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© A. V. Sysoeva
To the Question of the Master Text of Fyodor Sologub’s Novel  “Tvorimaya Legenda” 
The novel by Fyodor Sologub was published in the period (1907(1915) when publishing regulations were being subjected to constant changes. During the two months following the Manifesto of October 17 the freedom of print was executed in an authorized fashion. The regulations signed on November 24 of 1905, March 18 and April 26 of 1906 limited the effective freedom while preliminary censorship was replaced with penal.
 More and more editions and editors were subjected to arrest, the courts imposed penalties and closed down publications. The greater part of the Russian Empire existed under the conditions of emergency or reinforced defense laws that gave local authorities considerable capacities including the right to press on the publishers administratively. In their turn the publishers fearing persecution on their own accord subjected manuscripts to censorship. As it was remarked in an 1906 article, «teper izdatel, esli by i khotel, za dengi ne naydet litsa, kotoroye vzyalo by na sebya protsenzurovat rukopis do eye napechataniya. Teper izdatel mozhet posovetovatsya tolko s advokatom i, sledovatelno, do nekotoroy stepeni ogradit sebya ot samykh krupnykh nepriyatnostey – goda ili dvukh tyurmy ili ssylki, no ot riska materialnogo ushcherba ni odin advokat garantirovat ego ne mozhet».

As the situation was growing more complicated and the inner censorship more severe, the successive editions of Sologub’s novel «Tvorimaya legenda» featured growing numbers of suppressed episodes.

The text of the novel is known in  two versions. The earlier one comprised two novels – the three-part «Navyi chary» published in the almanacs  «Shipovnik» (1907(1909), and «Dym i pepel» published in the collections «Zemlya» (1912(1913). After later reworking the novel was included into Sologub’s collected works published by «Sirin» publishing house as a novel-trilogy «Tvorimaya legenda» (1914(1915). The «Sirin» edition should be considered the main text as this is the last one published in the writer’s lifetime, it is more stylistically uniform and structurally defined as compared to the almanac version.

In Sologub’s archive there have been preserved fair typewritten copies of the novel «Dym i pepel» in its  earlier edition
 and of the novel «Tvorimaya legenda».

The «Dym i pepel» typescript bears pencil markings and minor corrections. However, the comparison of the typescript with the published text demonstrates that major parts of the text had been eliminated on the intermediate stage (they are present in the typescript but are omitted from the «Zemlya» published version). On the October 5, 1912 publisher G. Blumenberg wrote to Sologub: «Otdelnoy banderolyu ya vysylayu Vam neskolko granok, na kotorye nash advokat Muravyev obrashchayet vnimaniye kak na mesta, bezuslovno opasnye v tsenzurnom otnoshenii. Vvidu chego ya vynuzhden obratitsya k Vam s prosboyu izmenit redaktsiyu otmechennykh mest i nadeyus, chto Vy ne otkazhetes ispolnit eto».
 It means that corrections were made on the stage of reading the proofs.

Along with preparing the novel for publication in «Zemlya» collections Sologub was engaged in negotiations concerning  its translation into German and publication in Berlin. The translation was based on several parts of the novel «Navyi chary»: «Tvorimaya legenda», «Kapli krovy», «Koroleva Ortruda» (all published in «Shipovnik» almanacs) and the manuscript of the novel  «Dym i pepel». As Sologub’s correspondence with his translator F.E. Frisch shows, the German text had been ready before «Dym i pepel» appeared in Russian, that is why the translation included the fragments that were crossed out in the Russian version for the reasons of censorship. The Department of Foreign Censorship prohibited the novel’s distribution in Russia.  According to the regulations published in the «Statute on censorship and print» («Ustav o tsenzure i pechaty»), «romany, povesti i drugiye sego roda proizvedeniya inostrannoy slovesnosti dolzhenstvuyut byt rassmatrivayemy s bolsheyu protiv inykh knig strogostiyu, v otnoshenii k nravstvennosti ikh soderzhaniya».

In the typescript of the novel that was used for the «Sirin» edition there are crossed out fragments of considerable size. Usually the deletions are accompanied with a vertical line along the left margin. These fragments are not included in the published text. The margins of the typescript bear markings made by different people. The names in the margins presumably belong to the staff of M.M. Stasyulevich’s printing house that had set up and verified the text: the same names can be found on the margins of the proofs for the fourth edition of the novel «Melky bes», the printing of which «Sirin» publishing house had delegated to M.M. Stasyulevich’s printing house.
 In some cases the typescript bear dividing marks placed where one printed page ends and the number of the following one is indicated. In the printed text this page  number can be seen in small font at the bottom margin. For example, the typescript:

Glupye i poshlye stseny s direktorom v gorodskom uchilishche byli Dulebovu privychny, /Z/ i ne smushchali ego.

