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In a poem addressed to Valerii Briusov, Sofia Parnok asks:

Koro Bl niere, Casnbepu?
KTo cpean 1omerx Mouapr pawm?

The question was prompted by a concrete event: On November 24,
1913, the poet Nadezhda L'vova killed herself with a revolver given
to her by Briusov—that very Browning that some eight years earlier
his then paramour Nina Petrovskaia fired at Andrei Belyi.> L'vova
was an aspiring poet Briusov ushered onto the literary arena with his
forward to her first collection of lyric verse, Cmapasa cka3xa, which
came out in 1913, While mentoring L’vova, Briusov had an affair
with her in the course of which, as Khodasevich claims, “Bpiocos
CHCTEMATHYECKH PHYHaT ee K MBICIIH O CMEPTH, O caMoy6uiicTpe.”
Whether or not Khodasevich’s account is strictly factual, Briusov
was widely held responsible for his protégée’s untimely death, and
L’vova came to be seen as the tragic victim not of ill-starred love,
but of her mentor’s envy.

The question Parnok’s poem addresses to Briusov in the wake of
L’vova’s suicide reflects the literary gossip of the day. At the same
time, however, the ready association of Briusov with Salieri is
rooted in a broader cultural context—one in which two competing
images of the creative artist, emblematized by Mozart and Salieri,
were debated in connection with how the Russian poetic tradition
was to be construed and perpetuated. At issue were the questions of
how much conscious control an artist exercises over his creative
powers and of whether it is possible to become a poet of one’s own
volition rather than to be a poet according to dictates of a power
beyond human sway.

For those who did not concur with Briusov’s post-Symbolist
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image of the poet, there could scarcely be a more fertile literary
space from which to launch resistance to his ideas than Pushkin’s
Mozart and Salieri. Briusov’s ideas coincided to a significant extent
with those espoused by Salieri. Thus, for example, Darskii’s sum-
mary of Salieri’s position in a book of 1915 devoted to the “Little
Tragedies” aptly described the views held by Briusov as well: “Pas
1 HaBCEIla HaJl0 HOKOHYUTH C CAMUM IPHUHIHKIIOM BAOXHOBEHHOCTH,
Ha 10 3a0bITH 0 HEMOABJIACTHHIX YEJIOBEKY BO3ZMOXKHOCTSIX,”> Indeed,
in the period we are considering, readings of Mozart and Salieri
were influenced by Briusov’s platform, even as the “Little Tragedy”
was instrumental in shaping responses to that platform. Drawing
attention to the similarity of Briusov’s views to those espoused by
Salieri was a way to question Briusov’s position. For Briusov’s
detractors, L'vova’s suicide did not trigger the comparison with
Salieri; it corroborated its validity.

In an inspired essay on Mozart and Salieri, Monika Greenleaf
speaks of Pushkin’s transformation of “the vulgar rumor of Mozart’s
poisoning by Salieri into <...> ‘an elevating deception’ [nas
vozvyshaiushchii obman] by whose light the Russian public could
be taught to read Pushkin himself.”® Parnok’s treatment of the
rumors precipitated by L'vova’s suicide is a transformation of the
same order. The negative image of Briusov projected in the 1913
lyric she addressed to him found elaboration in subsequent critical
essays, most pointedly in “TTo nosoay nocjieqHux Npou3BeneHui Ba-
nepus Bprocopa, *’ a review written in 1917 of Cems ysemos padyzu
and the completion of Pushkin’s Ezunemckue nouu. In this review
Parnok focuses on Briusov’s concerted efforts to become a poet: “C
BEJIMKUM TEPIEHHEM, C MAHUKAJILHBLIM YIIOPCTBOM, B TEYEHHE BCel
CBOEH NOJITOH JIMTEPATYPHOM AEATEIBHOCTH, CTPEMHJICH OH CIENIATh-
cs1 moatom.”® The comparison with Salieri is not long in coming;
“My3bIKy OH pa3bsil, Kak Tpyl. M MacTepcTBO ocTaBUJI OH MOAHO-
xueM uckyccrsa” (78). But rather than dwell on what were by then
the obvious parallels between Salieri’s and Briusov’s views on art,
Parnok goes on to consider Briusov as he might appear to future
generations of poets:

