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rul TpouTeHus, nHTepnpeTaumns 1 nepesodb! Lekcnupa:
npobnema (6e3)aencTens M ero NpUYMH B COBETCKMX NepeBoaax

Koanesckasa T. B.

AnHomauyus. 1lenb MccieqoBaHNUS - BbISIBUTH MIEIHOE HAIOJHEHMe TIepeBOOB CjIoBa “conscience” u ero
3HaueHue s TOHMMAaHMUST modTuMyeckoit Mudonoruu CepebpsHOro Beka. Ha MaTepuase IepeBOAOB
M. JlosuHckoro, B. [TactepHaka u A. PaiioBoii ucCIeqyloTCsl TIepeBOAbI CJIOBA «COBECTb» UM (PParMeHThI,
rJie OHO GBIJIO OMYIEHO MM N06aBIeHO0. ABTOP MPUXOAUT K 3aKIIOUEHNIO, UTO BHIOOP BapuaHTa IepeBoia
OblT OOYCJIOBJIEH HE CTOJbKO COBETCKONM IIeH3ypoii (TpeGoBaBlieii aMeTadU3UMUYHOCTM MUPOBO33PEHMS,
MIPOTMBOPEUMBIIIEIT TOHMMaHUIO “conscience” Kak COBECTH, 03a60UEHHOIT ITOCMEPTHOI CyIb60ii ueioBeKa),
CKOJIbKO C/TOKMBIIMMCST B Cepe6psiHOM Beke Mi(OM O M0ITe KaK CBepXUesIoBeKe 1 KYJIbTypHOM Trepoe, ue-
My COOTBETCTBYET «pallyiOHaaM3alus» COMHeHuit Iamierta. HayyHass HOBM3HA MCC/IEOBAHUS COCTOUT
B IPeAINONIOKEeHUY, YTO MMEHHO TOJ BJIUSHMEM 3TOTO TOITUUECKOTO Miuda coBeTcKue (M MOCTCOBETCKIUE)
TepeBOAUMKY TTPEeIOYNTAIN BUIETh B [aMiieTe cBepxuesoBeka, 006J1e4eHHOrO MUCCHeil BCeIeHCKOTO Mac-
mrraba, Ha MyTM KOTOPOJt He MO/KHBI BCTaBaTh HPaBCTBEHHBbIE COOGpakeHMsl. B pesynbTaTe mepeBOTUMKA
MIPOOJIKAIM Pa3BMUBATh CIOKMUBIINIICS emle B CepebpsiHOM Beke MU O Mo3Te KaK O0KeCTBEHHOM CyIIe-
CTBe, XOTS TOJO6GHbIE TPeACTaBIeHNUsT MapaJoKCATbHbBIM 06pa3oM JIerKO COUeTaauch ¢ aHTMMeTadusu-
YeCKMUM COBETCKMM MUPOBO33PEHMEM.

en| Reading, Interpreting, and Translating Shakespeare:
The Problem of (In)Action and of Its Causes in Soviet Translations

Kovalevskaya T. V.

Abstract. The aim of the article is to explicate the ideational contents of translations of the word “con-
science” and their significance for understanding the poetic mythology of the Silver Age. Using translations
of “Hamlet” by Mikhail Lozinsky, Boris Pasternak, and Anna Radlova, the article traces translations
of the word “conscience” and instances where the word was omitted or added in the Russian translations.
The conclusion is that specific translational choices were conditioned not so much by Soviet censorship
(which demanded an ametaphysical mindset that would be contrary to treating “conscience” as moral
knowledge concerned with a human being’s posthumous fate), as by a Silver Age myth of the poet as a super-
human being and a cultural hero. This myth aligns with “rationalizing” Hamlet’s indecision. The paper’s
novelty lies in its conclusion that it was that poetic myth that led Soviet and post-Soviet translators to prefer
to interpret Hamlet as a super-human being charged with a mission of a cosmic scale, which should not have
been hindered by the moral considerations of the characters. Our findings are that translators of Shakespeare
continued the Silver Age myth of the poet as a divine being, even as the interpretations paradoxically ap-
peared to be in line with the Soviet worldview that looked unfavorably at all things metaphysical.

Introduction

This article focuses on translations of the word “conscience” in William Shakespeare’s Hamlet into Russian.
This word and its interpretation is a conceptual center of Shakespeare’s play and, consequently, its rendition into
Russian has key significance for understanding the tragedy. The study’s relevance goes beyond purely linguistic,
philological, and translational matters, as the interpretation and translation of this word helps elucidate the concept
of a human being in the works of Shakespeare and in the mindsets of his translators and helps shed a new light
on the philosophical and religious anthropology of the Modernity and on its various forms and manifestations.

This aim necessitates the following tasks: studying the actual translations of the word “conscience” in the trans-
lations of Mikhail Lozinsky, Boris Pasternak, and Anna Radlova; considering the instances where the word was omitted
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or, alternatively, added in Russian translations; comparing the dominant means of translating this word with transla-
tions done in the 19" and the late 20" — early 21*t century; drawing conclusions concerning the philosophical anthro-
pology contained in the translations studied and suggesting their roots in the poetic mythology of the Silver Age.

Research methods: the study uses the comparative analysis method to explicate the significance of using
the words «coBecTb» as opposed to words referring to mental activities for rendering the English “conscience” in Russian
translations of Hamlet.

Theoretical background: this study draws upon works of translation scholars (Hukonaes, 2022; ITemkos, 2003;
IMactepnak, 2004) and Shakespeare scholars (Bloom, 1998; Mallin, 2007), upon studies of Soviet censorship (Komne-
coBa, 2015; XKupkos, 2001; UYupckosa, 2008).