<in the margins>

Z 18 l.

In the text of the novel that was published in Sologub’s collected works the passage «Glupye i poshlye stseny s direktorom v gorodskom uchilishche byli Dulebovu privychny»
 ends on page 272, the lower margin of page 273 bears the following marking: «18 F. Sologub, XVIII».
 This inscription  directly refers to the printing process  which gives us reason to conclude that this is the same typescript that had been used by the printing house.

Now it has become obvious  that corrections (primarily crossings-out, in total 2% of the text volume) had been introduced into the text on the stage of its processing by the printing house. Judging by the fact that the relevant fragments are marked with a vertical line along the left margin we can presume that after a preview the text was sent back to the author with request to curtail the risky passages. This deduction is additionally supported by the fact that corrections are made in Sologub’s own hand. We have not yet been able to define the identity of the person who pointed out the  necessary cuts. It could have been R.V. Ivanov-Razumnik, the editor of the publishing house. The main point that can now be stated expressly is that the corrections were introduced into the text forcedly and that the cuts were made out of fear of  legal prosecution. This is further confirmed by the marginalia made next to a deleted fragment in a handwriting  similar to the writer’s  «tsenzurnaya v 1914»,
 as well as by the nature of the fragments that were eliminated. These can be classified into three types.

1. Passages of anti-governmental content:

1) with antagonistic slogans, for example:

[(Proletarii vsekh stran, soyedinyaytes!]

2) with anti-governmental songs:

[(Vy zhertvoyu pali …]

3) with criticism of the governmental institute:

To est, ubystvo utverzhdayet neravenstvo /./ [i osnovannuyu na neravenstve gosudarstvennost.]

[Chto chinovnik, chto lakey, – raznitsy malo. Tolko vmesto salfetki u chinovnika pod myshkoy portfel]

[Vlast cheloveka nad chelovekom, uzhe sdelavshaya tak mnogo zla chelovechestvu, dolzhna byt navsegda unichtozhena.

Vlast v sovremennom obshchestve tak organizovana i, sledovatelno, tak silna, chto ona mozhet sushchestvovat i tam, gde cheloveku svobodnomu ona ne nuzhna, gde svobodny chelovek eye ne khochet. Nelzya nadeyatsya, chto vlast umret golodnoyu smertyu, esli svobodny chelovek vo vsem budet obkhoditsya bez vlasti. Itak, vlast neobkhodimo zakhvatit, chtoby eye unichtozhit.

Zakhvatit vlast dolzhen, konechno, proletariat, potomu chto eto on na sebe naiboleye ispytal tyagosti organizovannoy vlasti. Soznatelnaya chast proletariata pozabotitsya o takoy organizatsii obshchestvennykh otnosheny, kotoraya paralizuyet i umertvit v cheloveke samuyu volyu k vlasti].

4) using  evaluating words and expressions with negative connotation in portrayal of the royal life (the following examples present these instances in the order of the growing negative estimate):

Potom byl, kak polagalos po tseremonialu, torzhestvenny obed u korolevy, pyshny, [skuchny,] s polozhennymi tostami, posle kotorykh palili iz pushek po mnogo raz.

Ostalnye /odobritelno/ ulybalis, [kak ulybayutsya vsegda pri shutkakh vysokikh osob, udachny li eti shutki ili net].

[Khitry tsaredvorets khorosho znal, kak neprochny uvlecheniya vlastiteley, - ved u nikh vsegda takoy bolshoy vybor, i takaya svoboda vybora mimoletnykh privyazannostey. Poetomu chuvstvo chesti i blagorodstva govorilo v nem teper ochen gromko, zaglushaya nasheptyvaniya tshcheslavnykh raschetov].

[Krov – nepriyatnaya podrobnost korolevskogo remesla. Kto etogo ne lyubit, tomu nechego delat na prestole.]

5) mentioning the Russian state and anything pertaining to the essence of Russia in the negative context:

O, Rossiya! Ne govori mne ob etoy uzhasnoy strane. <…> [No nelzya otritsat togo, chto tam umeyut upravlyat narodom.

- Ya dumayu, - vozrazila Ortruda, - chto narody zasluzhivayut luchshego upravleniya.]

V vas techet, konechno, ne blagorodnaya tevtonskaya krov, a krov [slavyanskaya] /mongolskaya,/ rabskaya krov, krov obmanshchika i izmennika!