TSVETAEVA’S BRIUSOV, MOZART, AND SALIERI 695

M — xTo 3HaeT? — OBITH MOXET, BpIOCOB, CaM CTOJIb CKYIIO OIAPEH-
HBIH BJOXHOBEHHMEM, CTAHET BIOXHOBHTEILHBIM 006pa3oM LIS 4bero-
HuOyIbL TBOpYecKoro BoobpaxeHus. KTo 3HaeT, — MoxeT ObITh Oy-
JIET HanucaH HoBbIM CanbepH, He TOT BeJMkuid CaslbepH, Y KOTOPOro
6511 cBOM Mouapt, a Canbepn — BEedHBIN XHUI, 1)1 KOTOporo Mo-
HapT — OMAcHOCTL I'eHHS -— CKPBIT Aaxe B ¢yrypucte. (78)

The debased image of Salieri as Ahasuerus—isolated from the
Mozart who lends him tragic grandeur, and hostile to all possible
signs of genius—is a grim one that denies Briusov agency even as it
styles him as a threat to the unfolding poetic tradition.

Parnok’s suggestion that Briusov might inspire the creation of a
new Salieri was realized some seven years later by Marina Tsvetaeva
in “T'epoii Tpyua,” an essay she wrote on the occasion of Briusov’s
death in 1924. I have considered elsewhere the role of “anti-muse”
Briusov assumed in Tsvetaeva’s early poetic development as she
frames it in that essay.” The focus of the present article is on how
Tsvetaeva engages Mozart and Salieri in complex defiance of Briu-
sov that operates on a variety of distinct but analogically construed
levels. In “T'epo#t Tpyna” Mozart and Salieri figure in Tsvetaeva’s
efforts 1) to reject Briusov’s influence both on her own poetic devel-
opment and on that of the Russian tradition as a whole; 2) to deny
Briusov authority specifically over Pushkin and, more broadly, over
how the poetic enterprise is to be defined; and 3) to move beyond
the unyielding binary emblematized by Mozart and Salieri in which
poetic discourse of the time was mired. Invoking Mozart and Salieri
to depose Briusov, Tsvetaeva interacts creatively with Pushkin,
whom she treats not as a nationally acclaimed monumental author-
ity, but as a dynamic, personally energizing poetic equal. As she
draws Pushkin into her own creative sphere, Tsvetaeva loosens Briu-
sov’s hold on the Golden Age poet. At stake here, as we will see, is
not simply the appropriation of Pushkinian authority, but the need
to subsume oppositions that leached the unfolding tradition of its
vitality. Like all of Tsvetaeva’s essays, “I'epoit Tpyna™ is a text rich
with densely interwoven images, motifs, patterns, and ideas. Making
no claims to do justice to this inexhaustible essay, I will briefly
introduce Tsvetaeva’s project and then explore the significance
invested in the three explicit references she makes to Mozart and
Salieri in the course of her essay.
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In private correspondence Tsvetaeva had harsh words for Briusov:
“BprocoB — 2ao, Cy1ecTBO NPOaa)HOE (yX H MOKYIATh epecTay,
— A<OJDKHO> 6<BITH> JELIEBO MPOCUT!) U KAJKOE, BCIOAY Jle3erT,
Bce m3zmenarores.”!? In “T'epoit Tpyna” — following Pushkin who
created a noble figure to play opposite his Mozart—Tsvetaeva casts
Briusov as a worthy opponent. “3anava 6ni1a Tpyanas,” she ex-
plains upon completing the essay, “nath naero ero ceoeobpasnoro
sendus. CyquThb, HE OCYIHB, XOTA MPUTOBOP — KA3aJI0Ch — T'O-
ToB.”!! The primary function of her essay was, she insisted, evalua-
tive: “BMeCTO aHexqOTHYecKHMX 3amuceil o BprocoBe-yenosexe ——
OLIEHKA ero MOITHYECKOH U 4eJIOBEe4eCKO (PMIyphl ¢ MHOXECTBOM
comyTcTByromux Mmbicneit.”!? The framework in which Tsvetaeva
considers Briusov abounds with subtle allusions to Pushkin, but it
is Tsvetaeva’s enactment of her essential ties with the Golden Age
poet that carries her argument. Her Pushkin and the poetic dis-
course into which she draws him in this essay are qualitatively
different from Briusov’s, and “I'epoii Tpyna” stands not simply as
a counter-argument but as a counter-example to the poet whose
authority Tsvetaeva challenges. Tsvetaeva’s genre (an emphatically
idiosyncratic memoir that develops not logically but analogically)
and her vocabulary (expressly non-technical) are crucial for this
counter-example. Like Pushkin’s Mozart, she does not anatomize
the creative act, and her ideas about poetry find expression not
through logical analysis, but through the practice of her art.

