSR means “Raznaya Svoloch Fakticheski Sgubila Rossiyu” (All Kinds of Cattle Have Virtu-
ally Ruined Russia), Sovnarkom means “Sovet Narodnykh Komikov” (Council of People’s Comics),
VChK means “Vek Chelovecheskiy Korotok (Human Life Is Short), VSNKh means “Vserossiyskiy
Slyot Novoispechyonnykh Khapug (The All-Russian Soviet of Newly-Crowned Crooks); RKP(b)
means “Redkaya Kartina Podkhalimstva (bezgranichnogo)” (A Rare Example of (Unconditional)
Bootlicking) or “Rossii Kaput Prishyol (bezuslovny)” (The (Absolute) End of Russia), etc.) — the game
that had replaced the ubiquitous charades — in Dr. Frenkel’s flat, as they were having conversations
about the ballet, the Emperor’s Theater School, royal receptions for young ladies, Petipa and Cecchet-
ti, Pavlova and Karsavina, the French glory, and the advantage of classics over Dunkan’s plastic im-




Although Danilevsky’s work deserves high appreciation, “Povest o pustyakakh”
seems to be undercommented. It’s not about the obvious lacunas in his commentary,
next to the meticulous and sometimes even redundant way of providing information
(thus, the female interpreter “I'amcyma, I'aymrrmara, Ceasmer Aarepaed u bseprcona”
(of Hamsun, Hauptmann, Lagerl6f, and Bjornson) Annenkov mentions in passing
among the inhabitants and visitors of the Art Center is, without doubt, Anna Ganzen,
while the double portrait of “axrmsroro 6e36oxmuka Topapuma babamosa” (comrade
Babanov, active atheist) and “rosapmrma Llama” (comrade Tsap), the Komsomolets “c
amom Xpucra” (with a face of Jesus), who “ormpasua B “Kpacmyro I'asery”
OOCTOATEABPHYIO KOPPECIIOHACHIIUIO O TOM, 9TO KOMCOMOAer babaHoB <..> XOAHT K
aeBoukam” (sent an exhaustive correspondence to Krasnaya Gazgeta accusing Komso-
molets Babanov <...> of wenching), unveils a mocking caricature of poet Alexander Ti-
nyakov).

What’s much more important is that the commenter doesn’t always provide an accu-
rate indication of references to someone else’s texts which pierce through Povest o pusty-
akak)h tull of citations. Just one example. Among the numerous sketches of Petrograd in
Annenkov’s story, there is one that ends in an excerpt from Mandelstam’s “Dombey and

b3

Son’

V Uapapsa AHKKEHCA CIPOCHTE,
Yro 6b1A0 B AOHAOHE TOTAA —
Konrtopa Aom6u B crapom Curn
W Temsnl :xeATast BOAA...

Another time in his work, the author describes the Neva capital in the following way:
“Tyman aoHAOHCKOro Curn amxker mepuaa mocta” (The London City fog is licking the
bridge parapet). Danilevskiy spots this reminiscence of “Dombey and Son”. However,
Annenkov’s phrase about “kaeruatsix mamTasonax” (checkered bloomers) of painter
Courbet only makes the commenter recall Annenkov’s 1921 drawing where Courbet ap-
pears “B 4€pPHOM AOATOIIOAOM IIHAXKAKE M KACTYATHIX Oprokax’ (in a black Prince Albert
coat and checkered trousers). Meanwhile, it would be highly relevant to quote the final
lines of “Dombey and Son™:

W kAeTyaThIC TTAHTAAOHBL,
Pripas, oOHUMAET AOYB...

What’s more, if we remember that it was not Dickens’s novel that Mandelstam
borrowed the “checkered bloomers” from but illustrations of artist Phiz (Phiz would
crosshatch the dark areas of his drawings), we will observe a most interesting situa-
tion: poet Mandelstam looks to artist Phiz when depicting the old Dombey; artist
Annenkov looks to poet Mandelstam when depicting Gustave Courbet. There’s even
more in it. Getting back to “Povest o pustyakakh”, let’s pay attention to the fact that
Courbet’s “checkered bloomers” appear in Annenkov’s story surrounded by typically
“Mandelstamian” patterns:

provisations — in order to please Frenkel’s daughters and the old ladies — the bell rang loudly in the
hallway, announcing the arrival of the host.




Kusass [Terp Buaea moa apkoii ['eHepaabHOTO 1ITaba — TyIHOTO, HOPOAATOrO YeAOBEKA [...| B Oap-
XATHOM ITHAKAKE M KACTYATHIX ITAHTAAOHAX, 3AKHHYBIIEIO IOAOBY’ [€ABA AW HE Camas BHIPA3H-
TEABHAS ACTAAD MAHACABIIITAMOBCKOTO OOAMKA, OT™MedaeMas Bcemu Memyapuctamu — A. '], aTo0sr
PasrAfACTD IapAIIero B HeOe aHreAa [Cp. B MAHACABIITAMOBCKOM CTHXOTBOpeHHMH “ApoprioBas
maomaas”: “Croamuuk-anrea sozuecer” — A. I'].7 (Gotrenko)

Memoir-based “Povest o pustyakakh” by Temiryazev (Annenkov) cites topical songs,
“TpaKTHpHBIC IIECHU — OyMaXKHBIE PO3BL CBOCTO BpemeHn (tavern songs, the paper roses
of their times), criminal and frivolous romances (Annenkov 35-37, 54-55, 79, 166-167,
191, 310-309). It is not unexpected that Mandelstam’s poem is used in the story anony-
mously, as “anyone’s” folkloric text. In poetic transcription, the Dickens world coexists
next to chastushki, wanderer’s tales, and couplets. (Neklyudov)

Mandelstam’s “Dombey and Son” is the climax, the peak, the milestone of this
demonstrative story of experiencing someone else’s as one’s own. The morphology of
Russian “use of Dickens”, to which Mandelstam’s text is actually tending, is not a collec-
tive “readers’ dream” about England of the Dickens era, but rather a reality embodied in
words. Mandelstam constructed a case of Russian Dickensian. (Brown) Mandelstam’s
simple collage, or metatext, is a handy tool to consolidate, at least conventionally, the
forms of this persistent participation and intervention of Dickens in Russian philology.
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