Merriam-Webster Dictionary of English is used in the study (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/conscience).

The study’s practical significance has several aspects. It may be used in translation studies, in philosophical
and religious anthropology studies, and in comparative literary studies.

Results and Discussion

“Conscience”, translations of “Hamlet”, and the Silver Age myth of the poet

Every trend in philosophy, cultural anthropology, literature, and history can be viewed from a variety of perspectives.
Every phenomenon can be seen either as the product of its immediate context, or as the result of a far longer course
of development. The immediate context, in turn, can be described with a whole spectrum of categories ranging from phi-
losophical to political. The article argues that while outwardly appearing in their specific ideational slant to be a product
of Soviet censorship, these translations manifest not only Soviet censorship practices, but primarily the translators’ own
philosophical and poetic worldviews carried over from the poetic mythology of the Silver Age (for an overview of Soviet
censorship, see, for instance CKupkos, 2001)). This study will explore the uses, translations, and additions of the word
“conscience” in William Shakespeare’s Hamlet (all Shakespearean quotes are from The Arden Shakespeare Complete Works
(revised edition. L., 2007)) as translated by Mikhail Lozinsky (Illekcriip V. Co6paHue cOUMHeHMI: B 8-MU T. / TIOJ, Pe/.
A. CmupHoOBa, A. Anukcra. M.: UckycctBo, 1960. T. 6. T. 7), Boris Pasternak (Illekcriup V. Becph llexcrup: B 2-X T.
M.: Onma-mipecc, 2000. T. 2), and Anna Radlova (Ilekcriup V. l'amstet, ipuHI, gatckumii. JI. — M.: MckycetBo, 1937), as well
as pre-revolutionary translations (AuTosorKs repeBomoB «FamyeTar: B 2-X T. M.: CoBnagenne, 2006. T. 1. T. 2; Illekcrinp
B. ITonHoe co6panie counteHiii B. Illekcryipa Bb 1po3b 1 cTuxaxb: B 12-Tu T. / nepesens I1. A. Kanmmuas. CI16., 1893. T. 1.
URL: http://az.lib.ru/s/shekspir w/text_1190oldorfo.shtml; [llekcrip B. IpamaTtudeckist counHenis Illekcripa / iepeBoIb
cb aHriiickaro H. Ketuepa. M., 1873. URL: http://az.lib.ru/s/shekspir w/text 1873 hamlet_oldorfo.shtml).

In the mid-20%™ century Soviet Union, classical works from other eras and cultures were often a convenient outlet
for Aesopian references to the present because they seemed not to be governed by generally accepted norms of political
and linguistic propriety. The translation of the German folk book on Dr. Faustus included swearwords that would normally
be unthinkable in print in a Soviet edition (Jlerenma o mokTope ®aycte / cocT. B. JKupmynckumit. M.: Hayka, 1978. C. 72).
Translations of The Prose Edda rendered faithfully those obscene episodes that were bowdlerized in some English
translations. When Joanne Harris published The Gospel of Loki in 2014, The Guardian’s reviewer rather scathingly
wrote: “Humour is gormless (Loki’s star comic turn is tying his testicles to a goat’s beard)” (Jones G. The Gospel
of Loki by Joanne M. Harris — review // The Guardian. 12.02.2014. URL: https://www.theguardian.com/books/2014/feb/12/
gospel-loki-joanne-m-harris-review). This episode was not invented by Harris (a commenter pointed it out as well) —
on the contrary, it was taken straight out of The Prose Edda. Yet, there are translations that explain Jones’s failure
to identify the source. For instance, a 1966 translation reads: “Loki... by his tricks succeeded” in making Skadi laugh
(The Prose Edda / tr. by J. Young. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966. P. 99). The Soviet version of the Edda
renders the text faithfully, the details of male anatomy, she-goat, and all (Mnanguras dama / usg. moarot. O. A. Cvmup-
Huikasi, M. . Cre6imH-KameHnckwuii. JI.: Hayka, 1970. C. 57). When, however, Harry Harrison’s The Technicolor Time
Machine was translated into Russian, the translator left out some racier bits (Harrison H. The Technicolor Time Ma-
chine. N. Y.: Doubleday & Company, 1970. P. 259); cf. (Tappucon I'. ®anTactuueckas cara // T'appucon I'. TpeHupo-
BOUHbIN mosieT. M.: Mup, 1970. C. 105-106). A radio play based on Alice in Wonderland (1976) sneaked in some unex-
pected political references, both in Vladimir Vysotsky’s songs and in what purported to be a “translation” of the lec-
ture on William the Conqueror, here replaced with Peter 1. (The translation of the radio play is credited to Nina
Demurova, but its text veers far from Demurova’s version where the mouse gives a lecture on William the Conqueror,
not Peter. This example also shows the changes censorship underwent in different periods. In the 1930s, children’s
literature received the authorities’ close attention (Konmecoga, 2015, c. 48-49). In the 1970s, the attention clearly shif-
ted elsewhere.) All three Russian instances come from the same decade, the 1970s, which demonstrates, firstly, that
censorship criteria evolved from the early years of the USSR, and, secondly, that cultural propriety was likely judged
on the basis of the intended audiences, which gave classical texts far more leeway than pop culture works.

Hamlet presents an interesting case: if Harold Bloom (1998, p. xx) is right in that Shakespeare invented us,
then no other tragedy is more significant for that invention than Hamlet or offers more grounds for debates.