Tsvetaeva’s counter-example is launched in the form of a self-pre-
sentation, and Irina Shevelenko has good cause to observe: “zamu-
CSIMH O HeIABHO CKOHYaBIIeMcs 11osTe LiBeTaesa uCoaBoJIb BeIYED-
THJIa UCTOPHIO CBOETO IyTH B JuTepatype.”!® Tsvetaeva’s self-pre-
sentation in the essay is couched expressly in terms of opposition to
Briusov that sharply distinguishes her from aspiring poets of her
time. The position is a bold one for it is scarcely possible to
exaggerate the control Briusov exercised over Russian literary
practice. Thus, for example, Khodasevich, writing about Nadezhda
L’vova in 1913, notes: “Cka3ats, uTo r-xa JIbBoBa, 03ariapuBLIas
cBoil cbopuux Cmapas ckasxa, TPUHAIJIEKUT K THCITY TOITOB Hpro-
COBCKOM IIKOJIBbI, 3HAYMIIO Obl HUYEM HE OTJIHYMTD €€ OT BCEX HAIIMX
MOITOB IOCHE/IHero Aecatunetus.”'* Asserting her own indepen-
dence from Briusov, Tsvetaeva describes her early poetic develop-
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ment as energized by her hostile relations with him and defined by
fierce resistance to his attempts to direct the Russian literary
tradition in general and the feminine line of poetry in particular,
Pointedly distancing herself from the cohort of Briusov’s protégées,
who in her essay never rise above the designation poetesses, Tsveta-
eva the poet subtly but unequivocally aligns herself with an emphati-
cally de-Briusovized Pushkin.!?

The position that Briusov takes and that Tsvetaeva opposes is
well described by what Darskii writes of Salieri’s intent: “nHamepen-
HOCTh OCHOBATh MCKYCCTBO BCELEJIO HA 4EJOBEYECKOM ycHibe.”!®
Tsvetaeva responds by promoting a creative sphere in which the
artist’s individual volition is crucial, but not sufficient in and of
itself to the task of poetry. Thus from the very outset she zeroes in
on an irredeemable lack: “Jla, u6o macrepcTeo — He Bce. Hyxen
ciyx. Ero e 66110 y Bprocopa. ARTHMY3bIKaNbHOCTS Bprocosa.”!’
On the grounds of this lack, Tsvetaeva relegates Briusov to a quali-
fied category: nosT, “Ho He Boxbeii MuitocThio” (4/1:16). Like Par-
nok, she draws attention to Briusov’s extraordinary efforts to make
himself a poet. In doing so, she underscores the limitations of the
self within which Briusov is forced to work and yet also pays
homage to his undeniable achievements, summarizing her argument
in characteristically aphoristic terms: “BmoxHoBeHHe + BOJIOBHH
TPYZA, BOT NMO3T, BOJIOBUH TPYA + BOJIOBUH TPYA, BOT bprocon: Bon
Be3ylIMid Bo3. DTOT BOJI He JiMIeH Besmuus’ (4/1:16-17).