6) depicting the revolt and the cruelty of the regime that suppressed it:

[Prikhodilos slyshat, chto oni govoryat: «my s politsiyeyu zaodno». Govoryat: «my vmeste s zhandarmami za Tsarya». Po vsemu vidno, chto pochva dlya pogroma gotova.]

[Ubystvo tovarishchey stoyalo v ikh soznanii bestselnoyu, prestupnoyu zhestokostyu.]

Among the crossed out passages there are extensive ones – as, for example, the description of the search to which the arrested were subjected and of the young girls’ spanking at police station,
 of  beating the children’s demonstration.
 They are similar to the following type of the curtailed passages:
2. Passages of sadomasochistic content:

[Potom ona zagovorila uzhe opyat spokoynym i rovnym golosom:

- Skazhite, mozhet byt, vy zakhotite vysech menya?

- Za chto sech vas, Katya?

- Ne za chto, a… Ili khot za to, chto ya…. Akh, malo li za chto… Da vot ya na dnyakh pachku literatury ostavila v magazine Krasilnikova. Spasibo, Krasilnikov poslal eye ko mne s malchikom, - ne dogadalsya, chto tam zavernuto, podumal, tetradki moikh uchenits. A mogla by popast kuda ne nado.

- Eto, Katya, so vsyakim mozhet sluchitsya, - skazal Trirodov.

Alkina tikho i spokoyno po-prezhnemu govorila:

- Yesli vy zakhotite eto sdelat, sdelayte. Ya vse ot vas perenesu.

Trirodov molchal. Alkina skazala:

- Khotite teper? seychas?

- Net, - skazal Trirodov.

Alkina posmotrela na nego vnimatelno, vzdokhnula, i skazala:

- Kogda zakhotite, napishite, ya pridu, i budu poslushna.

Trirodov molchal. Alkina podozhdala nemnogo, i opyat zagovorila:

- Zastavte menya sdelat chto-nibud, chem-nibud zabavit vas. Chto khotite. Khotite, ya splyashu pered vami? Khotite, ya vymoyu seychas etot pol? Ili vymoyu vashi nogi, i vypyu etu vodu, kak raba, pokornaya gospodinu?

- Ne khochu, Katya, - spokoyno otvetil Trirodov. – Zachem eto vam nado?

No on znal, zachem. Alkina vzglyanula na nego bystrym vzglyadom, ulybnulas, i skazala:

- Tochno delom zanimayemsya. Skuchno zhe tak, bez vsyakikh otkloneny.

- Chego zhe vy khotite? – sprosil Trirodov.

- To, chto my delayem, v sushchnosti, ochen dobrodetelno, - govorila Alkina. – Menya by poradoval khotya by samy legky nalet izvrashchennosti.

Izgibayas zmeinymi dvizheniyami, ona zabilas na shirokom lozhe.

Trirodov skazal spokoyno:

- Yesli vy khotite boli, - chto zhe, kto ne lyubit mgnovennykh boley bichuyushchikh, tot ne umeyet zhit. Bol, kak i golod, blizyat nas k smerti, i v etom ikh istina. Golod uzhasen, no kto ne progolodayetsya, tomu skuchen obed. Uzhasna i bol, no bez neye skuchna bezoblachnost zhizni. Bol nuzhna uzhe potomu, chto ona ekstatichna.

Alkina opustilas na koleni u nog Trirodova, prizhalas k nemu, i skazala:

- Teper u menya odna mechta, odna mechta, - lezhat pered vami svyazannoyu tak, chtoby ne poshevelitsya, i chtoby padali udar za udarom na goloye telo s nesterpimoyu bolyu, i vopit vo ves golos v ekstaze nevynosimoy muki. Vy sdelayete eto mne? da, sdelayete? Vy ne mozhete mne otkazat v etom, esli eto mne sladostno, esli ya vam tak otdayus.]

3. Passages of  anti-clerical content:

1) with ironic evaluation of religious discussions:

[Vy, gosudarynya, ne khotite byt ovtsoyu, poteryannoyu i opyat obretennoyu Pastyrem, i o kotoroy On tak raduyetsya?

- Net, ne khochu byt ovtsoyu, - skazala koroleva Ortruda.

Ey vdrug zakhotelos smeyatsya, - pokazalos zabavnym chastoye povtoreniye slova «ovtsa».]

2) with disapproving portrayal of the clergy life:

( U monakhov dengi ne svoi, [im duraki nesut, chego ikh zhalet]!

3) with irreverent pronunciations on church ritual and cult items:

[( Chudotvornaya! Vot my i posmotrim, kak ona za sebya postoit!]