Boris Pasternak’s translation of Hamlet was a product of the time of repressions and purges (ITacrepHaxk, 2004,
c. 252-253). Later, he complained of having to rework his translation many times; these demands apparently had
little to do with censorship and more with purely editorial demands («B M3gaTenbCTBe MPUILIM K 3aKITIOUYEHUIO,
YTO 51 GBI ITPaB, PaHbIIIE JIyUllle GbITO, M OHM BOCCTAHOBST MpeskHumii TekcT» (ITacTepHak, 2004, c. 256)), yet Pasternak
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generalized these demands into a feature of his time: «§IBjeH1e 06s13aTeIbHON peIakTypbl IIPU TPYIe Jt000ii cTerne-
HU 3peJIOCTY — OJHO U3 30J1 Halllero BpeMeHu. ITO uepTa Halllero o6IecTBeHHOro 3aCTosl, JIUIIEHHOTO CBOGOIHOM
M Pa3HOMBICISIINEN KPUTHUKY, OBICTPO U SIPKO PA3BUBAIOMIMXCS CyZeb U, 32 HEBO3MOKHOCTbHIO MCTUMHHBIX HOBWHOK,
3aHSITOTO UMCTKOM, MepeKpauBaHMeM U TepeUIOBbIBAHMEM Bellleii, CyyaifHO CIellaHHbIX B OOJiee CYACTIMBOE
Bpemsi» ([TacTepHak, 2004, c. 256).

Pasternak himself apparently enjoyed the process and results of translating Hamlet (ITactepHak, 2004, c. 252), yet
society perceived the role of a translator as below that of a poet. These perceptions were reflected in the reports
the CIA received from its sources in the USSR as the Agency was assessing the prospects of publishing Doctor Zhivago
in Russian. A source reported that Pasternak’s translation, unlike his poems and Dr. Zhivago, “were known and thought
to be of high quality, but this work was not thought to be of a creative nature” (Doctor Zhivago at CIA FOAI Electronic rea-
ding room. DOC 005795612. URL: https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/collection/doctor-zhivago). Another report stated
that Pasternak “ceased publishing after 1932 but earned a good living by translating foreign literature” (Doctor Zhivago
at CIA FOAI Electronic reading room. DOC 005795646. URL: https://www.cia.gov/readingroom/collection/doctor-zhivago).

Translation was the only creative outlet open to Pasternak, and he used it in full. His approach to translation was
perfectly captured in a story about his conversation with Anna Akhmatova concerning a new Faust.

«AxmaroBa npejnoxuia [lacTrepHaky HamucaTb coBpeMeHHoro “@aycra”, “@aycra” XX Beka, daycra U3 TOi
TepmaHuy, KOTOpasi Mormasa moj Biaacts [utiepa. daycra, KOTOPbIA B OTJMYME OT TETEBCKOTO reposi 3HAeT TEOPUI0
OTHOCUTEIBHOCTM ¥ TIOJb3YeTCS] COBPEMEHHOI TexHMKoIi. [lactepHak orBeTmn: “Xopomo, AHHa AHIpeeBHa,
sl HeTIpeMeHHO nepeBeny «Daycra»”. “Bbl MeHS He Tak MOHsIM!” — 1 AXMaToBa CHOBA NMPUHSIIACH TOSICHSITh, KAKUM
crajn 661 PaycT B cepenve XX Beka. “S Bac mpekpacHoO MOHsUT, AHHa AHpeeBHa! — Bo3pasw [lactepHak. — Herpe-
MeHHO nepeBeny!”» (BepectoB B. [I. Hosiit ®ayct // Hemens. 1989. N2 25 (1525). URL: http://ahmatova.niv.ru/
ahmatova/vospominaniya/berestov-novyj-faust.htm).

V. Berestov (BepectoB, 1989) explains this dialog by suggesting that «mo muenuto IlacrepHaka, “®@ayct” T'éTe
OXBATHIBAJ U BCE COBPeMeHHbIe MPO6IeMbl, HEOGXOIMMOCTM B KAKOM-TO HOBOM “®@aycTe” HeT». Scholars, however,
have noted that Pasternak routinely took many liberties with the texts he translated (Hukomnaes, 2022), and it is our
claim here that these liberties reflected programmatic poetic philosophy of the Silver Age, and that translation took
on the nature of creative work.

To understand the philosophy behind translating Hamlet, we need first to consider interpretations of the play. Ar-
istotle’s classical theory of poetics states that the central character of a tragedy must have a certain tragic flaw that
sets in motion the entire chain of unfortunate events resulting in the tragic denouement (Poetics, xiii). Since J. W. von
Goethe (Tere U. B. TeaTpanbHOoe mpusBaHue Buibrenbma Meiictepa. JI.: Hayka, 1976. C. 210), Samuel Coleridge
(Shakespeare, Ben Jonson, Beaumont and Fletcher. Notes and Lectures. 2008. URL: http://www.gutenberg.
org/files/25585/25585-h/25585-h.html), and August Schlegel (Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature. 2004.
URL: https://gutenberg.org/cache/epub/7148/pg7148.html), Hamlet’s flaw was seen to lie in overthinking, in an indecisive-
ness that led to inaction. Whether Hamlet is particularly indecisive is debatable: for instance, he unhesitatingly kills Polo-
nius, mistaking him for Claudius, and equally unhesitatingly sentences Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to death. Yet even
supposing that Hamlet is indecisive, readers must ask “why”. The answer is given in “To be or not to be...” in the lines:

“Thus conscience does make cowards of us all,

And thus the native hue of resolution

Is sicklied o’er with the pale cast of thought,

And enterprises of great pitch and moment

With this regard their currents turn awry

And lose the name of action” (Hamlet, 3.1, 83-88).