Even as she acknowledges Briusov’s accomplishments, Tsvetaeva
represents his authority over the Russian poetic tradition in
extremely negative terms. The initial suggestion that Briusov seeks
glory quickly leads her to the more ominous conclusion that it is
power that he desires above all else: “KTo Tak BIacTBOBaJI Haa XH-
BBIMH JIFOABMH M cyAbOamu, kak Bprocos? <. . .> HeuTto oT xaMeH-
HOT'0 TOCTs OBUTO B €r0 MOABJIEHUSAX HA IMPAaX MOJIOJOH HO33UH —
Kyana” (4/1:17). Briusov’s widely-publicized affairs notwithstand-
ing, he appears in Tsvetaeva’s text not as the high-spirited Don
Juan, but as a monumental death-dealing figure. Throughout “Te-
poit Tpyna” Tsvetaeva describes Briusov in terms of a heaviness,
rigidity, and absence of spontaneity (“oTcyrcTBHe CiyyaiHOCTH,”
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4/1:52) that contrasts sharply with Pushkin’s and her own creative
vivacity.

Tsvetaeva’s explicit alignment of Briusov with Salieri takes on far-
reaching, multifaceted significance within the framework of her text
and the cultural climate in which it arose. In the three direct refer-
ences to Pushkin’s “Little Tragedy,” the constant is Briusov, whom
she casts in the role of Salieri opposite three different “Mozarts,”
thus providing a fruitful variety of perspectives on Briusov’s posi-
tion and her own opposition to it. The first two allusions reflect
commonly-held views of the time that Tsvetaeva uses to advance her
argument and to substantiate the powerful assertion of her own
poetic authority at which she arrives in the third.

In the first instance Tsvetaeva cites an observation purportedly
made by Sergei Efron, who suggests that Briusov is the Salieri vis-a-
vis Pushkin-Mozart (4/1:27). By ascribing the remark to her hus-
band, Tsvetaeva underscores that such matching of actual poets to
the characters of the “Little Tragedy” was not unique to her. Just
as Pushkin himself was widely seen in the Mozart he created, so too
were various poets suggested for comparison with Salieri. Thus, for
example, Gershenzon detected Salieri-like qualities in Katenin, '8
Shcheglov suggested Baratynskii as Salieri’s prototype (a suggestion
Briusov refuted),'® while Bal’'mont and Briusov, as will be discussed
below, were frequently cast in the roles of Mozart and Salieri re-
spectively.?’ The specific comparison of Briusov with Salieri was, as
has been discussed, fairly common at the time. Yet within Tsveta-
eva’s carefully constructed argument, what she presents as a casual
remark made by her husband serves to indicate the cultural setting
out of which her own challenge to Briusov develops.

Briusov, who according to Zhirmunskii was the first to bring the
Golden Age poet into the Symbolists’ orbit,?! proclaimed himself
Pushkin’s apprentice and closely linked his own creative identity
with that of his great predecessor. With her juxtaposition of Pushkin
and Briusov qua Mozart and Salieri, Tsvetaeva invokes Briusov’s
ties to Pushkin only to underscore the essential differences between
them. Briusov was sensible to the tremendous prestige and authority
that alignment with Pushkin gained him. Within a Symbolist culture
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that was infused with the notions of Nietzschean eternal return and
of “xu3HeTBOpUecTBO,” Briusov could fashion himself as an instan-
tiation of Pushkin himself. In post-revolutionary Russia, he could
present himself as the master of Pushkinian poetic technique that
could be taught to rising generations of Soviet poets in institutes of
poetry founded and headed by Briusov.