Most of the fragments excluded from the manuscript copy of the XVIII(XIX volumes of Sologub’s collected works had appeared in the earlier version printed in «Shipovnik» almanacs. The few exception are: the dialogue between Trirodov and Alkina,
 the episode with the boy from Trirodov’s  settlement who recites «The Workers’ Hymn» instead of the requested state hymn.
 As the typescript copy sent to  «Shipovnik»  alamanacs had not been preserved we can only guess that these episodes were initially to be reproduced in the almanacs but were cut out because of their dangerous - from the censorship position - content. The only opposite case - when a text is reproduced in the collected works but excluded from the earlier edition – concerns the folk-song  telling the story of a village constable («uryadnik») who was turned out of the village house and of the following the talks among the simple folk:
Kak by baram dosadit,

Zemlyu nam peredelit.

The text of the novel published in «Zemlya» collections on the final stage of its preparation for print  was subjected to a more extensive authorial reworking and expansion than the text from «Shipovnik» almanacs. As the typescript of the novel «Dym i pepel» published in «Zemlya» collections had been preserved, we can deduct, considering that its copy had been certainly submitted to the publishing house, that in «Zemlya» collections the text was subjected to greater reductions than the text published in the almanacs. There are numerous fragments that had been present in the typescript copies of the text intended both  for the collected works and for the publication as the novel «Dym i pepel»  but were omitted from both the earlier and the later editions (inter alia there are episodes describing an attempt at queen Ortruda’s life, the singing of the workers’ hymn, the beating of the children’s rally by the Cossacks, etc.).
So we see that gradually the number of reductions made in the text was increasing, from the minimum in «Shipovnik» almanacs to the maximum in the collected works. This can be explained by the growing number of  prosecution cases in the sphere of publishing and by Sologub’s literary reputation. Lively critical discussions of excessive eroticism characteristic of his works, the publication of his journalistic articles criticizing the regime, his works of anti-government orientation (small political tales («skazochki»)), - all added to the image of a suspect writer.

The scientifically fundamental edition of the novel poses a question whether these passages should be reinstated into the corpus of the main text.
Turning to the experience of the earlier scientific publications of the Symbolist novels, «Melky bes» by F. Sologub
 and «Peterburg» by Andrey Bely,
 we can see that in the first case the text was published after the proofs, while  in the latter – after the manuscript presented to the publishing house («nabornaya rukopis»).
When applied to the novel «Tvorimaya legenda» both solutions show their drawbacks. The text of the typescript  is more complete, it is politically pointed, the omitted fragments give the novel a different, more decisive tone. However, the proofs show the latest author’s corrections that consistently go through the whole text. Their rejection would influence the reception of the work. The writer had consistently corrected «thou» («vy») into «you» («ty») in the dialogues between Pyotr and his uncle, Afra and Ortruda, Ortruda and Tankred (while the latter two were in conflict), changed the name «Lucifer» («Lyutsifer») into «Radiant» («Svetozarny»), introduced certain clarifications. For example, «mnogo est veshchey, kotorymi mozhno igrat. Mozhno igrat!»  was replaced with «mnogo est veshchey, kotorymi mozhno igrat, smeshivaya magiyeyu otrazheny vremena i prostranstva».
 Marginalia on the proofs inscribed in Sologub’s hand, like the following: «Po ispravlenii pechatat. Fedor Sologub»
 had formally legitimized  the new version of the text. The choice between the text that is free from censorship cuts but  does not carry the author’s subsequent corrections and the text that bears both censorship cuts and the author’s corrections is impossible.

Considering the high value of both the proofs and the final typescript («nabornaya rukopis») we can deduct that the text version most adequate to the author’s will would be the combination of these two layers. The proofs with the author’s corrections should be accepted as the basis for the publication while the deleted passages should be reintroduced from the final typescript.
 This decision would  allow both to preserve the author’s corrections and to restore the passages cut out for censorship reasons.
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� Sologub F. Melky bes / Otv. red. A.V. Lavrov; Sost., statya i komm. M. M. Pavlova. SPb., 2004.
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� IRLI. F. 289. Op. 1. № 156.


� Ibid.


� Similar decision (to print the text basing on the proofs reinstating the censorship cuts) was taken in the publication of  L. Tolstoy’s novel «Voskresenye», see: Tolstoy L. N. Poln. sobr. soch.: V 90 t. / Pod obshch. red. V. G. Chertkova; Red. N. K. Gudzy. T. 32, 33. M.; L., 1933, 1935.
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