The word “conscience” here is crucial, and it can be interpreted either as the knowledge of right and wrong, good
and evil («coBecTb» in Russian), or as the purely rational ability of a human being:

“la: the sense or consciousness of the moral goodness or blameworthiness of one’s own conduct, intentions,
or character together with a feeling of obligation to do right or be good // She had a guilty conscience;

b: a faculty, power, or principle enjoining good acts // guided by conscience;

c: the part of the superego in psychoanalysis that transmits commands and admonitions to the ego;

2: conformity to what one considers to be correct, right, or morally good: CONSCIENTIOUSNESS;

3: sensitive regard for fairness or justice: SCRUPLE // a wealthy man with no conscience;

4 archaic: CONSCIOUSNESS” (Merriam-Webster Dictionary of English).

These two different interpretations of “conscience” suggest two different interpretations of Hamlet as a tragedy
and Hamlet as a character. “Conscience” as «coBecTb» suggests that Hamlet is concerned with the moral implications
of his actions. “Conscience” as “consciousness” suggests that Hamlet is procrastinating for no reason other than being
unable to make a decision and follow through on it.

The comparison between Soviet (20™ century) and Russian (19%, 20%, and 21°t century) translations is revealing
in this regard.

Mikhail Vronchenko (1828): coBecTb (AHTOIOIMSI IEPEBOLOB..., T. 1, €. 31).

Nikolay Polevoy (1837): co3HaHbe po6KOit mymbl [sic!] (AHTONOTUS TepeBOIOB..., T. 1, . 87).

Andrey (Alexei) Kroneberg (1844): coBecTb (AHTOJIOTMS IEPEBOAOB..., T. 1, c. 139).

Nikolay Ketcher (1873): coBectb (Illekcriup, 1873).

Mikhail Zaguliaev (1877): comHeHbe (AHTOJIOTMSI IEPEBOMOB..., T. 1, c. 203).

1”
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Nikolay Maklakov (1880): coBecTb (AHTONIOIMSI IEPEBOLOB..., T. 1, c. 273).

Alexander Sokolovsky (1883): 60s13Hb (AHTOJIOTYSI TEPEBOLOB..., T. 2, C. 36).

Pyotr Gnedich (1892): mbic/iib (AHTOJIOTMS TIEPEBOJOB..., T. 2, €. 288). (This translation is alternatively dated 1917
(AHTONOTMS TIEPEBOLOB..., T. 2). 1892 appears to be an abridged version meant for the stage. The translation of Hamlet’s
monologue is already there.)

Pavel Kanshin (1893): coBecTts (Illekcriup, 1893).

Dmitry Averkiev (1895): cosHaHbe (AHTOJIOTUSI IIEPEBOJOB..., T. 2, . 106).

K. R. (1899): coBecTb (AHTOJIOTUS TIEPEBOAOB..., T. 2, C. 167).

Nikolay Rossov (1907): coBecTb (AHTOJIOTMS IEPEBOOB..., T. 2, C. 229).

Mikhail Lozinsky (1933): pasmymbe (Illekcrinp, 1960, T. 6, c. 71).

Anna Radlova (1937): cosnanbe (Illexcrmp, 1937, c. 101).

Boris Pasternak (1940): mbicib (Illexkcrmp, 2000, c. 286).

The Russian Shakespeare scholar and translator Igor Peshkov (IlemkoB, 2003) hails the switch to «mbiciB»
in Gnedich’s translation and bemoans Kanshin’s return to «coBecTb». (Post-Soviet Russia saw a sharp uptick
in translations of Hamlet: over twenty, not all of them easily available. In total, we have looked at ten post-Soviet
translations. Of them, only two feature «coBecTb» for “conscience”.) In Peshkov’s view, “conscience” is “conscious-
ness”, and Hamlet’s hand is stayed solely by the fear of death. If “conscience” is “consciousness”, then, presumably,
death is viewed as nothing but a complete annihilation of the self, and the considerations of the posthumous fate
of the soul do not enter into it. Even though the preceding text appears to refer to the afterlife, dreams only “may”
come, not necessarily “will” come, This “may” can be read in several ways: 1) as doubting the existence of the after-
life by saying that dreams only “may” come (or “may” not); or 2) as referring to possible punishments in the after-
life. Reading “conscience” as “moral knowledge” seems to lean more toward the second interpretation. If we treat
conscience as a thought based on moral choice, we make Hamlet’s enterprise a dubious one. If we do not view his
choice as based on moral grounds, we automatically prioritize action — any action — over inaction, and the judgment
that may be passed on that action in moral categories is no longer relevant for us.

All three Soviet poets who translated Hamlet, Mikhail Lozinsky (ML), Anna Radlova (AR), and Boris Pasternak
(BP), chose to view Hamlet’s quandary as unfounded procrastination, using various options for “consciousness”.

Another question worth asking is how other instances of “conscience” fare in their translations and whether
the word «coBecTtp» was added anywhere and if so, which English words correspond to it.

The emerging picture is curious. In every translation, Claudius is presumed to have a conscience. Hamlet plans
to make a test of his conscience with his play:

“Wherein I’ll catch the conscience of the King” (Hamlet, 2.2, 607). /

ML: «4YT06 3aapKaHUTb COBeCTb KopoJist» (Illekcriup, 1960, T. 6, c. 67).