The thirty-five years Briusov devoted to studying Pushkin’s life
and works yielded over eighty publications that provided powerful
impetus to Pushkin scholarship and yet also shaped an image of
Pushkin in Briusov’s own likeness. In his voluminous Pushkin
studies Briusov insistently supplanted the notion of genius with that
of master craftsman. Briusov’s biographical writings foregrounded
Pushkin’s (flawed) human nature, while his studies of Pushkin’s
manuscripts—styled as entryways to his “poetic laboratory”—high-
lighted the laborious revisions to which Pushkin subjected his lyrics.
For Briusov, Pushkin’s heavily inked drafts argued eloquently
against the notion of inspired genius in favor of the poet’s own
consciously directed, concerted efforts. Free-wheeling Pegasus gave
way to a harnessed ox pulling a plow at the poet’s behest.??

Because Briusov’s power to construct the poetic tradition derived
in significant measure from the alliance he had forged with Pushkin,
it was difficult to challenge Briusov’s views on poetry without ap-
pearing to challenge Pushkin’s as well. This circumstance made it
especially difficult for aspiring poets to resist Briusov’s influence or
to enter the literary arena without his endorsement. The success of
both Tsvetaeva’s challenge to Briusov and the poetic self she con-
structed in “I"epoii Tpyma” on the basis of that challenge was there-
fore predicated on wresting Pushkin from Briusov’s authority. The
elevation of technique over inspiration and of craftsman over genius
that Briusov championed in Pushkin’s name put him squarely in the
role of Salieri and not of the Mozart with whom Pushkin himself
was generally aligned. Thus with the first of her three references to
Mozart and Salieri in “T'epoil Tpyna,” Tsvetaeva takes a widely
recognized opportunity offered by the “Little Tragedy” to drive a
wedge between Briusov and the Golden Age poet he sought to ap-
propriate.?
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In the second of her references to Mozart and Salieri, Tsvetaeva
moves from the broad cultural issue of how Pushkin is figured with-
in the tradition to focus on two competing guises of the poet speci-
fic to her time. This reference appears some twenty pages later, in
part two of “I'epoit Tpyna,” where Tsvetaeva presents Briusov as
the Salieri who plays opposite Bal'mont-Mozart: “BajJbMOHT 1
Bprocos. O6 3ToM 651 nesTyIo KHUTY, — 03Ma yXe HamucaHa: Mo-
uapt, Casbepu” (4/1:51). As in the first reference to Mozart and
Salieri, here too Tsvetaeva underscores that this pairing is not her
invention: “BansMont, Bprocos. Pociure B Te rop HHUKOTJa He Ha-
3HIBAJIM OMIHOTO M3 HMX, HE HA3BAB (XOTs Obl MBICJIEHHO) ApYroro
<...> OTn umeHa xomunmu B mape” (4/1:51). That this widely-
practiced pairing of opposites was established along the lines of the
juxtaposition of Mozart and Salieri is evident: Briusov insisted on
learnable craft and labor, while Bal’'mont championed the poet’s
surrender to inspiration. Thus it comes as no surprise that in an
essay written the same year as “I'epoif Tpyaa,” Khodasevich arrives
at the same configuration of poets and fictional characters when he
writes about Briusov: “Ero meoanokpaTao NOAYEPKHYTAS JIOOOBD
K BaJLMOHTY Bps 11 MOXET GHITh HA3BaHA TIO6OBBIO. B JIyymem
Cilyyae 970 6b110 ynussenne Canbepu nepen Mouaprom.”2
. Tsvetaeva devotes an entire section of “I'epoii Tpyaa” to a series
of juxtapositions of Bal'mont and Briusov, their names, their
approaches to poetry, and their creative personalities—all rallied to
the cause of emphasizing the antinomy between the metaphysical
dimensions of the Symbolist quest and the concrete reality of a
post-Symbolist physical world and between self-effacing faith in
inspiration and the self-asserting desire to seize control in the here-
and-now. It is specifically the irreconcilability of these positions that
she foregrounds:

B MOMAPHOCTH 3THX MABYX MMEH — AApOBAHHI — TEMIEPAMEHTOB,
B IIPE/ICNILHOM BBISIBICHHOCTH, B KAX/IOM, OJHOTO M3 [IBYX OCHOBHBIX
POJIOB TBOPHECTBA, B caMOil oGO BCTAIOIIEH COMOCTABIIEMOCTH, BO
B3AUMOUCKAIONAEMOCINU X,

Bce, 1To He BansMOHT — Bprocos, 1 Bce, 4TO He BprocoB — baJb-
MOHT.