BP: «4 coBecTb KOposst Ha HUX oageny» (Illekcrmp, 2000, c. 285).

AR: «UT06 13710BUTb MHE COBeCTb KopoJisi» (lllekcriup, 1937, c. 94).

Claudius himself speaks about his conscience. Pasternak is the only translator to drop this reference from
the king’s words.

“How smart a lash that speech doth give my conscience!” (Hamlet, 3.1, 50). /

ML: «Kak 60/1bHO MHE I10 COBeCTH XaecTHy/ oH!» (Illekcrip, 1960, T. 6, . 70).

BP: «OH 3TUM, Kak peMmHeM, MeHs orpen» (Ilekcnup, 2000, c. 286).

AR: «Kakoii ynap no cosectu moeiil» (lekcnup, 1937, c. 100).

Neither Lozinsky nor Pasternak allows Laertes conscience paired with grace; Pasternak characteristically removes
all metaphysical elements from his translation, replacing conscience with fear and grace with fidelity. Radlova attempted
to preserve everything, although conscience in her translation stands in an unclear relation to the rest of the text.

“To hell, allegiance! Vows to the blackest devil!

Conscience and grace, to the profoundest pit!

I dare damnation” (Hamlet, 4.5, 131-133). /

ML: «B ree’ny BepHOCTb! KisITBBI K uepHbIM 6ecam! // Bosi3aHb 1 Gyarouectbe B 6e3mHy 6e3mH! / MHe rubesb
He cTpamHa» (lllekcrivp, 1960, 1. 6, c. 116).

BP: «{I pBy Bce cBsI3u U TONUy npucsry // I foar BOPSIHCKMIA IITIO KO BCeM 4epTsIM. // Bo3aMme3abem He myrayite»
(Ilexcrmp, 2000, c. 304).

AR: «O6eTbI B aa! U KIATBBI Bce K uepTsam! // I B mpeucnoaHow crpax 6oxuii! CoBects! // IlycTh mpomnameT
nymal» (Wexkcnup, 1937, c. 170).

In the next quote, Pasternak and Lozinsky omit “conscience” from Claudius’ request for acquittal from Laertes,
while Radlova preserves it with a slight shift in meaning. In this context, «11o coBecTu» means “in justice”.

“Now must your conscience my acquittance seal,

And you must put me in your heart for friend” (Hamlet, 4.7, 1-2). /

ML: «Tenepb, Moe CKpeIlIsis OllpaBAaHbe, // Tol JO/DKEeH B cepAlle B3ATb MeHs Kak fpyra...» (lllexcnup, 1960,
T. 6, C. 121).

BP: «Temneps Balll JOJT IIPUHSATh MEHS B APY3bs // V1 B ceple noamnycarh MHe onpasganbe» (Iexcrmp, 2000, c. 306).

AR: «Temnepb 110 cOBeCTU 4OJDKHBL, JIaspT, / MeHs Bbl oIpaBlaTh U cTaTh MHe Apyrom» (lllekcriup, 1937, c. 177).

Hamlet is allowed to have a conscience when it is emphatically not guilty in his opinion:
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“They are not near my conscience” (Hamlet, 5.2, 58). /

ML: «OHu MHe coBecTb He THeTyT» (Lllekcrup, 1960, T. 6, c. 142).

BP: «MeHns He myuuT coBecTb» (Illexcrivip, 2000, c. 314).

AR: «MeHs 3a HUX He yKopsieT coBecTb» (Illekcniup, 1937, c. 210).

Laertes is allowed a guilty conscience when he is about to fight Hamlet with a poisoned foil:

“And yet it is almost against my conscience” (Hamlet, 5.2, 302). /

ML: «ITouTu 4TO IIPOTUB COBECTH, omHaKo» (Illexcrip, 1960, T. 6, c. 152).

BP: «Kak coBecTy Bce 3T0 HM IpoTuBHO» (Illekcnmp, 2000, c. 318).

AR: «XOTb 3TO IPOTUB coBeCTU Moeidi...» (llexcniup, 1937, c. 224).

Pasternak and Lozinsky depict killing Claudius not as a moral choice, but as a reasonable action:

“Is’t not perfect conscience

To quit him with this arm?” (Hamlet, 5.2, 67-68). /

ML: «...He mpaBoe nu geno // Bosgate emy BOT 3T010 pykoi?» (llekcrimp, 1960, T. 6, c. 142).

BP: «Taxk pa3Be 3To He npsiMoit Mot gour // C HUM pacCUMTaThCs 3TOI0 pyKoio...» (lllekcnup, 2000, c. 314).

AR: «Bepnp, mpaBza, neno coBecTu — BOT 3Toi1 // Pykow oromctuth?» (lekcrmp, 1937, c. 210).

All three translators also add «coBecTb» where conscience was not mentioned in the original. Lozinsky and Rad-
lova do it once each. Radlova adds it when Hamlet speaks of what the Queen did calling it:

«Takoe fesno, 4TO 4eCThb U COBeCTh HeXXHYI0 MapaeT» (lllekcrup, 1937, c. 137)./

“Such an act

That blurs the grace and blush of modesty” (Hamlet, 3.4, 40-41).

Lozinsky adds “conscience” when Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are evasive about having been sent for. Hamlet
claims to see a sort of a confession in their faces:

«/1 Ballia cOBeCTb HEIOCTATOYHO MCKYCHA, UTOGBI 3TO cKpacuTh» (Lllekcmup, 1960, 1. 6, c. 57). /

“...your modesties have not craft enough to colour” (Hamlet, 2.2, 282).

Pasternak adds the word “conscience” six times (not including derivatives). He uses it once for “modesties”, once
for “honest”, once for “justly”, once as an interjection, and twice in connection with “soul”. “Free soul” is translated
as “clean conscience”, underscoring the connection between the concept and the metaphysical plane of existence
and making the choice of “thought” for “conscience” in “To be or not to be...” all the more significant.

«Hu4ero, nmpuHII, KPOMe TOTO, UTO B MUpe 3aBesach coBecTb» (Lllexcrimp, 2000, c. 279). /

“None, my lord, but that the world’s grown honest” (Hamlet, 2.2, 237-238).

«Bam pues[, fobpososeH? A? ITosxkainyiicta, o coBectu» (Iekcmup, 2000, c. 280). /

“Is it your own inclining? Is it a free visitation? Come, deal justly with me” (Hamlet, 2.2, 276-278).

«$] CYMTAI0 €ro CYLIeCTBOM BBICIIEH MOPOIbI M TAKUM PEIOKUM, UTO, IO COBECTH, C HUM CPAaBHUMO TOJIBKO €r0
cobeTBeHHOe oTpaxkeHue» (lllekcrmp, 2000, c. 315). /

“But, in the verity of extolment, I take him to be a soul of great article, and his infusion of such dearth and rare-
ness as, to make true diction of him, his semblable is his mirror...” (Hamlet, 5.2, 117-120).

«BOJIbHOII AyIIIe 1 COBECTH ycTasioli // Bo Bcem 6epl MepeniuTcst Hauano» (lekcrmp, 2000, c. 302). /

“To my sick soul, as sin’s true nature is,

Each toy seems prologue to some great amiss” (Hamlet, 4.5, 17-18).

«Baiiero BesnuecTBa 1 Hac, C Hallleli YMCTOM COBECThIO, 3TO He KacaeTcs» ([llekcrup, 2000, c. 291). /

“Your Majesty, and we that have free souls, it touches us not” (Hamlet, 3.2, 243-4).

«He mocsirait Ha maTb. Cyzbs eit Bor // I coBectu riy6okue ykoibl» (Illekcrup, 2000, c. 272). /

“Leave her to heaven,

And to those thorns that in her bosom lodge

To prick and sting her” (Hamlet, 1.5, 86-88).

The reshaping of the philosophical field surrounding Hamlet is particularly noticeable in Pasternak’s translation
as he generously sprinkles his translation with “consciences” thereby revealing his own conceptual bias. The word
“conscience” for him is clearly connected with the knowledge of right and wrong and with the metaphysical plane,
with God as the source of this knowledge, as evidenced by the words of Gertrude and the Ghost when he demands
that Hamlet leave his mother alone. Anna Radlova is closest to Shakespeare in the use of the word “conscience”, and
Mikhail Lozinsky is “second-faithful”, to coin the phrase, yet all three poets/translators choose not to render “con-
science” in “To be or not to be...” as «coBecTb».

At first glance, it is tempting to surmise that in the atheistic Soviet world, Hamlet as a tragedy is stripped of its
metaphysical framework because the metaphysical element was unacceptable to the official ideology. However,
the metaphysical framework is not so much removed as it is skewed to exclude Hamlet himself but emphasized
and amplified for other characters, particularly for Claudius and Gertrude, which is particularly obvious in Paster-
nak’s translation. This shift in emphases seems not to be a direct product of Soviet censorship (actual or expected)
(cf. Pasternak’s own memoirs of changes to Hamlet being based on aesthetic rather than political motives), but ra-
ther produced by a cultural development predating the Soviet world. Removing the metaphysical quandary from
Hamlet’s dilemma puts him in a position above everyone else; this is precisely where most characters from Shake-
spearean tragedies, including Hamlet, would like to see themselves, yet Shakespeare himself was probably not too
keen to see them in that position, or else they would not be the central characters of tragedies.

Such a stance assumed by Hamlet partially correlates with a myth (understood here as “an independent form
of consciousness that constituted an... essential stage of evolution toward religion” (Dupré, 2016, ch. 11)) revealed
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by a study of the Silver Age poetry: the myth of the poet as a cultural hero or even a god, a being beyond regular hu-
man phenomena. That myth came from various sources, including Byronic Romanticism and Dostoevsky, whose
characters always sought a special place in the world. Such a myth can be found in Valeriy Bryusov’s works. Similarly,
Mandelshtam envisioned himself as responsible for the current state of the world and for bringing it back to proper
order through self-sacrifice. Similar myths could be discerned in the works of Mayakovsky and Gumilev. Tsvetaeva
created a myth of divine/poetic marriage holding (or failing to hold if it does not happen) the world together (Kosa-
neBckast, 2018). (It would be interesting to note as an aside that the myth appears to be gendered. While men depicted
themselves as divine saviors and/or sacrifices, prophets and/or new or re-imagined gods, women presented them-
selves as halves of a divine whole (Tsvetaeva) or as a divine being standing in a complicated relation to another di-
vinity. Anna Radlova repeatedly turns to the cults of Khlysty (flagellants) and Skoptsy (castrates), whose leaders
called themselves christs and “mothers of god”. The main character in Radlova’s play Bogoroditsyn korabl’ (The Ship
of the Mother of God, with “ship” referring to a flagellant community) depicts Empress Elizabeth of Russia as such
a mother of god who sometimes appears to be an independent deity in her own right. It remains to be seen whether
this genderedness is related to Radlova’s accuracy as a translator.) There was, however, a significant difference
in that the Byronic/Dostoevskian characters’ pursuit of self-deification was deadly to people around them, whereas
Silver Age poets preferred a myth of divine self-sacrifice (although there were exceptions: from viewing the poet
as more-than-human, there was only one step to claiming that humanity is beneath the poet).