He nsa umenn — nBa nareps, e oco6ul, aBe pace! (4/ 1:52).
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As she enlarges—insistently and to excess—on myriad signs of the
mutually exclusive creative spheres that Briusov and Bal’'mont em-
body, Tsvetaeva upholds the paradigmatic opposition that Mozart
and Salieri had come to emblematize. Yet this gesture, as we come
to see, reflects not her own views on poetry and the creative per-
sonality, but rather the impasse at which literary debates had
arrived and beyond which it is her intention to advance poetic
discourse. By the end of the section “Bpiocos u Banemont,” Tsveta-
eva leaves the binary opposition completely exhausted, and this
exhaustion demands that the confines of mere antinomy be left
behind.?

Her long-standing friendship with Bal’'mont™ and her enduring
antagonism toward Briusov notwithstanding, Tsvtaeva does not ele-
vate Bal'mont to that position of “the Pushkin of the time” that she
denied Briusov. Having framed the series of contrasts between her
two contemporaries along the lines in which Mozart and Salieri had
come to be generally considered, Tsvetaeva disassociates Pushkin
from the Bal'mont she aligned with his Mozart. The elaborately
worked juxtapositions of Briusov and Bal’'mont point the way
toward the conclusion at which she arrives in the third and final
casting of Briusov in the role of Salieri, which occurs in “ITocnen-
Hue ciosa,” the final section of the essay. It is here that Tsvetaeva’s
realization of Parnok’s suggestion that Briusov serve to inspire a
new Salieri is made manifest: “BprocoB B Mupe ocraneTcs, HO He
Kak I03T, a kKak repoit moamel. Tak xe kax CaJyibepn ocrajics —
TBOpYecKoii Boueit ITymkuna” (4/1:62). With this statement Tsveta-
eva foregrounds those ties with Pushkin that she has worked to
establish in this essay. With these ties in place, the Briusov of her
essay emerges not simply as a Salieri who plays opposite a Tsveta-
eva-Mozart, but as a new Salieri whom Tsvetaeva brings into being
in the course of defining her poetic self and inscribing that self into
the Pushkinian tradition. The point is unmistakable: like Pushkin’s
Salieri, so too Tsvetaeva’s Briusov will endure only on the strength
of the poetic text she has created. Ultimately Tsvetaeva comes to
bury Briusov, not to praise him, and “I'epoii Tpyma” is her only
work devoted to a deceased poet that stands as a monument reaf-
firming his death and not as a creative effort to counter it.

t26
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Yet beyond the new Salieri that Briusov inspired, Tsvetaevy
recognized the imperative to reestablish the congruity of poetic
values that in the clash between Symbolist and post-Symbolist views
had been framed as antithetical. The image of hard-working poet
who controls his text authenticated by Pushkin’s voluminous drafts
had to be rejoined with the self-surrender in terms of which he
described inspiration in lyrics like “TTosT.” How she might best do
this continued to occupy a prominent place in Tsvetaeva’s defini-
tions of her art and its practitioners, stimulating her thinking about
the course her own poetic development and that of the Russian
poetic tradition could take. Thus, for example, the question of how
inspiration might figure in a modern, humanized world leads Tsve-
tacva to move from metaphysics to psychology. Accordingly in
“Martb u My3sika” she describes what an artist has to gain from
construing talent as a divinely bestowed gift. She recalls her
mother’s words: “Bipouem, Thl Hu pu yem. Crnyx — ot Bora,” and
goes on to describe the positive effect they had on her own poetic
development: “Tak 5To y Mens HaBcerna u OCTajIoCh, YTO § — HHU
TIpu €M, YTO CJIyX — OT bora. OTo MeHst OXpaHHIIO M OT caMOMHe-
HUS, H OT CAMO-COMHEHMUS, OT BCAKOTO, B UCKYCCTBE, CAMOJTHO6US,
— pas cityx ot bora.” Hard on the heels of this liberation from the
self comes the responsibility that this divinely bestowed gift entails:
““TBOe — TOJILKO CTapaHue, HOTOMY 4TO Kax Akl Boxwuii fap Mox-
HO 3aryouts,’ rosopusia Matb...” (5/1:10-11). In this light, Pushkin’s
}nter_lse work over his manuscripts indicates not the insignificance of
inspiration, as Briusov would have it, but the responsibility the poet
must assume in response to it.