When the poetic outlet for this myth was closed up, the same impetus poured into translations, reinforced
the interpretation of Hamlet as a character on a mission for which he is too weak, and transformed the conflict into
a metaphysical one where Hamlet is above metaphysical laws. In the 20t century, this myth produced the impres-
sion of being conditioned by outside political considerations as it coincided with what the ideology of the day.

However, 20™-century Russian translations chose to eschew the metaphysical element long before the Soviet
politics made such denial something of a must. A case in point is the translations of the word “hereafter” in several
translations viewed in a historical perspective.

The three witches tell the thane of Glamis:

“All hail, Macbeth! that shalt be King hereafter” (Macbeth, 1.3, 50).

Russian translations offer only two possible and perfectly correct variants:

«/la 3gpaBcTByeT Mak6eT, Koposb B rpsaayuieM» (lllekcriup, 2000, c. 492); translated by Andrey Kroneberg.

«[a cnmaButcst Mak6et, Koposb rpsayinnii!» (Illekcrmp, 1960, T. 7, c. 12); translated by Yuri Korneev.

Yet “hereafter” also has the additional meaning of the afterlife. It becomes important if we consider that Mac-
beth sees himself as someone above humanity and wants to remain king even though he has no one to pass his
throne to (Mallin, 2007, p. 99-100). Along with the meaning of “Long live Macbeth, the future king!” here we poten-
tially have the meaning of “Long live Macbeth, king in life eternal”.

While this loss of meaning seems compatible with the atheistic Soviet worldview, a similar choice was made ear-
lier, in Ivan Bunin’s 1905 translation of Byron’s Cain done under a set of entirely different censorship requirements.

“LUCIFER. Hast thou ne’er bow’d

To him?

CAIN. Have [ not said it? — need I say it?

Could not thy mighty knowledge teach thee that?

LUCIFER. He who bows not to him has bow’d to me.

CAIN. But I will bend to neither.

LUCIFER. Ne’er the less,

Thou art my worshipper: not worshipping

Him makes thee mine the same.

CAIN. And what is that?

LUCIFER. Thou’lt know here — and hereafter” (Byron G. G. Cain. A Mystery. L., 1822. P. 20).

Bunin translated “mighty knowledge” as «TbI BceBenyiy», omitted “here” thus removing the juxtaposition of “here”
and “hereafter”, and rendered “hereafter” as «co Bpemenem», so that the final line now read «T»I cam nojimenb —
co BpemeHeM» (Baitpon k. I. CobpaHue coumHenmii: B 4-x T. M.: IIpaBma, 1981. T. 4. C. 344-345). Bunin prefers
to interpret “hereafter” in the non-metaphysical sense, even though the text clearly calls for a different translation.
The dispute between God and Lucifer therefore remains earth-bound and death loses its moral dimension.

This shift in emphasis appears particularly curious when compared to other cross-cultural interpretations of the time.
In 1904, Bunin and Bryusov simultaneously turned to Norse mythology. Bryusov used the characters of Loki and Baldr
to engage in a poetic battle with Andrey Bely. He represented himself and Bely as embodiments of Loki and Balder, twi-
light and light, respectively, claiming that twilight would ultimately emerge victorious. Eventually, however, he conceded
victory to Bely (I'peuntukus, JlaBpos, 2004, c. 28-33). His poem was published in 1906 in the collection Ztégpavoc.
The Wreath. Bunin wrote a poem titled “Balder” presenting the story of Baldr and Loki as a story of triumphant light pun-
ishing darkness; Bunin also changed the mythological narrative in a way that nearly fused it with the Christian apoca-
lypse. This poem was also published in 1906 in the magazine appropriately titled Mir Bozhii (God’s World).

At the time these poems were written, censorship in the Russian Empire was still essentially guided by the “Tem-
porary Regulations on Censorship and Print” issued in 1865 (UupckoBa, 2008, c. 119-20) and based on preceding
legislation that, in particular, stipulated that «Bo Bcex BooOIIe MpOU3BeAEHUSIX MTeUaTH He JOMYCKaTh HAPYIIEeHMS
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JIOJDKHOTO YBaXKEHMS K YUEHMIO U 00psimaM XpUCTUaHCKUX MCcIioBemaHuii» (IToiHOe cobpaHye 3aKOHOB Poccuiickoit
umnepun. Cobpanne 2-e. CII6., 1830-1885. N2 38270). «lomkHoe yBaskeHue» could encompass many things besides
open blasphemy. For instance, in 1879, Fyodor Dostoevsky was concerned with using the word «mpoBoHsu1» when
referring to the odor of corruption emanating from the body of a revered monk. Dostoevsky exhorted his publisher
to retain this word as the only one that could be used by the particular character who says it. The writer was also wor-
ried about mentioning purgative recommended to a monk allegedly tormented by devils (loctoeBckuit @. M. [TonHoe
cobpanne counmHenuii: B 30-tu T. JI.: Hayka, 1972-1990. T. 30 (1). C. 126). In these conditions, roundabout ways,
such as mythological motifs and translations, were the easiest way of putting forward ideas and concepts that went
against both the prescribed norms and preceding cultural traditions.

In 1916, at the height of World War I and on the eve of revolutionary year 1917, Bryusov returned to Loki once
again depicting him and darkness as the ultimate victors in A Prophecy of the Death of 4sir (KoBaneBckas, 2021).
In the same year, Bunin wrote a story Noosiform Ears repudiating Dostoevsky’s conviction in Crime and Punishment
that conscience as moral knowledge is an integral part of the human soul. It is important that Raskolnikov is also
a would-be god who sees some human beings as “lice” (docToeBckuii @. M. IToiHOe cobpaHye courMHeHuii: B 30-Tu T.
JI.: Hayka, 1972-1990. T. 6. C. 320). When Dostoevsky argues against Raskolnikov, he argues in favor of universal
humanity binding all people together. Therefore, when Bunin’s character Sokolovich recites a litany of humanity’s
unpunished crimes, he mocks and insults Dostoevsky (choosing to disregard Dostoevsky’s many descriptions of blood-
curdling atrocities in The Brothers Karamazov) and tacitly sides with the division of humanity into higher and lower
kinds, even though this is never articulated openly (according to Vladimir Tunimanov (Tyaumanos, 1992), Sokolovich
was reflective of Bunin himself in that respect).

Decades later, as other Silver Age poets in the Soviet Union turned their creative efforts mostly to translation,
they continued the philosophical patterns typical of early 20™-century poetry. Translations proved to be both limit-
ing and liberating for them. They were limiting in that, as translators, they had to follow the text selected for trans-
lation, yet they could fairly freely interpret these texts and spin a particular take while simultaneously assigning all
the responsibility to the author of the original. Paradoxically, while continuing the line of thought from their early
years, they did not deviate too far from Soviet ideology.

However, the Silver Age was not the originator of this particular philosophy. In Ivan Turgenev’s essay Hamlet
and Don Quixote (1860), Hamlet’s ruminations are unfavorably compared to Don Quixote’s mad energy. Characteristi-
cally, the outcomes of Don Quixote’s actions did not matter in this scheme of things. The famous adage traditionally
ascribed to Bernard of Clairvaux about the road to hell being paved with good intentions fell by the side of that very
road. For Turgenev, it would not matter where we arrive as long as we had originally wanted to go to a nice place.

«YTO HYXXZbI, UTO TIEPBAs 3Ke €ro MOMbITKA OCBOGOKIEHUSI HEBUHHOCTY OT MPUTECHUTEJISI PYIIUTCS JBOITHOIM Ge-
JIOI0 Ha TOJIOBY CaMOJi HEBMHHOCTM... (Mbl pPa3yMeeM Ty ClieHy, Korga JoH-KuxoT u36aBiiseT MajabuMKa OT M060eB
€ro X03s1Ha, KOTOPBIN TOTYAC 3Ke MOCIe yaaaeHs] u30aBUTeNs BOECSITepO CUIbHee HaKa3biBaeT GeiHsKa). YTO HyX-
IIbI, UTO, TyMasi MMeTb JIeJI0 C BpeHbIMM BesMKaHamM, [JoH-KMXOT HallajjaeT Ha Mojie3Hble BEeTPSIHbIe MeTbHUIIBL...
KomMnueckast 060109Ka 3TMX 06pa30B He TOJKHA OTBOAMUTD HAIIM I71a3a OT COKPBITOTO B HMUX CMbIC/a. KTO, skepTBysI
co6010, B3gyMas 6bI CITlepBa PacCUMTHIBAB M B3BEIIMBATh BCE MOCIEICTBMUS, BCIO BEPOSTHOCTh MOJIb3bl CBOETO IMO-
CTYIIKa, TOT €[iBa Jiu criocobeH Ha camornoxkepTBoBaHue» (Typrenes U. C. IMonHoe cobpaHue coumMHeHMii: B 30-Tu T.
M.: Hayka, 1978-2018. T. 5. C. 335).

Turgenev speaks of sacrificing oneself, but all the examples he gives are of others suffering. And that is the prin-
cipal problem that is carried over into a positive interpretation of Hamlet: it condones the alleged setting right
of time out of joint, even though time is set right at any expense to the people living at that particular time. When
Hamlet was used as an outlet for the myth of a poet as a superhuman being, the myth was also transformed into that
of a poet who is above humanity in every aspect, changing both Hamlet and the Silver Age myth itself.

Conclusion

The article’s research findings demonstrate that Soviet translations were not merely a product of their era, con-
forming to the rules of Soviet censorship. They were in equal measure the product of everything that came before
and of the translators’ own philosophical development. And in some instances, what seems like the result of the spe-
cific political climate of the mid-20"™ century is, in fact, a carryover from a different era, which translations allowed
to continue to exist. One such preceding development was the myth of a poet as a super-human being endowed with
a special mission in the universe. Hamlet was a text well-suited to continuing that myth, and Soviet translations
overwhelmingly presented Hamlet as just such a being. In doing so, they changed the original myth and paradoxically
aligned with the anti-metaphysical thrust of Soviet censorship that was alien to them. Yet, as Jean-Jacques Rousseau
somewhat flippantly noted as he mused on Greek democracy, “What then? Is liberty maintained only by the help of slav-
ery? It may be so. Extremes meet” (Rousseau J.-J. The Social Contract & Discourses. 2014. URL: https://gutenberg.
org/files/46333/46333-h/46333-h.htm). Further research prospects include studying Russian translations of the word
“conscience” in other Shakespearean tragedies with a view to understanding the specificity of Hamlet’s translations
and the place and role of Shakespeare’s play in the Russian literary mindset and mythology.
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