For Tsvetaeva it is ultimately the poet himself who must subsume
the inadequate binaries that polarized poetic discourse in the first
decades of the twentieth century when Briusov reigned over the
Russian poetic scene. She insists above all on the breadth of the
poet’s capacious, all-embracing genius. Thus in “UckycctBo MIpu
cBeTe cosecTn” she asks: “A ectb s 19 mosTa — yyxoe? Iymxun
B Cxynom Prinape naxe cxymocts npucsou, 8 Canbepu — gaxe
6e3-naprHocTh” (5/2: 46). This reading of Pushkin suggests also how
the Mozart and Salieri Pushkin created might be read. In light of
the assimilative capacity that defines poetic genius for Tsvetaeva,
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Mozart does not stand opposite Salieri; nor do these two fictional-
ized characters simply represent two distinct aspects of Pushkin’s
own creative personality.?” Instead, Tsvetaeva insists on the imagi-
native power that enables the poet to inhabit even that which is
alien to his creative self. It is in this capacity to go beyond the
boundaries of the self that she establishes the contested notion of
“genius,” and it is this capacity that is perhaps the most compelling
counter-argument to Salieri’s amputation of music from life and his
analytic dissection of music. The difference between Mozart and
Salieri is quickly summarized: Mozart’s creative sphere is capacious
enough to embrace Salieri; Salieri’s world allows for no Mozart. For
Mozart, the “and” that links him to Salieri in Pushkin’s title is
conjunctive; for Salieri the conjunction “and” functions in its dis-
junctive capacity. Thus Briusov, as Tsvetaeva vividly describes in
“T'epoii Tpyna,” can only exclude her from his narrow poetic sphere,
while she, like Pushkin (and his Mozart), comprehends this new
Salieri in the expanse of her own creative world.

Tsvetaeva’s understanding of genius as openness to the other is
consonant with Pushkin’s own. Like her Golden Age predecessor,
she too recognizes the exceptional vulnerability this openness entails.
In embracing Salieri, Mozart leaves himself open to the death Salieri
prepares for him. The Requiem he composes comprises both life and
death. The true creative genius is prepared to assume grave risks in
order to ward off the determinism that Salieri and Briusov court in
their bid for control and power. Perhaps the greatest of these risks
lies in the fearful proximity of the creative and the destructive, of
“corsoputh”’ and “orpaButh.” What holds for the individual artist
holds for the tradition as a whole and obtains also in the making of
each poem: the blank white sheet of creative potential and the
heavily inked “ueproBux” that documents the realization of that
potential give way to the completed poem’s embrace of both what
was destroyed and what was created in the course of its being
brought into being.
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NOTES

'T would like to thank Katherine Hasty for incisive critical observations
;[hat led me to revise an earlier draft of this article.
3Cod)pm Haprox. Cobparue cmuxomsopenuti (Ann Arbor: Ardis, 1979), 166.
Bnamucnas Xopacesuu. Hekponoas. Bocnosmunanus, Jumepamypa u
eaacmy. Iucvma B.A. Cadoscrkomy (Mocksa: CC, 1996), 42. See also Joan
Delaney Grossman, “Introduction,” The Diary of Valery Bryusov (1893—
‘{905 ) (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980), 17-20.
Xonacesuy. Hexponoas, 42. S. Poliakova provides additional information
a.bout Briusov’s relations with L'vova in her commentary to the Ardis edi-
tion of Parnok’s poetry. See also: Cogust IapHox. Cobparue cmuxomsope-
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